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by Pat McDonald

Discussions about immigration policy,
and how best to respond to illegal
immigration, can be difficult and

often emotional. It is, to be sure, a complex
issue. That’s why it is important that our
elected officials re-
spond to situations
like these calmly and
with the utmost cau-
tion.

In my opinion,
the actions and
statements of Gover-
nor Shumlin in the
hours and days im-
mediately following an incident in which a
Vermont State Trooper turned over to the
U.S. Border Patrol two suspected illegal
aliens during the course of a traffic stop—
first calling for an investigation into whether
the Vermont State Police violated a volun-
tary antibias policy and then stating on tele-
vision that our law-enforcement community
should “look the other way” on immigration
matters—only served to add fuel to an al-
ready explosive situation.

There is absolutely no doubt that many
Vermont industries need foreign workers.
Seasonal farms need foreign workers to help
them harvest their crops. Large hotels and
resorts need foreign workers to help them
run their operations and keep Vermont’s
tourism sector strong and vibrant.

There is also no
doubt that these
foreign workers
contribute to Ver-
mont’s quality of
life in many ways.
We are a state that
should proudly wel-
come people from
different cultures

and backgrounds. Diversity makes us
stronger, not weaker. 

We should also never forget that most of
us (myself included) have ancestors that em-
igrated to the United States from foreign
lands, seeking the freedom and opportunity
that only America could provide.

The difficulty lies in the fact that under
our constitutional system it is the federal
government that has responsibility for devel-
oping laws on temporary and permanent im-

migration from other countries. Our state
legislature does not possess the authority to
pass laws that override and conflict with fed-
eral immigration laws, and our governor
(and attorney general) certainly do not pos-
sess the authority to issue “voluntary poli-
cies” that do the same.

In other words, the governor can’t just dis-
regard laws that he doesn’t like. Existing
laws must be enforced, and if the governor
disagrees with a certain law—be it state or
federal—he should work to have that law
changed instead of telling law enforcement
to “look the other way.”

As I stated a few days after the incident,
“look the other way” is not leadership, and 
it is simply not appropriate for a sitting 
governor to be advising Vermont’s law-
enforcement community to disregard possi-
ble violations of the law, whether those laws
are state or federal. Our police officers took
an oath to uphold and enforce the law, not
to ignore it.

Our previous governor, Jim Douglas,
faced a similar set of circumstances a few
years ago and responded in a much more ap-
propriate manner. On September 27, 2007,
two undocumented farm workers from Mex-

ico were arrested in the driveway of a
Franklin County dairy farm. Coincidentally,
U.S. Homeland Security Secretary Michael
Chertoff was visiting Vermont on that very
same day.

Governor Douglas responded in a cool
and measured way by bringing the arrests to
the attention of Secretary Chertoff, and
using it as an opportunity to impress upon
federal officials the need for a comprehen-
sive fix to federal immigration laws. He also
told the secretary he supported efforts by
Senator Leahy that would have made it eas-
ier for foreign workers to be employed on
Vermont farms, especially in year-round op-
erations like dairy farming.

Governor Shumlin should commit to work-
ing with our congressional delegation to ad-
dress this issue at the federal level and not wait
for another potential incident to occur 
in which aspersions are cast on the hard-work-
ing officers of the Vermont State Police or the
situation is needlessly inflamed. We need a
legal solution to make every foreign worker in
Vermont compliant with federal law.

Pat McDonald is chair of the Vermont
Republican Party.

‘Look the Other Way’ is Not Leadership

by Andrea Voyer

On December 30, 2009, my children,
my husband and I were three
months into a 10-month cultural ex-

change in Guangzhou, China. That morning
I took my youngest daughter to her
preschool art class. We rode our Guangzhou-
made bicycle with the imported child seat
on the back to preschool. It was a lovely ride
along the car-free path on the Pearl River.
We passed hawkers selling goods and ser-
vices, exercise groups variously working on
sword play, fan-dancing, ballroom dance,
and tai chi. It was an exotic scene, one that
I witnessed every day. I felt a sense of com-
fort and competence, growing wonder at my
own ability to “make it” in China. 

My morning high came to an abrupt end.
My daughter and I were stopped by the po-
lice as we were coming out of the preschool.

They asked to see our passports, record our
visa information, and confirm that we had
registered as resident foreigners with the
local authorities. The experience was dis-
turbing. I felt unwelcome and singled out.
We were living in Guangzhou, shopping at
the market, sending our children to the local
schools and riding our bicycles all over
town, but to those law-enforcement officers
I was just another outsider easily identifiable
by her whiteness.

In reflecting on this experience and oth-
ers in which I was racially-marked as an out-
sider in China, I would often feel a sense of
pride that, in the United States, social mem-
bership is not so closely tied to racial iden-
tity. While the U.S. has a long way to go
when it comes to overcoming entrenched
and active social exclusion, I thought, at
least the law no longer blatantly props up
white superiority the way Chinese-ness is

the explicit foundation of Chinese citizen-
ship.

Over the last two years I have watched
with dismay as the symbolic exclusion of
nonwhite Americans has been made increas-
ingly pragmatic. A host of states, municipali-
ties and public debates have challenged the
belonging and “fit-
ness” of immigrant,
non-Christian and
nonwhite Ameri-
cans.

In the midst of
this, I have taken
comfort in my status
as a resident of Ver-
mont, a state that, as
in the cases of gay marriage and universal
healthcare, often leads the nation in the pur-
suit of a more equitable and just society. So,
imagine my concern when, on September
13, a Vermont state trooper profiled two
passengers in a car that was pulled over for
speeding. He suspected that they were not
Americans. He called in to the station to in-
quire if it was permissible to ask what coun-
try the passengers were from. Despite the
fact that the immigration status of the two
brown passengers in the speeding vehicle
was not germane to the traffic stop, he was
given permission. It turns out that, while
Vermont law may not require inquiries into

immigration status the way that the Arizona
and Alabama laws do, there is nothing in
Vermont law that protects Vermont resi-
dents from being asked on the basis of ap-
pearance and in instances when it should
not matter if they really belong here. I could
never become a citizen of China, a reality

that legitimated the
management of my
presence as an out-
sider. A nonwhite
Vermonter, on the
other hand, might
have citizenship and
still be subject to
capricious question-
ing prompted by as-

sumptions based on stereotypes.
In 2010, Vermont was home to 29,449

nonwhites. I suspect that many of these tem-
porary residents, Americans and future
Americans are known and loved by their
neighbors as they, like many of us, seek to
engage their community and enjoy life in
Vermont. The acceptance nonwhite Ver-
monters may experience in personal rela-
tionships and communities does not provide
protection from questioning when, in the
mind of someone with the authority to ask,
they don’t look like they belong.

Vermont can do better. In November
2010, Vermont Attorney General Bill Sorrell
recommended that police departments
around the state adopt bias-free guidelines.
Vermonters have organized locally to en-
courage individual law enforcement agen-
cies to implement bias-free policies. These
local efforts are important, but they are not
enough. Governor Shumlin and Vermont leg-
islators must pass legislation that protects
Vermonters from unnecessary inquiries into
their personal lives. Such lines of question-
ing challenge the belonging of the many
nonwhite individuals who call Vermont
home.

Andrea Voyer is a Montpelier resident
and Visiting Assistant Professor of Sociol-
ogy at Dartmouth College. Her research fo-
cuses on the practices of inclusion and ex-
clusion shaping immigration and
citizenship.

A Bias-Free Vermont

Opinion

To the Editor:
The undersigned members of the coor-

dinating committee of the Vermont Pro-
gressive Party want to express our disdain
against any form of racial profiling in Ver-
mont. Article D, Civil Rights, of the Ver-
mont Progressive Party platform articu-
lates that we support Vermonters’ “right
to personal privacy, as guaranteed in the
U.S. Constitution” and “a Zero-Tolerance
standard state-wide toward all forms of dis-
crimination and harassment.”

On September 13, Danilo, a leader in
fighting for the rights of Vermont’s mi-
grant farm workers, and coworker Anto-
nio were passengers in a car pulled over
for speeding on I-89. Although the two did
nothing wrong themselves, the trooper
who pulled them over almost immediately
began questioning them about where they
were from and what their immigration sta-
tus was. The two were then placed under
arrest and later given into the custody of
border patrol agents.

This is in clear violation of the rights of
Danilo and Antonio, as well as of the state
police’s own “bias-free-policing” policy.
Vermont Progressives join with the Ver-

mont Migrant Farmworker Solidarity Pro-
ject, the Vermont Workers’ Center and
many others in condemning the actions
that led to the arrest of Danilo and Anto-
nio.

We are, however, glad to see that Gov-
ernor Shumlin responded quickly to this
clear violation of the rights of Danilo and
Antonio by asking for a full investigation of
the incident, and we are hopeful that the
investigation will be as thorough and com-
plete as possible.

Vermont has a long history of being at
the forefront of the fight for human rights.
We must always be unwavering in our ef-
forts to strengthen and enforce Vermont’s
human rights laws for the betterment of
our communities and society at large.  The
alternative is unacceptable.

Martha Abbott, Underhill; Michael
Bayer, Rutland; Meg Brook, Burlington;

Richard Kemp, Burlington; Traven
Leyshon, Montpelier; Lee Madden, Brat-
tleboro; Robert Millar, Winooski; Cindy

Humiston Weed, Enosburg; Eli Yoder,
Plainfield; David Zuckerman, Hines-
burg; and Progressive Party member

Vince Brennan, Burlington

Vermont Progressives Condemn
Racial Profiling and Recent Arrest

Opinion

from Valerie: “Two gentlemen found a pair
of bifocals on the football field—let me
know if they are yours.”

Monday, I called the school office and
they were in the mail that afternoon. “You
are one lucky lady!” observed my husband.

I am writing to tell the citizens of your
beautiful capital city that you are lucky, too.
Montpelier High School, with high academic
recognition and fine extracurricular activi-
ties, is one to be proud of. Mr. Peter Evans,
the principal; Valerie Belanger and the office
staff; the faculty; the support staff; and all
students together make it so. And that has
nothing to do with luck!

Mary Jean Weylman, 
Winchester, Massachusetts
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