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A Defeat for the
Greening of Hate

by China Brotsky

Members of the Sierra Club, one of the
largest and most influential environmen-
tal organisations in the U.S., won a

significant victory against racism and anti-
immigrant hysteria when they rejected
“Alternative A,” a measure calling for a
“reduction of net immigration” as a component
of a “comprehensive population policy for the
United States.”

In an initiative process this spring that
generated national debate, voters from the
club’s 550,000 membership base gave a
decisive 60 percent of the votes cast to
“Alternative B,” a counter-measure proposed
by the Sierra Club’s staff, board of directors
and key grassroots volunteers. Measure B
reaffirmed the Club’s neutral stand on
immigration and committed it to work toward
“addressing the root causes of global popula-
tion problems” through “the empowerment and
equity of women, maternal and reproductive
health care…(and) to address the root causes
of migration by encouraging sustainability, eco-
nomic security, human rights, and environ-
mentally responsible consumption….” In a
simultaneous election for Sierra Club board
members, none of the seven candidates
running in support of Alternative A was
elected.

The vote in the Sierra Club was the latest
battle in the fight against the greening of hate—
the effort to win environmentalists’ support for
anti-immigrant action by persuading them that
immigrants are a main source of environmental
degradation in the U.S.

In the Sierra club, Alternative A proponents
blamed U.S. population growth on immigrants
and, in turn, blamed population growth (and
immigrants) for every U.S. environmental
problem from wetlands loss to logging of old-
growth forests to smog and sprawl.

Opponents of Alternative A argued that
scapegoating was mean-spirited and wrong. It
did not address the real reasons for environ-
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T
he head  of a rapidly expanding company
notes how he and his competitors have
not violated, as yet, their “gentleman’s
agreement” not to use underhanded
tactics against one another.

Nothing wrong with that statement...on the
surface. Yet, if the manager had been more sen-
sitive, he would have spoken about an “unwrit-
ten agreement based on trust” instead of a “gen-
tleman’s agreement.” After all, his competitors
also included female managers.

Everyday language in the corporate world,
mass media and government is pervaded by words
and phrases that discriminate against women.

A basic principle in management communi-
cation, writes Gloria S. Chan in Management
Communication in the Global Era, is that “extreme
care should be taken that sexist language is not
used.”

Chan, a professor at the Asian Institute of
Management, notes the widespread impact of the
feminist movement has caused American writers
to be careful about their language.

Even  textbooks, she says, advise readers to
stay away from words like spokesman, statesman,
workmanship and craftsmanship.

Chan concedes that the impact of the feminist
movement on the use of language may not be as
extensive in Asia as it is in the U.S. “Asian women
do not get jolted or offended if they are referred
to as chairman rather than chair or chairperson,
businessman rather than businessperson, wife
rather than spouse, housewife rather than
homemaker.”

Promoting
Gender-fair
Language
in the
Workplace

by Divina Paredes-Japa

mental degradation: the air and water pollution
caused by chemical industries and the clear-
cutting of old-growth forests by logging
companies. Besides, by taking such a stand
the Sierra Club would alienate its constituen-
cies among people of color, who were key allies
in the battle to protect the environment.

The Sierra Club differs from most major
environmental groups in electing its board of
directors by a mail-in vote of its full member-
ship and by allowing policy measures to be
put by the members through an initiative pro-
cess. The measure calling for immigration
restrictions was put forward by a small group
dissatisfied with the club’s neutral policy on
immigration which had been hammered out
over several years by grassroots activists
working through the Club’s state chapter and
national staff and board governance structure.

But far from acting alone, this small group
of members was the tip of the iceberg of a well-
funded campaign by extremist, anti-
immigration organisations working to per-
suade the Sierra Club to support U.S. immi-
gration restrictions. Some of the organisations
openly supported racist, white supremacist
positions or had well-documented connections
to other extreme-right organisations. Several
of these groups had traditionally limited
themselves to cultural or nationalist
arguments against immigration but entered
this campaign embracing environmental
arguments.

The Political Ecology Group (PEG), a multi-
racial environmental justice organisation
actively opposing Alternative A, documented
the efforts of these organisations in lobbying
for its passage. Their campaign included mass
mailings to club members, paid ads in envi-
ronmental publications, extensive press work,
recruitment of anti-immigrant activists to join
the club in time to vote, and campaign litera-
ture for board candidates running on “A.”

This right-wing campaign was estimated to
have cost nearly a million dollars. The political
climate in the U.S. has become increasingly
anti-immigrant. Despite this context and the
concerted, well-financed campaign waged by
outside organisations, a strong majority of Club
members who voted rejected racism and the
scapegoating of immigrants. It is a victory on
which we must build and a success from
which we can learn.

Source: Political Environments, No. 6, Fall 1998
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