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L this chapter, Alberto G. Mata and Catalina
Herrerias describe politicians’ stereotyping of
Latinos/as as the most recent example of race-
card politics. The authors discuss how politi-
cians (1) use racial and ethnic groups to win
electoral races, and (2) promote racial and eth-
nic stereotypes that feed discrimination. So-
cial policies such as the English-only move-
ment and the prohibition of medical care, edu-
cation, and social services for undocumented
immigrants are described as examples that
promote discrimination through their implicit
rejection of linguistic and cultural diversity.
The authors identify the need for nmore science-
based approaches to assist Latinos with as-
similation and the English language.

’_[lvn's chapter examines the stereotyping of
Latinos and Latinas by politicians as a
prime example of race-card politics. The
use of stereotypes Lo scapegoat Latinos and
curry favor with the white American elector-
ate is clearest when we examine local, stale,
and regional political contests and referen-
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dums in areas with large concentrations of
Latinos and Latinas.

Playing the race card appeals to those
troubled by the growing numbers and visi-
bility of Latinas and Latinos (Boyarsky
1993). The stereotypic image of Latinos is of
poor, undereducated, primarily Spanish-
speaking monolingual immigrants. In fact,
only two in five or 40 percent of the Latino
population were born outside of the United
States, with 52.1 percent having immigrated
between 1990 and 2002 (Ramirez and de la
Cruz 2002). On the other hand, 60 percent of
the Latino population is native born
(Navarro 1999), and of this group, nearly 90
percent of those born in the United States re-
port speaking English “very well” (Duncan,
Hotz, and Trejo 2005). The large, continual
influx of Latino immigrants has undoubt-
edly aided Americans’ general views of
Latinas and Latinos as foreigners. As of
March 2002, those of Hispanic origin of any
race make up 13.3 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation (Ramirez and de la Cruz 2002). At an
estimated 37.4 million, Latinos are currently
the nation’s largest group of color and are
seen as instrumental in defining upcoming
political battles (Fineman and Campo-
Flores 2001). Latinos are predominantly
concentrated in 10 states: California, Texas,
New York, Florida, Illinois, Arizona, New
Jersey, Colorado, Georgia, and New Mexico
(U.S. Hispanic Chamber ol Commerce
2004). The Latino population grew by more
than 100 percent in [ive states, including Ne-
vada (217 percent), Tennessee (278 percent),
Georgia (300 percent), Arkansas (337 per-
cent), and North Carolina (337 percent)
(Population Resource Center 2001). A Pew
Hispanic Center report shows Latinos con-
centrated in eight states currently referred to
as rew seltlement states whose growth of La-
tinos exceeded 130 percent from 1990 to
2000 (Suro and Tafoya 2004). The new settle-
ment states are idenlilied as Arizona, Ne-
vada, Georgia, North Carolina, Oregon, Vir-
ginia, Washington, and Massachusetts.

The Latino population in the United
States is large, young, and growing rapidly.
As a group, the population of Hispanics of
any race increased by 58 percent between
1990 and 2000 (Population Resource Center
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2001; Schmitt 2001b). Their overall educa-
tional and economic statuses, however, are
lower than those of their Anglo counterparts.
For example, educational attainment for La-
tinos is substantially lower than for all other
ethnic groups, with less than three in five La-
tinos 25 years and older completing high
school and only 11.1 percent attaining a bac-
calaureate or higher degree (Ramirez and de
la Cruz 2002). In 2003, 15 percent of adoles-
cent Latinos were high-school dropouts,
whereas only 6 percent of white and 8 per-
cent of African American teens had dropped
out of high school (Annie E. Casey Founda-
tion 2005). The main correlate of limited ed-
ucational achievement for Latinos is pov-
erty. In 2002, the percentage of Hispanic
children under age 18 of any race living in
poverty in America is 28.6, compared with
9.4 percent for their non-Hispanic white
counterparts (Children’s Defense Fund
2004). Latinos also face significant disad-
vantages regarding the percentage of chil-
dren ages 3 to 5 who are enrolled in center-
based early childhood care and education
programs, which are widely recognized as
providing a head start for children educa-
tionally, cognitively, and socially (Herrerfas,
Harnden, and Bond 2001), In 2001, 40 per-
cent of Latino 3-5-year-olds were enrolled in
center-based programs, as compared with 59
and 63 percent for white non-Hispanics and
blacks, respectively (Federal Interagency
Forum on Child and Family Statistics 2005).

Despite the challenges facing Latinos in
this country, this very diverse population re-
flects a variety of political perspectives, life-
styles, tastes, levels of buying power, and
views about the appropriate roles for men
and women. Some Latino families have lived
in what is now the United States for centu-
ries. They never immigrated; they became
U.S. citizens rather than Mexican citizens
when the border changed. For others, specif-
ically Puerto Ricans, their territories were
ceded to the United States. Still others mi-
grated to the United States from Mexico, the
Caribbean, and Central and South America
in search of better jobs or to escape political
repression in their homelands.

By and large, most Latinos are trying to
promote, enhance, and assure the progress

and well-being of their communities, ye
they are mindful of the need for vision, voice
and action in local and national political fo
rums. As Latinos’ numbers, visibility, anc
claims for a better life grow, the more cultur
ally conservative and xenophobic American:
have come to see these claims and efforts a:
prima facie evidence of further threats anc
encroachment (Tanton and Lutton 1994
Reese 1995). When Latinos counter and re
buff racist and nativist claims and actions
the nativists stiffen their resolve. The resul
is increased polarization between group.
and an expanded base for and manifestatio
of 1990s-style race politics into the new cen
tury.

The race politics of the late 1990s involve:
a range of American conservative groups, in
cluding far right, nativist, and hate group
(Auster 1990; Brimelow 1992; Palafox 1996,
Nativism is an ideology that asserts the pri
macy of the native born as a country’s “true
sons and daughters over naturalized citizen
and legal immigrants. Originally, nativists i:
the United States were aligned with th
Know-Nothing Party. Most were suspiciou
of Catholics and new immigrants generall:
Beginning in the 1880s, nativists turned o
Eastern and Southern European immi
grants and adopted anti-Semitic tendencies
When Asian and Mexican laborers threal
ened to encroach on jobs desired by whit
workers, they too became targets for nativis
backlashes., Fear and hatred of foreigner
and racial minorities, and unbridled natior
alism, seemed to coincide with periods ¢
marked social or economic change (Lips¢
1993; Calavita 1996).

Historically, nativists have portrayed Lat
nos as poor peasants sneaking across th
border to have babies in U.S. hospitals s
that their children will become American ci
izens and thus inappropriately obtain acces
to a broad range of entitlements. Currentl
they tout images of Latinos as drug lorc
aiming to destroy America’s youths throug
drugs, and as dangerous gangbangers wk
shoot anyone unfortunate enough to ventu
into their neighborhoods. In more trouble
times, nativists have resorted to images «
Latinos as criminal, violent, and manipul
tive—images that are powerful indeed ar
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have a tendency to mute calmer voices
claiming otherwise. Ye. another perspective
comes from some environmentalists who
use ecological arguments against immi-
grants in what has been called “the greening
of hate” (Martinez 2001). The terrorist at-
tacks of September 11, 2001, on the United
States reinvigorated the Nativist movement
and served as a catalyst to push the issue of
immigration and undocumented immi-
grants to the forefront of the national dis-
course,

The Latino population is clearly the fast-
est-growing demographic group in the
United States. Of the nearly 4.1 million
births in 2000, 20 percent were to Hispanic
women (Population Resource Center 2001).
Birthrate among Latinas is 3.1 compared (o
2.1 for non-Hispanic females. If current pop-
ulation growth continues, it is projected that
one in every four Americans will be of Latino
origin by the year 2050.

Many non-Hispanic Americans consider
Latinos to be harmful to their interests, a
drain on their communities, and a threat to a
way of life many believe to be under siege. It
is not clear whether the use of racialized
fears reflects politicians’ true feelings and
beliefs, is a campaign tactic designed to chal-
lenge the opposition and solidily support, or
reflects a convenient opportunity to make a
once narrowly appealing political agenda
more palatable to the unsettled, disaffected,
and undecided. In any case, politicians’ uses
of the race card and scapegoating of Lati-
nos—knowingly or unwittingly—play into
efforts that go beyond the contest of the day
(Simon 1993). These invectives heighten
interethnic suspicions, tensions, and con-
flicts and call into question social and politi-
cal reforms that have helped improve the
lives of men and women of color, of white
women, and of society more generally.

Elected officials, political candidates, and
political organizations cater to racial fears
and use them to polarize voters (Bustamante
1993). In so doing, they assume that their ac-
tions carry few risks to their campaigns or
deleterious societal consequences, For some
political activitists, the play on racial fears,
concerns, or issues is a return to what they
see as having made this country great. It is,

in other words, a form of nostalgia. For oth-
ers, taken by Patrick Buchanan’s frankness,
the concern is to draw attention to the threat
that so-called undesirable elements pose and
to neoconservatives’ prescription for mea-
sures to stem the tide, recapture control, and
return the inheritance to its “rightful” own-
ers—whites. But what makes such previ-
ously questionable claims and agendas now
palatable? How are the strident, narrow in-
terests of fringe elements made acceptable to
segments of the larger society? What may
make these claims appealing to individuals
whose personal lives may be subject to un-
settling changes beyond their control or in-
fluence? In some instances, the answer may
lie in the economic restructuring of the past
two decades, resulting in changes in their
quality of life and standard of living, or in the
viability of their social networks and mediat-
ing institutions (e.g., schools, churches, syn-
agogues, and mosques).

It is also unclear whether the use of racial
fears as a tactic to gain advantage over the
opposition and enhance one's candidacy is
portable across groups and regions. Clearly,
embracing strident messages linked to nar-
row political agendas in order to present
oneself as a champion of the unsettled and
disaffected voters remains key to certain
campaign strategists and managers. Grass-
roots backlash groups are not timid about
courting those uncomfortable with the
growing number of racial and ethnic minori-
ties in this country. They are not reserved in
their criticisms of efforts to improve condi-
tions for minorities and white women when
they perceive that those avenues are nol
available to them or when opportunities for
others appear to come at their expense. Re-
gardless of motive, race-card opportunists
play into the hands of smaller nativist groups
of hatemongers who see the need to reverse
the gains of people of color, particularly
when they look, sound, or act “different.”

Obscured by the fervor and hysteria of
fear, resentment, and exclusionary tactics is
the fact that more than 55 million immi-
grants from six continents have made the
United States their home. With the exception
of indigenous people, all other inhabitants
are either immigrants or descendants of im-
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migrants, whether that immigration was
voluntary or involuntary (e.g., slaves
brought to America against their will; Ameri-
can Civil Liberties Union 1997). At present,
almost one in three Americans is an ethnic or
racial minority (Schmitt 2001a).

When we speak about the new race poli-
tics, we are referring not just to state-of-the-
art negative campaign themes involving ra-
cially coded messages but also to a range of
actions, from fervent social crusades to more
organized networking efforts and quasi-so-
cial institutionalization reflected in founda-
tions, think tanks, and social experiments.
These efforts reflect a sense of threat, resent-
ment, and opposition to past ideologies,
ranging from President Franklin Delano
Roosevelt's New Deal politics to the liberal
social agenda of the 1960s in certain states.
Race politics target and scapegoat Latinos as
part of the larger campaign to mobilize
angry moderate-to-undecided citizens. By
aligning aspects of their agenda with the
larger society’s concerns, fears, resentments,
and rancors about the new “outsiders,” poli-
ticians hope to expand their base and reduce
the risk and impact of changes perceived to
be threatening.

In some instances, political campaigns
seek to enhance their candidates’ fortunes
while simultaneously silencing American ra-
cial and ethnic minorities’ cultural, political,
and social claims to meaningful involvement
in national decision making (Chavez 1991;
Skerry 1993; Schuck 1995). The remainder
of this chapter focuses on key examples of
the new race politics—the English Only
movement and the Save Our State (SOS)
movement rallying around Proposition 187
Executive Order 13166, a response to Propo-
sition 187, is also discussed. These case stud-
ies illustrate the nature, size, and conse-
quences of such anti-immigrant, and
specifically anti-Latino, political move-
ments.

The U.S. English Only Movement

The specter of America harboring mil-
lions of non-English-speaking residents
frightens some Americans (Buchanan 1991;
Huddle 1993: Hawkins 1995). Prior to the

1970s, undocumented immigrants labored
in agricultural sectors and on the economic
fringes of urban metropolitan areas. By the
mid-1970s, a major shift to urban occupa-
tions increased the visibility of these work-
ers and their families (Muller and
Espenshade 1985; Acufia 1988). The swell-
ing of the native Latino population, com-
bined with the large numbers of immigrants,
refugees, and undocumented workers com-
ing from Mexico and Central and South
America, fed whites’ fears of being over-
whelmed (Butler 1985). This great concern
may well have resulted in the impetus to es-
tablish English as the official language in
this country. In particulay, two significant
waves of immigrants—more appropriately
classified as refugees who were granted polit-
ical asylum—were the impetus for the Eng-
lish Only movement. The first wave was the
several hundred thousand Vietnamese who
began arriving in 1975 (Leung and
Boehnlein 1996). The second wave occurred
in 1980, when over a period of five months,
135,000 Cubans, a disproportionate number
of whom were Afro-Cubans, were accepted
into the United States (Bernal and Shapiro
1996). English Only has been championed
by U.S. English, a conservative group
founded in 1983 (American Civil Liberties
Union 1996). English First, a Virginia-based
group, is another vociferous supporter of
this political movement (Dougherty 2000).
The English Only movement seeks to man-
date English as the only language to be used
in official U.S. business, including govern-
ment offices and voting ballots. The Ameri-
can Civil Liberties Union (1997) indicates
that English Only is

based on the false premise that today's
immigrants who come from Asian and
Spanish-speaking countries will not
learn English without government coer-
cion. In fact, the vast majority of Asian
and Latino immigrants are acquiring
proficiency in English just as quickly, if
not faster, than earlier generations of Ital-
jan, Russian, and German immigrants.
Moreover, only 4 percent of the U.S. pop-
ulation over the age of five does not speak
English. (p. 5)
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A study of 2,400 U.S. Latinos conducted
by Harvard University, the Henry J. Kaiser
Foundation, and the Washington Post found
that only | in 10 second-generation Latinos
communicate predominantly in Spanish.
Also, a study by the National Immigration
Forum found that over 75 percent of immi-
grants speak English with high proficiency
within 10 years of their arrival in the United
States (Artze 2000).

Clearly, the movement reflects an errone-
ous, misplaced fear thal foreign languages
might become more widespread than Eng-
lish (Brimelow 1995), even though only 10
percent of the population speaks a language
other than English. Of this group, over 13.5
million are Spanish speakers, and only 12.5
million speak other foreign languages
(Hernandez-Chavez 1978; Piatt 1990). Ulti-
mately, English Only proponents fear any ef-
forts to promote a more multilingual and
multicultural society, believing that doing so
would diminish Western European (i.e.,
English-speaking) traditions and institu-
tions in favor of others that they perceive as
inferior.

Proponents of English Only have sharp-
ened and better focused their legislative
agendas in over 27 stales—although its con-
sequences have been greatest in the Sunbelt
states (Chavez 1991). Beginning with four
states declaring English as their official lan-
guage in 1981, 26 stales have enacted Eng-
lish Only laws (English First 1999; May and
Fahys 2000).

The English Language Unity Act of 2001
was introduced to the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives on May 24, 2001, by Representa-
tive Bob Barr (R-Georgia) and was simulta-
neously referred to the House Education and
the Workforce and the House Judiciary
Committees on that same date. The bill is in-
tended to

reaffirm English as the official language
of the United States, to establish an uni-
form English language rule for natural-
ization, and to avoid misconstructions of
the English language texts of the Laws of
the United States, pursuant to Congress’
powers to provide for the General Wel-
fare of the United States and to establish

a uniform Rule of Naturalization under
Article I, Section 8, of the Constitution,.

On June 18, the Judiciary Commitlee re-
ferred H.R. 1984 to the Subcommittee on the
Constitution. Then, on July 25, the Educa-
tion and the Workforce Committee referred
the proposed legislation to the Subcommit-
tee on Education Reform. The movement of
this legislation is evidently being enjoined by
House conservatives and key committees.

Since the 1960s, three major policy issues
have shaped national and stale debates on
these matters, The designation of English as
the official language at national, state, and
local levels is seen as no less important than
the questions of whether we should have bi-
lingual education or language rights in the
electoral process. In more mundane terms,
foreign languages in the workplace are seen
as obstructing common business and gov-
ernmenial operations.

The growth and increasing visibility of La-
tinos and Latinas throughout southern Cali-
fornia and in most major metropolitan areas
has added to feelings of being overwhelmed,
of losing control of borders and communi-
ties, and of needing defensive action. A pop-
ular image is one of hordes of illegal aliens
seeking to gain what they do nol deserve at a
cost to U.S. (read white) taxpayers (Tanton
and Lutton 1994). Many critics argue that
both legal and illegal immigrants come pri-
marily to derive such benefits as public edu-
cation and health care at the expense of tax-
payers whose quality of life is threatened or
declining. In a 1996 speech, presidential
candidate Bob Dole indicated support for
Representative Elton Gallegly's (R-Califor-
nia) bill to cut funding for the education of
children ol illegal aliens. He cast the issue in
this manner:

We shouldn't stick the states with billions

and billions of dollars of extra expenses,

particularly ... California. ... It's not that
we don’t care, it’s not that we're not com-
passionate. . . . [But] where do you draw

the line? (Cited in Seelye 1996, A16)

Other images depict illegal aliens as drug
traffickers, gang members, and terrorists. As
former CIA Director William Colby once
said,
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The most obvious threat for the U.S. is
the fact that . . there are going to be 120
million Mexicans by the end of the cen-
tury. . .. [The Border Patrol] will not have
enough bullets to stop them. (Cited in
Acuiia 1996, 115)

Buchanan sounded another crisis alarm
during his unsuccessful presidential bid in
1996 with statistics claiming that more than
a million undocumented Mexicans were en-
tering the United States annually. The an-
nual average is scarcely 10 percent of that
figure, according to findings of the Bina-
tional Study on Migration (American Civil
Liberties Union 1997). Similarly, those who
enter the United States and overstay their
visas are estimated to be less than one-tenth
of 1 percent of this country’s population.
While their labor is an economic boon, for
Buchanan their growth is a threat to the na-
tion.

In addition to the fringe right’s diatribes,
English Only’s reports in the electronic and
print media have largely repeated their un-
checked claims, adding their sensation-
alized flair to bulletins about the “Latino in-
vasion” (Butler 1985; Auster 1990; Brimelow
1995). The immediate effect of the media’s
sensationalism has been to further strain
white-Latino relations and heighten suspi-
cion (Acufia 1996).

Many large urban centers throughout the
United States face fiscal crises. Their public
schools, public health centers, and other so-
cial services overflow with more clients than
they can serve. Local neoconservatives have
argued that bilingual education and transi-
tional services are unwarranted and need-
less expenditures. Programs like these, crit-
ics argue, drain otherwise limited resources
and exacerbate local and state fiscal crises
(Chavez 1991; Acufia 1996).

The Children’s Defense Fund (2000) re-
ports that most immigrant families in the
United States are gainfully employed and do
not seek government benefits of any kind.
Furthermore, many in need of government
assistance do not even seek it, as they believe
that doing so may somehow jeopardize their
opportunity to remain in the United States.
Research cited by the ACLU regarding stud-
ies conducted by the Council of Economic

Advisors, the National Research Council, the
Rand Corporation, and the Urban Institute
agreed that immigrants do not have deleteri-
ous effects on either the earnings or employ-
ment opportunities of the American-born
population (American Civil Liberties Union
1997). Moreover, immigrants—whether
legal residents or undocumented workers—
are found to pay more in taxes than they ever
receive in services, especially undocu-
mented workers who pay into a system from
which they cannot collect. Testimony on the
use and misuse of Social Security numbers
(SSNs) and Individual Taxpayer Identifica-
tion Numbers (ITINs) disclosed that the So-
cial Security Administration’s Earnings Sus-
pense Fund (ESF) contains more than $420
billion accumulated, unclaimed employees
contributions into the system—evidence of
undocumented workers’ withheld taxes
(Waslin 2004).

Neoconservatives’ calls for action encour-
aged legislators and policymakers in the
early 1990s to retreat from earlier commit-
ments to and support for bilingual educa-
tion’s limited English proficiency (LEP) pro-
grams, and even English as a second
language (ESL) programs (Chavez 1991). In
California, especially in the Los Angeles
Unified School District’s understaffed and
underfunded bilingual programs, these
staffing and fiscal realities led to the adop-
tion of structural immersion programs, such
as teaching English to limited-English
speakers by immersing them directly in
classes with native English-speaking stu-
dents (Cooper 1994). Bilingual education
programs and multicultural and diversity
programs were seen as too expensive. Thus,
establishing the primacy of English in the
conduct of official government business and
publicly funded programs was portrayed as
simply being fiscally responsible (Stefancic
and Delgado 1996). But more fundamen-
tally, the underlying issue for this movement
concerns the implications of perpetuating
“our common English culture” (Chavez
1991). For the more fervent proponents,
such as Terry Robbin, the former head of
English Only in Florida, the movement is not
just needed for language preservation:
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It’s precisely because of the large number
of Latinas and Latinos who have come
here, that we ought to remind them, and
better educate them to the fact that the
United States is not a mongrel nation. We
have a common language, It's English
and we are damn proud of it. (Cited in
Stefancic and Delgado 1996, 9)

In a similar vein, ex—CIA Director William
Colby held that Mexican immigration was a
greater threat to the United States than the
Soviet Union was (Acufia 1996). Fueling the
debates on the need for an English Lan-
guage Amendment, a 1986 special report by
the Council for Inter-American Security
claimed that

Hispanics in America today represent a
very dangerous, subversive force that is
bent on taking over our nation’s political
institutions for the purpose of imposing
Spanish as the official language of the
United States. (Cited in Stefancic and
Delgado 1996, 17)

Concerned about charges that they were
anti-immigrant, xenophobic, and nativist, if
not outright racist, the leadership of English
Only quickly asserted in their personal state-
ments and literature that they are the only
true champions of ethnic and linguistic non-
discrimination. They proudly pointed to the
fact that their membership included minor-
ity-group members—a few of whom were in
leadership positions, although most were
rank-and-file members.

Nevertheless, claims that English Only
proponents were nativist and racist could
not long be denied. In 1986, English Only co-
founder John Tanton wrote his assessment
of the consequences of immigration to Cali-
fornia for a study group known as Witan:

“To govern is to populate.” Will the pres-
ent majority peaceably hand over its po-
litical power to a group that is simply
more fertile? As Whites see their power
and control over their lives declining, will
they simply go quietly into the night? Or
will there be an explosion? Can “home
contraceptives” compete with “home
progenitiva” if borders aren'’t controlled?
Or is advice to limit one’s family simply
advice to move over and let someone else
with greater productive powers occupy

the space? Perhaps this is the first in-
stance in which those with their pants up
are going to gel caught by those with their
pants down. Since the majority of the re-
tirees will be non-Hispanic Whites but
the workers will be minorities, will the
latter be willing to pay for the care of the
former? They will also have to provide the
direct care; how will they gel along, espe-
cially through a language barrier? (Cited
in Stefancic and Delgado 1996, 119)

In 1988, Tanton's study paper was discov-
ered and disclosed during Arizona’s English
Only campaign. For many, Tanton’s essays
demonstrated underlying assumptions and
premises that were truly nativist and racist
at their core. For Linda Chavez and Walter
Cronkite, Tanton’s Witan paper was trou-
bling and disquieting, leading both to resign
from the organization. After Tanton’s resig-
nation, two years of struggle followed for
English Only’s membership. The close scru-
tiny and criticism of the press did not, how-
ever, dissuade English Only’s proponents or
lead to the group’s dissolution. In fact, the
English Only campaign regrouped and re-
gained its loyal following shortly thereafter.
In 1991, the organization convened a na-
tional kickoff rally to create momentum for
its next initiative: Campaign for Our Com-
mon Language. The underlying goal is to re-
turn the United States to traditional Western
European-American core values to help
Americans weather and withstand the com-
ing invasion and subsequent imposition of
“lesser” cultures (Schlesinger 1992; Cheney
1995). -

The most disturbing component of Eng-
lish Only’s push to one official language is
the presumption that English was the origi-
nal language in this country when, in fact,
the geographic area constituting the United
States was home to a multitude of languages
prior to European settlement. The extinction
or near extinction of these indigenous lan-
guages was deliberately orchestrated
through government policy. In addition,

The United States is also home to numer-
ous immigrant languages other than
English. The arrival of some of these lan-
guages, such as Dutch, French, German,
and Spanish, predates the founding of
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our nation. Many others have arrived
more recently. The substantial number of
residents of the United States who speak
languages other than English presents us
with both challenges and opportunities.
(Linguistic Society of America 1995, 2)

It is not clear how most Americans view
the origins and dynamics of such groups as
English Only, U.S. English, and English
First. Many Americans are lJukewarm or un-
interested, yet their support for attacks on
bilingual education, multicultural educa-
tion, and affirmative action reinforces these
groups. Those who challenge English Only,
U.S. English, and English First's actions do
not see these efforts as the passing acts of a
few crackpots, the dispossessed fringe, or
disaffected members of the middle and
working classes. Unlike other neoconser-
vative organizations, English Only derives
most of its operating funds from member-
ship dues and direct-mail campaigns. Its
fundraising letters and pamphlets play upon
and capitalize on neoconservative American
fears of a “linguistic Babylon,” the Balkan-
ization of the United States, and the squan-
dering of limited educational and social ser-
vice dollars (Stefancic and Delgado 1996,
30). Although many English Only adherents
are xenophobic and socially conservative,
most probably do not see themselves as
nativists, racists, or white supremacists.
They do not see their animosities, antipa-
thies, and dislikes as exaggerated or unwar-
ranted. Of course, some recognize that their
actions lend support to the causes of su-
premacists and hate groups, but they see
doing so as the price of getting things back to
“normal.”

On the surface, the rationale for English
Only is couched in logical, inclusive, and
supportive terms such as those espoused by
Mujica (2001), who is the chairman/CEOQ of
U.S. English:

Official English does not forbid anyone
from speaking other languages, but
rather encourages immigrants to assimi-
late and learn the language of this coun-
try: English. . . . If we cannot communi-
cate with each other because we lack a
common language, how can we function
as neighbors? In this country where, at

last count, there are 329 languages other
than English spoken, we need to main-
tain one common language. . . . Without
English, immigrants cannot acquire
well-paying jobs, help their children with
homework, or even understand election
materials in order to make an informed
vote. And realistically, if immigrants
want an effective voice politically, Eng-
lish is essential. We should assist immi-
grants in learning our common language
so they too can achieve the American
dream.

A rejoinder from Dovalina (2001), the na-
tional president of the League of United
Latin American Citizens (LULAC), exposes
the veiled threat behind the superficially be-
nign agenda of English First. He argues that,
periodically, harmful elements in our society
formulate ways to ostracize specific groups
of people for unequal treatment and public
denigration. This is the case with supporters
of English Only and Official English legisla-
tion. Dovalina counters that English Only
creates imaginary problems and embellishes
half-truths and that the real objective of the
English Only movement is to isolate and pe-
nalize immigrants by codifying “racism in
our nation’s laws by focusing on a trait that
many non-white immigrants share—they
aren't yet fluent in English” (2001, 2). In ef-
fect, English Only laws have the potential to
sever the connections between people with
limited English proficiency and the govern-
ment. A more logical approach developed by
numerous Hispanic organizations, LULAC
included, proposes “English Plus,” which
values speaking more than one language and
encourages LEP individuals to learn English
while retaining fluency in their native lan-
guage (Intercultural Development Research
Association 1996). Representative Jose
Serrano (D-New York) introduced the Eng-
lish Plus Resolution (HCON 9 IH) on Janu-
ary 3, 2001, recognizing the importance of
multilingualism to American interests and
individual rights, and opposing English-only
measures (Serrano 2001). Rather than stay-
ing away from diversity, English Plus en-
courages links between communities across
national boundaries that are shrinking be-
cause of technology and global economics.
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Proposition\l87: Fiscal Crisis, Illegal
Aliens, and Public Services

In the fall of 1993, Ron Prince convened a
small group of southern California grass-
roots activists to discuss illegal immigration,
its consequences, and alternatives to unre-
lenting invasions of American society by ille-
gal aliens (Stefancic and Delgado 1996). By
the end of the day, these 10 individuals,
many previously unknown to each other, had
decided to launch a statewide referendum,
Proposition 187. This measure would pro-
hibit undocumented immigrants from re-
ceiving publicly funded medical care, educa-
tion, or social services. Proposition 187
would also require schools, health centers,
and social service agencies Lo report sus-
pected illegal immigrants and their children
to state and federal authorities (Acuna 1996;
Calavita 1996). Aligning currents of unrest
with race politics is not new. Yet unlike the
repatriations of unwanted Mexican workers
(undocumented Mexicans and Mexican
Americans) in the 1930s and 1950s (brace-
ros) (Acuiia 1988), this measure is a reaction,
and it needs to be linked to the growing pop-
ulation of Latinos and their expectations of a
meaningful partnership with, and inclusion
in, the body politic.

In May 1994, an initiative to stem “the
alien invasion and their unlawful use of edu-
cational, social, and medical services” was
filed by a coalition of anti-immigrant groups
(Bunting 1993). The coalition became
known as the California Coalition for Immi-
gration Reform (CCIR). Its theme was “Save
Our State” (SOS). Its agenda was put to the
volers as a referendum in November 1994,
passing by a 59 to 41 percent margin.

The campaign was (uned to a range of
white anxieties and fears: a declining stan-
dard of living and quality of life; a faltering
and changing economy; a sense ol being
overwhelmed by a range of cultures and peo-
ples of color; and concern for dilution of
American values, institutions, and ways of
life (Quiroga 1995; R. Simon 1993). In due
course, it would come to be championed by a
converging range ol interests: the Republi-
can Party, United We Stand, Buchanan for
President, and even some “new” Democrats.

Republican California Governor Pete Wil-
son’s faltering presidential campaign soon
wrapped his candidacy in the SOS message
of the “invasion’s” imminent dangers; the
government’s inability to protect U.S. bor-
ders; the economic crisis brought about
by this last wave of immigrants; and the
growing influence and size of the Latino
population in the United States, especially
in combination with other Third World im-
migrants,

The message was an appeal to the Califor-
nia electorate to support and elect an
uncompromised, conservative state political
leadership—a conservative leadership will-
ing to get tough and to check the unrelenting
tide of legal and illegal immigration. The
message was also an appeal to a leadership
that would force the federal government to
change its ways—whether or not such
changes were ultimately found to be consti-
tutional. Calavita (1996) argues that this
symbolic aspect was crucial to the success of
Proposition 187 and to Wilson’s improved
ratings. California volers were angry about
the economic changes that had hit the work-
ing poor and middle classes, making them
vulnerable to layoffs arising from downsiz-
ing, mergers, and movements of factories
overseas. It was easy to lay the blame for the
fiscal crisis on immigrants and to assume—
regardless of whether the assumption was
based in fact—that immigrants really were
obtaining more from the state or federal gov-
ernment than they paid into it.

By early 1994, Governor Wilson’s ratings
had plummeted. But soon after he endorsed
Proposition 187, his ratings increased. The
improved ratings can be attributed to the re-
molding of his image as a moderate—one
willing to get tough and champion iminigra-
tion reform as no other potential national
party standard-bearer had been willing to
do. His immigrant bashing clearly distin-
guished him from the other candidates and
served as a spearhead theme in his next two
campaigns. Yet according to Acufia {1996),
several of Wilson's critics found him more
than willing to ignore or distort data and
findings about the costs of services used by
immigrants and the tax dollars immigrants
brought into the state. For example, Wilson
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alleged that L.A. County had spent $946
million dollars in 1991-1992 on services
to recent immigrants, adding that the
county had only collected $139 of the
$4.3 billion dollars a year in federal, state
and local taxes paid by immigrants.
(Flanigan 1993, D1)

The challenge to SOS’s claims came from
journalists, state government watch groups,
the Urban Institute, and even RAND, which
is generally considered a conservative re-
search institute. These journalists and re-
searchers questioned the basic assumption
that immigrants took more from federal,
state, and local services than they put in, sug-
gesting that contradictory findings are due
to different assumptions about the numbers
of undocumented workers in the United
States, their use of social services, and their
contributions to Social Security (Calavita
1996). For instance, an Urban Institute re-
port demonstrated that over 50 percent of
welfare benefits go to U.S. residents who are
65 years of age or older (Fix and Passel
1994). Moreover, local, state, and federal
taxes paid by immigrants more than offset
the costs of services that immigrants receive,
with a net annual surplus of at least $25 bil-
lion, although variation exists from city to
city (Lee 1993; Fix and Passel 1994; Fix and
Zimmerman 1995). Other critics, including
a 1993 California Senate report, argued that
too many politicians were using immigrants
as scapegoats for problems with the state’s
economy. They further chided these politi-
cians and SOS leaders for their failure to
heed admonitions that scapegoating immi-
grants would not begin to solve the state’s
economic woes.

The immigrant-bashing theme was fueled
in part by a decade of marked demographic
change in many southern California com-
munities (Acuiia 1996; Cornelius 1993).
These communities displayed wide differ-
ences not only in household income but also
in family size, median age, education, and,
of course, ethnicity. These changes must also
be linked to a major plunge in southern Cali-
fornia real estate prices, a downturn in the
economy, and plant closings in what was
once termed the miracle economy.

By 1994, the prior decade’s immigrant
bashing had reached unexpectedly high lev-
els of anti-immigrant and minority hysteria.
Both Republican and Democratic candi-
dates distorted this issue and embraced this
concern as their own. The levels of acrimony
soon reached such heights that few dared to
challenge the backlash against immigrants
as divisive, hysterical, a dangerous resur-
gence of nativism, and quite possibly legal-
ized racism (Acufia 1996; Stefancic and
Delgado 1996). Proposition 187 prompted
Stuart Kwoh, executive director of the Asian
Pacific Legal Center, to express the senti-
ments of the Asian American opponents of
the initiative:

Proposition 187 is a vicious law that is
clearly unconstitutional. It reminds
Asian Americans of earlier periods of
anti-immigration hysteria which led to
the Chinese Exclusion Act and the intern-
ment of Japanese Americans during
World War II. (Almendrala 1995, 19)

In the end, Democratic and Republican
politicians joined in the fray, adding their
spin on how to close the borders, thus stem-
ming the tide of illegal immigration. Most,
however, were not as vicious as Proposition
187’s supporters, perhaps because they rec-
ognized that the Supreme Court had decided
in 1982 in Plyerv. Doe that the Texas policy of
allowing public schools to bar undocu-
mented children was unconstitutional, vio-
lating the equal protection clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment. Or perhaps they re-
alized that excluding undocumented preg-
nant women from prenatal care, and their
children from receiving inoculations, posed
serious and costly public health risks. Ulti-
mately, Proposition 187 divided key Republi-
can leaders into two camps, with William
Bennett, Jack Kemp, William Kristol, and
Steve Unz choosing to oppose the referen-
dum while Pete Wilson and Patrick Bu-
chanan sought to expand Proposition 187 to
other states and the federal government
(Acufia 1996; Brimelow 1995; Chavez 1991).

Access to public education, health care,
and other social services for immigrants—
whether legal or undocumented—continued
to be a major theme in the 1996 elections and
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in congressional debates in 1997, In July
1999, after a four-and-a-half-year court bat-
tle, Proposition 187 was pronounced “offi-
cially dead” owing (o a mediated settlement
(Hernandez 1999). Most of the initiative was
found to be unconstitutional. Its two most
controversial elements would have (1)
barred the children of undocumented immi-
grants from public schools and (2) denied
them and their families subsidized medical
and social services.

The future for similar or related initiatives
did not appear too promising with the sign-
ing of Executive Order 13166 by President
Bill Clinton in his final months in the White
House (White House 2000). This Executive
Order is designed to assist individuals with
limited English proficiency (LEP) in obtain-
ing betteraccess to services provided by both
the federal government and those organiza-
tions or service providers receiving federal
funds. Jim Boulet, Jr., executive director of
English First, was swift to call this document
“Clinton’s Tower of Babble” and derogatorily
say,

It is now this nation’s legal duty to make
sure you still get your welfare checks,
food stamps and all other government
benetfits should you choose not to trouble
yourself to learn the American tongue.
(Boulet 2000, 1)

President Clinton indicated that language
barriers are what prevent the federal govern-
ment from more effectively serving large
numbers of eligible or potentially eligible re-
cipients in [ederal programs and that lan-
guage obstacles can lead to unequal access,
the isolation of potential service recipients,
and the inability to [unctionally participate
in American society (Mexican American
Legal Defense and Educational Fund 2000),
Policy guidance in support of the executive
order was issued by the Department of Jus-
tice within the week of the order’s signature
(Department of Justice 2001),

Detractors of Executive Order 13166
continue to elucidate a multitude of rea-
sons against it and attempt to undermine
ornegale the order. Aletter from the execu-
tive vice president of the American Medical
Association (Anderson 2001) was sent to

Secretary Tommy Thompson of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services
strongly urging the Bush administration to
rescind the Department of Justice’s policy
guidance immediately. He argued that lan-
guage assistance to LEP individuals as speci-
fied in the executive order would serve to
complicate and impede rather than facilitate
individuals’access Lo needed health services,
On March 8, 2001, House Resolution 969
(HR 969 IH) was introduced by Representa-
tive Bob Stump (R-Arizona) and supported
by no less than 28 legislators as a way (o nul-
lify and void the effects of Executive Order
13166. Another component of this resolu-
tion prohibited the use of any federal funds
to enforce any order creating an entitlement
to service provision in any language other
than English.

Boulet (2001) wrote another inflamma-
tory comment on the order; this time saying
that it was a “license to kill,” referring to a
Boston newspaper’s report that a Chinese
bus driver mentioned to a parent chaperone
that he spoke only a little English and might
need the parent’s help with translation.
Shortly thereafter, the bus crashed.

For those individuals with limited profi-
ciency in English, Executive Order 13166
represented a bridge that established an es-
sential connection between immigrants and
residents not yet fluent in English. Initially,
there was a very real concern expressed by
the Latino, Native American, and Asian com-
munities that the revocation of Executive
Order 13166 would strengthen and perhaps
even hasten the English Only movement (£/
Diario/La Prensa 2001). The Washington Post
reported that House Republicans aban-
doned efforts to overturn the numerous fed-
eral regulations adopted in the Clinton ad-
ministration’s last months (Eilperin 2001).
Nevertheless, constitutional challenges at
stale levels are always a possibility.

With the dramatic increases in the Latino
and Asian populations, President George W.
Bush needed to expand and solidify his out-
reach to these communities. Davies (2001)
touted President Bush as delivering a his-
toric radio address to Latinos in Florida in
both English and Spanish. The states of
Florida, Texas, and California have signifi-
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cant voting power, and the president knew
that in order to wiri the 2004 election, he was
pressed to increase his share of the Latino
vote from 35 to 40 percent (Schmitt 2001c).
A review of the 2004 election results finds
that President Bush garnered 44 percent of
the Latino vote, representing a 9 percent in-
crease from the 2000 election overall (CNN
2004).

Closing Observations

Latinos who promote and work to assure
the Latino community's progress and well-
being understand the need for meaningful
involvement in local and national political
forums. As the numbers of Latinos visibly es-
calate and their claims to a “better life” con-
tinue to grow, some whites will experience
unsettling anxieties and increasing frustra-
tions about racial and ethnic minorities. Pol-
iticians and grassroots campaigns exploit
both old and new stereotypes about Latinos
and Latinas to give themselves decisive ad-
vantages in campaigns. In periods of insecu-
rity, stereotypes may be linked to other fears.
Thus, Latinos are scapegoated as the cause
of fiscal crises in California and elsewhere.
Challenges to such scapegoating by Lati-
nos—demonstrating, for example, that
whites are the primary users of public assis-
tance—seem only to encourage further hy-
perbole, spin, and counterclaims. The heat
of political campaigns and elections in-
creases polarization. Sometimes this polar-
ization passes and is not of lasting conse-
quence—at least for the major political
parties and the majority of the electorate.
For those touched by these scapegoating ef-
forts, however, the pain and scars remain
long after the specific political campaign is
over. Such is the case with Latinos and other
language minorities in California who expe-
rienced a double impact: the elimination of
both affirmative action in higher education
and bilingual education (Rifkin 1998). Afri-
can Americans likewise experienced the for-
mer, directly decreasing the numbers of stu-
dents of color in California’s premier
educational institutions.

Occasionally, the scapegoating escalates
to proportions well beyond the bounds that

most Americans are willing to accept. This
was the case in the 2000 presidential cam-
paign with the rejection of Wilson and Bu-
chanan and their diatribes against the threat
of an invasion by Mexican immigrants.
George W. Bush's rejection of their overtly
racist message and his proactive outreach to
Latino voters during his bid for the White
House increased the size of his Hispanic
constituency.

Numerous internal tensions, differences,
and conflicts are found between moderate
and far-right fringe conservatives, and be-
tween leaders and advocates and their grass-
roots constituencies. But there is little doubt
about their need to reach and enlist the
angry and disaffected. Race politics, then,
can be seen as an effort to pursue and mobi-
lize moderate and undecided voters’ anger,
frustrations, and fears. In this contest, Lati-
nos and Latinas continue to be convenient
scapegoats for politicians and political
groups seeking electorate support.

Yet of all the groups allied with SOS, those
who pose the greatest concern today are the
ones who fervently oppose the political and
social claims of Latinos and other people of
color. This is a political coalition that seeks
to lessen minority cultural, political, and so-
cial claims for a say in political decisions. It
seeks to recapture and redirect government
at all levels away from progressive liberal di-
rections and toward a more conservative ori-
entation and tone. These politicians and
right-wing activists seek to lessen govern-
ment’s scope and to undo liberal and pro-
gressive agendas dating back to FDR. They
call for a return to the politics of the past, be-
fore the rise to prominence of liberal and
progressive interests and groups, thereby de-
flecting, diluting, and disregarding the gains
of all women and of African American, La-
tino, Asian American, and American Indian
men, ‘

Although many conservative social re-
formers and advocates share similar values
and worldviews, they differ in particular em-
phases, priorities, and targets. Nonetheless,
the focal concerns of their agendas are gen-
erally linked and buttressed by other conser-
vative groups’ precepts. Many times, another
group’s causes and concerns serve as back-
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ground. For example, English Only and
Proposition 187 proponents were able to fur-
ther their own interests by working coopera-
tively. To supporters, Latinos, like all people
of color, remain racially and ethnically sus-
pect. The increasing numbers and visibility
of Latinos—particularly U.S. Census projec-
tions regarding their continual high growth
rate—serve as clear evidence of their threat
and encroachment. In California, non-His-
panic whites are now officially the minority
and Hispanics make up almost one-third of
the population (Purdum 2001), Across the
United States, the population of Hispanics
and Asians grew by 58 and 48 percent, re-
spectively, from 1990 to 2000 (Schmitt
2001a).

One of the by-products of the English
Only and SOS movements that bears walch-
ing has been the attack on bilingual educa-
tion, peripherally mentioned in this chapter.
Proposition 227, passed by two-thirds of the
voters in California in 1998, eliminated bi-
lingual education as it was known histori-
cally and replaced it with a one-year struc-
tured immersion program (Goodnough
1998; Hanson 2000; Rizzo 2000). Another at-
tack on bilingual education passed in Ari-
zona as Proposition 203 (Crawford 2000-
2001). Opponents of bilingual education
filed a ballot initiative in Colorado that went
belore the voters in November 2002 (Hubler
2001). About the same time, a similar initia-
tive was underway in Massachusetts
(Greenberger 2001), both largely supported
by Steve Unz, the Silicon Valley multimil-
lionaire who helped spearhead and under-
write the successful efforts against bilingual
education in California and Arizona,
Escamilla el al. (2003) conducted a thorough
analysis of the events from 2000 to 2003 sur-
rounding the campaign to defeat Amend-
ment 31, “English Language Education for
Children in Public Schools,” in Colorado.
Amendment 31 was defeated by a margin of
56 to 44 percent of the Colorado voters.
Moreover, Colorado voters have defeated at
least three other initiatives between 2001
and 2003 (Escamilla et al. 2003). On the
same evening that Colorado voters defeated
Amendment 31, Massachusetls volers
passed Question 2 with almost 70 percent of

the vote (Vaishnav 2002). The proposed law
eliminated traditional bilingual education
with a sheltered English immersion pro-
gram expectled to last approximately one
year (Secretary of the Commonwealth
2002). Public schools would be required to
educate English learners {e.g., children who
cannol complele routine class work in Eng-
lish and/or those who do not speak English
or whose native language is not English)
through a sheltered English immersion pro-
gram, where everything is conducted in Eng-
lish and very little in the learner’s surround-
ings is provided in his or her native language.

Is it a coincidence that as the numbers of
ethnic and racial minorities and “unwanted”
immigrants continue (o increase, nativists
are stralegizing to stem Lhis growth and to
restricl access to services, education, and

jobs? Doing so ensures that ethnic and racial

minorities and immigrants will continue to
be largely disenfranchised and unable to
strip any power from the white majority.

It is not hard to fathom why many Ameri-
cans’ disbelief, distaste, and disgust con-
tinue to grow with each new political cam-
paign and why they are troubled by the
current state ol race politics. With each new
election, campaigns reach new levels of acri-
mony and negativity. Latino, African Ameri-
can, and women's rights groups are notable
targets for these campaigns. Thus it is im-
portant to make sure that moderating influ-
ences remain visible, voiced, and proactive,

Paradoxically, many of the same political
and social conservatives who champion al-
ternative schools, chartered schools, and
vouchers as major reforms of the educa-
tional system do not extend these options to
bilingual and multicultural education—an
irony that is certainly not lost on the parents
ol these children. The headlines are gar-
nered by the extremists and attention scek-
ers—negative press sells and is, therefore,
significantly weightier than most positive
coverage. However, as this adversarial pro-
cess between supporters and opponents of
English Only marches on, valuable exper-
tise, resources, and energies are being ex-
pended and depleted needlessly. The exper-
tise on both sides of the issue could be more
productively engaged in “collaboratively”
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working toward implementing a science-
based approach to English language acquisi-
tion, complete with standards, accountabil-
ity, and appropriately meaningful evaluation
that could result in a win-win outcome. Of
course, this approach would also necessitate
adequate fiscal backing to ensure equal ac-
cess to all LEP individuals in need of lan-
guage assistance. Currently, hundreds are on
waiting lists for English language classes
across the country. The rhetoric can be con-
verted to proactivity, but only if it is truly in
the best interests of all Americans, not just
white, non-Hispanic Americans.
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