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Stephen Clarkson starts, and ends his book asking himself the same question: Can Canada survive? Talking about survival always implies danger due to something or somebody threatening us. In this case, we must ask ourselves whether the supranational institutions, transnational enterprises and trade agreements such as NAFTA, represent a menace to survival for Canada as well as for Mexico.

In this sense, the book we are introducing today is, above all, the detailed analysis of Canada as an endangered Nation. The editorial production on this issue has been traditionally very extensive, although it is not as broad as it was in the past. This might be due to the fact that many of the dangers Canada has been threatened with, have been looked into or at least assumed by a considerable number of Canadians within and without their governments. 

This fact is not unique. A very similar process has been taking place in Mexico, in which our latest governors have decided, in a vertical way, that we must belong in a community of interests, especially economic and corporate, where the supranational stances are not considered dangerous and much less, menacing. As opposed to what is taking place in Canada, the majority of the Mexican population, upon thinking of survival, can hardly link their survival to their relationship with the U.S.A. and even less to the preeminence of the supranational institutions. Eighty per cent of the Mexican population lives in poverty, and twenty five per cent depend on rural economy.

In recent years, as a consequence of NAFTA, the economic asymmetry between the three countries has been mentioned, but not much has been said about the great difference there is regarding the political education of the citizens of Mexico and Canada. This breach in political education, implies that a great number of Mexicans lack the analytic tools to detect mechanisms like the ones presented in this book. In this sense, one of the virtues of the book lies in the contribution of this analysis towards the understanding of political and economic processes set off by NAFTA and more recently by WTO.

This book is, to a great extent, the continuation of a line of thought developed by the author in his book "Canada and the Reagan Challenge". Thus, a few questions arise: Can the contents of this book extrapolate to a similar analysis for the Mexican case? Can a Mexican reader derive, from the contents of this book, some explicative elements for his own political reality? Or otherwise, is it a book on Canadian issues, written by a Canadian, for the Canadians? The answer for the first two questions is affirmative, but it is not so for the last one.

Why? Well, one of the most positive aspects generated by NAFTA has been the discovery of the fact that many political and economic processes of the past have important similarities and connections in Mexico and Canada. The undeniable importance of the United States in the development of both countries, implies that a considerable number of facts were trilateral, although they were perceived within the traditionally bilateralism: Mexico-United States and Canada-United States. Something this book offers is the possibility of establishing important parallelisms between the three countries.

From the reading of this book, one gathers that: There is an urgent need for slanted analysis to come to an end, as they give preference to bilateral focusing. Similarities as well as discrepancies, seen under the optics of a three-sided analysis, contribute a great amount of elements that will doubtless enrich the relationship of the three countries in a very short term. Although the pre-eminence of the United States has been determinant in preventing Mexico and Canada from regarding and being bound to each other directly, they have been, and still are "the neighbors of the Neighbor".

Doubtless, the TLCAN changed the correlation of strengths and it is difficult to determine whether the United States foresaw the consequences of the TLCAN regarding its own individualized relationship with Mexico and Canada, considered as a "special relationship". This agreement put an end to discretion, segmentation and compartmentalization of the relationship.

The TLCAN triggered in a parallel way other processes together with the instrumentation of the agreement. One of them was the discovery of the structural adjustment measures used in Latin American countries being also applied in Canada. In this sense, Clarkson's book shows that privatization, deregulation, the cut in public expenditure, the fight to abate the fiscal deficit and inflation are not exclusive measures of the Latin American economies; this has been happening in Canada as well.

Part of the book where important extrapolations concerning the case of Mexico might be found, is the one entitled "Canadian ​American Relationship as a Constitutional Order" in which Clarkson states that "only myopia kept Canadians from recognizing how much their economic success was due to growth in the US economy" (p.22)

According to this, it is important to point out that after the Second World War, the United States invited both, Canada and Mexico, to participate in its economic development project starting from the Hyde Park Agreement (1941). The fact that the United States participated actively in the industrial re-conversion of Canada but not in that of Mexico, doubtless marked the beginning of the existing great economic breach between Mexico and the other two countries. This was due, to a great extent, to the decision taken, at the time, by the governments of Canada and Mexico towards their economic development strategies.

Canada clearly preferred an economic growth model with full employment following the Keynesian way and assumed that the North American direct investment would be the lever of economic development.  Mexico undertook a different strategy, which, to a certain extent, was reflected in the Mexico-United States Trade Agreement from 1942 to 1951, which deliberately excluded from the negotiations the manufacturing sector and ratified its decision to maintain natural resources such as oil, away from this commercial agreement. This decision was as determinant for Mexico as was the National Policy in Canada, but in both cases, the two countries established a series of protection measures that brought about the entrance of subsidiary plants and direct North American investment which profited from the conditions of a captive market to produce and commercialize in situ.

Beyond the greater or lesser participation of the United States in the economic development of its neighbors, a fact that, in our opinion cannot be put aside, is the willingness of the United States and Canada as well, since the 40's, to handle "North America as a common community", starting from a military and economic cooperation that included the use of natural resources. Mexico was not included in this "wish" due to several reasons mentioned hereby, but mainly because this country was not a part of what is currently known as an epistemic community (p.23).

Several reasons favored the exclusion of Mexico from this North American community, from historical and cultural to political, but there was really something deeper than its rejection of free trade or the North American geopolitical project, the main point was that Mexico, after the Second World War and until nearly 1983, envisaged a "project for the Nation" that definitely did not agree with the interests of its neighbors.

Throughout the book, Clarkson refers to the United States as the conceptual reference of Canada, an "alter ego" fate it has had to deal with. In this sense, there are very few moments in which Canada's project of the Nation was really discussed. The correlation of powers between the provinces, especially. Quebec and Ontario, determined the debate of such project through the constitutional reforms. The failure of the Lake Meech Agreement and the Charleton Agreement, implied the unsuccessful introduction of changes into the structure of the Nation.

Except for the short period known as the Canadianization and the Third Option (1972-1984) in which the Watkins Report (1968) and the Gray Report (1972) were published, the character of the debate on the project of the Nation between the Canadian government and the civil society was mostly economic. Nevertheless, the Watkins report made the Canadian society brutally aware of the foreign property in Canada. In 1945, two thousand five hundred and twenty two foreign companies in Canada were controlled by foreigners while in 1960, out of four thousand eight hundred companies, three thousand six hundred and eighty six were American. This was a quantitatively unique phenomenon at that moment, that not even Mexico could rival. Years later, the publishing of the MacDonald Report (1985) made up the accounts for the day on the debate and proposed moving forward in a negotiation process towards a formal free trade agreement with the United States. The Canadian tradition of carrying out the major national changes through these reports, allowed the Canadian governments in turn, to carry out important transformations avoiding the traumatic experience of the constitutional reforms.

Mexico, when the time came, also carried out the formulation of a less ambitious report on the state of the relations between Mexico and the United States (1988), which triggered a current of opinions favoring a free trade agreement in the 80's. Paradoxically, the Mexican report was formulated from the migration problem and the flow of Mexicans without identity papers, concluding that such problems would be solved through a free trade agreement that would generate employment and counteract the matter of illegal crossing to the United States.

 If both countries carried out an economic growth process, closely bound to the North American investment and subsidiary plants, why then were the economic results so different in the two countries? It could be said, in short, that the political Mexican system based on a dominant political party and on the exclusion of Mexico, via Gatt, from the free trade circuit, contributed widely to this country locking itself in under a political and economic protectionism that lasted for over half a century.  Mexico was not the only one, most Latin American countries followed a similar path. Therefore, the Latin American region as a community reacted against the "willingness" to "manage North America as a common community".

Regarding the military and safety aspects mentioned by Clarkson, the contrasts with Mexico were substantial. Canada was part of NATO since from the very beginning, and in 1975 signed the NORAD with the United States. Mexico refused to sign similar agreements, a position it sustained until recently, as a consequence of the fight against drugs and terrorism. The events that occurred on September 11th 2001, changed this position. It now takes active part in the Smart Borders Project and has visualized the possibility of Mexican soldiers participating in the United Nations Peace Corps.

Canada strengthened its trade and industrial relations with a market directed towards the South border while Mexico, on the other hand, maintained, until the 80's, a centralized political, economic and regional organization, away from the border with the United States.  Canada concentrated practically all its political and economic relations throughout the border with the United States. This only happened in Mexico during the 70's in the 20th century, with the establishing of the in bond export factories industry. This fact laid down a very specific and differentiated economic growth pattern in both countries, in which the border relations emphasized the continentalization of Canada especially after the "Automobile Agreement" (1965), whereas the automobile companies were informed by the Mexican Government that production should be highly national (1962-1989). Thus once more, the industrial policy decisions in both countries indicated the degree of integration to the United States, but in both cases, it was an internal decision.

Wondering about the survival of Canada, means questioning the multilateral and bilateral strategies undertaken since the post war in which the bilateral position has prevailed. This has prevented the possibility of visualizing a community of interests instead of focusing on the existence of a bi-national community with conflicts.  In this sense, the realistic vision of the relations with the United States, which establishes a focus in which the main characteristic is the antagonism to be overcome in order to move forward regarding a new scheme for the relations in North America.

Regarding the Mexican case, this also means that there are certain positions to surmount, in force until quite recently, favoring a susceptible diplomacy, viscerally nationalist and a god​fearing diplomacy, servile, shrunk.

The new foreign policy of Mexico and Canada must not look for permanent alignment nor always be on the defensive against the United States. From this point of view, this book points out another way to deal with this vicinity.  Mexico must prevail over its right to speak and not as an object of pressure as happened until recently, this being the case of the annual certification of the North American Congress related to the combat against drug trafficking or the lists that qualified Mexico as an economically unreliable country.  Mexico has spent decades trying to get their approval without understanding that we are neighbors and partners and not unconditional allies nor everlasting enemies.

Dignifying our vicinity was, in this sense, one of the virtues to be acknowledged in NAFTA, and it was supported later by the democratic victory in 2000.  NAFTA meant a change of the mental paradigm that reigned over the bilateral relation, from the perspective of the government and the entrepreneur. In the past, the possibility of facing up to the United States resulted in Mexico trying excessively the weight of the costs of every initiative, forgetting the possible benefits. This fact had practically paralyzed every Mexican initiative concerning the formulation of an agenda between the two countries.  The new paradigm considers that a foreign strategy must be built up based on what we want to get and not on what we want to avoid.

How exaggerated has the singularity of Canada been, according to its relation with the United States? Why has Mexico never recurred to the discourse of uniqueness?  A possible answer would be that the national unity in Mexico does not need to be based on the discourse of singularity as has been done in Canada.

Mexico and Canada have been living in seclusion under a series of comfortable doctrines that paralyzed the construction of a different vicinity. In the light of the current events, what is the feasibility of multilateralism in North America? The three sided relationship cannot be based on Continental Safety, no matter how important this is for the United States especially because it displaces the state actors and places a non state actor as would be terrorism, as the axis. Mexico wants the United States to recognize not only its democracy, but also its being an alternative actor in the world order. The United States has not bought the "democratic bonus", it does not genuinely recognize the political change that has taken place in Mexico, and has not established a change of strategy towards Mexico but demands its adherence to the "Smart Borders" strategy.

These deeds have weakened the leadership of President Fox who has scarcely been able to justify internally his pro-American strategy before the civil society in Mexico. This fact dampens the process of internal structural reforms that does not come about because of the lack of political will and consensus between the legislative and executive powers.  Fox has not been able to generate the institutionalization of the change through the Reform of the State, having based his strategy in the formulation of a more proactive foreign policy. Upon his partners refusing to echo his proposals to negotiate a migratory agreement, the creation of new institutions for North America and the establishing of a Common Energy Market, he was unable to lever up the internal political change.
Mexico falls back and slowly returns to the practice and principles of the old foreign policy, handing over spaces to the groups which in the past, dictated and controlled the foreign policy.

Regarding the war against Iraq, both Canada and Mexico made similar statements and in both cases, the leaders tried the weight of the internal political problems and the lack of social support.

Some Myths related to the United States
Mexico may stand aside as it doesn't belong in the agreements and institutions shared by the United States and Canada such as NORAD and NATO. Its admission to the Security Council and the offer to participate in the Peace Corps falls out with this myth.

Although Mexico depends substantially on the North American economy, it is able to diversify economically. This statement fades away before the actual figures: ninety per cent of its foreign trade is assigned to the North American market.

Mexico cannot put pressure on the United States or Canada due to the existing economic asymmetry. The proposal regarding a migratory agreement with the United States and a modification to the temporary farming workers agreement with the Canada, prove otherwise.

Will Canada survive?
Yes it will, as long as it understands, as well as Mexico, that they must work trilaterally in the construction of a scheme in charge of discovering convergence space. 
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