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I. INTRODUCTION?
Inbasic geometry, we learn
that the perimeter is the sum of
the length of the sides enclosing
a geometric space. Itisaboutas
linear a concept as one could
imagine, a mere matter of locat-
ing a space, measuring the
length of the straight lines that
define its outline, and adding it
all up. In the natural world
things get a bit more complex,
with land masses segmented
and defined by riversand moun-
tain ranges that do not lend
themselves to the linear calcu-
lus of geometry. Still more com-
plex, of course, are political
houndaries, which are the le-
gally and militarily enforced
lines in the sand that set off a
centrally-governed, territori-

GOLOB ally-contiguous political com-

munity (what we political sci-
entists call a ‘state’) from its
neighbors.

Once we recognize the -
vented nature of these political
boundaries, even in those states
which claim transcendent his-
torical attachment between
peopleand territory, we see that
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the perimeters, or the borders, of the state are designed not only to
keep external enemies out, but to define who and what is worth
defending within those barriers, and why that particular state has the
legitimate righttodoso. Rather thanadding up thelength of the sides
of a geometric space to determine its value, the border-as-perimeter
of a state is measured in less concrete terms that add up to state
legitimation, such as sovereignty (autonomy from outside med-
dlers), security (from invasion) and identity (within the community
and in contrast with outsiders). To paraphrase R.B.J. Walker's
seminal work in this area, the state justifies its primary role in the
international system and its monopoly over the use of force at home
by mediating between the ‘inside” and the ‘outside™, and thal media-
tion occurs — literally and symbolically — at the border.

This view of the international system of states as one of fortified
units geared both internationally and domestically for continuous
defense — individually and in strategic alliances - has been chal-
lenged in the immediate post-Cold War years by those proclaiming
the rise of a community of ‘liberal democratic states” that were no
longer arming against ane another, but rather opening their borders
for economic (and, in the case of Europe, political) integration, often
in regionally-defined spaces. In the vernacular of the constructivist
literature with International Relations, which advocates tor such a
‘constructed’ view of politics based upon the social transtormation ol
identities, this is an expansion of the ‘we,” a redefinition of the "in-
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group’ to, if not fully include, then to no longer absolutely exclude
those who are beyond a nation’s strict political perimeter.’

There are three main hypotheses advanced to explain this
cooperative turn in international relations, two of which stress the
consolidation of a shared sense of identity across national bound-
aries. The neoliberal-institutionalist model posits that intensifying
economic interdependence providesanincentive structure thatmakes
cooperation a positive-sum outcome for competitive states; in other
words, the classical liberal idea of “peace through trade” is consistent
with, and is advanced by, the rational calculations of power-maxi-
mizing units.! The second hypothesis is equally inspired by classical
liberalism and by Immanuel Kant, but instead advances what has
been called the ‘democratic peace thesis.” This is the notion that
states with liberal democratic regimes are less likely to go to war
against one another because their institutions are transparent (and
thus avoid problems of mutual misperception), their armies are
drawn from and funded by the population (the latter through taxes
with the purse-strings controlled by elected representatives in the
legislature), and their leaders need popular support when they face
re-election.  Though not explicitly constructivist, the democratic
peace thesis rests firmly on the assumption that democracies identify
internationally with one another in a way that ma kes mutual inter-
pretation of their foreign policy actions more likely to be sympa-
thetic. They are like “us” and would notact this way without a good
reason.

Finally, recent scholarship along constructivist lines has devel-
oped Karl Deutsch’s postwar concept of the "secu rity community” to
understand how and why states identify across boundaries ina way
that perception of threat and ideas about what constitutes security
are shared and yet not aimed against one another. Within ‘pluralis-
tic’ security communities, write Adler and Barnett, there are “de-
pendable expectations of peaceful change,” and “peace i1s ted to the
existence of a transnational community” based upon “shared identi-
tics. values and meanings, many-sided and direct relations, and
some degree of reciprocity.”

The lessons of these three hypotheses — open borders and tree-
flowing commerce advance economic security, democracies make
better neighbors, and shared threats canlead toshared identities—are
surely not lost, nor are they readily accepted, by students of the
world’s longest undefended land border between Canada and the
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United States. Indeed, we might describe that border as US.
Undersecretary of State George Ball did cynically in the 196Us, as a
symbolic manifestationof Canada’s ongoing “rearguard action against
the inevitable,” meaning its absorption into the LS. economic sphere
and, by extension, its cultural and political domamn. True, the
extreme delineation between ‘us” and ‘them’ symbolized by a “bor-
der as national perimeter” clashes with the reality of a “border as
semi-permeable membrane” that we know allows (and encourages)
bidirectional flows of goods, services, people, technology, and ideas
on a scale perhaps unmatched except by its mirror image along the
LI.S.’ssouthern border. However, we may ask, what is more real than
a symbol with the force of meaning attached, particularly when it
changes the behavior of actors in line with those beliets, as opposed
to concrete realities that contradict them? While seers of globaliza-
tion, and opponents of the 1988 Free Trade Agreement (recall the
famous campaignad), viewed the ‘borderless world” as the future on
the continent of North America, it is the border that has not only
increased insignificance, butalso has retained its symbolic resonance
within a region that refuses to be truly regionalized. And while we
may more readily account for the persistence of the border-as-barrier
image in relations between the United States and Mexico, given the
vast differences in level ot development, the history of U S, interven-
tionism, and the cyclical resurgence of anti-immigrant sentiments in
the U.S., itismy contention here that the svmbolic barriers that persist
in U.S. and Canadian thinking form an even more striking and
formidable obstacle to deeper regional integration than usually
considered.” For even as industries, trade unions, NGOs and indi-
vidual citizens have increasingly transcended the border in the past
near-decade, ‘North America” has just barely emerged in the U.S. and
Canada as a publicly-debated idea beyond the narrow confines of the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) or beyond the
traditional venue of Canada-U.5. bilateral relations.” What stands
between, literally and svmbolically, is the border, and even as it
becomes more trafficked, more sensitive for mutual security, and
more jointly administered in line with self-interested forces of inter-
dupend:':m:b and the exigencies spurred by the September 11" at-
tacks, it remains for the two national governments — in iden ity terms
expressed in foreign policy - what divides 'us” and ‘them” more than
what joins together a ‘North American”‘we.” Ironically but fittingly,
in the age of globalization, and in the same borderless world that
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spawned Al Qaeda, states continue to look to border-defending and
border-defining foreign policy as the symbolic means of forging
national unity and, by extension, replenishing state legitimation.

From this perspective | will analyze the identity-based borders
that have been fortified and sanctified by Canada and the U.5. in their
relations with one another, because | believe they explain a resistance
on the part of government and foreign policy officials to ‘construct’
a ‘North American’ identity, even in the context of the golden
opportunity offered by the post-September 11" moment. The paper
begins with a brief constructivist analysis of the symbolic and inter-
pretive link between sovereignty, security, and identity in the con-
struction of the Canadian and U.S. national interests, as each state
employed foreign policy to forge distinctdomesticand, by extension,
international identities for their respective and highly diverse na-
tional communities on the North American continent. The analysis
reveals extreme ambivalence on the part of the U.5. as well as Canada
regarding mutual identification in foreign policy and bilateral coop-
eration. Thisambivalence is founded on a history of sensitivities over
sovereignty on both sides — in part manufactured for domestic
consumption — that have persisted despite (or, some would argue,
because of) the formalization of economic integration. Instead of a
smooth narrative of ever-deepening mutual regional identification
driven either by shared geography, shared material selt-interest or
shared democratic or Western values, the story of ‘North America’ is
punctuated by the intrusion of ideological and identity-inscribed
borders erected by the two national governments and defended via
foreign policy rhetoric, ostensibly to protect “the nation’ from the
neighbor’s designs on its sovereignty, security, and identity.

The remainderof thearticle takes this historical and constructivist
analytical framework and applies it to the official re-inscription of
borders with identity content as seen in post-September 11" security
cooperation between the U.S. and Canada. With the coordinated
attacks on the American ‘homeland,’ state-based, military-domi-
nated, security /defense paradigms made a remarkable comeback on
the U.S. side, meeting head-on with the post-Cold War shift towards
viewing security as multidimensional and with Canadian govern-
ment prioritization of “economic security” as the post-FIA sine qua
non of ‘national security”. The result, I will argue, is an asymmetrical
and yet strangely parallel refocus on the border as sign and symbol
of each state’s fulfilling the “national interest” defined by a sover-
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eignty-securityv-identity trinity. Specitically, I will examine the idea
of a ‘North American Security Perimeter” that was floated early on
but later became transformed into the more pragmatically-framed
Smmart Border program. Here 1 will analyze speeches and govern-
ment statements to assess the ideological and rhetorical evolution ol
‘borders’ that include and exclude, based upon notions of shared
normsand identity, and which provide ‘security” tor those imagined
within them. Two issues touching on ‘distinctness” and ‘mutuality’
as well as ‘threat’ and ‘asymmetry’ — economic security and sover-
eignty — will be highlighted. The final section asks the next logical
question: if the Canadian and American states still require the border
to define their nations and their own legitimacy, what are the pros-
pects for a “borderless’ North America?

[I. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
A. The Setting: Security and Mutuality atter 9/11/01

When the planes hit the World Trade Center towers and the
Pentagon on September 11", 2001, what crumbled along, with these
mighty symbols of American power was also the sense of geographic
insulation enjoved by both the United States and Canada for most of
the past century. While the proximity of Canada to one of the two
nuclear-armed superpowers during the Cold War did imply its
concomitant valnerabihty incase of a Russian misfive, as joel Sokolsky
has argued, the physical defense of North America took a back-seal
for both the U.S. and Canada to that of the European theater, where
it was believed any nuclear confrontation with the Soviets unde-
terred by overwhelming U.S. force would play out.” After the end of
the Cold War and into the "age of globalization™ dawning in the
19905, both countries began to rethink the nature of “security” policy
which was all the more detached from the traditional, territorial
notion of self-defense. The concept of “human security” was cham-
pioned by Lloyd Axworthy, then Canada’s toreign minister. At the
same time, Clinton administration military cuts were coupled with
talk ol expanding the definition of security to encompass non-
military areas such as migration and disease. These changes in
rhetoric and policy did not preclude a role for the protection of the
“homeland,” but they certainly did locate the main security threats in
arcasof the world far removed trom the zone of prosperity formed by
the two North American nations. The US. and Canada would
cooperate multilaterally to meet these global challenges, but their
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bilateral efforts to “secure” theircommon space would become a relic
of the past."

[n a matter of hours on one fatetul day, however, the primary
security threat to the continent became state-directed, territorially-
targeted, and quasi-military, provoked by an enemy that both orga-
nized and operated globally, and was entirely too close to home, as
seen in the abuse of student visas and laxness in airport security.
Moreover, the ideological content, or framing, of the contlict ad-
vanced in the aftermath by the Bush administration underscored the
mutuality of the threat to both the U.S. and its neighbor, pomnting
beyond shared geography to imply a shared stake in defeating a force
anathema to shared values, analogous to the West's fight against
Communist aggression in the Cold War. As Canadians rallied to
show their emotional support tor their neighbors (and, more imme-
diately, for stranded air passengers), cooperation on border security
took center-stage out of mutual economicand security interest. Both
countries began reviewing their immigration procedures and public
health infrastructures, anti-terrorism legislation was enacted on both
sides of the borderin anatmosphere of urgency, and those tearing tor
the future of civil liberties were also activated in parallel. It was not
naive to ask, at this moment, whether what had been assumed
missing in the purposefully underdeveloped project of building
“North America” as a region — a deeper public-private sense of
mutuality that transcended narrow economicinterestasembodied in
the NAFTA accord —had become possible through the most unantici-
pated of shared experiences.

B. Constructivism: Mutuality and Identity in Explaining
International Cooperation

The idea of mutuality, or of mutual identification across na-
tional boundaries, is a central explanatory concept for those scholars
operating in the constructivist mode in the tield of international
relations."" Specifically, while competing paradigms such as realism
and neoliberalism view states as self-interested unitary actors mak-
ing cost-benefit choices based upon power-related or material inter-
ests, constructivists claim that states will act upon their identities in
ways not necessarily predicted by such “rational” calculations. State
identity for constructivists consists of two equal and interrelated
dimensions of the sense of self: a subjective self-schema, or the story
one tells to oneself about what makes the self unique, and an inter-
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subjective assessment of the meaning of the self and its role in a society
of states based upon how one is viewed by others.'- States, then,
delineate and judge their options for international action based upon
criteria that may advance symbolic or identity-inscribed values as
opposed to material interests. Likewise, rather than engaging in a
Hobbesian war of all against all in an anarchic international system
without governance, states can and do forge and abide by mutually-
respected rules because their identities are tied to advancing specific
norms, and because they care about how other states view them and
judge their commitments to those norms. These two observations
advance theory in two ways: first by asserting that conflict between
states is not “natural” or inevitable; and second by pointing beyond
the surface of easily-measurable economic and strategic interests
towards deciphering historic and symbolic meanings tied to the
subjective and inter-subjective dimensions of state identity that
better account for surprising instances of interstate contlict and
cooperation.,

Through these interpretive lenses, constructivist analyses can
account for a variety of behaviors previously viewed as counter-
intuitive, if not downright irrational. For example, Bruce Cronin's
work on “transnational identity” looks at the phenomenon ofsmaller
states voluntarily giving up independence and merging to form a
larger state, as seen in the processes of unification in Germany and in
Italy in the 19" century.” Other such “deviations” from traditional
expectations of state behavior explored by constructivists are compli-
ance with international agreements against or in the absence of
decisive material incentives,” and the resilience of alliances to inter-
nal dissent.”” Notably, all of these analyses cite some aspect of
nutnaliby of identity, orin Bially Mattern’s term, “we-ness,” as the key
motivating factor for state behavior not readily explained by material
or power-based interests alone.

i1l. A TALE OF TWO NARRATIVES: MUTUALITY,
DISTINCTIVENESS, AND CONSTRUCTION OF
IDENTITY IN CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS
A. Against the Convergence or Mutuality Narrative
Taking a page from the constructivist handbook, we could
easily crafta narrative of U.S.-Canadian relations that views the past
two hundred vears as a slow yet inevitable process of bringing
Canada into conformity with a mutual but U.S.-defined “North
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American’identity within its regional system. In his recent overview
of the bilateral relationship and its historiography, Allan Smith has
documented distinct strains of such a convergence view that have
drawn a relatively straight line trom the “facts on the ground” - such
as economic interdependence, bilateral institutions, treaties and
other norm-based cooperation - to a shared or mutual identity that
has stabilized the dyad overall,'" Associated with this teleological
view of LL5.-Canadian togetherness, otten rehearsed by proponents
of greater economic integration and decried by Canadian opponents
of cultural Americanization, is the parallel narrative of Canadian
foreign and security policy and its consistent mutual identification
with the West and its liberal values. And with the events of Septem-
ber 11", this process of convergence looked likely to deepen further,
as the Canadian people and their government viewed the Al Queda
threatas both personal (due to the myriad familial and friendship ties
across the border) and transcendent (in terms of values such as
human life and religious freedom) in ways that further consolidated
a sense of “we-ness” with the United States.

And yet even as cooperation on border issues has borne some
fruit (which will be analyzed in a later section), in the past year there
hasbeen more talk of conflict than comity in thebilateral relationship.
This has been mostly due to the perennial issues of asymnnietry and of
distinctiveness that have had a history of upending the relationship
just enough to prevent the kind of mutuality that could transform
their identities into a true regional identity. A quite different
constructivist reading of the Canada-U.S. narrative would focus on
these serial rejections of mutuality that have punctuated the other-
wise neal story ol convergence and brotherhood, and have rein-
forced distinct identities in what |. Bartlet Brebner has classically
described as a pair of national “Siamese twins.""

B. Constructing an Alternative Narrative: Three Theoretical

Moves

To construct this narrative, | will first start with three main
theoretical and methodological moves. First, | will adopt what has
been called a “domestic” constructivist framework, which differs from
the systemic constructivist paradigm in its attention to the internal
dynamics of identity formation within the state and their expression
through specific foreign policies.”™  In order to study these internal
dynamics, I will follow domestic constructivists by adopting an
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interpretive methodology that focuses on state-sanctioned public
discourse as the materials of, or evidence for, state identity construc-
tion through the symbols and rhetorical strategies employed and the
meanings they are meant to convey both to the national community
and to the external audience.”

Second, | am taking a distinctly patl-dependent view of the
bilateral relationship, referring to the methodology currently at the
center of debates in comparative politics and policy studies which
suggests that decisions made and institutions constructed in the past
send states down particular policy “paths” that open and toreclose
options in accordance with the perpetuation of notions of “how we
dothings.”*" At the same time, | resist the structural determinism of
some path dependency analysis and instead wish to highlight both
the “policy windows” that open at critical junctures and the deliber-
ate choices made by leaders (often supported by foreign policy
establishments) in the U.S. and Canada which saw those windows
close without a significant realignment of mutuality in the bilateral
relationship. ™

Finally. my narrative begins by positing that the construction
and expression of distinct identities through forcign policy served a
specific purpose- state legitimation— in both nations.  Sovereignty,
R.B.]. Walker reminds us, was a norm designed to institutionalize
(quasi-legally and in practice) the legitimacy of centrally-governed,
territorially-based political communities, a new universalism to re-
place church transcendentalism in the early modern period.= At the
same time, sovereignty as a practice and a discourse has given the state
and the elites who claim the right to rule in its name a tool to proclaim
and institutionalize their particular right to rule a particular territory
in a particular way.* Similarly, the politics of sovereignty discourse
within the national territory involve the linking of an external narra-
tive of defense of sovereignty with the formulation of the community s
shared identity through what Rogers Smith has called the "constitu-
tive story” that binds citizens to the state and establishes the content
of state legitimation.” The discourse of sovereignty, so central to
foreign policy ideology and action, not only defines what is special
about us that is worth defending and from whom (i.e., security and
identity), but also reasserts the right of those who have taken the
mantle of the state to act on our behalf according to those definitions,
values and self-schemas. [t also establishes a tempaoral or historical
connection between current leaders and a heroic past, the latter
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treated as an icon or normative mold into which contemporary
leaders can fit their policies and thus legitimate them.

Finally, to repeat the much-echoed observations of Benedict
Anderson and Fric Hobsbawm on modern nationalism, even those
national identities based upon so-called ethnic identity are con-
structed against an out-group (internal and /or external) and politi-
cally shaped by leaders for maximum legitimacy vield.” Modern
states that are ethnically and geographically diverse are that much
more likely to have their “constitutive story” (or “core narrative’)
revolve around actions, events or symbols that define the national
community as separate and distinct from others or, more specitically
anOther.* And, in keeping with the subjective and inter-subjective
nature of identity, the external “out-group” may not be, objectively,
all that different, or all that threatening, but nonetheless is treated as
such within foreign policy doctrine for purposes of the politics of
sovereignty and state legitimation.

C. Divergence and Distinctiveness: The Canadian Side

This interpretation should sound familiar to those who have
studied Canadian foreign policy, since it resonates with the famous
saying that Canada has had to choose between the State and the
Gtates.” While Sir John A. Macdonald’s National Policy is often
treated as the emblematic domestic policy in this quest to legitimate
4 Canadian state and institutionalize its role as national unifier,™ it
was also a foreign policy in that it raised the ta riff as a defense policy
and built East-West economic and transport links deliberately to
<how the Americans that Canada’s national economy could be viable
despite the deepening ties of North-South interdependence. Once
Canada had an autonomous foreign policy, it, too, served to give
content to the core narrative of Canadian national identity, tirst by
asserting a “linchpin” role for Canada in the “North Atlantic Tri-
angle” between the U.S. and Britain before and during World Warll,
and later as “middle-power multilateralist,” both of which were
designed to distinguish Canada from its southern neighbor (1.e.,
Canada as more British/European, then Canada as champion of
world governance as an analogue for its experimentin governing an
officially bilingual, multicultural society, and as a distinction from
U.S. individualism and unilateralism).”

Another historic theme of Canadian foreign policy is diversiti-
cation of relations, into which fell not only the North Atlantic Tri-
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angle and multilateralism but also the bilateralism associated with
Trudeau’s Third Option in the 1970s." More recently, despite the
perception that Canada has moved decisively into the American
orbit via the FTA, NAFTA and the future FTAA, Canadian ftoreign
policy continued to carve out a distinct image and rale for Canada
abroad as a champion of rule-based governance, again contrasting
American unilateralism and asserting Canada’s substantive ties to
issues such as development and peace (especially seen in the
government’s support for the campaign to ban land mines). In a
world that has been widely viewed as undergoing homogenization
toward Americaneconomic, political, and cultural standards, Canada
sees nothing new perse, only an expansion in the scale and form of the
American ‘threat’ to Canadian identity at home and abroad that the
state is on guard to counter, whether through detense of a state role
in healthcare insurance or through an increase in the foreign aid
budget.

D. Divergence and Distinctiveness: The U.S. Side

What may not be so familiar to students of the bilateral relation-
ship is the view that the diverting punctuations of the flow towards
mutuality with the United States are not simply artificially manufac-
tured by sovereignty-led, symbolically-saturated Canadian foreign
policies designed to assert a separate and distinct Canadian identity,
or by American hegemonic and so-called pragmatic attempts to gel
their Canadian counterparts to give up hollow pretensions to ditfer-
ence. Rather,a more fruittul way to understand this dynamicis tosee
both the parallels between the Canadian and American “core narra-
tives” and the foreign policy ideologies they teed, and the asymme-
tries of power and attention that compound the striving for distinct-
ness and the resistance to mutuality that the two neighbors’ core
narratives strangelv share.

In his idea-based analysis on American foreign policy, Roger
Whitcomb identifies a number of elements that make up an Ameri-
can “tradition” in foreign affairs that is said to reflect the values,
traits, beliefs and ways of perceiving the world shared by the Ameri-
can people.’ Central to this tradition is what has been called the
belief in “ American Exceptionalism,” whether materially-based (i.e.,
peographic isolation, economic abundance or the transformation of
the environment through technology) or morally-based (i.e., the
Puritan work ethic, the experimental nature of American popular
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democratic institutions, or the moral superiority of the U.S. as the
Promised Land and the pinnacle of political development). Whether,
n the terms of the historian Arthur Schlesinger, |r., this sense of
distinctness led one to see the U.S. as “experiment” and thus deserv-
“"h ot withdrawal from the messv conflicts of the world, or as

“destiny” and thus morally uhil;_,ah:d to act abroad in to spread its
ideals, the underlying shared assumption of the isolationist /interna-
tionalist debate is still American Exceptionalism.* This identitv as
unique was positively self-oriented and open (at least thunrelua]h)
to immigrants and new generations, as what was believed to make
the U.S. different and, by extension, better than other countries was
itsdynamic, individualist, freedom-based philosophy that contrasted
with the tradition-bound Old World. It should also be recalled that
the overweening confidence that has been associated with Ameri-
cans and their foreign policy is nota creation of its great power status;
rather, the distinctly adolescent and internally divided United States
of the 1830s-60s gave rise to a Manifest Destiny ideology arguably
demonstrating the close connection between identity and sover-
eignty-based foreign policy rhetoric and the insecurity of state legiti-
macy.” And, as the U.5. emerged as a great power at the turn of the
last century, its sense of uniqueness led to the internally-widespread
beliet that somehow the rules of history and of power did not apply
to it, and that American proselytizing and missionary zeal were
surely not to be mistaken tor crass imperialism a la Britain, or Rome. "
Above all else, though, in symbols and in its conception of self, the
United States strove ta be different and believed itself to be thus in the
most positive possible way.

Given this sense of identity based upon a subjective sense of
uniqueness and an inter-subjective sense of being in the world as a
model for other nations, American foreign policy has served state
legitimation by offering the external projection of this sense of self in
keeping with the core narrative. Another element of the core narra-
tive that was also incorporated in foreign policy ideology and action
was that of sovereignty — that is, popular sovereignty as conceived in
the Lockean sense. Defense of sovereignty in the U.S. foreign policy
lexicon has had two related meanings: first, it meant the right of the
American people through their representatives — not foreign govern-
ments or even freaties — to make the law for the United States, and
second, it meant the implicit right tor laws not to apply to the U.S. in
its capacity as model nation or leader. If the concept of sovereignty
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has evolved to answer the question, “Who decides?” the answer in
U.S, foreign policy has always been “us”; any sense of mutuality was
such that the reserved right to detach and be accorded independent
and unigue status was a primary condition. Even within the NATO
alliance during the Cold War al the height of what might be called
Western mutuality, the US. always reserved the right to act alone
and split with its European allies on issues such as défente, Cuba, and
the Strategic Defense Initiative. After the Cold War, as incentives tor
multilateralism further waned and US. domestic demands tor a
“peace dividend” waxed, there was a deep concern among, Western
allies that the U.S. would shift towards isolationism and forsake its
responsibilities as the sole remaining superpower — a clear retlection
of the perception that the mutuality constructed during the Cold War
to counter Soviet communism was not to be counted on now that the
threat was gone.

E. Asymmetry and Disjuncture in the Convergence

Narrative of Canada-U.S. Relations

Thus, both Canada and the United States have historically had
state legitimation-oriented reasons to resist mutual identification
and to preserve distinctiveness. At the same time, this dynamic must
be viewed in the context of a second dimension: that of asymmetry of
poweer and attention.  Returning briefly to the realm of material
measures, the fact that the United States has developed into a
superpower —and, more recently, the only remaining global super-
power - and has built up an economy and mihtary that dwart that of
Canada, has exerted a two-fold impact on Canadian foreign policy
beyond the distinctiveness imperative. First, Canadian pohcymakers
have long sought to maximize the advantages of Canada’s proximity
to a superpower, most notably in their attempts to benefit from trade
with, and investment flowing from, the prosperous and entrepre-
neurial south. Such benefits, however, came at the price of a certain
degree of self-censorship and pre-emptive limitation on Canada’s
room tor maneuver. On the political side, the practice of “quict
diplomacy” which prevailed during the first two decades of the
postwar period reflected Canadian fears of going public with dissent
from Li.S. Cold War policies such as the Vietnam War. Meanwhile,
on the economic side, Canadian diplomats assiduously avoided
linking issues in negatiations with the United States, lest the survival
of key integrated economic sectors become hostage to unrelated
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areas of conflict in times of crisis. In both cases, Canadian foreign
policy was responding to the exigencies of asymmetry and the real
costs that a US. retaliation could have on its interdependent and
vulnerable economy.”

However, it is not merely that the United States far outweighs
Canada in terms of economic might, military reach, population, or
technological advancement; it is that they share a geographic and
symbolic space that makes asymmetry a defining feature of their
relationship. While Canada’s foreign policy apparatus is almost
entirely geared either to deal with the U.S. or to symbolically distin-
guish Canada From the U.S., Canada barely registers on the U.S.
toreign policy radar screen.” Indeed, because of this asymmetry of
attention, a key exception to the pursuit of distinctiveness over
mutuality in Canada’s relations with the U.S. — the belief in the so-
called “Special Relationship” - helps to make true mutuality unat-
tainable. Canada’s unrealistic expectations of special status and
sustained identification asa primary partner have blinded its foreign
policymakers to the realities of U.S. policy, which gives special status
only to its own interests and is characterized by shifting internal
priorities and a fragmented policy process that undermines the
permanence of any symbolic set of relationships. Once blinded,
Canada’s policymakers are then more easily blind-sided when they
are disabused of their belief in Washington’s deep and abiding
partnership, and then they are placed under political pressure the
next time not to be perceived as too friendly to the US. In the end,
Canadian policy is forced to prove its distinctiveness in traditional
ways, and U.S. policy continues to insist upon its own torm of
distinctiveness, thus never entering into a dialogue about what
mutuality would actually mean and what it might accomplish,

Here, the distinctiveness imperative and the asymmetry reality
periodically meetto cause serial fall-outs in the bilateral relationship.
The so-called "Nixon Shock” of 1971 offers a good example of this
dilemma. Facing inflationary pressures from costs of social pro-
grams and a war in Southeast Asia, along with increased import
competition from Europe and Japan, the U.S. economy experienced
ts first postwar taste of chronic trade deficits during the late 1960s
and early 1970s. In August, 1971, US. President Richard Nixon
announced hwo unilateral measures designed to communicate to
domestic constituencies and to the world that the U S. was no longer
willing to bear what it considered to be an unfair burden in maintain-
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ing the world economy. First, he pulled the dollar off of the gold
standard, effectively ending its role as stabilizer in the postwar
Bretton Woods system of international monetary cooperation through
fixed exchange rates; then, he imposed an across-the-board import
surcharge along with other measures designed to overcome the trade
deficit. The latter announcement hit Canada particularly hard, not
only in terms of the material costs it represented due to the concen-
tration of Canadian exports headed to the US. markets, but also
because of the political shock of not being consulted or exempted as
had been expected under the “Special Relationship.” This marked a
turning-point in the relationship: the U.S. sounded a declaration of
independence from the world’s expectations of infinite muniticence
and in the process ran roughshod over Canada’s somewhat naive
expectations that its status as a steadfast ally would lead a world
power to place mutual norms of palitical cooperation witha neighbor
ahead of commercial and strategic self-interest. At that moment,
patterns of deepening mutuality built up over the pustwar period
were abruptly undermined by American Exceptionalism and by
U.S.-Canadian asymmetry of power and of attention. Thus, despite
the fact that the actual surcharges were quickly negotiated away, the
Nixon Shock became an emblematic moment for those in Canada
who praclaimed the death of the “Special Relationship,” and led
Trudeau to adopt his “Third Option” foreign policy focused upon
diversification of economic relations beyond the United States and
distinctiveness in Canada’s multilateral stances.”

Likewise, softwood lumber continues to be an issue that is held
hostage to these same dynamics. The facts on the ground underscore
the asymmetry of power in this conflict: the main market for
Canadian lumber is the United States, and the rule-based system of
dispute settlement laid out first in the FTA and later in NAFTA has
not restrained US. unilateral retaliation, potentially threatening
thousands of Canadian jobs. But other asymmetries, most notably
those of divergent policy environments and values, exacerbate the
tensions, The U.S, acts to defend its market-driven lumber interests
from what is seen as unfair Canadian statist protectionism, while
Canada claims that its state-led rather than market-driven system 15
necessary to maintain the industry and calls on its neighbor to
adjudicate through dispute settlement rather than resorting to uni-
lateral countervailing action. On the surface, this is a simple trade
dispute, but underneath it is a toe-to-toe battle between concephions
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of the state and its role in the economy, as well as the value of
following rules vs. acting alone. These are politically-charged issues
linked tostate legitimation in both countries, and because the distinc-
tiveness dimension of identity is thereby repeatedly activated in
these cycles of conflict, another opportunity to act in a mutually-
identifying manner is serially undermined.

Like the immigration issue between the U.S. and Mexico, the
lumber issue — and, to some extent, the wheat and fisheries issues as
well — masquerade as irritants on the Canada-U.S. bilateral agenda
when they are, in fact, the essence of the bilateral agenda. They are
small issues that add up to a deep and penetrating economic interde-
pendence that s countered by state-sanctioned beliefs in distinctive-
ness and against mutuality, making it inevitable that relations main-
tain a choppy, unequal and unstable potential despite all of the
mstitutions and institutionalized mechanisms in place to keep the
relationship running smoothly. The U.5.1s absorbed by its belief in
ite own beneficence and does not understand that Canada could see
America’s unilateral economic, political and military power as a
threat. (Indeed, U.S. officials would be shocked to see the results of
a recent nationwide poll in Canada which reveals that nearly 40
percent off respondents viewed President Bush to be the leader who
poses the greatest threat to world peace and stability.)™ Meanwhile,
Canada cycles between optimism that the “special relationship” will
redeem its faith in rules in the face of U.S. unilateralism, and deep
disillusionment leading to the manufacturing of symbolic policies of
distinctiveness.

[V. THE SMART BORDER INITIATIVE: LOOKS LIKE

MUTUALITY, SOUNDS LIKE DISTINCTIVENESS

On the surface, it would appear that cooperation between the
United States and Canada on border issues has reached a new level
of institutionalization and shared purpose which in turn should
translate into a seed for the kind of mutuality 1 have argued to be
essential to constructinga “North American” identity beyond NAFTA.
This latest and deepest round of shaping joint institutions, norms,
and security procedures for the horder started immediately after
the September 11" attacks and was apparently given the highest
priority by the two national leaders. Once President Bush had
appointed his personal friend and former Pennsylvania governor,
Tom Ridge, to head the newly-created Office of Homeland Security
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within the White House," Ridge began working on border manage-
ment issues with John Manley, Prime Minister Chrétien's foreign
minister and close political ally, who had also been named chairman
of a newly-established ad hoc cabinet committee on public security
and anti-terrorism and would later become Chrétien’s deputy prime
minister.’' Their “Smart Border Declaration” of December 12, 2001,
which was accompanied by a 30-point action plan, set out ambitious
goals which crossed ministerial /departmental turf lines and clearly
established joint responsibility and a need to harmonize standa rds,
two important elements of “mutuality.”*

Thisinitiative quickly borne fruit when two key programs came
on line as of September, 2002, and their implementation has ad-
vanced as of the first annual update report issued in December,
2002.%" The first of these programs, known as FAST (Free and Secure
Irade), engages the private sector to pre-certify its commercial
shipments and drivers as low-risk, thus expediting the border-
crossing process and freeing customs agents to focus on high-risk
goods.™ Ridge and Manley pledged to have the system fully oper-
able in six key major crossings by the end of 2002, but as ea rly as the
tall of that year joint registration processes had already become
available for carriers and importers. By 2005 the two countries plan
to harmonize all other customs processes for commercial shipments.
Similarly promising is the NEXUS program otfering express clear-
ance for “low-risk, pre-approved travelers” which will expand to
include the Windsor/Detroit and Fort Erie/Buffalo by the start of
2003 and is slated to come on line in most high-volume crossings and
perhaps even airports by the end of that year.*

[n a number of ways the Smart Border initiative can be read as
a significant shift in scale and urgency for both the U.S. and Canada
in the way the border is conceived, managed, and shared. Just the
FAST and NEXUS programs alone require the two nations to harmo-
nize their standards regarding what constitutes a “safe” company or
a "low-risk” individual based upon what the two leaders called a
‘Joint mission” for the U.S. and Canada “to protect the security and
enhance the prosperity of our citizens”at the international border
[ts many other proposed areas of cooperation raise the bar for
information and intelligence sharing, joint policing and law enforce-
ment, cooperation in matters of immigration and refugee applica-
tions, and other issues that traditionall y form the conceptual borders
of the “national” and previously have been the sacred trust of the
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state. But there is a danger here of interpreting these actions as proot
of a true convergence of identification and identity that we should
expect from a project building “mutuality,” even if we keep our focus
only on the issue of the border. Rather, behind two key clements of
mutuality embodied in the project and expressed in official rhetoric,
| will argue that there are signals of distinctiveness and asymmetry-
led disjuncture, and they can be found by studying how mutuality is
being framed. As evidence, | will use specches made to domestic
audiences by two relatively comparable government officials: Tom
Ridge on the American side, and John Manley on the Canadian side.

A. Economic Security

The link between security and prosperity underscored by the
Bush/Chrétien joint statement seems primarily driven by material
incentives: both leaders were pressured by the huge negative eco-
nomic impact of closing the border after September 11" on just-in-
time delivery systems and on businesses whose employees routinely
cross the border, especially during a period of lagging U.5. economic
growth. Clearly, both sides have long recognized that it is in the
interest of neighbors with highly interdependent economies to facili-
tate legal trade, but now there is an added reason to cooperate to keep
out illegal cross-border flows. However, there was also a conscious
choice by the two leaders to step back from a more grandiose, and
potentially destabilizing, project of building a ‘North American
Security Perimeter.” Deepening security and military cooperation
could and would progress under the rubric of NORAD, more re-
cently seen in the announcement of the formation of a binational joint
planning group headed by a Canadian based at NORAD headquar-
ters toadvance coordination of anti-terrorism preparedness.” Atthe
same time, it was determined that less public attention to this aspect
of cooperation was preferable to igniting a divisive debate over what
defense of such a shared perimeter would entail, who would do the
defending, and according to which rules. Rather, a laser-like focus on
the bilateral nuts-and-bolts of coeryday border management and the
shared goal of “economic security” would give a distinctly pragmatic
cast to cooperation that could lower the volume on the kinds of
symbolic conflicts that had historically upended the bilateral rela-
tion. Theorists of regional integration could look at this materially-
driven cooperation and see in it the start of “spill-over” effects which
broaden the scope of cooperation to otherareas that, in turn, strengthen
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a sense of mutuality similar to how the European Community had its
origins in Franco-German cooperation in coal and steel during the
early 1950s.** Constructivists, on the other hand, may see the “spill-
over” as evidence of the lowering of identity-inscribed barriers
regarding what constitutes “security” or a “security threat,” specifi-
cally allowing the two neighbors to reinterpret their relationship and
view their economic fates as mutually helped or hurt according to
their political will to cooperate,™

What do we see, though, when we take a closer look at the way
each side conceives of its “economic security”? Tom Ridge, in
keeping with the paradigms of identity described above, focuses on
the private sector as part of what makes America unique, uniquely
free, and uniquely equipped to meet the terrorist threat. Inaspeech
to the Electronics Industries Alliance in spring, 2002, Ridge praised
this industry for its typically-American “entrepreneurial approach,”
rising to the challenge of developing new technologies for surveil-
lance and other homeland security-related needs and proving “that
the market doesn’t need government’s permission to meet the needs
of America.”™ He went on to delineate a theme seen in other
speeches— how homeland security will make the U.S. notonly safer,
but stronger, both absolutely and relative to other countries.

Homeland security gives you the opportunity to be

aggressive, 1o protect Americans and develop new mar-

kets and products in the process. It gives you the opportu-

nity to do well by doing good. This entrepreneurial spirit

is a potent weapon against terrorism. And it is, in my

judgment, what gives America one of our greatest com-

petitiveadvantages. I've often said thathomeland security

can give us not just a safer and more secure America, but

a better America, as well — one that's ready to compete

with any nation in the world...Our homeland security

effort must tap into this energy. Government needs to

partner with the private sector to share resources and

expertise. Our goals are the same: increase s ELunt}e, im-

prove preparedness. Now, let’s discuss and share the

means to get there. It's more important today than ever

before that we find ways to work together.”

Thus, homeland security will make America more economi-
cally secure because its unique and superior private sector will lead
the way technologically, through what he praised to a conterence of
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defense and aerospace experts as “American know-how, ingenuity,
and technology” which has led the world ininnovation.™ Even while
repeating the otficial rhetoric of partnership regarding border coop-
eration, Ridge made it clear to the mayor of Detroit that this coopera-
tion was, atone level, about making sure local costs for personnel and
law enforcement would be shared with Canada™ - that is, while costs
would be shared, the benetits to the companies developing the new
technology would remain at home.

On the Canadian side, in keeping with the distinctiveness
aspects of Canadian identity, “economic security” as reflected in
John Manley’s speeches has a different meaning and resonance.
Speaking to the peak organization of business leaders, the Canadian
Councilof Chief Executives, formerly known as the Business Council
on National Issues (BCNI), Manley does not focus on the private
sector as a national weapon and symbol, but rather takes the oppor-
tunity to link security and identity through an explication of what
precisely it is about Canada that is worth defending. He comes up
with this formulation:

Surely the highest priority for any democratic gov-
ernment, anywhere in the world, is the protection of its
citizens and interests. But how we interpret security is
entirely a function of who we are and of [our] values and
aspirations..,. Canada’s approach is broad, and quite
unique, [ believe. Going well bevond the physical defence
of our nation and of our communities, we also seek eco-
nomic security for our people, and a standard ot social
inclusiveness and protection that aims to ensure that no
person and no group is unduly disadvantaged as this
country moves forward. And, finally, we see our security
in the context of a world that must be made to work better
than it currently does.™
Here, economic securitv is coupled with social inclusiveness

and protection which communicates the government’s commitment
to traditional measures of state legitimation through social programs
that offer a kinder, gentler identity for Canadians. Similarly, at the
end he reconnects to Canada’s foreign policy tradition of engaged
and pro-active membership in the international community, work-
ing for peace, justice, and stability through joint efforts. “Fconomic
security” is a far more complex notion for Canada, Manley implies,
as promoting “prosperity” s not simply a matter of unleashing the
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private sector loose but rather of promoting a democratic state-
society dialogue aimed at setting national goals and priorities re-
garding how wealth is to be generated and distributed according to
national values such as equality and social justice. The speech is
laden with messages asserting Canada’s distinct character as a soci-
ety that thinks deeply about what is right and uses the state to act
upon those decisions. While he does claim that this "balanced view"
is “what makes our country and our quality of life the envy of so
many,” it does not translate into Canada having the right to exportits
model but rather burdens it with the responsibility to remain en-
gaged i the world in less heroic and selt-centered ways - again, in
keeping with the state's claim to act on behalf of shared national
values that justifies its existence in general and in relation to the
United States.™

Asymmetry as well asdistinctiveness isevident in theapproach
to the border expressed by Manley in this and other speeches. Here,
he outlines the progress made in his dealings with Tom Ridge but
warns that, while the U.S. side clearly recognizes Canada as a
necessary and reliable partner forborder cooperation, there are many
others across the 49 parallel (he identifies “Congress, Hollywood
and the New York Tines”) who “need convincing.”™  In a speech
before the Toronto Board of Trade, he reiterates a much-used formu-
lation regarding “the intrinsic linkage between our public and our
economic security, and the critical underpinning to both which is
represented by a secure and trade-etficient border.” At the same
time, the focus of his speech (granted, in keeping with one of the
cabinet porttolios he had at the time) is the need to invest in border
and infrastructure and joint security measures, ostensibly to allow
Canada to be even more of a conduit for goods heading to the
American market.” Though he advocates a new Canadian identity
as a “northern tiger —or grizzly,” meaning a world-wide destination
of high-tech businessand human capital,™ the dependence of Canada
on its southern border is hard to escape, and thus “economic secu-
rity” is more border-engaged than it is in the United States.

B. Sovereignty

According to a fact sheet published by the White House, Presi-
dent Bush’s border policy after September 11" was envisioned as
“erounded on two key principles™
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[} America’s air, land, and sea borders must provide a strong
defense for the American people against all external threats, most
importantly international terrorists but also drugs, foreign disease,
and other dangerous items.

2) America’s border must be highly efficient, posing little or no
obstacle to legitimate trade and travel.™

The central, isolationist element in this vision of the border is the
sovereign will of the American people. The border is there to protect
the U.S. from an outside threat. While clearly recognizing the post-
September 11" reassessment of the nation’s geographic vulnerability
to threat, this view of the border reinforces the traditional belief that
the LLS. 1s a unique beacon of democracy to the world that deserves
protection forits special status. Asfortheimpossibility of preventing
all future threats, Tom Ridge admits this in his speeches but is not
deterred from invoking other “impossible” tasks accomplished by
the United States, such as “building the Trans-Continental Railroad,
fighting World War I1, or putting a man on the moon.”" Repeatedly
citing invincibility, resolve, and an historic capability of the sover-
eign American people (World War 1l is mentioned as if the U.S. won
the war by itself) speaks not to mutuality but to a go-it-alone sense of
national purpose and identity.

The second element in the Bush border vision also speaks to
sovereignty of the people, this time to the idea of “negative liberty”
so ngrained in the individualistic “liberal” society celebrated by
Ridge in his speeches. As formulated by Sir Isaiah Berlin, “negative
liberty™ refers to “freedom from...”, meaning freedom of the indi-
vidual to pursue his or her goals free of impediments and prejudices
that mightblock the way. Italsoimplies a sacred space for individual
identity, belief, and activity where the state dare not tread "' In the
U.S. consumer market-oriented society, this also has meant the
freedom of economic activity, which has been placed nearly on a par
with civil and political liberties and is elevated here to become an
inalienable right of Americans, and American businesses shipping
American products, to move across the border as they wish without
the state unduly interfering with their liberty. 1t is also in keeping
with the self-image of America as a “welcoming” and “generous”
country,™ but always with the needs of its sovereign people coming,
trst.

This fragmentation of power in America has been called its
strength by those like de Tocqueville who saw civil society as the

North American Beyond NAFTA / Golob 23



great restraining power over a potentially despotic state. Similarly,
and in keeping with this self-image of a country whose greatness lies
in the decentralization of power that keeps it close to the people,
Ridge speaks often of the homeland security strategy as being “na-
tional” rather than “federal.”*" In contrast to the more centralized
policymaking process in Canada, there is much more decision-
making power vested at the local level in the U.S., and in the
legislative branch as opposed to the executive. Ridge sees this as a
challenge, but also as a strength, when he says that civil society, the
private sector, and the local authorities (“our hometowns”) are the
true constituents of homeland security policy. By using “national”
rather than “federal,” he purposefully articulates the U.S. anti-statist
philosophy as well as his party’s particular ideological antipathy for
less “big government.” He also distinguishes the United States as a
uniquely free society that will demand a homeland security policy
designed to suit its own needs.

In contrast, Canadian notions of sovereignty continue to domi-
nate perceptions of realand imagined borders with the United States,
but have partially evolved a more open and outward-looking dimen-
sion in keeping with the strategy adopted during the mid-1980s
when Brian Mulroney and his Progressive-Conservative govern-
ment decided to negotiate the FTA with the United States. At that
time, as | have argued elsewhere, a distinct “strength through inte-
gration” paradigm was developed to reconcile the shitt from an
equation of economic and political sovereignty in the
conceptualization of national interest to one which saw an opening
to the world economy as a sign of national valor."* The Liberals,
despite protestations to the contrary, were quick to pick up this piece
of ideological rhetoric and apply it to lead the charge towards
Canadian participation in the Free Trade Area of the Americas,
Likewise, one can hear its echoes in the words of John Manley, who
devotes a sizeable portion of his speeches on U.5.-Canada security
issues 1o a discussion of what sovereignty means to Canada today,
and why it must be a “dynamic” concept.”

The first main element is that of choice: he argues that Canada
is a country which its citizens have chosen for a reason ~ for its way
of life, its balanced notion of rights and responsibilities, its social
cohesion — and that, because of this, it is the Canadian state’s obliga-
tion to make choices in its domestic and foreign policies that reflect
the reasons and values that underlay citizens' choices. Thus, as he
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tells the Canadian Club, “Sovereignty is fundamentally about mak-
ing choices, and about acting responsibly in the national interest so
that we are able to preserve that field of choice for ourselves.™ The
second element is in the second part of that phrase: “preserving the
field of choice” means that Canada must define the substance of what
its choices are based upon, and make choices bravely when faced
with difficult decisions. For example, rejecting the U.5. offer on
softwood lumber is depicted as an example of how Canada exercises
its sovereignty based upon substance rather than merely placing the
forms of cooperation as a value ahead of the good of the country or
of its sense of fairness or justice.”

But finally, there is the rejection of what Manley calls the “zero-
sum” conceptof sovereignty, ™ in which Canada needs to be on guard
to losing sovereignty to the United States. Inone evocative speech he
invoked the “Canada First” movement — a late-nineteenth century
drive to assert Canada’s British ties and reject creeping Americaniza-
Hon — to say that, in its own way, the Canadian state was putting
Canada first by being open to the dynamics of globalization and
economic integration which would provide the resources for the
Canadian state to advance Canadian priorities.

Getting our border and our entry points right gives our

country a launch pad to advance so many of our other

political, social and economic goals. The strong economy

that depends on a smart border allows us to continue

making the right investments into Canada’s future - in

health care, education, skills development, research, inno-
vation and so on. It also allows us to further reinforce our
national infrastructure - the organs and arteries that make

this country work.”

Again, the outlook is non-traditional, but its message returns to
the traditional view of the state as the depository of the national
interest and of all that makes Canada distinct from the United States.
The message is that negotiating borders with the U.S. does notimply
harmonizing other policies that are seen as remaining at the heart of
what it means to be Canadian, and what it means for the Canadian
state to have a reason to exist.

V. CONCLUSION
In this essay, | have argued that, despite obvious and empiri-
cally-robust evidence that Canada and the U.5. have arrived ata new
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level of mutuality in their relationship, certain ideological “borders”
having to do with national identity and how thatidentity 1sappropri-
ated and articulated back to the public tor state legitimation purposes
have remained entrenched. 1 have employed a constructivist frame-
work toset torth a historical analysis demonstrating how distinctive-
ness and asymmetry of power and attention have worked to derail
mutuality in the bilateral relationship over time, despite overwhelm-
ing material and institutional resources to the contrary. What we see
is that, despite all of the institutionalization around, there is little
spill-over to speak of, as it is contained by these ideological borders.
Despite the optimism placed in institutions by Robert Pastor in his
recent and influential study of North American integration,” my
analysis suggests that the habits of cooperation and even the legal
mechanisms designed to build trust are not enough to overcome
these embedded drives towards singularity in the national self-
conception and, by extension, the state’s toreign policy.

With this in mind, | have looked at the much-touted recent
cooperation between Canada and the U.S. under the rubric of the
Smart Borders Initiative, and | have challenged the optimistic
predictions that such cooperation on technical and material matters
represented a key advance towards forging niduality in line with the
future deepening of regional integration. Tado this, Thaveemploved
constructivist methodologies of rhetorical interpretation to show
that the way the two countries’ representatives talked to one another
s not the same as they spoke with domestic audiences, the latter
discourse being rife with symbols and conceptualizations emphasiz-
ing distinctness over mutuality. It is important to look “inside” and
see how the codes of state legitimation are still strongly limiting how
a mutual identity can be constructed. Embedded in discourse on
both economic security and sovereignty, not only did we see contin-
ued imperatives for public officials to stress national distinctiveness,
but we also saw persistent asymmetries in attention that hardly
augur well for any “spill-over” beyond the resolution of concrete
border problems and towards the perception of the “Other” as a
partner in a joint region-constructing project. The rhetorical and
operational pragmatism of the Smart Borders Initiative is emblem-
atic in that the more visionary alternative — the construction of, and
open discussion about, a North American Security Perimeter -
outstripped the level of mutuality officials on either side felt could be
advanced without running afoul of ideological borders inscribed to
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defend state legitimacy. As it stands, it appears that, once citizens’
demands for greater physical and economic security at the border are
met, thereis little to goon in terms of public demand and governmen-
tal supply of ideas to drive integration significantly deeper.

By Elpph'll*l;-_, this interpretive framework L*m.u-h;—:-u.-*;m;j the per-
sistence of distinctiveness and asymmetry in Canada-U.S. relations,
we also geta more nuanced and, [ believe, realistic perspective on the
recent spate ot media, academic, public, and governmental attention
on the Canadian side towards issues of bilateral and regional integra-
tion in ‘North America.” The past year has seen the publication of
numerous polls in major Canadian newspapers which purport to
establish a decrease in anti-free trade feelings and a surge of enthu-
stasm of Canadian citizens for closer relations with the United States,
For example, underscoring similar results released by Ekos™ and
Environics/Pew™, in late October Pollara released data showing that
two-thirds of respondents wanted the government to pursue greater
economic integration with the United States, 29 percent were some-
what opposed, and only 5 percent were categorically opposed,™
Around the same time several top public officials, including John
Manley, International Trade Minister Pierre Pettigrew, and David
Dodge, Governor of the Bank of Canada, publicly endorsed the idea
of “NAFTA-Plus” negotiations to expand and more deeply institu-
tionalize trade integration and related areas of “unfinished busi-
ness.” " Forits part, the Department of Foreign Affairs was reported
to have circulated a draft outline favoring such negotiations with the
Bush Administration.™ Meanwhile, this past yvear the Policy Re-
search Initiative within the Privy Council Office launched a project
investigating prospects for North American integrationand Canada’s
options within the region,™ and the House of Commons Standing
Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Trade held cross-
country consultations that resulted in a report highly enthusiastic
about Canada’s taking the lead in pursuing a creative if not overly
ambitious North American integration strategy.” Finally, Canadian
academics and policy analysts have seen the free-trade debate recast
as an exammation of Canada’s future within North America in
intluential books by three prominent voices from the earlier confron-
tation.™

Thissudden upsurge of interest and affinity for “thinking North
America” in Canada may be just what it seems - a reflection of a
deepened sense of mutuality spurred by the September 11" attacks
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and the sense that Canada’s economic and physical security may
require (or come at the price of) greater tormalized cooperation with
the United States. It may also be read in quite a different manner as
a reflection of growing anxiety regarding the Bush administration’s
bent towards a distinctiveness-led foreign policy and its correlative
deepening of the unilateralist impulse in U.S. policy that has under-
mined the effectiveness of those continental and bilateral institutions
that already exist. The Hurtig and Clarkson arguments are, in their
distinct ways, responses to this anxiety about distinctiveness and
asvmmetry, centering around the futuresurvival prospectsotCa nacla
and, more specifically, the Canadian state as the repository ot Cana-
dian distinctiveness, in the context of U.S. insistence on the right to
make or shape continental rules according to its own economic and
security interests. Even the Parliamentary Report, which is perhaps
the most visionary statement of North American policy to emerge
from that branch of government to date, insists that such policy
would have to be “coherent, strategic and Canadian,”™ meaning that
it would be Canadian distinctiveness, not mutuality, that would
drive Canada to take the lead in “shaping the kind of North America
Canadians want,”™

There is also, in the government initiatives towards "NAFTA-
Plus,” a danger of falling into the trap of asymmetry of attention that
has led to the cycles of backlash as Canadians expect too much from
their American counterparts. Indeed, whatis most striking about the
new debate on North America in Canada is the eerie silence it 1s
meeting on the U.S. side of the border, both inand out of government.
Americans are obsessed with the failing economy and do not see
greater integration with Canada, or Mexico, as part of the recipe for
recovery. Likewise, despite statements to the contrary by Bush’s pro-
active ambassador in Ottawa, interest in negotiating with the Cana-
dians is a low-priority issue in a Washington gearing up for an
invasion of Iraq. Canadians would be wise to recall their historic
aversion to issue linkage in order to keep NAFTA-Plus negotiations
from becoming tied to specific forms of Canadian support for such a
war, and in order to prevent U.S.-desired increases in the Canadian
defense budget from siphoning off funds that the public wants
invested in an expansion of its venerated health-care system, a
cornerstone of state-centered national identity.

—_——
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Thus, at this juncture, despite major recent advances in techni-
cal and material border cooperation between Canada and the US.,
the historic and symbolic forces of asymmetry of both power and
attention continue tostand in the way of deepening mutuality and to
conjure renewed assertions of conflict-provoking distinctiveness.
The internal Canadian debate on North America can, by itself, be
read as a healthy sign of the potential emergence of the kind of civil
society-led popular democracy championed by Clarkson, encourag-
ing citizens to articulate what they expect from their state in a new,
and more constrained, international context. However, when con-
trasted with the lack of such a debate in the United States, it seems a
sign of Canadian vulnerability as it prepares for partnership with a
society that expects its limited state to focus exclusively on its own
internal problems and sees the international context as something to
act upon, rather than to act within. The disjuncture between Cana-
dian outward-orientation and American inward-orientation may be
hidden behind the rhetoric of partnership and joint operations in
statements regarding the Smart Border, but underneath it all these
two distinct tormulae for state legitimation remain in conflict. This
s a recipe for integration under asymmetry without mutuality, and
it is one which puts the future of the North American project at
considerable risk.
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BCNI
DFAIT
FAST
FTA
FITAA
NAFTA
NATO
NEXUS

NGOs
NORALD
WTO

ACRONYMS

(Cdn) Business Council on Nattonal Issues

(Cdn) Dept. of Foreign Affairs and International Trade
Free and Secure Trade Program

Canada-US. Free Trade Agreement

(Proposed) Free Trade Agreement of the Americas
North American Free trade Agreement

North Atlantic Treaty Organization

Express clearance for pre-approved travelers
crossing the U.5.-Canada border

non-governmental organizations
North American Aerospace Defense Agreement

World Trade Organization

—_—
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