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Abstract

The PATRIOT ACT is legislation that was enacted shortly afteettogist attacks of 9-
11. This current thesis is a qualitative study using critical discour$gsenaf the PATRIOT
ACT, displaying the negative ramifications that it has had on immigrant aliecr#tical
analysis of the PATRIOT ACT will be done by utilizing political rhetdaanswer the research
guestions. Findings suggest the PATRIOT ACT envelopes immigrant aliegrsassts through
the use of specific rhetoric. Attention is given to the rhetoric that is usgdvgynment to
manipulate the outcome that it desires. Limitations are addressed astbidesther study are

provided.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The PATRIOT ACT is a piece of federal legislation written in resgoriee 9-11
terrorist attacks against the United States. It dictates newumesabat must be followed and
executed in a post-September 11 United States. This study examines thdhaighe
PATRIOT ACT had on immigration during the Presidency of George W. Bush 2001-2008.

As a result of the 2001 terrorist attacks the Congressional Bill HR 3162, Umting a
Strengthening America by Providing Appropriate Tools Required to Inteaoepp©bstruct
Terrorism Act of 2001, the USA PATRIOT ACT of 2001, became law on October 26,
2001(Dow, 2004). Elected representatives also reworked the United Statestationitaw via
the PATRIOT ACT (Boyle & Busse, 2006) and multiple resolutions were indltalpotentially
thwart terrorist attack(s) against the United States by foreagjonals. One resolution is to
fortify the northern and southern borders of the nation. In addition, the bill seeks ssentae
enforcement personnel and to amplify surveillance and detentions when dediing wit
“suspected” terrorists. These elements and other measures expandehitiendeff “terrorist
activities” (Dow, 2004). The end result of the PATRIOT ACT's legal refowas to cluster
immigrant aliens into the potential “terrorist” category. In consequeniasimade it difficult to
draw a distinction between a terrorist and a non-terrorist, or in this caserégrant alien or
illegal alien (Boyle & Busse, 2006).

While the United States has never used the PATRIOT ACT against immigeand, dhe
sentiment that the PATRIOT ACT is available for use is comforting. Thtetl States
government communicates the misleading rhetoric of the PATRIOT ACT wititlthaself.
The wordpatriot conjures an image of Americana, magnifying the sacrifices of itsrtstize
during times of hardship since the Revolutionary Watr. It is rhetoric that deéveerceived
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notion to the receiver and it is part of the fabric of what makes the United.Stagrefore,
people may perceive it as truth and do not question its authenticity, especiallgafter
horrendous events of 9-11. The PATRIOT ACT also signifies how government ogmutate
rhetoric to make it appear that it is out for the best interests of its citizens

When in reality, it is a manner in which to suppress the rhetorical truth by deflaést
true meaning and converting the truth surreptitiously into an alternative desigridoere is an
absence of individual interpretation of what the PATRIOT ACT legislation igefdre, it is a
way for government to communicate without having its objectives questioneds Bigsificant
due to it showcasing the influence and authority that government, as the senderhkas on t
populace, the receiver.

For purposes of this study, immigrant alien and illegal alien will be used tolmescri
immigrants without proper credentials residing in the United Statesigrant alienis used in
the PATRIOT ACT to label immigrants who are residing in the United StHegsal aliensis
the term used in scientific literature, more progressive literatusethiegerm undocumented
immigrants. In terms of defining an illegal ali¢ikegal is an unauthorized border crosser.
Immigrantis categorized as a person who comes from a permanent settlement (NgaiT2804).
PATRIOT ACT addressed the immigration issue by increasing themoeat’s ability to detain
and deport suspected terrorists (Hines, 2006). In addition, it increased the budgetifpaiion
enforcement and tripled in size the United States Border Patrol along the ih&aliadrders in
North America (Hines, 2006).

Section 411 of the PATRIOT ACT expands the rank of immigrants that can be legally
charged withterrorists activitiesengaging in terrorist activitiesandterrorist’'s association
(Howard, Forest, & Moore, 2006). Under Sec. 802 Definition of Domestic Terrorism of
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PATRIOT ACT, the definition of terrorist activities is: assassomtkidnapping, mass
destruction, involving acts dangerous to human life that are a violation of the laws of tind Uni
States (http://fl1:findlaw.com/news.findlaw.com/cnn.docs/ terrorism/hr3162 Adfimmigrant
alien who yields or uses a weapon such as a knife in an altercation, may leel etigiig
engaging in a terrorist activity (Howard, Forest, & Moore, 2006). The PATROT has also
given the federal government the right to detain anybody suspected of bairmyist er seven
days. However, it is difficult to measure the accuracy of whether tletaaed are in fact
terrorists, or if perceptions play a role in stigmatizing immigraenalias such.

Perceptions within themselves produce a mismanaged standpoint towards a ertain e
that may have positive or negative connotations. | will argue that the PATRCITadlvances
perceptions that immigrant aliens are hazardous to the United States. Thusy aawegperture
in how they are perceived in terms of the threat-level immigrant aliens paseindlary is
drawn to separate immigrant aliens and American citizens. It acknowledgewhile
simultaneously dismissing the other. The group with which one affiliates bed¢bategroup
members identity (Aviram, 2007). A creation of positive self-regard is a miotnghfactor that
develops positive in-group individuality in relation to the out-group (Aviram, 2007). Hence,
primary identification is created and can be utilized when social conditionsghigbéllective
identity (Aviram, 2007). When one ethnicity attacks another ethnicity, ideitircevith one’s
group is enacted. This makes prejudicial actions against an out-group easib&gtdn this
context, for example, an outside source (out-group) attacked the United Statesigh-

The mistrust of foreigners emanates from the secrecy that the Bush aciiimstad
over the detention of those individuals arrested in the United States or captured abraeekin pl
such as Afghanistan (Tumlin, 2005). The Secret Evidence Repeal Act was caiftigited- 11,
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to give the federal government the authorization to keep individuals in custody withoutcevide
(Saito, 2005). In addition, the federal government does not have to give explanations for a
person’s detention to any outside sources, not even immigration lawyers (Saito, 2005).

Before the PATRIOT ACT was enacted, proof that a non-citizen was atsbwith a
terrorist organization had to be presented by the government before anyadkegacharges
could be filed (Hines, 2006). A “known should have known” clause had to be brought forth by
the government as evidence in order to make a connection (Hines, 2006). In esséhtédhe
States government had to have suspicion or probable cause to make a terrorisbocionact
individual. After the PATRIOT ACT, this clause was nullified and the govenitracquired
open restraining power to detain whomever they felt was of interest.

In 2003, the United States Supreme Court upheld this view by declaring that the
detention of immigrants without due process was not a constitutional violation (Hines,12006)
may be in part because language contained in this clause, “known or should have known,” is
vague and therefore innocent individuals could be deported from guiltless assowitti
humanitarian or political groups (Feingold, 2006). These groups could be labeledrast te
organizations by the United States and at the government’s discretion (BeRQf8).

When individuals are sectioned off into clichéd labels on political grounds, they are the
presented in a “good” or “evil” scenario (Edelman, 2001). The PATRIOT AG3ld&tign does
not make a distinction between a terrorist and an immigrant alien, makiffgcultio
distinguish one from the other. Therefore, the PATRIOT ACT and the ensuing “Warron’Te
gave the federal government unlimited power to target those deemed as vediketththe
United States. Among the victims of this action are immigrant alief®utijpproper
documentation that are seen as individuals unknown to American society; as suahe the
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viewed with cynicism (Tumlin, 2004). The 9-11 assailants broke immigration lawnaining
in the United States after their student visas expired. Once residing inited Btates, they
financed and orchestrated an attack from within the nation’s borders. As afekalt
September 11 attacks, immigration control came under scrutiny.

The possible threats from immigrants who come into the United Statesoaisteare
the primary reasons the PATRIOT ACT was thought necessary. Immgnatehtions are
essentially unknown in terms of what they want to accomplish in the United.Satee 9-11,
the course of action taken towards immigration policies are framed aroumahthat to
combat illegal immigration is to fight terrorism (Tumlin, 2004). As a diremttren to this
terrorism policy, the militarization of the border by means of the UnitedsStaitey National
Guard and civilian groups has taken place along the southern United States bdleligogGa
2004). The possibility of a person being a terrorist has become a key concesn to U
immigration officials. Due to the high influx of immigrants through the UniteteStilexican
border, the United States Army National Guard has been placed to reinforcettdu &tates
Border Patrol at certain locations.

Consequently, the United States government view of immigrant aliens being &odes
hard working has fallen by the wayside (Ngai, 2004). Immigrant alienseawed as the “other,”
or the out-group of American society. This perspective is due to perceptions thgtammi
aliens without proper documentation apparently have no foundational roots in the country.
Therefore, they are frowned upon as not-American or un-American (Saito, 20089. The
immigrants have thus been categorized as individual(s) with no legal statagparition
unknown to the society at large (Ngai, 2004). Consequently, immigrant aliens detainedhender t
PATRIOT ACT are denied their due process, and their right to consul withgnammon lawyers
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(Saito, 2005). Former Attorney General John Ashcroft stated, that “all post Qalieds are
terrorists” (Dow, 2004, p25). Thus, any immigrant alien is automatically ctethaath
terrorism, a symbolic interaction between both parties. The Bush-Ashcirietérmatism policy
never clarified the distinction between an “illegal alien” or a “terro(3ow, 2004).

According to Saito (2005), the federal government has based their accusapoasible
terrorists on stereotypes and/or racial profiling. A precedent has éeenascordance with how
an American is expected to appear. Consequently, it has made anyone not niacimmage a
“non-American” in the eyes of the status quo. These people do not posses thepstateoty
appearance of what an American is “supposed” to look like.

Security factors in an era afymmetric warfarés the assumption that United States
citizens and the federal government must combat terrorism by castingegat ithmigrants and
shutting down the borders (Barry, 2005). Part of the theory behind asymmetric vgatifeate
illegal immigrant aliens cannot be trusted in a time of war. Again, the Uniééelsjovernment
has also called out the National Guard to protect its southern borders from possibkt ter
penetration (Gallegos, 2004). Opponents of this measure call it excessive artchgi¢hei
militarization of the United States (Gallegos, 2004).

The current immigration sentiment brings forth conflict between segmenésWhite
American population and segments of racial and ethnic minority groups (Leatt, 2302).
However, throughout the history of the United States, there has been an assodiaten be
immigrants (legal or illegal) and the United States government’s eseiihey are intertwined
in order to make it manageable to critique and expel them from United Statésgdibreign
influence can be seen as dangerous and untrustworthy. This phenomenon was seen and
experienced with great occurrence during World War Il by those of Gernpamelkse, and
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Italian descent. They were the United States’ enemies that that timeeesndeen as potential
threats to the sovereignty of the United States (Daniels, 2006).

Therefore, the following study will address how undocumented immigrangoerayed
by political rhetoric via the PATRIOT ACT as possible terrorists on Agaarsoil. The current
thesis will answer the following research questions:

RQ1: How does the political rhetoric contained in the PATRIOT ACT
frame undocumented immigrants in the United States?

RQ2: What are the rhetorical implications of uniting terrorism

and immigration?

This chapter introduced and framed the thesis’s topic of study. It offagéd int the
sociopolitical setting that surrounds the topic of immigration to the U.S. afterithe@acks.
Chapter 2 will analyze the academic literature on the topic of study in ¢éimasv critical
discourse analysis can be used to analyze the rhetoric surrounding the issuer. Dhvdbt
demonstrate the methods used for the study. Chapter 4 will describe the finglakethdt
study. Chapter 5 will summarize the present study, address itsilbm#tadand provide ideas for

future research.



Chapter 2Literature Review

Political rhetoric is comprised of many attributes that lends itself to ppétception, in-
group/out-group, and the other. It has its roots in history by showing how political cretori
influence an entire nation to conform to a government belief system. Depending on tical pol
rhetoric will be used, stereotypes play a role in laying the foundation for promotageada
against a specific ethnic, religious or political faction. Immigration @dit the United States
mirror past political rhetoric, not as extreme as before, but still contasathe undertones of
what was used before.

Historically, political rhetoric has had a presence that extends tateh&9th Century.
However, it was not until the 1930’s which was the beginning of political rhetarig be
transmitted to a mass audience in the form of propaganda (Nicotra, 2009). lngasitied to a
mass audience through an assortment of media outlets such as radio and propagareta speech
Propaganda was the popular term for political rhetoric in the 1930’s (Nicotra, 2009).

The 1930’s was an era in which the function and influence of both language and
communication were being understood in America (Nicotra, 2009). In order to understand and
educate the American population on language and communication, there were two kahools t
were formed. These schools were The Institute of Propaganda Analysis #h83#g Institute
for General Semantics (1938) by Count Alfred Korzybski. Both took and academic and
influential look at the power and prestige that language and communication had on people.

However, during the 1930’s in Europe, there were other governmental entities at work
using political rhetoric for their virulent schemes. While the UnitedeStags trying to learn the
basics of how rhetoric and communication worked, the Nazis were trying ez use of
political rhetoric and communication. During World War I, political rhetoraswsed to great
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effect to serve both the Allies and Axis powers alike. It had a profound effect sadin@ns of
society that it was meant to persuade. This form of political rhetoric desplsgnomous effects
in terms that it could rally to assemble a nation to do the will of a governmentf Rdnat made
up the rhetoric at that time was stereotypes transformed into “truths” ethoit members of
society. The term stereotype can be thought of as having a belief b @le within a specific
ethnic or religious group have attributes and characteristics that waefamte behavior from
that ethnicity or religion (Baron, Byrne, & Johnson, 1998). In doing so, it createdhg lkeiféct
on those considered the other of those nations.

This government was responsible for taking political rhetoric to new heights. e Na
communicated their political rhetoric through radio, parades, literatureimeua (Koonz,
2003). According to Simpson (2008), propaganda flmmaker Remi Reifenstahl createdtane of
most influential propaganda films in existen€aumph of the Wil[1934). This propaganda film
promoted the superiority of the in-group, while at the same time disgraced theTathetried
to accomplish this feat by adopting propaganda to communicate their poligtadic to a mass
audience. According to Nicotra (2009), propaganda draws on the imagery of “hyigi¢he”
realm of a social, racial, and personal context. A quote from Aranson (193S): state

Propaganda, once released, is like a contagion because fear is contagious.
Its phrases are taken up and repeated without any effort to smell out their
tainted sources. Why? Because propaganda appeals to the violent emotions
of fear and hatred-passions not difficult to mobilize.

The propaganda the Nazis implemented created agents of dissention among the
population in order to create a sense of dread and anger towards a particulargtbhiical
entity. Stereotyping was commonplace, in order to spawn alarm and revulsion tthwaels
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deemed outside of the societal norms. Joseph Goebbels headed the Ministry oéfinkgint
and Propaganda, and he manipulated political rhetoric to control the thoughts that the Germa
population had on the Jewish community, Communists, Catholics, and others deemed as the
other. One of his proclamations about propaganda was:
The best propaganda is that which as it were, works invincibly,
penetrates the whole of life without the public having any knowledge
of the propagandist initiative (Koonz, 2003).
Therefore, when one looks at political rhetoric through a historical perspemtirean
see that it has major influence over segments of the population. Today, thategppb€
rhetorical rhetoric to control and belittle members of other ethnicitles)asts. Though, they
may not be as extreme as that which came out of WWII, but the fact remaipslitical
rhetoric still communicates to society during times of peril. One of the umgriyanifestations
is the manner that the out-group has been viewed by the in-group through politicat.rhetor
According to Lee & Ottatai (2002), the out-group and in-group standpoint is that the out-
group (ethnic) is looked at as being unworthy or looked down negatively by the in-ghosips T
formed through prejudicial or a social hierarchy in order to preserve thé¢ isecification or
group belongingness of the in-group. A collective identity that reinforces-p®ups
preference to be at the top of societal structure is also part of the in-group amdupustance
(Lee & Ottatai, 2002).
In the United States, political rhetoric has played a part in persuading nseoh tiee
American population to consider immigrant aliens in a certain train of thought t®&M/WII,
there were other anti-immigrant laws that were put in place in the Ustiééels. Much like the
PATRIOT ACT, these laws attacked immigrants for the possible threatpdlsey either to
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national security or the fabric of the United States. In 1790, the United Statag€3opgssed

the first immigration legislation that restricted naturalized erighip to onlyffree white men

(Saito, 2005). All others were recognized asdtieer, and therefore were not legitimate
contenders to become United States citizens. This was done to keep immigranergvho w
consideredon-whitefrom out populating the white establishment who held power in the United
States.

Chinese immigrants along with immigrants of other ethnicities where usedjgsgoats
to endorse an anti-immigrant agenda in Congress (LoBreglio, 2004). Anti-iamhlggislation
only pertained to those immigrants who were no longer desired in the United $tates. |
consequently made room for the next arrival of immigrants that were neededdpriaber.

The Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 halted the migration of Chinese immigrants to tad Unit
States. Employers then focused their attention to employing Mexican wookidl the positions
needed (LoBreglio, 2004). During the late 1800s to early 1900s, Mexican immigrantsocame
the United States without any legislative restrictions (LoBreglio, 200za\eder, during the
1920’s the economy’s supply and demand structure in the United States changed. & thange
the extent that Mexican immigrants were not needed for employment imgrabers as they
once were.

The 1924 Act was passed to oust and to stop unchecked immigration from coming into
the United States (LoBreglio, 2004). This act stipulated that visas be requiedidriamigrants
who came into the United States. Though, many immigrants, primarily Mexicaactesbto
follow this law and crossed into the United States without proper documentation. Due to the

large numbers of Mexicans crossings, the Border Patrol was createdrieédhfs legislation
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along the borders of the Southwest (LoBreglio, 2004). Immigrants were sdgjugahe
Southwestern region of the United States, being rounded up and sent back to Mexico. by force
In addition, every three months the migrant had to confirm his or her addressng writi
to the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) (Daniels, 2006). John Ashaliefd for
the same action after 9-11 for Middle Easterners and South Asian people livindJimtea
States (Daniels, 2006). Though instead of deportation there would be arrest followed by
interrogation. More anti-immigrant legislation soon followed such as theaMetAct of 1952
and Congressional Bill: HR4437 Border Protection, Anti-Terrorism, and lllegalgration Act
of 2005. Both legislative bills targeted Mexican immigrants whose presenice United States
caused a sense of economic, criminal and racial turmoil. The Wetback Act of 195Zsext pa
while HR4437 was held off due to its radical call of action against immigrantsakithout
proper documentation such as mass deportation.

Perceptions of these ethnicities were increased by the way the rapthaunicated its
message about these ethnicities to the American public. As was discussestunlyhehetoric
has the ability to manipulate a train of thought. Chapter 3 will discuss the methptwht is
incorporated in the study. It will outline the use intercultural communicatigicatdiscourse
analysis, and how qualitative research is used in the study. In addition, dausl dn the use of

political rhetoric through speeches and the use of rhetoric during times ahd.aeril.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

Qualitative research will be utilized because it is appropriate fasaddy questions
about culture, interpretation, and power (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002). The purpose for using
gualitative research in this study is that it conserves for examinationuhtediform, content,
and understanding of societal acts rather than applying it to mathematitaéostrict
transformations (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002). It gives the study the capability tmbdifiable and
yielding in terms of the qualitative inquiry that will be assembled (Lindldfalor, 2002). This
study will also include the use of intercultural communication (ICC), an argtaadyf that is
concerned with the relational connection between the members of diverse cadtioals
(Martin & Nakayama, 1999). Within intercultural communication, sociolinguisigssplayed a
vital role in social constructions of cultural knowledge and identities (Lindlof &Fag002).
Lofland (1991) characterizes qualitative studies in the types of questions asked:

What kinds of things are going on here? What are the forms of this

phenomena? What variations do we find in this phenomenon? That is

gualitative analysis is addressed to the task of delineating forms,

kinds and types of social phenomena, and of documenting in loving

detail the things that exist. (p.13)

Denzin and Lincoln (2000) define qualitative research as researchergeumidate
constructive and imperative forms from obtainable, disconnected assets in ordentbl@aske
situational requirements. In short, it is left to the qualitative reseai@ltenstruct a study from
the information they have collected in order to reveal relations of power thhtiarieated

through this method.
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ICC is a subfield of communication that has been influenced by postmodern and critical
standpoints in terms of Western culture’s imposing position regarding homogeneity
assimilation, rationality, and consensus (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002). Cultures mayassrof
diverse communities, which comprise of nation states, regional entities, anchpslistems.
Unequal power relations, diversity, and preconceptions of ethnicity, class, amd glemdities
play a major role in terms of what intercultural communication examinedI@fi& Taylor,
2002).

Using this method of sending a message to the general public, a rhetoricaboonflat
between what a terrorist is and how the terrorist is perceived is molded thrdiogih discourse
analysis (CDA). According to Fairclough and Wodak (1997), CDA is methodologically
approaching primary philosophical assumptions, principles, and inherent knowledge-power
dynamics. It attempts to capture the affiliation between discourse aetysaad the micro-
macropolitical structures of power relations. It does so by drawing frassartment of
theoretical backdrops and methodological tools (Luke, 2002).

CDA will be aided by the use of critical theory to further develop the philosophical
underlying of this study. According to van Dijk (2001), critical discourse arsaiy a form of
analysis that demonstrates the exploitation of dominance, inequality, andpsvegalabuses. It
originated from discourse analysis, which can be traced to the study of language, apéde
literature extending to approximately 2,000 years ago. Furthermore itlasérates how these
three entities are then resisted by text and oral communication in a socialitiodl gpoihtext
(van Dijk, 2001).

Political communication, much like critical theory, is active and continualrgldping
to the differing forms of political applications (Esser & Pfetsch, 2004).i€altommunication
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was introduced by Blumler and Gurevitch as a direct result of the studyitafgd@ultural study
in the 1960s (Pfetsch, 2004). When rhetorical communication is introduced to the papgea! a
of communication, it delivers a message to adhere to what the audience wantslto hear.
influences the political culture and orients itself to opinion building, hence its neleva the
study of the application of the tert@rrorist to a specific individual or person.

During times of war, the political rhetoric that is utilized by the powertshiaas
persuasive and undeviating. War rhetoric concentrates on the: (a) audiense’sfse
territoriality; (b) ethnocentricity; (c) optimism; and (d) its redace to war aims (McPhail,
1994). This has been evident since the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Certier and t
Pentagon on September 11, 2001. New terminology has been introduced into American speech
which illustrates the nature of the “War on Terror.” It is rhetoric thatilitaristic in nature,
using phrases such as “sleeper cells,” “dirty bomb,” “border infiltratiamj”“asymmetrical
warfare” (Collins & Glover, 2002).

An example of this was the speech presented by former president GeorgenWihBus
told the American public after the 9-11 attacks

A great people has been moved to defend a great nation. Terrorist

attacks can shake the foundations of our biggest buildings, but they

cannot touch the foundation of America. These acts shattered steel,

but they cannot dent the steel of American resolve.

America was targeted for attack because we’re the brightest beacon

for freedom and opportunity in the world. And no one will keep that

from shining. Today our nation saw evil, the very worst of human nature. And

we responded with the best of America-with daring our rescue workers,

15



with the caring for strangers and neighbors who came to give blood

and help in any way they could. This is a day when all Americans from every
walk of life unite in our resolve for justice and peace. America has stood
down enemies before, and we will do so this time. None of us will ever forget
this day. Yet, we go forward to defend freedom and all that is good and just
in our world (Silberstein, 2002).

The grammatical selection of language is formed in a passive-aggressiveotasdo
sound sympathetic, but vigorous at the same time. This was one of many rhetaieoadists
made by the Bush administration to tap into the nationalistic sentiments thatithrehad at
that time. This was prior to the United States entering into Afghanistan, but usmghetoric
has consequences due to it creating a world of understanding that is enveldpedleyoric
that is outputted (Silberstein, 2002). After the attacks 9-11, the media usedittiezss
“America Under Attack,” “Attack on America,” and this generation’s “Petarbor.”

The label given to those that caused the attacks of 9-11 was evildoers (Colliosek, Gl
2002). In a sense, terrorists are segmented into the label of “good” versudt'e/d simple
yet effective manifestation which the American public can understandr{€&lIGlover, 2002).
The terrorist attacks of 9-11, the mind-set in the political establishmenashiigton D.C. was
transformed from passive to defensive (Wolfe, 2008). In a sense, an image had to betednstr
of what a terrorist looked like and for what Americans should watch.

This rhetoric invokes a distress that may or may not be intended by the audieige that
the recipient of such terminology (Collins & Glover, 2002). Complexities evolve \akadt the
meaning of the message is, because the audience draws their conclusionstfexpgréences
or typecasts. A network of communication is fashioned between the rhiatdris sent to the
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receiver, and how the message is established. When a sender transmitga togksareceiver,
senders do not ascertain the power to determine what the definition of the message i

What occurs is the receiver obtains the message that is sent by the Gsicddhe
message is grasped by the receiver, then the true definition of the mestisgkyed. However,
pessimistic undertones and fraudulent claims will always be injected intoichbtdris implied
to the general populace (Feldman & Landtsheer, 1998). The first studies abpdtiétoric
were from The French Revolution (Frey, 1925; Ranft, 1908). All language that is put into a
certain context can become political rhetoric.

The use of the name terrorist to any group or nation is used to advocate trepidtteon
society at large. The term terrorist or terrorism is margiedltp define a group or groups that
use shock tactics via militarized or economic power to create upheavekékjlP006). These
tactics are used in an attempt to set new principles and set forth theigenegsgnall other
political organizations in society. Among many of the tools that tersdneste at their disposal,
communication is an imperative instrument for which to deliver their point. Tgroorterrorism
comes from the Latin wortdrrer, which means to frighten (O’Ballana, 1979).

According to Schmid (1982), terrorism and mass communication are associftedet
other. A communication structure is constructed to set forth an order for whiclsémiptiee
message that a terrorist wants. The sender is the terrorist, a messag®genthe victim, and a
receiver, the enemy (Schmid, 1982). Modern technology has enabled a terrorisirionicete
a message on a mass scale to the audience via the media or other sources. d\tlisveas
seen after the 9-11 attacks when Al Qaeda videotaped their messages ard thkegideo to
media outlets such as Al Jazeera television. Al Qaeda has since adopteddb pyot
communicate to a mass audience by using such tactics. Former diplomat Davieanked:
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The medias mission to cover the news and the terrorists ability
to ‘create’ news have led to a symbiotic relationship between
the two, one in which the media not only convey the news, but
help the terrorist create it. (Silberstein, 2002)

Political rhetoric has been used in the context of influencing or informing the public
large. The vocabulary and importance of rhetoric is dependent on the framework and the
projected audience to which the statement is made (MacDonell, 1986). Bosmajian (a1e8i3) s
that the application of names and classification towards a distinct segmieatpoioulace may
have positive or negative effects. Rhetoric has progressed into an academimeiadiph is
utilized by using specific vocabulary to deliver a message to a specifenaadiMcPhail, 1994;
Said, 1978). This form of communication may take advantage of the emotions that thegeceivi
audience is experiencing at that time (Edelman, 2001).

Critical theory is a form of social critique that addresses conceptstanes, social
parity, and autonomy against oppression and dominance within societal constrilots (Ke
1995). Critical theory showcases the adverse effects of how terroristaianglants are merged
into the same field by the introduction of political rhetorical communicationlllbe used as in
conjunction with CDA for this analysis.

A CDA of the USA PATRIOT ACT showcases the unification of immigramsahed
terrorists. It demonstrates a defensive posture toward those deemed @ ttiredinited States.
It necessitates an interpretation between culture and society in teresooiading powers,
dominance, and struggle. The use of nationalism, nativism, and an authoritariae gastur
demonstrated in the language that composes the PATRIOT ACT. It is an tote!f@mnt of
view that employs scholarly inquiry with matters of pressing and impenatiease in the non-
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scholarly world (Widdowson, 2004). Critical discourse analysis makes releganticse
analysis by introducing it to an ethical foundation and ideological principle (Wslnigv2004).

The stances in critical discourse analysis vary in terms of its pqsatohtechniques
(Luke, 2002; cited in Widdowson, 2004). It showcases how language is used for the eXercise
socio-political control (Widdowson, 2004). Textual composition determines the interglerson
significance for the reader. The terminology used, as well as the meahthgswords, depends
on where and against what the statement is made (Macdonell, 1986). In this waly crit
discourse analysis, critical discourse analysis connects properteedsoéind social processes
and relations (e.g. power relations, ideologies), which are generally nohkadihe people who
produce and interpret the text in question (Fairclough, 1995). In addition it also reéhgfies
integration of ‘micro analysis’ (of discourse) and the ‘macro’ analygisch includes the
language policy and planning.

Fairclough (1995) designated the manner in which the receiving audiencesitsterpat
is projected to them. It is done so by (a) description (text analysisitéopietation (processing
analysis); and (c) explanation (social analysis) of the discoursedrédatiee topic. This is done
by constructing the social identification and social relationships for tderdaanguage that
may be fragmented will cause a dual meaning for the reader, potentiaiggte receiver’'s
audience to misunderstand and take at face value what is being said (Widdowson, 2004).

van Dijk (1996) used an example of how a message directed at a particular audience may
be misconstrued. He took an excerpt written by John Kay and Alison Bowyer framorttien
Sunnewspaper (2 February 1989) about illegal immigrants. This shows the mannechn whi
rhetoric may be utilized to alter the reality of the situation. van Dijk deaphbis passage by
stating that it was written for a largely White British audience. Thriceused such terms as,
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“invaded,” “overwhelmed,” and “tens of thousands” to bring a about the represardfa
military invasion led by immigrants coming to find jobs in the United Kingdomidarit
attention is given to such terminology on the basis that it gives a false reatieseoitt the
individuals that it is mentioning. Hence, the usage of language is fragmented andtigies
an accurate portrayal of the event.

During times of war, the political rhetoric that is utilized by the poweslie is
persuasive and undeviating. War rhetoric concentrates on the: (a) audiense’sfse
territoriality; (b) ethnocentricity; (c) optimism; (d) and its relesamo war aims (McPhalil,

1994). This has been evident since the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Certier and t
Pentagon on 9-11. New terminology has been introduced into American speech whietiafustr
the nature of the “War on Terror.” It is rhetoric that is militaristioature, using phrases such as
“sleeper cells,” “dirty bomb,” “border infiltration,” and “asymmetricaarfare” (Collins &

Glover, 2002). It is a simple yet effective manifestation for which the Avaempeople can
understand (Collins & Glover, 2002).

This rhetoric invokes a distress that may or may not be intended by the audieige that
the recipient of such terminology (Collins & Glover, 2002). Such vocabulary showcagastthe
that this type of warfare is against an unseen enemy which can attatti{ldoward, Forest &
Moore, 2006). In direct consequence of such actions, a misapplication of who is a tessorist
evolved. The application of such a title has overlapped the societal distinction between a
immigrant alien and a terrorist. Therefore, immigrant aliens have been deb|jbyahe status
quo into a category of being a national security threat. This situation plays il dhef

critical theory in terms of how immigrant aliens are being subjugated intertioeist grouping.
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The PATRIOT ACT singled out specific groups, among them immigrant aliebgjras
a danger to the national sovereignty. The merger of terrorism and immignagsrtlge notion
that “all” immigrants are “suspects first” and “immigrants secqidimlin, 2004). Immigrant
aliens are therefore thrust into the spectrum of being terrorist threatsf 8wey are not directly
associated with this type of activity or a terrorist entity. Therefore difficult to ascertain a
solid determination of who is a terrorist without stereotyping. Immigrantsadiee thus placed
in the spectrum of threatening the way of life in the United States. Imnsdrané been the
main object of ridicule because they are not recognized as Americans.

Due to this, a racial dynamic has produced a communicative aspect to the poptibace a
what a stereotypical terrorist looks like. Timothy McVeigh took part in thal@kha City
bombing of 1995, one of the deadliest terrorist attacks on American soil prior ttetties atf 9-
11. Yet, he did not fit the stereotypical likeness of what a terrorist is supposed tikédotmkthe
American population. The mold of a terrorist is that of a foreigner, with thactisgness of a
person from the Middle East and not of European descent. American law enforcement was
looking for an individual who more than likely is of Middle Eastern ethnicity. This esleatly
showed that a terrorist attack is automatically connected to a cehaiaitgtthat has
predominantly been involved in terrorist attacks

In conclusion, this passage divulged the multitude of different aspectsehavalved in
political rhetoric, and how it is delivered to a mass audience. It gives ceetietie application
of such rhetoric by government, by showing how the PATRIOT ACT enacts such aspersua
significance. Complexity and timing are essential to molding the CDA antetivrking
communication of the PATRIOT ACT. Cultural pluralism is shown by having the ethmitth
higher influence dictate what the status quo is. Chapter 3 explains the methodology and
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analytical framework used to deconstruct the PATRIOT ACT. It will do sodking at the
gualitative aspect, as well as intercultural communication charaicteris
Framework

Attention will be given to the language which will be used to divulge the delbmeatti
the rhetoric of study. The language expressed reflects the nature ohe/RRTRIOT ACT
uses to categorize immigrant aliens. Immigrant alien is in itself attexnplaces an individual
that is not a United States citizen, although it juxtaposes the immigramiaalian outsider or
other. Such vocabulary showcases the act that this type of warfare is againseen enemy
which can attack at will (Howard, Forest & Moore, 2006). Such was the case whemdhstse
unexpectedly skyjacked civilian aircraft, and used the aircraft adesissiattack symbols of
American prominence.

In direct consequence of such actions, a misapplication of who is a terrorist had.evolve
The application of such a title has overlapped the societal distinction betweemignant alien
and a terrorist. It alienates individuals, placing them in a sphere of exgaoation from the
status quo. Therefore, a direct connection will be made between the rhetosctirgained in
the PATRIOT ACT and the presumed threat that immigrant aliens create.

The following terms are selected in descending order as can be found in the HATRIO
ACT. The terms of analysis are: (a) presidential authority; (b) edswts with a terrorist
organization; (c) mandatory detention of suspected terrorists; (d) patiiei of office of
Homeland Security on entry-exit task force; and (e) foreign student monifoggam.

The terms selected will help answer the research questions by exahunirtige
PATRIOT ACT personifies immigrant aliens in relation to terrorisime $ubsections within
each term are what hold the structure and rhetoric of the personification skeattawards
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immigrant aliens via the PATRIOT ACT. One has to analyze what is oactavithin each term
in order for an enhanced understanding of the term to be interpreted.

In summary, the narrative account of this chapter disclosed an alteratenmby
divulging what they mean from a critical perspective. It shows the daungeerrain that the
PATRIOT ACT traverses in terms of the rhetoric that encompassesigiatem. Each term
centers on the meaning behind the rhetoric of each term’s analysis. Téeegimining the
terms will assist in answering the research questions. It does sarnjneg the categorical
application of a narrative construction of immigrant aliens. Chapter 4 will prdwdgudy’s
findings between the relationship of critical discourse analysis and thegaessdent of the
PATRIOT ACT. The chapter will answer the two research questions, and do rsoryg

governmental political rhetoric and how it is applied to immigrant aliens.
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Chapter 4: Analysis

This chapter will address the study and its results by explaining what thre@dffects
of combining terrorism and immigration through political rhetoric, and the itapoe of
government power in delivering such rhetoric. It presents the results to g¢aetre$earch
guestions. Attention will be paid to factors such as illusory correlationpigieal perception,
stereotypes, and misconceptions.

The first research question asks if political rhetoric contained in the PATRCIT
frames a certain perception in relation to immigrant aliens. In turn, roloésd an overall
negative stigma against immigrant aliens due to the high level of attendamportance that it
gives toward immigrant aliens. It has done so by joining undocumented immigesust \&lth
terrorism and moves the previous issues that are coincided with immigtatioas poverty,
race, and social order, into a realm of violent disorder (De Ming Fan, 2007). A sentirat
immigrant aliens are going to menace the American way of life througbugaiactors, most
importantly terrorism permeates into the political spectrum (Paxton & Mughan,. Z06éhse
of the “us versus them” mentality has set in with certain sections of peapteih the United
States when it comes to immigration (Gallegos, 2006).

The terrorist threat has added a new dimension to the threat scale throalgh whi
immigrant aliens are viewed (Paxton & Mughan, 2006). The immigrant alien basméd¢he
unknown figure that casts a shadow of doubt, fear and deceitfulness. As a result, an illusor
correlation between immigrants and terrorists has been construed (De Mir2DB@). An
illusory correlation is a false perception of association between twaesrtttit is an
overestimation between real correlations (De Ming Fan, 2007). Thus, it causes audgguent
in relation to correlations that do and do not exist between the two entities, {rpvaly
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credence to the notion that United States immigration law has always é@afotig with
political and economic policies (Hines, 2006).

The ideological perception given by the title of the PATRIOT ACT is mishegdlis
rhetorical connotations frame immigrant aliens as terrorists.riiétsric turns immigrant aliens
into military insurgent figureheads or into insurgents molding themselves in&ysed¢hout
revealing their true identity. The social interaction process demorsstihatteimmigrant aliens
and terrorism are viewed through the lens of stereotypes or racialqyofihe language used
via symbolic meaning to describe immigrant aliens now directly relatist of depicting
terrorists (Howard, 2000).

Because immigrants have militaristic rhetoric applied to them in the RATRCT,
they are seen as the “other” and may be subject to governmental dominance and &ialtal
terrorism has presented a new type of risk that cannot disconnect “extesnakrir‘internal”
security threat (Dow, 2004). In the PATRIOT ACT, the law is structured kyimgand then
followed by a subheading containing a subsection. Under each subsection, there age decre
which form the PATRIOT ACT.

For exampleSubtitle B-Enhanced Immigration Provisiooisthe PATRIOT ACT,
constitutes an imperative foundation through which immigrant aliens andgserraré coupled.
Subheadings that are listed under this subtitle areSEJ. 411 DEFINITIONS RELATING TO
TERRORISM(b). SEC. 412 MANDATORY DETENTION OF SUSPECTED TERRORISTS,
HABEUS CORPUS, JUDICIAL REVIEV¥). SEC. 413 MULTILATERAL COOPERATION
AGAINST TERRORIST®&). SEC. 414 VISA INTEGRITY AND SECURITY.

This section of the PATRIOT ACT redefines the definition of a terroristrozgtion,
placing tighter restrictions on immigrants, creating a broader defirof terrorist activity, and
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empowering the United States government to exercise any authoritydlaenessary to detain
or arrest terrorists. However, the rhetoric uses complex connotations tbelesat define the
law. Within these connotations are emotional connections tied to terrorism. Aptexosr one
of the sections illustrates this point:

(F) ASSOCIATION WITH TERRORIST ORGANIZATIONS-Any alien

who the Secretary of State, after consultation with the Attorney General,

after consultation with the Secretary of State, determines has beemataskoci

with a terrorist organization and intends while in the United States to engage

solely, principally, or incidentally in activities that could endanger theawneelf

safety, or security of the United States is inadmissible.

These emotional connections maybe positive, negative or a mixture of both, depending
on the political view that the individual wants to project. This is whether youldn#ted States
citizen seeking protection, or an immigrant alien on the receiving end of the BATAZT. A
correlation is then crafted into the connotation that produces rhetoric thatcghgcsichemes
and molds itself into an immigrant-terrorist illusory correlation (Dedviran, 2007). A distorted
perception occurs, which inevitably includes seeing correlations that ovenohet@ctual
correlations (De Ming Fan, 2007). In this case, the United States governmenliloawatiy
conceal the nature of what each subsection entails. It may be redefs@dething else, in
order for the receiving audience to be deceived into accepting as truth whaATREOH ACT
states (Edelman, 2001).

Metaphorically, it hides its true meaning by forecasting itself as thomgethat is self-
explanatory, when in reality it is something that is much different. Languageagustify
actions and conditions have little bearing on the actual consequences of actions antbnsnclus
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other than to justify support (Edelman, 2001). Since the PATRIOT ACT does not make a
distinction between a terrorist and an immigrant alien, rhetoricallyareegot sectioned off into
a “good” and “evil” framework (Edelman, 2001). Textual structure determinges t
interpretational meaning for the reader, causing fragmented language tdubhweeaning to the
reader (Widdowson, 2004). Americans can be united by sharing a hatred for an endray that
caused the United States harm. The good-evil scenario is broken down by rhetaliavisathe
line as to who is good and who is evil. According to Silberstein (2002), rhetoric such as
“despicable acts” and “mass murder” are used to describe the enenmedJoiited States. This
is in direct contrast to “the brightest beacon of freedom,” which is used to syméadize
represent the United States as wholesome and the savior of freedom.

For exampleSEC. 412, SEC 236 (a) DETENTION OF TERRORIST ALIE»Ss
engaged in any other activity that endangers the national security of thd Btates. The
interpretational power that is given to this section is open- ended and subjectrtdividual
interpretation of the Attorney General. It is not easily distinguighablto what “activity” might
endanger the United States.

In summary, the PATRIOT ACT has planted a sense of untrustworthiness and uneasiness
amongst the immigrant aliens that are currently living in the United Sfatesssortment of
convoluted prejudicial stigmas on immigrant aliens has developed whetherdeye or not.
Reinforcing these stigmas was the fact that prior to 9-11, 80% of United Stiatassovere
against the usage of racial profiling to capture and or interrogate suspeataals (Tumlin,
2004). After 9-11, 70% of the United States population believed that racial profilingnvas

essential tool to maintain security. Foreign terrorists exploited UnisgdsSmmigration laws to
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infiltrate the nation and launch a terrorist attack that inevitably a&#ianmigration and
security prevention (Rudolph, 2006).

Therefore, application of negative rhetoric to immigrant aliens has céwesed t
representation to society at large to be called into question. Whether thesclegitimate or
not, rhetoric has caused a trickledown effect in which the application of the wanikteras
shown the influence rhetoric has. From a historical perspective, previous imnhegialation,
such as the Wetback Act of 1952, alienates the receiver of the legislation bgtthecrutilized.

The second research question addresses the rhetorical implications of ngmbini
terrorism and immigration. Rhetoric affects political action by manifg itself into a form of
repetitive claims (Tumlin, 2004). One can look at the stereotypes that aredapptiifferent
ethnicities. These representations can create worlds and versions of hatrlai®tfalse in
nature. According to Tumlin (2004), stereotypes can support a false claiendédain group is
inferior or dangerous (e.g. Jews control the media and banks, homosexuals explei cardr
African Americans are mentally substandard). When it comes to t&r@isacial element is
communicated by applying the notion that terrorists are meant to have a pa#jpdarance,
that appearance being that terrorists are meant to have a Middle Eastern look.

Therefore, in the PATRIOT ACT, the rhetoric that is utilized in placingignamt aliens
involves a sense of insecurity and threat by the immigrant aliens againstitbe States
(Tumlin, 2004). It places immigrant aliens in a sphere as a possible enemmuttdie under
constant surveillance, scrutiny, and vigilance. It plays on the fact thatidhweburishes itself by
enveloping on the strong sentiments and viewpoints that are at times substandesdhghence

and structure augment each other. Sentiments and viewpoints eventually |eadsaidital

28



socialization of the populace by having thought and behavior being influenced bgapoliti
rhetoric (Tumlin, 2004).

Therefore, it is seen as unpatriotic to make a critical analysis of thed Btiates
government’s actions and beliefs after 9-11 in targeting immigramisgfieimlin, 2004). On the
contrary, politicians do not want to be the ones to question the validity of whah centéions of
the PATRIOT ACT entail, because they do not want to be “with the terrorists.”

In its own right, the implication of looking sentimental towards immigrant ahaght
render that politician as being a dissenter towards the fabric of Amlenages dominate
language, writing, and thinking and produce a key influence in terms of influerndiad s
change and more than likely a conservative force. Therefore, immigrangsibject to being
intertwined with political initiatives (e.g. affirmative action, immagon) and subsequently
become ideological prospects for individuals to discriminate and not be accusedmyf bigot
(Stuart & Magana, 2002). Ideologies that are driven by negative rhetoric evekastipbased
on false assumptions and beliefs which are then proclaimed as fact.

The rhetoric used is formed from the nature of the environment from the surroundings
from which they originated. Though it does not consider the opinions or the root from which the
rhetoric was derived (Edelman, 2001). An individual's ideology may be pronounced even great
using his or her personal linguistics, and no independent thought being used to origamate an
result. It is used to justify support of the rhetoric used by justifying therscand own personal
thought.

Media interpretations of events that affect the United States and itsgitizy generate
anger, happiness, or the like. Thus, when the PATRIOT ACT is interpreted through one enti
such as a politician, that politician may generate the rhetoric in the RATRCT as something
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of a necessity to combat terrorism. When it is transmitted to the reces@ndttidual may not
assume any ill intentions. It solely relies on the fact that the rhetoridnasedhe PATRIOT
ACT, through the politician, and subsequently to the receiving audience is for the best.

Building on the rhetoric, and adding negative connotations to it has left a permanent
stigma on immigrant aliens. One’s concept about terroristic occurrendesp8ing the focal
point, is molded by public and political oratory. The general public bases their opinions of an
ethnicity or religion by messages that are given to them by various soiicatis given to
them is taken to heart without questioning the validity of its source.

Chapter 4 divulged the complexities of trying to interpret competing reprasastaf
immigrant aliens, and the political rhetoric that encompasses the PATRBJITResearch
guestions examined sections of the PATRIOT ACT to reach a conclusion to thempiasked.
The research questions concluded that the PATRIOT ACT has had ill effects towaridsant
aliens. It has done so by placing a racial element in the rhetoric andg@aatmosphere of
fear and doubt in the American population. Authentic perceptions of immigrant akens ar
difficult to ascertain when the message sent to the receiver is mis@shby misinformation.
The authenticity that is given to the general public by the PATRIOT ACT migldenot
guestioned due to it coming from a governmental figurehead.

Chapter 5 will discuss the study’s impact, limitations, and ideas for futseanah. In
addition, it will also cover the “War on Terror” and its effects on immigrhens Historical
events will be utilized to exemplify how the United States has acted in prewents such as 9-
11. Limitations and future research will discuss what restrictions wesernges in this study,

and what future research will present in this field of study.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
The critical discourse analysis showed the use of rhetoric and its imialtomein the
PATRIOT ACT. Rhetoric is more than vocabulary or language comprised to delnessage.
Its use in the PATRIOT ACT showcases the nature of language to pladgrant aliens into a
category of fear, deviousness, and dangerousness. The CDA conducted here sugtiests tha
PATRIOT ACT symbolizes authoritarianism and fear mongering agaimsigrant aliens. The
following chapter will recapitulate what was covered in this study.

The two research questions asked led to the conclusions that emphasizédhalitya
of the PATRIOT ACT, as well as the strain it poses on immigrant aliens thnthagise of
specific rhetoric. The reason these specific questions were posed is lukeie aoléquacy in
covering the concerns that arose after the institution of the PATRIOT AGtTjust
concentrating on the effects this rhetoric would have on the “War on Terror,” but also®n thos
that would be targeted by this legislation. Attention was placed on the rhetotw ithie
authority and power in society.

The PATRIOT ACT is subject to a critical analysis in order to anaheehetoric
brought forth by the PATRIOT ACT. A translation of the rhetoric was done i todeetter
understand what the law states. What the PATRIOT ACT states cannot bettiacnvalue.
On the contrary, a categorization of the rhetoric must be done in order for the tatepref
the stated rhetoric in the PATRIOT ACT to be understood better.

The first research question elaborates on the pessimistic framing ajramtnaliens vis-
a-vis the PATRIOT ACT. Negativity that is applied on a consistent basissweiitually appear
to be reality to many. The PATRIOT ACT does not distinguish between irantigliens and
terrorists. It combines both and when the law is read, it does not state that & apf#ieorists
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and not to immigrant aliens. The question was selected by looking at the how intralgnas
were viewed during times of crisis in the United States throughout its hiBtalging on that
notion, it appears that nothing has changed in the contemporary United States. Whetethe U
States was attacked in Pearl Harbor, it was an automatic reaction tandétoge Japanese
Americans with racist propaganda and to view them as if they had a hand in the pladning a
bombing of Pearl Harbor (Daniels, 2006). Anti-Japanese rhetoric inundated the Uaits] &
much so that what was being said was considered to be true. After 9-11, the storewaac
adopted against Arab-Americans and all things Middle Eastern.

The second research questions address the implications of using negative andrgiccusat
rhetoric against immigrant aliens. The questions tried to inquire if negatieichsill
potentially lead to a bigoted mindset against immigrant aliens. As was prestatsld, an
illusionary correlation might occur in having both immigrant aliens and teigsdrésconnected
via the PATRIOT ACT.

The United States has a long history of racist actions against immigears. AWhen the
United States is involved in wars, the racist factor is elevated to anyenare level that
overwhelms any state of mind. A cause and effect scenario is that adgesantment against
those that are enemies of the United States are projected through rfi¢tenibetoric might be
in the form of propaganda or laws that are set into place to classify a cegaiarg of society
as enemies or possible enemies. Therefore, the rhetoric that is used hdistive initerms of
who is the “good guy”. That is, that those that are fighting against the Unégss &re to be
vilified.

A war on terror has encompassed many factors, including immigration, loértidis,
and the subject of torture. Immigrant aliens are at times considered “drélmtbause they do
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not fit the mold of the status qubhe otheiis defined as having the characteristics of attachment
and preference for one’s own group (in-group), while eliminating the other groupréaym}g
(Aviram, 2007). Groups of individuals who do not show evidence of having the same
characteristics as the prevailing group or ethnicity are subject totidistand false impression

of their true nature (Smith, 1991).

These acts of placing minority groups as the Other reinforces the factitivaity
groups are placed in the lower spectrum of the status quo (Smith, 2006). Once this istednstruc
the majority’s ethnic characteristics become indistinguishable due thanacteristics being
seen as the norm (Smith, 2006). This perception leads them to be labeled as the out-group
through complex strategies of Otherness (Smith, 1991). Even though everyone has an ethnic
identity, minority groups are the main focus group to be treated as ou(Sdsatk, 2006).

A formation of “us vs. they” is constructed by society to put individuals into aeneak
position. Thus “they” (the minority) live in “our” land and therefore they need to adapitr
culture, learn our language and adopt our social norms (Smith, 2006). Consequendise trey
easy target for negative stereotyping because they are not known to the adeig}s.

Stereotypes emerge in society when immigrant aliens speak becaugeetlewgh an accent,
or the style of dress does not conform to that of what is “American.”

The term stereotype first emerged in 1922 with author Walter Lippman, &' Nibw
newspaper columnist and public relations expert (Klopf, 2001). According to Baron,&8yine
Johnson (1998), a stereotype is a dogma in which individuals in a certain social groug embod
specific characteristics and or behaviors. These individuals are then brandategodzed

negatively, which in turn could lead to prejudicial actions taken against them. Vghesested
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then is a belief structure that contains perceptions and expectations aboathecernan social
groups. This mental perception can lead to other possible negative effects suchsas. nat

According to Barkan (2003), this is a frame of mind in which an outside source has come
to threaten the way of life in an individual’s native country and must be directly ceunter
Nativism considers that those that are considered status quo are those whoese astes
threat to the United States either through the spectrum of immigration, ecpnomic
militaristically. They are essentially the “mainstream.” Ekethose that are thrust into that
spectrum as being possible threats are seen through the tets/isin Nativism has given rise
during times of war, political strife, or during influx of immigrants. Natiestad in nature, there
is no room for foreign influence such as customs, language, and ethnicities

Using a title such as “War on Terror” encompasses a feeling of dnddeéa due to the
saying conjuring images of war. The wavdr brings forth many repulsive images that have
been seen through media outlets through different eras of American histoeg. Métoric such
as “War on Terror” is merged together with legislation such as the PATRIAT gdCiety will
come to see those who critique this action as being against the United StatesthiBue to
perceived notion that immigrant aliens are “enemies” of the UnitedsSthey must be dealt
with accordingly.

Since the PATRIOT ACT OF 2001, there has been the PATRIOT ACT II, which
continues in the same avenue of approach as the first PATRIOT ACT. It is apparergain
that the United States government can exercise power through rhetdstaitowhat it deems
necessary. Using rhetoric that places alarm, the government influendedgpalito pass this
legislation. As mentioned earlier in the study, there is certain terminakeyy/by the
government that causes the populace to undergo a metamorphosis of being passive#éifbeing
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defensive. The government understands and exercises a type of rhetoric thed base with
the American population. A narrative construction of rhetoric is the underlyingdrastich
the government operates its rhetorical output. People will have greatigomesith rhetoric that
espouses trepidation than that which is tranquil.

Rhetoric that is told to society by the powers that be is taken as beitngétegi
Questioning the effects of this effort may be seen as a lack of sociatmmatyf for example,
when former President Bush makes a rhetorical proclamation such as, “Yatharevith us, or
against us.” However, the former presidential administration took a neigéigproach to almost
every dilemma that the country faced. However, according to Rudolph (2006), siece/dher
no terrorists attacks on United States soil since 9-11 from foreigners, tiereorist policies
initiated by the former Bush Administration have worked.

Limitations

Immigration is constantly changing landscape in the United Statedtd to measure
what the political atmosphere and world events brings forth to immigration Wniked States.
The PATRIOT ACT of 2001 has given way to the present economic turmoil thatlsta@08.
Individuals in the United States are not focusing their attention on the problergsribeates
alertness of just a few years ago. The United States is in the midst eésioaan the years of
2008 and 2009, which has seen the loss of jobs, foreclosures, and bankruptcies. Immigration
reform that commenced in 2005 has yet to be passed, politicians weighing thealpcditeers
and American frustration from the lack of jobs.

Coupled with the fact that at the time of this study, Mexico is living one of the most
violent chapters in its history since the Mexican Revolution with the ongoing drupatdnas
enveloped all of the country. Therefore, for one event to predict what imraigratjoing to
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look like from one year to the next is challenging at best. In addition, undgsigreotypes that
permeates United States culture hampers the immigration cause. A siomiyigfation in the

United States has to be broken down in accordance to a particular time period. Summing up the
differing immigration periods into one study will do the immigration studysaalvice.

Another limitation for this study is that it only creates awareness and dbeeate a
force of interaction. In that it does not intercede in a governmental or suppotarig create an
opposing force to the entities that created this dilemma. It produces only a caatmmeni
rhetorical identity towards the situation at hand. The PATRIOT ACT is a esaaiifon of
authoritarianism, class, nativism, and race. Some of these entities sack asd class are
themes that are sensitive in United States society. However, when thegepiafct
inadvertently objectifying those that are considered “the other.” Then theysaiciarge may
find con®lation in the fact that there are forces that are helping to prevent futureactjass.

Future Research

It is hoped that this study will provide awareness for those who want to pursue a
communicative awareness in this arena of critical theory and discourse.tistéhaf this
writing, a new presidential administration is set to alter the previous adrations’ cause in the
“War on Terror.” President Barack Obama potentially has an alternateanigwethod of
confronting the issues of terrorism. A spectacular orator, PresidenteObat to bring forth a
new mindset towards not only immigration, but to fighting terrorism as well.

A dilemma that has encompassed the present Obama Administration is the ppésence
the PATRIOT ACT that has not been discredited or ousted from the American laadsoa
does the administration want to do away with the legislation, since the datehtdmabeen
enacted was there has been no large scale terrorist attack. FedanhtpnéhBATRIOT ACT
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were to be nullified, and there were to be a terrorist attack, the Presidgmtomiabeled as one
of the causes of the attack. The federal government might also see thedPAABT as a sense
of security to be used when needed. It is a representation of legistetiomas drafted and
endorsed during one of the United State’s deadliest days. The PATRIOT A@mhslic of
rhetorical might that the United States is willing to use in times of neweathing more.

Immigration, much like terrorism, has its roots in people wanting to make eli@ang
themselves by whatever means they see possible. Political upheavadtitmsand conflict are
some of the many roots that give rise to immigration influx, or give birth to igmoi herefore,
it will take more than legislation or military might to try and resolve both stibjatters. The
root of the problem must be a starting point to try and see what causes both. htsvagca
terrorists may at times come from poverty stricken countries and see naltgheative than to
create change by taking matters into their own hands. The individuals may ettbetHser
livelihoods by moving from their native country, or strike a figure of prominenceslasva of
dissatisfaction through violent means. Though immigration and terrorism are iargdhst and
never settled.

The entrance of immigrant aliens into the United States, primarily thrbegfouthern
border, has been overwhelming. Apprehensions by the Border Patrol alone in 2004 along the
south-west border are approximately 1,159,802 (Cornelius, 2005). As a result, Ancérzeans
have taken the issue of immigrant aliens entry into the United States imtowinehands. The
immigration issue is not just a Mexican issue, but Mexican immigrants alese the forefront
on the issue. In 1996 to the present day, more than the 2.7 million immigrants have come from
Mexico (LoBreglio, 2004). By March of 2002, an estimated 9.3 million illegal imenigrwere
living in the United States (Cornelius, 2005). Mexico’s Instituto Nacional deddiigm has
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proclaimed there are about 100 large scale smuggling rings helping immg@s#snto the
United States (Cornelius, 2005).

The primary reasons for immigrants wanting to come into the United Statesfand a
better socioeconomic life. Immigrants look at the United States as the lapgartunity,
something that can never be achieved in their native land (Reese, 2001). Many immauigmnae
from third world countries where the economy is pitiable, and the governmentsrangt.cSo
they have to make the decision of either staying in their native land or comdJoitibeé States
by any means possible.

The United States has transformed from an industrial based economy into a
technologically oriented economy (Canales, 2003). It then leaves a void for ntanaéac
positions that are left open due the fact that they are low paying and without greamnexc
reward (Canales, 2003). However, more of those jobs are leaving the United Statdsaortd
countries across the globe. Certain people living in the United States havedsetrtiat this
country cannot have jobs leaving and immigrants coming in. Americans have augflicti
opinions when it comes to the issue of immigration. On one side the feeling isrmngtamts
that the United States wants cheap labor, but in the same token it does not want lugl leve
immigration (Cornelius, 2005).

It seems that the immigrant alien will face more racial discriti@nand in a worse case
scenario, assault or murder. Whether the rise in white supremacist groups asel dhélegal
immigration can be correlated has not been looked at in great depth. Municipelies the
United States are taking an anti-immigrant stance, blaming immsgiramt terrorism, crime and
the draining of medical facilities. Critical theory can thus be applied todtred that illegal
immigrants receive to the extent that they are looked at as “slave |ddustory has taught the
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United States anything, is that racism will always be the underlyotgrfan most circumstances
when dealing with issues such as immigration.

This study established that immigration and terrorism is complex, witly other
factors being involved, turning this issue into a volatile one. Immigration willuoside any
time, not as long as the United States presents itself as an economicallyquesgdion.
Therefore, the threat of terrorism will not subside as long as immigratioengsetself. The past
has clearly shown that the United States has always had a strong relptwitisinnmigration.
Though, that relationship has time and again been filled with misdeeds, maliveanaeracism
to the immigrant.

At the time of the writing of this study, immigration and the PATRIOT ACT haea be
put to the wayside in Washington D.C. The momentum from the 9-11 attacks and the justified
causes of why the PARTIOT ACT was put in place has for the most part vamshedunited
States. The Democrat controlled House and Senate have presently not paid asemiimh i@
terrorism and immigration. In the place of immigration and terrorism,ecdgration on another
dilemma to American national security has presented itself along the bordgvdrasise.

Along the United States-Mexico border, a new phase of terrorism has emeatied, c
narco-terrorismNarcoterroristsis the name given to modern day drug traffickers, since the war
on terrorism has also been justified as a war on drugs. Drug-traffickingunseddcthe border to
become more violent, and has therefore has been intertwined with immigrati@mrandr.
According to the PATRIOT ACT, individuals who associate with individuals in drufickafg
can be labeled as being involved with “possible terrorist activities.” Thereafaey present a

clear and present danger to the sovereignty of the United States.
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Multiple drug trafficking organizations such as “Los Zetas” and “La Ramil
Michiocana” are in the midst of a brutal drug war and are armed as wetl liletter than the
Mexican military. They have taken over border cities such as Nuevo LaredoMed are
presently fighting for control of Ciudad Juarez, Chihuahua, Mexico. They have done so by
shootouts and grenade attacks on law enforcement and Mexican military.

Members of these drug trafficking organizations use hyper-violencernt@gairol of
cities and states in Mexico. In addition, they have also assassinatedgnddes/yers who
prosecuted or were in the process of prosecuting drug traffickers who belorigedet
organizations. United States law enforcement has gradually been taking messures to
protect United States citizens and themselves from this new era ofst@irdhey have already
murdered in the United States, in Texas cities such as El Paso and Laredaata] &gorgia.
Their signature is beheading or burning people alive with diesel in a toalled tel guiso or
“the stew.” As a result, immigration and terrorism has resulted in bagoanmuch more
complex issue on a micro and macro level.

During an Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) raid in Laredo, Texasyon Jul
2005, ICE agents discovered approximately: 33 Improvised Explosive Devices)|Ee
hand grenade shells, 26 grenade triggers, 40 grenade pins, 31 grenade spoons, semiautomatic
weapons of diverse calibers, 700 pounds of marijuana, 300 pounds of cocaine, and $1.14 million
in cash (http://www.washingtontimes.com/news /2006/feb/03/20060203-111444-9836t/).
Reports have also risen on possible paramilitary camps that have taken hold alongithe Me
side of the southern border.

Gunfire has been exchanged between some of the populace and law enforcement of
Cochise County with Mexican drug traffickers. These attacks have maditbgimselves into a
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sort of “border war” between the populace and law enforcement of Cochise County. This has
caused an increase of law enforcement, armed with heavier weapons and technelogy. Th
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) has equipped the Border Patroixgdhaing

aircrafts, helicopters, night vision goggles, night vision scopes, and sensor unggq&al

2004). The fact that some of the people who have engaged in gunfire are drug traffickers,
Attorney General John Ashcroft has allowed warrantless searches withinl&8®fithe border
(LoBreglio, 2004).

The influx of illegal immigrants has caused vigilante groups or border watch gmups
rise up. Some of the border watch groups have at times a xenophobic and radical viewpoint on
immigration. Ranch Rescue founder, Jack Foote, commented his feelings on how he felt about
illegal immigrants from Mexico. He stated, “You and the vast majorityoaf yellow dog turds
are ignorant, uneducated, and desperate for a life in a decent nation because theiameysu |
nothing but a pile of dog shit made up of millions of worthless dog turds like you” (YWalke
2007).

In the year 2009, El Paso has seen violence from Mexico cross into the United States
Sergio Cuevas was kidnapped from his home in Horizon City, Texas (El Paso County) af front
his wife in broad daylight. His body turned up in Juarez a few days after, with both of his
forearms amputated off. It is suspected that he was a member of the Jugy€abel. Another
murder took place when the individual was gunned down in front of his home. It was later
revealed that he was not only an Immigration and Customs informant, but a member of the

Juarez Drug Cartel.
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Conclusion

At the time of this writing, it has been approximately eight years sinc@ tieattacks.
America’s memories of the events are still in the limelight, since therstid a war in
Afghanistan and Irag. Both wars find their pedigree from the 9-11 attackshwaitbands of
American dead and wounded in both conflicts combined. This study tried to cover @ sfibj
terrorism and immigration, a combination that were intertwined and inevitaloéypagtially
blamed for 9-11.

A common theme that was found in this study was throughout the history of the United
States, the adverse effects that perceptions incorporated with rhetobie davastating.
Considering the history of the United States when it is faced with advetrsityery simple to
react with anger and not contemplation. When rhetoric is incorporated to this folmeutagt
result is what happened to the Japanese, Germans, and Italians during WW¢ \Raoirich \War
II, Congress passes the Alien Registration Act of 1940 (Daniels, 2006)LI Bilenis
legislation, consisted of any type of “radical” actions deemed dangerdhs ggpvernment
could cause the deportation of the individual or individuals in question (Daniels, 2006).1Title 1l
called for migrants fourteen years of age and older to be fingerprinted astgmegjwith the
government.

Both are very litigious subjects that have touched United States socgetytade on
different wave lengths. Critical theory scholars have shown that need fcal@italytics has
not ceased. On the contrary, critical theory has continued to be on the front lineyaohgnal
modern day politics from different avenues of approach. Politicians understand #regbow

rhetoric and its ability to deliver to the populace what they deem importaatagparent that
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neither terrorism nor immigration will cease to encounter resistanceoatrd\ersy in the
United States.

The concern of immigrant aliens coming into the United States is multideaetenot
easily analyzed without complications arising. There has always beeaahemic issue of
immigration. A common concept is that immigrant aliens are arriving ibtited States to take
away jobs from United States citizens. Another is that immigrant aliergparg to cause a
crime wave or lead to a welfare state. Therefore immigration polichd®sa controversial
topic in the United States, especially since many immigrants come froimcdé&he United
States has a booming Mexican-American population with strong ties to Mexicoveto@yél
has added one more dilemma, that of international terrorism coming into the Unie=d Stat

The entrance of immigrant aliens into the United States, primarily thrbegfouthern
border, has been overwhelming. Apprehensions by the Border Patrol alone in 2004 along the
south-west border are approximately 1,159,802 (Cornelius, 2005). As a result, Ancdrzeas
have taken the issue of immigration aliens entry into the United States imtovtinehands. The
illegal immigration issue is not just a Mexican issue, but Mexican immigtzave taken the
forefront on the issue. In 1996 to the present day, more than the 2.7 million immigrants have
come from Mexico (LoBreglio, 2004). By March of 2002, an estimated 9.3 million illegal
immigrants were living in the United States (Cornelius, 2005). MexicotgutessNacional de
Migracion has proclaimed there are about 100 large scale smuggling ripigg @migrants
cross into the United States (Cornelius, 2005). Therefore, when political rhetotiommeg
immigrant aliens is used in an assortment of political messages, itrigeds hostile responses.

Credence is given that when the application of militaristic rhetoric usdtellATRIOT
ACT, it enhances the public perception that immigrant aliens are not to be trustétliral c
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pluralism is then set and is shown by having the ethnicity with higher influertegedichat the
status quo is, and how it should be followed. Therefore, immigrant aliens have been subjugated
by the status quo into a category of being a national security threat. Howeverrow will

hold yet another chapter in the ongoing and laborious segments of immigration anshterr
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