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Popul ati on and Econom c Dynancs
on the US-Mxican Border: Past,
Rresent, and Future

Janes Peach and Janes Wllias

The US-Mxican border region is fascinating froma denographi c
perspective for severa reasons. Hrst, there are large concentrati ons
of peopelivinginthe regonwowudnot bethereif the border dd
not exist. Second, historicaly, denographic forces have been very
pronounced and nore extrene al ong the border than in nonborder
areas of bath the Lhited States and Mxico. Third, denographic
interaction between the countries occurs in the context of extensive
cutura, pditical, socia, and econonic transborder interdependence.
Fourth, denographic change in the region mrrors |large-scal e forces
such as gl obalization and econonic trends not only in the two coun-
tries bt verldvde. Frdly, the consequences of popul ation growh
and rising densities inaregontrouded by resource constraint s cre-
ate environnent al problens uniquely exacerbated by the pditica
boundary between the two countri es.

The focus of this paper is on past and projected popul ati on trends
and patterns. SHected econonic st aistics are included to he p pro-
vide a context for underst anding the causes and the consequences
of denographi c changes. However, a ful udest anding of border
denographics is hardy so linnted since the border is arich and com
dicaedt apestry that apped s to researchers fromal of the socid sci -
ences. Border scho ars, and border research in general, are by their
neture noi tidsciplinary.
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HI STORI CAL TRENDS AND PATTERNS
The National Context

Between 1900 and 1995, the US popul ati on grewfromabout 75 ml -
lionto about 260 il lion persons, or by roughly three and a ha f ti nes.
During the sane period of tine, Mxico s popuation increased six-
fdd fromabout 15 mllion to 91 mllion persons. Wthlittle irflovd
mgrants, it is oovious that birth rates have been nuch higher in Mx-
icodring this century than they have in the Uited States, and have
nore than of fset mgration fromMxico to the Uited States. Wile
not wdely knoamn in the Uhited States, denographers have keenly
fdloned rapidreductions in Mxican birth rates af ter 1970, and whil e
still higer thenUS hirthraes, thedfferential has narrowed renark-
aly.

Fgure 1 shows the percent change in popul ation for each decade
wth the 1990 to 1995 dat a extrapo ated to a 10-year period. Gearly,
tventieth-century popul ation gromh rates in both countries varied
considerably over the years. Inthe Lhited States, the fastest grosnh

Figure 1: Percent Change in Population: The U.S. and Mexico
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intd a populationis associated wth the pre-Depression era and wth
the baby boomera. In Mxico, gronwh rates increased each decade
fromthe 1920s to the 1970s, fdlowng the st aggering | oss of popul a-
tion that Mxico experienced during the Revol ution decade of 1910
t01920. The declineinbirth rates in Mxico shons up clearly as Mx-
ican popd aion gonh rates, wile still higer than in the Uited
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Figure 2: Border State Population as Percent of National Population
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States, sloved to nearly haf their previous levels during the 1930s
and 1990s.

The Border States

The for US border staes (Aifana Aizona, New Mxico, and
Texas) had a conti ned popul ation in 1995 of 56.2 nillion persons,
which vas nearly four tines larger than the 15.2 mllion persons in
the six Mxican border states (Bgja Gifornia, Sonora, Chi huahua,
Mahuila, Nievo Le n, and Tanaulipas). Bxder state popu ation
gonh rates for both the US and Mxican sides of the border have
varied considerably fromst ae to st ate and fromdecade to decade,
but have generally been higher than national gromh rates, especia -
ly since Wrld W II.

Fogue 2 shows the border state popuation as a percent of the
national popul ation for the period 1900 to 1995. The dat a docunent
arather renarkabl e transfornation, particdarly inthe Uited Staes.
In 1900, oy one US residet in18lived in aborder st ate. By 1995
about oneinfive US residents lived in border st aes. As neasur ed
by gross st ate product (G, asimla proportion of the nation s ad -
put is produced in the fowr border staes The figwes are simlar,
though somawhat | ess dranatic for Mxico, wth one Mxican in 10
liviginabody state in 1900 and one in six by 1995. The presence
of the border has influenced these popul ati on changes nore in Mx-
icothaninthe Uited States. Inthe Lhited States, ala o the gowh
inboder staes inthe past few decades has been associated wth
Qnbelt grovth, both in terns of popul ation and enpl oynent. A dg-
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nficat portion of the US border stae popdaionlivesincities vl
anay fromthe border. In Mxico, honever, the border has been the

Figure 3: U.S.-Mexico Border Region
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reason for nuch of the growth as Mxican policies have encouraged,
for various reasons over the years, devel opnent of popul ation and
enpl oynent a ong the northern frontier.

Table 1: Population Adjacent to the Border, 1980 to 1995
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Border Qounties and Mini ci pi 0s

There is no consensus on a definition of the geographic area call ed
the border regon, and, indeed, thereis no scientific vay to arrive a
a definition. Hgure 3 shows the study region, which concentrates on
the 25 US counties and 38 Mxican nunicipios (roughly county
equivalents) that are geographically adiacent to the US-Mxican
bor der .

Table 1 provides the popul ation of border counties and nunicipi os
summed to state and netiond tatds Theful details of 1980 to 19%

Figure 4: Mexico Border Region Average Annual Growth Rates
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Figure 5: U.S. Border Region Average Annual Growth Rates

s I I

California 1

Arieona *

:“': (840 by Il\. 'h.il\.'l 1

[1 1 L

i 1 2 3 -1
Percent

Oigros B 19904

41

o



chapter 4 5/7/2003 11:09 PM Page 42 $

The U S -MXi can Border Envi ronnent

popul ation figures for each county and municipio are provided in
Appendix B Table BL1, and Table BL 2

By 1995, anost 10.6 nillion persons lived adjacent to the US-
Mexi can border, wth about 5.8 nillion on the US side ad sligtly
less than 4.8 mil lion on the Mxican side. In 1980, there were about
seven ml | ion persons adj acent to the border and four nillion of these
vere on the US side. San Dego Gunty domnates the popul ation
taal for the US side of the border wth 2.6 nillion persons and comt
bined wth Inperiad Qunty, Glifana cotans anest hf o the
US border popul ation. Qidad JufEez, adjacent to H Paso, Texas,
continues to be the nost popul ous Mxi can nuni ci pio al ong the bor -
der; athough by 1995, Tijuana (wth just less than a nillion persons)
vas only barely snal ler than Qiidad JufEez (wth sligitly over a ml -
lion persons), according to the Mxican nmid-decade census (see
appendi x t ades far det aled figres).

FHgures 4 and 5 show the average annual growth rates for border
counties and nunicipios sumed to state levels for the 1980s ad
1990s. The ful details o these rates are provided in Appendix B
Table B21, and Table B2.2. O the MxXican side, there has been a
pronounced accel eration in popul ation gronth since the 1980s. Bor -
der nunicipios overall went from3.1 percent average annual growth
inthe 1980s to 4.5 percent average annual grovth in the 1990s, wth
an accel eration occurring in every Mxican st ate. However, exanna-
tion of the appendi ces reveal s considerabl e variation acrass nonici -
pios. hthe US side of the border (Fgure 5), a sonevhat dif feret
picture energes. Fopulation gromth slowed overall from 3 percent
average anual to about 2.4 percent inthe 1990s. Bt the variability
of gronh rates aong the border, wichis det ailed in the append ces,
is rather renarkable. In Glifornia, for exanple, San Dego Qunty
account s for nearly hdlf of the US border popdaion Dffiadt eo-
nonic tines in San Dego in the early 1990s produced a dranatic
sl ondown of nmigrationto the area. Gnversely, Inperial Qunty, aja-
cent to San Dego, showed dramatic acceleration in popul ation
gonth Aizona and New Mxi co grovth rates were relatively st dde
while popu ation grovth in Texas border counties accel erated during
thstin

ECoNOMI C TRENDS

The border region population trends just described occur wthin an
unusual, if not unique, econonic cotext. The current di scussion wil
be linmted to border regionincone level s and | abor narket conditions.
Three thenes wll be apparent: (1) the heterogeneity of border region
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economc conditions; (2) the sensitivity of the border econony to
national econonic events in both the Uhited States and Mxi co; and
(3) the interaction of border region econonc and denographi c vari -
aies.

| ncone

The border regionis where tw nations of vastly df ferent i ncone | ev-
els and economic structures neet. Depending on the peso-ddl | ar
exchange rate, US per capita GDPis egt o nine tines Mxico s
per capita GDP. Thereis little evidence to suggest that US-Mxican
incone dif ferentias wil decrease subst atidly by the year 2020, In
nost pats o the border regon, thebnationa incone df feretids ae
visibly obvious to even the nost casual observers.

Rr captaincone levels on the US side of the border are bel ow
the national average, except in San Dego. Indeed, of the nation s
318 Mtropditan Staidicd Aeas (Me5s), the six poorest in terns of

Figure 6: Border Region Per Capita Income as Percent of
U.S. Per Capita Income
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per capita incone are adjacent to the Mxican border, and nany of
the Texas border counties are anong the poorest in the nation. In
1995, none of the border counties had a per capita incone higher
thenit s respective st ae

Rr capita incone in the US border counties in 1995 was 79.2
percent of the national average, andif San Dego i s renoved fromthe
list, that figre d'gps to 61.9 percent. Despite consi derabl e change in
the econonic structure of the border region in recent years, conver -
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gence of border region and national per capita incone levds is not
yet occurring. Indeed, Fgue 6 indicates that per capita incone lev-
elsinthe border regon have been declining rel ative to the nation for
nest of the last three decades.

There are nunerous explanations for the relatively lowper capita
incone on the US side of the border. For exanpl e, unenpl oynent
rates are general ly higher than the national average and enpl oynent
is concentrated in relatively | owwage industries. Denographic vari -
ables are aso inport ant to an underst anding of |ow border region
incones. Hrst, border region population growh rates are high and
popu ation is, of course, the denomnator in the cacdaion of per
cgita incone. Second, the US portion of the border region has a
lover nedian age than the nation and a relatively large nunber of
young persons neans a snal ler portion of the population is of work-
ing age As young peod e enter the labor force, they dosoinitiadly at
relatively | ow wages conpared to workers wth nany years of |abor
narket experience. Education dif ferentias are d so striking and cou d
expanalage part of the i ncone and unenpl oynent gaps
The Border Region Labor Force: Enpl oynent and

Unenpl oymnent

In 1995, there were 132 mllion persons in the US labor force and
28 nillion of those verein border state |abor narket s. Mxico s |abor
force cot ained 36 million persons ad 7.2 mllioninits six northern
border st aes. The labor forceinthe US border counties vas 2.6 ml -
lion, oy dligtly nore than the 26 mllion persons in the border
nani ci pi os labor force

Figure 7: Maquiladora Employment Total and Border States
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The size of the labor force is determined by two factors: |abor force
patidpation rates (LFR and the age-sex distribution of the popul a-
tion. LFRs in both the Lhited States and Mxico are relatively |l ow
for teenagers, reach a peak for those aged 25 35, and then gradual -
ly decline for those approaching retirenent. Men have higher LHRS
than wonen in both nations in all age groups. LFRs for nenin the
Lhited States have been declining, while those for wonen have been
increasing. LA for wonen in Mxico al so have been increasi ng
over the last two or three decades, but the decline in nale LFFRS in
Mxicois not nearly as sharp as inthe Lnited States. Border nunici -
pio LFHRs are generally higher anong all age groups than those for
Mxico as awol e, while LHFRs inthe US border counties are gen-
eraly loner than e sewhere in the nation

Qe of the nest inport ant devel opnents in border regon |abor
narket s has been the gronh of the naquiladora industry. The
nagui l adora (in-bond) industry began in the late 1960s o ter the
Johnson admini stration abolished the Bracero Program which
alloved tenporary Mxican workers into the Uhited States. The
naqui | adora i ndustry was designed to t ake advant age of cert an pro-
visios o the US taiff code that permitted US firns to export
unassenbl ed product s for assentl y abroad. The assenbl ed product
istheninportedintothe Uhited States, but duties are padoly onthe
value added abroad during the assenbly process. Maquiladora
enpl oynent growth accel erated during the 1990s and, as shown in
Houre 7, this has been especially so since 1994. In early 1998, nore

Figure 8: Unemployment Rates U.S., Texas, and El Paso
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than two thousand naquila plant s enpl oyed slightly nore than one
mllion vorkers in Mxico. The largest share of naquil adora enpl oy-
nent is located in Mxico s six northern border st ates, but this shere
has fallen from95 percent in 1980 to 81 percent in 1998 Approxi -
nately 20 percent of tata enploynent in the Mxican border states

Figure 9: Percent Change in Employment
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isinthenaqilapats, adthis figuweis nuch higher in sone of the
bordr dties.

The naqui | adora industry played an inport at rdeinnitigaing the
dfats of Mxico s nest recent economic crisis in the border regon.
Ater the crisis began wth a sharp and general |y unexpected deval u-
ation of the peso in late Decenber 1994, nearly every sector and
region of the Mxican econony suf fered | arge enpl oynent decl i nes.
Maqui | adora industry enpl oynent, however, continued to incresse.
I n Decenber 1995, naquil adora enpl oynent was 13.5 percent high-
er than in Decenber 1994. By early 1998, naquil adora enpl oynent
had increased by nearly two-thirds since Decenter 1994. Uhdoubt -
edy, theinpact of the deval uati ons on the border regi on woul d have
been nuch greater wthout a healthy naquil adora industry.

It is vorthwhile to exanine the naquil adora industry in a broader
cotext. Ater three decades of growth, the naquiladora industry now
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enploys one million workers, a figwe that is sligtly less than the
annual increase in Mxico s labor forcee Bven wth a generous
enpl oynent nultiplier, Mxico needs a new naquil adora industry
every two o three years just to naintanits curent level of unem
pl oynent .

Qr the US side of the border, unenpl oynent rates are generally
hi gher and nore variabl e in border couties than in the border st ates
or the nation. Houre 8 displays the unenpl oynent rate for B PRaso,
Texas, over the last decade. This figwe shows a typicd pdaten
anmong border region MeAs. Anong the border MsAs, only San
D ego has had an unenpl oynent rate consistently bel owthe nation-
d (adstate) average in the 1990s. A the other end of the border,
Bowsville, Texas, has not had unenpl oynent rates bel ow doubl e
dgts during the 1990s. Snilar unenpl oynent patterns have pre-
vailed inthe border regon for several decades.

Despite high unenploynent rates in the border region, tota
enpl oynent inthe US border counties has been growng at a faster
rate than in the nation. Hgure 9 displays the annual percent change
in enploynent for the border counties, the border counties excluding
Sn Dego, and the nation. In addition to high enpl oynent grovth
rates, Hgre 9 dso dramaticdly illuwstrates the semsitivity of border
regi on enpl oynent to nati onal enpl oynent trends.

Figure 10: Percent Change by Age

O Border Municipios (X)) B Border Counties (5]

Another not able trend in border region enpl oynent is subst atid
change in the structure of enpl oynent by industry. Hstaicdly, gov-
ernnent enpl oynent at all |evel s has been a naj or proportion of tot &
enpl oynent in the border region. However, inthe border regon, as
inthe nation, governnent enpl oynent as a percent of total enpl oy-
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nent has declined in recent decades. Gvernnent enpl oynent
accounted for nore than 35 percent of tota border region enpl oy-
nent inthe early 1970s, but this figure decreased to about 20 percent
by the md 1990s. Minufacturing enpl oynent in the border region
has renai ned rel atively const at as apercet o tat al enpl oynent for
nore than two decades, despite a decreasi ng national nanuf act uring
share of tatal enploynent. In sone border MBAs, such as H Paso,

Figure 11: Border Region Population Pyramid 1995
. BT CETES HBorder Couniles
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nanuf act uri ng enpl oynent has increased dranatical ly as a percent
d tada enploynent. Because both governnent enpl oynent and
nanuf act uri ng enpl oynent are rel ativel y high-wage i ndustries, these
trends wll have inport ant inplications for border regon per cepita
i ncone.

The histaricd data both for popul ation and econonic indicators,
under score the considerabl e variability intrends aong the US - Mx-
ican border and argue for caution in naking sweeping generaliza-
tios. GAifana for exape isaveydfferent border envi ronnent
thenis Texas, and wile the border is afact of life for the peogd e wo
livedagits 2,000-nmle expase its neaning and inpact varies in
df ferent aress.
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THE | MPORTANCE OF AGE STRUCTURE

Denogr aphers, economsts, soddagsts, ad socid scetists in
general are keenly avare of the inport ance of the age structure of a
poddaion, fo it a lesst partialy deternines, anong nany things,
fuue popdaion goth paetid, the size o the labor force, per
cgita incone patterns, and the denand for educationd facilities,
nedi cal services, and nuch nore. Rercent change in popul ation by
age for the early 1990s is shown in Fgure 10. In both the US coun-
ties and in the Mxican nunicipios along the border, the nast rapid
increase in population in the early 1990s was anong the 0 4 age
group. In short, the border areas showed subst artid hirths and prob-
ady natabe inmgation of youg childen A labor force ages,
15 64, there was a striking contrast between the US and Mxican
Sides of the border. In Mxico, the percent age change in |abor force
age popul ati on was nore than double the US figure.

A popul ation pyramd is a conmon graphi c device that shows age
conposition and Fgure 11 provides the pyramids for the US and
Mixi can sides of the border in 1995. The contrasting age distribu-
tions reveal that Mxi can nunicipi os have considerably nore deno-
graphi ¢ nonentumthan U S counties. Denographi ¢ nonentumi s a
phrase neani ng capacity far fuue goth even if fertility rates ad
mgration were at lowlevels. BExamning Fgure 11, it is gparet that
there is a younger age distribution in Mxico than in the Lhited
States, and today s young people wll be tonorrow s parets. Rt
anot her way, the supply of future nothers has al ready been born and
itissmpyamntte o thetineit t akes themto reach their chil doear -
ing years. If the nunber of potentia nathers increases, then births
voudincresse inthe fuue even if fertility rates vere const at.

Anal yses of popul ation dynamics al ong the border suggest sone
denographi cal |y i nport at patterns that condition forecast s about the
future. Frst, Mxi can nonici pi os have shown strong natural incresse;
the excess of births over deasths, and levels of natura increase have
traditiona ly been greater on the Mxican side than the US side of
the border. Bt levds of naturd incresse inthe US border reg on,
vwhile generally lower than the Mxican side, have been higher than
the US average Hstorically, addedtothis strog neturd incresseis
the fact of an age distribution, especially on the Mxican side of the
border, that favars fuuwe ratuwd incresse Ad firdly, theeis the
mgration factor . The border nunici pios have attracted mgrant s from
el sevhere in Mxico adding to the overall grovth rate.

h the US side of the border, trends have been a hit df feeat.
US border couties have, in fact, gromn frommgration, but that
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nmgration gronth tends to be the result of inmigration, not migrati on
fromel sevhere in the Lhited States. For exanpl e, in 1997 (the nost
recent year of US data), 20,176 individual s mgrated to San Dego
fromabroad, while 4,196 San Degans | ef t the area and noved el se-
where wthin the Uited States. Smilarly, H Paso gained about
11,632 inmgrant s dring that year, and lost anost eight thousand
persons to other US destinations. This patternis wdespread on the

Table 2: High Series Population Adjacent to the Border, 2000 2020

Area 2000 2010 2020
Border Takal 12, A7 252 1.7, 1484 595 A R
L5, Submowml B, 53 5, B4R B, 04, 4R 10,671 3065
Caltiornm 2.941,502 A.35%3%1 J.E=9.001
Armona 1, 16, 2381 1,500, 8200 ], 8800 w2
Mew Memoo 224,220 11,794 25 A0
.-..\ L4 L3 -:. II ' '\'.:\"I I'; a1, I 1“..'\' '..- - I.'I.'\"'\‘. Bk
oo Subearal G 0, B4 B E3Y, A 13,427 721
Boyo Caldfomia 2,188, By 5,424 502 . RALT-T
Smmimra +08, 150 =1 Bal 1,217 45
Chihuahua 1,35, 211 2,111,144 5,282 Ban
Cmhwma 01, 2%0 A 52 B3 155
Muevo Ledn 152, a5 22072 24, 568
Tamaulipas 1,411,549 1,554, ¢4 2,05 002

US side of the border. S, the US border grows from natura
increase and i nmgration, wth inmgration suf ficient to nare then of f-
set the tendency for the border counties to lose popul ation to other
areas of the Uited States. Shoud the flow of inmigration stop,
gowh rates wuld drop dranatically, athough natura increase
would continue for sone tine. However, shoud a border area
becone a donestic-nigration nagnet, like Las Vegas, Nevada,
growh rates woul d accel erate renarkabl y.

PRQIECTI NG FUTURE POPULATI ON ON THE BORDER

Det ailed nethodol ogy for the population projections is provided in
Appendi x A Asalrief inrodctiontotheresuts, it isuwsded toude -
¢ and that the projections are done by a nethod known as cohort-
conponent and are based upon conditions in the 1990 to 1995 peri -
a The nethod nakes independent calculations for 36 age-sex
groupings (cohorts) for each county and municipio, and projects
births, deaths, and nigration (conponents) separatdy far each
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cdat. The prgection periods availadde are a fiveyear inervas.
This nethodol ogy i s designed to be doable for both sides of the bor -
der so that a consistent nethodology is applied to the Lhited States
as well as Mxico. This nakes the projections unusual, since, of the
nany popul ation projections that can be found, none are known that
apply consistent nethods al ong, and on both sides, of the border.
Three dternative sets of proections have been prepared These
st s share the sane forecast assunptions about natural increase
conponents. Brth rates ae hdd costant at 1990 1995 |evels.
Deaths rates trend dowmard sl owy, consistert wth avail s e netion-
d forecast s The set sdf fer inther mgrati on assunpti ons. In the set
labeled high, the migration rates that were experienced in the
1990 1995 period are aloved to cotinue inthe future. The low set
isinnarked contrast tothe high series as the intent was to docunent
the gronth potentia of natura increase in the absence of any nigra-
tiom Thus, the lowseries set s mgration a zeroin al areas beg ming
inmedi ately af ter 1995, Frdly, aninenedae resut tha is labd ed
nedi um was produced, and in it nigration rates were reduced to 75
percent of the early 1990s levels for the 1995 to 2000 projection.
Then migration was agai n reduced to 50 percent of the early 1990s
raes for dl prgection cydes & ter the year 2000.

BORDER POPULATI ON IN 2020
Hgh Series: No Ghange in Mgration Rates

Table 2 provides the st ate-1evel suns for border counties and nunici -
pi os under the high series assunpti on of continued nigration rates as
vere experienced during 1990 to 1995. The ful det als ae avalade
inAppendix B Table B3.1, and Tabde B3 2

Asinpl e continuation of denographic patterns of the early 199Cs,
trends not unusud in the histoy of nest of the border regon, wil
nean trenendous popul ation grovth in the next 25 years. The border
popul ation would grow fromabout 10.6 million in 1995 to nore than
24 mllion persons by 2020. Oh the Mxican side of the border the
popul ation wou d grow from4.8 mllion to anest 13.5 nillion, while
the US side woul d not even doubl e in size

Or the US side of the border, to cotinue recent trends to 2020
voudinply signficat popuation groth, especialy for Texas, which
is projected to nore than double in border population. Gh the M -
can side, these prgections show that today s netropdit an centers
along the border would becone very large cities, especially in Byja
Glifornia, Gihuahua, and Tamaul i pas
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Figure 12: Border Region Population Pyramid 2020 (High Series)
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Figure 13: Border Region Population Pyramid 2020 (Medium Series)
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Gan this happen? One approach to this question is to consider the
denographi ¢ issues. Mgration patterns are truy a key cocern. A
slondown in mgration to border areas has two inpad s FRre, d
corse the drect ef fect of nmigration is reduced. Hwever, vithald
of mgration to the border that includes wonen of childbearing ages
and children, the mgration paterns o the past have contributed to
future births. Gnseguently, if mgration declined there vou d be this
secondary inpact that would reduce gronth rates. But, how nmight
ngration patterns change? h the Mxican side of the border, s
long as the northern frontier is anajor source of jobs and renains rel -

Table 3: Medium Series Border Population, 2000 2020

Arca [l ARl SR
Brerder Toral 12, 1.2%, 344 1%, 397 Gl 142, Al 216
L5, Subroral f3, 438 616G P04 A0 [l e
Caltdnmm 232,00 03,550 F.022.5%9
Armona 1,150,557 1,330 554 1,542 B5E
Mew Memoo 217 . 834 e SR, 203
Tesms 2U1A7. 597 2052 151 A el N
$leien Subeoral b, 733 LA AFY T 505 187
Bajn Caldfomta 2,120 008 205 480 A, Chah BUG
Smmora 35, B0 fad Aan L HE?
Chihuahua 1,520, 454 1L EA% G20 2,507, 20

Cmahmiea 24E OE 10, 2060 GO, 210
Mueva Leon 19,63/ 22,9908 2, 3ED
Tamaulipas 1,300 Sl 1 BTG 6D 2355510

atively weal thy in the eyes of Mxicans e sewhere in the country, then
mgration woud likdy cotinue, as log as there is a supy of
potentia nigrant s fromel sewhere in Mxi co.

It shoud be noted that Mxican national projections show sl over
popul ation grovth in the next century, reflecting the lae tvetieh
cetury fertility decline. Sone of the current nagrati on fromMxico to
is border wth the United Staes is catany a stepping stone for
nmgration to the Uhited States, legal or undocunented. h the one
hand, should the Uhited States further cotrd inmgation ether
legal or undocunented or both, then inmigration levels would be
reduced, and inmigration contributes substatidly to US border
popul ation grovth. On the other hand, it shoud aso be noted that
border areas showoutmgration to other areas of the Lhited Staes It
isnot knon if these are inmigrant s travding on & ter afewyears, o
long-termresident s leaving the area If these outmgrant s to aher
pat s of the country are i ndeed recent i nmigrant s, then reduced i nm -
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Figure 14: Border Region Population Pyramid 2020 (Low Series)

B G030 U3 Border Counties (Fera High
) 2020 Rgacin Border Punicipiss [lers Mgt

- d -
" —Hal s 1w Fenales— = *
B To 4 | = Ta e
S To F | i Tu P
Fa Ta Fa - i T Fa
o Teem | — — o Ta an
&3 To &% |- &l Ta gi
" To o | i G i BE Ta P
- D T
o To B4 r . | o e
= 1a 43 'r - Jdmmem
i o e PO —
= el s Tl Bl N
¥ o 19 | ™ Ta
B Po W | - B T 04
5% To I a S Ta 35
0 T 214 | = 2 2 Ta 24
i Tedw [ _ — 1% T 13
it Te d4 ! — — 18 Fa 14
L3 N N L P ETs 4
\:-'-c-'-r__ e — rl- 6 Ta
a7m s AT

gration to the Lhited States woul d probably dininish the out flovto
oher pats of the country from border counties, danpening the
i npact of |essened inmgrati on on the bal ance of grovth.

And just how does one control growth? Not well al ong the border,
seens to be the answer. Wen responding to these nunbers, sone
individuals inthe H Paso area noted that there sinply is not enough
vater tosustainthe recent grovth patterrs. Yet thereislittle evidace
that the price o residatid vater in Aizona, for exanple, has dis-
couraged peopl e fromnoving long distaces tobeinthe aea It is
dsopditicaly upopdar for ected of ficia s to constrai n enpl oynent
grovth along the border, a region desperate for newand better jobs.
Hice, it isulikdy that these of ficids, wen faced wth a chace, wil
not vigorously pursue water resources to neet denand one way or
another. Frdly, it nust be renentered that al ong the border con-
siderable gronth is generated by peopl e wo are born, grow up, and
liveat ther livesinthearea It vaudbe df ficdt totdl these pede
that there is not enough vater for themto live vhere they were born.

Age Gnposition in 2020 for the Hgh Series
Houre 12 present s the popul ation pyrannds for the border counties
and nmunicipios sumed to national totas for 2020 under the
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assunption of no change in mgration paters. The age distribution
of the Mxican side of the border woul d continue to host a consider -
ably younger population than the US side. In abso ute nunbers,
US taals wuld exceed Mxican totds oly a the highest ages. A
cotinuation of recent migration patterns ensures further popu ation
growh as the Mxi can pyranid ret ai ns a hi gh degree of denograph-
i ¢ nonentum

Medi um Series: Mgration Trended in Hil f

Again, sunmary dat a are presented in Table 3 and det aled dat a are
provided in Appendix B Table BA 1, and Table B4. 2

Reduci ng migration rates by half dininishes projected popul ation
grovth along the border through 2020 by about 4.5 nillion persons,
wth a newtota aong the border of about 19.5 mllion persons, up
from10.6 mllion in 1995, Therefore, even a sweeping and subst an-
tia reduction in mgration woud not eimnate the grovth prospect s
for the future as the border population would alnest doubde in the
next 25 years fromthe begnning of the prgection.
Low Series: Zero Mgration from21995 Qward

Houe 13 is a graphic represent ation of the expected popul ation
govwh along the border under the assunption that net nagration
becones zero in 1995, an unlikey assunption, but illustrative
nonethel ess. Whder this draconian scenario, al growh is produced
fromthe bal ance of births and desths; yet the tat a border popul ation
vwou d still growby anast five mllion persons, or about 50 percent,
by the year 2020. Aot 31 million of this ggoth wil occr on the
Mxican side of the border, rdledirmgits reaivey geater deno-
graphic nonentum Appendix B Table B.1, and Table B5.2 cont an
the det @ledresdt s for counties and mnicipios. Aong the ertire bor -
der, alytiny JEf Davis Quty in Texas woul d be projected to expe-
rience population decline from 2,067 persons to 2,021 persons
bet ween 1995 and 2020.
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SUMMARY AND | MPLI CATI ONS

Bval uati on of denographic and economic infornation on the US-
Mxican border is a natter of perspectivee Fomthe US nationa
view, the US side of the border, (excepting Son Dego) is a Third
World region wth high unenpl oynent, |ow wages, |ow educational
levds, ad reaivey rapd popdaion ggoth fuded by bath birth
rates and mgration fromacross the border. Fromthe perspective of
US border resident s gazing across to the Mxican side, the viewis
of uncontrolled and unconstrai ned popul ation growth and a host of
serious infrastructure problens including water, sewer, raoads,
schod's, hospitals, and environnent al concerns. However, if ae
vere to look at the Mxican side of the border fromthe perspective
of nuch of Mxico, it is aplace of opportunity wth booning enpl oy-
nent groath and rapid urbani zation, adjacent to US shopping and
etertai nnent. No wonder Mexi cans continue to nove to the border,
jonngapopuaionaready gowng deetordaivdy highbirthrates.
It is nowonder that sone cone to the Lhited States, sneit isjust a
step forvard inthe chain of mgration patterns, jonngacdtudly ad
ethnicaly simlar land one paitica boundary avay. This pattern nght
be stopped, supposing the border could truy be closed Bt the fact
for daningistha these patterns have along history and there is no
reason to expect sone sudden change.

Agecting poppdaion is not dfficut as a nathenatical exercise,
and eval uation of these prgections is a natter of eva uating the var -
ious assunptions. The border population wll grow even in the
absence of migration, and certainly the resources and the environ-
nent wll be strained futher. Population gronh of 50 percent a ong
the border by 2020 is short of war or natural disaster or sone
incredible unforseen change in patterns of birth and death a cer -
tarty. Mdern death rates are low, ad birth rates are sinply higher
than the very lowrates in the general US popul ation. Mxican birth
rates have al ready dropped considerably, but sceptici smabout naj or
further reductions is apgrgriate. The figure of 50 percent increase in
popul ation requires one to inagine no further nmigration to the reg on,
and certainly the post-1995 dat a avalade indcates thet this is mt
happeni ng.

Shoud mgration patterns naintain thenselves for another 25
years, the inpat s are nothing short of astounding. Inagine H Paso
(Texas), dudad JufEez (Chi huahua), and Las Guces (New Mexi co)
as asinge netropditan center of anost six nillion persons. Loca
d ficias wo have seen these projections respond sinply that there
is not enough water, a problemthat is of concern al ong nany nles
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of the US border wth Mxico. B, shutting of f the flovd pegdeis
not an easy t ask and nost of ten | ocal governnent s scranbl e to neet
already unnet denands for services, and so it woul d seem prudent
topanfar subst antial popul ation growh on the border, and the atten-
dant growng pars

If one sides wth AdamSmth in thinking the grovth of popul ationis
the neasure of the wealth of mations, thenthereis|little cause for con-
cern. However, anweredistic viewd histay, eva uating the current
situation, and proecting future scenarios | eaves reason for concern,
for thsisnmt abrigt adshinngregon a least by the st andards of
nuch of the Lhited States. Were wil the enpl oynent grow h cone
fromand wil it cotinue to be of nargind wage level s? Were wil
vater, sewage treatnent, and other resources cone from and, pa -
tiadaly, wat wll be the sowce o capitd for mgo infrastructure
additions inthe future? It renains to be seen whether these probl ens
wll be noed a the respective federd levds o left tog ate and | ocal
government s, wth attendant expect ations about their capadties to

cope.

APPENDI X A
P oj ecti on Mt hodol ogy

The popul ation proj ecti ons have been prepared using cohort - conpo-
nent net hodol ogy, which neans that births, deaths, and mgration
conponent s are projected separately for each of the 18 age groups
(04 through 85 and over) for nales and fenal es separady (the
cohart 9. The projection nethodol ogy requires use of detailed age
and sex infornati on fromeach country in 1990 and 1995. Both coun-
tries conducted censuses in 1990. In 1995 Mxico conducted a cen-
sus while the US Qensus Bureau publ i shed det ail ed pop ati on esti -
nates, by age and sex, for dl US couties for 1995 The Mexican
census system unlike the Lhited States, reported persons for whom
age is unknown. In the 1990 and 1995 Mexi can dat a series used to
prepare the proections, unknomn age persons were allocated to
age groups 20 and over according to a procedure recommended in
the international denographics literature.

Aninport ant feature of the projections is that the sane nethodd -
ogy has been used for both counties and nunicipios. Hwever, ths
neans that the nethodol ogy nust be workable for both sides of the
border and so sone techni cal conpromises nust be nade. Thus, for
exanpl e, denographers prefer to project births using det ailed age
specific fertility rates. Schrates are not unifornhy availabdle d ag the
US-Mxican border, thus, another nethod was nandated that
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vwoul d be unifornhy applicable. The projection nethods require only
two census period counts or estinates, by age and sex, and survival
rae infonation The prgectioninervas aefive years a atine

Brth Argection

In each county and nunicipio the ratio of children 0 4 years of age
divided by the popul ation of wonen at ages 15 49, the chil dbearing
years, is cdcuaed These child-wonan ratios from 1995 are held
const ant through the year 2020 in dl three series (low, nedium and
high), and are applied to the projected future popul ati on of wonen at
the childbearing ages af ter calculating deaths and migration during
the prgection period The ratios produce hirths over the five year
proectioninterva, and thus produce O 4 year-d ds a the end of the
prgectioninervd.

DCeath Ao ection

For the Lhited States, Gensus Breau prgections of survival rates
and life expect ancy rates by age and sex availabl e in published doc-
unent s have been used. These US-levd prgections of nort dity
rates trend slony dowwmard over the entire period to 2020. For Mx-
ico, Lhited Nations infornation on Mxican |ife expect ancy rates, and
survival rates by age and sex corresponding to various levels of life
expect ancy rates have been used. The Mxican death rates for
nal es and fenal es trend dowward only to the year 2000 and then
are assuned to remain constat & thet levd into the fuue This
assunption has nore to do wth technical constraints o availade
infornation than a real forecast, and the prgections woul d probaby
be slightly lovas aresut of likey continuing inprovenent s in reduc-
ing nort dityd ter 2000 in Mxico. Bit, inprgections, deaths are usu-
aly i ango sorce o eror, a least in areas experiencing sub-
g$antial mgration and strong denographi c nonentum as does the
border reg on.

Mgration Rrgection

Mgration rates are produced first for the period from1990 to 1995
using a procedure known as residual estination. The techni que can
be easily illustrated. Inagine a couty or municipio that had 1,000
nal es aged 10 14 years in 1990. Apdication of the swvivd rate pre-
viously discussed would yield an expected count of 992 nal es aged
15 19 years in 1995 in the absence of migration. Should the 1995
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APPENDIX B

Table B1.1: Total Population U.S. Border Region

ﬁl.'ﬂ'i.l._ 1ue 1aai 1995
Sam Di.l!gu 1,801, 84 2AMEDTR 24626714
imp:'r'u] uz.11n 109,303 161,082
Caliomia (=ubroal b 1.9%3%,9% ETE B N 27067 A
Yuma 0, 554 120,739 130,05
Mma 531,445 faials, B0 TRE YA
Sanra Cruz 200,450 20 AR 36,372
Cochise B 5 A O el 110423
Anzona [sabmral} F2E, 142 O14.919 1.038,15%4
Hidalgo i, Ol 5958 b2
Lana 1554 % 15,110 22,578
Dofn Ann Uy, 3460 135510 100
Mew Mexten (mbeneal] 117,974 150 E7H 18H,841
Fi Fasa 479, 5% S 1G10 GG
Culberon 351% A 407 A.231
Htld!?-.‘d'l. 2.0 291% 3,143
Jeff Dravis 1,647 1940 2067
Presidin oo1es A7 TG
Breesio .57 HiaE1 0074
Terdl 1,%9% 1410 1.514
Val Verde 354910 et | 2 45%
ﬁnnt}' 22 A1l AN
MMavende 31,398 AL ATH 45,219
Drmmeet 11,357 10,433 10,501
W ehb G0 258 133,234 172 3D
Zapaa i3, (7 027 10,570
Searr 27,00 0,518 22214
Hi.;‘la]gn 2E3 2 JH3, 545 482,461
Cumeron 200 73y 260,120 J07 HAGY
Texas (aubtoeml} 1,209 our 1,551,058 1,832 646
Biorder Region Toral 000, 0 5215774 5827 450

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 1983; 1993; and 1998.
Note: Tables B3.2 B5.2 components may not add to totals due to rounding.
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Table B1.2: Total Population Mexican Border Region

_.n‘!l.n!:l 15%0 1990 1995
Tijuana 41,2506 T4TITY 001,593
Tecate Al S0 21,554 3.2, 54
Sexicali 10, Gi5E Gl aAE GOA05A
ann Califormia {mubeoal ] 1,002, 450 1400873 1./%0,172
San Lus Rio Colomdo D21 110,531 134,141
Paermo Pefiawen-PL E. Calles 2, T K, 553 A
Caborea 50, 453 B0,159 4,511
Altar 027 .45 ER L
Sanc 2,250 2,109 2209
T‘:n:lg.ﬂcs G, O % 107937 133,459
Sumtn Cruz 1,587 1,472 1.394
Cananiea 25, 323 253,933 29,28
Maco 4, 441 4,4 4001
Agaa Priem 34,578 119 L2310
Smnoea (mbiol) 312,0Mm 304,712 469,504
_;AI.'IU! H, 904 10,5965 10,772
Amcengidn 11,96% 10,3650 19 5406
Jusirez BT AR TOR, E00 1.011,787
Cruadaiupe T A0 TS
Praxedis . Guerrem H3.87 G053 9,580
l:]ji.l.'lngn 2,420 23,9049 23,509
Munud Benovides 4. 10w 204 2324
Chihuahua (aubeneal) G35, 400 Hia 051 1,08k, 559
l:!-:.:mpu 3,0m THSE THES
Acufa a1,k 90,335 #1528
Jemeénes #0630 B.254 Q280
Piedms Hcp’:s T A | uB,184 116,147
Mava &, G 16,910 20,444
Gruerrano 2304 2F7A 213%
Hi.l:l.:l.]gu:l %1 1,220 1.26%
Coahnsla (subingal) 191,623 191,13% 23H, 288
Anidhoac 106,47 % 17512 18,276
Mauevo Ledn {mabroral) 16,47 % 17.312 18,2704
Muevo Lareda 203, 28% 210.4605% 275,060
Grerfero 4191 4510 R
Mdber B3, 352 (242 f,.240
Migud Alemidn 19 mo0 21,523 22 ALG
Camargn 16,014 1% 042 15, 206%
Gusavo [¥ar Ordaz 17,8530 17,704 15,632
ﬁ.n:}'nnm 21141 2E2 GGG 37052
fio Bravo H53,523 a4.010 1003710
Valle Hormom AN R 21,50% 5% 284
Maramoms 2AHE EA o L F6 3,480
Tamaulipas (mabeowal} Han 417 1.01%552 1,194,727
Border ch,im Tatal 29R7. 543 FEED B4E A, 757 ER

Source: | NEG 1998.
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Table B2.1: Percent Change in Population U.S. Border Region

Impked
ﬁl.'r.'ﬂ._ 19E 01000 1980199 % v 2o
San Diego A4.2 8.2 103
il'rmpn:r'rs.l.'lg 187 291 R
Caltfomia (subeneal) 354 5.2 12.53
Yuma 333 127 294
Pima 255 14.3 2.5
Sanma Cruzx 5.1 220 3.1
Cochise 1549 14.1 262
Anwmna (aubioed) 287 13.5 25.9
Hidalgo 15 5.1 10.2
Lama 162 24.7 493
Dwfin Ann 407 15.1 Al
Mew Mexicn lmbingal} 3%.3 18.3 34,7
Fl Pamo 233 14.7 29 4
Crulberson 2B £2 -10.3
Hud?cﬂt [ B 1515
Jeff Dhavis 18.2 3.2 124
Presdio 239 1.6 352
Brewstr 14.h 4% a1
Teredl ~11.6 3.5 140
Yal Verde TR Y 16,4
ﬂnnc}' 3.5 H1 16.2
Mavenck 154 245 4.6
DRmmee .2 B0y 1.3
Wehb 342 M4 8.8
El:ru.!.: 400 152 A4.4
Starr AH.G 284 S
Hidalgo A% ERX 510
Cameran 240 18.4 3.7
Tems (aukbinal} 267 19.6 A3
Border Reyion Tols Al 11.8 255

Source: Author calculations from Table B1.1.
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Table B2.2: Percent Change in Population Mexican Border Region

Impked
_Arr.'ﬂ. 19EL-1800 1900109 % TR g
Ti.ju.mu. G20 327 ia%. 4
Tecate 3.5 1.5 4206
Ml 175 1%.0 31.3
Baja Califomin (aubeoeal) Aot 249 499
San Lus lo Colomda 19.1 M5 409
Puerto Pefiasca-PE. Calles 3549 31 .3
Caborm 17.3 u 15,1
Alear T 1.4 205
Samnc .3 T 14.8
Mogdes LE.G 239 47.3
Sant Cruz .2 L0 A4
Cananen G4 R 17.3
Macn 4.5 % 11.1
Agaa Priem 138 43.7 BYE
S ora (mabearl) 26.% 19.0 A=0
Janos 224 -1.1 23
Ascenmdn A% 211 #00.2
_itl.ire:r. 407 {0 534
Cruadalupe 5 2.0 11.9
Prazedis 5. Guerrem 2n ER 114
'::'ii.naiu g 1.7 o
MManne Benavides 340 B A5
Chitwalua (mabeoal b A6.9 240 408
':'c.unpn -12.F . L4
Acufa A4 4.7 B4
Jomeénes. 4.4 12.4 249
Pledras Megras 223 18.3% AlG
Mava R 2.4 41.7
Grerfero 25 =100 2001
Hi.d:igu G5 #.0 #.0
Coahusla (subingal] 2l 24.7 d9.5
Andhuac &1 ki 11.1
Fauevo Ledn (aubtoeal) %21 %0 11.1
Maevo Luredo | T 07
Guerrero ] =119 230
M 2.2 [INE} -1
Migud Alemidn B 4.9 0.8
Camargn .1 1.% 3n
Crammavo IXar Ordar A7 -11.% 254
Hr_ynnﬂ 337 1.2 IHE
Rio Baw 124 i35 125
Valle Hermom 5.1 T8 155
MMaramoros 270 10.8 9.7
T.:m.:l.ﬂ'tpu.u [ mubreonal b 100G 176 3L 3
Biorder Region Tol 3.1 228 4405
Source: Author calculations from Table B1.2.
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Cet a show 1,100 nales at ages 15 19, the residual estinate of net
mgration (the balance of in- and out floms) for this cohort wou d be
108 migrant s coming into the area, and the rate woul d be 108 divid-
ed by the initia population of 1,000 nales ages 10 14. This cal cu a-
tionis done for all age-sex groupings, wth specia procedures need-
ed to hand e the 85 and over popul ation. Aso, the hirths d scussed
ealier aendt sugect tomgationdrectly, athough, sincethe noth-
es are sugect to mgration, the childwonan ratio techni que wil
reflect the parent d mgrati on paters.

This residual estination technique is semsitive to problens of
under count when one period has subst atialy nore or less under -
count than the second period. Wsing the aforenentioned migration
exanpl e, sone of the presuned 108 nigrants that were estinated
nay sinply be peopl e who were not counted in 1990 but were cap-
tured by the 1995 figures. Gxrecting such a count dif ferentia wou d
be a naj or undert aki ng and perhaps nat even possible for the entire
border reg on.

Three projection series have been prepared and they df fer aly
wth respect to the nmigration assunptions.

Hgh prgection series

Wile labeled high, this set sinply assunes a cotinuation of the
mgration rates by age and sex which were experienced in each
county and nunicipio in the 1990 t01995 period. The baseline for
juldng the resuts is to consider wether the trends in the early
1990s woul d continue through 2020. In sone areas, nmigration rates
vere very high and, indeed, by 2020 the popul ati on consequences
are profound. The conbined B Paso, Qidad Jufkez, and Las
Quces netropolitan area would grow to nearly six nillion persons,
whi ch rai ses questions about whether or not such rates can possibly
conti nue. However, San Degointhe early 1990s was in a sl unp, and
current evi dence suggest s that the period between 1990 and 1995 i s
too conservative for forecasting the fuure

Medi umproj ection series

The nigrati on assunption for this series is that migration rates fall to
75 percent of the 1990 1995 level s during the period between 1995
and 2000 and cotinue to fall to 50 percent in 2000 and beyond.
Thus, the rates trend tovard zero fromeither positive or negative | ev-
ds, adlevd of a haf of the 1990 199 rates from2000 owmard.
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Low proj ection series

The lowseries is not a forecast but denonstrates an inport at poirnt
dter cdadding the resuts. Inthe lowseries, mgaion rates vere
set tozeroimmed ately af ter 1995 Wile hardy redistic, the va ue of
such a series is that dl prgected popdaion goth in the fuue
cones solely fromthe dif ference between births and deaths, and the
resdt s denonstrate that the border region wll continue to groweven
if thereis nomgation gonh
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