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Introduction

Trade and investment among the three North American econormies paty to the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) have been and till are important integration
forces in the region, at least in econonic terms. The relative sense of bdonging to a
North American region has been the framework for the Mexican, Canadian, and US
govanments to trilaterally coopeate in fields other than those covered by the NAFTA.
Tha coopeation complements the multiple and already fundiond bilateral mechanisms
between Canadaand the US, andthe US and Mexico, on agreat nunmber of issues.

However, lack of inditutions a sense of community, common interests and political will,
in addition to opposng naiondistic groupsin the three counties, are amongthe factors
preventing further integration and the eventud creation of a European Union-like North
American integrated regior.

US hegemony in the current globd order and its pog 9/11 security conaerns have not
only strengthened the American sense of exceptiondism, but also of vulneability.
Among US nationd security foreign policy priorities, Canada, Mexico, and North
AmericaQas a trilateral idea, have log the relative importance they enjoyed in the pod
Cold War but pre-9/11 era. Friendly and coopeative relations of the US with its
neighboss have been condrained to the homeland security concerns of the world power
and taken for granted in the absence of any significant crisis.

The very integrity of NAFTA is among the issues that could lead to contention among
Mexico, Canada and the US, if the next American president tries to implement ill-
advised commitments concerning NAFTA. Furthermore, undowmented immigration, as
a contentious issue and concern in the United States, does not and will not hdp
condructive or postive attitudes toward Mexico.

! See Pastor, Robert. North America® Second Decade.OForeign Affairs 83:1, January/February 2004.



Tha situaion is not likely to change with the next administration in the United States.
The QvarOagang terrorism is likely to remain at the top of the agendg aong with new
potential threats to the globd interests of the United States.

Neverthdess, the security concerns of the United States, Canada, and Mexico and,
especially, economc interests, guaantee the continuity of the close and quoidian ties
between the North American countries, be they in the form of the traditiond bilatera
relationshipsor of indpient trilateral coopeation mechanismsin North America:

Numerous bilateral mechanisms between the US and each of its neghboss concerning
defense, law enforcement and, in general, security issues guaantee a fluid exchange of
information and coopeation between US agencies and thar Mexican and Canadian
counerparts.

On the trilateral front the US-driven Security and Prosperity Partnership for North
America (SPP) addresses mainly transborder US homeland security concerns and
provides for a trilateral GittitudeOtowards the numerousitems on its agenda composed
mogly by issues bilaterally addressed by the US and its neighbors.

Needless to say, traditiond asymmetry prevailing beween the US and its neghbors
permeates every area of coopeation between them, bilaterally or trilaterally. Security has
not been the exception.

This essay® main objective is to present the author@ persond reflectionson:

1) Thediminishing relative importance of Canadaand Mexico in theformal sources
for US globd security interests, thar roles beng confined to tha county's
homeland security agenda and how the next US govenment is not likely to
changetha state of affairs.

2) Security cooperationin North America

For the purposes of this essay, the term GecurityOwill mainly refer to wha the three
North American govenments congder to be part of thar naiond security interests,
threats, and priorities, deeply related to ther foreign policy priorities. Nationd security
will be undestood broadly, comprising the security of a naion® territory, people,
govanment and inditutions and the economic and soda conditionsunde which a stable
fundioning of the state are preserved 2

Theessay is structured as follows:

1) North America, Canada, and Mexico in the pad, current, and future
national security priorities of the US

2 Since the definition of national security differs among nations, the author selected this concept, which
adapts the definition used by the Mexican armed forces, adefinition that includes economic and socia
stability and democratic governance. Under this definition, national security cannot be separated from
economic development, in the case of Mexico. Bibliography in thisregard is not publicly available.



In this section, specific references to Canada and Mexico in the US Nationd
Security Strategies (1991- 2006, as well as in the Homeland Security Strategies
of 2002and 2007, are presented.

Reference is also made to the main issues that are likely to be among the future
foreign policy and security priorities of the US according to political andysts and
periodicals. Thoughs are offered on how NAFTA could turn into an even more
contentiousissue

2) Conclusions and some thoughts on North American security relations
In this section, condusonsare drawn from theandysisin section 1.

In addition, general comments are made by the author concerning North
American security relations and two of its deerminant factors: Convegence or
divergence of interests and priorities, especially between Canadaand Mexico; and
the current crime-related violence in Mexico and Central America as a security
threat for North America.



1) North America, Canada, and Mexico in the national security prioritiesof the US

Each administration in the United States is mandaed by law to prepare a Nationd
Security Strategy (NSS). As part of a mgjor restructuring of the Department of Defense
and the armed forces, the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Act requires the Executive branch to
annudly submit an articulation of Qhaiond grand strategyOinduding the Quorldwide
interests, gods, and objectives of the United States tha are vita to the naiond
securityEf oreign policy, worldwide commitments, and nationd defense capabilities.O®

Thetiming of the Act isreveaing: The end of the Cold War and bipolarity was clearly
foreseeable, and adversarial defense and foreign policies towardsthe Soviet Union would
clearly serve little purpo® unde the next globd orde. The inditutiond and legd
framework created by the 1947 Nationd Security Act * would require a ONationd Grand
StrategyQdifferent from the oppostion to communism.

The mandae of the Goldwater-Nichols Act was interpreted by the Bush I, Clinton, and
Bush Il administrations and reflected in ther respective Nationd Security Strategies.
Ther NSSs, however, ingead of displaying a comprehendve and detailed Qyrand
strategyQ became more and more a vehicle of communication to Congress containing
each administration®priorities. °

Following tha argument, and given the fact that the Nationd Security of the United
States Bas the current sole world hegemont- is deeply related to internaiond security and
the state of world affairs, the NSS thematic and regiond approach provides the best
proxy of each administration® foreign policy priorities. As provided by the text of the
Goldwater-Nichols Act, these priorities are closly related to US defense, sodal, and
internaiond economnic policies.

1.1) North America and the US National Security Strategies (NSS)

Thefirst Bush and Clinton administration NSSs focused on the role of the US in a post
Cold War era witnessing the disintegration of the Soviet Union and of the Eastern bloc,
the conliddion of the European Union, and the growing importance and creation of
regiond econormic and trade blocs along with the maturity of the globd trade talks and
theWorld Trade Organization.

Those texts had as overall gods: 1) Sovereignty, freedom, independence, and security as
a naion; 2) Econonic freedom and trade at home and abroad; 3) Maintaining healthy
dliances and relations with the internaiond community in the execution of foreign

% Quoted from Parker (2005), p 1

* The National Security Act of 1947 mandated a major reorganization of the foreign policy and military
establishments of the U.S. Government. The act created many of the institutions formulating and
implementing foreign policy: among others, the National Security Council, the Central Intelligence
Agency, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

® Parker (2005), p 1.



policy, and 4) The promotion of freedom democracy, and values (particularly human
rights) abroad °

1.1.1) The 1991National Security Strategy of the US

This text was published by the Bush administration when NAFTA had nat yet been
negotiated, when the dissolution of the Soviet Union was imminent, and when the US
was engaged in the Gulf War.

Inthe1991NSS, Mexico received two distina mentions oneon public debt restructuring
and the other as pat of discussions towards a trilateral free trade agreement with
Canadd.

Canada is mentioned regarding globd trade talks, as pat of future NAFTA taks, and,
surprisingly, astranst county for cocaine and heroineinto the US? Interestingly enough,
Mexico is not mentioned in relation to illicit drug trafficking. Neither are the difficulties
tha drugs posd at the time for the US-Mexico bilateral relationship, nor the indpient
binationd coopeation schemes developed at thetime in that regard.® Mexico was absent
from the paragraphs conaerning immigration, which focused on the refugee dilemma
posd by thefall of the Eastern bloc.

1.1.2) The Clinton administration® 1995-2000National Security Strategies

In its eight years, the Clinton administration presented six NSSs, admog meeting the
annud legd mandate of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. Thefirst onewas published in 1995,
when NAFTA had aready entered into force and its benefits were aready appaent.

An important element in terms of Mexico as pat of US nationd security was explicitly
displayed in thefirst Clinton administration@NSS, in 1995.

(Et he United States took the lead in marshaing internationd suppot to assist the
county in meeting this chdlenge This decision reflected the President's bdief that the
United States has a strong interest in progerity and stability in Mexico and tha it isin
our econonic and strategic interest that Mexico'seconorric reform program succeedsEO

The 1995 and 1996 texts state CEN AFTA has aready crested nearly 310000
American jobs because of exports to our NAFTA patnes. NAFTA has aso increased

® Parker (2005) p 6.

" The White House, National Security Strategy of the United States, August 1991. Webpage of the Air
University® Center for Strategy and Technology, as of April of 2008.

http://ww.au.af .mil/au/awc/awcgate/nss/nss-0891.htm

8 |bid. CEW e can al'so expect increasingly energetic efforts to import cocaine and heroin into the United
States, including the use of longer-range aircraft entering U.S. airspace via Canada and of drug-laden cargo
containers transshipped to the United States via Europe and the PacificO

® See Dominguez, Jorge |. and Rafael Fernandez de Castro. Qnternational Security.OThe US and Mexico:
Between Partnership and Conflict. Routledge, New Y ork, 2001.

19Up from the 100,000 jobs mentioned in the 1995 NSS.



Mexico® capacity to cooperate with our nation on a wide range of issues that cross our
2,000 mile bode -- induding the environment, narcotics trafficking and illegd
immigration. This Free Trade Act hdped insulate our trade relationship with Mexico and
protect and increase U.S. exports to tha county -- and thejobsthey suppot -- during the
1995 Mexican finandal crisis and the subsequent economic recession and adjusment
peaiodEO™

In several paragraphs of the 19961999 versions of the text, the Clinton administration
portrayed NAFTA as a job-creating success story, a fact tha should definitely make its
way in the current electoral debde.

While in the 1995 version Canada was mentioned only in assodation with Mexico and
the NAFTA, in 1996 Canadawas implicitly referred to as part of American participaion
in the G-7 and as pat of the extendon of the North American Aerogpace Defense
Command (NORAD) Agreement .

In the 1997NSS, a quditative changewas that Mexico QieservedOmore detailed mention
in sections referring to counernarcotic policies. Canada, Mexico, and North America
were still mentioned al togeher in the trade-related sections and, along with the US, in
reference to thelarge share the North American GDP had amongall APEC econorries.

Another quditative change in the 1997 NSS was tha the US explicitly recognized
Mexico, Canada, and Venezuela as strategic energy suppliers’® This information
prevailed until the last NSS text of the Clinton administration in 2000. Canada and
Mexico are still thefirst and third oil supplierstotheUS.*

The 1998,1999, and 2000 NSSs provide the most comprehensve texts of US naiond
security. The binomial formed by Canada and Mexico started breaking apart as the text
reflects the beginning of the OAS spornsored CBummit diplomacyOin the Americas, and
Mexico became more and more part of sections addressing regiond drug trafficking and
the unprecedented US-Mexico bilateral coopeation in tha regard during the Zedillo

! Ibid., 1996.

12 .The United States depends on oil for more than 40 percent of its primary energy needs... we are also
undergoing afundamental shift in our reliance on imported oil away from the Middle East. Venezuelais
now the number one foreign supplier to the United States;, Canada, Mexico and Venezuela combined
supply more than twice as much oil to the United States as the Arab OPEC countries.OA National Security
Strategy for aNew Century. May 1997.

13 AMonthly data on the origins of crude oil imports in February 2008 has been released and it shows that
two countries exported more than 1.50 million barrels per day to the United States. Including those
countries, atotal of three countries exported over 1.20 million barrels per day of crude oil to the United
States (see table below). The top five exporting countries accounted for 70 percent of United States crude
oil imports in February while the top ten sources accounted for approximately 88 percent of al U.S. crude
oil imports. The top sources of US crude oil imports for February were Canada (1.920 million barrels per
day), Saudi Arabia (1.614 million barrels per day), Mexico (1.231 million barrels per day), Nigeria (0.982
million barrels per day), and Venezuela (0.945 million barrels per day).OEnergy Information
Administration of the US Government. February 2008 Import Highlights: April 28, 2008.



administration™ US-Mexico binaiond efforts conaerning education, cultural ingitutions
and artists, hedlth, and environment at the common border are the subject of some

paagraphs *°

Canadawas explicitly and implicitly mentioned concerning NAFTA, US energy security
(see above, hemispheic diplomacy, andthe G-7/8.

In the 2000and last NSS unde Clinton, Mexico@® electionswere defined as the Oreest
and mog trangparent presidential and general eectionsin the county's historyEO™

1.1.3) The US National Security Strategies after September 11, 2001and the
advent of Homeland Security

The current Bush administration has published two NSSs. the first in 2002, and an
updaed versionin March 2006

The 2002 NSS states that GET he U.S. naiond security strategy will be based on a
distinctly American internationdism tha reflects the union of our values and our naiond
interests. The aim of this strategy is to hdp make theworld not jus safer but better. Our
godsonthepah to progress are clear: political and economic freedom, peaceful relations
with other states, and respect for human dignity.O

Agang conventiond wisdom George W Bush@® pog-9/11 NSS of 2002, and its more
extengve update of 2006, do not smply substitute the gods of former administrations
with antiterrorist policies and actions Those godsremained largdy intact, while thenew
pog-9/11 ones were added: O 1) Rooting out terrorism and its spon®rs through
aggressive military, economic, political, and informationd use of US power in
conjundion with its alies; 2) Strengthened homeland defenses, consequence
management of terrorist attacks, intelligence, law enforcement, counter proliferation/
non-proliferation of weapons of mass destrucion, and finandal regulation to isolate
terrorists and its sponsrs; 3) An implied attempt for codification of unilateral and
(Qpreemptive actionOas a possible respons to the new threats posed by terrorist and
weaponsof mass destruction; and 4) Alliances to achieve the nationd objectivesE  all
within the context of a hon-negotiableOdemand for hurmen dignity.G’

The new approach, however, obvioudy reflects the need for inditutiond development,
military strengthening, promotion of democracy and econonic freedomwith policies and
actionsto prevent and punish terrorism. It outlines preemptive policies agang terrorism,
with or withoutaccompanying coditions as well asthetrangormation of theintelligence

4 The 1998,1999, and 2000 US NSS, although stating that the worst of the crack-cocaine consumption
crisisin the US had receded, explicitly considered drug trafficking and organized crime as security threats.
This thematic importance would be extraordinarily diminished in the post 9/11 NSS.

!> The White House. A National Security Strategy for a New Century. 1998

'® The White House. A National Security Strategy for the Global Age. Washington, D.C., 2000.

" Parker (2005) p. 3.



and defense appaatus that would lead to the creation of the Depatment of Homeland
Security and therestructuring of the Department of Defense.

A significant and not surprising quditative difference between the pre- and the post-9/11
textsistha nethe North Americain atrinaiond fashion, nor Canadaor Mexico as trade
patners would find suitable or meaningful accommodaion:

In the 2002 NSS, Canada was mentioned among military codition partners along with
Europe and NATO. Among the US traderelated priorities in the text, is Qo resolve
ongong disputes with the European Union, Canada, and MexicoEO *2

Unde the topic QNorking with others in defusing regiond conflictsQ Mexico and
Canada aong with Brazil, Chile, and Colombia, were mentional as pat of a group of
counties with which the US had CEf ormed flexible coalitions€ Togeher we will
promote a truly democratic hemisphee where our integration advances security,
progerity, oppatunity, and hopeG®

Not even bilateral coopeation with Mexico againgd drug trafficking was in the minds of
the pog-9/11 security strategists: QParts of Latin America confront regiond conflict,
especially arising from the violence of drug cartels and their accomplices. This conflict
and unrestrained narcotics trafficking could imperil the health and security of the United
States. Therefore we have developed an active strategy to hdp the Andean naionsadjust
thar econonies, enforce ther laws, defeat terrorist organizations and cut off the supply
of drugs whileN as importantN we work to reduce the demand for drugsin our own
county.(°

An expanded and updded version of the NSS, published in March of 2006, restored
modest mentions of Canada and Mexico. The first one was implicit, not obviousy
referring to North American counties exclusvely, but certainly usng recondliatory
language: America@ relationswith other nationshave been strong enoughto withstand
differences and candid exchanges of viewsE Some of our oldest and closest friends
disagreed with U.S. policy in Irag. There are ongang and seriousdebates with our allies
abouthow best to address the uniqueand evolving nature of the globd terrorist threat.G*

As pat of the regiond sections of the 2006 NSS, the already well-established bilateral
and trilateral coopeative efforts with Mexico and Canada especialy through the
Security and Progperity Partnership for North America, were modestly reflected: GEO ur
strategy for the Hemispheae begins with degpening key relationships with Canada and
Mexico, a foundaion of shared values and cooperative policies tha can be extended
throughoutthe region. We mug continueto work with our neghbas in the Hemisphee

iz The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, Sep 2002.

Ibid
2 |bid. This Andean approach to the drug problems seems to revert to the overall goal of the US OWVar on
DrugsQOof the mid-eighties, which mainly focused on that region. More likely, the text is a reassertion of
the Plan Colombia and instability in that country, while cooperation with Mexican agencies was well
underway and drug- related violence in Mexico was not critical.
! The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, March 2006.



to reduce illegd immigration and promote expanded economc oppotunity for
margindized popuktionsG?

The 2006 NSS reflects aso Band only-- as Qhallenges of globdizationOissues like
CPublic hedlth chdlenges like pandamics (HIV/AIDS, avian influenza) tha recognize no
bordersEi llicit trade whether in drugs humen beings or sex, that exploits the moden
era@ greater ease of transport and exchangeEE nvironmental destruction, whether caused
by human behavior or cataclysmic megadisasters such as floods huricanes,
earthquekes, or tsunamisE These challenges are not traditional national security
conaerns such as the conflict of arms or ideologies. But if left unaddessed they can
threaten national security.O

It is very indicative tha these Qylobd challenges,Owhose importance as threats is far
lower than terrorism-based US security concerns, are high up on the list of security
threats of Canada and, especially, Mexico. In fact, they are threals to a
OnultidimensondOconaept of hemispheic security, promoted by Mexico, and formally
adopted by the OAS membership in Mexico City in Octobe 2003. At the time, the US
reluctantly joined the conensus on a text where defense issues and terrorism shared the
spectrum of security threats with the Gnhon traditiondOissues mentioned above® Not
surprisingly, all of thos issues are either directly or tangentially addressed by the
trilateral agendas of the Security and Progerity Partnership for North America from 2005
andon.

1.1.4) Homeland Security, Canada and Mexico

After the terrorist attacks on the United States in September 2001, the conaept of
homeland security was developed and formalized by the Bush administration in an
Office, a Coundl, and a Homeland Security Strategy (HSS). In 2002, 22 different
agendes were joined unde the new Department of Homeland Security, which now has
ove 200000employees and an annud budget of around50 billion dollars.

Emotiondly chaged as it sounds homeland security conaeptudly separates issues
affecting the US domestically and territorially from those which could threaten it as a
nation-state and world power.

The US@ strong, complex, and asymmetrical defense and security bilateral relationswith
Canada and Mexico aways suggested that US policies towards its neighbois were not
only taken for granted but also part of its domestic agenda However, it was after 9/11
tha the US formally placed strategic relations with its North American neghbors and
patners as part of its domestic Qisk agenda) i.e,, its Homeland Security Strategy and
related programs and actions

22 :

Ibid.
% See: Organization of American States. Declaration on Security in the Americas, Mexico City, 2003.
http://www.oas.org/documents/eng/DeclaracionSecurity 102803.asp

1C



As in the case of the Nationd Security Strategy, the Bush Administration published two
versions of the Homeland Security Strategy (HSS), one in 2002 and a second one in
2007.

Theconceptud link between Nationd Security and Homeland Security is described in the
2002text:

COrhe National Security Strategy of the United States aims to guarantee the sovereignty and independence of
the United States, with our fundamental values and ingtitutions intact. It provides a framework for creating
and seizing opportunities that strengthen our security and prosperity. The National Strategy for Homeland
Security complements the National Security Strategy of the United States by addressing a very specific and
uniquely chalenging threat Bterrorism in the United States B and by providing a comprehensive framework
for organizing the efforts of federal, state, local and private organizations whose primary functions are often
unrel ated to national security.

The link between national security and homeland security is a subtle but important one. For more than six
decades, America has sought to protect its own sovereignty and independence through a strategy of global
presence and engagement. In so doing, America has helped many other countries and peoples advance aong
the path of democracy, open markets, individual liberty, and peace with their neighbors. Y et there are those
who oppose America role in the world, and who are willing to use violence against us and our friends. Our
great power leaves these enemies with few conventional options for doing us harm. One such option is to
take advantage of our freedom and openness by secretly inserting terrorists into our country to attack our
homeland. Homeland security seeksto deny this avenue of attack to our enemies and thus to provide a secure
foundation for America® ongoing globa engagement. Thus the National Security Strategy of the United
States and National Strategy for Homeland Security work as mutually supporting documents, providing
guidance to the executive branch departments and agencies.&*

The 2002 HSS elaborates on the hierarchy among the various GirategiesO related to
security issues, some of them intrindcally linked to North American relations

(rhere are aso anumber of other, more specific strategies maintained by the United States that are subsumed
within the twin concepts of national security and homeland security. The National Strategy for Combating
Terrorism will define the U.S. war plan against internationa terrorism. The National Strategy to Combat
Weapons of Mass Destruction coordinates America@® many efforts to deny terrorists and states the materials,
technology, and expertise to make and deliver weapons of mass destruction. The National Strategy to Secure
Cyberspace will describe our initiatives to secure our information systems against deliberate, malicious
disruption. The National Money Laundering Strategy aims to undercut the illegal flows of money that support
terrorism and international criminal activity. The National Defense Strategy sets priorities for our most
powerful nationa security instrument. The National Drug Control Strategy lays out a comprehensive U.S.
effort to combat drug smuggling and consumption. All of these documents fit into the framework established
by the National Security Strategy of the United States and National Strategy for Homeland Security, which
together take precedence over all other national strategies, programs, and plans.G®

Not surprisingly, it is the section on Border and Trangportation Security and the oneon
Internaiond Coopeation of the 2002 HSS tha explain the role of interaction with the
Northern and Southern neighbas:

O\mericahistorically has relied heavily on two vast oceans and two friendly neighbors for border security,

and on the private sector for most forms of domestic trangportation security. The increasing mobility and
destructive potential of modern terrorism has required the United States to rethink and rearrange
fundamentally its systems for border and transportation securityE  We therefore must promote the efficient

4 The White House. National Security Strategy. http://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/nat_strat_hls.pdf
% | bid.
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and reliable flow of people, goods, and services across borders, while preventing terrorists from using
transportation conveyances or systems to deliver implements of destruction.G°

The2002text aso identifieswhd, at thetime, were themgjor US internationd homeland
security initiatives, which aready were or woud become part of the antiterrorism agenda
items of countess internationd organizationsand arrangements: among others the UN?,
the Organization of American States™, APEC, G-7/8, and, of course, the Security and
Progerity Partnership for North Americain 2005and thereafter:

Create Gsmart borders.O

Combat fraudulent travel documents.

Increase the security of international shipping containers.
Intensify international law enforcement cooperation.
Help foreign nations fight terrorism.

Expand protection of transnational critical infrastructure.
Review obligations to international treaties and law.

KK K K KKK

The Bush administration released its second HSS in Octoba 2007, which can be viewed
notonly as alegecy, regarding numerousmeasures by an administration eager to prevent
more terrorist attacks and to defend the homeland, but also as a public statement useful to
bdance the lack of popubrity of the Bush administration among public opinion and
Congress, especialy because of the management of more traditiond naiond security
concernssuch as the GvarQon terror and the Irag occupétion.

While the main focus of the 2002 HSS was terrorism, the 2007 HSS ventured into a
wide agendag induding respon® to naural disasters (as a consequence of Hurricane
Katring), hedlth threats, defense of critical infrastructure, and risk management in cases
of accidents involving hazardous materials or Gnan made disasters.O Unde the new
approach, and as thelegacy of Katrina, management of risks and especially disaster relief
would be a shared responsbility of federal, state, local, and tribd authorities.

Prevention againg terrorism, however, remains the first and mog important homeland
security threat addressed by the Strategy. It is also unde tha topic tha North American
security relationsremained.

While the 2007 HSS has not a single reference to Canada or Mexico as such, the 2007
HSS formalizes plans legidation, and measures conaeived and adopied after 2001 (but
not yet induded in the 2002 text), some of them of great conacern for both of the US
friendly and resigned neighbors:

% | bid.

2" UN Security Council Resolution 1373 (September 2001), tabled by the US and unanimously approved,
makes mandatory for all UN members the legislation and implementation of antiterrorism measuresin
severd fields, including border security, financing, and law enforcement cooperation, among others.

%8 The annually approved Work Program of the Interamerican Commission against Terrorism (aka CICTE,
its Spanish acronym) of the OAS contains similar obligations, also implied in the text of the Interamerican
Convention against Terrorism of 2002.

12



¥ Actions related to (Border Security and Interior EnforcementO focus on the
migration status of personsentering, studying, working or jug bengin the United
States, behind a rationde that terrorists could be among them; needless to say,
such a vison affects the millions of Mexican undowmented workers (and
Canadians as well) in the United States and ther families. Also, this rationde
strongly linked what Mexico and its bilateral and multilateral foreign policy had
tried to keep distinct: migration and terrorism.

¥ On the Canadian side Pand on the Mexican as well, to a lesser extent-- measures
such as the Western Hemisphae Travel Initiative aimed at (Bcreening peopleO
and redtricting the nunmber of travel doauments accepted by US immigration
authorities at the border points of entry, will ham thefluid interaction of what isa
de facto US-Canadian transnaiond sodety, a critica aspect of Canadian
econorric and nationd security.?

¥ The (Red I1DO program, aimed at rising security standards of identification
doauments and driver licenses al across the US will only worsen the dienaion
and vulnerability of undoammented Mexican (and some Canadian) workers.

¥ Initiatives involving pre-screening and voluntary pre-certification of busness
shipping to the US, such as the Containe Security Initiative and the Cusoms-
Trade Partnership agang Terrorism, form pat of the US driven initiatives in the
Security and Progerity Partnership for North America.

Thus North American security relations became pat of Qhe otherOsecurity agenda of
the United States: The one tha formally interndizes certain aspects of the US foreign
policy into fear- and vulnerability-driven measures aimed at protecting the county
mainly from moreterrorist attacks.

1.2) Theforeign policy and security priorities of the next administrationin the
United States

One of the mog frequent topics when andysts deal with current US foreign policy is the
US lack of popukrity in theworld arena The commonly evoked QVhy do they hate us?0
supaficialy characterizes what in reality is the complex range of geopolitical and
econorric issues at play in the pod-cold war and pog-9/11 era, and the role the United
States should have.

Mog analysts agree that US nationd security priorities in a new administration will not
differ much from the current ones and tha terrorism will undoubedly stay among the
mog significant items of the agenda However, there are certain topics that would require
a different approach, given what is perceived as a failure of the George W. Bush
administration@foreign policy.

? See Reginald Stuart (2007) Chapter 11.
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Issues tha the next US Nationd Security Strategy might addressindude *°

1) The presence of the US in Iraq will still present formidable chdlenges in terms
not only of electoral climate Band output--, but also of public policy on terrorism,
immediate withdrawal or nonwithdrawal of its troops and the related political
andfinandal cods.

2) Iran and the need for an QundestandingOwith the USPor the lack thereofN |, asa
fundamental factor for security bdance.

3) A @oming nudear proliferation waveO in the world and its menacing
ramificationsinvolving Qoguestates.O

4) Russiaasapotential threat to theinterests of the US and some of its allies.

5) Burma, Zimbabwe, North Korea, and the chdlenges that illegitimacy or state-
sponsred threats could pose for US and world security.

6) Relationswith largeandinfluential emerging economies like Chinaand India, and
how to incorporate them as economic and security alies, as well as co-
coopeaating counties in the development of regions such as Africa, Southeast
Asia, and amongArab countries.

7) Prevaence of thefight agang Al Qaida and relationswith Pakistan and actions
in Afghanistan.

8) PreservingtheNATO alliance™

9) Undegirding the security of alies such as Japan, Taiwan and South Korea, Israel
and the Gulf Arabs

Academic and media discussions on the next foreign policy and security priorities of the
US dedl with the different approaches towardsworld issues: relying more on multilateral
ingitutions and less on unilateralism; bdandng the use of Goft powerO (coopeation
assistance, cultural diplomacy, etc) and military or Chard power.O

Not surprisingly, Canada and Mexico --let alone North America-- are not among the
foreseeable US naiond security priorities; friendly, coopeative, and fundiond relations
postive in the bilateral realm and sometimes divergent but mainly inconsequential in the
multilateral arena pos no threat to US interests. Neither Mexico nor Canada
compromise internaiond security or contravene American econoric or geostrategical
interests.

However, as part of this public braingorming, and especially unde the current fierce pre-
electoral climate, a sense of preference for GsolationismOprevails in the minds of some
Americans® Unfortunaely, that sense of isolationism accompanies a strengthened sense
of exceptiondism, vulnerability, and even self-victimization that permeates issues such as
free trade migration, and border management, issues strongly related to North American
relations According to polls by the Pew Research Center, (Et he propottion of
Americanswho think tha free trade bendits thar county hasfallen from 78% in 2002to
59%today. Attitudes to illegd immigration have hardened even more. Three quaters of

% GForeign policy challenges facing the next president,0(2008).
3L Al Change?OThe Economist, March 29, 2008. i B
3 A fter Bush,Op 14: CE 42% of Americans now believe the US should Gnind its own business.@®
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Americans now say tha there should be more restrictionson people coming to livein the
country.0*

Despite the fact tha an isolationist US foreign policy is not feasible, public opinion does
shape public policy. The defeat of legidative bills seeking Gast trackOauthority for the
administration on trade, immigration reform, and the approva of security measures
authorizing the condrudion of a fence aong the border with Mexico are compdling
examples. ** The US Free Trade Agreement with Colombia seems to be the latest
scapegod in thisregard.

Despite the condliatory language of the Democratic candidates in meeting with
Hispanics in states bordering Mexico and advocating closer relationswith that county, it
isthe anti-NAFTA rhetoric among (blue-collarOcongituents that, if implemented, could
alienae the next US administration fromits North American neghboss.

Even thoughtha rhetoric mainly refers to environmental and labor provisions of the
NAFTA Bcurrently pat of side agreements-- as well as denoundng the treaty itself, it is
difficult to assess to wha extent the candidates really mean wha they declare.

Hillary Clinton® top econoric adviser, Gene Sperling, provided rare clarity on theissue
in an interview in Ottawa * Mr. Sperling stated tha Mrs. Clinton meant what she said
aboutNAFTA andfree tradein general. He shed more light on wha the renegotiation of
the trade agreement could entail: QMs. Clinton wants to incorporate labor and
environmental standardsinto the core of the agreement. She also wants to renegotiate the
power of the agreement to set up tribunds that force governments to changethar policies
if they ham the interests of investors.OMoreover, Mr. Speling said that OMs. Clinton's
messages on changing NAFTA were not meant for Canada or Mexico in particular, but
for showing American workers tha globdization can work for themEl t is aimed at
ensuring tha our trade agreements and our engagement in the globd econony is truly
raising living standads and hdping workers in the United States, as well in our trading
patnes... We need these full reforms to make NAFTA what it should be, for American
workers and American communities.O

Overwhdmingly, andysts and editorial comments in major nenspgpes in the US,
Canada, and Mexico have criticized the dangeaous anti-NAFTA rhetoric unde the
common knowledgetha campagnsmake bad policy.

It remainsto be seen if unde the pressure of the actud campagn for the presidency John
McCain, the Republican candidate, retains his podtive stance on NAFTA, even at the

% | bid.

* Ibid.

% Scoffield, Heather. CClinton Ready to Walk Away from NAFTA, Advisor Warns.OThe Globe and Mail
Online. March 28, 2008.
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cod of aienaing potential voters among the (lue collarOcommunities to which Senator
Clinton especialy has so strongly appesled *

In any caseg, if the next president of the US, bdonging to either party, decides to play the
anti-NAFTA card, the fate of the agreement and the feeble North American identity will
mog probably depend, as it did 15 years ago, on the will of conservative democrats in
Congress, given tha andysts predict that the Democratic party will widen its mgjority in
both the House and the Senate™.

In the absence of relevant security interests involving North America tha the US would
indudeamongits security and foreign policy priorities, preserving NAFTA becomes the
core symbol and god for any effort aimed at further North American integration.

Emphasis is made on GymbolQ since the strong econonic and security interests, sodal
ties and coopeation mechanisms among Canada, Mexico, and the US will go nowhere.
They will stay very much alive in the pursuit of each naion® interests; in the intense,
multiform and asymmetrical bilateral and trilateral coopeation mechanisms, and in the
fear-based US homeland security agenda

2) Conclusions and some thoughts on North American security relations

2.1) Conclusions

According to the US Nationd Security Strategies 1991 to 2006, Canada, Mexico, and
North America as such experienced diminishing importance among US foreign and
security priorities as of the second Clinton administration.

Between 1995and 1998, NAFTA was portrayed as a distinct positive achievement and a
job-creating mechanism with the United States. Mentions of the North American
counties as atriad extended to participaion in the Asia Pacific Economc Coopeation
mechanism (APEC) and ther combined relative economic importance among the
counties of the Pacific Rim. In addition, as a result of the 199495 Mexican finandal
crissandtheUS emergency aid, Mexico appears in thoe texts as a nation directly linked
to US econonic security while Canadahdd roles as a security and defense patne of the
US and member of the G-8.

After 1997,Canadaand Mexico, aongwith Venezuda, began to be consdered strategic
patnersfor US energy security, afact that foundno spacein the pog-9/11 NSS.

The second Clinton administration revised the previousNSS texts and thefocus on North
America changad. NAFTA became only pat of the globd US trade interests, and the

36 Bumiller, Elisabeth. Pro-NAFTA McCain Delivers Bad News to Ohio Audience,OThe New York Times,
April 23, 2008.
37 See QA fter Change?0in The Economist, March 2008, p 7.
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joint work and presence of the NAFTA patners in multilateral trade mechanisms
vanished. Canadawas increasingly mentioned as a security and defense aly, and Mexico
was mentioned primarily in connetion to coopeation on drug trafficking and border
security. The 2000Mexican presidential election was depicted as a success story for the
US policy of promoting human rights and democracy.

The attacks on September 11, 2001 changed the scope and priorities of the US
administration in such a way tha Canada Mexico, and North America almog
disappeared in the 2002 and 2006 NSSs. The US QvarO on terror and conflict
management pemeated amog every aspect of the texts, and Mexico and Canada were
viewed as either part of GlexibleOlike-minded US patnershipsin the Hemispheae or, in
the case of Canada, as part of military and defense alliances involved in the QvarOaganst
terrorism.

In tha sense, US internaiond econonic and security interaction with Canada and
Mexico formally became pat of its modly domestic unilateral agenda aimed at
preventing further terrorist attacks on American soil: the homeland security agenda

In areverse trend conaerning diminishing mentions in the doaumental sources of naiond
security and foreign policy priorities, Canada and Mexico were prominent coopeative
factorsin the first Homeland Security Strategy of the US of 2002 Even thoughthe scope
of homeland securityOwas expanded between 2002 and 2007, when the second HSS
was published Canada and Mexico remained under the umbrella of the QuarOagang
terrorism.

The mgjor initiatives and programs in the 2002 and 2007 Homeland Security Strategies
conaerning internationd coopeation aganst terrorism have been and are part of bilateral
and multilateral US diplomacy, greatly influencing and determining agendas and work
programs of internaiond organizations and various conaultation and hamonization
multilateral mechanisms. Mog of the 2002homeland security initiatives and programs B
like the smart border agreements-- already were pat of the post 9/11 immediate
coopeation mechanisms with Mexico and Canada. Others, evolving after 2001, like the
Western Hemispheae Travel Initiative, the Real ID Act, or numerous actions involving
migration controls, directly affect the citizens of Canada and Mexico; ther
implementation is certain to play a contentious role and to cause further irritation in the
always asymmetrical and power-driven relationship of theUS with its neighbas.

Given the state of world affairs, an increasing sense of exceptiondism and vulnerability
among Americans and the grave internd condiionstha issues like the Iraq war pose,
this state of affairs is not likely to changein the short run. Therefore, many aspects of
relationswith Canadaand Mexico will remain as pat of the domestic security agendaof
the United States, and away from thenext administration® Nationd Security Strategy.

Border security, immigration, and job-losses attributed to NAFTA are issues tha play
negatively in thedynamics of the electoral environment in theUS. It remainsto be seen if
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the electoral rhetoric on the renegotiation and eventud denunaation of NAFTA by the
US trandates into the puldic policy of the next administration.

As relevant as Canada and Mexico could be for the US homeland security, beng pat of
tha fear-based agenda is far from the specia bilateral or regiond relationship that
Canadaand Mexico would like to have with the US.

For now, security relationsin North America have little or no roomto maneuver beyond
thetraditiond incremental and dual-bilateral state of affairs, alongwith the Security and
Progerity Partnership (SPP) for North America.

Thefate of the SPP is uncertain as well. The need to coopeate with the US for the sake
of their economies would certainly providefor renewed Canadian and Mexican resolve to
keep the SPP work going. However, even if the SPP thematic groupscontinuethar work
with the new US govenment, it remains to be seen if the next US president will be
willing to continueparticipating in the summit diplomacy inheent to the SPP. Moreover,
if NAFTA were to berenegotiated, the climate of distress and tenson tha such a measure
would impose upontrilateral and the dud-bilateral relationswould be as enormousas it
would be damaging.

2.2) Thoughtson North America and its security relations

The role of security as a driving force for integration among North American counties
has been notonly discussed but even futuristically shaped as a ONorth American Security
PerimeterOinvolving trilaterally established interests, border documents and action plans
aswell as expanded border infrastructure, %

The OntegrationistOapproach to a North American Community --trilaterally addressing
further economic and regulatory integration, competitiveness, soda development in
order to narow the development gap between Mexico and its regiond partners, and a
security peimeter-- remains the best approach to coopeative and effective security
relationsin theregion®

However, in theream of theimmediately possible, asymmetry, mogly dud-bilateralism,
incrementalism, and the political will of the next US administration are factors tha will
likely determine security relationsin North America.

In reference to sectoral aspects of coopeation anong North American counties and ther
potential integration into a community, Stephen Clarkson asserts that certain aspects of
harmonization and integration among Mexico, Canada, and the US (provide for example
of significant transborder govananceQ e.g. water management or steel. Others such as
intellectud propaty rights for phamaceuticals and finanda services, are smply Ga

% See Building a North American Community, Council of Foreign Relations, New Y ork, 2005.
% See Pastor, Robert. A North American Community Approach to Security, 2005.
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manifestation of the US, Canada and Mexico participdaion in globd govenawo?.do
However, security and defense relationsin North America after the US declared its Quar
on terrorOpresent amog straightforward reality:

QWashington® sudden move to a security paradigm was dramatized for North America on
September 11 by its immediate blockade of its two land borders. This unilateral action
demonstrated that, once Washington declared its nationa security to be at stake, it would simple
reassert its control over the policy space it had previously vacated in the name of trade
liberaization. Its subsequent demands that Canada and Mexico do what it felt was necessary to
make their exports safe for the United States showed how much of North American governance
was unilaterally driven by Uncle SamQt1

From the (peripheical Oside, Regindd Stuart (2007) defines it sharply in the case of
Canada3role in thedefense of QJppe North AmericaQ also applicable to Mexico:

CE The asymmetry of resources and motivation by default made Ottawa a dependent partner in
North American security, but better a willing accomplice with a voice and presence than defiance
that would certainly leave Upper North American security entirdly under Washington®
control.G12

Moreover, polls in the three counties show a growing concern among the public for
Qsafety and securityOwhen it comes to border issues. Econonic interests, sovereignty and
freedom of movement lag far behind public concerns®® Frank Graves says tha recent
surveys show that (E47% of Americans support the condruction of a wall at the
Canadian border. As shodking as this statistic might be (given the history of the world®
longest undéended-shared border), it pdesin comparisonto the 70 percent of Americans
who bdieve a wall at the Mexican border would be a good ideaEU nsurprisingly, our
Mexican polling foundonly 18-percent suppot for this idea anong Mexican citizensG*
Partially explained by an al time low in popubrity of President Bush@® foreign policy
amongthe public and Congress, thislast concern is something tha high-level officials of
the Department of Homeland Security, in thar (probably) last monthsin office, are eager
to pursue

Unde these circumstances, security relationsin North Americawill have to keep creating
a pah of progress that can preserve sovereign Canadian and Mexican security interests
while accommodaing US (homeland) security needs While far from desirable, this
seems to be the only way forward; moreover, in a peverse way, it may bethe only way
to utilize security issues as conaete foundadionsfor further integrationin North America.

Security relationsamong naionsdepend on variousfactors, primarily individud naiond
interests, capabilities, and perception of risk. North American security relations are not

“ See Stephen Clarkson (2007).

“L|bid p 96.

2 Reginald Stuart (2007), p 242.

3 See Frank Graves (2007), pp 120. For Canadians, sovereignty is the second priority, freedom of
movement the third and economic advantage the last one. For Americans, freedom of movement comes
second, economic advantage third and sovereignty is the last one. For Mexicans, economic advantage
comes after security, then sovereignty and, interestingly enough, freedom of movement comes last.

“ Frank Graves (2007), p 115.
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the exception® In North America, the overwhdming difference between US capabilities
andtho=e of its neghbasis determinant of the extent and depth of thoe relations

In the author@ view, in the short- and medium-terms, possibilities and limits for North
American security relations mug take into account severa factors and shortcomings
such as convergence or divergence of interests, common perception of threats Bor lack
thereof--, and the planning and operationd capabilities of each county. In North
America, asymmetry and a far from perfect interagency coordinaion play an important
role in the everyday security relations mainly between various US agendes and ther
Mexican and Canadian coungerpats, leading to misundestandings and to hurt naiond
sengtivities. Another relevant factor istherole thearmed forces have in each country.

Thoughs on two of those factors, related to common interests and to perceptions of
threat, are presented:

2.2.1) Convergence or divergence of interests and priorities, especially between
Canada and Mexico

Formally, the security interests of Canada Mexico, and the US convage In fact,
between 2004 and 2005, Canada and Mexico developel specific public strategies and
legidation tha reflected the new, pog-9/11 security relations with the US: Canada
developed a Nationd Security Policy®® and an Onternaiond Policy StatementQ while
Mexico adopied its Nationd Security Law of 2005% Ther focus and approach on
security is different, however. US interests are those of a world power (see section 1
above), while Canada® and Mexico@ are nat.

Canada@® formal security and foreign policy priorities

Canada® security priorities, defined as protecting Canadaand Canadans at hone and
abroad, ensuring Canadais not a bas for threats to our allies, and contributing to
international security, *® aim at a ddicate badance between sovereign and self-interested
motivationsand accomoddion of US interests.

Current Canadian foreign policy priorities are: 1) Protecting Canadians and Rebuilding
Afghanistan; 2) The Americas: United States, Mexico, Latin America and the Caribbean;

“ For a comprehensive research on North American contemporary security relations see Marcela Celorio
(2006).

“6 See (Becuring an Open Society:EO (2004).

4" The US NSS and Canada(® National Security share terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, failed states,
natural disasters, and critical infrastructure vulnerability as national security threats. Intelligence, Border
Security, Transport Security, Emergency Planning and Management, and Public Health are their key
strategies to preserve security. Canada does emphasizes Organized Crime as a main threat to its security,
while the recent US National Security and Homeland Security strategies reduces it to the war on terror.

8 Government of Canada, Privy Council® Office. Securing an Open Society: Canada( National Security
Policy, Ottawa, April 2004. http://www.pco-bcp.gc.ca/def ault.asp?L anguage=E& Page=information
resources& Sub=publications& Doc=natsecurnat/natsecurnat_e.htm
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3) Emerging and growing markets, with a focus on China and India In addition,
(rngoing commitmentsOfor 2007 and 2008 like Ca safer, more secure and progPerous
Canadawithin a strengthened North American partnershipOare still observed.

According to the latest Speech from the Throng Canadian security and foreign policy
priorities were updded to indude Canada® Oe-engagementO in the Americas, the
exercise of sovereign presence and resource planning in the Canadian High Arctic, and
theredudion of violence in Canadian streets.

Canada® engagement in internationd security reflects its prodivity for multilateralism,
humen security, and its traditiond value-exporting strategy. This explains why Canada(3
paticipaion in Afghanistan as part of a NATO mission is described as GhobleQin the
Speech from the Throne Notwithganding the obviousben€fits for CanadaUS relations
Canada emphasizes nation-building as the driving force for its presence in Afghanistan,
rather than its ndghboi@ antiterrorist gods.

M exico@® security and foreign policy priorities

Reflecting a smilar kind of bdance beween sovereign and internaiondly-driven
interests, Mexican naiond security legidation contains the same common North
AmericanOsecurity threats that legdly alow for internaiond coopeation, mainly with
the US™. However, Mexico indudes territorial defense, unity of the State, and defense of
the conditutiond order and democracy as security priorities. Mog importantly, the
Mexican view directly links naiond security with CEt he preservation of democracy,
based on econonic, sodal, and political development of the county andits people®* It is
noteworthy tha the law® main purpos is not to define nationd security nor its threats,
butto defineinteragency coordinaion conaerning public policy in that regard.

In the case of Mexico, the govanment@ public policy priorities, induding its foreign
policy priorities, are addressed in the Nationd Development Plan (PND, by its Spanish
acronym) tha each administration is mandaed by law to prepare. In the2007-2012PND,
the US, unaurprisingly, is the county mos referred to in thetext, in variouscapacities.>

“9 See Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, GDur Priorities.O

% As opposed to the US and Canadian views where the concept of National Security derives from its
threats and is closely related Pespecially in the case of the US-- to threats to international security in a
global or regional context, the Mexican Law defines national security as GactionsOaimed at preserving the
very core of the country as a nation-state. Thus, threats to the security of Mexico are similar to those of the
US and Canada (terrorism, espionage, illegal trafficking of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass
destruction, actions against strategic facilities, actions preventing the state from acting against organized
crime), but add some like (hetrayal of the nation,Oforeign interventions, and actions against the unity of the
Federation.

*! See Ley de Seguridad Nacional, art 3.

*2|n the current PND, the US is mentioned: as destination of emigrants (in the context of Mexican
unemployment rates, the share of Mexicans in the US population, money remittances from migrants,
GattentionOto Mexican communities in the US, and the Gaccelerated capital human exodusOlooking for
better income levels); as a source of illegal armsin Mexico; in the context of diversification of economic
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Ironically, Mexico shares with Canadaits need forQe-engagementOwith Latin America,
a region from which the previous Mexican govenment became relatively alienated.
However, as a result of the pragmatic Mexican foreign policy since the mid-eighties,
based on econonic interests and severa free trade agreements, closer relations with
Europeand Asia and the Pacific are a'so important regiond objectives.

North America, in its trinaiond concept, is a prominent region to which Mexican
econonic, sodal, and political internaiond relationsare strongly committed® . A basic
premise of the Mexican view towards North America is tha its labor market is an
integrated one™

The M exico D Canada connection®

While relations with the US are the mog relevant for Canada interest in deepening
relationswith Mexico throughthe North American trade and security partnership is the
basis for ongong bilateral dialogue on various topics tha transcend NAFTA<«s scope
Law enforcement coopeation and indpient but subgantive talks on defense and military
issues are an essential and postive pat of tha effort.

However, further commitments with Latin America, as pat of the current govenment
Qe-engagementOwith the region have clear priorities: Haiti is number ong as part of the
peace-keeping and human-security Canadian policy, which aso ingpires the Canadian
presence in Afghanistan. Mexico®@ stance of nonparticipation in internaiond
peacekeeping missions has made bilateral coopeation in tha field impossible. Tha
aonehas left avacuumfilled by Brazil and Chile, counties tha, alongwith Canadaand
theUS, prominently participate in the UN peacekeeping opeaationin Haiti.

Canadian econormic and cultura ties to the AnglophoneCaribbean countries, especially
Jamaica, have materialized in its strong presence in those counties, involving
developmental aid, directly and indirectly protecting Canadians and thar interests, and
compatibility with ther value-exporting policy. Mexico@® relationsto the Caribbean have
been, at best, nomind and lacking in resources to achieve a significant presence. The

relations to |essen dependency from the Qups and downsOof the US economy; and in comparison with
Mexico in terms of the share of its student population attending universities.

*3 Regionally speaking, the Mexican development plan is unambiguous: North Americais the region in the
world with the most impact on the wellbeing and future of M Zxico, in human, economic, commercial, and
political termsE( but, over 10 years after the NAFTA entered into force) North American region must
adequate its dynamics of institutiona interaction in order to adequately respond to new challenges related
to competitiveness, growing regionalization and shared developmentE O

> Mexican PND: Oeveryday reality shows that labor markets of Mexico, the US, and Canada complement
each otherE the US labor market creates each year ademand of around half a million jobs for low-skilled
workers, mostly filled by Mexican workforce. Also, inthe US and in Canada thereis agrowing trend to
receive specialized and high-skilled professionals.O

*® Many of the facts and statements presented on Canada are derived from talks with officials at the
Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade (DFAIT) and Canada® International
Development Agency (CIDA). However, the drafting and interpretations of their statements is the exclusive
responsibility of the author.
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Caribbean could be a region wheae, oncee agan, South American regiond powers
subditute for arole tha Mexico could play alongwith Canadian interests.

Canadian and Mexican investment and trade policies towards Cuba have been issues that
directly contravene US pditical and economic pdicies. Undoubedly, whichever form the
pod-Castro state of affairs might take, Cubais a potentially contentious issue among
Canada, Mexico, and the United States, aong with Span and other counties with
econonic interestsin theidand.

In the multilateral field, Canada and Mexico view each othe as naura paties for
conailtations With the notable exception of treaties concerning controls in the smuggling
of small arms, the three North American countries are paties to the maor UN
Conventionsagang organized crime, drug trafficking, corruption, and terrorism. Ther
common OECD membership allows for exchanges in a myriad of econonic and
development topics, aswell as standadson finandal controls agang money laundeing.

However, thereal or perceived North American partnership has been costly to Mexico in
terms of alienaion from traditiond negotiating groupsof developing counties at the UN
like the G-77. Mexico bdongsto the Latin American and Caribbean conaultation group
of the UN General Assembly, while Canada and the US bdong to the ONestern Europe
and othersOgroup, alongwith counties such as Israel or Audralia

Since the European Union, the US, and the G-77 (induding over 100 developing
counties from Asia and Europé tend to be the current major players at multilateral fora
and conferences, Mexico tries to advance its interests --depending on the topic at stake--
by going back and forth between its Latin American regiond patners and its pragnatic
and likeeminded OECD partners, informaly exchanging views with Japan, the US,
Canada, New Zealand, and Austrdia, as part of an honorryOand ad-hoc membership to
QUSCANZQ an informal consultation groupformed by those countries.

Also, as contentious as the fundioning and results of the NAFTA pands could be,
trilateral environmental exchange unde the NAFTA has provided for a convegent
postion beween Canada and Mexico in technical multilateral conferences involving
chemicals and hazardous waste, biodiversity, and related issues. Tha postion may or
may not coinddewith US interests.

Having said that, and in spite of ther commondities and differences in approaches as
counties with diverse historical and cultural backgrounds wealth, and relative weightin
the globd arena Canadian and Mexican strong econonic interdegpendence with the US
suppots an undeniable fact: any sugained interruption in ther flow of goods investment,
services, energy sources, and people with the US, for any reason, can become a much
more severe security threat for thoe ndions than any other formally stated nationd
security threat, induding terrorism and crimind activity. The US has proven tha, if its
security is at stake, it can unilaterally make that happen.
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2.2.2. Reassessment of national threats as regional: drug- and armsrelated
trafficking violence in Mexico and the need to act in Central America

In a depature from the historical trend, Mexico has asked the US, as a matter of co-
responsbility, to strengthen its naiond power agang drug- and arms trafficking- related
violence tha has become areal and sugtained threat to the Mexican state.®® That bilateral
coopeation scheme contained in the AV Zida InitiativeO B involving mainly further
training, equipment, and strengthening of Mexican law enforcement and judice
inditutions by the USN is among issues yet to be conddered by the US Congress in
order to authorize budgeary alocationson the matter.

A fundamental factor on this matter is tha the violence and disruptionsin Mexico as a
result of drugsand arms smuggling come from within its own territory and from beyond
Mexico@ Southen border. Changing trends in cocaine trafficking led the Central
American QorridorOto become a preferred way of trangorting that illicit drug from
South Americato the US, throughMexico. Mirror flows of money and arms fromtheUS
into Mexico and Central America have enhanced thelevel of violence and econonic and
soda disruptions tha organized crimind organizations have imposed uponcounties in
theregion.

Activities of crimind organizations in Central America, especialy in Guaemala, are
even more lethd to the security of the State, and ingitutiond capecities to fight them in
tha region are less significant than in Mexico. Along with the presence of crimind gangs
or maras increasingly acting in conjundion with drug cartels, organized crimind groups
are areal threat not only to El Salvador, Honduis, Guaemala, and Belize, but also to
Mexico and North America.

US coopeation with Mexico is key, as Mexico has publicly declared tha the fight
agang drugs and organized crime in its territory requires internaiond action and is,
righty so, a matter of corresponsbilty tha requires the attention and resources of the
United States as well as Mexico. Neverthdess, current and future US modest coopeation
with Mexico and Central America will still be a pat of the now devalued US War on
Drugs deeply undecut by theUSWar on Terror and its homeland security pdlicies.

In the overall perception of threats to the US Nationd Security, drug trafficking has log
the importance it had in previousdecades, especially after 9/11. Since coopeation with
Mexico and Canadais ongoing, drug trafficking and organized crime have been reduced
to mere complements of the homeland security strategy againg terrorism.

Moreover, it seems tha the decline in consumption of illicit drugsin the US, recently
reported in the Nationd Drug Control Strategy, could be a distracting and potentially
very dangeous factor for the naiond security of Mexico. For the soda and even
political disruptionin Mexico to subsde amajor redudionin thedemandfor illicit drugs
by Americansis necessary. Andthat isnat wha has happened.

%% See Jorge Chabat (2006).
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In this context, it is notonly desirable but necessary that the US explicitly recognize tha
enhancng inditutiond capecities of Mexico and Central America agang drug trafficking
and organized crime is vital to preserve its own security. It is important tha the
recognition come separately and indgpendently from homeland security conaerns related
to terrorism.

Mexican developmental efforts in Central America along with its own Southern region
are pat of an unevenly fundel dstrategy called the Plan Puebla Panami. US
developmental presence in Centra America through its Agency for Internaiond
Development, especially in Guaemala, definitely alignswith Mexican efforts, interests,
and security. In spite of theabysmal differences in Mexican and American capecities and
regiond interests, unaordinated strategies are better than none

In this dydundiond North American equaion toward Central America, Canadais less
visible. Canada@ recent security conaernsindudeviolence by crimind groupsrelated to
gun and drug trafficking. In tha sense, it is a shared security concern with Mexico.
However, while in Canada street violence is a threat to public safety, in Mexico it is a
threat to naiond security.

Joint Canadian B Mexican coopeation in Central America® development focuses on
strengthening the Plan Puebla Panami, rather than a more significant Canadian
development aid strategy for Central America. The regiond priority for Canada is the
Caribbean (undestandably s0).

Nondhdess, Canada does make commendable efforts for development in Central
America. Thos efforts are focused on counties with a reduced number of donas of
finanda aid. Honduies and Nicaragug for example, are preferred gods for aid over
Guaemala or Belize, by far more relevant to the security of Mexico and North America
asawhole.

Americans are inaeasingly concarned by border violence involving crimind
organizationsin Mexico. It is of utmog importance tha a significant domestic crisis in
Mexico with transaiond consquences be avoided. Bilateral but also trilatera
coopeation among North American partners in this regard is necessary. These efforts
should transcend the limited scopeof the US homeland security concerns and shoud not
be diminished in importance by the false assessment tha a decrease in drug consumption
in the US is a success story. Eventudly, Canadian and US coordinaed efforts with
Mexico in developing and assisting neghboiing Central American counties is not only
in order, butvital to North American Security.
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