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ABSTRACT

This paper traces the recent evolution of North American economic and secu-
rity relations within the context of broader debates in international political
economy (IPE) concerning globalization and its effects on the state in the
international system. Borrowing from David Lake’s discussion of hierarchi-
cal sovereignty, this paper argues that efforts to meld security to economics
in an integrated North American market devoid of institutions have made
sovereignty more hierarchical. It presents an approach to looking at North
American integration, which can assist in understanding recent develop-
ments that are suggestive of new areas of research and policy development
for both practitioners and theoreticians.
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INTRODUCTION

Sovereignty has been the subject of scholarly debate for many decades,
but has been taken up with renewed vigour in the aftermath of the Cold
War. Among the many events in that period that sparked renewed interest
in the dimensions of sovereignty was the 1994 North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) and the reordering of trilateral economic governance.
The NAFTA debate also took place in the midst of a rapidly growing and
increasingly globalized economic system that renewed scholarly focus
on the nature of the international system and, particularly, the state of
the nation-state as one of the system’s units of analysis. In many ways,
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REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

NAFTA became emblematic of the factors driving debates about the utility
of globalization and its impact on traditional conceptions of sovereignty.
Indeed, the greater integration of markets seemed increasingly at odds
with the policy sovereignty of the state.

In contrast to the European integration, the reordering of economic gov-
ernance in North America has entailed far less supranational institution-
alization. NAFTA studiously avoided significant tri-national institution
building. For some, NAFTA’s comparatively limited ambition as a prefer-
ences agreement left much undone. The rules of NAFTA have reordered
power relations in North American economic governance, reducing the
importance of asymmetries, with salutary effects on the arbitrary exer-
cise of power. Yet, most efforts to ‘re-invigorate’ the NAFTA agenda or
fix those areas of the Agreement in need of repair came to naught. The
futility of efforts to kick-start trilateral activity on a range of economic is-
sues endured until 11 September 2001, when security almost immediately
became irrevocably intertwined with economic governance as it had been
reconfigured by NAFTA.

NAFTA was one episode in a much longer history of the near constant
reordering of governance that has existed as long as humans have inhab-
ited the continent. As governance has shifted, the boundaries dividing the
continents have become contestable sites of complex political and philo-
sophical problems.

This essay is about some of those problems as they have arisen from the
economic governance of NAFTA and the securitization of North America
since September 2001. It adopts the concept of ‘hierarchical sovereignty’,
which was put forward by David Lake (2003), as a lens through which to
understand and interpret the evolution of the North American economic
and political space. Shifting governance patterns cast in hierarchical terms
may augment the explanatory power of our theoretical propositions about
the direction of North American governance. Improved theorizing about
the specific policy areas in which sovereignty has become more hierarchi-
cal may contribute to policy proposals more explicitly in sync with the
contestable nature of sovereignty.

As its point of departure, this paper begins by anchoring recent de-
velopments in North America in broader scholarly and public policy de-
bates about sovereignty and the particular role globalization has played in
shaping that debate. By rooting the paper in a broader set of literature in
international political economy, this paper self-consciously sidesteps the
vast literature on North American integration that has become trapped
in respective echo chambers ‘for’ or ‘against’ integration (Pastor, 2001;
Clarkson, 2008). Part Two will briefly detail the creation and expansion
of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in the context of Lake’s
formulation of ‘hierarchical sovereignty’, followed by Part Three, which
will describe the asymmetrical nature of North America in the NAFTA
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ANDERSON: SECURITIZATION AND SOVEREIGNTY IN POST-9/11

era. Part Four will examine asymmetry and sovereignty set against the
awkward post-9/11 melding of economics and security, and Part Five will
describe the responses of Canada and Mexico to the growth of the DHS as
a major US policy entity in North America.

Few close observers in Canada, Mexico or the US would quibble with the
assertion that security, and perhaps the DHS itself, has complicated trilat-
eral policy making. The principal argument of this paper is that North
American governance in the past two decades, altered most dramati-
cally by NAFTA and the securitization of economic relations, has made
sovereignty and power more hierarchical than pooled in several policy
domains, possibly exacerbating the asymmetries already endemic to tri-
lateral relations.

PART I: THE NEW SOVEREIGNTY?

Sovereignty has been the subject of scholarly debate for most of the post-
war period, but was engaged in with renewed vigour after the dissolution
of the Soviet Union in 1991. While interdependence theorists began high-
lighting the role of non-state actors in the international system long before
that (Keohane and Nye, 1977), the end of the Cold War seemed to mark
the decline of interstate conflict, the rising prominence of institutions and
the ascendancy of market capitalism and democracy as dominant forms of
global governance. It is a significant debate for this paper since it suggests
these shifts are being felt unevenly and points to the conceptual utility of
‘hierarchical sovereignty’ as a framework for understanding them.

Sovereignty is a term that often defies careful definition, but it is, at the
bottom, the product of authority relationships among actors (Lake, 2003:
304). Yet, authority itself is seldom absolute, relying as it does on a unique
mix of coercion, volunteerism (consent) and legitimacy (ibid.). As a result,
scholars have long noted that sovereignty is more inherently social than
juridical (Bull, 1977; Krasner, 1999).

Four conflicting views of the ‘state of the state’, flowing from literature in
international relations, international political economy, comparative poli-
tics and law, are noteworthy in this context.

1. Sad about the state

The apparent decline of the state as the main actor in international rela-
tions brought with it conflicting pressures such as intrastate and regional
conflict, resistance to the pressures of market capitalism and the growing
influence of non-state actors as direct challengers to the authority of the
state itself (Kahler and Lake, 2004: 409–414; Jackson, 2003: 786–789; Wolf,
2004: 249–277). As public officials struggled with these challenges, scholars
coined new sets of terminology in an effort to describe and understand the
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REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

Figure 1 Neo-classical stages of integration.

shifting sands of the post-Cold War international architecture – awkward
terminology such as ‘intermestic’ (Manning, 1977: 306–324), splicing in-
ternational with domestic; ‘glocalization’ (Robertson, 1992; Wellman and
Hampton, 1999: 648–654), describing the global impact of many localized
actions; and ‘fragmegration’ (Rosenau, 1997), mixing the contradictory im-
pulses of fragmentation and integration (see also, Anderson and Sands,
2010).

The politics swirling around the increased openness and integration of
the global economy are, in part, predicted by the neoclassical stages of
integration (Figure 1). With ever deepening stages of economic integration
come greater degrees of supranational institutionalization and the con-
sequent loss of policy autonomy (some say sovereignty) for individual
governments.

One view of the impact of globalization has traditionally been found in
literature emanating from the nationalist left in many countries, including
Canada and Mexico. Here the impersonal forces of global capitalism driv-
ing globalization (with the US as the preeminent example) are contributing
to the homogenization of global culture (a global consumer culture), a reg-
ulatory race to the bottom and the evisceration of the state’s ability to
protect the most vulnerable of its populations from the harshest winds of
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ANDERSON: SECURITIZATION AND SOVEREIGNTY IN POST-9/11

capitalism (Hurtig, 1996; Klein, 2008; Ralston Saul, 2008; Clarkson, 2002;
Kymlicka, 2003). Increasingly, this group of left nationalists has been joined
by the nationalist/nativist right in both Europe and the US. This particular
brand of xenophobia was highlighted in the 2005 EU Constitutional de-
bate by the menacing “Polish Plumber” as a scapegoat for the problems of
technological change and an under-skilled labour force (Buchanan, 2002;
Corsi, 2007).

In this view, the state’s ability to regulate in the public interest or respond
to public preferences is being undermined by the holders of footloose, hot
capital flows (Strange, 1996; Stiglitz, 2002). Hedge funds, sovereign wealth
funds and investment banks, aided by ratings services such as Moody’s
and Standard & Poor’s, have increasingly become the effective arbiters of
public policy decisions. Their power over global finance is putting serious
constraints on the state’s ability to finance the provision of social welfare.
Ireland and Greece in 2010, Argentina in 2002, Southeast Asia in 1997–98,
Britain in 1992 and Canada in the early 1990s, all discovered the dark side
of openness and integration in the global economy.

Large fiscal deficits were judged out of step with the interests of the
holders of capital, making borrowing costs unacceptably high and forcing
governments to reign in spending, the burden of which fell most heavily
upon those that could least afford to cope with it – the unskilled and the
place-bound.

2. Rumours of my demise have been greatly exaggerated

Others stand willing to offer a full-throated defence of the state. The state,
these defenders argue, is still the indispensible unit of analysis and by
far the most powerful political and economic actor in the international
system. Non-governmental organizations (NGOs), international institu-
tions (such as the United Nations/UN, International Monetary Fund/IMF
and the World Bank/WB), the strictures brought about by international
agreements in areas such as trade and finance (NAFTA, World Trade Or-
ganization/WTO and Basel) or other international conventions, including
human rights law (International Criminal Court), have all seemingly put
significant limits on the latitude of states to exercise their sovereignty.

Yet, there are many who point to all these agreements and argue that
they are happening only at the behest or pleasure of states (Krasner, 1976).
States are the main agents of these agreements, fostering the very in-
terdependence that is supposedly undermining their sovereignty. The
flipside of this is that the state can also take away the bodies it cre-
ates (Goldsmith and Posner, 2005; Rivkin and Cosey, 2000). In many
instances, the structure of these agreements is heavily infused with a
need for preserving as much state latitude as possible. NAFTA is one
example of a shallow preferences arrangement that brings obligations,
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REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

but does little to alter the role of basic national institutions in gov-
ernance (the so-called negative integration) (Anderson, 2006a). Simi-
larly, the WTO is full of obligations that are contingent on a state’s
willingness to adhere to its rulings. In sum, growing interdependence
among states, but strongly rooted in traditional state sovereignty.

Moreover, as Martin Wolf (2004) and Jagdish Bhagwati (2004) have ar-
gued, there is much evidence that the state is actually alive and well.
Tax receipts, government spending and debt have all increased in lock-
step with increasing degrees of openness and integration in the post-war
period (Rodrik, 1997a). The correlation between the two suggests that
the state is responding to globalization with increases in the size of the
state and the provision of welfare (Ruggie, 1982). Moreover, the impact of
trade liberalization on labour varies considerably (Rodrik, 1997b: 11–27),
some even say exaggerated (Freeman, 1995), and depends significantly on
the precise mixture of liberalization and welfare provisions (Sapir, 2005;
Burgoon, 2001; Rodrik, 1997b.)

Liberalization has had some concentrated adjustment effects in the form
of layoffs in some sectors. However, the degree of economic activity tied to
tradables, particularly in the US, is relatively small. Moreover, there are all
sorts of domestic reasons for labour to be suffering, namely technological
change (Freeman, 2004). Lastly, political borders still matter a great deal
in a range of policy domains beyond flows of goods and services (Alesina
and Spolaore, 1997; Scott, 2001; Rodrik, 2000) and, by some measures, it
was 1970 before the global economy returned to the levels of integration
seen prior to World War I (Nye and Donahue, 2000: 48). In short, the state
is not dead yet.

3. Requiem for a relic

Debates about the modern character of sovereignty as rooted in the state
nearly always make reference to the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648 as the
origin of the modern interstate system of international relations. Yet, as
many scholars have pointed out, the Treaty of Westphalia did not create
the interstate system, nor did it define what sovereignty was to become
(Croxton, 1999). The modern conception of state sovereignty in the form
of a decision-making authority within territorial boundaries is the by-
product of generations of norm development and was initially confined
to Europe. Yet, with the end of colonialism, shifting borders and changes
to the regimes supporting them, we increasingly understand borders and
sovereignty as contestable locations of complex political and philosophical
problems (Neal, 2004; Ruggie, 1993, 1997). Much as we understand the dy-
namics of social relations among individuals, international relations is the
by-product of a series of ‘social facts’ underwritten by the collective inten-
tionality of two or more agents (Searl, 1995). Seminal work by Alexander

6

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

lb
er

ta
] 

at
 1

4:
22

 3
1 

Ja
nu

ar
y 

20
12

 



ANDERSON: SECURITIZATION AND SOVEREIGNTY IN POST-9/11

Wendt (1992, 1999) and Susan Strange (1996) suggested that much of the
architecture upon which international relations has been built relies upon
the scaffolding (North, 2005) of subjective interpretation of information
and identity formation among actors about its function and purpose.

A range of non-state and sub-state actors are engaged in horizontal and
vertical integrative activities that transcend borders, create new coopera-
tive networks (Slaughter, 2003) and are dramatically reshaping the interna-
tional governance landscape in ways traditional Wesphalian sovereignty
no longer captures. Rather than an international system characterized by
relations among states, the entire notion of sovereignty as defined and
practised by states has evolved into a broader social web, wherein the
state is merely one of many actors with legitimacy, influence and identity.

Moreover, there is a strongly ‘emancipatory’ quality to this literature as
it seeks to broaden significantly the debate about the proper units of anal-
ysis in international relations, particularly around the contestable nature
of sovereignty (Dotty, 2007; Bartelson, 2006; Weber, 1992). The statist tra-
ditions in scholarship and conduct of international affairs have seriously
limited the range of possibilities in our thinking about solutions to some of
the most complex global problems. Recognizing the state as one of many
actors in the system is long overdue.

4. The utility of the post-statist state?

Traditional international law has always been the law governing the prac-
tice among states. Yet, international law has contributed greatly to the
rising importance of non-state actors in international affairs, particularly
in the areas of human rights and private commercial law, by giving such
entities ‘standing’ in a growing range of international fora (Goldsmith and
Posner, 2005; Salacuse, 1990). Still, some scholars, even those critical of the
dominance of the state in international affairs, fear that the emancipation
of global politics from the grip of state sovereignty undermines many of
the reforms being sought in the global order (Cohen, 2004, 2008; Slaughter,
2003).

A global governance rooted in nothing but transnational networks and
governance structures comprised of non-state actors (Slaughter, 2003) runs
the risk of becoming an imperial project wherein the international legal
norms generated by these networks are used as the basis for intervention,
which, in turn, may not be carried out in the service of emancipatory
politics as many hope (Cohen, 2004, 2008).

A globalized and constitutionalized commons that purports to be inter-
ested in the defence of the individual is fraught with the danger that it will
actually play into the wrong hands, be used as justification interventions,
and actually support a project of empire (Cohen, 2008).
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REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

From this perspective, governance, soft law, self-regulation, societal
constitutionalism, trans-governmental networks, human rights and the
very concept of ‘humanitarian intervention’ are simply the discourses and
deformalized mechanisms by which empire aims to rule (and to legiti-
mate its rule), rather than ways to limit and orient power by law (Cohen,
2008: 2). Hence, traditional, state-centric, Westphalian sovereignty retains
a utility alongside the proliferation of non-state actors and causes in that
sovereignty both restrains and enables the exercise of power.

Other scholars are worried about the unaccountable, non-democratic
nature of some forms of trans-governmental and non-governmental net-
works (Slaughter, 2003). As networks of decision-making proliferate and
supplant the state in some areas as the locus of decision-making, where
will authority (and accountability) reside (ibid.)? In the European Union
(EU), the concept of ‘subsidiarity’ is often deployed in an effort to manage
public concerns over the loss of sovereignty. Somewhat akin to federal-
ism as practised in many states, subsidiarity suggests localized input and
control over decision-making relative to that carried out in Brussels (Mar-
quardt, 1995: 617). Yet, as practised, subsidiarity has not evolved into a
mix of shared and exclusive areas of authority as we see in federal sys-
tems. Instead, subsidiarity has suffered from definitional ambiguity and
may be further undermining the nation-state as the locus of authority by
encouraging further decentralization of the state in favour of networks of
decision-makers accountable only to Brussels (Marquardt, 1995: 635–637).
In short, the end of the sovereign equality of states as it has evolved since
Westphalia, and been codified by the UN Charter, is an objective fraught
with danger.

PART II: HIERARCHICAL SOVEREIGNTY
AND NORTH AMERICA

Where does this entire discussion of sovereignty leave us in thinking
about recent transformations in North America? David Lake (2003) use-
fully posits a framework for thinking about sovereignty in much the same
way we think about domestic political hierarchies. Just as we think about
levels of authority domestically – state and local, shared or exclusive –
we can usefully think about different levels of sovereignty internationally,
particularly given the evolving mix of state and non-state actors in global
governance. These hierarchies of sovereignty can be readily coupled with
longstanding disaggregations of power starting, for example, with the
intuitive

A has power over B to the extent that he can get B to do something that
B would not otherwise do (Dahl, 1957: 202–203).
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ANDERSON: SECURITIZATION AND SOVEREIGNTY IN POST-9/11

Yet, this simple relation doesn’t tell us much about power’s utility or
dynamics. Power, Dahl argued, is a relation between A over B, but also
that it is a social relation containing four dynamic elements:

1. A base: the source or domain of one’s power. It is normally an inert entity
and something that needs to be actively exploited.

2. The means: instruments of power. How does one actually employ the
base to exercise power?

3. The amount: the probability that an action by A will elicit a particular
response by B.

4. The range or scope: the kinds of response of B to actions by A (Dahl, 1957:
202–203).

Dahl’s classic formulation suggested, among other things, that power
is much less objective than casual observation dictates and it involves
a range of processes, dynamics and outcomes. Lake begins similarly by
asserting that sovereignty is an authority relationship in which ‘A wills
B to follow A and B voluntarily complies’(Lake, 2003: 304). However, the
response of B to A’s commands depends mightily on many of the elements
of power highlighted by Dahl. Hence, if power, upon which sovereignty
is rooted, depends on a series of variable social constructions, sovereignty
itself might reasonably be thought of in the same way. As John Jackson
(2003: 790) notes, ‘Most (but not all) of the time that “sovereignty” is used
in current policy debates, it actually refers to questions about the allocation
of power; normally “government decision-making power”.’

The complex set of trade-offs between autarky and integration that in-
form the ‘state of the state’ debate are familiar to students of the evolution
of the post-war global economy. Figure 1 lists the well-known neoclassical
stages of integration in descending order of depth and degrees of pooled
sovereignty, supranational institutionalization and the attendant loss of
policy autonomy – in essence, the reallocation of power and decision-
making. Lake extends this approach by suggesting that sovereignty is
seldom a social relation exercised by partners of equal standing, thereby
implicitly introducing asymmetry (weak versus dominant powers) to the
analysis. Lake posits that sovereignty exists in degrees rather than abso-
lutes and varies by policy domain between two poles along a continuum –
the purely anarchic and the purely hierarchical.

According to Lake, relationships between polities vary along the con-
tinuum defined by the degree of hierarchy between two or more polities.

The degree of hierarchy, in turn, is defined by the locus of rights or
residual control; the decision-making authority possessed by each
polity. In what policy areas is the subordinate polity the ultimate au-
thority? The greater the number of areas of domestic sovereignty, the
less hierarchic its relationship with the dominant state is; the fewer
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REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

the number of areas of domestic sovereignty, the more hierarchic its
relationship is. In purely anarchic relationships, each party possesses
full authority to make its own decisions under all circumstances –
formally it possesses full residual rights of control. In purely hierar-
chical relationships, one party – the dominant member – possesses
full authority to make all decisions, whereas the other party – the
subordinate member – lacks this right (Lake, 2003: 311–312).

As the 2010 US National Security Strategy makes clear, more than 20
years after the end of the Cold War, the US remains intellectually divided
about the ‘state of the state’.

We live in a time of sweeping change. The success of free nations,
open markets, and social progress in recent decades has accelerated
globalization on an unprecedented scale. This has opened the doors
of opportunity around the globe, extended democracy to hundreds
of millions of people, and made peace possible among the major
powers. Yet globalization has also intensified the dangers we face –
from international terrorism and the spread of deadly technologies,
to economic upheaval and a changing climate (National Security
Strategy of the United States, May 2010).

While scholars had been pointing to the importance of a range of non-
state actors for many decades, the end of the Cold War ushered in an
era in which they proliferated in number and importance. Concepts such
as ‘nation building’, ‘human security’, ‘humanitarian intervention’ and
‘responsibility to protect’ increasingly entered the scholarly and policy
lexicon of international relations (Oliver and Hampson, 1997: 379–407;
Donaghy, 2003: 90–107; Bernard Jr, 2006: 231–261; Henibecker, 1999: 19–26;
Jockel and Sokolsky, 2001: 1–18; Riddel-Dixon, 2005: 1067–1092; Taylor,
2006: 146–158; The Economist, 15 May 2008; Caudle, 2009: 2–9).

As the reigning hegemonic power in the international system, the US
has been relatively slow to internalize the importance of non-state actors.
The terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 changed this, precipitating the
creation of the DHS in late 2002 (Newman, 2002: 126–137; Kettl, 2004:
1–13, 15–16). Yet, until the Obama administration ended the distinction
between ‘national security’ and ‘homeland security’, overall national secu-
rity strategy remained trapped in a cognitive dissonance between the two
(Presidential Study Directive, 2009; Homeland Security Policy Institute,
Taskforce Report, 2009; Washington Post, 27 February 2009). A state-level re-
sponse to the sudden importance of non-state actors, the DHS now resides
awkwardly in the space between traditional Westphalian-style sovereignty
and its conceptual offspring.
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ANDERSON: SECURITIZATION AND SOVEREIGNTY IN POST-9/11

Put differently, the creation of the DHS through the reorganization of
the federal government represents the reallocation of power and decision-
making within the US, creating new hierarchies in domestic governance.
However, the advent of the DHS has also reallocated power and decision-
making internationally, and particularly in an integrated North American
marketplace, making sovereignty on the continent more hierarchical in
character.

PART III: ASYMMETRY AND HIERARCHY
IN NORTH AMERICA?

North America has always been in the process of integration. Cross-border
economic, social and political relationships, in part driven by proximity
and simple necessity, have always transcended the arbitrary divisions of
political borders, in a sense constantly reallocating power and sovereignty.
In 1994, NAFTA provided a significant boost to all of these impulses
through shallow institutionalization, which reallocated power and shifted
the continent towards a more hierarchical form of sovereignty. Yet, rather
than mitigating the effects of asymmetry as liberal institutionalism would
suggest, NAFTA preserved and exacerbated North America as a tale of
two highly asymmetrical relationships.

Nowhere are these asymmetries starker than in economic relations, or
more important, particularly as the continent’s economic relations have
become more securitized since September 2001. In 1975, North American
GDP totalled roughly US $1.9 trillion, of which the US alone accounted for
$1.6 trillion, or 86 per cent, of the total (Table 1). Nearly a decade later in
1994, the year NAFTA began its implementation phase and the year before
Mexico’s peso crisis hit hardest, the total North American GDP had risen
to nearly $8 trillion, of which the US accounted for more than $7 trillion, or

Table 1 NAFTA asymmetries (in billion US$)

1975 1987 1994 2000 2006

Canada GDP 170 420 560 770 1,274
% of North American GDP 9% 7.9% 7.0% 6.5% 8.2%
Exports + imports as %GDP 47% 53% 67% 85% 70%
Mexico GDP 88 140 420 581 948
% of North American GDP 4.7% 2.6% 5.9% 5.2% 6.1%
Exports + imports as %GDP 17% 33% 38% 64% 58%
United States GDP 1,600 4,700 7,017 9,764 13,132
% of North American GDP 86% 89.3% 87.7% 88.2% 85.5%
Exports + imports as %GDP 16% 19% 22% 26% 28%

Source: World Bank.
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REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

88 per cent. In 2006, little had changed, with the US accounting for more
than $13 trillion, or 85 per cent, of a total North American economy of
$15.4 trillion.

Another measure of the asymmetrical economic relationships in North
America entails looking at each country’s relative dependence on (and
openness to) international trade as a percentage of their overall GDP and
the share of that trade dependent on the NAFTA partners. Table 1 also lists
World Bank data for select years, showing levels of exports and imports as
a percentage of GDP (X+M/GDP) for each of the three NAFTA countries
for select years. In 1975, only 16 per cent of the US economy was tied to
international trade (exports + imports), in part due to the US’ enormous
consumer marketplace. For quite different reasons (import substitution
policies), in 1975, Mexico was similarly configured towards international
trade, accounting for only 16.5 per cent of the GDP. By contrast, Canada was
heavily dependent on trade patterns for its economic activity, accounting
for nearly 47 per cent of the GDP in 1975. Fast-forward to 2006 and the US’
exposure to international trade had grown to roughly 28 per cent of the
GDP. Yet, both Canada and Mexico have become dramatically more open
to (some would say dependent on) trade, now accounting respectively for
70 and 60 per cent of each country’s GDP.

However, the stark contrasts in openness to international trade in North
America are only part of the economic asymmetry. Table 2 lists each
NAFTA country’s main trading partners and the percentage of their over-
all trade destined for each. Canada and Mexico are the US’ top two export
markets at 20 and 12 per cent, respectively. However, the US’ trading part-
ners (exports and imports) are more diverse and evenly distributed. In
contrast, both Canada and Mexico are heavily dependent on the US as an
export market and only slightly less so in terms of the source of imports. In
2008, nearly 80 per cent of Canada’s exports (nearly 40 per cent of its GDP)

Table 2 NAFTA export partners 2008 (rank order and percentage of total)

Canada Mexico United States

Exports to United States (77.7%) United States (80.5%) Canada (20.1%)
UK (2.7%) Canada (3.6%) Mexico (11.7%)
Japan (2.3%) Germany (1.4%) China (5.5%)

Japan (5.1%)
Germany (4.2%)

Imports from United States (52.4%) United States (48%) China (16.1%)
China (9.8%) China (13.5%) Canada (15.7%)
Mexico (4.1%) Japan (4.8%) Mexico (10.1%)

South Korea (4.6%) Japan (6.6%)

Source: CIA World Factbook.
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ANDERSON: SECURITIZATION AND SOVEREIGNTY IN POST-9/11

was dependent on access to the US market. Similarly, more than 80 per
cent of Mexico’s exports, or nearly 30 per cent of the GDP, were tied to US
market access. North America’s asymmetrical trade dependence has only
grown with time. In 1970, 70 per cent of Mexico’s exports were destined for
the US; today, it is more than 80 per cent (Dominguez and Fernandez, 2009:
68) (Table 2). Similarly, in 1970, 62 per cent of Canada’s exports went to the
US, peaked in 2000 at more than 85 per cent, and has fallen only slightly
since to 80 per cent (Statistics Canada, Historical Statistics of Canada, 1983:
Section G: ‘Balance of International Payments, International Investment
Position, and Foreign Trade’, Series G401-407) (Table 2). Moreover, the de-
grees of integration in North America have been unequal. Since NAFTA
began its implementation phase in 1994, North-South commercial linkages
between Canada and the US have grown at a much faster pace than those
flowing from South to North (Sydor, 2008: 10). In other words, Canada has
become far more integrated into the American economy than the US has
become integrated into the Canadian.

NAFTA contributed significantly to making North American
sovereignty more hierarchical by instilling new rules of economic gov-
ernance in trade and investment relations, which have drawn Canada and
Mexico deeper into the American economic orbit. Politically, the symbol-
ism of both Canada and Mexico abandoning decades of nationalist eco-
nomic policies and integrating themselves into the US sphere was consid-
erable and not without controversy. NAFTA softened some of the effects of
this asymmetrical power by entrenching much of the trade and investment
relationship in a set of rules. However, because NAFTA was limited to just
trade and investment, and never contemplated supranational institutions,
the Agreement deepened integration without the pooling of sovereignty
that would have mitigated the asymmetry’s other effects.

Anxiety over enhanced asymmetry in North America has been an ever-
present theme in both Canada and Mexico. Much of Canadian economic
history, for example, is a tale of spasmodic episodes of alternatively walling
itself off from the US through various forms of industrial policy in the
pursuit of both national unity and economic independence or ensnaring
the US in economic arrangements that secured market access for Canadian
goods (Norrie and Owram, 1996; Barnett, 1976: 389–407; Den Otter, 1982:
151–178; Cuff and Granatstein, 1977: 459–482; Hart, 1989: 25–28). Moreover,
these debates have frequently shaped the politics of both countries, at times
transforming national elections into referenda on relations with the US
(see Granatstein, 1996; Royal Commission, 1985). Mexico has confronted
a similar set of tensions with the US, albeit framed by the additional
legacy of invasion, warfare and the loss of territory. Such is the potency
of nationalism vis-à-vis the US in both countries that it has frequently
altered electoral outcomes and generated a paradigm of dependency and
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REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

dominance through which relations with the US are viewed (Granatstein,
1996; Weintraub, 2010; Bartra and Casal-Sanchez, 1989: 61–69; Morris and
Passe-Smith, 2001: 124–149).

International relations theorists, neo-functionalists in particular, have
for years been making the case that one way to reduce the effects of this
asymmetry is to foster increased interdependence and institutionalization
among states (Hass, 2004; Sandholtz and Sweet, 2010). It is through this
basic liberal institutional framework that we can view the post-war inte-
gration of Europe and understand the elements of the interdependence
fostered by the rapid expansion of the global economy (Fransen, 2001;
Cooper, 1968; Eichengreen, 1996: 1–40; Zeiler, 1999). The same rationale
underpinning the integration of post-war Germany into the broader Euro-
pean economy can also be thought of as enmeshing, or restraining, German
policy latitude such that it is more in line with the interests of its Euro-
pean neighbours. Similarly, as Canada contemplated free trade with the
US and the likely consequence of deepening dependence on the US market
through trade liberalization with a single country, restraining the arbitrary
use of trade remedy law against Canadian exports was a matter of eco-
nomic necessity. So important was this objective for Canada that the issue
of trade remedy laws threatened to derail the talks several times (Hart,
Dymond and Robertson, 1994: 318–342). When Mexican President Carlos
Salinas subsequently proposed free trade with the US in 1990, immunity
from US trade remedy laws was also high on the list of Mexican priorities,
and for many of the same reasons (Cameron and Tomlin, 2000: 88–89, 117;
De Gortari, 2002: 99–103).

While both the Canada-US Free Trade Agreement (1988) and NAFTA
(1994) went some distance towards regularizing the flow of goods, services
and capital across North America’s borders, both were shallow forms of
integration that did not create the kind of binding institutional arrange-
ments Canada and Mexico sought (Anderson, 2006a: 585–610; Anderson,
2009a: 91–107). NAFTA liberalized economic activity, but did so by avoid-
ing the kind of Europe-like supranational institutions in which pooled
sovereignty is thought to be effective in rebalancing power asymmetries
(Studer, 2007: 64–65; Pastor, 2001).

Nevertheless, NAFTA did provide a set of rules by which trade and
investment relations have become more predictable. Indeed, even the dis-
pute settlement mechanisms designed to deal with trade remedy laws,
imperfect as they are, have been broadly successful in smoothing the in-
cidence of trade disputes among the three countries (Anderson, 2006a:
585–610; Macrory, 2003). All of this has been in line with both liberal in-
stitutional scholarship and real-world experience (Europe) in terms of the
salutary effects of integration and institutionalization on the arbitrary exer-
cise of power. However, as far as NAFTA advanced North America down
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ANDERSON: SECURITIZATION AND SOVEREIGNTY IN POST-9/11

this road, the Agreement also left much unfinished business. In January
2008, the final phase-ins of NAFTA were completed, but little had been
done to advance it beyond its limited ambition as a free trade agreement,
one of the shallowest stages of integration (Figure 1).

North America stalled

North America’s major trade initiatives in the late 1980s and early 1990s
generated controversies that reverberate till today. Canada’s 1988 federal
election turned into a bitter referendum on the Canada-US Free Trade
Agreement. Similarly, the NAFTA debate exploded onto the 1992 US pres-
idential election campaign, initiating a damaging political debate over
trade liberalization that reverberates even today. In fact, President Clin-
ton spent almost all his trade policy capital winning passage for NAFTA
in the US Congress and rarely mentioned the Agreement again during
the remainder of his two terms in office (Destler, 1997: 16–27; Wise, 2007:
27–52; Hufbauer and Schott, 2005: 5–8). While President Clinton also went
on to complete and implement the Uruguay Round of GATT and initiate
the Free Trade Area of the Americas, all of these initiatives gave way to a
malaise in US trade policy that persists till today.

As the politics of trade in the US deteriorated throughout the 1990s,
perhaps typified by the disastrous November 1999 WTO Ministerial Meet-
ing in Seattle, Washington, the political will to advance NAFTA’s unfin-
ished business waned as well. Indeed, from the moment NAFTA began
its implementation phase, those calling for a halt to further liberalization
increasingly overwhelmed the voices calling for action on the ‘next steps’
in North America. As a result, progress towards the ‘next steps’ is littered
with the policy recommendation wreckage of numerous blue ribbon pan-
els, ‘eminent person’s groups’ and government reports. Nearly all of them
recommended picking up where NAFTA left off and moving towards
deeper stages of economic integration and political coordination in North
America, but none generated significant results (Pastor, 2008: 2004, 2001;
Manley et al., 2005; Dobson, 2002).

NAFTA, limited though it is, did largely what it was designed to do, but
advancing it towards something deeper has been a political non-starter
(Hufbauer and Schott, 2005: 61–63). NAFTA recognized the extent of the
unfinished business by leaving a host of built-in agenda items to some
30 committees and working groups formed by the Agreement (Anderson
and Sands, 2007: 11–12). But neither the built-in agenda nor the efforts to
initiate separate processes to deal with leftovers, irritations or new issues
arising within the NAFTA area has ever met with much success (Anderson
and Sands, 2007: 11–12; Studer, 2007: 53–75).
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REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

Agenda buried, asymmetry intensified?

The irony behind the pursuit of greater institutionalization of North Amer-
ica by Canada and Mexico is that what was achieved may have exacer-
bated, rather than mitigated, the role of asymmetry. These shortcomings
were, in part, the product of anxieties surrounding pooled sovereignty
in areas such as trade remedy laws or immigration (US), trade in cul-
tural items and subsidies (Canada), oil and gas (mainly Petróleos Mexi-
canos) and agriculture (Mexico), which limited or delayed coverage under
NAFTA (negative integration). Instead of creating trinational governance
mechanisms (positive integration), NAFTA left the management of the
Agreement almost entirely in the hands of the existing national bureaucra-
cies. Where dispute settlement mechanisms were created (Chapter 11, 19
and 20 in particular), they were ad hoc in nature and, in important ways,
not designed to be the final word on disputes (Anderson, 2006a: 585–610).
Some credit has been given to NAFTA’s labour and environmental side-
agreements for creating trilateral fora for discussion (Hufbauer and Schott,
2005: 79–136, 153–182). But connecting the activities in these fora to trilat-
eral decision-making has proven difficult. More significantly, the NAFTA
negotiations of the early 1990s have proven to be the high point of trilat-
eral statesmanship among the three countries. Strangely, NAFTA did not
establish regular meetings for the three heads of state, leaving that task
instead to each country’s trade ministers.

NAFTA created the shallowest forms of institutionalization, forms that
largely preserved many traditional patterns of Westphalian sovereignty
while simultaneously dismantling others, particularly for Canada and
Mexico. NAFTA entrenched decision-making in the respective national bu-
reaucracies, making elements of the relationship not covered by the Agree-
ment (the built-in agenda) difficult to elevate onto the political agenda.
Bunched together, these outstanding agenda items created a ‘tyranny of
small differences’ that were a serious drain on North America’s compet-
itiveness, but were not politically significant enough in the US to ad-
dress (Hart, 2004: 603–619; Pastor, 2008: 84–98). Moreover, NAFTA re-
allocated decision-making power by creating a series of ad hoc dispute
settlement mechanisms with limited scope to arbitrate disputes (Martin,
2008: 376–379; Weintraub, 2010: 121–126; Kotschwar, 2009, at www.iie.com;
Anderson, 2006a: 585–610).

Hence, NAFTA went some distance towards mitigating the effects of
asymmetry by restricting policy latitude (negative integration) in a lim-
ited number of areas. However, with no real institutional teeth to forcibly
govern economic conflict in North America, the weaker partners to NAFTA
effectively deepened their economic dependence on the US without win-
ning the kind of institutional depth (positive integration) that would have
augmented their decision-making power, thereby moving the continent

16

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
A

lb
er

ta
] 

at
 1

4:
22

 3
1 

Ja
nu

ar
y 

20
12

 



ANDERSON: SECURITIZATION AND SOVEREIGNTY IN POST-9/11

towards a more hierarchical form of sovereignty, arguably exacerbating
the asymmetrical distribution of decision-making power in the process.

One key area NAFTA left aside was labour mobility. Except for the
creation of a new visa category for certain professionals,1 the Agreement
did nothing to broadly liberalize the labour markets. So, when, in 1996,
US immigration legislation proposed ‘entry-exit’ provisions2 to account
for all non-citizens entering the country (the origins of today’s US-VISIT
Program)3, Canada and Mexico had few mechanisms of leverage to miti-
gate the impact on the tens of thousands of their citizens that cross into the
US every day (Sands, 2002: 49–73). Between 1996 and 2000, the Canadian
government started a number of initiatives designed to pick up where
NAFTA left off, encouraging a series of bilateral discussions on border
management and security between 1996 and 2000, including the Shared
Border Accord, the Border Vision Initiative, the Cross-Border Crime Fo-
rum, the Canada-US Anti-Smuggling Working Group and the Canada-US
Partnership (Anderson and Sands, 2007: 12; Canada, The Canada-United
States Accord on Our Shared Border, 2000). Yet, none of these got significant
traction in the US until September 2001.

PART IV: ASYMMETRY, SOVEREIGNTY AND AN
AWKWARD MARRIAGE OF SECURITY AND ECONOMICS

The closure of US airspace and border access in the days after 11 September
2001 laid bare the Canadian and Mexican dependence on US market access.
The closure of several auto assembly plants in the US in the days following
the attacks revealed the extent of cross-border integration among the three
countries as just-in-time assembly broke down amidst parts shortages in
all three countries (‘11 lives, manning the bridge’, Time, 1 September 2002;
Bonner, 2004). However, the dependence of Canada and Mexico on the US
market for their economic survival put the political and economic stakes
in sharp relief for policy makers (Molot, 2003: 27–62).

At Canada’s suggestion, a number of ideas from the failed or incom-
plete ‘next steps’ processes from the 1990s were pulled off the shelf and
presented to the Bush administration as a means of handling the new im-
peratives of security in an integrated North American marketplace (Mar-
tin, 2008: 93–100). The Bush administration agreed and the result was the
December 2001 US-Canada Smart Border Declaration and the 30-point Ac-
tion Plan (Martin, 2008: 12–14). In early 2002, the US and Mexico agreed to
a similar list of 22 proposals known as the US-Mexico Border Partnership
Action Plan.

Between 2001 and approximately 2005, the blending of security and eco-
nomics re-stimulated significant thinking and debate about what North
America could be (Manley et al., 2005; Dobson, 2002; Canada, House of
Commons, 2005). For some, the insertion of security made it logical that
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REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

the next steps in North American integration would entail the initiation
of a common security perimeter, perhaps including a customs union and
the attendant supranational, pooled sovereignty that went along with it
(Pastor, 2008; Courchene et al., 2005). Yet, the securitization of the stag-
nant post-NAFTA economic agenda failed to pool sovereign decision-
making, furthering the continent’s progress towards the kind of hierarchi-
cal sovereignty described by Lake.

In March 2005, at Waco, Texas, a mature, but shallow economic agenda
rooted in NAFTA was linked formally to an evolving security agenda
with the launch of the North American Security and Prosperity Partner-
ship (SPP). The SPP’s 300+ agenda items, divided into distinct agendas
(security and prosperity), looked like an ambitious, pragmatic programme
to deal at once with NAFTA’s leftovers and emerging security imperatives.
Yet, the SPP generated no new institutional mechanisms, involved no leg-
islative oversight of activities, and did not formally incorporate private
sector or civil society input (Anderson and Sands, 2007; Ackelson and
Kastner, 2006). As importantly, responsibility for management of the SPP
was left in the hands of the respective national bureaucracies; in the US,
this meant security would be handled by the DHS and prosperity by the
Department of Commerce, neither of which is a paragon of cooperative
internationalism.

As a process, the SPP suffered from numerous faults that effectively
doomed it after just two years. In 2010, even the annual trilateral lead-
ers’ summits initiated by the SPP were discontinued. In addition, the SPP
firmly entrenched the securitization of cross-border economic relations as
a new North American governance paradigm. Yet, it remains a paradigm
devoid of pooled decision-making and one that is heavily characterized
by a hierarchical sovereignty that posits the exchange of Mexican and
Canadian concessions on security cooperation for continued US market
access. It is a paradigm that persists, as demonstrated by the most recent
bilateral summits between President Obama and his continental counter-
parts (Beyond the Border: A Shared Vision for Perimeter Security and Economic
Competitiveness, 4 February 2011).

PART V: DHS FOREIGN POLICY AND THE
NEIGHBOURS’ RESPONSES

All the changes to North American governance have taken place against
the post-Cold War reinvigoration of scholarly attention to sovereignty or,
as reformulated here, the ‘state of the state’. Yet, Robert Dahl’s classic
(1957) disaggregation of power and its implications for shifting decision-
making resonates here. As Dahl noted then, power, much like sovereignty,
is not exogenously given. Power is also very much a constructed concept,
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requiring that the base of that power be exploited (the means) and its extent
measured by the reactions of others (range and scope of power) (Dahl, 1957).

The US’ preference for shallow economic integration in North America
preserved the base of US power in the form of maintenance of sovereign
borders and control over everything that crosses them. The absence of
virtually any pooled sovereignty arising out NAFTA accentuated the de-
pendence of Canada and Mexico on US market access without creating
institutional mechanisms that could have mitigated the border effects of
US action. Broadly, the decision-making loci of post-NAFTA governance in
North America remained with the national governments, except in those
areas of negative integration brought about by NAFTA, where all three
countries agreed to restrain their policy latitude. But in a North Amer-
ican governance space characterized by strong asymmetries, these limi-
tations have tracked the continent towards a more hierarchical form of
sovereignty. Policy latitude (sovereignty) has been restricted without the
pooling of decision-making power.

Examining the recent evolution of asymmetry and power in North
America through the lens of hierarchical sovereignty can help us under-
stand how, where and in what policy domains decision-making is shifting.
Several indicators of the reallocation of decision-making power flow from
the responses (range and scope) of Canada and Mexico to the rise of the DHS
as a major decision-making body within US governance. One conclusion
to be drawn from all of this is that sovereignty has become more hierarchi-
cal as decision-making power in North America’s political economy has
moved strongly towards the US, and the DHS in particular.

Creating the DHS in late 2002 was a mammoth undertaking and it
remains a work in progress. Integrating the institutional cultures of 22
agencies, bureaux and centres under a single departmental roof has not
been easy and this is perhaps symbolized by the fact that a permanent DHS
headquarters building is only now under construction in Washington, DC.
The growing pains of the DHS since its creation are well known and these,
in turn, undermined the DHS’ efforts to get its working relationships with
a range of sub-federal actors off to a constructive start, including states and
the private sector (Kettl, 2004; Washington Post, 22 December 2005; Flynn,
2009: 20–21). Internal organizational challenges are further complicated by
the unique and, until recently, ambiguous role of the DHS in the US national
security apparatus (Homeland Security Policy Institute, 2009; Foley and
Rudman, 2004; Heyman and Carafano, 2008; Washington Post, 27 February
2009).

Prior to the creation of the DHS, many of its component entities had
regular interactions with their counterparts in Canada and Mexico. The
Immigration and Naturalization Service, Border Patrol, Customs Service
and the US Department of Agriculture all had significant roles to play in
US policy towards Canada and Mexico. For instance, the US Customs and
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REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

Immigration officials were in place at pre-clearance facilities in eight Cana-
dian airports and the US Border Patrol has been instrumental for decades
in policing the porous southern border with Mexico. Hence, individu-
ally, institutions such as the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS)
could be said to have had a ‘foreign policy’ component as part of their
mandate (Manns, 2002: 145–152). The concentration of decision-making
authority within the DHS has altered some patterns of bureaucratic in-
teraction among the three countries and exacerbated the asymmetries of
power by centralizing most modes of policy formulation and implemen-
tation in a single, still dysfunctional, bureaucracy, the position and role of
which is still evolving in America’s foreign and national security policy-
making (Kettl, 2004: 33–75; Newmann, 2002; Manns, 2002; Flynn, 2009:
19–26; Pescarelli, 2009: 27–31; GAO, 2002, 2009).

More interesting, however, has been the reaction of the US’ neighbours
to all these changes. Canada and Mexico reacted quickly to address US
security concerns after 9/11, including proposing and adopting the so-
called Smart Border Accords.4 In December 2003, Paul Martin succeeded
Jean Chrétien as Canadian Prime Minister and almost immediately set out
to improve relations with Washington (Roussel, 2003: 584). A major ob-
jective of the Martin government was to counter the persistent belief that
Canada was ‘soft on security’, a belief driven in part by unfounded claims
that the 9/11 hijackers had taken advantage of Canada’s immigration and
asylum system and then slipped into the US (Sokolsky, 2004: 35–2; Cana-
dian Press, 19 May 2009; Washington Post, 9 April 2005; Macdonald, 2009).
The Martin government almost immediately created the new position of
National Security Advisor and began to use provisions within existing im-
migration law more robustly, allowing officials to arrest and indefinitely
detain terrorism suspects – so-called security certificates (Bell, 2006: 63–83;
see also Government of Canada, 2004). Yet, the most important changes
came with the setting up of Canada’s own version of the DHS.

While there are significant differences between Canada’s Department of
Public Safety and the DHS (Belelieu, 2004), both significantly concentrated
powers over domestic security (Sokolsky, 2004: 47). In all of this, we can
recall Dahl and assess the amount of US power over its neighbours by
observing the range and scope of their response (Dahl, 1957: 202–203). More
pointedly, the amount of power employed by the US in utilizing the base
and means of that power can be expressed as a probability that Canada
and Mexico would respond and to what degree (range and scope). For both
countries after 9/11, but possibly more so for Canada, the probabilities of
a strong response were significant.

As Patrick Lennox has detailed, Canada’s reaction to the rise of the DHS
was essentially to mimic it by reorganizing its own federal security bureau-
cracy to more closely mirror the one in the US (Lennox, 2007). Moreover,
Lennox argues that while the transformation of Canada’s national security
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structure was prompted by concerns over the country’s ‘economic and
sovereign survival’ (Lennox, 2007: 1018), the changes had little to do with
terrorism and nearly everything to do with mollifying US concerns that
Canada was an indirect threat to US security (Sokolsky, 2004: 37). Moreover,
Canadian actions entrenched a paradigm of securitization in economic re-
lations, which endures till today.

The creation of the Department of Public Safety in 2004 was simply an-
other component of that effort and flowed into the initiation of the SPP
in March 2005 noted earlier. However, the efforts to harmonize a range of
border management policies were not limited to the responsible civilian
bureaucracies. As Solkosky (2004) points out, a long history of military
cooperation on North American security issues between Canada and the
US were also enhanced after 2001, largely at the initiative of Washington
(35–52). In all of this, we see the effects of the stark asymmetries in bilat-
eral power revealed by the terrorist attacks of 9/11. Canada’s economic
vulnerability to disruptions along the border and its inability to get po-
litical traction on these issues as relations with Washington deteriorated,
prompted acquiescence to American security demands and the bulk of
Canada’s bureaucratic changes. In reacting so dramatically, Canada signif-
icantly strengthened its internal sovereignty, while simultaneously weak-
ening its external sovereignty vis-à-vis the US.

Interestingly, Mexico did not follow Canada’s road. Although schol-
ars have acknowledged that the creation of the DHS has complicated
US-Mexican relations, the impact of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, and the
border closures in particular, was felt differently in Mexico (Dominguez
and De Castro, 2009: 171). An important, but overlooked, casualty of 9/11
was the amity in US-Mexican relations that built up between Vicente Fox
and George Bush during their tenures as governor and then flowed into
their respective presidencies after Bush’s inauguration in January 2001.
In fact, Vicente Fox was in Washington just days before the 9/11 attacks
to address one of Mexico’s most important bilateral issues, immigration
reforms (ibid.: 2009: 163–65, 185–194). Unfortunately, immigration reforms
were put on indefinite hold after 9/11 and US-Mexican relations began to
decline, much as Canada-US relations, in the run-up to the US invasion of
Iraq (ibid.: 186–189).

Yet, the fallout from 9/11 affected Mexico somewhat differently than it
did Canada. Much to the frustration of many Mexicans, the continental
integration fostered by NAFTA was seemingly applied unevenly, particu-
larly in terms of Mexican access to TN visas and the liberalization of cross-
border trucking services.5 Moreover, in security terms, the US-Mexican
border region resembles a militarized zone in some regions relative to the
Canada-US border as efforts to combat cross-border crime and human
trafficking have intensified. Mexican nationals and commercial activity
have also historically been subject to greater scrutiny and delays when
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crossing into the US relative to Canadians doing the same (Weintraub,
2010: 117–118). Post-9/11 border disruptions were not a significant threat
to just-in-time production since border crossing times already necessitated
higher inventory stockpiling by firms operating on either side of the US-
Mexico border (Webber, 2005).

Hence, while Mexico has participated in a number of changes to North
American governance, which address the tensions between security and
economics, notably the Smart Border Accords and the SPP, there have only
been subtle moves on the part of Mexico to reorganize itself in response
to the DHS. Most notable here is the growing role Mexico’s Interior Min-
istry (Gobernación Federal) has played in becoming a key interlocutor with
the DHS (Dominguez and De Castro, 2009: 171–172). As the US-Mexico
relationship has, in recent years, focused heavily on narco-violence and
border security driven in the US by the DHS, the Gobernación’s focus
on domestic security has made it among the most important points of
interface between the two countries (Weintraub, 2010: 64–81; Dominguez
and De Castro, 2009: 167–68).

Much as economists describe those without the market power to in-
fluence price as ‘price takers’, Canada and Mexico might reasonably be
described at ‘policy takers’ due to their relative inability to influence US
policy making on security issues. Immigration, a long-time priority for
Mexico in bilateral relations with the US, neared a breakthrough just prior
to 9/11. Efforts by President Fox and his Foreign Minister, Jorge Casteneda,
to separate immigration reform proposals from border security issues were
fruitless (ibid.: 186–189). A brief revival of US immigration proposals by
the Bush administration in 2007 suffered an embarrassing defeat in the US
Senate.6 The same basic set of reform proposals favoured by the Obama
administration faces a similar battle as the debate over immigration in the
US has taken on an increasingly bitter tone.7 While there is widespread
agreement in the US on the challenges posed by immigration and the need
to change the status quo, it is a difficult issue over which Mexico would
have little influence even in the best of circumstances (Weintraub, 2010:
98–115). Yet, as a security and law-enforcement paradigm for border man-
agement has taken hold at the DHS, Mexico, like Canada, has become,
even more dramatically, a ‘policy-taker’.

The secretary of hierarchical sovereignty?

As the securitization of North American economic activity has been shaped
by a series of law enforcement measures driven by the US Congress and
then implemented under the rule-making and implementation authority of
the DHS, the agency and the position of the Secretary of Homeland Security
have become key points of decision-making power (Gotlieb, 2006).
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Among the measures being put in place are the dozens of trusted trav-
eller and cargo programmes, inspection procedures and reporting require-
ments overseen by the DHS, most of which have become conditions of en-
try into the US (Anderson, 2006b; Anderson, 2009a). Moreover, the DHS’
mandate has increasingly taken on significant foreign policy and extrater-
ritorial dimensions. For example, under the Container Security Initiative,
US Customs and Border Patrol agents are now stationed in foreign ports
to pre-inspect cargo. These activities now include more than 58 foreign
ports, covering more than 80 per cent of US-bound container traffic (Have-
man, Shatz and Vilchis, 2005). Similarly, the immigration provisions of
the USA Patriot Act of October 2001 mandated that the administration
finally implement the entry-exit provisions of the 1996 Illegal Immigration
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act, which generated such conster-
nation among Canadian officials then (Sands, 2002: 49–73). Designed by
the DHS to monitor the legal status of visitors to the US more effectively,
the US-VISIT programme has required US immigration officials to col-
lect fingerprints and photographs from nearly everyone entering the US,
raising significant civil liberties concerns (Martin, 2004). As of June 2011,
Canadians remain exempt from the US-VISIT provisions, but the congres-
sional mandate that all foreign nationals be accounted for while in the
US suggests that Canadians will be included eventually (Federal Regis-
ter, 2008; DHS, Fact Sheet, 2 October 2009; DHS, Fact Sheet, 2 October
2008a; DHS, Fact Sheet, 2 October 2008b). A step in this direction oc-
curred in February 2011 with the announcement that Canada would be
providing data to the US-VISIT system (‘Beyond the Border: A Shared
Vision for Perimeter Security and Economic Competitiveness’, 4 February
2011).

Other US programmes with significant implications include the Western
Hemisphere Travel Initiative, which requires passports or other biometri-
cally secure identification from travellers entering the US from countries
in the Western Hemisphere.8 This is important, particularly for tourism,
since only a small percentage of Canadians and Americans actually hold
passports.9

The US has also instituted programmes and procedures such as the
Advance Passenger Information System (eAPIS), the Electronic System
for Travel Authorization (ESTA) for US Visa Waiver Program Countries,10

the Global Entry Program,11 and the Secure Flight Program12 to collect
advance information on all airline passengers entering US airspace, even
if the aircraft does not actually land in the US. The failed bombing attempt
on a Detroit-bound airliner on Christmas Day 2009 and the aftermath of the
failed car bomb in Times Square in May 2010 have resulted in additional
pressure on airlines to scrutinize passenger manifests against government
‘no-fly’ lists (Washington Post, 6 May 2010). US actions have again elicited
a Canadian response in the form of Bill C-42, which allows Canadian
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airlines to transfer passenger information to the DHS (Montreal Gazette, 29
June 2010).

In all of this, the foreign policy significance of the DHS within the US and
its implications for Canada and Mexico has grown. More importantly, as
US security initiatives have increasingly overwhelmed those designed to
maintain the porosity of North America’s borders for commercial activity,
the locus of decision-making authority has been increasingly concentrated
in the US, and the DHS in particular. This, in turn, has contributed to the
significant shift away from autarkic sovereignty begun in the 1990s with
shallow economic integration towards a more hierarchical, asymmetrical
sovereignty in North America. Much as NAFTA did with trade issues in
the 1990s, many security issues in North America are now buried in the
technocratic and law enforcement structures of the DHS.

As a result, issues related to the ‘thickening’ of the border and its negative
impact on flows of goods, services and people (Globerman and Storer,
2007) became increasingly difficult to push up the list of political priorities,
entrenched as they are in the mixed bag of initiatives that have been
melded together under the banners of security and prosperity since 11
September 2001. In the absence of institutions pooling sovereignty and
limiting unilateral policy action, policy will continue to be driven by US
security imperatives reflecting – and exacerbating – the relative power and
asymmetry characteristic of North America.

CONCLUSION

The post-9/11 securitization of North American economic relations is part
of a longer trend towards increasingly hierarchical forms of sovereignty
among the US, Canada and Mexico. This paper has sought to cast these
developments within the broad scholarly debate about the ‘state of the
state’ in international political economy since the end of the Cold War. It
has also tapped into debates about the changing nature of sovereignty and
how decision-making authority has been reallocated since NAFTA was
completed in 1994. NAFTA reallocated power by restricting the policy
latitude of all three countries, but it did so unevenly, due in part to the
absence of any supranational institutionalization.

Following Lake (2003), this paper has highlighted areas in which North
American sovereignty has become more heavily hierarchical, particularly
since 11 September 2001 and the securitization of economic relations. As
the imperatives of the US’ security concerns overwhelmed the nominal
trade-off of security measures for market access, Canada and Mexico have
increasingly become ‘policy-takers’ as new US security measures are im-
plemented.

The distribution of power in North America has always been asymmet-
rical, historically prompting fears from all three countries, but especially
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Canada and Mexico, about the erosion of policy latitude in an incompletely
integrated North American economic space.

In partial response to these worries, NAFTA limited the creation of
supranational institutions in the hope that shallow rules alone would suf-
fice in curbing the effects of asymmetrical power. The advent of a dynamic
and robust security agenda, again without the attendant institutional-
ization to curb the effects of asymmetrical power, has only exacerbated
those concerns as the allocation of power over border issues critical to the
economies of Canada and Mexico has accrued to the US and to the DHS
as principal steward of the security agenda now animating the continent’s
political economy. This essay could be read as a cautionary tale regarding
the challenges of power and asymmetry in the context of shallow stages
of integration. However, understanding where hierarchies of sovereignty
exist, and where power and decision-making are being reallocated in dif-
ferent policy domains, could provide useful guideposts for policy makers
as they probe the limits of trilateral cooperation. For theoreticians, con-
sidering sovereignty in more explicitly hierarchical terms may help us
differentiate our theorizing about where and how cross-border social rela-
tionships are evolving in North American governance.

NOTES

1 Trade NAFTA Visas, NAFTA Chapter 16.
2 Section 110, Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act.
3 United States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology.
4 Formally, the US-Canada Smart Border Declaration and Action Plan, December

2001, and the U.S.-Mexico Border Partnership Action Plan, March 2002.
5 NAFTA actually created an entirely new visa category, the TN Visa, for business

professionals. However, that limited liberalization of labour mobility has been
circumscribed by variance in access to them. Canadians can typically apply
and obtain them at US ports of entry. Mexicans have had to apply through the
US consular services in Mexico.

6 Senate Resolution 1348, Secure Borders, Economic Opportunity and Immigra-
tion Reform Act of 2007, died in a cloture vote (31-64) on 7 June 2007, effectively
ending the debate.

7 In early 2010, a series of events in Arizona, including the shooting death of
an Arizona rancher and controversial state immigration legislation, coupled
with a weak economy, have likely tipped the balance against comprehensive
reforms in the near term.

8 2004 Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act (USA 2004, Public Law
108-458).

9 Canada’s Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade estimated
that roughly 22 per cent of Canadians and 29 per cent of Americans travelling
between the two countries by sea and air did not hold a passport.

10 There are currently 36, mainly European, countries whose nationals do not
require a formal visa for entry to the US of less than 90 days.
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11 The Global Entry Program is mainly for US citizens and residents to expedite
customs and immigration checks upon re-entry to the US.

12 (See http://www.tsa.gov/what we do/layers/secureflight/).
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