CAPP’s 10" Anniversary

In the spring of 1990 Peter Morici, a professor of economics at the
University of Maine who had published widely on cross-border trade policy,
launched Canadian-Aumierican Public Policy (CAPT) with the help of the Business
Fund for Canadian Studies in the United States and the University of Maine's
Canadian-American Center. “Within the U.S. and Canadian academic commu-
nities,” Morici observed, “the expertise potentially available to sensitize public
officials and opinion leaders and help resolve disputes fairly and in a mutua Ly
acceptable fashion has grown with the increasing number of university scholars
studying bilateral relations in economics, political science, business and man-
agement, history, geography, the physical sciences, and the humanities.” Morici
chose a ‘working papers’ format so that each number of CAPP, devoted to a
single but substantial essay analyzing a bilateral issue or comparing public
policies in an issue area, could be edited, printed and disseminated quickly,
enabling this growing body of academic work to reach an audience thatincluded
members of Congress and Parliament, cabinet and senior administration offi-
cials, journalists, academics, public policy research groups, and other opinion
leaders. In short, CAPP would bring scholarly analysis directly to bear on the
processes of policy formulation and dispute resolution. So that partisan advo-
cacy would yield to academic integrity, balance and fairness, each essay was
accepted for publication in the CAPP series only after it had received rigorous
evaluation by recognized scholars.

Barely a year into the CAPP series, Peter agreed to assume new adminis-
trative burdens as director of the Canadian-American Center. When he asked
me to assume the editorship of CAPP, it seemed at first to be a modest and
relatively short-term chore. But it soon grew when Peter left Maine for the
Washington, DC area, first as chief economist of the U.S. International Trade
Commission and later as a professor in the University of Maryland’s School of
Business. Fortunately, Peter has graciously remained accessible. And since his
departure Stephen Hornsby, his successor at the helm of U. Maine’s Canadian-
American Center, has been wonderfully supportive of CAPP inall the ways that
an editor could hope. Without Peter and Stephen, CAPP would never have
flourished so well for so long.

Itremains now forour contributors during the past decade (along with the
anonymousevaluators whose suggestions boosted the quality of their essays) to
be acknowledged—-in perhaps the most useful way for them as well as for our
readers — by measuring their CAPP contributions on a grand scale of interpre-
tive paradigms governing our understanding of the Canadian-American rela-
tionship. Few contemporary scholars match UBC Professor Allan Smith’s
sophisticated grasp of the many intricate steps in this vital two-centuries-old
North American “dance.” In this essay all of us who are necessarily caught up
in the details of contemporary policy issues can step back to assess present-day
concerns in the context of overarching interpretations which Allan delineates on
the basis of his extraordinary command of the literature. He shows us again, in
an age that worships the ‘new’, how a knowledge of the past can illuminate our
ownera. Finally,asan admiring evaluator of the manuscript noted, Allan’s gold
mine of references will offer invaluable nuggets to scholars of Canadian-
American public policy for years to come.

Robert H. Babcock, Editor
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I. AMERICAN POWER
AND CANADIAN
NATION-BUILDING

In the course of its rich,
lengthy, and complicated his-
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ALLAN SMITH -to grasp and understand the
situation created by the vastand
obvious disparities between
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Some observers thought the
nature of that situation so stark
and clear that assimilating its
meaning hardly required analy-
sis at all: American strength
was so patently superior that
one had simply to register the
inevitability of its triumph over
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all of the continent. Canadians, certainly, were notimmune from this
view: even before Goldwin Smith’s celebrated dismissal of Canadian
national pretensionsin 1891, the New Brunswicker Alexander Monro
had set out his strong conviction that, since “the United States and
Canada belong as it were to each other,” they “should unite.”! In the
main, however, insistence on the force and implacability of the
American phenomenon was the property of observers at the heart of
the United States’ life itself. Taking their text from John Quincy
Adams’ 1819 declaration that “our proper dominion [is] the continent
of North America,” and very much influenced by the doctrines of
Manifest Destiny, commentators announced the imminence of
America’s northern triumph with emphasis and regularity: indeed,
insisted Samuel E. Moffettin 1907, that triumph was no longer for the
future; it was at hand; Canadians “are already Americans without
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knowingit.”? So obvious and sensible did the American victory seem
that even after the passing of the great age of nineteenth-century
expansionism it continued to be proclaimed with force and enthusi-
asm. Mild statements of itleft no doubt as to what was being avowed:
Franklin Roosevelt’s 1936 declaration that Canadians were at one
with their neighbors in the American orbit, anything but “foreign-
ers,” differed from the Moffett pronunciamento mainly in its greater
solicitude for Canadian sensibilities. Less modulated remarks lost
even that point of distinction: former Undersecretary of State George
Ball’s 1968 dismissal of Canadian attempts to resist American influ-
ence (they were, in his well-publicized phrase, “a rear-guard action”)
sent its message with a directness that went well beyond anything
Moffett had mustered. And whenjournalist Joel Garreau re-mapped
Canada outside Quebec as a series of American regions projected
northward, his work gave a verdict on the place and importance of
Canadian national structures the frankness of which transcended
anything either Moffett or Ball had dared put forward. Economist
Sidney Weinberg’s 1994 claim that the great free trade agreements of
the 1980s and 1990s were at last producing a victory over Canada’s
“east-west imperative” — this, as he saw it, was “an undeniable fact,”
the “long-term implications” of which “will surely affect the nature
of Canadian society” — thus stood in a long line of clear and explicit
comments concerning the impossibility of Canadian resistance to the
powerful forces shaping continental life. Possessing no character or
identity to setitapart, lacking the strength to assert what claims it did
have, Canada could quite simply do no other than accept with
resignation and fortitude the domination of its great neighbor.?

Plausible, compelling, and in harmony with the brute facts of
the situation, the conviction that the United States was destined to
triumph attracted no small measure of support. Yet for all the
enthusiasm with which its adherents upheld it, it never managed to
monopolize discussion. Alternative views of what the exercise of
American power would bring in its train began, in fact, to appear by
themiddle of thenineteenth century. Attheirheartwasthe claim that
United States” deployment of its strength need not be seen as involv-
ing an inevitable American victory over what lay north. Properly
approached and assessed, American might could in fact be inter-
preted not as a threat to, but as a source of assistance for, Canada’s
growth and development.
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For one group of commentators, transforming the American
challenge into the means of its own modification and removal
involved a heavy emphasis on the good that could come to Canada
from virtually unlimited access to the republic’s economy. Enjoying
access to American markets, able to draw on its capital, and in a
position to profit from its expertise, Canada would find itself benefit-
ting from American strength in ways that would be altogether at the
service of the great nation-building project which had become so
central to its life and survival. Building on arguments first put
forward in connection with Elgin’s pursuit of a commercial treaty
with the United States in the 1850s, partisans of this view made it their
chief business to insist that advocacy of closer Canadian-American
trade relations was perfectly compatible with — and would indeed
serve — Canadian survival. “We have our history, our traditions,
[and] our aspirations,” the Liberal politician Sir Richard Cartwright
told the New York Board of Trade in 1890, and each of these
possessions would be helped and strengthened by implementation
of the tariff reduction scheme he and his party had in view.*

With the proliferation of Canadian-American ties in the early
twentieth century, stress on the positive nature of the relationship
between nation-building and American power moved into a new
phase. The kind of viewpoint embodied in O.D. Skelton’s 1902
declaration —it was, as he put it, simply “impracticable” to think that
Canada could “neglect the U.S. as a factor in [its] future, pile up tariff
barriers, and deepen national prejudice” — attracted growing sup-
port. Although attempts to act on that view in the general election of
1911 famously failed,® the conviction that nation-building had to
involve working with, rather than against, the grain of American
strength continued to grow in force and presence. Arguments that
Canada’s external orientation had to reflect the importance of the
U.S. in its life played a critical part in the moves towards establish-
ment of Canadian diplomatic representation in Washington which
were completed in 1928.7 Skelton’s appointment as undersecretary
of state in 1925 did much to entrench the “American’ view at the
center of the policy-making process. And with the very extensive
work done in the 1930s to amplify the idea that the relationship
between Canadian nationality and the country’s position next to the
United States was positive, itbecame more fully imbedded than ever.
The organizing principle of the Carnegie Endowment Series on
Canadian-American relations (1936-1945), and the cardinal idea of
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the policymakers promoting freer Canadian-American trade in the
1930s, it received classic expression in J.W. Dafoe’s 1935 essay,
Canada: An American Nation.?

None of this meant that anything perceived as an extreme
statement of the claim that Canada was on intimate terms with the
United States was any more acceptable than it had been in Goldwin
Smith’s day. Historian Frank Underhill’s 1940 statement in favor of
Canada’s increasingly North American character and orientation
was notoriously controversial, and even in the post-war period,
policymakers — as those who favored comprehensive free trade
between Canada and the United States found out — had to be very
careful how far they pushed theidea.” Steady insistence on the point
that Canada couldn’t maintain itself — couldn’t, indeed, really be a
nation - without a close relationship to the United States nonetheless
remained very much in evidence. As the diplomat-historian Hugh
Keenleyside recalled it, the conviction was widespread that “indus-
trial cooperation” would lead, not to dependency and subordination,
but to “the exact opposite.”*

As postwar growth in Canadian-American trade and invest-
ment became an established feature of the landscape, economist
Harry Johnson insisted with characteristic vigor on the absolute
compatibility of national survival and close Canadian-American
association. Indeed, he argued, nothing could be clearer than that
Canada’s well-being depended on getting the prosperity that could
only come from access to American markets and capital: “Ibelieve
that closer integration of the two economies into one continental
economy would be beneficial to both countries and would involveno
loss of any Canadian nationalist objectives worth pursuing.”" With
the revival of the idea that institutionalized economic integration
was the goal to pursue, the argument that even formal association
was compatible with - and, indeed, would serve — national integrity
moved strongly to the fore. Defenders of the trade arrangements
embodied in the Defense Production Sharing Agreement of 1959 and
the Autopact of 1965 were careful to stress their nation-maintaining
utility, and as the case for more general free trade strengthened, those
making that case developed the view that more comprehensive
measures — they would accelerate growth in national prosperity —
could not help but serve national maintenance, too. Economists R.J.
and P. Wonnacott were strong partisans of that view, and it was
central to the powerfully argued free trade case of the 1980s. Indeed,
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asserted the makers of that case, the free trade measure proposed
would consolidate national survival in a number of ways: by
enlarging government revenues, by enhancing regional prosperity,
by creating the sorts of economies of scale and competitiveness that
would allow penetration of foreign markets, and by disciplining
American behavior it could, in fact, hardly be seen as anything other
than a nation-building device of the first order."

Ultimately successful — its victory in the great debate of the
1980s marked the moment of its triumph — this line of argument was
never, it must of course be emphasized, in sole possession of the field.
Its central proposition did, assuredly, go unchallenged: its oppo-
nents in fact made it very clear that they, no less than their adversar-
ies, saw American strength and American vigor as resources to be
utilized in the great cause of building the Canadian nation. The
ancillary parts of the argument, however, became the targets of very
heavy fire. Brought under especially vigorous siege was the idea that
American markets and American capital could be put into service
with a minimum of control, restriction, or management. This, the
opponents insisted, would simply guarantee the dominance of those
markets and that capital and so bring about the very American
triumph the whole enterprise was designed to forestall. While, then,
Canada had to engage American power, the terms of that engage-
ment — this was the nub of the argument - had to be thought about,
planned, and regulated: chance, openness, and anything even tend-
ing towards laissez-faire would simply not produce the results re-
quired.

One way, interventionists thought, of insuring that the Ameri-
can link would work in the Canadian interest was to offset and
balance it with other ties and connections. In one of its most
important dimensions Macdonald’s Anglo-Canadian alliance was
an elementin his strategy for ensuring that the all-important relation-
ship with the United States served Canadian interests. Laurier’s
concern with imperial preference had roots in the same objective, and
Bennett’s pursuit of the Ottawa Agreements derived in critical part
from his belief that expanded trade with Britain and the Empire
would make it possible to enjoy trade relations with the Americans
without experiencing the kind of vulnerability to unilateral Ameri-
can actions that had been all too evident in the damage done a few
yearsearlier by the Smoot-Hawley tariff revisions of 1930."* Strength-
ened by a new scholarly emphasis on Canada’s transatlantic origins
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and history," and fed by the conviction that the need to manage
American involvements had become greater than ever with the
extensive growth in American power during and after World WarI,
the argument that Canada should position itself in frameworks that
would qualify the dominating potential of its American link grew
steadily more insistent. In one of the most important developments
of the period, “obligations to a collectivity rather than a single ally”
thus emerged as servants of Canada’s “special relationship with the
United States.” In making that relationship less confining than it
would otherwise be, those obligations would function to insure that
it assisted and strengthened Canada rather than confining or even
smotheringit. Eventhe Third Option strategy of the 1970s took shape
under the influence of these ideas. Designed to diversify Canada’s
trade ties and reduce the relative weight of the country’s involvement
with the United States, it pursued these objectives precisely so that
the substantial American connections that would remain would
operate, not as sources of undue exposure, but as the strengths they
were intended to be.”

Prominent in the interventionists’ strategy, the counterweight
tactic was far from its main element. That role was played by the
expedients and devices put in place in order to ensure that American
power was confronted and dealt with at the point whereitsimpacton
Canadian development was most directly felt —in the area of cross-
border markets, trade, and investment itself. Vital to Canadian
development — its sine qua non, in fact — Canadian contact with these
realities simply had to be managed and run in ways that would
guarantee their contribution to that development. Emerging as the
key element in the constellation of policies intended to gain that
objective, the Canadian tariff almost immediately took its place at the
center of the new strategy: the guarantor of jobs, factories, and
economic diversification in Canada, its existence would make it
possible to direct American power and dynamism in ways that
would deliver “capital to the country, stimulate private enterprise,
[and] provide our people with employment at home.”*¢

By the early twentieth century, the strategy seemed very clearly
tohave worked: it was, as the Toronto Eighteen putitin 1911, thanks
to its implementation that Canada had been able to uphold “Cana-
dian autonomy and Canadian nationality” and to develop “her own
resources in her own way and by her own people.””” Even in the face
of ever closer economic relations in the 1910s and 1920s, notwith-
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standing the trade agreements of the 1930s, and in spite of wartime
and postwar integration, the conviction that Canada owed much of
its growth and development, not simply to the American tie, but to
the strategies used to manage that tie, remained powerfully in play.
Its strength — the point has already been made — kept King and St.
Laurent from pursuing comprehensive free trade. It received pow-
erful scholarly support, notably in Creighton’s biography of
Macdonald and in H.G.J. Aitken’s identification of what he termed
“defensive expansionism” as a principal element in Canada’s nation-
building strategy. And with the entry of the economic nationalist
Walter Gordon into active national politics in the early 1960s it
seemed set to hold — even expand - its place and position.'®

In the event, Gordon’s arrival marked the beginning of the end.
His commitment to strategies of planning and regulation remained
clear enough. Butif he never gave up the view that American power
could do its Canadian work only if it were under close scrutiny and
control, he found it difficult to act on that view. In the opinion of a
number of commentators, Canadian-American links had become so
close and intimate that attempting to restrict and discipline them
could be quite readily dismissed as quixotic and pointless. The
general thrust away from controls — exemplified most obviously in
the ongoing GATT process — had continued to gain in strength.
Alternatives to involvement with the Americans — especially given
the Diefenbaker government’s failure to revive trade with Britain —
seemed non-existent. Even with the support of militants in both the
Liberal and New Democratic parties, Gordon and his strategy were
constantly on the defensive. Only weakened versions of his propos-
als — the Canadian Development Corporation (1971), the Foreign
Investment Review Agency (1974) — were implemented. The more
substantial undertakings in the energy sector — Petro-Canada (1975),
the National Energy Policy (1980) — came under incessant attack.
With the successful assault of free trade’s advocates in the 1980s, the
Gordonite option found itself pushed almost completely off the
field.”

The belief that American power could contribute only under
specific conditions to the growth of a distinctive Canadian society
and economy did not entirely disappear. A commitment to controls
on the entry of American cultural products retained a particularly
high profile. Wanting popular American publications, music, mov-
ies and television programming to cross the border in ways that
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would lever Canadian benefits into place, the Canadian government
insisted that the Canadian-American Free Trade Agreement recog-
nize its right to require American cultural products to be distributed
in Canada by Canadian firms. Not only distributors — publishers,
broadcasters —were intended to be strengthened by handling Ameri-
can goods. Producers were expected to benefit, too, as American film
and television production companies found that — if they wanted
eligibility for grants and tax benefits in Canada - they would have to
employ Canadian companies and personnel. Ultimately, it was
thought, indigenous, ‘Canadian’ work would itself be assisted: the
more prosperous publishers, book distributors, broadcasters, and
film producers became in consequence of their American involve-
ments, the more likely they would be to support and encourage
Canadian creative work.”

The general shape of the situation was, nonetheless, clear:
notwithstanding the fact that it lingered on in the cultural field, the
idea that Canadian life and society would strengthen and consolidate
its existence through a carefully controlled and managed relation-
ship with American power had been fundamentally weakened. The
argumentover that power’simplications for Canadian-American life
thus moved onto the ground between those who thought its triumph
assured and those who held to the view that it could be resisted, but
only — and paradoxically — through the device of a very close
relationship to it. With that development alternatives became much
less sharply posed, distinctions between continentalists and the
mainstream partisans of a strong Canada almost invisible, and the
debate concerning the management of American power more con-
strained than it had ever been.

II. SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES

Where the first pattern of argument was generally shaped by a
strong sense of the power asymmetries between Canada and the
United States, the second had its roots in an impulse to compare the
two societies in terms of factors other than strength, weight, and
force. Turning their attention to such matters as social structure,
value orientation, political culture, and national myth, commenta-
tors constructed a complicated set of arguments, the burden of which
was that, though the two societies had to be viewed as resembling
each other in obvious and important ways, adequate understanding
of them demanded that they also be seen as entities possessing
distinctive characteristics and attributes.
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Early efforts to deal in difference did not, to be sure, carry
discussion quite to that point. In the grip of the notion —not always
explicitly stated — that the two North American communities had to
be assessed in terms of norms drawn largely from the liberal, dy-
namic, New World history and experience of the United States,
nineteenth-century commentators tended to view failure to operate
in terms of those norms as a sign, not simply of difference, butof gross
and culpable deficiency. Quebec’s exotic character thus emerged as
an indication, not simply that it stood apart, but that it was a
throwback to an earlier, more primitive age and civilization.” En-
glish Canada’s slowness and conservatism earned ita place almostas
far beyond the North American pale. Even when difference was
seen as a virtue, and, perforce, ‘American’ norms rejected, those
norms kept their central place in discussion. Indeed, in the very act
of celebrating Canadian society’s difference from what lay south,
turn-of-the-century Canadian nationalists made clear the measure in
which their contrast-dependent signalizing of order, conservatism,
and ‘Britishness’ took the individualist and chaotic society next door
as its foil and pivot.? _

Not only did the tendency to build argument around United
States-derived standards and norms feature in many different types
of commentary; it also endured through several decades of time. By
the 1930s it had, in fact, taken on a new strength and vigor. Having
evolved into an explanatory as well as a normative device (thanks
largely to the work of historian Herbert Bolton), the frontier, indi-
vidualist, “American’ model of development emerged as an instru-
ment whose elements were to be seen, not simply as offering a
standard in terms of which judgements could be rendered and
behavior prescribed, but as factors actually driving, shaping, and
conditioning the evolution of life and growth in, Bolton insisted, all
the societies of the western hemisphere.

This extraordinary emphasis on common patterns and forces
did not drive attention to difference out of the picture; it did,
however, foreground concern with those patterns and forces to such
an extent that attention to particularities was largely subordinated to
the task of elucidating things held in common. Where, in conse-
quence, difference owed its earlier marginalization to its status as an
indicator of distance from the norm, its displacement in this period
was a function of the belief that it could not be stressed too much lest
focussing on it interfere with the business of getting an unobscured
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view of the liberating, frontier, New World, essentially ‘American’
drama that was everywhere unfolding. Caught up in this under-
standing of matters, affected by its persuasiveness and appeal, and
convinced that it offered fresh ways of grasping the situations with
which they were concerned, not a few students of the Canadian-
American relationship set about the task of showing that, though
‘difference’ plainly had a place in what they were investigating, the
critical task was to reveal the ways in which the Canadian-American
experience had been shaped by basic forces and imperatives linked
to life in the New World. Even New France, it became clear at length,
could be approached from that direction and in that spirit.*

With the new dominance of relativist modes of thinking after
World War II, norm-based analysis and discussion receded in influ-
ence. Preoccupation with ‘difference’ acquired an enhanced status.
Lingering tendencies to treat the Canadian-American scene in terms
of strategies that minimized particularity® gave way to approaches
that stressed the importance of considering precisely that attribute.
The pitfalls of dealing with difference in too exaggerated a way had,
of course, to be avoided. What could happen if they weren’t was
demonstrated with splendid irony in Carl Berger’s treatment of the
claims for Canadian specificity put forward by certain of the country’s
nationalists.”® Generally, though, the problem did not arise. Discus-
sion proceeded to a balanced examination of the matter. Sociologist
S.D. Clark’s treatment of the patterns exhibited by Canadian and
American religious development was one manifestation of this;
historian W.L. Morton’s work on the ‘metropolitan’ nature of the
Canadian west represented another.”

The appearance of the critically important comparative work of
the 1950 and 1960s made the approach’s potential clear. As S.M.
Lipset and other analysts moved, in Gad Horowitz’s formulation,
from an effort “to explain Canadian phenomena ... by identifying
them as variations on a North American theme” to attempting to
grasp them “by contrasting them with American phenomena,” new
perspectives proliferated on a number of matters — the nature of the
New World idea, individualism in Canada and the United States,
class and mobility in the two societies, the fate of socialism on the
North American side of the Atlantic. Lipset’s use of conceptual tools
derived from the work of Talcott Parsons allowed the familiar view
that Americans privileged ‘liberal’, “individualist’ ideas to be elabo-
rated in important new ways. Horowitz’s application of Louis
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Hartz’s ideas concerning the foundation of new societies gave the
argument for seeing Canada as relatively ‘conservative’, deferential,
ideologically pluralist,and ‘European’ unprecedented depth.?* Work
examining the social and cultural patterns — and the national myths
— created by immigration, ethnicity, and race continued the trend.
The complex interaction among these phenomena received close
attention, with the measure in which these processes left the two
societies simultaneously moving together and staying apart being
brought under especially intensivescrutiny.?” Comparative study of
national myths and symbols developed in very fruitful ways. The
argument — developed by such critics as Henry Nash Smith and
R.W.B. Lewis—that the United States had been ‘imagined’ asa garden
of Eden, a place of new beginning, entered discussion on a number
of fronts; the contrasting claim - largely the creation of Northrop Frye
and Margaret Atwood - that Canadians had portrayed their land as
aplace of wilderness, challenge, and an intractable northern environ-
ment was powerfully present, too. The overall effect was to deepen
the conviction that analysis carried out in term of contrast and
comparison would - particularly as it involved a focus on difference
— intensify the idea that Canadian and American society had to be
understood as much in terms of what divided them as of what
brought them together.*® So fully entrenched did the belief that
Canada and the United States were ‘different’ become that quite
profoundly homogenizing phenomena could be treated as no more
than partially successful in their attempts to subvert the qualities that
set the two societies apart. In one of the most acutely sensitive
treatments of the issue, the encounter between standardizing influ-
ences on the one side and forces geared to difference-maintaining on
the other was seen to have yielded significant proof of the latter’s
stamina. American unionism’s foray north, insisted Robert Babcock,
was, for all its success in getting much of the Canadian labor move-
mentunder its control, unable to do more than ‘delay’ the appearance
in Canada of the kind of ‘British’ approach tolabor in politics that was
anathema to American unionism and its leaders. Rooted deeply in
value-difference, a unique view of the state, and a different relation-
ship to the political culture of the Old World, that approach — the
American presence notwithstanding — could not help but make its
weight and influence felt.*

Sometimes seen as minor but significant — the title of David
Card and Richard Freeman’s Small Differences That Matter told that
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tale — and sometimes viewed as of central importance — Lipset called
his last look at the subject Continental Divide: The Values and Institu-
tions of the United States and Canada — the qualities setting the two
societies apart thus emerged as established features of the Canadian-
American landscape. For all, then, that asymmetries of power
between the two societies might be real, so also —as it was thought -
were their identities as distinct and different societies. Exhibiting
“differences that count,” they could in no sense be seen as assimilat-
ing one to the other.*

ITI. A COMPLEX BINATIONAL SYSTEM

Taking the existence of two states as a given, but much struck by
the way those two states had become enmeshed in an extraordinarily
close and intimate relationship, the third group of observers made
that relationship the focus and object of attention. Determined to
understand it in all its manifestations, convinced that elucidation of
its principles and structure had lessons to teach, and - in some
instances—persuaded thatithad come to possess alife of its own, they
produced a pattern of argument the thrust of which was that a
Canadian-American ‘community’ or ‘system’ was in existence, that
that community had clear and discernible features, and that under-
standing these features would at once assist, and itself be assisted by,
a grasp of key principles in international relations generally.

Not all observers saw connections across the border as the main
cause of the special bond between the two societies. Lauriet’s view
that Canada and the United States lived in a special North American
community far from “the vortex of European militarism” was condi-
tioned as much by his strong awareness of the two countries’ distance
~ figuratively and literally — from the awful dynamic at the heart of
Old World affairs as by anything he saw them building up together.®
Action between the two was, nonetheless, the critical factor: nothing
reinforced the view that a Canadian-American community was
emerging quite so much as contemplation of the dense patterns of
cross-border involvement that seemed so incontrovertibly a feature
of the two societies’ lives and existence. Particularly important on
that front —especially in the formative stages of discussion —were the
early twentieth-century agreements, structures, and agencies that
took shape as the two nations moved to give important areas of their
relationship a more rational, ordered, even administered character.
By establishing jointly agreed upon mechanisms and procedures for
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the settlement of disputes — Thompson and Randall speak of the
International Boundary and International Joint Commissions as
bringing “the age of Taylorism and scientific management to Cana-
dian-American relations” — the act of creating those procedures and
agencies in fact provided a very significant part of the ground for
believing that a Canadian-American ‘system’ was assuming shape
and form By the 1920s and 1930s observers could see in these
institutions clear proof that such an entity existed. Pointing to
Canadian-American success in managing disputes and in introduc-
ing principles of order to the handling of relations generally, com-
mentators found every indication that a stable, mutually satisfactory,
harmonious and smooth-functioning apparatus was at work.%

As attention turned to broader patterns of Canadian-American
involvement, the view taken became less benign. Consciousness of
Canadian-American asymmetries had a particularly important in-
fluence in shaping the new complexity, for with it came a tendency
to deny that the Canadian-American system was always and every-
where the servant of the two countries equally. This was firstevident
in the realm of defense. The fact that the U.S. considered defense of
Canada vital to its own security — “if there is one region more than
another,” wrote Dexter Perkins in 1942, “which the American people
would defend againstattack, it is Canada. This need not be a subject
of speculation.” — combined with the fact of American strength to
ensure that joint’ arrangements for Canadian-American security
would be — and would be seen to be — largely American-run.*

What seemed clear in relation to defense systems was, thought
a number of observers, equally obvious in the Canadian-American
relationship as a whole. Influenced by André Gunder Frank,
Immanuel Wallerstein, and adherents of the core-periphery and
world systems models generally, the more radical of these observers
insisted that the mechanisms for managing the Canada-United States
relationship — and, indeed, the undergirding structures of the rela-
tionship itself - offered a prime example of hegemony at work. Put
forward with uncompromising rigor by Kari Levitt, Wallace Clem-
ent, and Daniel Drache, the argument lost none of its appeal in the
more nuanced form given it by Glen Williams and Philip Resnick.”
Even analysts not working within the dependency tradition adopted
ideas compatible with its general propositions. Commentators on
the collapse of the Diefenbaker government found Canada to be
implicated in an American-dominated system it was powerless to
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control.® Charles Pentland defined Canada and the United States as
a “hard region” shaped by “significant integrative or transnational
organizations,” almost all of which were American-dominated.®
And, in an important refinement of the position, John H. Redekop
identified the relationship as characterized by “asymmetric conti-
nental subsystems” of a powerfully subordinating sort: “no other
country, let alone any other industrialized liberal democracy, expe-
riences the degree of mutually reinforcing disparate bi-national
subsystemic dominance involving only one other country as does
Canada.”®

For all the attention they attracted, arguments that Canada was
heavily constrained by putatively joint systems did not dominate
discussion. Canada, not a few commentators suggested, in fact had
more than minimal influence over its relationship to the United
States. Some thought the arranging and operation of protocols for the
management of everything from Great Lakes pollution to fish re-
sources to migratory birds made this clear.# Karl Deutsch’s proto-
functionalist claims concerning the communications-based emer-
gence of a Canadian-American subsystem in a North Atlantic system
gave credence to it.** Diplomats Arnold Heeney and Livingston
Merchant, influenced both by these notions and by the more general
argument that geography and interaction on a broad front had
generated a community of interest between Canada and the United
States, stressed the important role Canada played - and in its own
interest should play - in the smooth functioning of that system.*
And though, insisted John Sloan Dickey, Canada and the United
States formed “an organic system” in which “transnational, public-
private interaction was more important than traditional interstate
relations,” that didn’t so much diminish Canada’s ability to have an
effect as to enlarge it: Canada, indeed, was particularly accom-
plished at exercising influence through informal channels.

Asthe thrust towards theorization of the relationship deepened
in the 1970s, the impulse to accord Canada influence over the bi-
national system in which it was imbedded became more pronounced.
Neo-functionalist principles of analysis joined with stress on the idea
of complex interdependence to emphasize the role Canada — its
small-power status notwithstanding — could have on that system’s
operation. Keohane and Nye themselves underscored the opportu-
nitiesavailable to Canada.”® Analyses framed under the influence of
these ideas pointed - in some detail - to the precise ways in which the

16 Canadian-American Public Policy



relatively weak Canadian state could exercise control over its imme-
diate environment.*s One commentator advanced the view that the
very logic of ‘system’ made hegemony impossible: “linguistic and
cultural self-awareness and differentiation seem actually tobe stimu-
lated by increased economic interdependence.”” The idea that
Canada’s diplomats were clever enough, and Canada itself strong
enough, to manipulate the system in its favor took root,*® and stress
was placed on the country’s capacity to adapt its old policy of
multilateralism to a ‘plurilateral’ approach in order to undertake
“multiple but highly selective initiatives” that would permit more
effective management of its American involvements.” In time the
Canadian-American Free Trade Agreement itself emerged as a de-
vice that could be used to complicate American hegemony. Stressing
its rule-creating function, commentators insisted that in the very act
of drawing the two countries closer together it would permit the
smaller of them greater control over what would otherwise remain a
situation shaped and contoured by the arbitrary exercise of Ameri-
canpower. “True freedom, requires structure. Withouta framework
to define the rules there is anarchy in international relations, anarchy
becomes a matter of might makes right ... In such a system thereisno
accountability and no responsibility.”* Even Pentland suggested
that, for all that an integrated system might be in process of emer-
gence, the continuing existence of political instruments under na-
tional control gave some scope for qualification of that system'’s
operation.®

Powerfully argued and skillfully put, the claim that ‘system’
need notbe synonymous with ‘hegemony’ thus gained much ground
against its opponents. Its victory could not, of course, be absolute:
indeed, in the very act of urging it forward its architects made it clear
that, whatever the influence available to Canada, it could by defini-
tion only be exercised within the framework of the system whose
operations it was its object to channel and moderate. Emphasisonthe
role to be played by clever management, skillful bargaining, and
effective exploitation of American inattention to what lay north
nonetheless had its very important place: in strengthening assertions
that system-imbeddedness — even in a situation of pronounced
power asymmetry — did not necessarily mean categorical subordina-
tion for the smaller and weaker power, its role was, in fact, critical.
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IV. GLOBALIZATION, BORDERLESSNESS, AND A
‘UNIQUE CONTINENTAL AMALGAM’

In the last decades of the twentieth century two major concep-
tual changes — one in the understanding of global realities, the other
in the understanding of understanding itself — prepared the way for
fundamental shifts in thinking about the Canadian-American rela-
tionship. Emergence of theidea that ‘globalization” and the ‘borderless
world’ were critical features of the international system conditioned
new, muchless nation-focused ways of thinking.”> Postmodernism’s
interrogation of the claim that phenomena —among them the nation-
state—had stable, settled, identities capable of definition in some final
way reinforced tendencies in the same direction.®

The impulse to treat Canadian-American relations as transac-
tions engaged in by two ‘stable’, ‘coherent’, ‘bordered’ entities did
not disappear altogether. The circumstance that intergovernmental
relations retained an obvious importance in fact led to some quite
innovative discussion of the relationship in terms of the place state-
to-state dealings continued to have in it. Environmental analyst Alan
M. Schwartz thus argued that though the new situation was un-
doubtedly more complicated, the complications operated mainly
within each nation (“Activity, debate and change abound on all the
major issues on the bilateral environment agenda. However, little of
this activity is happening in a bilateral forum; virtually all activity,
debate and controversy is within each party.”) and didn’t alter the
fact that Canadian-American resolution of the issues concerned
continued to be carried out on a nation-to-nation basis.®* Even
systems-oriented approaches might retain a strong focus on the
realistidea that in the final analysis systems were the creation of —and
the servant of — national interests. This, certainly, was a point that
political scientist Christopher Kirkey made with special force: ‘sys-
tems’ for the management of continental defense and Arctic co-
operation plainly existed, but they had to be seen as products of
“inter-state bargaining” and a concern — particularly on Canada’s
part - “to enhance sovereign responsibility.”>

The dominant tendency was, nonetheless, very much in the
direction of treating ‘border” and ‘state’ as of increasingly secondary
importance. To the extent, in consequence, that state-centered ap-
proaches remained in evidence, they tended to be embodied in
studies that concerned themselves with precise, technical aspects of
the relationship with treatment even of these often spilling over into
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demonstrations of the extent to which the dealings under discussion
involved complicated, border-blurring transactions among actors
operating in a frame that was increasingly transnational.®® More
dramatically still, the realist tendency to treat ‘system’ as the creature
of state and nation was tempered by a stronger than ever emphasis
on its character as a phenomenon which, whatever its origins, ac-
quired a life of its own once it came into being. Some analysts found
arrangements for continental defense especially open to discussion
in terms of the way the structures shaped in years past by geography
and the Cold War had acquired a kind of autonomy and so de-
manded care and maintenance even though the circumstances which
had given them birth and kept them alive no longer existed. Defense
production arrangements were seenby one observer asa particularly
good candidate for analysis in these terms: having made not a few
Canadian firms dependent on their existence, neither their demise,
nor that of the system in which they were imbedded, could be
contemplated with equanimity by the interests concerned.” Other
analysts, concentrating on the defense system as a whole, suggested
that the balance between that system’s character as a servant of the
national interest, and its nature as an entity oriented towards
transnational goals and purposes, had become, at the least, difficult
to establish.®

Evident enough in the domain of military and security rela-
tions, the tendency towards a more pronounced form of systems
thinking could also be seen in analysis and discussion of the relation-
ship at large. The assumption that the increasing complexity of the
Canadian-American relationship had moved the two countries be-
yond ‘complex interdependence’ into a more systemically integrated
framework —embodied in “the movement to codify North American
integration” — governed the work of Robert O’Brien,” and even so
vigorous a proponent of the realist approach as John Kirton could
note the way “a much more open border” had created interactions,
the need to eliminate “system friction” in relation to which had
become central.®® The emergence of a new orientation to compara-
tive discussion revealed these border-blurring trends in a particu-
larly obvious way. Dependent since the 1950s on the idea that each
of the two societies could be understood as a particular entity capable
in its difference and distinction of sustained comparison with the
other, such discussion was, in fact, bound to move in new directions
as the idea of ‘boundedness’ and definite frontiers was challenged by
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the conviction that sensitivity to openness, permeability, and the
porousness of dividing lines was vital to the understanding of one
society in relation to another. Though, in consequence, Lipsethad his
defenders — “Lipset’s thesis continues to be valid,” argued a 1996
study® — commentators concentrated on the extent to which Canada
and the United States were united by their involvement in a single
pattern of belief and value, usually identified as “post-materialist.”®

Analysts of political culture were at least as anxious to disavow
claims that significant Canadian-American differences existed. Join-
ing their American counterparts in making a fundamental revision of
the terms in which North American political culture was discussed,
they insisted that the principles of classical republicanism were as
prominent north of the border as south of it.® So similar, indeed,
were the two political cultures pronounced to be that they couldn’t
even be seen as yielding significant differences in the views they
encouraged of state involvement in the economy. So far, insisted one
observer, was Canada from any sort of ‘statist’ tradition that “Cana-
dian-U.S. differences in these regards are quite minimal.”%* Tenden-
cies towards convergence were held to be so significant that differ-
ence, where it was perceived to exist, was presented as anomalous
and almost certain to disappear. Canadian attachment to union
membership was losing its legitimacy,® and “in the absence of a
global ‘social charter’ that sets employment standards for the inter-
national trading system, or a social consensus on maintaining worker-
friendly wage-setting institutions, Canada seems headed towards
American-stylelabor marketrules.”® Even the sense the two societ-
ieshad of the way the rights of ‘citizens’ and those of “persons’ should
be discriminated could be treated as merging and flowing together.*

Nowhere was the revolution being worked by disappearance of
theidea thatnations were ‘bordered’ and definable clearer thanin the
area of literary scholarship. From being one of the most difference-
consciousness, nationally-oriented, identity-affirming of the disci-
plines, that scholarship moved to a problematizing of border and
what it enclosed that raised fundamental questions both about the
implications of thinking in terms of ‘difference’ and about the reality
of the phenomena to which such thinking referred. The triumph of
post-modern modes of analysis over what were now seen to be the
exclusionary, reductionist, and totalizing conceptions of nation and
country utilized by the thematic critics® did not, to be sure, eliminate
every tendency to think in terms of ‘border” and ‘nation’. Inwhatwas
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destined to become a very well-known phrase, Linda Hutcheon
affirmed a ‘Canadian’ post-modern;¥ Donna Bennett explored the
‘national’ opportunities offered by the postcolonial variant of
postmodernism;” and traces of the idea that ‘North’ was ‘Canadian’
remained evident.”" The tendency to attenuate the border’s signifi-
cance was, nonetheless, pronounced. Critic and author Robert
Kroetsch did it — his Gone Indian (1973) could be described by one
commentator as “something of a continentalist manifesto” —and he
himself, notas “Mr. Canadian Post-modern” but, “far more urgently,
Mr. Great Plains Post-modern.””? Frank Davey made English-Cana-
dian fiction, which for Frye and Atwood had expressed an essential
Canadianism, “announce ... the arrival of the post-national state —a
state invisible to its own citizens, indistinguishable from its fellows,
maintained by invisible political forces ...””? And tendencies to
recuperate the ‘American’ character of Canadian poetry and writing
became pronounced.” Even lamentations for the passing of the
nation and urgings that it be maintained served only to underscore
the extent to which its ability to be grasped and understood in terms
of the sharp, patterned, highly articulated modes dealtinby Frye and
the thematic critics had disappeared.” Nor did the clever defense of
nation present in the studies of popular culture which began to
appear in the 1990s alter the overall tendencies in evidence. Insisting
— their authors drew extensively on reception and audience response
theory to make the point — that a Canadian capacity to resist,
reconfigure, and recode American cultural importations was fully
operative, they argued that ‘national’ responses and a national frame
of mind remained very much in existence. “It may be,” wrote David
H. Flaherty, “in popular culture that Canadian sovereignty finds its
most meaningful and potent expression.””® But though this argu-
ment left Canadians in control of their fate, it did so at the cost of
conceding that fate to be something being played out in the context
of interaction with the culture from the south. ‘Borderlessness” was
thus affirmed in the very act of attempting to deny it. The strength
of the new way of seeing was left largely unimpaired.

That the new Canadian-American narrative thrusting forward
in these analyses was seen by some commentators as needing more
than the indirect and partial expression it was receiving in them is
not, perhaps, surprising. Struck by the desirability of conceptualiz-
ing, pattern-making, and delineating in spite of their commitment to
new, more open ways of thinking, they gravitated towards concep-
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tions and models that would capture in some precise fashion the
nature of what they saw before them. For some, what seemed most
likely to do the job was development of the notion - it was certainly
central to the new forms of understanding — that Canada and the
United States were simply not to be seen as divided by any sort of
unambiguous boundary. The border, rather than merely a line
separating two distinct and different entities, became a site of inter-
action and exchange within a zone of linkages and associations.

Geographers, struck particularly forcibly by the arbitrary way
in which political lines of demarcation might segment otherwise
unified areas, played a key part in putting forward the idea that there
was a need to develop “a new vision of North America” through
examination of “borderlands in a North American spatial system
moving towards greater integration.””” The literary critics’ interest
in ambiguity and the indeterminate insured that they would con-
tinue to emphasize the “written” rather than the ‘real’ character of the
border.”® Historians, insisting on the deeply rooted character of
transborder contacts - “there has alwaysbeen a constant interaction”
—argued the need to see the pastas well as the present in “larger, more
continental terms.”” And political scientists and sociologists, ori-
ented increasingly towards non-national behavior patterns, saw the
issues they were concerned with in ways that raised real questions
about the meaningfulness of frontiers and boundary lines.*

Not all those who took up the borderlands idea saw it as
blurring — perhaps eliminating — distinctions between Canada and
the United States. The literary critic W.H. New used the focus it
provided to complicate rather than reduce border’s meaning: “forall
the openness and all the pull of a North-South geography in North
America... [the] boundary has also configured — and continues to
configure — separate areas of social possibility and expectation.”*'
Geographer Randy Widdis insisted that north-south linkages across
a porous, permeable, unstable frontier were not all that needed
consideration in the course of getting a clear idea of what Canadian-
American interplay involved. If, he argued, accuracy were to be
served, it simply had to be seen that “Canada developed national
economies and political-cultural institutions which transcended in-
ternational regional boundaries and provided a counterbalance to
the North-South integrative forces existing within transborder re-
gions.”®? The dominance of the tendency to see matters in a border-
eliding way was, nonetheless, clear. So strong, in fact, might that
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tendency be that one commentator could be moved by the force it
exerted to present borderland life as fully enough united effectively
to ‘erase’ the forty-ninth parallel as a meaningful line of division
between two societies. What some — the writer Wallace Stegner, for
example — felt with great intensity was thus to be seen as a phenom-
enon bearing down upon all: rooted in the most obvious kind of
shared history and geography, borderlands unity could, indeed,
hardly help butimpose itself in the most insistent, commanding, and
irresistible of ways.*

If some observers saw the borderlands idea as a quite adequate
expression of the sense that Canada and the United States constituted
—the phrase is Konrad’s — “a unique continental amalgam”*, others
took the view that so ample and comprehensive an assessment of
matters could only be rendered in constructs of an equally broad and
capacious sort.®® Their putting into play devices intended to seize
and depict the world around them in a more complete and accurate
way turned out, however, to do much more than simply yield a closer
fit between description offered and thing described. In a develop-
ment of classically Kuhnian proportions the conceptualizations they
created moved beyond the status of mererepresentations, took on the
character of instruments influencing understanding of the data to
which they referred, and entered actively into the process by which
the phenomena of which they were ostensibly the reflection were
interpreted, shaped, and given form.®

Much of what the Canadian-American complex offered to view
seemed, of course, so obviously to justify thinking of it in Konrad’s
terms that many commentators’ adoption of concepts consistent with
that understanding of the situation remained the result of data-
handling procedures that were essentially empirical in nature. The
vast volumes involved in intra-firm trade, the virtual replacement of
the national subsidiary by the multi-plant firm, and the marked
increase in Canadian-American commerce certainly drove adoption
of the idea that unity and integration —a “North American regional
marketplace,” as one group of commentators put it — were principal
features of what was happening in the economic sphere.’” The
emergence of new and stronger links between the provinces and the
U.S. market - by the 1990s most of them were trading more with the
U.S. than with each other — entrenched that conviction even more
deeply. Quebec’s orientation to the south certainly reinforced no-
tions that the “North American subsystem” one commentator had
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seen emerging in the 1970s was a reality,®® while Ontario’s more
pronounced role in the continental economy —-ithad become, insisted
two investigators, nothing more nor less than a “North American
region state” — impelled exactly the same conclusion.*” Even phe-
nomena closely associated with national maintenance and the serv-
ing of national purposes might present themselves as strong con-
tributors to Canadian-American fusion and merger. In playing a
highly visible role in the shaping of the cross-border institutions,
conventions, and processes generated by “proliferating intermestic
influences,” the experience Canadians had gained with intra-system
bargaining and negotiation in their own internal relations located
itself squarely in the category of elements demanding to be seen as
prominent in the building of Canadian-American links.”*® Policies
formulated in explicitly ‘national” terms might put themselves in that
place in an even more obvious way. Indeed, the fact that initiatives
intended to produce a ‘national” outcome in the form of a Canadian
film industry instead yielded a strong, clear and dominating focus on
“production for the U.S. market” allowed activity in one important
policy area to thrust itself forward as the most obvious kind of “proof’
that Canada and the U.S. had come to function in linked, complemen-
tary, and interlocking ways.”! By the end of the 1990s some observers
could take the ongoing, highly visible multiplication of cross-border
ties, influence, interactions, and links as making it the merest truism
that what was happening between (and ‘above’ and ‘below’) the two
societies was to be understood in terms of association, the develop-
ment of transnational institutions, and the weakening of the [Cana-
dian] state. What flowed from the fact that the dispute settlement
provisions of CAFTA and NAFTA had led to “greater bilateral...
consultation and collaboration,” insisted one commentator, was so
obvious it didn’t need to be stated.”” Others considered it necessary
to spell NAFTA's “quasi- constitutional status” out;” all agreed that
what was happening created new realities in relation to which
“policy must now be designed.”**

For all, however, that many of the elements in the Canadian-
American relationship virtually imposed a view of that relationship
as a thing of coalescence and union, others did not; scope, in conse-
quence, remained for an approach to the interpretation of data that
would guide understanding of those data in ways that would make
them consistent with just such a view. Getting crime rates to testify
in support of the argument that nothing meaningful divided the two
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countries certainly involved such an approach. Seen as recently as
1990 as indicators of significant difference between Canadian and
American society,” their transformation into evidence for the claim
that the two participated in essentially the same pattern of criminal
and deviant behavior could hardly, in fact, have been accomplished
without that approach. And not only did its use - in the form, in this
instance, of an explicit invocation of an “analytical design” focusing
attention on broad patterns of criminal activity in the two countries
— impel the conclusion that “crime ... is not univocally more present
in the U.S. than in Canada.” Once that conclusion was in hand, the
way was open for other elements in the situation ~high U.S. homicide
rates were the most obvious - previously interpreted as markers of
‘real’ Canadian-American divergence to be presented as functions of
the simple fact that the U.S, had more racial difficulties and more
urban ghettoes. “These results challenge the whole enterprise of
explanation of a U.S.-Canadian gap... based on values and national
character.”®

Useful enough in cases of this kind, the identification and
foregrounding of a Canadian-American gestalt helped contain major
obstacles to the idea that the Canadian-American complex was best
thought of in terms of unity and coherence. The revolution which
adoption of that gestalt helped work in the status of national behav-
iors, national agencies, and, indeed, the national state itself was, in
fact, nothing shortof remarkable. Those phenomena, still considered
at the start of the 1990s to be in an essentially adversarial relationship
with continental forces,” found themselves transformed by the end
of the decade into nothing more nor less than contributors to the
functioning of (again the phrase is Konrad’s) “a workable conti-
nent”’® whose constituent elements were characterized, not by rela-
tions of conflict and opposition, but by the way they joined together
in a balanced, coherent, smoothly functioning whole. Blank’s focus
on the idea that there was an emerging North American “architec-
ture” whose elements played their roles in accordance with a Cana-
dian-American variant of the European subsidarity principle cer-
tainly permitted him to relegate the state — particularly the Canadian
state — to a place in the Canadian-American scheme of things which
atonce enfolded itin and made it an aid to the workings of something
substantially larger and more comprehensive.” The assertion that
national policymaking took place in a Canadian-American frame-
work requiring “freedom” to be understood in terms of the “degree”
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to which it could be exercised put activity in that sphere in much the
same position.'® Nowhere was this interpretation clearer than in the
arguments of Thomas]. Courchene. Stressing the way “the sheer size
of the U.S. market” was integrating the Canadian and American
economies, emphasizing the fact that “cross-border relationships
that, in effect, increase comity” were of major and growing impor-
tance, and pointing to the obvious way in which region was decoupling
fromnation and entering directly into the larger Canadian-American
framework, he urged the claim that the Canadian state simply
couldn’t be understood as anything other than a force operating to
maintain a set of precisely defined social services in the context of an
ever larger and more integrated transnational association. While,
then, as he put it, a “social policy railroad” might still be stiffening a
national life, what bulked far larger in the shape of things was the
framework in which that railroad was now being compelled to
function. Given that Canada had become “a series of north-south,
cross-border economies,” the “arrangements/agreements concern-
ing trade, institutional, and legal issues” emerging out of that fact
were the governing realities of the country’s existence and it was they
that would increasingly define the situation.®"

Even an entity not directly involved in the interaction between
Canada and the United States might get viewed, depicted, and put to
work in ways shaped by an emphasis on that interaction and the
intensified forms of association it was producing. Of course some
observers, untouched by the idea that the forms, structures, patterns
and commonalities emerging ‘above’ and between Canada and the
U.S. wereuniquely the property of those societies, reacted to Mexico’s
arrival on the scene by expecting those forms and structures to be
elaborated in ways that would embrace it as well. However, the
formulations resulting from the belief that a common ‘community’,
‘experience’, or even ‘culture’ embracing all three North American
societies existed never acquired real prominence and centrality.'® In
fact, those committed to the idea that what was ‘above’ Canada and
the United States concerned them alone were able to turn Mexico’s
entry onto the stage into a development that, far from necessitating
the qualification of that idea, heightened its profile and augmented
its strength.

Critics of Canadian-American involvement with Mexico, at
least of the kind proposed in the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, did a particularly effective job of using references to the
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country tostress the broad band of affinities between Canada and the
United States. Beginning with their already existing conviction that
the Canadian-American complex was exceptional, they first con-
fined Mexico in its own special place. It shared, they insisted, nothing
with either of its northern neighbors that even approximated what
they had with each other. They then used the opportunity for
comparison and contrast which that action offered to emphasize the
fact that the two northern nations were indeed “apart’, in their own
system, and (for them, this was the real point) open to severe losses,
mainly in the form of jobs and investment, if they were forced tomove
too close to their southern neighbor.'®

Even those who favored closer links with Mexico argued their
case in terms of essentially the same two-partargument and manoeu-
ver. Their action in placing Mexico in a category of its own, sharply
contrasting with the “large, highly developed economies” of Canada
and the United States (it was, insisted economist Leonard Waverman,
“an underdeveloped economy”) was not, to be sure, followed by
explicit use of its position there to heighten the contrasts between it
and the complex they themselves inhabited. Indeed, in suggesting
that its location in its own special category was temporary and to be
vacated as it moved into the trade and economic system they were
advocating —as, in Waverman's formulation, it “achieve[d] its poten-
tial” — they gave not a little ground for thinking that their concern was
as much with future affinities as present differences. Their case’s
essential consistency with the position the critics had established
was, nonetheless, clear, for in the very act of asserting that their
neighbor would travel in their direction they made that neighbor an
entity inspired by a desire to move towards the standards and
patterns they exemplified and which — for the moment, at least - set
them apart.'™

Mexico’s role as an indicator of Canadian-American commu-
nity was demonstrated with special, if unintended, clarity in the
work of those who professed to see a North American ‘experience’ or
‘culture,” to the making of which all three societies were contributing.
Some of that work did little more than make Mexico an “absent
signifier’, the very lack of reference to which pointed to the fact that
the processes of interaction and community-building in view were
being seen mainly as matters of Canadian-American concern.'®
Even when Mexico received more than mere mention, the result was
the same. One commentator’s building of the country into his North
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American whole — it was, he wrote, plainly a part of a “regional
institutionalized system which includes a dispute settlement mecha-
nism and common rules in many areas of economic activity” — was
followed by an exclusion of it from the generally deeper and more
integrated relationship between Canada and the United States. Only
inrespect of its involvement in the ‘epistemic community’ formed by
neo-liberal economists and policymakers could Mexico be said to be
part of anything of that tighter and closer kind.'® Another group’s
putatively pan- North American view — “the basic pattern [of post-
materialist values] in Mexico is similar to what we find in the United
States and Canada” —made Mexico signal Canadian-American cohe-
sion and solidarity in a way that was even clearer and more explicit.
Indeed, in qualifying their general North American point with the
observation that “in Mexico, the average loading on the materialist/
post materialist dimension is weaker than in the other two coun-
tries,” sociologists Nevitte, Basafiez and Ingelhart could hardly have
done more to position the country as a foil and contrast to what lay
north.!%”

Nowhere was the way Mexico might be at once admitted to
North American status and used to underscore Canadian-American
particularity clearer than in the arguments of those who conceived of
the new North America on the model of a hub with two spokes.
References to Mexico’s bilateral links with the U.S. allowed it to be
thought of as ‘in” North America. Depiction of those links as having
none of the weight and density of the ones subsisting between
Canada and the U.S. kept the focus on the fact that the latter were
‘special’. The result was to very considerably enhance Mexico’s
status as an indicator of the Canadian-American complex’s unique
character. Whether, in consequence, commentators did their work
with a certain indirection and subtlety — one treatment of the role
Mexican-U.S. and Canadian-U.S. bilateral ties played in the shaping
of the new North America simply assumed the obviousness of the
differences between them'® — or whether they carried it out with
clarity and explicitness — Mexico, affirmed another, had sufficient
distance from the USnot to have to fear that its links with that country
would threaten its future: Canada, by contrast, was so close to its
neighbor as to be “entering a struggle for its very existence”'” — the
effect was to entrench Mexico firmly in place as a marker of Cana-
dian-American ‘specialness’ and community.'’® Consistently talked
of and bodied forth — even in European-North American compara-
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tive study' - as contrasting Other, Mexico’s occupancy of that
peculiarly distinctive position constituted dramatic evidence of the
power of the Canadian-American idea: a strengthener of that idea -
butalso a creature of it—the sense that Mexico was differentand apart
thus testified quite as clearly as the new discussion of crime or the
altering picture of the Canadian state to the potency and force of
which that idea disposed.

Active enough in the process by which these phenomena took
on new meaning and significance, the Canadian-American idea was
no less heavily involved in the proceedings transforming under-
standing of others. Its role in the dynamic by which interaction
occurring ‘above’, ‘below’ and ‘between’ the two societies came tobe
seen as consolidative and integrating was particularly notable. There,
to be sure, it did its work in a different, simpler, way: the fact that the
phenomena in prospect presented themselves, not as transactions
and occurrences at odds with the notion that Canada and the United
States were united by bonds and commonalities of a special, intricate
sort, but as ties and linkages already possessing a certain consistency
with that notion, meant, indeed, that its task was by several degrees
of magnitude both easier and less complicated than that it was
involved in elsewhere. The basic nature of what that Canadian-
American idea did remained, nonetheless, the same: realities ob-
served —for all that they signified filiations and links between the two
societies —stillhad to be made to denote the closer kind of conjunction
and compendency associated with ‘borderlessness” and ‘integra-
tion’, and in that need lay all that was necessary to insure the idea’s
intervention in this area would virtually replicate what it did else-
where.

Its participation in the process by which understanding of
formal trade relations between the two societies shifted and changed
certainly kept it on familiar ground. Erosion of the view that such
relations represented a danger to sovereignty and independence in
favor of the notion that, in a ‘borderless’, ‘continentalizing’ age, they
were perfectly acceptable expressions of national deliquescence was,
indeed, so plainly related to its ascendancy that the point hardly
needs to be made. Its place in the changes experienced by interpre-
tation of Canadian lobbying in Washington and Canadian exemp-
tion-seeking from American law was no less obvious. Merely tonote
the shift in emphasis as the conviction that these practices were
dangerous because they drew Canada too much onto American
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ground was displaced by the view that they were a necessary part of
aclose and intimate relationship was, indeed, to seeitat work."? The
manner in which it facilitated a new emphasis in treatment of talks
and negotiations between the two societies stood out at least as
clearly. Weakening of the notion that such dealings, at least in
principle, were transactions between two sovereign states in favor of
the idea that they took place among and between actors ‘within” a
single ‘system’ constituted one of the strongest indications visible of
its influence and force. Particularly obvious in the way understand-
ing of pollution negotiations altered and changed,'” its presence was
almost equally plain in the transformations occurring in interpreta-
tion of fisheries talks."* Nowhere did it manifest itself more obvi-
ously than in the changes occurring in understanding of the process
involved as ideas passed from one society to the other. Indeed, the
reconfiguration of that process as something to be seen, not as a
matter of ‘influences’ formed in one country moving from it to the
second, but as a question of phenomena functioning in terms of
‘demonstrationeffects’, ‘spillover’,'modeling’, lesson-drawing’, “idea
diffusion’, and ‘convergence’ withinanincreasingly borderlesswhole
revealed its shaping power in a very graphic way. Evident in the
work of historians,''® the new perspective could also be seen in the
research political scientists produced.”® Its effect on understanding
of the relationship between Canadian and American culture was
particularly noticeable. Animating the great shift which saw Ameri-
can culture in Canada, whether popular,'” sociological,"® or a com-
bination of the two,'® lose its “alien’ status and win recognition as an
integral part of the domestic scene (“’things American’,” noted one
observer, “are so extensively woven into Canadian that the national
boundary all but evaporates”)'® it announced its presence with a
clarity that was quite unmistakable.

V. CAPP AND THE CANADIAN-AMERICAN IDEA

Evident enough in the trajectories described by discussion in
these several areas, the fact that Canadian-American interaction was
increasingly understood in terms of “workable continent” models
and designs presented itself with particular cogency and distinction
in the pages of Canadian-American Public Policy (CAPP), a new publi-
cation dedicated from the moment of its 1990 appearance to explora-
tion of that interaction in terms of precisely those models and
designs. Conceived at the point when the Canadian-American Free
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Trade Agreement was giving formal expression to Canadian-Ameri-
can ‘borderlessness’ and “unity’, resting on the assumption that there
was a Canadian-American entity in relation to which an identifiable
body of public policy was taking shape, and organized to stimulate
investigation of that policy in all its forms and manifestations,” that
publication in fact functioned as the single mostimportant vehicle for
the encouragement and dissemination of scholarship framed in
terms of the new perspective.

Notall CAPP contributors, it must immediately be said, worked
in terms of the fresh dispensation. Some, indeed, continued to affirm
the ‘bordered’, “definable’ character of national life, even theidea that
lines and boundaries were in an important sense impermeable and
resistant. Joan Price Boase’s insistence on the way institutional and
value differences insured that health care “policy choice and policy
result are constrained by state-specific historical experience” was
particularly strong'?, while Gerald Boychuk’s stress on “distinct
socio- economic contexts”, “institutionalized policy traditions”, and
“race” led him to the equally firm conclusion that “economic and
cultural integration do not appear to be leading to [social policy]
convergence between the two countries, nor are they likely to do so
in the foreseeable future.”’?® Others took the view that while Cana-
dian-American differences were not necessarily fundamental - socio-
economic indicators pointed to significant similarity — such differ-
ences existed and were important enough to manifest themselves in
major policy areas. While, in consequence, Raymond Tatalovich
might find that “the Canadian portrait [in respect of abortion-related
issues]| is a microcosm — with some differences — of the American
pattern,” he could also conclude that the two policy frameworks
concerning those issues were “of fundamentally unlike character.”'*

Even when the idea that Canada and the U.S. formed a special
kind of unit did enter discussion, it did not always do so in a
paradigmatic, data-organizing way. Struck, like many observers, by
the manner in which new empirical realities bore on the situation, not
a few CAPP contributors made very clear their sense that their
attachment to that idea was a function of hard, close, and careful
examination of concrete and tangible change. Some found that
change in the increasingly prominent role being played in the two
societies’ lives by joint agencies, procedures, protocols, and contacts:
Joseph T. Jockel, certainly, had no trouble isolating “the new, or at
least substantially modified, Canada-U.S. ‘management culture™
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which had emerged in the 1980s.'% Others located it in the very
specific dispute settlement procedures that seemed more and more
prominent in the two countries’ lives, as Annette Baker Fox's regis-
tering of the way “highly interdependent neighboring states of
unequal power but similar culture [have agreed] on rules for settling
disputes” made clear.’ And still others saw it in the accords and
agreements made in relation to specific sectors of the economy —
which, whether these were between the two federal governments
(the case with air transport)'® or between states and provinces with
the involvement of non-governmental organizations (as in the grow-
ing number of hydroelectricity accords),'”® contributed particularly
powerfully to the shaping of the notion that Canada and the U.S. were
bound together in tight and specific ways. Evidence for ties and
connections at the sub-national level seemed prominent as well.
Focusing on border cities, Peter Karl Kresl found clear indications of
their presence in that domain: “each city”, indeed, “is incapable of
functioning without taking into account the actions and presence of
the other.”'” New links between business organizations were simi-
larly seen to point to new forms of association.'®

For all the persisting emphasis on two distinct entities, and
notwithstanding the extent to which those who did see increased
integration were led to do so by their contemplation of new realities,
the overall tendency was in a different direction. Commentators
generally stressed border-attenuating influences and — the critical
point ~ they did so, not through any particular orientation to new
realities, but through their use of conceptual devices the essential
function of which was to authorize a fresh look at old ones. Even
those who considered new factors to be vital adopted a more compli-
cated, ‘transnational’ view of what they saw mainly because of
conceptual developments. Though, in consequence, the shift made
by Gordon Munro and his colleagues — they moved from seeing the
west coast salmon dispute as “an unadorned two-player game” to
viewing it as a complex interaction among many actors in a
transnational whole (“a complex multiplayer game”) — was partly
driven by the arrival of new participants (Native Americans who
became actively involved in the 1970s), it owed most of its momen-
tum to the way game theory directed attention to dimensions of the
situation, involving states and the province of British Columbia in
particular, the centrality of whose place had not previously been
seen.'®!
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Invocation of ideas that shifted the focus to ‘borderlessness’ and
the ‘transnational’ did not, of course, always involve versions of
those ideas that were novel and not before used. Mildred Schwartz’s
implicit identification of a ‘liberal’, ‘pragmatic’ Canadian-American
political culture the Ontario NDP’s failure to operate in harmony
with which was at the root of its very considerable difficulties
rehearsed ways of thinking that had been in use for some time.'*
More clearly still, Sokolsky’s idea that Canadian-American defense
remained a matter of maintaining bilateral structures was imbedded
in the formidably well-established conviction that geography, hav-
ing placed Canada “within the U.S. defense system,” mandated an
approach to the issue that - if Canada was to have any influence atall
—could only bejointly conceived and managed.”® Usually, though,
the principles put in play tended to be both ‘new’ and revelatory of
elements in the situation not before seen. Waggener’s use of spatial
equilibrium theory to diminish “a narrow bilateral focus” in favor of
“an emerging view of a North American forest and forest products
sector in lieu of national or subnational industries” confirmed this
truth,’®* while Alm’s preoccupation with efficient use of resources in
the environmental domain —there was a clear need to “foster success-
ful cross-border environmental cooperation. ..withina transboundary,
environmental and political context” — spoke equally in its favor.'®

‘New’ conceptions and awarenesses played a particularly im-
portant partin articulation of the idea that Canadians and Americans
were converging towards common patterns of behavior and activity.
Notions of spillover allowed Rosenau and her colleagues to highlight
the “formal and informal homogenization” emerging as - in their
view — delivery of medical services took place more and more on the
American, corporate, model.”® Others, insisting that “lesson- draw-
ing was atwo-way street,”*¥” argued that the commonalities they saw
emerging were the product of a quite balanced Canadian-American
interaction. In some instances, indeed — tobacco regulation was one
- Canadians might play the lead role," but even when they didn't,
their influence was far from minimal. Patterns of care for the aged
were transcending “the prevailing acute care model” in ways that
combined ”collectivist and individualist values”’* and the delivery
of health care in general showed “recognition of the limits of market-
driven reform and the proven, even necessary role of the state to
ensure the distribution of health benefits at reasonable cost.”'*
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The new sensitivity to supranational patterns and structures
even affected the activity of analysts concerned to do their work in
terms of nation-maintaining assumptions. This was evident in the
thinking of those concerned with the cultural dimension of Cana-
dian-American life. Framed under the influence of that sensitivity,
such thinking pointed to the existence of Canadian-American inter-
action not simply in culture but in the making of the policy that
related to it. Allan Smith’s reading of a lesson to American
policymakers concerning the way they should conduct themselvesin
relation to Canadian cultural issues was predicated on the assump-
tion that those policymakers would have a role in decisions concern-
ing such issues'*'; Ted Magder’s stress on Canadian complicity with
the forces making for American domination of the Canadian cultural
market was as obvious in his analysis of the split-run magazine issue
as it had been in his consideration of feature film policy**; and Joel
Smith’s concern with using public cultural agencies like the Cana-
dian Broadcasting Corporation to maintain the conditions for a civic
culture in Canada derived from a strong sense that the triumph of
American popular culture in Canada had made this the only option
if “media consumption” were to be anything other than “emotional
or ideological.”**

Few areas saw the organizing force of the new ideas enter more
obviously into play than that of regime articulation.' This did not
mean that attention to the way in which Canadian- American inter-
action was generating definable sets of nation-attenuating forms and
conventions was always and everywhere a consequence of the im-
pulse to view ‘old’ phenomena in new ways: sometimes, indeed, the
process was almostentirely driven by the appearance of fresh facts on
the ground. One commentator’s contention that the outlines of a
common complex of law and policy based on “privatization and
deregulation” could be seen emerging in the agricultural sector
derived from the way Canadian reforms in supply management and
regulated marketing enforced the idea that the two countries were
moving towards an increasingly “similar” and “interdependent”
environment.”® When another claimed that dealings over softwood,
however conflicted they might appear, existed within the limits of a
quite clear set of policy-shaping requirements and constraints, his
action was a direct response to the way in which “an increasingly
liberal trade policy between Canada and the U.S.” had joined with
“increased administered protection” in the United States to produce
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sharply defined patterns of interaction.'* As a third moved to press
her belief that “harmonized standards” ruled in relation to intellec-
tual property law, her argument was impelled forward by concrete
change in both statutes and regulation."” In most instances, though,
the critical shaping force was conceptual. Insome cases, its work was
done by indirection: operating first to transform understanding of
basic relations, it precipitated a tendency to think in terms of regimes
only in consequence of that preliminary step. Suggestions that “the
regulatory, industrial, and economic development policies” of the
Atlantic fishery “should be linked,” that “both countries can benefit
from a greater integration of the Northeast Atlantic/regional fishing
economy,” and that “integration in harvesting should be coupled
with harmonized management practices” thus followed upon the re-
interpretation of an ancient and venerable interface as a zone of
fusion and merger where the only rational way of handling activity
was by means of unified institutions and approaches'"; calls for “a
U.S.-Canada subsidies committee, supported by a secretariat domi-
ciled outside the two federal bureaucracies. ..to monitor and review
new and existing programs” attended a like metamorphosis of an
economicrelationship always seen as close into one to be understood
in terms of integration and joint control’; and advocacy of “one
umbrella” in matters of pollution control was a product of the way
the new lens (“we [Canadians and Americans] are all one”) made
environmental phenomena long seen as linked and interdependent
assume the guise of things united and conjoined.™

More commonly, the new way of seeing acted directly to
transform understanding of already existing interactions and pro-
ceedings. The mutation of Jockel’s “continentalist approach” to
economic relations into something programmatic and mandatory -
“the blunt truth is, that harmonious relations ultimately rest on [the
behaviors that approach prescribes]” —was one indication of this™';
Stewart’s incorporation of Canada’s “culture of compromise” into
the negotiating regimen subsisting between Canada and the Un ited
States constituted another'™ ; Fox’s association of familiar links and
connections (“transnational ties...among middle-level officials”; the
fact that “personal relationships among officials across the border
strongly influence comity and mutual understanding”) with the
rules-based interactions she saw emerging in the trade and environ-
ment areas was a third’®®; and Diebold’s conversion of types of
relation- conducting associated with “parallel action” and “devolu-

Doing the Continental / Smith 35



tion and interpenetration” into a species of bilateral interaction and
governance founded on “diffusion of power” formed a carefully
articulated fourth.'*

Nowhere in the pages of Canadian-American Public Policy did the
influence of the new idea manifest itself more clearly than in the
treatment accorded the two countries’ involvement with other na-
tions. Discussion of their ties and links with Mexico certainly showed
its presence. Framed in terms of the conviction that those ties and
links amounted to very little compared to the bonds uniting Canada
and the United States, that discussion in fact unfolded in ways that
left little room for doubt. Though, in consequence, one observer
hazarded the thought that “NAFTA is changing the ‘architecture” of
North American relationships” in ways that were bringing Mexico
into a fuller association with the other twonations,'” the tendency to
see both that country and its ties with its North American partners as
standing distinctly apart emerged with real clarity. Stephen
Herzenberg’s sense that Mexico’s “corporate culture and institu-
tions” and its “difference with the United States and Canada” were
what counted was very plain', and even when its ties to the others
were acknowledged, this was done in ways that emphasized the
difference between those ties and the bonds existing between the two
northern nations. North America, as Stephen Clarkson put it, “is
really two overlapping, asymmetrical subcontinental systems, the
Canadian-American and the Mexican-American”’*’, and - the criti-
cal point - the elements forming the first were much more extensive
than those comprising the second.

Comment on Cuba showed the shaping influence of the Cana-
dian-American idea even more clearly. Indeed, in arguing for
fundamental congruence between Canadian and American policy
onthatdifficultissue —properly understood, insisted Stephen Randall,
Canadian policy towards Castro’s island was rather “serving the
interests of the United States” than undermining them'® - that
comment made its foundations in the belief that there was an essen-
tial community of concerns and interests between the two countries
obvious beyond doubt.

At no point was the influence of the idea more clearly manifest
than in discussion of the way Canadian and American ties beyond
North America might bear on the two nations’ connection with each
other. Notions of Canadian-American closeness and intimacy cer-
tainly grounded Graham Cart’s sense that Canada’s involvement in
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those ties needed to be worked out in ways that would reduce the
strength of that connection: their role in shaping his concern with a
counterbalancing “framework out of which an adequate [Canadian]
response to American initiatives might arise” was, in fact, pal-
pable.’® They could be seen, too, at the base of the markedly different
claim that such ties, no matter what their nature, were not in fact
likely to accomplish so ‘national’ and state-centered an objective:
Elizabeth Smythe’s contention that Canadian involvement in multi-
lateral organizations was at least as likely to strengthen as weaken
bilateral bonds was, indeed, founded on a quite explicit conviction
that the density and closeness of those bonds would very much
complicate attempts, even ones made in “multilateral fora,” to qualify
them.'®® And, dramatically, they were apparent in arguments that,
though Canada and the United States might be transforming their
relationship through interaction in contexts that were increasingly
‘plurilateral,’ it was “the United States-Canada partnership” that
remained central, and the fact that Canada and the United States
would be “equal members and ranking powers in the inner core of all
the institutional clubs” that weighed.'*"

A major vehicle for discussion framed in terms of borderlessness,
the transnational, and the deep general sense that Canadian-Ameri-
can relations were mainly intelligible as artifacts of closeness and
intimacy, Canadian-American Public Policy took its place at the center
of the new conversation with ease and naturalness. The site of
argument possessing both substance and breadth, it in factbecame a
principal influence on, as well as a critical addition to, the developing
themes and modalities in terms of which that conversation was being
articulated. Considerable in weight, authoritative in voice, extensive
in reach, its attainment of a featured role in the exchange under way
was a remarkable achievement altogether unmatched by any other
publication in the field.

VI. CONCLUSION: THE RETURN OF THE ‘NATIONAL'?
Heavily entrenched both in scholarship generally and in the
benchmark studies of Canadian-American Public Policy, the new,
‘borderless’ sense of the Canadian-Americanrelationship gave every
indication thatit would continue to play a major discussion-structur-
ing role into the future. Nor was its presence on the scene likely tobe
inany sense diminished by the proliferation of phenomena which all
but demanded treatment in terms of the principles in which it so
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actively dealt. Developments related to familiar forms of Canadian-
American interaction — expansion of cross-border pipeline links,
ongoing integration of power grids, growth in intermodal shipping,
increases in cross-border trucking, new north-south air services,
closer ties between Canadian and American railways — certainly
compelled consideration in terms of precisely those principles. What
was taking place in a number of new fields of endeavor did as well.
Investigation of the Internet’s role in Canadian-American interaction
could, indeed, hardly be carried out through the agency of anything
but integrationist ideas'®?, while analysis of a wide range of other
realities — the pressure building for Canadian adoption of the U.S.
dollar'®, Canadian concern to harmonize law and policy in the vital
areas of taxation and competition policy*®, and a growing Canadian
tendency to assess levels of productivity and output in relation to
American standards'® - similarly demanded treatment in terms of
border-eliding concepts and approaches.

All, however, was not unalloyed sweetness and light for the
new framework’s future. Notwithstanding its enviable success at
establishing itself at the center of discussion, its failure totally to
efface tendencies to foreground and emphasize ‘national’ phenom-
enaleftareal potential for alternative views of the situation to emerge
and assert themselves. Manifestations of United States’ nationalism
and self-concern — protectionist sentiment, selective international-
ism, and a rising anxiety over border security were among the most
prominent — were certainly highlighted in ways that left ‘borderless’
thinking in relation to that country looking, at the least, like some-
thing that could only be understood in realist, nation-centered terms.'*
Signs of ‘national’ phenomena on the Canadian side attracted a no
less complicating sort of attention: stress placed on the viability of the
Canadian political community,'®” the nation-maintaining relevance
of the new communications technologies,'® and the nationalizing
function of federal initiatives in post-secondary education and re-
search'® had particularly obvious implications for arguments that
the movement towards borderlessness and integration was domi-
nant — which implications began almost immediately to be drawn
out. Thompson and Randall’s 1994 insistence that “any apparent
tendency towards [Canadian-American] convergence ... must be
viewed through the lens of divergence and ambiguity” was an early
indication of the explicitness with which this exercise in ‘re-border-
ing’ might be carried out.” John Helliwell’s claim that economic
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integration between Canada and the United States was far from
reducing trade links among provinces to a nullity — “borders”, in his
trenchant formulation, still “mattered” — constituted a later, even
more forceful statement of the point.””* And Bruce Doern and Mark
MacDonald’s argument that Canada functioned in a complex multi-
level framework to the operating of which national orientations
remained central saw it given a third highly articulated presenta-
tion.'”2

Analysts were, to be sure, still far from reviving the idea that
absorptive systems were impossible: if, however, the closest they
have yet got to that step was William Watson’s claim that “deepening
economic integration ... does not bind national governments nearly
so tightly as much popular commentary suggests,”"”* the logic of the
situation suggested that such an intervention was not far off. Influ-
enced by shifting and changing world views, responding to fresh
new developments in the domain of events and occurrences, focus-
ing on quite different aspects of the relationship than those empha-
sized by their ‘continentalist’ counterparts, thinkers seemed, in fact,
highly likely to proceed to a new kind of ‘national” argument, one
which in its challenging of the continentalist assumptions that had
come to loom so large would do nothing quite so much as produce a
revivified version of the old contest between ‘national” and ‘conti-
nental’ ways of understanding Canadian-American interplay. The
grand unfolding of conceptual frameworks and patterns seemed,
then, certain to continue: given, indeed, the fact that no notion —no
matter how complex and nuanced - could be (to take a phrase from
John Sloan Dickey) “conceptually adequate to ... the myriad of
realities” it was configured to represent,'” the new, more complex
‘nationalism’ in process of emergence seemed itself likely to be
displaced with the passage of time. Though, in consequence, an
understanding of matters that would marry the national and the
continental appeared likely to move increasingly into view, it is
difficult to resist the conclusion that in time it, too, will be confronted
by some new and innovating perspective: part of a dynamic, ongo-
ing, open-ended process, its entry onto the scene in fact doing no
more than marking another stage in the continuing struggle to
combine endlessly altering realities and constantly changing concep-
tual frameworks into a coherent, persuasive, and usable pattern of
explanation and understanding.
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