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OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS 


Victims of Mistreatment 
Most victims o/mistreatment by immigration authorities are United States citizens or legal residents 
o/the United States. 

All individuals in these two predominantly Hispanic, low-income border communities are at risk of 
experiencing mistreatment regardless oftheir sex, income, English language ability, country ofbirth , 
or legal status. In other words, no single personal characteristic is strongly associated with the 
likelihood of experiencing mistreatment. 

The typical victim of mistreatment by U.S. immigration authorities is a Mexican-American citizen 
of the United States, is 34 years old, has about 9 years of schooling, is bilingual, is married and 
employed, has a mean income of $11,785, and is a voter. 

Types of Mistreatment 
Incidents ofmistreatment of individuals by U.S. Immigration authorities are widespread in two U.S. 
border communities: Tucson, Arizona, and the Lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas. In all, 18.1% 
ofthe households in South Tucson, and 10.2% ofthe households in South Texas report mistreatment 
by U.S. immigration authorities. 

The U.S. Border Patrol commits the largest number ofreported acts ofmistreatment; one halfof all 
reported incidents of mistreatment are attributable to the Border Patrol. 

The most common types of mistreatment committed by immigration authorities are forms of verbal 
and legal mistreatment: racial slurs, abusive language, and the denial of legal rights. 

Immigration authorities commit a wide variety of acts of verbal, legal, and physical mistreatment. 
However, no one form of mistreatment stands out from the others. 

Official avenues ofcomplaint and redress are almost never utilized by citizens or legal residents who 
are mistreated by immigration authorities. 





INTRODUCTION 
Recently, several human and immigrant rights organizations have issued reports critical of U.S. 
immigration authorities' activities l at the U.S.-Mexico Border.2 These reports have emphasized the 
serious nature ofhuman rights abuses at the border, and have directed much needed public attention 
to the issue of how inhabitants of border communities are treated by immigration authorities. They 
have also contributed to recent proposals in Congress to create an Independent Law Enforcement 
Review Commission as a check on immigration law enforcement activities (H.R. 2119). 

To date, however, there has been no systematic research into the treatment ofLatinos by U.S. 
immigration authorities.3 Previous studies of the border situation have not systematically docu
mented the pervasiveness ofmistreatment by U.S. immigration authorities. Instead, they have tended 
to rely ondata collected from individuals who took grievances to governmental ornon-governmental 
organizations (NGOs). 

The present study is the first comprehensive empirical investigation of human rights abuses 
by U.S. immigration authorities.4 The data collection methods employed in this study consist of a 
random sample of households in two border communities. As a result, this study is capable of 
generating conclusions about the pervasiveness of mistreatment of Latinos by U.S. immigration 
authorities which are authoritative and generalizable. 5 

HUMAN RIGHTS LITERATURE 
Since the 1970s several government and NGO studies have documented instances of mistreatment 
ofHispanics by U.S. immigration and other legal authorities. In 1970, the U.S. Commission on Civil 
Rights drew national attention to the issue ofovert racial discrimination against Hispanics by legal 
institutions in the United States. The Commission found that "Mexican-American citizens are 
subject to unduly harsh treatment by law enforcement officers ... [and] are often arrested on 
insufficient grounds, receive physical and verbal abuse, and penalties which are disproportionately 
severe."6 

In 1980, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights investigated allegations of abuse in the 
immigration process, and the internal administrative mechanisms available to investigate these 
abuses.? Their report found widespread violations of immigration laws and civil rights laws as well 
as serious problems with complaint procedures. Together, these reports revealed the existence of 
discrimination in the enforcement ofU.S. laws against Mexican-Americans and Mexican immigrants 
living in the United States. 

Recent reports published by non-governmental human and legal rights organizations have 
attempted to pick up the gauntlet of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights in documenting the 
persistenceofserious problems in the relationship between the Hispanic community and immigration 
law enforcement authorities. These reports have assembled information from a vast network of 
human rights and non-governmental law offices along the border, from San Diego, California, to the 
Lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas. Their results have shown serious violations of human and legal 
rights of Hispanics living in the United States. 

Since 1988, the Immigration Law Enforcement Monitoring Project (ILEMP) of the 
American Friends Service Committee (APSC) has been monitoring human rights conditions at the 
U.S.-Mexico border and issuing reports on its findings. In an effort to systematize data collection, 
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ILEMP's May 1989 report made use ofthe existing network oflocal immigrant rights organizations 
in four border regions and South Florida. The combined sample documented a total of 783 human 
rights violations which were reported by 357 individuals. The most common categories of abuse 
were seizures of property, physical abuse, illegal conditions of detention, denial of due process, 
inappropriate use offirearms, and the improper arrest of V.S. citizens and legal residents. The 1992 
report further enhanced the quality of data collection with the introduction of a centralized computer 
system that assembled data from the five regions.8 It documented 392 persons reporting a total of 
1,274 violations of human rights during the period from May 1989 to May 1991. 

In 1992, the human rights organization, America's Watch, issued its report, Brutality 
Unchecked: The Human Rights Abuses Along the U.S. Border with Mexico. This report concluded 
that human rights violations by immigration authorities occur with impunity along the V.S.-Mexico 
border because of a lack of political accountability. The methods of data collection used by 
America's Watch similarly relied upon the documentation efforts of local NOOs along the border. 
The investigation was limited to human rights abuses committed during arrest and detention of 
undocumented immigrants. In a 1993 follow-up report,9 America's Watch concluded that beatings 
and other forms of mistreatment are not uncommon during the arrest and detention ofundocumented 
immigrants. Hispanic V.S. citizens, and Hispanic legal residents. It also condemns unjustified 
shootings and sexual assaults against immigrants. 

A 1993report issued by the National Lawyers Ouild and the National Network for Immigrant 
and Refugee Rights provided an account of INS activities in non-border regions and documented 
abuses in Michigan, Washington. New York, Kansas, Illinois and Puerto Rico. The report is titled, 
"The Violation of Rights in Immigration Policing in Non-Border Areas." It concluded that V.S. 
citizens, as well as Hispanic immigrants, are victimized by immigration authorities; this finding 
underscores the fact that an abusive pattern ofimmigration law enforcement "is not a border problem 
but a national problem."lO 

In sum, a series of governmental and NOO reports provide ample evidence that there exist 
serious violations ofhuman and civil rights and liberties by immigration authorities. Since there have 
been no systematic studies ofthese patterns ofmistreatment, and since most ofthe evidence has been 
based on the experiences of aggrieved citizens and immigrants who have actually fIled complaints 
with NOOs, the exact quantity of mistreatment which occurs is unclear. 

SOCIAL SCIENCE LITERATURE 
In recent years social scientists have also contributed to the study of the treatment of minorities by 
V.S . legal institutions. The conclusions ofseveral scholars have made it almost axiomatic that racial 
and ethnic minorities receive harsh and unequal treatment in the American criminal j ustice system. 11 

Several studies have built upon the critical findings of the V.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1970; 
1980) to show that distinctive characteristics of the Hispanic cultural experience have exacerbated 
tensions in the already attenuated relationship that ethnic and racial minorities have had with 
America's legal institutions.12 It has been argued, for example, that differences in language and 
culture have created barriers that African-Americans have not faced. 13 Armando Morales' (1972) 
study of criminal law courts indicated that the justice system in the American Southwest and West 
discriminates against Spanish-surnamed citizens. 14 In another empirical study of the treatment of 
Chicanos in the courts, Malcolm Holmes and Howard Daudistel (1984) found discrimination in the 
disposition of criminal cases on the basis of Hispanic ethnicity.15 
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At the same time, however, other empirical studies offer little evidence of systemic 
discrimination against Hispanics in the criminal system.16 James Unnever (1980) provides 
inconclusive support for the contention that Latinos convicted ofdrug offenses were more likely than 
Anglos to be incarcerated.17 Welch, Gruhl, and Spohn (1984) argue, in an empirical investigation 
on the treatment of Hispanics in the courts, that there exists little evidence of disparate treatment in 
dismissal, conviction and incarceration rates on the basis of race or ethnicity.18 

Similarly, a recent series of studies onjudicial sentencing found little evidence ofbias in terms 
ofethnicity. Tinker, Quiring and Pimentel's (1985) study ofHispanic and Anglo felony defendants 
concluded that there was no observable judicial bias in sentencing.19 Marjory Zatz' 1985 study 
similarly found that Hispanics and Anglos convicted of crimes were sentenced to comparable lengths 
of time in prison. 20 

Although investigations into discrimination against Hispanics exist in the literature, empiri
cal studies have reached conflicting conclusions, with several scholars indicating that ethnicity was 
not an important determinant of disparities in treatment. However, immigration laws and procedures 
are distinct from the criminal justice system.21 While the academic studies we have reviewed are 
capable of generating conclusions about the treatment of Latinos in the criminal law setting, their 
applicability to Hispanics within the civil law framework of immigration enforcement is at best 
tangential. 

THE STUDY 
The present study attempts to empirically examine the treatment of Latinos by U.S. immigration 
authorities in two border communities: South Tucson, Arizona, and the Lower Rio Grande Valley 
in South Texas. This project emerged originally from a pilot study that was conducted at the 
Universityof Texas-Pan American as part of a political science course taught during the autumn 1991 
semester. The U.S.-Mexico border was chosen for study because it contains the country's highest 
concentration of both federal immigration law enforcement officials and Latino population. 22 A bout 
85% ofINS employees and budget (and 88.5% Border Patrol manpower) are directed to the border.23 

Presently, more than 4,000 Border Patrol agents are stationed on the U.S.-Mexico border. Of this 
force, there are about 300 Border Patrol agents in the Tucson, Arizona Sector, and 365 agents in the 
McAllen, Texas Sector.24 For the fiscal year ending September 1992, Border Patrol agents in Tucson 
made71 ,099 arrests, and agents in South Texas made 88,464 arrests.25 Likewise, most ofthe subjects 
ofimmigration law enforcement activities are Hispanic. South Tucson is 83% Hispanic,26 and South 
Texas is 85% Hispanic.27 Thus, Latinos constitute the communityofpersons most likely to bein daily 
contact with immigration law enforcement operations and to have personal experiences with 
immigration law enforcement authorities.28 Furthermore, these communities are among the most 
impoverished in the country.29 

LEGAL SETTING 
Because of their geographical proximity to the U.S.-Mexico Border, South Tucson and South Texas 
are vulnerable to unusually broad immigration policing powers, and it is within that context that the 
extent of mistreatment of Mexicans and Mexican-Americans are measured. 

The specific activities ofimmigration officers should be assessed in terms of whether or not 
they are in violation of the Constitution of the United States, federal statutes, Justice Department 
regulations, federal case law, or executive department guidelines.30 Immigration laws have given 
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immigration officers broad search and arrest powers in order to locate and apprehend suspected 
undocumented immigrants; 31 these broad powers were recently expanded in the Immigration Act of 
1990.32 The act allows immigration officers to make arrests without a warrant for any offense 
committed in the officer's presence and for any felony under U.S. laws, if the officer has reasonable 
grounds to believe that the person has committed a felony. The act also allows immigration officers 
to carry frrearms and to serve warrants and subpoenas. 

Moreover, under existing law, immigration officers may patrol private property to search for 
undocumented aliens if they are within 25 miles of the border; South Tucson is 60 miles from the 
border, and South Texas is located within this twenty-five-mile zone.33 An officer may board and 
search cars, trains, airplanes, ships and other conveyances in search of undocumented entries even 
absent a belief that aliens are aboard in areas up to one hundred miles of the boundary.34 A fixed 
checkpoint search is not an illegal seizure under the Fourth Amendment.35 An officer may stop36 or 
search37 a person if he or she has reasonable suspicion to believe the person is in the United States 
illegally. The law enforcement officer determines whether there is reasonable suspicion by weighing 
the totality of the circumstances.38 

Also, immigration officers have the right to stop and question a person solely to determine 
whetherhe or she has arightto be or remain in the United States ifthey have a reasonable suspicion. 39 
It is not permissible under the Fourth Amendment for the officer's determination of reasonable 
suspicion to be based solely on race or alienage.40 However, because the "reasonableness test" is 
applied within the context of what conclusions a trained INS officer might reasonably draw,41 the 
law on the books sometimes varies considerably from the law on the streets. 

A law enforcement official can arrest any person if there exists probable cause, or if there is 
reason to believe the subject is likely to escape before a warrant could be obtained.42 The Supreme 
Court has interpreted the "reason to believe" standard to mean probable cause.43 The probable cause 
standard can be met when a person fails to produce an alien resident card or other proof that she is 
a legal resident.44 

After an apprehension or arrest is made, the suspected undocumented entry is taken to the 
Border Patrol station for initial processing. Processing consists of an interrogation by an enforcement 
agency official and the completion of two forms: Form 1-213, "Record of Deportable Alien", and 
Form 1-274, "Request for Voluntary Departure.,,45 

While the inquisitorial nature of the arrest procedure resembles the criminal process, the 
deportation hearing is a civil, not a criminal proceeding, and so undocumented aliens do not have 
the same Constitutional protections at this stage of the process as do arrestees in criminal 
proceedings.46 Suspected undocumented immigrants threatened with deportation are not protected 
by constitutional safeguards, or even court-created safeguards. Without these safeguards, there is 
virtually no review of the interactions between the detainee and INS officials during this process.47 

In addition to statutes, Title 8 of the Code of Federal Regulations and judicial case law, 
additional constraints on agency behavior are located in the Department ofJustice Handbook, the 
Border Patrol Handbook, and the Immigration and Naturalization Service's Operations Instructions. 
For example, the Department of Justice grants the public the absolute right to courteous, fair, and 
sympathetic treatment from every INS officer.48 Further, according to the INS Handbook, physical 

4 


http:officer.48
http:process.47
http:proceedings.46
http:resident.44
http:cause.43
http:obtained.42
http:alienage.40
http:circumstances.38
http:Amendment.35
http:boundary.34


force may only be used by immigration officers in self-defense, the defense of others, or when 
absolutely necessary to make an arrest or to prevent an escape.49 Finally, the INS Operations 
Instructions establish constraints on the verbal behavior of INS officers: 

No remarks of a sarcastic or "kidding" nature should ever be made to an alien about 
his/her name, nationality, race, religion, economic condition, dress, etc. Such 
remarks may result in disciplinary action against the officer involved.50 

In sum, while there exist broad policing powers for immigration authorities, there are also 
constraints on that authority which are found in statutes, case law and department regulations. For 
constraints on enforcement authority to be effective, however, officers must be held accountable for 
violations of law and internal guidelines. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 
To carry out an empirical investigation of the nature and extent of mistreatment of Latinos by U.S. 
immigration authorities, a sample of 166 randomly selected households was drawn from the 
population ofSouth Tucson, Arizona, and a sample of 185 randomly selected households was drawn 
from South Texas. Each household selected one person to be interviewed, and this person provided 
information for the entire household. Because of the high percentage of households visited in each 
sample in relation to the South Tucson and South Texas communities, the results of this study can 
be generalized to the whole of these particular communities, and shed light on a situation common 
throughout much of the border region. 

While the sample populations for both communities were overwhelmingly Hispanic, they 
also included respondents who were Anglos, and in South Tucson, Yaqui Native Americans. The 
sample population for both communities also included people representing virtually all types oflegal 
status, as illustrated in Table 1. 

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE 

Because ofdifferences in the two communities, the results for each community are reported 
separately. South Texas is located much closer than South Tucson to Mexico, and as expected, the 
South Texas sample consisted ofa higher percentage ofnative-born Mexicans and persons who were 
not citizens of the United States. 

An important difference between the two communities was the percentage ofmale and female 
respondents interviewed. One potential source of bias in the South Tucson results is the dispropor
tionate share of unemployed women in the sample, due to the time of day the interviews were 
conducted (weekday mornings and afternoons). Since the results of this study reveal that 1) males 
are more likely than females to be victims ofabuse, and 2) employed subjects are slightly more likely 
than unemployed counterparts to be victims of abuse, it is probable that the over-sampling of 
unemployed women may have led to an under-estimation ofmistreatment. Incontrast, the percentage 
ofmales and females interviewed in South Texas more closely approximated the general population. 

The interviewers were bilingual college students and workers from local NOO's in South 
Texas. Many interviewers were from the localities being studied. Thus, the interviewers constituted 
research teams that were well qualified to elicit answers to sensitive questions regarding community 
interactions with immigration authorities. The interviewers were instructed to ask questions in the 
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first language of the persons interviewed, and were asked to explain to the respondents that this was 
an academic project, and therefore not an activity ofa government agency. Interviewers were trained 
by the principal investigators, and training sessions were recorded to ensure uniformity in training. 

The survey instrument consists of a sixty-question survey. Each interviewer conducted 
between five and 15 sixty-question interviews between December 1992 and October 1993.51 All 
interviewers used the standard questionnaire designed for the survey. The questions on the survey 
instrument were designed to capture three categories of information: General attitudes toward 
immigration authorities, details about specific encounters with immigration authorities and their 
outcomes and repercussions, and demographic characteristics of the persons being interviewed. 

BACKGROUND TO FINDINGS 
Even with a carefully designed survey instrument, it is difficult for any survey research to evaluate 
with absolute certainty whether or not respondents actually experienced harassment or other forms 
of mistreatment. There is always the possibility that fear of reprisals. resentment against the 
government agency, or other intangible aspects of the interview may influence the respondents' 
answers to questions about these sensitive issues. 

With that said, this study is an effort to describe and quantify "irregular encounters" with 
immigration authorities. We have defined "irregular encounters" with immigration authorities in 
terms ofboth subjective and objective criteria. Respondents were fITst asked whether or not they had 
"face to face" encounters with immigration authorities. 52 If they answered "yes", they were asked 
whether any of these encounters "were less than positive or cordial." A positive response here led 
to the third part of the question, where irregular encounters were defined for the respondent by 
specific objective criteria in the questionnaire describing types of encounters that are prohibited by 
law and policy. For example, subjects were asked whether immigration authorities "spoke in a rude 
or aggressive manner," "got physical" with them, or ever forcibly isolated them from others. A 
negative response to all of these three questions indicated that there was no negative encounter for 
the purposes of the survey. Finally, following affrrmative responses to the above questions, we 
evaluated the narrative statements about direct encounters in terms ofwhether or not they constituted 
a credible claim of mistreatment or were clearly frivolous accounts. Claims which were clearly 
frivolous were disregarded. Below, we include accounts of incidents which provide examples of 
"frivolous" and "credible" claims of mistreatment. 

An example of a frivolous claim was an encounter which occurred in July 1993, when a 
Mexican family attempted to cross the border at Nogales. One member ofthe family who attempted 
to cross without papers was subsequently stopped, questioned, and turned back by customs agents. 
Since the others didn't want the family to be separated, they turned back as well. An example of a 
credible claim of mistreatment occurred in August 1993. It is recounted by a subject as follows: 

My family and I were returning from Nogales, Sonora (Mex.). My husband and one 
ofmy daughters are darker skinned than the rest of the family. I raise my children to 
learn Spanish before they learn English in the schools. We were stopped by a customs 
officer at the crossing point. The officer directed her attention to my dark skinned 
daughter and ignored my other children. The officer started asking my daughter why 
she didn't respond to questions in English. She then berated me that we must be 
Mexican. She kept us there for a half hour. The interrogation was very aggressive and 
rude, and the officer said next time we would have more trouble. 
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FINDINGS 
Through questions in which respondents were asked to describe the specifics of their negative 
encounters with immigration authorities. this study measures the frequency of three general types 
of irregular encounters with immigration authorities: verbal, physical, and legal. Each of the three 
general categories are further divided into objective categories of mistreatment. Physical mistreat
ment was divided into six categories, verbal mistreatment into six categories. and legal mistreatment 
into twenty categories. 

Physical mistreatment consists of the improper use of firearms. hands or fists. night sticks, 
flashlights, or handcuffs. Verbal mistreatment consists of abusive behavior that somehow degraded 
the individual, such as rude or insulting language, threats, or inappropriately aggressive interroga
tion. Finally, legal mistreatment consists of attempts to deny due process. It includes attempts to 
isolate the suspect from others, to keep the individual uninformed about the legal process the 
individual is about to enter, orinvolves the use ofpolice authority to degrade the individual such as 
with unnecessary "strip searches," or by not providing food or water. 

Households in South Tucson reported more incidents of mistreatment than respondents in 
South Texas. InSouth Tucson, ofthe 166 households, 18.1 %reported having personally experienced 
or knowing someone who experienced an irregular encounter with immigration authorities.53 In 
South Texas, that number was 10.2% (of 185). In many instances, individuals reported more than 
one type of mistreatment per encounter. Hence, the number of acts of mistreatment listed below is 
greater than the number ofpersons reporting mistreatment. In South Tucson, 30 individuals reported 
81 types ofmistreatment by immigration authorities. In South Texas, 20 individuals reported 46 types 
of mistreatment by immigration authorities. 

INSERT TABLE 2 HERE 

As Table 2 illustrates, there was little difference between the two communities in the 
frequency of the types ofmistreatment experienced. The most common type ofmistreatment in both 
communities was verbal, followed closely by legal types ofmistreatment. Physical mistreatment was 
less common. In South Tucson, 76.7% of the encounters involved verbal mistreatment, and 63.3% 
involved legal mistreatment. In contrast, 33.3% of persons reporting irregular encounters reported 
physical mistreatment. In South Texas, 95% of the irregular encounters involved verbal mistreat
ment, and 85% involved legal mistreatment. In contrast, only 20% reported physical mistreatment 
by immigration authorities. 

The most common type of verbal mistreatment involved the use of rude and disrespectful 
language during questioning and inquiries about legal status. In South Tucson, 52% of the verbal 
mistreatment involved rude and abusive language, and virtually all incidents involved some 
combination of rude and abusive language andlorracial and ethnic insults. Examples include being 
called, "pinche mojado" (fucking wetback), and "dogs". In South Texas, 81.7% of the persons who 
experienced verbal mistreatment remarked that their encounters consisted of a combination of rude 
and abusive language, and ethnic and racial insults. 

The most common type of legal mistreatment consisted of not being told of legal rights. In 
addition, it was common for the authenticity of identification papers to be challenged and the 
documents seized or destroyed. The most common type of physical mistreatment involved tight 
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handcuffs and pushing and shoving of individuals. In addition, some individuals reported being 
denied phone calls and food during long periods of detention. 

In South Tucson, 26.4% of the respondents reporting legal mistreatment were not advised 
of their legal rights. The second highest percentage of types of legal mistreatment included 
inappropriate detentions (15.8%), and illegal deportations (15.8%). In South Texas, 88.9% of the 
respondents who reported legal abuse reported that they were not advised of legal rights. 

A plurality ofthe South Tucson respondents who reported mistreatment, 41.4%, experienced 
mistreatment at the border in Nogales, and 38% of the respondents experienced mistreatment 60 
miles north on the streets ofSouth Tucson or Tucson, which are adjoining municipalities. Similarly, 
a full 55.2% of the respondents experienced mistreatment at or near an international border in such 
places as Nogales, or Naco, Arizona. In South Texas, 60.8% of the respondents experienced 
mistreatment at or near the international crossing bridge or the Rio Grande River. Additionally, 30% 
of the respondents reported having experienced mistreatment in Hidalgo and Cameron Counties of 
the Lower Rio Grande Valley, and 4.3% reported mistreatment at the checkpoint in Falfurlas, Texas. 
The surprisingly high percentage ofmistreatment on the streets of South Tucson, which is 60 miles 
from the border, seems to contradict the official mission of border patrol operations, which is 
deterrence against undocumented entry. 

In most instances, persons who experienced mistreatment reported that they were with others 
when the mistreatment occurred. In South Tucson, 75% of the individuals mistreated were with at 
least one other person when they encountered immigration authorities. Most of the respondents 
(70%) who were in mixed ethnic groups at the time of the encounter, believed they were singled out 
on account of their ethnicity. In South Texas, 80% of the respondents reporting mistreatment were 
with at least one other person when immigration authorities were encountered. 

MISTREATMENT CASE NARRATIVES 
In the survey, respondents were asked to describe irregular encounters as they had unfolded. The 
interviewers were instructed to transcribe these encounters in the fIrst person. Several representative 
examples of accounts of mistreatment are included in the following section. The narratives begin 
with examples of physical mistreatment, and are followed by examples of verbal and legal 
mistreatment. 

Physical force is permitted by immigration officers under very limited circumstances. Under 
INS policy, physical force is not permitted in most instances. Similarly, INS guidelines prohibit 
verbal mistreatment. Human rights organizations have suggested that physical and verbal mistreat
ment "seem to be aimed at either humiliating the targets or provoking a violent response. "54 As the 
ILEMP report put it, verbal mistreatment "is used as part of a subjugating technique, often leading 
to another abuse, denial ofdue process."55 The examples below do not contradict these findings. In 
many instances, verbal mistreatment was followed by legal mistreatment. Further, the following 
narratives suggest that immigration authorities may act with impunity in their attempts to control and 
subjugate members of these two border communities. 

EXAMPLES OF PHYSICAL MISTREATMENT 
Inappropriate Use ofFirearms 
Respondent, a male naturalized citizen of the U.S., about 30 years of age reported the following: "I 
was taking two relatives of mine who were undocumented to do some migrant work. My car was 
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stopped by (the) Border Patrol. I was removed from the car, handcuffed, and my vehicle was taken 
from me. After I was released, I was walking back towards the valley and met some other workers 
along the way. It was night and we started walking together. The Border Patrol approached and I 
was arrested again. The officers pulled out shotguns and pointed them at us and we were threatened 
that we would be shot. They called us "hungry dogs". The officer placed a shotgun at my neck. We 
were not allowed to talk. I was ordered to lay flat in the border patrol van, and eventually I was 
released. " 

SEXUAL MISTREATMENT 
(July 1991) The respondent, a 28-year-old female citizen of United States, was crossing the 
international border in Nogales. A male officer patted the woman's breasts, telling her he was 
checking to see if she was hiding plants under her blouse. The officer touched her for what seemed 
to her to be a long time, and then the respondent was excused. 

EXAMPLES OF VERBAL MISTREATMENT 
Racial or Ethnic Insult 
(Spring 1992) The respondent, a male, Hispanic native-born U.S. citizen, was walking home in the 
street about a mile from his house at about three in the afternoon. The subject was stopped by two 
immigration officers on the street. The officers asked for papers. Respondent identified himself as 
a citizen. Officers called him a liar and a "pinche mojado" (fucking wetback). Respondent showed 
proof of citizenship and officers walked away. 

Rude or Abusive Language 
(May 1991) The respondent was an 18-year-old, married, Spanish-speaking male, permanent legal 
resident, and was employed in a bakery. In his words, "There were about seven ofus standing outside 
a local night club. We had been in the night club and now were hanging out in the parking lot. The 
Border Patrol came to us and started questioning us. Those of us who spoke English were not 
mistreated, but the Spanish speakers among us were insulted verbally by the officers. They separated 
the group and spoke to each of us individually. Twoofmy friends who were Spanish speakers didn't 
have identification, and were taken away and driven to Mexico." 

EXAMPLES OF LEGAL MISTREATMENT 
Inappropriate Search 
(May 1993) The subject, an Hispanic male citizen of the United States, employed with the 
Department ofCorrections, crossed the international bridge with wife, mother and children in their 
vehicle. At the crossing, officers asked where they were from and what they had bought in Mexico. 
In the respondent's words, "The customs officer then wanted to look in the back of the van. I started 
to get out to help the officer open the back, when he pushed the door shut and yelled at me to say in 
the van. Then, other officers approached the van. Without telling us, one officer placed a bag of 
marijuana on the truck, and suddenly a policing dog jumped up to the truck. The dog jumped and 
scratched the truck and eventually found the plastic bag. At the same time, officers searched through 
the handbags belonging to my wife and mother. Afterwards, the officers laughingly explained that 
they were engaged in a training exercise with the dog. They never got our permission to perform such 
an exercise. I thought they were trying to frame me for drug smuggling." The respondent's mother 
was in poor health and became very frightened and ill as a result of the intrusion. 
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Illegal Temporary Detention 
The respondent, a male citizen of EI Salvador, and legal resident in the United States, was stopped 
outside his home and arrested by Border Patrol officers, "for breaking into my own house." The 
subject hadjustretumed from the comer store and had left his wallet in the house. Because hecouldn 't 
produce identification upon the officer's request, he was arrested, handcuffed and detained until his 
wife could be reached at work to retrieve his identification. Once his legal presence in the United 
States was shown. the subject was released from custody. 

(May 1991) The respondent, in South Tucson said the following: "Iwas standing on my porch when 
the border patrol arrived at the front of the house. The victim, a friend of mine, was standing in a 
group of people in my front yard. The Border Patrol officer spoke to him, handcuffed him and 
continued talking. After a while they released him. My friend was going to get married in a few days, 
and was present in the United States legally." 

(1990) The respondent, a 75-year-old female native-born Hispanic citizen ofthe U.S .• was walking 
with her son down the road near her home in South Tucson. Her son had a brain tumor and they were 
returning home after a visit to the local hospital. They were stopped by the Border Patrol, and were 
rudely told to get on the sidewalk. The Border Patrol officers then requested to see the son' s papers. 
Respondent showed them papers for herself and her son and said they were citizens. The officers 
didn't believe them and ordered them into the Border Patrol van. The respondent refused, and an 
argument ensued. "Finally. a neighbor approached the officers and told them we were citizens and 
only then did the officers allow the respondent and her son to leave. They didn't apologize. I reported 
the incident to the doctor and he said I should report it to the proper authorities, but I was too afraid 
because of my son's condition." 

Illegal Detention/Arrest 
The respondent, a female, permanent legal resident about fifty years of age reported the following: 
"While coming back from Mexico, after taking my children to a doctor there, I was stopped by the 
Border Patrol and questioned as to what I was doing in that area at that time. I told the officer I was 
returning from the doctor in Mexico and I showed my documents with my maiden name on them. 
The officer then asked my children for their last name. Since my children have their father's last 
name, they gave a name different than my own. Theofficer refused to believe they were my children. 
and detained us for an extended period of time, and then he finally let us go." 

Harassment 
(September 1993) The respondent, a male native-born U.S. citizen, said the following during the 
survey interview at his house in South Tucson: "Look ... there they are (pointing to a Border Patrol 
van) ... Those fuckers stop me a few times a week. They got me in front of my hija (daughter), huh 
baby? ... They got me in front of the Circle K last week ... I was just walking down the street and 
they stopped me ... they stop me a lot, they like hassling me." 

Separated Solely on Basis ofEthnic Appearance 
(Autumn, 1990) The respondent, a female permanent legal resident, was returning to the U.S. from 
Mexico with her children. her sister and her brother-in-law. At the international crossing, an officer 
asked for all the documents of the children, the respondent and the respondent's sister. The officer 
turned to the respondent's brother-in-law. an Anglo. and told him, "We don't need yourID, we know 
you are a citizen." Because the respondent was not carrying the children's ID records, the children 
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were not allowed to enter the United States. The respondent was allowed to cross but had to leave 
her children in Sonora, Mexico, while she was allowed to return to Tucson to get her papers. When 
she returned to the bridge, a different officer was on duty, and said the children could have crossed 
without documents. The officer just asked the children where they were born. 

(August 1993) The respondent, a female, Hispanic native-born U.S. citizen with 9th grade education, 
described events as follows: "My family and 1 were returning from Nogales, Sonora. My husband 
is darker skinned, and one ofmy daughters is dark skinned, the rest ofmy children are lighter skinned. 
1 raise my children to learn Spanish before they learn English in the schools. We are U.S. citizens. 
We were stopped by a customs officer at the crossing point. The officer directed her attention to my 
dark skinned daughter. The officer started asking my daughter why she didn't respond to questions 
in English. She then berated me. She kept us there for a half hour. The interrogation was very 
aggressive and rude, and the officer said next time we would have more trouble." 

Local Police Involvement 
(February 1991) The respondent, a male permanent legal resident, was driving north from Nogales 
with his pregnant wife when he encountered a Border Patrol temporary check-stop in Naco, Arizona. 
The Border Patrol asked to see his driver's license rather than proper papers for crossing. Since his 
driver's license had been revoked, the Border Patrol called the local police to report the subject. The 
respondent was taken to jail and released upon payment of four hundred dollars. Because the 
respondent's wife had no documents with her, she was removed from the truck and deported to 
Mexico. 

(September 1993) The respondent, a female native-born U.S. citizen, was present when her uncle 
was led away by Border Patrol officers that had been standing in front of her house. "My father's 
brother was at our house with some friends of the family. When leaving the house my uncle was 
stopped by a Border Patrol agent waiting outside the house. 1 believe a neighbor had tipped off the 
Border Patrol that my uncle was an illegal alien. He is not, and presented his papers to the officer. 
1 also think there existed a separate warrant for my uncle's arrest. The Border Patrol officer took 
him away on this other matter, and 1 think handed him over to police authorities. He was incarcerated 
for one month before he was released. My father believes this was a violation of his rights because 
my uncle showed his papers to the border patrol officer and this was the reason, ostensibly, that 
brought the officer to the house in the first place." 

Inappropriate Search 
(February 1993) The respondent described the following: "At the international bridge in Progreso, 
Texas, we were ordered to park our vehicle. 1 was traveling with two daughters, and three 
grandchildren and my son-in-law. We were ordered to pull everything outofthe station wagon, which 
wasn't much, a pack of shaving razors and some other toiletries. The passport ofmy son-in-law was 
taken away by the officers, and we were insulted by the female officer who asked if maybe we had 
$10,000, which 1 think must have referred to drug money? We were released after about thirty 
minutes." 

(March 1991) The respondent, a 17-year-old Hispanic male citizen of the United States reported, "1 
was walking home at about 3:40 in the morning when 1 was stopped by the Border Patrol. The officer 
started flashing a flashlight up and down. 1 asked him what he wanted and he told me he wanted to 
know where 1 lived. 1 told him 1 lived two and a half houses away from where we stood. He shoved 
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me into the Border Patrol van and searched me, I guess for weapons. After the search, he told me 
to stop walking around because this might happen again. He got in his van and drove off." 

(June 1989) Therespondent, an undocumented male, described the following: "As I went to a dance, 
in Sullivan City (Texas) at about 7 p.m., my sister and I were approached by Border Patrol officers. 
We were sitting in a friend's car. He asked what we were doing there and then asked us to step out 
of the car. He searched my wallet and my sister'S hand bag, and asked several questions about the 
"mica" (identification) cards of my children, which I had in my possession. I told him I was telling 
him the truth that my children were legal residents, and at that point the officer threw my children's 
cards onto the grounds. The officer took me in the van to the international bridge at Rio Grande City." 

Denial ofFood 
The respondent, a female migrant worker, now a permanent legal resident reported the following 
inciden t: "There were six ofus hiding in the brush in Falfurias, Texas. We were discovered at about 
5 a.m. We were taken to the checkpoint immediately and I was separated from my friends. I was 
initially held in the bathroom at the Border Patrol checkpoint for about one half hour. I was taken 
from the bathroom and was told my friends would be taken to Mexico and that I would be held until 
I explained to them about the wounds on my leg. I told them the cuts were received from jumping 
a fence, but they didn't believe me. They threatened to detain me for years unless I told them the 
truth. They didn't believe I was a Mexican. They thoughtI was Salvadoran. They asked me questions 
about Mexico. Since I knew the answers they finally believed me. They told me they would call 
my parents in Mexico to verify my nationality. In all, I was detained from 5 a.m. until 6 p.m. My 
friends were fed meals for breakfast, lunch and dinner. I was not given any food until dinner. at which 
time I was returned to Mexico." 

Inappropriate Behavior 
(September 1992) The respondent. a male permanent legal resident about 35 years of age reported 
the following: "I was coming from Reynosa (Mexico) and had lost my passport. I was carrying my 
son. I tried to explain to the officer that I was a permanent legal resident of the United States, but the 
officer refused to believe me. He spoke to me in a rude, aggressive, ridiculing manner. He told me 
I could pay 80 dollars for a temporary passport. I asked why he did not offer me the 50dollar passport. 
He told me that 90 dollars was my only option, but then said I could pay 50 dollars. Finally, I paid 
50 dollars and went home. The passport was eventually sent to my home." 

(November 1992) The respondent described the following event: "I was stopped and questioned at 
the International Bridge in Rio Grande City, Texas. Two female Hispanic officers took passports 
from my l1-year-old daughter and we were ordered inside. There, a male officer wanted to know 
how he could tell if my daughter was the same person described in the passport. He took my 
daughter's belongings including her purse and searched it. He told her she had better have a school 
LD. or grades with her next time or she would not be allowed to come to the U.S. again. The officer 
looked through my passport and also searched utility bills in my possession. The officer then opened 
my car and searched it thoroughly without providing any reason for the search." 

(November 1989) The respondent, a male Hispanic native-born citizen of the U.S., was crossing the 
border in Nogales, and was asked about citizenship. He answered he was a citizen; was asked where 
born, and he said, "Tucson." They then asked to see I.D. He answered, "I told you I am a citizen." 
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They asked him to follow them into the office where they checked a computer. Inside the officers 
insisted to be addressed as "sir". When cleared, the officers apologized. 

COMPLAINT PROCESS 
At present, there is no effective method for reporting grievances about INS misconduct. Specifically, 
there exists no internal affairs unit within INS to investigate claims ofmistreatment. Formal written 
complaints may be made to immigration authorities. If a complaint is deemed credible by the 
immigration supervisor it is referred to the Justice Department's Office oflnspectorGeneral (OIG). 56 
The OIG receives the complaints from the field offices, and assigns an inspector to conduct an 
investigation. Investigators have broad discretion in how they conduct the investigation, complain
ants are not required to be interviewed by investigators, and such investigations occur in "near total 
secrecy".57 Upon completion of the investigation, a written report is prepared and forwarded to the 
Inspector General.58 In 1992, the OIG received 463 allegations against agents. Of these allegations, 
formal investigations were opened in only 30 cases,59 suggesting that the OIG did not consider most 
allegations to be very serious. 

Doubt about INS accountability is accentuated when the number ofinvestigations into formal 
complaints is considered against the finding of this study that the percentage of formal complaints 
registered with immigration authorities constitutes a fraction of the number of actual mistreatment 
cases. Virtually no instances of mistreatment in South Tucson or South Texas resulted in a formal 
grievance against immigration authorities. 

Although 18.1% of residents in South Tucson felt they had suffered some type of 
mistreatment, only 3.3% of those reporting mistreatment sought formal redress from the govern
ment. Out of 30 incidents of mistreatment, only one person actually attempted to file a complaint 
to authorities. None ofthe individuals were led through an official complaint process, and there were 
no complaints filed as part of an official grievance procedure. Similarly, in South Texas, out of 20 
incidents of mistreatment, two individuals attempted to file some sort of complaint. In neither 
instance, was a formal complaint filed with government authorities. 

PERPETRATORS OF MISTREATMENT 
The U.S. Border Patrol commits the largest number of abuses reported in this study.60 In South 
Tucson, the Border Patrol was involved in 61.5% of the mistreatment cases. This was followed by 
both Customs officials and INS officials at 15.4%. Equivalent numbers for South Texas are 
unavailable. 

The ethnicity of the immigration officer had virtually no bearing on the likelihood of the 
occurrence ofan irregular encounter. In South Tucson, 33.3% of the offending officers were Anglo, 
and 27.6% were Hispanic. In 18.5% of the irregular encounters, both Hispanic and Anglo officers 
were encountered. In South Texas, 36.8% ofthe officers were Anglo, and 57 .9% ofthe officers were 
Hispanic. 

VICTIMS OF MISTREATMENT 
As Table 3 shows, generally there are no differences between the personal characteristics of the 
victims of mistreatment by immigration authorities and the general population in these two largely 
Hispanic communities. Like the community population, the victims ofmistreatment also embodied 
personal characteristics of poverty61 and ethnicity. 62 
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Ethnicity 
Hispanic ethnicity is not considered a variable in this study because it didn't vary. Almost all the 
respondents were Hispanic. Hispanics constituted 82% of the sample population in South Tucson, 
and 96.7% of the respondents in South Texas. Of the 30 subjects in South Tucson who reported 
incidents of mistreatment, 24 were Hispanic, two were Native American, and one was Anglo. 
Similarly, in South Texas, 19 of 20 incidents of mistreatment involved Hispanics.63 

Legal Status 
The overwhelming majority of respondents and victims were citizens of the United States or legal 
residents. More than 75% ofthe respondents in the South Tucson sample were citizens. A bout 60.2% 
ofthe respondents were native-born U.S. citizens and 15.1 % were naturalized citizens from Mexico. 
Further, 15.7% were permanent legal residents, and 3.6% were undocumented. Similarly, most 
victims ofmistreatment were also U.S. citizens. Ofthe group reporting mistreatment, about 70% of 
the victims of irregular encounters were U.S. citizens: 63.3% (19) were native-born citizens, and 
6.6% (2) were naturalized citizens. Also, 23.3% were legal permanent residents, and 3.3% were 
temporary residents. 

In South Texas, about 46% of the sample population were citizens; 37.2% of these 
respondents were native-born U.S. citizens, and 8.7% were naturalized citizens from Mexico. Also, 
48.1 % of the sample population were legal permanent residents, and 3.8% were undocumented. Of 
the South Texas population reporting mistreatment, about 47% were citizens: 36.8% were native
born citizens, and 10.5% were naturalized citizens; and 47.4% of the victims were non-citizens: 
42.1 % were permanent legal residents, and 5.3% were undocumented immigrants.64 

Gender 
In South Tucson, males were slightly more likely than females to be victims ofmistreatment; 23.6% 
of males reported abuse as compared to 15.3% of women. We found, therefore, the data supports 
the commonly held hypothesis that males are more likely than females to be abused, but the data is 
not conclusive. At the same time, since more females (66.9%) than males (33.1 %) were interviewed, 
there were more reported instances of mistreatment among women. The data indicated, however, 
that males are more likely than females to be hit with hands or fists; 25% for males as compared to 
no instances for females, while females are slightly more likely than males to be handcuffed by border 
patrol officers: 33.3% as compared to 25%. Further, males are more likely than females to be 
temporarily detained: 30% as compared to no temporary detentions for females, and unlawfully 
deported: 20% as compared to 11.1 %. 

In South Texas, the sample population consisted of 57% women, and 43% men. Unlike the 
Tucson sample, in South Texas women were as likely as men to be mistreated, 10% for each. Within 
the population of mistreated respondents, males were more likely to be hit, and threatened with 
firearms, and women were more likely to receive verbal mistreatment. Females were more likely to 
be spoken to rudely and abusively: 72.7% as compared to 28.6%, and experience racial and ethnic 
insults: 54.5% as compared to 28.6% for males. 
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Marital Status 
In South Tucson, 47.3% ofthe respondents were married; 52.7% were not married. At the same time, 
56% of persons reporting mistreatment were married, and 43.3% were not married. The data 
indicates that married individuals were slightly more likely than single people to be mistreated, but 
this finding is not conclusive. In South Texas, 83.3% ofthe respondents were currently married, and 
a slightly higher percentage, 88.9% ofthe victims ofmistreatment were married. In a manner similar 
to Tucson, there was a slight tendency for married respondents to be singled out than non-married 
counterparts for mistreatment. 

Country ofBirth 
In South Tucson, 60.8 % ofthe sample population was born in the United States, and 39.2% was born 
in Mexico. At the same time, 76.5% ofvictims ofmistreatment were born in the United States. This 
suggests that individuals born in the United States are slightly more likely to be abused than persons 
born in Mexico, but this difference is not statistically significant. 

In South Texas, most of the respondents were born in Mexico (63.8%). Similarly, 73.7% of 
the victims ofmistreatment were born in Mexico. In contrast to the Tucson sample, the data for South 
Texas suggests some association between being born in Mexico and likelihood of abuse. 

Employment 
In South Tucson, the overall percentage ofemployed persons is very low because women are over
sampled. In all, 40.6% of the respondents were employed in the last year and 59.4% were not 
employed. The data suggests that persons employed in the last year were slightly more likely than 
unemployed persons to be abused, 55.6% in comparison to 37% for persons not employed. 

In South Texas, 51.1 % of the respondents were employed in the last year, and 48.9% were 
not employed. Of the persons victimized, 52.6% were employed during the past year, showing 
virtually no difference between employment and likelihood of mistreatment in South Texas. 

Income 
In South Tucson, individuals earned an average of $10,467. Victims of mistreatment earned an 
average of $11,785. In South Texas, the mean income was $8,883. The mean income for persons 
experiencing mistreatment was $10,208. In sum, the data suggests that persons with higher earnings 
are slightly more likely to be victims of mistreatment. 

Age 
There is some indication that older respondents are slightly less likely than younger subjects to be 
victims of mistreatment. In South Tucson, abused persons were slightly younger than non-abused 
counterparts. The abused were 34.7 years ofageon average; non-abused counterparts were 43.4 years 
of age. In South Texas, the mean age of the sample population was 40. The mean age of persons 
experiencing mistreatment was 36. 

Education 
In South Tucson, the mean number of years ofeducation completed for the sample population was 
8.8 years. The mean number of years was 9.9 for victims ofabuse. For non-victims, this figure was 
8.5 years. In South Texas, the mean number ofyears ofeducation completed for the sample members 
who did not report mistreatment was 7.3. The mean number of years ofeducation for persons who 
did report mistreatment is 8.2. 
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Primary Language Spoken 
In South Tucson, 42.2% of the respondents were primarily Spanish speakers. Of respondents 
experiencing mistreatment, 48.1 % were primarily Spanish speakers. A chi square analysis showed 
that English speakers were slightly more likely than non-English speakers to be mistreated by 
immigration authorities. In Texas, Spanish was the primary language for about 70% percent of the 
respondents, and for 79% of the victims of mistreatment. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
The purpose of this study was to examine the treatment ofLatinos in two Hispanic communities by 
immigration law enforcement authorities. Our findings show that a surprisingly high percentage of 
persons report mistreatment by immigration officials; furthermore, we fmd little difference in 
personal characteristics between Latino victims of mistreatment and Latinos who have not been 
victimized. This indicates, we believe, that no single characteristic strongly predicts mistreatment 
among Hispanics. To test this argument we ran a logistic regression analysis65 which confmns that 
no personal characteristics of people in the sample are consistently associated with whether or not 
household members have been abused. The results of this analysis are reported in Table 4. 

INSERT TABLE 4 HERE 

In the regression model for South Tucson, two personal characteristics do have a slight effect 
on the likelihood of mistreatment. First, the model indicates that older people may be slightly less 
likely than younger people to be mistreated. In South Tucson. individuals over the age of55 appear 
to be significantly less likely to report mistreatment. Second, the model indicates that English 
speakers in South Tucson are slightly more likely than non-English speakers to be mistreated. This 
suggests, we believe, that English speakers may be more willing to report mistreatment to 
interviewers, may be more apt to assert their rights, ormay experience more tension with immigration 
authorities. The regression model for South Texas indicates no significant difference among the 
several personal characteristics in terms of the likelihood of mistreatment. 

Generally, the data suggests no decisive differences regarding the personal characteristics of 
victims of mistreatment between South Tucson and South Texas. Rather, with some tentative 
exceptions in South Tucson. any individual in the communities is as likely as any other individual 
to be mistreated. It does not matter where the individual was born, his or her sex, education, class, 
language ability, or country of birth. 

There is a difference, however, in the quantity ofmistreatment in the two communities. South 
Tucson residents are more likely than residents of South Texas to report being victims of 
mistreatment. We believe this finding may be due to several factors. The most obvious possibility 
is that there is more abuse in South Tucson than in South Texas. A second possible explanation is 
that people in South Texas are less likely to report to an interviewer that they have been mistreated. 
Because the composite South Texas victim has a greater likelihood ofbeing Mexican-born and a non
citizenofthe United States, the potential victim in South Texas community might be more vulnerable 
than counterparts in South Tucson to INS enforcement activities, and hence possibly more reticent 
about discussing instances of mistreatment. 

The data make evident the existence ofwidespread mistreatment by immigration authorities, 
and the haphazard victimization ofresidents in two border communities. Further, the lack ofredress 
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suggests that immigration officers are not held accountable for their actions. The huge variety of 
types of mistreatment, and the almost random selection of victims, suggest further that safeguards 
for basic legal rights are not a priority of U.S. immigration authorities. 

Several possible explanations may be offered for these patterns of ad-hoc and aberrant 
immigration law enforcement at the border, not the least of which is the argument that immigration 
authorities constitute a neglected and mission poor organization. We believe that any explanation 
should consider the ambiguous nature of the INS mission in the border region, and the lack of 
effective oversight. The ambiguity in mission consists of whether or not front-line Border Patrol 
operations at the border, which is the unit's primary law enforcement task, should also include law 
enforcement operations which occur within communities. We believe these processes should be 
distinct, given the results of this study. 

For the communities on the North and South sides ofthe Rio Grande River, oron either side 
of Nogales, the border region is dermed in terms of a shared economy and culture. In the survey, 
almost 60% ofthe South Tucson residents indicated the existence ofclose family members in Mexico. 
With families residing in both countries, it is not uncommon for residents to cross the border to engage 
in commercial and social activities. Similarly, the recent passage of NAFT A indicates there will be 
more open economic exchange in the future. 

At the same time, however, the border also represents a legal boundary that separates two 
distinct sovereign nations which prevents open and free exchange. This legal understanding of the 
border has defined official enforcement strategies which include deterrence, preventing the entry of 
unwanted Mexican immigrants, and expeditiously apprehending and returning undocumented 
immigrants. After the U.S. Border Patrol was created in 1924, broad law enforcement powers were 
delegated to immigration authorities with this limited goal in mind. 

The potential for abuse increases, however, as border enforcement intrudes upon the family 
lives and commercial activity ofU.S. citizens and legal residents within their own communities. As 
immigration authorities patrol South Tucson and South Texas, citizens will inevitably be swept into 
the net of immigration law enforcement. With broad enforcement powers and little accountability, 
the amount of mistreatment can be expected to increase. While it is certainly the right of any 
democratic society to establish and enforce entry and exit requirements, unaccountable law 
enforcement that intrudes upon the liberty and family life of inhabitants places in jeopardy long 
revered democratic traditions. 

In sum, because immigration authorities do not distinguish undocumented immigrants from 
the larger population ofHispanic residents in the two communities studied, all Mexican-Americans 
are potential targets for abuse. As the federal courts have ruled on this issue, however, immigration 
authorities cannot legitimately single out Hispanics solely on the basis of ethnicity.66 This study 
cannot find support for any other basis explaining why immigration authorities pursue members of 
these two communities. Rather, it seems, Mexican-Americans in South Tucson and South Texas are 
subjected on an arbitrary basis to the same border enforcement strategies that were originally 
designed to deter undocumented immigrants and expedite their removal. As the study also indicates, 
Mexican-Americans in these border communities are still without an effective forum to adequately 
redress these concerns. 
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1. 	 For the purpose of this study, we defme immigration authorities as consisting of the Immigration and Naturalization 
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Table 1. 

Characteristics of South Tucson and South Texas Respondents 


South Tucson South Texas 

Gender 

% Male 

% Female 


Ethnicity 

% Anglo 
% Hispanic 
% Other Ethnicity 

Country of Birth 

% Born in United States 
% Born in Mexico 

Immigration Status 

% Native Born U.S. Citizens 
% Naturalized U.S. Citizens 
% Lawful Permanent Residents 
% Undocumented 
% With Other Status 

Language Ability 

% Who Only Speak Spanish 
% Who Speak Both English and Spa 
% Who Speak Only English 

Marital Status 

% Currently Married 
% Not Currently Married 

Age Distribution 

% Age 1-17 
% Age 18-24 
% Age 25-64 
% Age 64+ 
Mean Age 

Total 
(N=l66) 

33.1% 
66.9% 

6.1% 
81.8% 
12.1% 

60.8% 
39.2% 

60.2% 
15.1% 
15.7% 
3.6% 
5.4% 

23.5% 
63.2% 
13.3% 

47.3% 
52.7% 

5.5% 
14.1% 
58.3% 
22.1% 

42.0 

Males 
(N=55) 

100.0% 
0.0% 

7.3% 
78.2% 
14.5% 

54.5% 
45.5% 

54.5% 
12.7% 
23.6% 

1.8% 
7.4% 

18.2% 
63.6% 
18.2% 

48.1% 
51.9% 

1.9% 
18.5% 
61.1% 
18.5% 

42.3 

Females 
(N=111) 

0.0% 
100.0% 

5.5% 
83.6% 
10.9% 

64.0% 
36.0% 

63.1% 
16.2% 
11.7% 
4.5% 
4.5% 

26.1% 
63.1% 
10.8% 

46.8% 
53.2% 

7.3% 
11.9% 
56.9% 
23.9% 

41.9 

Total 
(N=186) 

43.0% 
57.0% 

1.1% 
96.7% 

2.2% 

36.2% 
63.8% 

37.2% 
8.7% 

48.1% 
3.8% 
2.2% 

44.3% 
54.1% 
1.6% 

83.3% 
16.7% 

1.1% 
7.6% 

84.8% 
6.5% 
40.0 

Males Females 
(N=80) (N=106) 

100.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 100.0% 

1.3% 0.9% 
97.4% 96.2% 

1.3% 2.9% 

35.4% 36.8% 
64.6% 63.2% 

35.9% 38.1% 
12.8% 5.7% 
47.4% 48.6% 

1.3% 5.7% 
2.6% 1.9% 

41.8% 46.2% 
56.9% 51.9% 

1.3% 1.9% 

82.9% 83.7% 
17.1% 16.3% 

1.3% 0.9% 
7.7% 7.5% 

80.7% 87.9% 
10.3% 3.7% 

42.9 37.9 



Table 1. 

Characteristics of South Tucson and South Texas Respondents 


South Tucson 
Total Males Females 
(N=166) (N=55) (N=I11) 

Educational Attainment 

% Completing 1-3 Years 
% Completing 4-7 Years 
% Completing 8-11 Years 
% Completing 12 or More Years 
Unknown 
Means Years of School Completed 

Employment Status 

% Employed in the Last Year 
% Not Employed in the Last Year 

Individual Earnings, if Employed 

$0-4,999 

$5,000-9,999 

$10,000-14,999 

$15,000-19,999 

$20,000- 24,999 

$25,000-29,999 

$30,000- 34,999 

$35,000- 39,999 

$40,000+ 

No Response 
Mean Individual Earnings 

Political Participation 

% Registered to Vote 
% Who Vote Regularly 
% Who Are Democrats 
% Who are Republicans 
% Politically Active Beyond Voting 

Religious Activity 

% Catholic 
% Who Attend Services Regularly 

9.2% 
19.6% 
35.0% 
30.7% 
5.5% 

8.8 

40.6% 
59.4% 

22.0% 
28.6% 
14.3% 
5.5% 
5.5% 
5.5% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
1.1% 

17.6% 
$10,467 

49.4% 
56.5% 
69.0% 
8.8% 
9.0% 

73.3% 
56.4% 

5.5% 
18.2% 
23.6% 
49.1% 
3.6% 

9.6 

58.2% 
41.8% 

19.4% 
22.2% 
19.4% 
8.3% 
8.3% 
2.8% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

19.4% 
$10,776 

43.6% 
41.7% 
57.9% 
10.5% 
8.2% 

61.8% 
38.2% 

11.1% 
20.4% 
40.7% 
21.3% 
6.5% 

8.3 

30.9% 
69.1% 

23.6% 
32.7% 
10.9% 
3.6% 
3.6% 
7.3% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
1.8% 

16.4% 
$10,272 

52.3% 
63.9% 
74.7% 
8.0% 
9.4% 

79.1% 
65.5% 

Total 
(N=186) 

17.2% 
33.9% 
23.9% 
23.9% 

1.1% 
7.4 

51.1% 
48.9% 

27.7% 
26.1% 
14.3% 
4.2% 
4.2% 
0.8% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
1.7% 

21.0% 
$8,883 

South Texas 
Males Females 
(N=80) (N=106) 

20.8% 14.6% 
33.8% 34.0% 
22.1% 25.2% 
20.8% 26.2% 
2.6% 0.0% 

7.0 7.7 

75.6% 33.0% 
24.4% 67.0% 

17.5% 39.3% 
33.3% 17.9% 
17.5% 10.7% 
7.9% 0.0% 
4.8% 3.6% 
1.6% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
3.2% 0.0% 

14.3% 28.5% 
$10,833 $6,250 

Not Available 
Not Available 
Not Available 
Not Available 
Not Available 

Not Available 
Not Available 



Table 2. 

Frequency and Characteristics of Reported Incidents of Mistreatment of South Tucson and 


South Texas Residents by United States Immigration Authorities 


South Texas South Tucson 

Prol!ortion of Saml!le 
Experiencing Mistreatment 

% Experiencing ANY FORM of 
Mistreatment 

% Experiencing any form of 
PHYSICAL Mistreatment 

% Experiencing any form of 
VERBAL Mistreatment 

% Experiencing any form of 
LEGAL Mistreatment 

Characteristics of Reported 
Incidents of PHYSICAL Mistreatment 

Firearms 
Handcuffed 
Hit with Hands or Fists 
Sexually Assaulted 
Otherwise Physically Mistreated 

Characteristics of Reported 

Total 
(N=166) 

18.1% 

6.0% 

13.9% 

11.4% 

Spoken to Rudely/Abusively 
Experienced RaciaIlEthnic Insults 
Otherwise Verbally Mistreated 

Characteristics of Rel!orted 
Incidents of LEGAL Mistreatment 

Not Advised of Legal Rights 
Temporarily Detained 
UnlawfuHy Deported 
Otherwise Legally Mistreated 

0.0% 
30.0% 
10.0% 
10.0% 
60.0% 

87.0% 
39.1% 
26.1% 

26.3% 
15.8% 
15.8% 
57.9% 

Males 
(N=55) 

23.6% 

7.3% 

20.0% 

18.2% 

0.0% 
25.0% 
25.0% 
0.0% 

75.0% 

90.9% 
45.5% 
27.3% 

30.0% 
30.0% 
20.0% 
40.0% 

Incidents of VERBAL Mistreatment 

Females 
(N=111) 

15.3% 

5.4% 

10.8% 

8.1% 

0.0% 
33.3% 
0.0% 

16.7% 
50.0% 

83.3% 
33.3% 
25.0% 

22.2% 
0.0% 

11.1% 
77.8% 

Total 
(N=186) 

10.2% 

2.2% 

10.2% 

9.1% 

25.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

75.0% 

57.9% 
47.4% 
26.3% 

88.9% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

29.4% 

Males Females 
(N=80) (N=106) 

10.0% 10.4% 

3.8% 0.9% 

8.8% 10.4% 

8.8% 9.4% 

33.3% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 

66.7% 100.0% 

28.6% 72.7% 
28.6% 54.5% 
42.9% 18.2% 

85.7% 90.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 

28.6% 30.0% 



Table 3. 

Comparisons of Those Who Did Experience Negative Encounters 


to Those Who Did Not Experience Negative Encounters 


Female 
Married 

Not Registered to Vote 
Do Not Vote Regularly 
Attend Religious Services Regularly 

Born in the United States 
Naturalized Citizen 
Primary Language is Spanish 

Employed in the Last Year 
Mean Age 
(SD of Mean Age) 

Mean Years of School Completed 
(SD of Years of School Completed) 
Mean Individual Earnings 
(SD of Earnings) 

56.7% 
56.7% 

56.7% 
73.3% 
56.7% 

63.3% 
6.7% 

50.0% 

56.7% 
34.9 

(15.7) 
9.9 

(2.3) 
$12,222 

(7946) 

69.1% 
44.9% 

49.3% 
61.0% 
55.9% 

59.6% 
16.9% 
40.4% 

36.0% 
43.6 

(17.6) 
8.5 

(3.3) 
$9,912 
(8127) 

57.9% 57.2% 
88.9% 89.3% 

N/A N/A 
N/A N/A 
N/A N/A 

36.8% 37.2% 
10.5% 8.5% 
79.0% 68.7% 

47.4% 48.5% 
34.4 40.6 

(12.1) (13.1) 
8.2 7.3 

(3.2) (3.6) 
$8,750 $8,898 
(11501) (6956) 



Table 4. 

Results of Logistic Regression Models Designed to Predict Mistreatment 


Among South Tucson and South Texas Sample Members 


Independent 
Variable B Exp(B) S.E B/S.E. 

Male? (Yes=l) -0.26 0.77 0.25 1.07 
Married? (Yes= 1) -0.37 0.69 0.25 1.49 
Born in the United States? (Yes= 1) -0.08 0.93 0.29 0.27 
Speaks Both English and Spanish 0.17 1.18 0.60 0.28 
Speaks Only English 0.89 2.44 0.43 2.06 
Age (in Years) -0.03 0.97 0.02 2.12 
Education (Years of School Completed) 0.04 1.04 0.09 0.40 
Employed in the Last Year? (Yes= 1) -0.08 0.92 0.26 0.31 
Earnings, if Employed (in Dollars) 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 

Constant -1.45 0.23 1.24. 1.17 
N 166 
- 2 Log Likelihood 136.9 (wi 156 D.E) 
Model Chi - Square 19.9 (wi 9 D.F.) 

South Texas 

Independent 
Variable B Exp(B) S.EI B/S.E. 

Male? (Yes=l) -0.08 0.92 0.29 0.27 
Married? (Yes=l) 0.03 1.03 0.34 0.07 
Born in the United States? (Yes= 1) 0.25 1.28 0.33 0.76 
Speaks Both English and Spanish 2.11 8.29 6.96 0.30 
Speaks Only English 0.94 2.56 6.96 0.14 
Age (in Years) -0.04 0.96 0.03 1.69 
Education (Years of School Completed) 0.12 1.13 0.10 1.26 
Employed in the Last Year? (Yes= 1) 0.01 1.01 0.29 0.04 
Earnings, if Employed (in Dollars) 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 

Constant -3.211 0.04 7.14 0.45 
N 186 
- 2 Log Likelihood 115.9 (wi 176 D.F.) 
Model Chi - Square 11.1 (wi 9 D.F.) 

Dependent Variable: Reported Mistreatment = 1, Otherwise=O 

Missing Values for Age, Education, and Earnings Variables Were Set to the Sample Mean; 

Dummy Variables to Test the Selection Interaction were Not Statistically Significant, 

and Were Dropped From Subsequent Models. 
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