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A NEW AMERICAN
DILEMMA?:

Asian Americans and Latinos

l in Race Theorizing?

edward j.w. park and john s.w. park

THE LAST two decades, the racial composition of the nation
has undergone a profound change. Immigration reforms origi-
nally intended to favor Buropeans have resulted, ironically, in the influx
of over 15 million Asian and Latino immigrants.2 The newcomers have
settled in neighborhoods, both Black and White, and they are now part
of the national economy, culture, and politics. More so than ever before,
they are central participants in American race relations, often by appear-
ing in the spectacular social breakdowns that unfortunately constitute
much of American race relations: riots in Miami in 1980 and Los Ange-
les in 1992, punctuate these changes.> Moreover, they are intertwined in
a host of racial issues, like affirmative action and immigration, and their
larger presence indicates a move toward a much more complicated
multi-racial society.

Yet, while American society confronts multiracial realities, much of
recent American race theory either dismisses the significance of Asian
Arnericans and Latinos altogether, or subsumes them into traditional
biracial models. The newcomers are neither “Black” nor “White,” but
they are still characterized in those terms, and this tendency impedes the
development of new and compelling ways to examine current race rela-
Gons. We live in 2 multiracial society, but we seem stuck in biracial
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thinking. To help remedy this problem, the purpose of this article is
three fold: first, to review, and then critique, several contemporary the-
ories on issues of race; second, to discuss how the new influx of Asian

Americans and Latinos now complicate those same issues; and thixd, to -

propose a number of steps that can serve as starting points toward effec-
tively theorizing race relations in a changing, multiracial America.

CONTEMPORARY RACE THEORY AND MULTIRACIAL COMPLEXITIES

Iz many contemporary theories of race, Asian Americans and Latinos
lose their distinctive racial positions. For instance, Asian Americans are
sometimes described as “White,” sometimes “Black,” either in the way
they act politically as a group, or in their demographic characteristics, or
in their historical oppression. Similarly, Latinos are sometires physio-
logically “White,” although some are “Black,” and to one theorist, they
are demographically “Black,” while to another, they are pevertheless
capable of becoming “White.” Oftentimes, race theorists conceive the
role of Asian Americans and Latinos in a way that tends to marginalize
their impact on the “core” of American race relations. The idea seems to
be that while these groups are present in ever greater numbers, their
presence doesn’t change American race relations overall.

In the preface to his book, hailed as one of the most accurate,
insightful, and realistic statements on contemporary race relations to
date, Andrew Hacker says that he focuses on black and white Americans
“[because] other groups find themselves sitting as spectators, while the
other two prominent players try to work out how or whether they can
coexist with one another.”s In this account, one of the “spectators” Asian
Americans, if not already “literally White,” have the requisite class back-
ground and “technical and organizational skills” to assimilate with
Whites. In addition, increasing rates of intermarriage between Asian
American and Whites are another sign of assimilation, and the children
of those unions will becone a “new variant of White.”8 The other “spec-
tator;” Latinos, “are already ‘White’ [in large numbers],” and those who
fail the phenotype test can nonetheless “claim a strong Furopean her-
itage, which eases their absorption into the ‘White’ middle class”™ A
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Jarge part of this particular race theory posits that the very concept of
‘Whiteness will change, as the inclusion of Asian Arericans and Latinos
will expand the category of Whites.?

In another, similar version of race theory, Stephen Steinberg sug-
gests that Asian Americans and Latinos are like Whites chiefly because
of their role in the economy and their impact upon African Americans.?
Here, Steinberg argues that the presence of Asian Americans and Latinos
undermines the chances that African Americans will integrate more
fully into the mainstream economy; because the former groups are used
by white capital to undercut both the employment base and the wage
structure for African Americans in the urban economy. In this under-
standing of race in America, immyigrant workers are portrayed as having
taken over—or as “populat(ing] almost entirely”—the core sectors of
the urban economy, and they are said to displace African American
workers, and not simply by taking the “super-exploited jobs” that native
workers do not want.!0 Asian Americans also help white capitalists
uphold the officizl myth of the American dream, and both Asian Armer-
jcans and Latinos frustrate attempts at a more radical critique of a racist
capitalist system.!! Because the theory conceives the structural integra-
tion of Asian Americans and Latinos in this way, the Los Angeles civil
unrest of 1992 can be taken as a product of the economic exclusion of
African Americans, due in large measure to the influx of Asian and
Latino immigrants.2 To underscore the suggestion that Asian Ameri-
cans and Latinos contribute to the racial oppression of African Ameri-
cans, commentators like Steinberg call for the “tear{ing] down of racist
barriers” against African Americans in Asian American and Latino eth-
nic economies.}? Moreover, to protect African Americans, proponents of
this view defend efforts to curtail immigration, because the current
immigration policy hurts African Americans the most: “to state the mat-
ter bluntly, immuigration policy amounts to a form of disinvestment in
pative workers.”14

While the theories above simply subsume Asjan Americans and
Latinos into the “white” racial category to dismiss the multiracial com-
plexities of American race relations altogether, other accounts take a
more complex approach. The theories discussed below rely largely on
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instead of burning and looting one another, “people of color” together
with white progressives, should form a unified front to rally against
white racists and corporate capital, both of whom exploit divisions
within communities of color to perpetuate the conditions of nstitu-
tionalized racism and capitalist exploitation.2 This makes sense because
Asian Americans and Latinos share a long history of racial oppression,
as well as many contemporary barxiers to economic mobility and polit-
ical emnpowerment: phenomena like “red-lining,” unequal educational
opportunities, and neglect by both Republican and Democratic parties.
“Narrow” black nationalism would impede racial progress, but an effort
to “redefine ‘Blackness’ to be more inclusive” would further it.2® But
even within this radical critique of American society, and even with an
expansive understanding of American racial history, Asian Americans
and Latinos are ultimately subsumed with African Americans: together,
they are the divided victims of American racism and, at the same time,
potentially united agents for progressive social change.

In all of the theoretical formulations discussed above, Asian Amer-
icans and Latinos lose their distinctiveness by being compared to, and
finally equated to, either Whites or African Americans. To be fair, some
theories atterapt to offer nuances suggestive of differences, but these
remain in the backdrop, without ever becoming foregrounded encugh
to show that Asian Americans and Latinos should have fully differenti-
ated positions—or “positionalities”—within the theoretical discourse
on American race relations. Yet, these groups are clearly more than
“spectators” whose experiences can simply be subsurned within an older
biracial model. To say, for example, that Asian Americans and Latinos
will become “White” simply ignores the strict legal and social regula-
tions that have narrowly protected white privilege in American racial
history, and forgets the history of racism directed against Asian Ameri-
cans and Latinos specifically, and neglects the complexity of multiracial
identities in contemporary American society.? On the other hand, “to
redefine ‘Blackness” to be more nclusive” might make for desirable
political strategy, but it still ignores the substantial differences between
Asian Americans, Latinos, and African Americans.
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The tendency to think in biracial terms is unfortunate 'Because so
much work already suggests the limits of that way of thinking. B 0: .
instance, one theory insists that there have always existed multiple ways
in which African Americans, Latinoes, Asian Americans and other racial
groups have been “oppressed” and “disciplined” To say that Asian Amer-
icans are “White” denies Asian Americans their own subjectivity, which
can serve as a basis for resistance and empowerment.?! Among Chicano
and Latino scholars, many would agree with the call for Chicanos and
Latinos to define their own “political space” within American society,
without forever being rendered foreigners, or becoming subsumed into
the familiar black and white categories still prevalent in contemporary
race theory.®?

But despite these observations and assertions, many prominent
contemporary theories of race in recent years, even those that explicitly
take into account the experiences of Asian Americans and Latinos, tend
not to take multiracial realities into account. Instead, Asian Americans
or Latinos appear in two rigid categories: works sympathetic to the
assimilationist perspective usually equate them with European ethnics;
those rejecting that perspective group them with African Americans.®
Within race relations literature, it seems as though the 15 million new
Asian and Latino immigrants—along with the several million already
here—can simply be absorbed.

MuLTI-RACLAL POLITICS

In 1992, Los Angeles erupted in flames in one of the most costly and
devastating racial disturbance in American history. After nearly a week,
between April 29 to May 5, the protests, looting, and burning ended
with 52 deaths, 16,291 arxests, and nearly a billion dollars in property
loss.34 Latinos constituted the majority of those arrested, and Korean
Americans alone sustained half of all property damage. For days after,
the national news media beamed images of armed Korean American
merchants and their Latino employees standing guard against the
mostly Latino and African American looters. In the haze of the civil
unrest, it seemed that in this one spectacular fit of fury and violence, the
“spectators” showed that they were, perhaps unfortunately, central play-
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ers in American race relations.

While the Los Angeles civil unrest of 1992 was perhaps the most
stunning multiracial race riot, it was hardly the first time that Asian
Americans or Latinos occupied a dubious spotlight in recent years. In
Miami, in 1980, African Americans took to the streets to protest police
brutality, and the subsequent neglect by Cuban politicians. In Washing-
ton, D.C., in 1988, Latinos protested police brutality, and the same type

* of neglect by African American political leaders.” Also, from New York

to Chicago to Los Angeles, the so-called Black-Korean conflict has
become a constant source of racial tension, escalating into major con-
flicts in New York’s Red Apple Boycott in 1990, and in the response to
the shooting of Latasha Harlins by Soon Ja Du, in Los Angeles in 1991.38
The Los Angeles civil unrest of 1992 did, however, release simmering
tensions, and in its aftermath, Asian Americans and Latinos were pushed
to the top of the national political agenda.

In California, massive political support for Proposition 187 fol-
lowed in the wake of the civil unrest. Passed in 1994, the controversial
measure called for the denial of public education and public health ser-
vices for undocumented immigrants, and required all state agencies to
report those “suspected” of being in the country illegally.3 Although the
wording of the proposition was specifically aimed at the presence of—
or more accurately, the consumption of public services by—undocu-
mented immigrants, the political debate quickly implicated the broader
Latino and, to a lesser extent, Asian American communities. In cam-
paign advertisements and in various public debates, proponents ques-
tioned the political loyalties, economic comtributions, and cultural
allegiance of newer immigrant groups. For a great many voters, it did
not matter that the law would be challenged, or rendered unconstitu-
tional; they favored Proposition 187 because they could send a “mes-
sage” about the appropriate terms, or perhaps even the desirability, of
becoming an increasingly multiracial nation. In the November elections,
voters sent their “message” by a two-thirds margin 40

Politicians in Washington got that message. From 1996 to 1998,
Congress initiated a new round of immigration “reforms.” Supported by
a bi-partisan Presidential Commission on Immigration headed by the
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late Barbara Jordan, political leaders called for strict limits on further

immigration, and in the process, brought the presence of Latinos and

Asian Americans o national attention.! Not since 1882 or 1917 have

there been such unanimous, vehement attempts to curtail immigration,

and not since 1965 have the proposed changes been so profound. In the

political advertisements run by then California Governor Pete Wilson,

and in the speeches of former House Speaker Newt Gingrich, there was

extreme hostility clearly directed at those from Asia, Mexico, and Cen-
tral America.42 As the “reforms” in immigration law and procedure have
ander the Clinton administration resulted in record numbers of depor-
tation and exclusion cases, the debate will no doubt continue in Wash-
ington and elsewhere.#* Overall, the issue reflects the centrality of Asian
Americans and Latinos in national politics that is only paralleled by sim-
flar debates during the tarn of this century, when exclusionary laws
effectively halted immigrants from non-Western European coumntries,
and in turn, stopped forces that would have transformed the nation into
a multiracial one a century ago.# Once again, the reforms effectively
function as a national race policy, because they intend to restrict groups
who would otherwise have a greater impact on current race relations in
America.

The participation of African Americans in these debates adds to the
multiracial complexities of immigration “reform.” In California, while
proponents of Proposition 187 recruited Asian American and Latino
conservatives, they also reached out broadly to the African American
community. On the one hand, African American support protected
white exclusionists from charges that they acted with racist motives; on
the other, the success of Proposition 187 depended on the notion that
undocumented aliens took away jobs from existing in communities of
color, especially African American communities, that are deeply affected
by profound demographic changes.*5 At the election, close to half of all
African American voters supported Proposition 187. In response,
African American leaders across the nation engaged in major political
struggles over their collective position on immigration. Some major
African American political figures and academics across the political
spectrum have lobbied for restricting immigration, so that “Americans
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can care for their own first” while others, including the Congressional
Black Caucus, have led the defense of current immigration policy, fear-
ing for the separation of Asian American and Latino families, and for
the other types of “reforms” that a rising tide of immigrant bashing
might produce.46 As Americans in general debate immigration reform,

the differences between African American leaders on this issue have .

demonstrated the profound impact of puultiracial complexities on
defining African American political identity in the post-civil rights era.+”

In addition, the centrality of Asian Americans and Latinos in Amer-
ican racial politics goes far beyond debates about immigration policies,
or the racial composition of urban riots. In other areas, Astan Americans
and Latinos add multiracial complexities that redefine traditional rela-
tionships between race and power in diverse and surprising ways. This
is precisely the case in the current debate on affirmative action.

Again, in California, the passage of the so-called California Civil
Rights Initiative (CCRI) threatens to ban race-conscious affirmative
action policies in all state agencies. Like Proposition 187 in 1994, debates
about the CCRI played a mzjor part in shaping the elections of 1996. It
is, in all respects, a defining issue, and the opponents of affirmative
action placed Asian Americans and Latinos at the center of their argu-
ments, the former as the new victim of “reverse discrimination” and the
latter as the “unfair beneficiaries.” By claiming that Asian Americans—
who have suffered discrimination in the past——were now being forced to
pay the price of “preferential treatrnent,” and by saying that newly-
arrived Latinos were reaping the benefits of that treatment, the oppo-
nents of affirmative action used both groups to further their attacks,
while defending themselves from charges of racism. By pointing to
Asian Americans, they insisted that not all opponents of affirmative
action were defending white privilege; by pointing to new Latino com-
munities, they said that not all beneficiaries of affirmative action were
those who had suffered historical wrongs. In addition, through this mul-
tiracial configuration, opponents of affirmative action could exploit ten-
sions among Asian Americans, African Americans, and Latines: in
Maryland, for instance, it was a young Latino man who challenged in
federal courts the constitutionality of an all-biack scholarship at the
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University of Maryland; and in San Francisco, it Wwas'a'c
nese parents that ultimately over-turned race-conscions adrni
policies at Lowell High School, thereby destabilizing Gver twenty years
of federally supervised desegregation orders for the public schools of
San Francisco.#8 Across the country, the debates over affirmative action
promise to bring forth even more acrimony in an already uneasy polit-

ical environment.

More importantly, however, these legal and political challenges
indicate that issues of race—which for a long time had been phrased in
Black and White—can no longer be meaningfully understood in that
way. And as serious as immigration “reform” and affirmative action are
now, they constitute only a fraction of the multiracial problerns that we
face as a nation. Today, neighborhood transitions occur much more
often due to the influx of Asian Americans and Latinos. As Asian Amer-
icans transform Queens, New York, Latinos now outnumber African
Americans in Compton and South Central Los Angeles. Also, multira-
cial complexities can no longer be contained in those cities that have had
an historically high concentration of Asian Americans and Latinos. In
diverse metropolitan areas such as Atlanta, ‘Washington, D.C., Phoenix,
Minneapolis/St. Paul, and Dallas, there are significant numbers of Asian
Americans and Latinos located in various commercial and residential
areas.# Some of these cities celebrate their new-found diversity, while all
of them struggle to manage multiracial conflicts. Only a generation ago,
white resistance to school desegregation and to busing marked the typ-
ical racial conflict in America; now, that image is often replaced with
African American boycotts of Korean merchants. As armed Klansmen
volunteer in “citizens patrols” to protect the border, undocumented
Latino workers and their children now appear as the biggest and the
most comvenient bogeyman in American racial discourse, largely
because they themselves cannot talk back.5

THEORIZING MULTIRACIAL REALITIES

When American race relations were largely conceived as biracial,
they were still, nevertheless, very complicated. With the addition of new
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groups, whose presence is already felt and steadily growing, race rela-
tions will be even more complex than before, and perhaps this is where
the tendency to simplify might seem attractive. But the entrenched habit
of theorizing American race relations in binary terms does not help us
confront more directly our multiracial problems. In this section, we
argue for several steps toward new race relations thecries to help cope
with those problems. Some of these steps address the emergence of mul-
tiracial realities directly, while others focus on the practice of race rela-
tions theorizing itself. Elements for all of them already exist in the race
relations theory literature, but theorists should become more conscious
about the changing teror of American race relations, and more reflec-
tive about how these changes are confronted in our theoretical analyses.

First, theorists of race should be more careful about using the con-
cept “race” in race theorizing itself. For instance, Andrew Hacker sug-
gests that Asian Americans and Latinos are problematic in race relations
discourse because “Asian American” and “Latine” do not specify racial
groups in the full sense that “Whites” and “African Americans” do.51
They are instead, he say, externally imposed labels that conflate pheno-
typically distinct groups: an “Asian American” can be anyone from an
Asian Indian to a Chinese, according to this account. In contrast, a racial
category like “Black” is said to coincide with a single racial and cultural
meaning that is distinct, and that can be, and has been, institutionalized
to further the racial oppression of that group.5 Yet, many social con-
structionist statements and much of the ethnic studies literature already
refuites that thinking: they show persuasively that “White” and “Black”
conflate just as many phenotypically and culturally divergent groups as
“Asian American” or “Latino> “Race” can refer to culture, or to biol-
ogy, or to color, to all of these and to some of them. The slippery mean-
ing of race is inevitably imbedded in much of race theory, and that
requires race theorists to be more careful with the very concept of race
itself.

Overall, the problem of defining, of institutionalizing, or of simply
using racial categories in any manner has always been fraught with pit-
falls, errors, and gross over-generalization. Perhaps, in light of these
problems, the U.S. Supreme Court’s Justice Antonin Scalia has gone so
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far as to declare that “in the eyes of government, we are just one race
here. It is American.”s¢ As much as that statement seems odd to many
race theorists as one particularly gross and maybe disingenuous over-
generalization, the example is intended to lustrate a point: frustration
over the new cacophony of race can lead to a general confusion about
race, or even a willingness to abandon the concept altogether. But to dis-
miss certain groups as racial groups based on phenotypic or cultural
characteristics can lead to too much oversimplification and a lack of
comsistency about what we mean when we talk about race. Just as much
as it is peculiar to think of Americans as “one race” and thereby deny the
power of race entirely, it is no less strange to think of Korean immigrants
as “White” or “Black” in other contexts.

Second, to reiterate a suggestion earlier in this essay, we should
realize that Astan Americans and Latinos have distinct histories as racial
groups in America as well as a separate subjectivity in contemporary
American race relations. After all, they are not really “the new kids on
the block™ as one legal scholar has suggested, although their numbers
have increased dramatically in recent decades.5® As Tomads Almaguer has
shown, in the American West, where the presence of Asian immigrants
and Mexican Americans has had z long history, white settlers and pol-
icy-makers have wondered what to make of both groups for over a cen-
tury and a half.56 We can not simply subsume their past experiences or
their present participation in a familiar, but ultimately out-dated, binary
view of race, for such a move would miss too much. As we have
attempted to demonstrate, the inclusion of Asian Americans and Lati~
nos is important not only because of their recent demographic growth,
but because of their impact on redefining and on challenging the fun-
damental features of American racial discourse. They are participants
distinct from “Whites” or “African Americans,” and race theorists should
account for this by providing (or at least provide the possibility for) a
separate and distinct epistemological space for them in their theoretical
works about American race relations. We already have a ground-break-
ing example of how this might be done, where we can witness an
atternpt toward a comprehensive race theory in a sustained and com-
parative fashion, and account for the unique ways in which all of the
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major racial groups have become racialized.57 That political movements
and other social practices re-articulate the meaning and significance of
certain racial categories and that these continue to shape the political
consciousness and the participation of specific raciel groups are power-
ful ideas that deserve greater attention.

Third, 2 major difference between Asian Americans, Latinos, and
Blacks and Whites has just recently gained attention, and race theorists
should examine the subject in greater detail. Many theorists have already
explored the impact of transnational dynamics in shaping American
race relations, but mostly in a way that traces the “push” factors of inter-
national migration, or the impact of international relations on Ameri-
can ethnic groups. Now, though, a broader understanding of
transnational dynamics in the “globalization of U.S. race relations” can
begin to account for economic restructuring and new geopelitical align-
ments, and the emergence of a transnational culture that has had a pro-
found impact on shaping the political and economic integration of
Asian Americans and Latinos.58 A recent book by Nancy Abelmann and
John Lie provides a compelling analysis of the transnational elements of
Korean American political subjectivity.5 A central part of their argu-
ment is that Korean Americans rely on Korea’s rich, but troubled, polit-
ical history and Korea’s present circumstances to make sense of their
place in American society, as well as what happened to their community
during the Los Angeles civil unrest. And even as Asian Americans and
Latinos rely on their “home” culture and history to decipher their place
in American society, they often come to America already familiar with
the nation’s culture through exported images that suggest a racial hier-
archy, contain racial stereotypes, and otherwise present a variety of indi-
cators for the immigrants to sort their way through the United States.®?

These transnational dynamics suggest one of the strongest areas of
difference between Asian American and Latino immigrants and the
growing number of European immigrants. Through television and
movies, the latter know that they will becorne “White” in America, while
Asian and Latino immigrants know that they cannot. Yet, the specific
ways in which transnational dynamics impact American race relations,
and in particular, their role in shaping the political and cultural subjec-
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svities of Asian Americans and Latinos remain largely unexplore
race theory. e
Finally, whether being more careful with race, or documenting dis.

tinct racial histories, or exploring transnational dynamics, American

race relations theorists should try to look beyond the political appeal of
any one theory, and rather discuss honestly the errors and mistakes in
many contemporary works. These works often contain a powerful and
jmportant central argument—that African Americans face gross and
continuing social ineqﬁa]ities in a pation that sometimes seems intent
on turming back the clock on issues of race. $till, the political appeal of
that message should not be a prophylactic against criticism for major
conceptual and empirical flaws in works that happen to contain that
message. By ignoring claims that Asian Americans and Latinos are “just
like Whites,” or that they further the racial oppression of African Amer-
jcans, or that they are not even bona fide racial groups at all, theorists
overlook much of the Jiterature in their own field since the 1970s.
That lterature collectively describes the racial formation of Asian
Americans and Latinos, the role and scope of relatively newer ethmic
economies in the American urban economy, and the unique ways in
which Asian Americans and Latinos have tried to struggle against the
different forms of racial oppression directed against them.®! Despite the
best efforts to exclude them in the past, they are now here in greater
numbers, and their participation in American race relations forces us to
re-think familiar, but inaccurate generalizations. While it might be
impossible, perhaps, to remove politics from race-theorizing entirely, it
certainly isn’t impossible to foster, not frustrate, theoretical efforts that
are both politically and conceptually appealing. Two recent works, the
first by Leland Saito, and a more recent work by Eric Yamamoto attempt
to record and show the possibilities for progressive, muiti-racial theories
that explicitly account for multi-racial histories and circumstances.®*
The several steps we suggest here are intended to continue work
toward understanding Asian Americans and Latinos as distinet racial
groups that cannot be subsumed into either “White” nox “Black” racial
categories. They are also intended to point out and to criticize an unfor-
tunate trend in more recent theories—the renewed tendency to sub-
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sume Asian Americans and Latinos into a binary vision of race, either as
the new threats to racial equality or as its new victims. In an ever-com-
plicated nation that sometimes seermns bent on greater, more hostile dis-
plays of racial violence and tension, the tendency to simplify can work
against gemerating effective political resistance.

ConcLusION

Over the past three decades, the increasing presence of Asian Amer-
icans and Latinos raises both new problems of race in contemporary
America and complicates older, existing ones. In the first category, issues
like immigration “reform,” whether accomplished by the individual
states or by the federal government, targets Latino and Asian American
communities directly. It questions the very desirability of a raultiracial
nation with a vehemence that has not been seen in about a century of
American historv. In the second category, issues like affirmative action
draw in the new participants, and the opponents of government-spon-
sored race-consciousness reformulate their tactics to account for the
changing demographics. While immigration reform and affirmative
action are not, however, the only two issues that now force us to account
for Asian Americans and Latinos more explicitly, they indicate a com-
pelling need for such work. As these and other contentious issues gain
more attention, we risk losing too much of their multiracial dimensions
by simply expanding the category of “White,” to include Asian Ameri-
cans and Latinos or by expanding the category of “Black” to include the
same groups.®

Across the nation, we encounter problems that are truly multiracial,
and that appear hopelessly complicated in the new rubric of race in
America. In a state like California, where Asian Americans and Latinos
now outnumber African Americans, and where Whites will soon be out-
numbered altogether, anxieties about the rapid changes toward a mul-
tiracial mation spawn ever more virulent political clashes and draconian
public policy proposals. The participants of these debates and the racial
groups for whom the new public policies are targeted are neither Black
nor White, despite the theoretical attempts to make them “fit” somehow
mto an American racial discourse that has, for most part, featured only
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two major piayers. As their numbers and political presence gfow
year, the unique subjectivities of Asian Americans and Latinos shoul,

participate as racialized agents in American society. This is a difficult
task, but elements for it already exist, and abandoning that work now
will mean an even larger gap between how race is theorized and how
race is lived.
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