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by Kim Williams, Andrea Williams, and Phil Carrasco 

PANEL DISCUSSION

In the Shadow of the  
2016 Election 
Immigration Debates in Oregon and Beyond

KIM WILLIAMS (KW): First, I want to 
talk about how important immigration 
became in this election. Then I’ll talk 
about how [Donald] Trump actually 
won. Finally, I’ll discuss the implica-
tions of his victory. I really expected a 
different election outcome, and so, I’m 
still wrapping my mind around what 
actually happened. In the end, immi-
gration emerged as a central issue 
in this election. This is in part due to 
the fact that president elect Trump 
kicked off his campaign with the 
insinuation that Mexican immigrants 
are rapists. That’s how he started the 

whole thing: “When Mexico sends 
its people, they’re not sending their 
best. . . . They’re sending people 
that have lots of problems, they’re 
bringing these problems with [them]. 
They’re bringing drugs. They’re bring-
ing crime. They’re rapists. And some, 
I assume, are good people.”1 So, 
needless to say, the candidates held 
starkly different views on immigration 
policy. Hillary Clinton wanted a path to 
citizenship. She wasn’t interested in a 
Muslim ban. She wanted to welcome 
refugees. She opposed a border wall. 
She would have kept DACA (Deferred 

DURING A LUNCHTIME SESSION, on Tuesday, November 17, 2016, Daniel J. 
Tichenor of the University of Oregon Wayne Morse Center for Law and Politics 
moderated a panel discussion about immigration in the United States and in 
Oregon following the 2016 presidential election. The panel included Kim Wil-
liams, associate professor of Political Science at Portland State University; 
Andrea Williams, executive director of Causa; and Phil Carrasco, president of 
Grupo Latino de Acción Directa (GLAD). A transcript of the discussion, edited 
for publication, appears here.
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Action for Childhood Arrivals) intact, 
which I’m sure my colleagues will 
speak more about. She wanted to 
keep the Fourteenth Amendment 
as-is. Donald Trump, on the other 
hand, [is] pro-deportation. He’s for a 
Muslim ban, and he supports keeping 
refugees from Syria and other coun-
tries out. He says he’s building the 
border wall, and Mexico’s going to pay 
for it. He wants to revoke DACA, and 
he’s interested in ending birthright 
citizenship, which, again, is protected 
under the Fourteenth Amendment. 
How did he win? You look at the elec-
toral map, and some of these states 
[that he won] — I was shocked: Penn-
sylvania, Ohio, Wisconsin, Michigan. 
Those rust belt states, really, is how 
he won. Florida, of course, as well, 

which I thought was going to go the 
other way, and it didn’t.

How did we get to where we can 
elect someone who has no experience 
in government, and actually denigrates 
government, and, as Hillary Clinton 
said, “trashes our democracy,” in the 
sense that it wasn’t clear if he was 
going to accept the election results 
had he lost? Public trust in govern-
ment is down to abysmal levels in our 
country, and arguably, that’s part of the 
reason why he won, because really, he 
ran on a campaign of “You can’t trust 
the government, this system is rigged, 
et cetera, et cetera.” Part of it, too, is 
that we have dismally low turnout in 
primary elections and mid-term elec-
tions. We’re looking at a [small] percent 
of the voting age population that’s 

ANDREA WILLIAMS (LEFT), Executive Director of Causa, presents alongside two 
other panel members. From left to right are Kim Williams, associate professor at Portland 
State University; Phil Carrasco, President of Grupo Latino de Acción Directa (GLAD); and 
moderator Dan Tichenor, University of Oregon Wayne Morse Center. 
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even showing up to vote in primary 
elections to decide who’s going to 
end up in the general election.2 When 
you’ve got these kind of numbers, you 
know that’s part of the problem. A lot of 
people have a lot of complaints about 
Congress. But, again, when you look 
at the percentage of Americans who 
are actually voting in mid-term elec-
tions, it’s even worse than presidential 
elections. And so, we certainly have 
a serious problem with voter turnout. 

Here [on this slide], you’re looking 
at turnout in 2016. This is still a work-
in-progress; some of the votes are still 
being counted, and analysts are still 
figuring this out. Right now, it looks like 
we’re at about 58 percent of all eligible 
voters who cast ballots. I like cartoons. 
[refers to slide] “We didn’t vote ’cause 
it won’t make a difference.” I’ll just say 
that I personally have just had it with 
the people who want to complain now 
about what happened: “What could we 
have possibly done?” Well, you know 
what? You could have voted. 

This slide shows that the Repub-
lican Party is increasingly dependent 
on White voters. So, you look at Mitt 
Romney, 92 [to] 93 percent of all the 
votes that he got came from White 
people. Donald Trump is in the nineties 
as well. So, the G.O.P. is increasingly 
dependent on White voters, but the 
G.O.P. share of the Latino vote has 
been going down. I was under the 
impression that, mathematically, it was 
absolutely impossible for anybody 
to win a presidential election unless 
they won at least 40 percent of the 
Latino vote. That’s what I’ve been 
taught. That’s what I believed. That’s 

what I thought was true. Turns out, 
that’s not the case. Why? Arguably, 
this election is an anomaly, because 
this trend is still a problem for the 
Republican Party. We really only have 
two political parties, and if [for] one 
political party, almost all of the votes 
are coming from White people, it’s not 
sustainable! So, I do believe that this 
election is unique. Why would that be 
the case? Well, when we look at how 
Donald Trump actually won this elec-
tion, we’ve got 58 percent of Whites 
who were voting for Donald Trump and 
only 37 percent of Whites who voted 
for Hillary Clinton. She’s got a much 
more diverse coalition that’s behind 
her. But look [at this slide reporting] 
education by race. We’re looking at 
67 percent of White people without 
a college degree, who are voting for 
Donald Trump. He won this election 
on the backs of White people without 
college degrees, largely males. Those 
people came out in droves, and that’s 
why this model did not apply in this 
particular election. These models 
are not actually taking into account 
the idea of such overwhelming White 
male turnout among lower-educated 
voters. This [slide] breaks it down in 
terms of the race and gender of the 
electorate. You’re looking, for example, 
at White men, who were 34 percent 
of the total electorate in this election; 
63 percent of those people voted for 
Donald Trump.

There’s not much here to be really 
all that pleased about, in my opinion. 
For me, personally, it’s been hard; I’m 
sure it’s been hard for a lot of people. 
But, one little bit of solace that I have 
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THIS TABLE shows the 2016 presidential election exit polls as reported by the New York Times on November 
8, 2016. Kim Williams referenced statistics taken from these exit poll figures in her lunchtime presentation 
on November 17, 2017. The full results can be found at https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/11/08/us/
politics/election-exit-polls.html. 
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is when you look at the Black women, 
93 percent of Black women are voting 
for Hillary Clinton. So, you know, it’s 
not my people! I think this election, in 
many ways, is about White people talk-
ing amongst themselves to try to figure 
something out. What kind of direction is 

the country going to go in? Because if 
it had been up to Black people, Hillary 
Clinton would be the president of the 
United States (president elect). 

I’m still trying to figure out how 
to even understand what happened 
here. In my “Women in Politics” class, 
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the last day, right before the election, 
we were talking about Arizona going 
blue; that was just a fantasy, appar-
ently. But I still don’t understand. Here 
[slide] we’re looking at Obama in 2012 
compared to Clinton in 2016. Looking 
at women who are voting — 55 percent 
of women voted for Obama in 2012, 54 
percent of women voted for Clinton 
in 2016. But look at Trump. I thought 
it was offensive when Mitt Romney 
said “binders full of women.” Do you 
remember that? What has happened 
since then, in these four years? We can 
go through the myriad derogatory and 
insulting statements that Donald Trump 
made about women, but it seems not 
to have mattered! Mitt Romney won 44 
percent of the women’s vote in 2012, 
and Donald Trump wins 42 percent! I 
don’t have an answer. I’m struggling to 
try to figure that out. 

Look at the Latino vote as well. 
President Obama won 71 percent of 
the Latino vote in 2012; Hillary Clinton 
won 65 percent. We started off talking 
about Mexicans as rapists, that’s where 
we started this talk. I do not understand 
how it is that the Latino support for 
Hillary Clinton was less than what it 
was for Barack Obama a couple years 
earlier. By these exit polls that we have 
now, 29 percent of all Latinos — almost 
one out of three — voted for Donald 
Trump, given all of what he said. The 
implication of Trump’s victory is that 
life is just going to get harder for immi-
grants. I think that’s really the bottom 
line. Hopefully, my colleagues will 
have something positive to say. 

Last few things: Kris Kobach — just 
as one example — is the Kansas Secre-

tary of State, and he was the architect 
of the Arizona law, and he’s going to 
have a prominent role, apparently, in 
the Trump administration. He’s the guy 
who came up with the bright idea of 
how to pay for the wall [on the Mex-
ico–United States border] by holding 
remittances from Mexican Americans.3 

I’m going to close out on a couple 
of questions that I’m thinking about, 
and I don’t know how to answer them. 
Can the G.O.P. follow through with 
any of Trump’s promises? Before this 
election, we were talking about the 
Republican Party splintering, just fall-
ing apart. And now that they’ve won 
everything, it still is unclear. They 
still have a lot of internal differences 
amongst themselves. It’ll be interest-
ing to see how they negotiate all of 
that, because to many people — the 
kind of mainline Republicans, the Paul 
Ryans of the world, the ones who said 
that Donald Trump is a textbook racist 
case — I don’t know how those people 
coordinate with each other. And we’ll 
be watching. I’m interested in the politi-
cal coalitions that can fight back, and 
I’m interested in hearing more from my 
colleagues about how they see all that 
playing out. So, thank you. 

ANDREA WILLIAMS (AW):  Hi 
everyone! I’m Andrea Williams, no 
relation to Kim Williams (it’s a nice coin-
cidence). I’m the executive director of 
Causa, a Latino immigrant rights orga-
nization based out of Salem. We’ve 
been around since 1995, when we saw 
a series of anti-immigrant initiatives on 
Oregon’s ballot. We came together as 
a coalition and started fighting back. 
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Kim gave us a nice overview of 
what this means nationally, and I would 
like to focus on what this means for the 
state of Oregon, and what it means for 
advocates here. 

But before I do that, I did want to 
politely challenge one of the points 
made on these exit polls. Kim had 
said “Why would the exit poll show 
us that the Hispanic vote went down 
for the Democrats?” I’ve read multiple 
other exit polls conducted by Latino 
researchers that have the capacity 
to do more in-depth polling among 
Latino voters, and they actually found 
a different conclusion. They found that 
Latino voters turned out in droves for 
the Democratic Party; they turned out 
like never before. Again, going with 
Kim’s line — “Our community did our 
work” — I would say the Latino com-
munity did their work as well. In fact, 
the exit poll [Kim Williams cited] said 
that Clinton’s margin was 65 to 29. But 
the exit poll done by Latino Decisions 
was actually 78 percent for Clinton, and 
19 percent for Trump.4 So there’s a ten-
point difference between the general 
exit polls and what Latino Decisions 
conducted. Why is that, you ask? Look 
at our polling instruments that we use 
now, and how much they’ve failed us, 
how much they said Clinton was going 
to win. We are now learning the lack 
of reach that some of these polls have. 
The polls indicate who they were able 
to actually talk to. They missed entire 
swaths of White working-class folks, 
which resulted in polling that indicated 
Hillary was going to win. And clearly 
that wasn’t the case. The same goes 
with a lot of other communities, like 

Latino communities. Some theorize 
that the general exit polls were only 
reaching Hispanic voters that spoke 
English. That’s a particular type of 
Latino voter. There are a lot of Spanish-
speaking voters that were not reached 
through these polls. And that’s exactly 
what research agencies that specialize 
in reaching particular communities are 
good at. Alright, so, I’m done lecturing 
on that point. 

Let’s take a look at some of the 
state election results. I want to start 
with a good piece of news. Oregon 
elected its first Latina immigrant to the 
state legislature ever, representing 
House District 22, and House District 
22 is Woodburn and northeast Salem. 
And if you’re familiar with that commu-
nity, 80 percent of their high schoolers 
are Latino. This is the first time having 
a Latino representative represent a 
majority Latino community, which is 
extremely exciting. I would love to see 
Oregon become more reflective of the 
communities that actually exist here. 
We’re 20 percent people of color, and 
when you go to the state legislature, 
it’s mostly old White men! And a lot of 
them are allies and support our work. 
But, in my opinion, if we want an actual 
democracy, it’s going to reflect the 
diverse opinions and communities that 
exist here. Others were elected to city 
council and school board positions; 
you should take a look at what your 
local election results were. 

I guess the only second good news 
is that Oregon pretty much maintained 
its progressive majority in the state 
legislature. We elected Governor Kate 
Brown again, we elected a similar 
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makeup in the house. The senate lost 
its super majority, but it’s still majority 
Democratic. So, more or less, things 
haven’t changed dramatically at the 
state legislative level. 

Two big things really did impact 
our future here as the state of Oregon. 
First is the election of Dennis Rich-
ardson as Secretary of State. Dennis 
Richardson is on record for being 
anti-immigrant and anti-gay, and the 
Secretary of State administers our 
elections. They make it more or less 
accessible for people to register 
to vote. They make it more or less 
easy for people to vote by mail, or to 
have any language information. And 
I don’t think any of that is on Dennis 
Richardson’s agenda. In addition, the 
Secretary of State is in charge of quali-
fying ballot measures. They count all 
the signatures that are turned in by 
citizens to say “I want this law on the 
ballot,” or not. And I’ll talk more about 
why that’s important a little bit later. 
In addition, he’s in charge of auditing 
non-profits, businesses, you name 
it. So, that is something to look out 
for in terms of our future as a state. 
And then, we lost Measure 97, which 
would have provided much-needed 
revenue for the state of Oregon. We 
are now projecting a $1.7 billion deficit, 
or gap, which puts into question a lot 
of issues that Causa was hoping to 
advance in the next legislative ses-
sion. We’re not going to stop, but it 
certainly makes our job a whole lot 
harder. So, that’s some general things 
to think about in all of the issues 
that we care about moving forward. 
And my basic message to you all is, 

although the national scene looks 
really scary, and it will be, we need 
to believe every word that president 
elect Donald Trump says. We have no 
other reason to believe he’s going to 
do something different until we see 
otherwise. Oregon has an opportunity, 
though, to go a different direction. 
We’re not a perfect state, but we have 
a chance. We have a chance to go a 
different direction through our local 
governments. 

So, I want to talk about, first, the 
challenges, and then some of the 
opportunities, and then I’ll hand it off 
to Phil, to talk about the opportuni-
ties here in the local area. In terms 
of Oregon being a better state, the 
“welcoming” state, the “inclusive” 
state for every community, countering 
Trump’s rhetoric of hate and exclusion, 
we have our own problems here in 
Oregon. You know, a lot of us think 
Oregon is pretty good, we’re pretty 
progressive, we’re pretty supportive 
of most communities, but we have 
some hateful organizations that do 
exist here in the state. There’s an 
organization called Oregonians for 
Immigration Reform, or as we call 
it, OFIR, by their acronym. They’re 
an anti-immigrant organization that 
believes in passing policies that make 
life so hard for immigrants in the state 
that immigrants just self-deport. We 
all know that that’s not how it works. 
People don’t just self-deport. They 
were behind, for example, referring 
the Safe Roads Act, which would 
have provided immigrants a legal 
way to drive in our state, to Oregon 
voters, in 2014. It was Measure 88, 
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which then lost, so undocumented 
immigrants no longer have a way to 
legally drive. That’s one example of 
ways that they’ve tried to dismantle 
some of the progress we’ve made. 
And they’re emboldened now. They 
were emboldened in 2014 when they 
were successful in taking away driving 
privileges, and they’ve been embold-
ened now that Donald Trump, some-
one who has taken on their agenda, 
in a very clear and public way, [has 
won election]. They already have tried 
to qualify several initiative petitions. 

Initiative petitions are the process 
before something becomes a ballot 
measure. You have to get a ballot title, 
you have to collect 1,000 [sponsorship] 
signatures. Once you get that done, 
you have to collect another 100,000 
signatures from Oregon voters in order 
for a ballot measure to be on the bal-
lot. And then, Oregon voters get to say 
“Yes” or they get to say “No.” It’s a very 
simple process. 

OFIR is looking at trying to take 
away a very important Oregon state 
statute that protects immigrant fami-
lies, and reduces ICE [Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement]-police 
collaboration, which is a really key 
way that people get deported very 
quickly. They want to take that away. 
They want to make it harder to regis-
ter to vote in the state, which actually 
impacts all of us here, not just immi-
grants. They want to implement things 
like English-only [policies]. I thought 
we were over this thinking, in the 
Nineties. But they’re bringing it back. 
They’re bringing back [proposals] like: 
government agencies cannot provide 

services or information in languages 
other than English. When you think 
about it, isn’t being multilingual an 
asset? Since when was it like a bad 
thing to provide information in mul-
tiple languages? So they’re trying to 
qualify those types of things for 2018, 
a mid-term election. If you’re familiar 
with turnout, mid-term elections don’t 
do really great for progressive issues 
or for Democrats, or for anything 
having to do with immigrants. Gener-
ally, our popular vote process is not 
favorable towards immigrants, I would 
just say, regardless of presidential or 
mid-term election, but mid-term elec-
tions tend to be pretty bad. So, they’re 
trying to qualify these ideas, and to 
me, it’s a way for them to implement 
Trump’s agenda on the ground. So, 
that’s a challenge that we’re actively 
looking to stop. 

We’ve developed a coalition called 
One Oregon. One Oregon is actually 
a coalition of organizations like Causa, 
but across the board: environmental, 
pro-choice, other communities of color 
coming together and saying, “We will 
not stand for these types of issues.” 
And so, we are actively working to stop 
those. Now, we turn to opportunities, 
really quickly. 

I said earlier that we had an oppor-
tunity to change, right? We can be 
different than the rest of the nation. 
I’m not saying that we are now, but 
we can be if we have an opportunity. 
What we’re doing right now — just 
like so many of you here — we’re all 
processing this, and we’re all trying 
to figure out what to do. None of us 
anticipated this result, so therefore, 
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we did not have pre-crafted policies 
that we could then ask the governor 
to take on. So, we’re in that process 
right now. And our goal is to find ways 
that we can strengthen current law to 
protect immigrant families, while also 
not letting go of our agenda. 

We want healthcare for all kids! 
There are 17,000 immigrant children 
in Oregon that go to our schools. They 
don’t have any healthcare.5 That’s not 
good for the rest of the student body! 
It’s just not. That’s how communicable 
disease gets spread, that’s how colds 
spread, and if one kid gets sick, they go 
into the classroom, all of the kids get 
sick. So, we want healthcare for all the 
children. That’s been on our plate for 
the past five years, and we’re not going 
to stop. We need to say “We don’t 
want these things, but here’s what we 
do want. Here’s what we envision for 
our state.” 

There’s going to be a bill to reduce 
and actually hold accountable law 
enforcement technique, types of racial 
profiling, and other types of profiling 
that happen. So, there’s actually a 
really exciting agenda under what we 
call the Fair Shot Coalition that we 
will see in the next legislative ses-
sion. We’re not giving that up. But in 
the meantime, we also need to look 
at: “How can we strengthen Oregon 
policy when it comes to Immigrants?” 
As you probably have seen in the 
news, Portland State [University], U of 
O [University of Oregon], OSU [Oregon 
State University] are all passing what 
they call sanctuary policies, which is a 
way to say “we’re not going to provide 
any information or collaborate, or put 

any resources towards helping imple-
ment federal immigration deportation 
processes.” We’re building our own 
wall here in our community, to say, 
“ICE is not allowed here, and they will 
not touch our students, they it will not 
touch our families.” And that’s exactly 
what we need to be doing right now at 
the local level. So with that, I’m going 
to hand it to Phil, and he can tell you 
more about that. 

PHIL CARRASCO (PC):  Mucho 
gracias Kim and Andrea. My name is 
Phil Carrasco, and I’m the president 
of Grupo Latino de Acción Directa 
[GLAD]. Our focus has been here in 
Lane County, to be able to identify 
the issues that our Latino population 
cares about most. There’s been many 
tries at this, and we found that during 
this time, it’s important that we make 
sure we create the spaces necessary 
for the Latino community to actually 
sit down and learn how to have a 
conversation amongst themselves. 
Maybe not so much learn, but really 
just to have that space available to 
them. Grupo Latino de Acción Directa 
prides itself in creating a space, bring-
ing [together] the key players that 
can make decisions on these issues, 
have the Latino population have the 
conversation, and immediately kind of 
extract themselves from the process. 
Why? Because there’s nothing more 
beautiful than seeing a lot of folks 
that have been beaten down by the 
system that we’re facing, thinking 
that there is no voice, that there is 
no real power, and being able to see 
that light, that fire, just really ignite, is 
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a very powerful thing. Our topics are 
around education, health, economy, 
but we do not at all ever shy away 
from the politics. That’s something 
that I think non-profits have done for 
so long, and even 501(c)3s have the 
luxury or the privilege to be able to 
stand by certain ballot measures, to 
support them or not. 

GLAD’s work is, I think, super-
important in creating the type of move-
ment that we need, and obviously 
always being very genuine with our 
intention. We were proud to partner 
with Causa, our state’s leading immi-
gration advocacy group, with Measure 

88. We organize beautifully against 
these initiatives, [such as] English only, 
and we were able to just build on what 
we had started with Measure 88. 

We’re in Eugene and Springfield, 
and I’d like to kind of just put a little 
focus on Lane County as a whole. We 
do have rural areas, but at the state 
level, we have become a very key 
player in making sure that not only the 
Portland metro area, but the Eugene 
and Springfield metro areas, are key 
players in establishing statewide 
policies. 

Measure 97, for example, we lost 
at the Lane County level by 5 percent. 

KIM WILLIAMS, Associate Professor of Political Science at Portland State University, 
speaks about how immigration played a large role in the 2016 presidential election during 
a lunchtime panel at the Oregon Migrations symposium on November 17, 2017.
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So, let’s go back to the Latino popula-
tion. Lane County was 8 percent Latino 
population, and 22 percent of that 
population is under the age of ten. This 
is data that came up through 2010.6 This 
is six years later, so they are ready to 
vote two years from now. They’re ready 
to participate. 

Andrea and I were talking about one 
of these DACA recipients. They’re very 
resilient. They are not their parents, they 
are not their uncles, they are very resil-
ient, and they keep fighting. And they’re 
very vocal. They’re very unapologetic 
about their existence in this world. And 
that is a very powerful thing. 

We need to start looking at what 
opportunities we have. Andrea alluded 
to it a little bit, for example, some of 
the decisions that have been made at 
the law enforcement level. There is a 
movement now afoot to make Eugene 
and Springfield sanctuary cities; we 
have the support of the Human Rights 
Commission for the city of Eugene, and 
now the Diversity Committee is going 
to entertain this idea in Springfield. 

Before November 8, GLAD had 
a forum, where we had about eighty 
people show up here on campus. 
Seventy-five percent of these attend-
ees were Latino youth. And it told us 
so much. It spoke volumes as to who 
was truly invested in the outcome of 
November 8. We invited all the local 
[political] parties. I had no idea who 
was going to respond, who was going 
to want to speak to an audience like 
this. The Lane GOP [Republican Party] 
showed up. The Green Party showed 

up. And, the Democratic Party of Lane 
County showed up. Now, when you 
get down to the very local level, you 
don’t have the luxury of detaching 
yourself. These are people you see at 
any of these stores, at the mall, at the 
movies, at any restaurant you may go 
to. The Lane GOP representative was 
actually full-on Latino, has family that 
actually lives in Mexico, and is fluent 
in Spanish. But everything that was 
coming out of his mouth was saying, 
“Hey, Trump is really for you guys!” 
And he had this long chat about how 
that’s who you should vote for. There 
was an older White gentleman who 
was representing the Green Party. No 
surprise there, right? Then there was 
a young woman of color representing 
the Democratic Party in the county. 
However, I will say, regardless of my 
own affiliation, they all fell short with 
the questions that were being asked 
of them by these youth. They used 
the A-word — amnesty. We used to 
be talking about comprehensive immi-
gration reform. Why are we talking 
about amnesty? I’m a product of the 
1980s amnesty that was granted to my 
parents that were undocumented, and 
I was old enough to see the immediate 
difference in our quality of life. All of 
this information just kind of converges 
into our present reality.

To jump over to Eugene and 
Springfield, making them a sanctuary 
city, we do believe that the Eugene 
Police Department and the Springfield 
Police Department should provide 
some real statements, and real teeth 
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to local policies, indicating that they 
will not comply with Immigration 
Customs Enforcement. They used 
the words “sanctuary city,” because it 
actually gives much more of a moral 
high ground. We want to protect our 
immigrant population, but there’s 
other folks that are being attacked, 
and potentially going to be attacked. 
So we’ve also requested that we ask 
and direct the Eugene and the Spring-
field Police Department, and any insti-
tution, to not establish a database, a 
registry, on Muslims. Those are such 
ridiculous ideas that we just don’t 
want to spend any time thinking about 
this because it’s ridiculous. But this is 
not going away. So we’re asking the 
police departments to not keep tabs 
or registry on Muslims. 

Going a little step further, thinking 
about the folks that generally advo-
cate for these type of communities, 
social justice activists, that, despite 
being U.S. citizens, are under constant 
surveillance. When a police officer 
goes up to an activist, or a protester, 
and is like “You’re under arrest,” and 
another activist grabs at that activist, 
trying to pull them back, they cause a 
“reverse lynching.” It’s just another way 
of saying “obstructing” law enforce-
ment. So, we also need to instruct our 
Eugene Police Department, our Spring-
field Police Department, our sheriff’s 
department, to not keep any tabs, and 
not cooperate with federal programs 
that keep tabs on Black Lives Matter, 
on Chicano movements, on noted 
Dakota Access Pipeline activists, or 

any other groups advocating for our 
underrepresented communities. This is 
extremely important. These communi-
ties are interlocked. You could have 
a Black Lives Matter activist, a U.S. 
citizen, out there at the front lines, but 
is married to somebody that may be 
undocumented, or has a tia [aunt] that’s 
undocumented. So, there’s a bunch 
of meetings that were scheduled in a 
flurry, and I want to commend the City 
of Eugene Human Rights Commission, 
thank you so much for stepping up to 
help. We’re going to sit down and have 
something really comprehensive to 
present to City Council. We do want 
your support. 

DAN TICHENOR (DT): I want to 
open up to a broader spectrum now, 
but I want to get the first question 
out here. Somebody mentioned the 
sanctuary city movement, sanctuary 
campuses, which have caught on like 
wildfire recently. We know that in the 
Republican house, the Republican sen-
ate, and now on the Trump transition 
team, there are folks who, for several 
years now, have pushed hard for the 
notion of basically penalizing sanctu-
ary cities, and now, some folks who are 
in the Trump transition team are now 
also punishing sanctuary campuses fis-
cally. So, I wondered what you all think 
about this potential challenge to sanc-
tuary cities and sanctuary campuses. 

AW: That’s a really good question, 
and I’ll be completely transparent 
with you; we’re still researching what 
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that actually means. We are not 100 
percent sure what is possible in terms 
of them revoking federal funds. So 
we’re still looking at that. What I will 
say, is, just think about this: In a world 
where we’re in a $1.7 billion deficit, is 
the best use of our limited resources 
helping the federal government do 
their job? I would much prefer that our 
local law enforcement is taking care 
of the people here, instead of being 
preoccupied with enforcing federal 
laws. That is the work of ICE. That’s not 

the work of our local sheriff. So, I think 
there’s a really critical argument to be 
made in terms of resources. It’s really 
an unfunded federal mandate. Where 
is local law enforcement going to get 
the money? They’re already strapped 
in rural communities. How would they 
possibly add this huge job to their 
plate when they’re already struggling 
with keeping local communities safe 
and away from crime? That’s the ques-
tion I would rather ask, but I totally 
understand that the federal piece is 

PHIL CARRASCO discusses the work of Grupo Latino de Acción Directa (GLAD) and 
how it would be impacted by the recent election as a full room listens. The organization 
focuses on identifying issues in the Latino community in Lane County, Oregon.

Su
en

n 
H

o



625Williams, Williams, and Carrasco, In the Shadow of the 2016 Election

important and we’re still looking at the 
other paths. 

PC: Well, that certainly is a concern, 
the federal funding. I’m sure that’s 
something that I’m not going to shy 
away from, but it’s a matter of looking 
at both sides. What if so many cities, 
and maybe some states, begin to 
declare themselves sanctuary states or 
cities? What are people that consider 
themselves conservatives and against 
big government going to do? And on 
our side, when we’re grappling with 
this, and we’re talking about potential 
withdrawal of federal funds, what are 
we going to say? Will we take that 
chance based on our values? Are we 
going to make decisions based on our 
values and our worldview? Our love, or 
are we going to make a decision based 
on fear? I would urge all of us to really 
look back at our values to make these 
decisions. 

AW: Thank you. So, the question was 
to talk more about [ORS 181.850], which 
is a state-level statute that I mentioned 
that was passed in 1987. It’s basically a 
state law that says local law enforce-
ment cannot spend resources, equip-
ment, or other staff time on enforcing 
federal immigration law. And when you 
look at the limitations of it, it’s really 
just looking at law enforcement. It’s not 
looking at schools; it’s not looking at 
other state institutions. To answer your 
question: how strong is it, and how’s it 
being used? I’ll just say that there are 
some really good articles out there. 
After 9/11, the Department of Home-

land Security had asked the Portland 
Police to interview 300 Muslim men 
simply because they’re Muslim. No 
other reason. They needed help in 
interviewing these 300 men. And the 
Portland Police said “No. Because it’s 
against Oregon law, we cannot do it.”7 
And so, in this case, it really upheld 
people’s civil liberties and rights at a 
local level. So that’s the one example 
of where that type of state law was criti-
cal in ensuring that we’re not profiling 
people based off of religion, based 
off of their immigration status, or any 
other reason. 

DT: Maybe we could get our panel-
ists to talk about what kind of state is 
Oregon in terms of immigrant inclusion 
versus exclusion? I always thought, 
personally, Oregon’s kind of a puzzle. 

AW: If you look at it from a numerical 
perspective, counting the policies 
that support immigrant communities, 
Oregon is behind for the West Coast. 
Compared to Washington and Cali-
fornia, we’re very behind. Portland is 
also behind. We think of Portland as a 
place that is welcoming of immigrants. 
Certainly, mayor elect Ted Wheeler has 
said that recently, but from a policy 
standpoint, we have a long ways to 
go to catch up with California and 
Washington State. 

MARIO SIFUENTEZ (MS) (Audience 
member): How many communities in 
Oregon — police departments and 
sheriff’s departments — have to accept 
these rules?
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AW: So that’s a really good question. I 
actually don’t know the answer to that 
at the moment. What I do know is that 
most counties in Oregon, the sheriff’s 
departments have said, at the very least, 
that they will not honor ICE detainers 
without a warrant. And the reason for 
that is because there was a lawsuit 
where an undocumented woman was 
held for longer than forty-eight hours 
without what we call probable cause, 
simply because ICE suspected she was 
undocumented, but she had no other 
reason to be held in the local jail. She 
worked with the Oregon Law Center to 
sue that county, and she won, because 
it was unconstitutional. So as a result, 
the counties have said “We’re no longer 
participating.” The newest iteration is 
something called PEP, Priority Enforce-
ment Policy, that came out of Obama’s 
administration, and to my knowledge, 
Multnomah County Sheriff Mike Reese 
came out with a letter September of this 
year saying that he will not participate 
in the PEP program.8 

MS: The reason I bring it up is that, 
when you talk about those sher-
iff’s offices and various different law 
enforcement officials across the country 
having short budgets, small budgets, 
one of the ways in which they’re enticed 
to participate, is federal infusion of cash. 
Also, there was a lawyer in the 1970s 
who also sued Polk County sheriffs and 
the city of Independence for the exact 
same thing. It was also unconstitutional 
then. So, that’ll continue to happen, so 
we just have to be vigilant. 

AW: Absolutely. Yeah. We’ll have 
to continue to engage our sheriffs’ 
departments. 

JO OGDEN (Audience member): 
Thank you for all your thoughts. As 
somebody who has researched a lot of 
ethnic violence and riots, I’m not quite 
as optimistic that all of this is going to 
stay within the legal context, and, I’m 
sort of wondering what your sense is 
about anticipating, basically, violence, 
and outside of legal avenues, how to 
handle that — it’s an unfair question. 

PC: I will say that the city of Eugene 
has a department exclusively dedi-
cated to taking in the calls when 
something like this occurs — yelling 
out, racial slurs, to graffiti, to outright 
violence. We do have the Eugene 
Police Department, specifically Chief 
[Pete] Kerns; I do believe him to be an 
ally. We’ve sat, many times, in really 
in-depth conversations about our 
communities. I will say, the great deal 
of youth joining so many other people 
of color groups, where they go ahead 
and have these discussions. And, if 
any of you have been and hung out 
with youth at their conversations — 
wow. It is amazing, and you come out, 
like, ready. So, that’s as far as I’d like 
to go, but I know that there are more 
in-depth conversations about how 
they’re going to protect themselves 
moving forward. 

AW: So, we’ve been talking about the 
legal realm, the policy realm, right? 



627Williams, Williams, and Carrasco, In the Shadow of the 2016 Election

But when ICE, [which] has a lot of 
resources, and they can go knocking 
on doors of DACA recipients, for exam-
ple, that’s where there’s very little the 
state can actually do. And that’s where 
we actually have to go into a different 
set of tactics, grassroots tactics, where 
we find homes and churches and other 
locations for people to take refuge for 
the time being. And I’ll tell you that it 
has worked in some cases. I was just 
talking to someone in here about [how] 
they had this network of churches that 
took in people during the 1980s, and, 
we’re going to have to return to that 
era if we see the level of deportations 
that Trump is promising. 

PC: I will add that in Lane County, we 
are so lucky to have folks that have 
been here for so long, and seeing these 
kind of waves of deportations. They 
have a great deal of context of what 
happened then, and it kind of helps us 
redirect our efforts many times. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: So, first of 
all, I’d like to thank you for your time 
and knowledge. I’ve heard of a lot of, 
you know, events of action have been 
planned for the future, and I’d like to 
know: is there a plan to use the power 
of the media, such as Trump and the 
anti-measure 97 supporters, have 
done? Do you see that happening? 

AW: Yeah, that’s a great question. And 
I think the media plays an incredibly 
important role, when and if we see a 
mass level of deportations, or targeting 

of any community. That’s where it’s not 
legal framework, it’s not governmen-
tal framework. You’re shedding light. 
That’s what the media is supposed to 
do, shed light on a particular instance 
to create public outrage, or outcry, or 
consciousness. At Causa, we have inte-
grated into our strategies a media strat-
egy both for Spanish-language media 
and also English-language media. So 
we try to be on as many news stations 
and publications as possible to share 
stories of immigrants and others who 
are directly impacted by injustice. It’s 
a key way that we reach an audience 
that goes beyond our choir. I think the 
power of people’s stories is one of the 
most powerful things we have. 

DT: Speaking of the importance of 
the media, the next question is from 
a reporter. 

REPORTER IN AUDIENCE: The uni-
versity (UO) statement says that we 
won’t participate, or we won’t provide 
information, or we won’t enforce. With 
each of those statements, there’s a 
“but” — “Unless there’s a court order.” 
How much comfort should students 
who are undocumented here on this 
campus take in those statements? How 
often is there a court order, and could 
that be an easy thing? Could one fed-
eral judge say “Okay, here’s a warrant 
for the whole country” and it’s over in 
five minutes?

AW: We’re advising DACA recipients, 
or Deferred Action for Childhood 
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Arrival students, unauthorized stu-
dents, to consult an attorney. They 
need to be talking to attorneys right 
now. The best defense for them is to 
have, on speed dial, an immigration 
attorney. We have very little control 
over what the federal government 
will and will not do. And precautions 
should be made. It’s not time to break 
out in hysteria yet, because we don’t 
know what’s going to happen. But what 
people can do is prepare. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: If the election 
had been different and Clinton had 
won, you might talk about some of the 
limitations of the Obama presidency 
— all the deportations took place, the 
ability to really get at structural forms 
of unemployment. Is it possible to 
keep those ongoing critiques, while 
taking seriously all the new forms of 
violence that could break out?

KW: I think that’s legitimate; at the same 
time, I think that where we are right 
now is a really, really different place, 
and a really scarier place as they’ve 
just laid out. I mean, Andrea is advis-
ing children, young people, to go get 
lawyers. Had Hillary Clinton won this 
election we wouldn’t be talking about 
that. So, although it’s absolutely true — 
yes, there were deportations, yes there 
were issues under the Obama admin-
istration — where we’re heading now 
is just in a very, very different direction. 
Kris Kobach, in the administration, that 
wasn’t going to happen under [Clinton]. 
A Muslim ban? I mean, you can’t over-
turn the Fourteenth Amendment, but 
just the suggestion! I feel like where 

we’re heading now, it’s just such an 
extreme direction compared to where 
we were. I haven’t seen it in my lifetime. 

AW: I just want to remind people, too, 
a Supreme Court justice needs to be 
appointed, and it is a critical Supreme 
Court justice. And it’s going to be a con-
servative one. And, let me just also say 
that President Obama tried to expand 
DACA to the undocumented parents 
of U.S.-born children. 

KW: That’s not going to happen.

AW: Right. And it was frozen because 
of the Supreme Court. So the Supreme 
Court has a lot of say over executive 
authority and what’s constitutional 
and what’s not. And, we’re about to 
have one appointed under Trump’s 
presidency. So, that’s just an additional 
factor. 

PC: And, you did mention this earlier, 
that despite us having to be, just, 
obviously, reacting to a lot of things, 
and defending and protecting, we’re 
not going to lose sight of the other 
fights, our agenda, at the state level. 
So, this is a time where we ask our 
allies to sign up. Pick your organiza-
tion, but pick one. Get on their mailing 
list. Do what you can to support those 
causes. This is where we ask you to 
find a way to integrate. I work for the 
Oregon AFL-CIO, and they integrate 
into their strategic plan, every day, 
racial justice. Not racial justice like, 
“Oh, that’s number four, down here.” 
It’s integrated within every one of our 
strategic directions, integrated into 
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your work. Go to your board and say 
“We need to integrate it. How do we do 
this?” If this is absolutely not possible, 
please, two hours a week, to dedicate 
to a local organization to help them 
out. And I would strongly urge that you 
to go to the ones that are in the front 
lines. I am usually pretty biased to less-

institutional type stuff, ironically, but 
you want to go with those fighters. You 
want to be there with them. And I see 
a lot of folks here that, I know they do 
that. They’re part of like three or four 
organizations. I already see them. But 
if you’re not, right now’s a perfect time. 
Come and help. Please come and help. 
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