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Introduction

Alan Bersin and Tom Long

The construction of North America has often happened off-
stage, while the critics of integration and regionalism occupied the lime-
light. Steadily over the years, businesses and bureaucrats, migrants and bor-
der residents, have forged robust ties among Canada, Mexico, and the
United States. During the last thirty years, these connections have con-
verted the region into an economic and trading giant. North Americans’
relations with one another are economic and social—from commerce to
cousins, from trade to tios. These networks increasingly extend into the
Caribbean and Central America. As a result of these myriad interconnec-
tions, we now live—and governments and firms operate—on a continent
characterized by interdependences, transnational flows, and a shared posi-
tion in the world.

Despite the reality of our multifaceted relations, the idea of North
America remains contested and, frankly, little loved in the region’s politics.
North America’s evolution during some three decades has been character-
ized by seemingly contradictory dynamics: on the one hand, there is a
regional connectedness that touches millions of lives daily; on the other,
few voices trumpet the benefits of “the North American idea” and many
attack it.! Although such fierce debates are as old as the region itself, in
recent years they took on a sharper and more polarized edge, especially in
the United States. These contradictions and concerns are part of the North
American fabric. It is futile to wish them away or pin them to a single polit-
ical figure. Instead, any pragmatic vision of a continental future must
embrace the region’s differences and paradoxes while recognizing and
building on the astounding interaction that already exists.



2  Bersin and Long

This volume aspires to stoke debate on just what such a pragmatic
vision should encompass, with a focus on North America’s shared chal-
lenges, its potential common agenda, and the region’s place in a changing
world. In the chapters that follow, North American experts from govern-
ment, the private sector, civil society, and academia will assess the chal-
lenges the region faces across sixteen different issues. They have been
tasked with identifying where cooperation is necessary and possible, what
might be gained by working together, and where we might fashion a vision
of shared, North American regional interests, if we take a step back to gain
greater perspective.

Both in national policy debates and on the world stage, North America
often seems to be something of an also-ran, rarely topping the agenda.
Despite that, we believe that North America must be a crucial element in
how policymakers respond to the current moment’s risks and opportunities.
As the Canadian, Mexican, and U.S. heads of state gather for the 2022
North American Leaders Summit (NALS), they must grapple with the
region’s place at an unprecedented conjuncture: economic uncertainties in
the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic, political challenges to democracy in
the United States and Mexico as elsewhere in the world, the hardening of
geopolitical fault lines, and the aftershocks of the contentious renegotiation
of North America’s charter accord.

Although the negotiation of the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) introduced some welcome updates, the contentious process—and
some features of the new accord itself—have heightened concerns from
U.S. neighbors north and south about their vulnerabilities vis-a-vis the
unpredictable Gulliver next door. The new agreement, the United States-
Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA), is often dubbed “NAFTA 2.0.”?
This update hardly exhausted the possibilities for regional cooperation.
There is a need to go further, with an expansive, albeit pragmatic, vision for
North America 2.0. To lay the groundwork for such a vision, this volume
returns to basic issues and raises fundamental questions. Some thirty years
after “NAFTA 1.0,” what characterizes our shared region today? More
importantly, what sort of region can advance our shared interests and well-
being for the next generations?

Rethinking an Innovative Region

When NAFTA catalyzed North American integration in the 1990s, the trade
pact embodied a then-pathbreaking approach to international regionalism.?
Three decades later, NAFTA remains notable for how it connected disparate
economies and remade a region that had long been associated narrowly
with the United States and Canada. NAFTA achieved its intended goals of
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massively boosting trade and creating a friendly environment for U.S. and
Canadian investment, especially in Mexico. Over this period, NAFTA fos-
tered the creation of a trilateral business community; in turn, these busi-
nesses built a shared continental production platform of imposing stature
and resilience.* Trade among the three countries now exceeds $1.2 trillion
annually, but the commercial connections are more multifaceted than even
that enormous figure suggests. It has become commonplace to observe that
the three countries do not so much trade with one another as make things
together, especially in automobile manufacturing.’

Despite this success, NAFTA failed to generate broader social or gov-
ernance results at a regional level.® In some ways, this was unexpected.
Theories of regional economic interdependence expected that trade ties,
especially complex networks like those in North America, should spur
greater political and technical cooperation. For the most part, that
“spillover” has not occurred.” In North America, these limitations were at
least partly by design. NAFTA functioned more like a contract to structure
economic relations than an invitation to build regional international organ-
izations like those in Europe.?

From the beginning, the integration of North America reflected the deep
divisions within, and among, the countries of the region. Born of diverse
histories and cultures, Canada, Mexico, and the United States possess strong
attachments to their own national identities and robust ideas of sovereignty.
In the early 1990s, region-building in North America responded to a vision
of economic opportunity, not to reflections on how to escape the scourge of
internecine war, as in Europe. This North American approach facilitated eco-
nomic expansion, especially from 1994 until 2001, while preserving national
autonomy as a guiding principle.®

The North American approach has been substantially less apt when the
region is faced with non-economic transnational challenges, or when it
needs to adjust to a changing global environment. As a result, dual bilater-
alism has remained the default means of responding to many issues, perhaps
because bilateral forms of cooperation were familiar and often sufficed.
Absence of political will, nonetheless, has been the region’s bane, as empha-
sized by Richard Sanders.!® Unlike in many other world regions, few politi-
cians in Canada, Mexico and the United States want to be branded as North
American enthusiasts at home or abroad. Notably, North America’s integra-
tion was slowed, if not derailed, by a series of external shocks and by the
rise of China as the world’s predominant manufacturing exporter.'' North
America’s inattention to governance, however, left the region without a
coherent agenda, or clear advocates in times of domestic political polariza-
tion to counter this development in a coordinated, much less united fashion.

To the contrary, the readily exploitable sensitivities associated with
three distinct sovereignties and histories, three cultures and many languages,



4 Bersin and Long

and three currencies, have often converted the vision of North America into
a fearful specter and a regular target of populist agitation and demagoguery.
Regional camaraderie in North America has long been episodic, but it
reached a nadir recently as a result of Trump Administration threats and tar-
iffs. Even usually amicable U.S.-Canadian relations were soured by unprece-
dently bitter presidential-prime ministerial relations. Politically, North
America remains a pifiata in ready reach, even as the continental production
platform keeps showering significant economic benefits.

Now, as a result of the NAFTA renegotiations, a complete lack of trilat-
eral camaraderie appears to have been institutionalized. Fifteen years ago, an
academic observer of regionalism referred to North America as “a region that
dares not speak its name.”!? That quip was prescient, as “North America” has
now been dropped from the name of the region’s central pact. Even though
none of the signatories of “NAFTA 2.0” agree on what to call the agreement
(USMCA in the United States, TMEC in Mexico and CUSMA/ACEUM in
Canada), they did agree that it is not “North America.” After a quarter-
century of continuity under NAFTA, “North America” no longer even
appears on the map of the world’s regional economic accords.

So, what is North America’s place in the world today? The core ques-
tion in a world, increasingly, of fragmented regions is whether North Amer-
ica will be more than a collection of countries united by the gravitational
pull of the U.S. market, unevenly stitched together by productive regional
value chains. It would be a loss for all countries involved if the frustrations
of the past years led leaders to downgrade the economic and political
importance of the region, even as regions are becoming a more prominent
feature of global politics. Yet, few “North American leaders” exist to pro-
mote their region abroad with the result that the rest of the world does not
engage with North America as a cohesive region. This severely devalues
the potential value of the brand.

Set on the world stage, the region possesses a dazzling array of assets
that confer on it unmatched comparative global advantages. As a continen-
tal and maritime bloc, centered around its core of Canada, Mexico, and the
United States, the broader North American region boasts a half billion peo-
ple with distinctly favorable demographics; economies that generate 30%
of global goods and services; shared production platforms with trillion-
dollar annual trade flows accounting for 17% of global commerce; a shared
(if imperfect and now constantly threatened) commitment to democracy,
rule of law and demilitarized borders; the prospect for total energy inde-
pendence; a huge natural resource base, including enormous navigable
rivers and copious amounts of arable land; and unimpeded access to the
Atlantic, Pacific and Arctic Oceans.

Despite these assets—and in contrast to Europe and other regions—
North America has arisen largely despite official inaction and indiffer-
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ence.'® The European Union, building on Jean Monnet’s post-WWII vision,
has been led by government and bureaucracy from the outset. African,
Asian, and Latin American regionalism has been driven by the converging
views and commitments of heads of state. But after NAFTA created a pre-
dictable and permissive environment, North America has been built mostly
from the bottom-up. As a result, demographic, business, professional, and
cultural ties among the United States, Canada, and Mexico, especially, are
deep, varied, and strong. Although “NAFTA” was long an unpopular sym-
bol in domestic politics, the three publics once again are plainly support-
ive of free trade with their neighbors;'* and there is evidence that most
Canadians, Mexicans, and U.S. respondents also favor cooperation in some
other limited spheres, as well.'

Nonetheless, relations between and among their governments remain
sporadically conflict-ridden and counterproductive. Consistent attention
from the top is scarce. Too often, there has been little vision or strategy for
cooperative problem-solving to achieve shared goals in North America.
Notwithstanding some incremental cooperation—mostly in parallel bilateral
border management arrangements—more must be accomplished to address
significant challenges at a regional level: transnational illicit markets, inse-
curity, disparities in productivity and wages, and regional and national
inequalities. Nor has there been sustained cooperation to address conditions
in the countries and territories of their extended neighborhood—Central
America and the Caribbean—though conditions in those nearby countries
often have important consequences for the societies, economies, labor mar-
kets, welfare, culture, and politics of the three core countries themselves.!®

Crisis and Opportunity

Thirty years ago, NAFTA offered an innovative vision of regional cooper-
ation and remade North America as a trilateral region. The USMCA did not
dramatically alter this, albeit preserving the economic basis of the region
amidst a hostile environment. At first glance, this seems to have settled the
issue. However, we suggest it did not; instead, North America faces crises
and opportunities that go beyond the USMCA. The challenge for policy-
makers—and this volume—then, is less to rethink the USMCA than to
think more seriously, systematically, and regionally about the gamut of
shared challenges—many omitted by design from the agreement. We hope
the reflections and suggestions on these problems presented here may sug-
gest new forms of regional cooperation, once again redefining North Amer-
ica and its place in the world.

At a global level, now may be a propitious time to reassess strategy for
getting North America the attention it deserves. The accelerating splintering
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of the last generation’s world order is evident in the re-emergence of great
power rivalry—highlighted by Russian aggression in Ukraine and China’s
pivot away from the West. Strategically, this has led to a renewed emphasis
on cooperation through the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO);
economically, similar forces revitalize the strategic “geoeconomic” logic for
North America. Given the ramifications of conflict and climate for energy
markets, the promise of North America should be even clearer.

These developments, coming on top of a stubborn pandemic, have
thrown global supply chains into disarray and ignited a frantic search for
supply chain visibility among government regulators and the regulated pri-
vate sector alike. These trends could produce a rush to nearshore production
capacities, at least in select industries.!” At the extreme, this could end the
model of “Globalization 1.0;” at the least, considerations of political risk
and resilience will now temper firms’ searches for efficiency and savings.
Firms and their value chains are likely to retain far-flung constellations, but
these shifts open opportunities to realign production networks. As the
explosion of trade in the years following NAFTA suggests, these realign-
ments will be led by the private sector—but only if governments help cre-
ate the right context through policy environments and strategic investments.

Given the region’s relative stability, enormous assets, and the benefits of
proximity, relations among the United States, Canada, and Mexico are even
more important in periods of international disarray and transition which now
appear likely to be the case for the foreseeable future. Flows north and south
among them are arguably more important now than the border lines running
east and west between them. These facts have created a relationship between
the United States and each of Canada and Mexico that is neither interna-
tional in a traditional sense, nor classically domestic in light of the separate
sovereignties involved. Instead, in a phrase coined by Bayless Manning, the
relationship is more fittingly characterized as “intermestic.”!® What drives
these relationships is not regions of shared sovereignty as in the European
Union, but rather shared markets and borders, leading to interlocking soci-
eties and challenges.

By extension and for these reasons, the region’s three large countries
should increasingly view North America in the context of its Central Amer-
ican and Caribbean neighborhood. Large and small, all of these states mat-
ter deeply to one another in terms of investment and trade in goods and
services. Their societies are connected by the movement—inadequately
coordinated—of people, the commerce in goods and services, and the
exchange of ideas and culture. They are also vital for coping with public
health challenges, including the COVID-19 pandemic.!” They face many
similar and interlinked consequences of climate change, including manag-
ing and conserving water and other resources. They have shared stakes in
protecting continental security—not only from military or terrorist attacks,
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but in terms of citizen security. More broadly, North America’s security
cooperation should include public health, responding to natural disasters,
cybersecurity, staunching the spread of small arms, curtailing violence, and
confronting human and narcotics trafficking and organized crime.

The three key North American countries are very closely linked but at
the same time are often divided by underlying and diverse demographic
processes, involving decades of migration flows that have led 11 million
Mexicans to make their homes in the United States, while 1.5 million people
from the United States have moved to Mexico.?’ They are also tied together
by integrated chains of economic production, interrelated labor markets, vast
commerce and investment, and active political and social movement and cur-
rents that transcend borders and exert influence in multiple directions. All
these forces interact to produce cooperation and discord, conflicts and posi-
tive problem-solving, significant challenges and potential cooperative solu-
tions. But these trends are not the subject of much in-depth consideration in
any of the three countries’ governments nor their centers of research, and
even less are they being actively considered on a region-wide basis.

Grand Designs and Critical Details

What, then, should “North America 2.0” look like? This is not the first vol-
ume to ask that question. Earlier in this century, several thinkers and lead-
ers in Canada, Mexico, and the United States pointed to the advantages of
a “North American Community,” variously defined. For example, Robert A.
Pastor’s seminal 2011 book, The North American Idea, broke new ground
on rethinking the key issues that both bind and divide the three countries.
Pastor argued that regional relationships must change so that challenges can
be addressed in new, cooperative ways to the benefit of societies in the
three countries.?!

Proceeding from a similar song sheet, the New York-based Council on
Foreign Relations (CFR) collaborated with Canadian and Mexican counter-
parts to organize a 2005 task force on “Building a North American Com-
munity.” The resulting report included an ambitious proposal for the estab-
lishment of an economic and security community with a common external
tariff and an outer security perimeter. But ten years later, it was clear that
little progress had made toward realizing this vision—in fact, forces of
opposition had become more vocal and visible in response to the Security
and Prosperity Partnership.?? In 2014, CFR organized a second task force.
Its report, “North America: Time for a New Focus,” urged policymakers in
Canada, Mexico, and the United States, to “clevate and prioritize the North
American relationship.” It recommended concrete steps in four pivotal
areas: energy security; economic competitiveness; continental security; and
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comprehensive immigration reform to facilitate labor mobility.?* In line
with these efforts, initiatives like the North American Forum sought to keep
proposals for the region’s future on the agenda through more regular
exchanges. The Stanford University-based Forum—jointly chaired by for-
mer U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz, former Mexican Finance Min-
ister Pedro Aspe, and former Alberta Premier Peter Lougheed—convened
periodic meetings of leading figures to discuss North America’s evolving
ties, challenges, and potential >

However, proposals from Pastor and CFR ran into an increasingly
adverse political context. There was little appetite from then-Canadian
Prime Minister Stephen Harper. Mexico was supportive but often preoccu-
pied with rising insecurity at home. Most evidently, the demonization of
North America took center stage in the 2016 U.S. presidential elections.
Many involved with regional efforts rallied support for North America, but
given the focus on playing defense, there was little space for offering ambi-
tious new visions. Somewhat counterintuitively, the fact that the renegotia-
tion of NAFTA into the USMCA was concluded under nationalist, quasi-
populist presidents in both United States and Mexico, underscores that
North American economic integration is here to stay. The USMCA was
eventually supported by both Trump and a bipartisan group in Congress,
somewhat defanging the “NAFTA issue” in U.S. politics. Although Canada
and Mexico remain concerned about nationalist backlash from their largest
economic partner, both countries have more pro-regionalist orientations that
may extend beyond trade and investment. If the political constraints have
cased, the strategic case for North American production, energy, and coop-
eration has only gained force. The reconvening of NALS in 2021 after a
five-year hiatus, and its renewal for late 2022, should be seized as an
opportunity to bring a North American perspective to more issues among
and beyond Canada, Mexico, and the United States.

It is with this backdrop that the current volume—~North America 2.0:
Forging a Continental Future—was prepared and is presented. This edited
volume offers an inventory of issues where North American cooperation is
needed and/or could offer substantial benefits. To make sure that NALS
2022 is more than a “Three Amigos” photo opportunity, the governments
should initiate in its aftermath a series of sustained issue-driven ministerial
and cabinet dialogues, inviting representatives from countries beyond
Canada, Mexico, and the United States where appropriate.

Volume Overview

What should that inventory of issues for North American leaders include?
Although by no means an exhaustive list, the volume covers sixteen different
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issues across its three sections. The first section addresses shared chal-
lenges that already are salient topics on the North American agenda: migra-
tion, environment, trade, borders, emergencies and natural disasters, and
energy. Although these issues are already commonly recognized as shared
challenges much work on developing shared responses is still needed.

The second section emphasizes issues of growing importance that have
not received the attention they need, at least as North American issues. This
agenda for a regional future includes higher education, workforce devel-
opment, anti-corruption, demographic change, and cybersecurity and criti-
cal infrastructure.

The third section takes a step back from the agenda for intra-North
American cooperation, and instead looks at North America in the world. In
examining this broader context, the volume explores North America in
terms of global value chains, relations with the European Union, regional
defense, the North American Arctic, and relations with China. This context
of global change—especially geopolitical and environmental shifts—is
likely to play an even greater role in shaping North America’s future than it
has during the recent past. We turn to these sections and chapters in brief.

Section 1: Shared Challenges, Shared Responses

In Chapter 1, Andrew Selee and Carlos Heredia—Ileading migration
experts from the United States and Mexico—highlight important changes in
the migration dynamics of North America. These shifts have led to greater
identities of interest among Canada, Mexico, and the United States in some
respects, which opens opportunities for greater cooperation for humanitar-
ian and enforcement reasons in border management and to facilitate pro-
ductivity-enhancing labor mobility. In Chapter 2, trade-policy expert Inu
Manak assesses the challenges for building North America economic coop-
eration; in her view, the USMCA took one step forward, but two steps back
by fragmenting important trade mechanisms along dual-bilateral lines.
North America’s tremendous trade and production networks depend on effi-
cient management on the continent’s borders. However, as Chappell Law-
son, Jorge Tello, and Jennifer Fox observe in Chapter 3, border manage-
ment has been hampered by excessive politicization and uneven capacity.
Although many issues are bilateral by nature, the authors point to areas
where North American consultations and cooperation could materially
enhance security, reduce costs, and facilitate regional commerce. In Chap-
ter 4, Duncan Wood and Diego Marroquin Bitar point to the paradig-
matic shift in North America’s energy environment to one of regional
energy abundance. This change, and the challenge of capitalizing on the
region’s massive renewable energy potential, opens the door for new coop-
eration ranging from data-sharing to infrastructure planning and more. In
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Chapter 5, researchers Daniela Stevens and Mariana Sanchez Ramirez
emphasize the benefits of building greater environmental cooperation in
North America; they note that while the USMCA took some preliminary
steps in this direction, it fell far short in advancing North American coop-
eration on climate change.

Emergencies and disasters know no borders, and responses demand
cooperation, argue Juliette Kayyem, Daniel Jean, and Luis Felipe Puente
Espinosa in Chapter 6. Highlighting examples of successful cooperation—
as well as a few notable failures—the authors call for a comprehensive
North American Emergency Management Compact to address growing chal-
lenges that results from a changing climate and interwoven connections.

Section 2: Agendas for a Regional Future

If the foregoing issues are essential to managing and improving North
American cooperation today, there are many more topics that demand atten-
tion if we are to forge a continental future in which North America is more
competitive, opens new frontiers in economics and governance, and
improves the well-being of its citizens. We highlight several such issues in
the second section.

The first two chapters emphasize the need for North American collab-
oration in education and skills development. In Chapter 7, addressing edu-
cational and skills needs from the perspective of workforce development,
Earl Anthony Wayne and Sergio M. Alcocer, illustrate how skills gaps
and maldistribution are holding back the region’s competitive edge. Greater
coordination among business, education, private sector, and governments—
including, importantly, local and subnational authorities, is required to give
workers the training they need for better, rewarding careers while also mak-
ing employers more competitive. Rounding out the section on human capi-
tal, in Chapter 8, university leaders in the three countries, Fernando Leén
Garcia, Sergio M. Alcocer, Taylor Eighmy and Santa J. Ono, retrace the
long—if often overlooked—history of cooperation in exchange, research,
and innovation amongst North American universities. Cooperative endeav-
ors have borne fruit, but they have had inconsistent support and inadequate
connection with government and the private sector—gaining greater back-
ing from these leaders could produce substantial benefits for the region.

In Chapter 9, Mexican scholars Agustin Escobar Latapi, Victor M.
Garcia-Guerrero, and Claudia Masferrer assess current population pat-
terns in North America to demonstrate the region’s eminently positive
demographic window—if it can enact the right policies—compared to com-
petitor economies in Europe and China. Although often considered a
domestic issue, corruption and anti-corruption have gained a place on the
global stage. In Chapter 10, Eric Miller & Alfonso Lépez de la Osa
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Escribano explain the emergence of national and international efforts at
curbing corruption in North America, and make the case for how the
regional initiatives could complement them.

Increasing levels of interconnectedness among the half-billion North
Americans have highlighted securing critical infrastructure, especially in
cyber, energy, and finance. In Chapter 11, Paul Stockton, Luisa Parraguez-
Kobek, and Gaétan Houle examine just how crucial these networks are to
North America’s well-being. Canada, Mexico, and the United States have
each taken efforts to enhance the security of these grids, but they remain dis-
tinctly uneven. Coordination to respond to shared risks here plainly lags the
level of integration—to each nation’s peril.

Section 3: North America in the World

From the outside, North America is rarely seen as a coherent region, let
alone actor, in world politics. Few would even bother to echo for North
America the famous, if apocryphal, cry of Henry Kissinger saying: “Whom
do I call if I want to speak to Europe?”?* But that does not mean that North
America’s international position is devalued, let alone irrelevant. In Chap-
ter 12, Karina Fernandez-Stark and Penny Bamber place the North
American economy into the emerging context of new global value chains—
the interlinked production networks being established by the private sec-
tor. The region retains leadership in many of these, but its advantages have
waned. Expanding those links to “greater North America” and beyond
could restore that competitive edge and remedy the absence of cohesive
North American positions in global economic talks where major actors con-
tinue to address Canada, Mexico, and the United States individually.
Michelle Egan reviews the development of North American trade and reg-
ulatory relations with Europe in Chapter 13, suggesting that a more coor-
dinated approach would permit the region to advance its own preferences
and interests across the Atlantic. China, too, approaches the three North
American economies and governments separately and rarely thinks about
“North America” in its approach to the world, Jorge Guajardo and
Natalia Cote-Muifioz argue in Chapter 14. China’s rise has already
affected North America’s economic trajectory profoundly; now, increased
geopolitical tensions are creating new possibilities and challenges for Cana-
dian, Mexican, and U.S. leaders.

In Chapter 15, former high-ranking military commanders from the
three countries, Victor E. Renaurt, Thomas J. Lawson, and Carlos
Ortega-Muiiiz, provide an overview of the evolution, challenges, and pos-
sibilities for trilateral defense cooperation to be considered in this context.
Changes of another sort—to the global climate—are reshaping the North
American Arctic. As Jack Durkee shows in Chapter 16, environmental
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change is leading to unprecedented geopolitical competition in the far north
as well as posing existential risks to indigenous communities and threats to
longstanding patterns of U.S./Canadian cooperation there.

Although these issues deserve attention from North American heads of
state and ministers as they gather in late 2022, building North America is
not a challenge to be addressed in a single summit. Our contributors sketch
out far-sighted agendas for how North America’s leaders could advance
over time an expanded agenda at trilateral, bilateral, and even subnational
levels. The cooperative environment established in the early 1990s facili-
tated the creation of the region’s trademark, shared and dynamic production
networks during the decades to follow. Trade and investment remained
dynamic, but many other opportunities for coordination were missed due to
distraction and domestic politics. We acknowledge that the “deepening” of
the regional project has stagnated in the face of internal and external chal-
lenges. Fortunately, however, at the same time, North America—a region
possessed of tremendous natural and human resources—has already trav-
cled a considerable distance in crucial directions. After several disruptive
years, we submit that North America must redouble its cooperative efforts
if it is to reposition itself in competitive global environment—and it may
now find itself in a position to do so.

Endnotes

Alan Bersin is a Global Fellow and Inaugural North America Fellow (Canada and
Mexico Institutes) at the Wilson Center; Senior Fellow in the Homeland Security
Project at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs (BCSIA) at Har-
vard’s Kennedy School of Government; and former Commissioner of U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection and Assistant Secretary of Policy and International
Aftfairs at the Department of Homeland Security. Tom Long is Reader in Interna-
tional Relations at the University of Warwick and Affiliated Professor at the Cen-
tro de Investigacion y Docencia Econdmicas in Mexico; since 2016 he has chaired
American University’s Robert A. Pastor North American Research Initiative. We
express particular appreciation for comments on this chapter from Chappell Law-
son and Abraham F. Lowenthal.

1. Robert A. Pastor, The North American Idea: A Vision of a Continental
Future. Oxford University Press, 2011.

2. On the new agreement, see David A. Gantz, An Introduction to the United
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement Understanding the New NAFTA. Edward Elgar,
2020; Laura Macdonald, “Canada in the North America Region: Implications of the
Trump Presidency,” Canadian Journal of Political Science, vol. 53, no. 3 (2020):
505-520; Gilbert Gagné and Michéle Rioux, eds., NAFTA 2.0: From the First
NAFTA to the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement, Palgrave Macmillan, 2021.

3. Maxwell A. Cameron and Brian W. Tomlin, The Making of NAFTA: How the
Deal Was Done, Cornell University Press, 2000.



Introduction 13

4. Carol Wise, “The North American Free Trade Agreement,” New Political
Economy vol. 14, no. 1 (2009): 133-148; Malcolm Fairbrother, Free Traders:
Elites, Democracy, and the Rise of Globalization in North America. Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2019.

5. Christopher Wilson, “Growing Together: A Regional Manufacturing Plat-
form,” October 2016, Woodrow Wilson Center.

6. Gaspare M. Genna and David A. Mayer-Foulkes, eds, North American Inte-
gration: An Institutional Void in Migration, Security and Development. Routledge,
2013; Brian Bow and Greg Anderson, eds., Regional Governance in Post-NAFTA
North America: Building without Architecture. Routledge, 2014.

7. Phillippe C. Schmitter, P. “A Revised Theory of Regional Integration,” Inter-
national Organization, vol. 24, no. 4 (1970): 836—-868.

8. Helen Milner, “Regional Economic Co-operation, Global Markets and
Domestic Politics: A Comparison of NAFTA and the Maastricht Treaty,” in William
D. Coleman and Geoffrey D. Underhill, eds., Regionalism and Global Economic
Integration, 29-51, Routledge, 1998.

9. Pastor, The North American Idea, 16-28.

10. Richard Sanders, “North America: Its Rise, Fall, and Possible Rise Again,”
Wilson Center, November 10, 2021, https://www.wilsoncenter.org/article/north
-america-its-rise-fall-and-possible-rise-again.

11. Isabel Studer and Carol Wise, eds., Requiem or Revival? The Promise of
North American Integration, The Brookings Institution, 2007, 7-10; Enrique Dus-
sel Peters and Kevin P. Gallagher, “NAFTA’s Uninvited Guest: China and the Dis-
integration of North American Trade,” Cepal Review, no. 110 (August 2013):
83-108.

12. Andrew Hurrell, “Hegemony in a Region that Dares not Speak its Name,”
International Journal, vol. 61, no. 3 (2006): 545-566.

13. Eric Hershberg and Tom Long, “Placing North America in a World of
Regions,” in Eric Hershberg and Tom Long, eds., North America: Stagnation, Decline,
or Renewal?, University of New Mexico Press, 2023.

14. Robert Wolfe and Giancarlo Acquaviva, “Where Does the Public Sit on
NAFTA?,” Policy Options, April 19, 2018, https://policyoptions.irpp.org/magazines
/april-2018/public-sit-nafta; Mark Aspinwall and Gerardo Maldonado “jDespierta
Meéxico! Changing Public Attitudes Toward NAFTA, 2008-2018,” Latin American
Politics and Society, vol. 64, no. 1 (2022): 23-46.

15. Malcolm Fairbrother, Tom Long, Clarisa Pérez-Armendariz, Issue-Areas,
Sovereignty Costs, and North Americans’ Attitudes Toward Regional Cooperation,
Global Studies Quarterly, vol. 2, no. 1 (2022), ksacO11, https://doi.org/10.1093
/isagsq/ksacO11.

16. Richard E. Feinberg, Widening the Aperture: Nearshoring in Our ‘Near
Abroad’, Wilson Center, 2021, https://www.wilsoncenter.org/publication/widening
-aperture-nearshoring-our-near-abroad; Matthew Rooney, “North America is the
Key to Central America,” Wilson Center, June 2022, https://www.wilsoncenter.org
/publication/north-america-key-central-america.

17. Gary Gereffi, Hyun-Chin Lim, and JoonKoo Lee, “Trade Policies, Firm
Strategies, and Adaptive Reconfigurations of Global Value Chains,” Journal of
International Business Policy, vol. 4, no. 4 (2021): 506-522.

18. Bayless Manning, “Congress, the Executive and Intermestic Affairs: Three
Proposals,” Foreign Affairs, vol. 55 (1976): 306-324; Abraham F. Lowenthal,
“Renewing Cooperation in the Americas,” in Abraham F. Lowenthal, Ted Piccone,



14 Bersin and Long

and Laurence Whitehead, eds., The Obama Administration and the Americas:
Agenda for Change, 3-21, The Brooking Institution Press, 2009.

19. Feinberg, Widening the Aperture.

20. Mexican-born and U.S.-born individuals. Emma Israel and Jeanne Batalova,
“Mexican Immigrants in the United States,” Migration Information Source, Novem-
ber 5, 2020, https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/mexican-immigrants-united
-states-2019; Andrew Selee, Silvia E. Giorguli-Saucedo, Ariel G. Ruiz Soto and
Claudia Masferrer, Investing in the Neighborhood: Changing Mexico-U.S. Migra-
tion Patterns and Opportunities for Sustainable Cooperation, Migration Policy
Institute, September 2019.

21. Pastor, The North American Idea.

22. John P. Manley, Pedro Aspe, and William F. Weld, chairs, Building a North
American Community, May 2005, Council on Foreign Relations, https://www.cfr
.org/report/building-north-american-community.

23. David H. Petracus and Robert B. Zoellick, chairs, North America: Time for
a New Focus, Council on Foreign Relations, November 2014.

24. “North American Forum: History,” Hoover Institution. https://www.hoover
.org/north-american-forum-history.

25. Though well-loved, Kissinger may never have made the remark. Gideon
Rachman, “Kissinger Never Wanted to Dial Europe,” Financial Times, July 22,
2009. https://www.ft.com/content/c4cleOcd-f34a-3b49-985f-e708b247¢b55



SECTION 1
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Increasing Opportunities
to Address Migration
in North America

Andrew Selee and Carlos Heredia

The North American agenda, to the extent it still exists, has
never had a common understanding with regard to mobility and migration.
With the exception of a small class of North American Free Trade Agree-
ment (NAFTA) visas, which still allow for a degree of mobility among cer-
tain groups of professionals, migration has been far too politically sensitive
for the three countries to discuss in the trilateral context. This was true at
the outset, during the first NAFTA negotiations in the early 1990s, and the
issue was even more contentious during the United States-Mexico-Canada
Agreement (USMCA) negotiations under the Trump administration.

Given that longstanding reticence, it is notable that the 2021 North
American Leaders Summit (NALS) featured central—if inconclusive—dis-
cussions of migration. There, the three leaders enunciated some shared pri-
orities and approaches for a “regional compact on migration and protection
in the Americas,” mentioning temporary labor mobility, asylum and reset-
tlement, and aid to address “root causes of irregular migration and forced
displacement.”’ And based on our conversations with policymakers in all
three countries, the decision to draft the Los Angeles Declaration on Migra-
tion and Protection, which was signed by twenty-one governments in the
hemisphere at the Summit of the Americas in June 2022, appears to have
had its origin in the NALS meeting,”> which suggests a certain advance at
least in terms of basic principles agreed on by the three countries, if not
always in practical initiatives.

While perhaps incipient, the growing convergence goes beyond the
NALS and the Los Angeles Declaration. Interestingly, the three partners are
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becoming more similar in their migration profiles than could have been
imagined thirty years ago. Canada and the United States have historically
been migrant-receiving countries, but Mexico, until recently, was primarily
a migrant-source country. However, that has shifted in recent years, as
Mexico is increasingly a destination for migrants from other countries
(including Canada and the United States) and a transit country for other
migrants trying to reach the United States. It is still a source country, too,
though far less than twenty years ago.

North America has experienced an increasing structural convergence in
migration with significant policy divergence. The key question for the
future is whether the structural convergence could, at some point, lead to
greater policy convergence and even coherence among the three countries,
especially as they try to manage receiving and integrating large immigrant
populations and creating some order in migration flows across the Ameri-
cas, which affect all three. The three countries have held some initial con-
versations on high-skilled visas (which is facilitated through the NAFTA
visa process) and have increasingly tried to develop a common position on
Central American migration, both to address “root causes” of migration and
to help structure migration movements through expanded legal pathways.
The common position, however, cannot simply be a greater coordination to
stop or dissuade flows of migrants bound for the United States, but to work
together on making Guatemala, El Salvador and Honduras livable for their
own peoples. Additionally, there have been gradually increasing conversa-
tions on managing migration from other countries, including Cuba, Haiti,
Nicaragua, and Venezuela, although so far these are primarily discussions
between the United States and Mexico.

Beyond this, shared opportunities exist, too, to build on joint “smart
border” management, something that has largely followed separate tracks
between the United States and Canada and the United States and Mexico so
far. Canadian, Mexican, and U.S. policymakers could also be thinking cre-
atively and collaboratively about attracting global talent and facilitating the
movement of professionals and key workers throughout the region. Doing
so is crucial for the future competitiveness of the North American economy.

Despite the structural convergence and the growing rhetoric on collab-
oration around migration, the three countries still perceive their interests
regarding migration as divergent. Immigration remains a hot-button issue in
the domestic politics of all three countries, but especially the United States.
Combined with the United States’ size and centrality, fear of electoral back-
lash has complicated cooperation for U.S. policymakers, who fret about
giving away sovereignty by engaging in multilateral negotiations on migra-
tion issues. For decades, Congressional calculations have blocked progress
on fundamental reforms in U.S. domestic immigration policies. Even the
Biden administration, which promised rollbacks of some of the restrictive
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policies of the previous administration, has been exceptionally cautious in
the wake of the pandemic.

For Mexico, advocacy on behalf of its citizens in the United States has
become an important issue. This is suggested by the earlier growth of a
more active consular presence and community engagement—although
through three and a half years in office, until June 2022, President Lopez
Obrador had not met with the leaders of the Mexican communities in the
United States, either in Mexico or abroad. Conversely, as Central American
and other transmigration has increased, Mexican governments have seen at
least a degree of interest in intensifying controls directed at those migrants,
both at its southern border and in Mexico. This shift has created some
shared interests with the United States. For Canada, of course, immigration
is central to economic policy and human capital formation, but most immi-
gration to Canada does not come from the Western Hemisphere, so the
issue of migration with the other two North American neighbors is much
less salient politically and in policy terms.

As a result of this patchwork of interests and heightened political
sensitivities (in the United States and Mexico, but not in Canada), it is
probably a bridge too far to think of common or even coordinated migra-
tion policies any time soon. However, as the successful example of the
NAFTA visa suggests, there may be discrete areas of migration coopera-
tion that could grow over the next few years. This could lead to conver-
sations about common approaches to mobility among professional work-
ers that go beyond existing mechanisms built into NAFTA. Similarly, the
three countries may be able to find common cause in expanding legal
pathways for migration from Central America (and perhaps Haiti), espe-
cially through seasonal labor programs, and perhaps through protection
mechanisms as well.

The leaders of the three countries should build on their initial com-
mitments from November 2021 and the Los Angeles Declaration in the
upcoming NALS by focusing on a set of concrete and pragmatic steps for-
ward. With that goal in mind, this chapter presents a few ideas of how to
build cooperation from the ground up, around discrete and useful areas of
possible collaboration, in a way that one day could lead to a more com-
prehensive North American labor mobility and migration agenda. Mobil-
ity is defined here as the temporary movement of labor from one region to
another—keeping permanent residence in the home country—while
migration implies the movement of labor with a simultaneous change of
residence. There are clear advantages for the competitiveness of all three
countries in generating a common agenda around mobility and migration,
but it is less clear when this will become realistically possible. In the
meantime, small steps could serve as meaningful building blocks for
future cooperation.
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A Long-Term Convergence in
Migration Profiles and Policies in North America

When NAFTA was first negotiated, the three countries could not have been
more different in their migration profiles and policies. Mexico was one of
the largest migrant-sending countries in the world, as well as the largest
source of immigration into the United States. Pressures were mounting in
the United States to reinforce its border with Mexico to stop this flow—
something that has happened in various stages over the past three decades.
Mexico, by contrast, had little in the way of intentional migration policy.
It did not even have an immigration law as such until 2011. Previous Mex-
ican governments had made some efforts to court the diaspora in the United
States, as well as managing limited engagements with prior refugee flows
from Guatemala and El Salvador.

At the time of the NAFTA negotiations, Canada and the United States
looked similar on paper from a migration perspective. Both were major
immigrant-receiving nations that had robust visa programs for employment-,
education-, and family-based migration, as well as a few programs for tem-
porary migrants. But they were headed in profoundly different directions.
The United States was doubling down on its mostly family-based immigra-
tion policies, which also served as a de facto integration strategy, and keep-
ing a clear distinction between temporary visas (including those for foreign
students studying in U.S. universities) and permanent residency. Canada,
meanwhile, was increasingly orienting its visa program toward those with
high levels of human capital who could meet specific needs in the Canadian
economy, while investing heavily in integration programs to ensure success-
ful outcomes for those settling in Canada. Moreover, the Canadian govern-
ment was intentionally building pathways between some temporary visa
holders—especially students who excelled in Canadian universities—and
options for permanent residency. Over the next decade, these differences
would become even more accentuated, as Canada continued to refine its
unique points-based approach to immigration, while successive efforts at
immigration reform failed in the United States.

Although it often passes unremarked, there is also a significant and long-
standing migration relationship between Canada and the United States. This
migration includes significant short- and long-term residency and labor
mobility in both directions. Historically, migration between the two countries
was largely unrestricted, as Emma Israel and Jeanne Batalova note. However,
in the decades following the United States landmark 1965 immigration
reforms, roughly 800,000 to a million Canadians have resided in the United
States, which is by far the main destination for Canadians living abroad.
NAFTA visas facilitated the movement of Canadian professionals; large num-
bers of students and retirees also move from Canada to warmer locations in
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the United States.* The share of U.S. citizens migrating to Canada has gen-
erally been much smaller, with some 10,000 to 12,000 admitted as permanent
residents in recent years before the onset of the pandemic—Iess than 4% of
new Canadian immigrants.’

Mexico, meanwhile, was a major migrant-sending country, with most
of its migrant population heading north to the United States. Before the
mid-1990s, there was much more of a cross-border, circular movement of
labor between Mexico and the United States. However, as border enforce-
ment expanded in the mid and late 1990s, many Mexican workers preferred
to stay in the United States for fear that if they visited Mexico, they would
not be allowed back into the United States. In the aftermath of the Septem-
ber 11th attacks, circular migration was reduced even further. The Mexican-
born population in the United States grew exponentially as those who had
sought labor mobility decided to stay as migrants. By 2010, there were 11.7
million Mexicans, roughly 10% of Mexico’s population, living in the
United States. Canada had a guest worker program with Mexico, with the
number of participants nearing 30,000 in some years. The program has been
largely focused on agricultural labor. Despite Canada’s expansive immi-
gration admissions, there have only been a handful of Mexican immigrants,
and these are largely well-educated professionals. In general, migration pat-
terns between the two countries have been far less significant than between
the United States and its two neighbors.¢

Growing Symmetries

After three decades, however, the three countries’ immigration positions
may be more similar than they have ever been before. This structural con-
vergence is likely to increase over the next two to three decades. The first
and most dramatic change is that Mexico has ceased to be a country of net
migration to the United States. A constant flow of Mexican migrants con-
tinues to enter the United States, mostly through legal channels, but even
with that, the number of persons born in Mexico who live in the United
States has dropped from 11.7 million to 11.3 million between 2000 and
2017.7 Recent data suggest net migration may once again be slightly posi-
tive; even so, it remains far below the levels of decades past.®

Each year, around 150,000 to 200,000 Mexicans are apprehended at the
border as they try to cross into the United States, though this number has
increased noticeably since 2021.° Paradoxically, the application of Title 42
since March 2020 may actually have incentivized unauthorized immigra-
tion from Mexico, since the measure, which allows rapid expulsions of
migrants to Mexico, eliminated tougher consequences for multiple unau-
thorized crossings at the border (which included possible prison terms for a
second or third apprehension at the border). In addition, several tens of
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thousands of Mexicans arrive in the United States each year with green
cards, thanks to petitions from their relatives.!® A further 250,000 to
300,000 Mexicans enter to the United States each year as temporary work-
ers. Of this group, the largest number come through the H-2A agricultural
worker program, another significant number through the H-2B nonagricul-
tural worker program, and a smaller number through the TN NAFTA pro-
fessionals visa program—over 36,000 in U.S. fiscal year 2021."

However, even with this ongoing number of Mexicans coming to the
United States, either as migrants or through temporary mobility pathways,
more Mexicans had been returning to Mexico than those arriving in the
United States in recent years. This dramatic turn-around from previous
patterns appears to be the result of the combined effect of voluntary
returns and increased enforcement. According to Mexico’s 2015 census
figures, more than 700,000 U.S.-born persons are living in Mexico; today,
this figure may be greater than 1.5 million, according to the U.S. Embassy.
The largest spike in the U.S.-born population in Mexico comes from the
children and spouses of Mexicans who have returned to their home coun-
try, including more than 550,000 U.S.-born children registered by the
Mexican census. There is also a large community of U.S. citizens who
have retired (or semiretired) in Mexico, and another set of U.S.-born per-
sons living on the Mexican side in border communities and commuting to
jobs on the U.S. side. Finally, there is a growing number of U.S.-born per-
sons who work in Mexico either because their employers have transferred
them there, as part of the intense economic integration between the two
countries, or because they are remote workers or self-employed and have
chosen to live in Mexico.!?

There is a similar pattern between the United States and Canada, with
millions of Canadian and U.S. citizens living in each other’s country, either
temporarily or permanently. Many temporary workers from each country,
mostly professionals, are part of the other’s workforce, although the exact
number is hard to know because of the ease with which the NAFTA visa
operates between the two countries. (The U.S. and Canadian governments
publish only the requests for the visa, rather than people who receive them.)
Hundreds of thousands of immigrants in each country have arrived through
family-based green cards, student visas, or transitions from work-based
visas or (in the Canadian case) student visas to permanent residency.

There are far fewer Canadians in Mexico and Mexicans in Canada, but
the numbers of both groups have increased over time. Around 3,000 Mexi-
cans migrate to Canada each year with visas for permanent residency, and
another 2,000 to 3,000 apply for asylum. There are also agricultural guest
workers who are invited each year, now more than 30,000 each year.'* Offi-
cially, there were fewer than 10,000 Canadians living in Mexico, though the
real number is almost certainly much higher.!*
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Remaining Structural Asymmetries

To be clear, this is not a fully symmetrical set of relationships. There are
temporary workers in all three countries, but only Mexicans come to the
United States and Canada to work in agriculture and low-wage occupations
in large numbers. And whereas all three countries now have notable popu-
lations from the other two, the Mexican-born population in the United
States, at 11.3 million, remains by far the largest, and almost half of this
population does not have legal status in the United States. These demo-
graphics are the legacy of a long period of irregular migration that lasted
through most of the 20th and early 21st centuries and continues in a much
lesser measure today. '’

Mexican migrant workers are essential for key sectors of the U.S.
economy, including the dairy, fruit, vegetable, meat, and meat-packing
industries. They are not exactly temporary seasonal workers; some have
toiled for the same employer for 20 years or more, even if they may lack
legal status. However, even the recognition of their role as essential work-
ers in keeping the U.S. economy running during the COVID-19 pandemic
did not lead to an initiative to provide these workers with a path to regu-
larization. In the United States, the DACA (Deferred Action on Childhood
Arrival) program, which would allow business, government, and economic
activity in general to benefit from the talent of more than 600,000 immi-
grant youth (of which over three-quarters were born in Mexico), was tar-
geted for elimination by the Trump administration, but survived because of
a Supreme Court decision. Overall, Mexico has a labor force whose median
age is much younger than that of Canada and the United States, though
aging quickly. Pooling resources could make the North American region
even more globally competitive in comparison with other economic and
trade blocs, such as Western Europe and East Asia.

However, underlying these complementarities are deep differences,
reflecting an ongoing asymmetry within North America that still conditions
its existence as a shared region. The United States and Canada are among
the wealthiest countries in the world, while Mexico, despite significant gains
along most economic and social indicators over the past three decades,
remains an emerging economy with a fraction of the average income per
person as that in the United States and Canada. According to the World
Bank, the figures for per capita income in 2019 were $9,863, $46,194 and
$65,118 for Mexico, Canada, and the United States, respectively.'¢

Mexico’s ongoing economic development has been sufficient to
sharply reduce irregular migration and even attract Mexicans to return and
U.S.- and Canadian-born people to move there, but not enough to make the
profiles of those who want to migrate similar. The bulk of work-based
mobility between the United States and Canada is about professional and
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skilled occupations, while between Mexico and the two other countries it is
often about less-compensated occupations.

Policy Divergence

Notwithstanding this growing similarity among the migration positions of
all three countries, their respective policies remain different. Migration was
not on the table in any significant way during the NAFTA negotiations,
because it was still a period of large-scale Mexican irregular migration to
the United States, with some lesser flows to Canada. Although the U.S.
government does apprehend many Mexicans at the U.S.—Mexico border
each year, and the Canadian policymakers remain vigilant and concerned
about overstays from Mexico’s visa-free travel status in Canada, the main
irregular flows into North America now come from other countries.

For the United States and Mexico, the main concern in recent years
has been flows from Guatemala, Honduras and El Salvador, with addi-
tional migration from Cuba, Haiti, Nicaragua, Venezuela, and a few coun-
tries in Africa and Asia. But while Donald Trump began his administration
in 2017 by decrying unauthorized migration from Central America and
seeking to build a wall on the border with Mexico, Mexico’s Andrés
Manuel Lopez Obrador started his six-year term on December 1, 2018, by
declaring “Our immigration policy is built on the basis of full respect to
human rights with an approach that is multi-sectoral, pluri-dimensional, co-
responsible, across-the-board, inclusive and with a gender perspective.”
Lopez Obrador promised development support for Guatemala, Honduras,
and El Salvador, and humanitarian visas for those who wanted to work in
Mexico. Mexican policy eventually would shift under strong U.S. pressure,
including a threat of tariffs on Mexican goods, to focus instead on enhanced
border control in the south.

On June 7, 2019, the United States and Mexico issued a joint declara-
tion, stating that under the Migrant Protection Protocols (MPP), asylum
seekers who crossed the southern U.S. border would be rapidly returned to
Mexico to await the adjudication of their asylum claims.!” However, as of
July 17, 2020, MPP had processed 63,623 individuals, of which only 523
had been granted relief; that is only eight out of every thousand cases.!®
Although the Government of Mexico committed to providing documenta-
tion, education, healthcare, and employment for those waiting in Mexico
under MPP, support for these migrants has been minimal. Furthermore, sev-
eral human rights and humanitarian organizations that work with migrants
and asylum seekers have pointed out that the MPP policy endangers their
lives, as they are vulnerable and trapped in areas known for violence, extor-
tion, and kidnapping.!® The Biden administration sought to end the MPP,
but a court order forced it to reopen the program. In June 2022, the
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Supreme Court ruled that Biden could end the MPP, though his administra-
tion was waiting on a lower court decision before repealing the policy, as of
this writing. In this interregnum, however, MPP had only a fraction of the
original number of migrants enrolled. Mexico systematically refused to
engage de jure in a Safe Third Country agreement with Washington,
although signing the June 2019 joint declaration ended up in a similar, if
certainly not identical, commitment.?° Neither in MPP 1.0 nor in MPP 2.0
did the Mexican government allocate resources to help those individuals
get jobs, afford them healthcare or provide education, as offered in the joint
declaration. The de facto concessions also included the “metering” of those
seeking asylum at border ports of entry; the acceptance of immediate expul-
sion to Mexico of some non-Central American individuals under Title 42;
and the deployment of the National Guard to Mexico’s borders with both
Guatemala and the United States.?!

Even as the Trump administration, through a set of overlapping rules,
programs, and agreements, sought to limit the right to access to asylum at
the border as a way of deterring migration, the Mexican government vastly
increased its asylum system to accommodate those fleeing from violence in
Central America and elsewhere.?? The two countries have converged on an
enforcement-first strategy, imposed from Washington but accepted in Mex-
ico City. Nonetheless, the Mexican government has maintained significant
openness to asylum.? In the midst of the pandemic and this hardening of
U.S. policy, Mexico received record-breaking numbers of asylum requests
in 2020 and 2021. According to the Mexico Office of the UN High Com-
missioner for Refugees, Mexico received an unprecedented 131,000 new
asylum requests in 2021, with the largest number of requests coming from
Haitians and Hondurans.?

Meanwhile, the Canadian government has continued to focus primarily
on labor migration and maintained robust integration efforts to ensure long-
term success in a high-immigration society. Immigration has occasionally
emerged as a contentious issue in Canada and, to a lesser extent, Mexico,
yet polls consistently show that most Canadians continue to support high
immigration levels. Some Canadian politicians have raised concerns about
irregular arrivals, but these protests are relatively few and far between com-
pared to the experience of the other two North American countries. Canada
has directed significant efforts in recent years to refugee and asylum pro-
grams for those fleeing violence in Afghanistan, Syria, and Ukraine.

In the case of the global migration paradigm, Mexico and Canada also
diverge from the United States in their approaches to the issue. The former
two countries have formally signed and ratified most international instru-
ments, promoted by the United Nations, that promote the respect of the
human rights of migrants.?> By contrast, the Trump administration derided
calls from the United Nations and human rights networks to protect the
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rights of migrants and asylum seekers regardless of their immigration sta-
tus. Washington voted against the Global Compact for Migration at the
United Nations during the Trump administration, although Biden later
announced an endorsement of the non-binding document in December
2021. The decisions of the Biden administration to freeze funding for the
U.S.-Mexico border wall, and to pursue a migration declaration at the Sum-
mit of the Americas, which would lay out broad principles for managing
mobility in the hemisphere, marked a dramatic departure from the Trump
administration’s deterrence-only approach.

Opportunities for
Policy Coordination in the Near-Term

It will be many years before the three countries of North America can dis-
cuss common migration policies and practical applications for these poli-
cies. Their asymmetries and sharply divergent approaches to policy mean
that there are simply too many differences to make any formal attempt at
common strategies meaningful. Sensitivity around national sovereignty in
all three countries compounds this further. However, in several bounded
areas of policy, it would make sense to look at common efforts in order to
learn from each other’s migration systems. There are specific opportuni-
ties to be more coordinated around border management, at least in terms
of learning proactively about the similar, but also slightly distinct,
approaches between the two pairs of borders. During the COVID-19 pan-
demic, for example, the three countries of North America have reached
agreements (in a Canada—U.S. negotiation and a separate Mexico—U.S.
negotiation) on the kind of restrictions to put in place. That said, there are
ways of further developing the joint management of borders that makes
them safer and more secure.

Should future governments of Canada, the United States and Mexico
wish to cooperate more closely on migration issues, the emphasis on
“smart” border management will slowly lead to greater joint border man-
agement, including constructing common approaches to shared border chal-
lenges. Indeed, some key efforts already are underway to co-manage border
installations, experiment with pre-inspection facilities inside each other’s
countries, and create trusted traveler programs.?® While the agreements that
allow for these developments are likely to remain bilateral, the symmetries
between what happens on the two shared borders makes it useful to have a
broader conversation about what shared border management should look
like across North America.

There is also an opportunity to discuss priorities for attracting global
talent within the framework of USMCA, not as coordinated policy but as an
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attempt to create the optimal conditions for economic success within the
regional trading bloc. This discussion could include looking at how the
three countries are approaching the issue and what approaches in each
country might help ensure greater long-term competitiveness. Although any
such conversation would need to focus on specific national decisions at this
point, it provides an opportunity for learning among the three countries and
encouraging more in-depth thinking about how to jointly attract and retain
talent. The NAFTA visa process, especially for Mexicans moving to the
other two countries, could be broadened and simplified as part of a joint
human capital strategy.

Finally, there are opportunities—and a significant and urgent need—to
address the massive, forced migration of people from several different
countries in the region. A mixture of economic, political, and climate
shocks have generated a massive amount of movement unlike anything
seen in the hemisphere in decades. The largest flow has come from
Venezuela: in recent years more than six million Venezuelans have left their
country. Most have settled in other countries in South America, though a
significant number of Venezuelans have arrived in the three North Ameri-
can countries as well. In addition, recent climate events in the Caribbean,
such as hurricanes, have forced many individuals and families to look to
North America for better opportunities. Steady outmigration has also con-
tinued from the collapsing economies of Haiti and Cuba, and displacement
out of El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua, as some people
flee a mixture of political, organized crime, and gang violence.

The future is likely to provide opportunities to rebuild the protection
system in the hemisphere to address these forced migrations, bringing the
joint leadership of the three North American countries to bear on how to
best address the root causes and provide protections to those fleeing sys-
temic violence, natural disasters, and state collapse. Restoring a more
robust asylum system at the U.S.—-Mexico border, as Title 42 and MPP draw
to a close, will be an essential ingredient in this new architecture. The rule
to improve the U.S. asylum system at the border that was issued by the
Biden administration in June 2022 should serve as a template for restoring
asylum access.

The three countries could also do more to coordinate their joint offer-
ings for legal pathways, especially seasonal work, so that it is possible for
people in eligible countries to know how to sign up for all of the programs
in a single place. Scaling up all of these programs and having a shared
place where people could sign up for all three would help alleviate pres-
sures for irregular migration by providing a viable legal alternative.

In the case of the U.S.—Mexico bilateral relationship, a group of six
former U.S. ambassadors to Mexico and six former Mexican ambassadors
to the United States gathered in Texas in January 2020 to discuss a shared
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agenda. On the specific issue of migration, they generated key recommen-
dations, including that the United States and Mexico should develop a bilat-
eral migration framework which, to the extent possible, facilitates legal
migration and modernizes border management while prioritizing the
humane treatment of migrants and refugees. According to the group:
“Though cooperation has increased, the United States and Mexico have yet
to find the best or most sustainable framework to address migration. His-
torical precedent makes clear that bilateral cooperation is preferred to uni-
lateral action. Ultimately, migration is a transnational challenge requiring
solutions that embody shared responsibility and reflect the shared opportu-
nity that comes with an integrated framework.”?” The above statement is
about the U.S.—Mexico relationship, but it could as easily be applied to all
three countries and the larger North American partnership. Similar ideas
made their way into the 2021 NALS, accompanied by a more positive tone
regarding migrations as an economic opportunity and humanitarian duty.
However, there has been little implementation so far, at the regional level
or within the U.S. domestic context. This should be at the core of the
migration agenda for the next trilateral summit.

The United States, Mexico, and Canada have a unique opportunity to
enter a new era of cooperation to manage, rather than try to suppress, the
ongoing flow of migrants who will inevitably move within the free trade
zone that has been created among the three countries, and from nearby
countries that are also closely linked through trade and demographics.?®
Issues of migration have remained largely off the table to date in the dis-
cussion of North American integration, but their inclusion would help build
a more prosperous, equitable, and sustainable future for all who live within
the North American region.
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North America, Interrupted:
Trade, Politics, and a
Stunted Continental Vision

Inu Manak

Trade connects the North American continent. With over $1
trillion in annual merchandise trade, North America accounts for 14% of
world merchandise exports. Notably, half of North American exports stay
within the region.! The consequences of North American trade go well
beyond the exchange of goods; trade has driven the growth and reshaped
the nature of cross-border relationships between businesses, people, and
governments across the United States, Canada, and Mexico. The deepen-
ing of our trilateral trading relationship began with the entry into force of
the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1994, bringing
almost all tariffs to zero, and opening opportunities for investment. NAFTA
succeeded in facilitating trade growth. However, NAFTA was a political
lightning rod from the very beginning. In addition, the global context
changed dramatically in the years after the pact was negotiated. These two
factors converged to spur a renegotiation of North America’s economic
character, reborn as the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement in 2020.

Despite its successes in trade and investment, NAFTA was never
enough. It was built on two bilateral relationships, each characterized by
two defining forces—asymmetry and ambivalence. One of the largest
shortcomings of NAFTA was what it failed to imagine, resulting in an
institutional deficit that has hampered efforts at trilateral cooperation.?
While the USMCA managed to salvage the trading relationship from the
political tempest, it completely ignored these deeper challenges of conti-
nental governance and collaboration. What we are left with is a “new”
NAFTA that moves the region backwards instead of forwards, and cements
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dual bilateralism as the standard operating procedure for U.S. relations
with its two neighbors. The same forces and institutional deficit underpin
the challenges that face the three countries as the North American Lead-
ers Summit (NALS) returns.

This chapter examines the renegotiation of NAFTA and explains why
the changes are consequential for the future of North American integration.
Focusing on a few policy changes within the USMCA, I elaborate why the
new pact is less a “NAFTA 2.0” than a mixed bag of updates. In some
cases, it is a step backwards. Has this new status quo permanently inter-
rupted North American integration? Or is there hope for a reinvigorated
continental vision? As vice president, Joe Biden articulated hope for a con-
tinental future that would make North America a competitive region. I out-
line ways in which that vision can be realized, starting at the 2022 NALS.
While North America suffered a setback, what binds this continent is larger
than any single president. The persistent challenge is to build a resilient
region that can withstand political disruption.

NAFTA, the Bad Word

The relationships among Canada, Mexico and the United States are char-
acterized by two major forces: asymmetry and ambivalence. Rooted in the
historical experiences of each country, these forces shape how each state
sees its neighbors and the world.> The economic and political power of the
United States runs like a thread through our shared history, hanging over
every policy decision. Power has shaped the United States’ approach to its
region, encouraging its preference for dual bilateralism instead of a conti-
nental vision. This, in turn, has colored its partners’ responses, as ecach
country vies for attention to its priorities. This shaped the original NAFTA
negotiations, which, while cutting-edge at the time, reflected a careful bal-
ance of the offensive and defensive interests of all three parties.

NAFTA was also the product of ideational and domestic political con-
vergence, reflecting new economic realities and a unique political opportu-
nity.* A region was beginning to take shape. The NAFTA negotiations cat-
alyzed the formation of transnational epistemic communities of business
leaders, political elites and civil society actors. But each country had reser-
vations that any form of “deep” integration, or supranational institutions
like those found in Europe, would erode sovereignty. This resulted in a lim-
ited agreement that precluded deep integration.

What NAFTA lacked in institutions, it made up for in liberalization.
NAFTA eliminated virtually all tariffs between Canada, Mexico and the
United States, many immediately, with others gradually phased out.
Notable areas of reductions were in agriculture, textiles, and automobiles.?
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It provided significant access to services sectors and opened government
procurement markets. Beyond market access, NAFTA included detailed
rules of origin, intellectual property rights, foreign investment, dispute res-
olution, worker rights, and environmental protection, which would later
serve as a template for future U.S. trade agreements. After NAFTA, North
American trade tripled, hitting $1 trillion annually in 2011.° Buoyed by its
ratification, the Clinton Administration set its sights on expanding the
accord through the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA). However, a
backlash towards globalization was growing, manifested in the 1999 Battle
of Secattle protests against the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the
failure of the FTAA.

NAFTA became a bad word politically, condemned by overselling from
politicians and a lack of public understanding of the agreement. U.S. pub-
lic opinion on NAFTA has been marked by stark divisions, and these views
have often differed from generally positive views toward free trade.’
NAFTA is seen in a much better light in Canada and Mexico, where a 2017
poll found 74% and 60% support, respectively, compared to 51% support in
the United States.® Thus, it was not surprising that the Trump Administra-
tion sought to “rebrand” NAFTA; by erasing its name, Trump claimed to
have tossed out the deal entirely despite considerable continuities.

As Robert Pastor once wrote, NAFTA has always been a pifiata for pan-
dering pundits and politicians, despite evidence that NAFTA has been a net
positive for all three countries.’ But Trump’s approach to NAFTA and North
American trade differed from run-of-the-mill criticism: he did not just dis-
rupt integration between the United States and its neighbors but attempted to
reverse it. As the next section shows, the latest speed bump on the North
American highway may have long-lasting consequences.

NAFTA Renegotiated

The renegotiation of NAFTA began in August 2017, and in a little over a
year, the text was signed by the three leaders on the sidelines of the G20
meeting in November 2018. However, a change in House leadership after
the U.S. midterm elections led Democrats to push for changes, particularly
on labor and enforcement. A “Protocol of Amendment” was concluded in
December 2019. All three countries then had to ratify the new deal, with
Mexico leading the way. The new NAFTA—now the United States-Mexico-
Canada Agreement (USMCA)—entered into force on July 1, 2020.

While negotiations proceeded quickly, they were not always amicable.
Chrystia Freeland, who played a key role in the negotiations for Canada, at
times clashed with the Trump Administration. She lamented the “winner-
takes-all mindset” and U.S. proposals to weaken the trade pact.!® The tensions
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came to a head when Canada sat out negotiations in the summer of 2018, as
the United States and Mexico finalized a bilateral deal. Although Canada
brushed off the absence as insignificant, claiming that there were issues the
U.S. and Mexico needed to sort out on their own, it was an admission that
the trilateral relationship had hit a nadir. The process demonstrated an
acceptance of a dual bilateral, hub-and-spoke model for North American
relations, and a Canadian realization that the United States had no truly
special relationship.

U.S. Trade Representative Robert Lighthizer criticized a perceived lack
of significant concessions from Canada and threatened that the Canadians
were “running out of time.”!' On reaching an agreement with Mexico,
Lighthizer stated that “Today the President notified the Congress of his
intent to sign a trade agreement with Mexico—and Canada, if it is willing—
90 days from now.”'? Canada rejoined the talks shortly after, but relations
remained strained. Freeland appeared on an anti-Trump panel called “Taking
on the Tyrant,” prompting Trump to say: “We’re very unhappy with the
negotiations and the negotiating style of Canada. We don’t like their repre-
sentative very much.” As negotiations went down to the wire, Trump
exclaimed that Freeland “hates America.”!?

The fracturing of the talks was evident early on and followed general
U.S. rhetoric and actions on trade, including the earlier renegotiations with
South Korea (KORUS) and the withdrawal from the CPTPP.'* Trump’s
approach was centered around a key premise—that the United States was
being taken advantage of by other countries, and the only way to remedy
the situation was to put “America First.” Trading relationships should be
rebalanced with greater preference towards the United States, especially
geared to boosting the U.S. industrial base.!> This approach has led to a
heightened preference for bilateral deals, which the administration argued
gave it more leverage. It also prompted the administration to table ideas
that seemed to be non-starters. For example, in the NAFTA renegotiations
(which the administration originally suggested reconfiguring as two bilat-
eral agreements), the Trump administration proposed a 50% U.S. content
requirement for North American autos—a virtual impossibility.

But such a request was not so different from the administration’s gen-
eral, zero-sum, approach to trade. The KORUS renegotiation resulted in
two sets of outcomes: new issues and side deals and small modifications
and amendments. It was concluded rapidly as well. The United States rein-
stated its 1980s trade policy, with voluntary export restraints (VERs)
through which South Korea agreed to limit steel exports to 70% of the last
three years’ average volume. In exchange, South Korea received a perma-
nent exemption from the Trump Administration’s Section 232 “national
security” tariffs on steel.!® Other modifications delayed liberalization in the
automotive sector, extending a 25% tariff on light-truck imports by another
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twenty years. The tariff effectively blocked the possibility of developing
Korean light-truck exports.!” Lighthizer claimed victory: “The Koreans
don’t ship trucks to the United States right now and the reason they don’t is
because of this tariff,” he said. “So, that’s put off for two decades.”!®

The negotiations between South Korea and the United States foreshad-
owed three changes in U.S. trade policy that shaped the NAFTA renegotia-
tion: first, the preference for quick—even if shallow—deals; second, secur-
ing symbolic, rhetorical “wins” for the United States; third, eschewing
international rules and norms by using threats of withdrawal and unilateral
trade measures to extract concessions, undercutting dispute settlement, and
pursuing VERs. This shift in U.S. trade policy all but guaranteed a subop-
timal outcome for the NAFTA renegotiation. The United States fully
embraced asymmetry in North America and exploited it to interrupt North
American integration. This period of particularly strained relations will
have long lasting consequences. In the next section, I examine the changes
wrought by the USMCA and what they mean for North America’s future.

NAFTA 2.0?

The USMCA is not an entirely new NAFTA: much of its content was car-
ried over from the previous accord. Most importantly, tariff liberalization
was unchanged, preserving the duty-free access that undergirds the North
American market. Essentially, the foundation of NAFTA is intact. But in
the process, significant changes were made. The process also placed strain
on the relationship, as the U.S. emphasis on “rebalancing” and trade
deficits replaced reciprocity with a full-fledged logic of asymmetry. Mex-
ico conceded on many points to preserve the agreement, while Canada
chafed at perceived U.S. bullying. The outcome was less than ideal, even
if it was better than no deal at all.

A comprehensive evaluation of the USMCA is beyond the scope of
this chapter. However, a few examples suggest how the USMCA departs
from NAFTA and may pose some challenges to North American integra-
tion going forward. It is important to note that updates to NAFTA were
warranted in many areas. After all, NAFTA went into force twelve years
before the first iPhone was released. Some elements of the USMCA “mod-
ernize” the deal; many of these have been borrowed from the CPTPP,
WTO agreements, and the Canada-EU Economic and Trade Agreement
(CETA). For example, the USMCA now incorporates digital trade, an area
not contemplated in NAFTA. The basis for the negotiations over the
USMCA digital trade chapter was, in fact, the CPTPP chapter on elec-
tronic commerce. That deal also includes a ban on customs duties for dig-
ital products, and anti-spam laws, for instance. The USMCA expanded
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upon several CPTPP provisions, leading to stronger obligations, such as
barring data localization requirements in additional sectors.!

USMCA also updated CPTPP rules on sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS)
measures and technical barriers to trade (TBT). When NAFTA was negoti-
ated, the Uruguay Round agreements on these issues were still being negoti-
ated. As a result, the NAFTA chapters on SPS and TBT were out of date even
when they were implemented. The USMCA incorporates these innovations,
adds in some WTO-plus provisions from the CPTPP, and goes beyond the
CPTPP in some areas as well. For example, the USMCA includes stronger
measures on transparency in the development of SPS measures, emphasizes
science-based risk assessments, and streamlines processes for determinations
of equivalency and regionalization. The TBT chapter, while heavily incorpo-
rating principles from the WTO TBT agreement, also goes beyond the
CPTPP by including provisions on regulatory alignment and the use of U.S.
standards as international standards.

Despite this borrowing from the CPTPP, there were a few notable dif-
ferences. The chapter on “Good Regulatory Practices” goes beyond provi-
sions included in current trade agreements, including by blending elements
of the CPTPP (Chapter 25) and the CETA (Chapter 21).2° Its scope incorpo-
rates the entire regulatory process, with science-based decision making and
transparency figuring prominently. These are issues that the United States
has raised repeatedly at the WTO and in other talks. It is too early to tell
whether the Good Regulatory Practices chapter will lead to greater regula-
tory alignment in North America, but the principles are all there. The chap-
ter allows for the parties to pursue other avenues for cooperation as well—
essentially keeping the Canada—United States Regulatory Cooperation
Council (which was established in 2011) intact and on a parallel track.
While many see this as positive, it also solidifies the dual-bilateral approach
and excludes Mexico from some future discussions on regulatory alignment.

Perhaps most contentiously, the USMCA hollowed out investor—state
dispute settlement (ISDS). Lighthizer disdained ISDS, calling it “risk insur-
ance” for big business, and vowing to eliminate it from NAFTA.?! While
the USMCA did not completely remove ISDS, it has been scaled back sub-
stantially. There is no general recourse to the mechanism in USMCA.
Legacy investments are covered, but subject to consent to arbitration three
years after USMCA’s entry into force. For Mexico, there is coverage for
government contracts, including oil and natural gas, although this is quali-
fied by strict requirements for exhaustion of domestic legal remedies (thirty
months). If there are future investment claims between Canada and Mexico,
the parties could access ISDS through the CPTPP. But for U.S. companies,
recourse to ISDS is nonexistent or severely limited under USMCA. Oppo-
sition to the remedy enjoyed significant bipartisan consensus, perhaps sig-
naling the end of ISDS for future U.S. trade pacts.
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USMCA also features some “symbolic wins” for the Trump adminis-
tration’s efforts to boost the U.S. industrial base. This is clearest in the
changes to rules of origin (RoO), with a central focus on automotive man-
ufacturing. NAFTA required automakers to make cars with 62.5% of com-
ponents originating in NAFTA countries to qualify for duty-free treatment.
The USMCA increased this to 75% for passenger vehicles and light trucks,
to be phased in over a period of 3 years. This is likely to make the North
American auto industry less competitive globally by forcing less-efficient
sourcing decisions on companies. It was also a step backwards from the
CPTPP, which reduced the regional content for passenger vehicles to 45%
to encourage the use of diverse supply networks. The new auto rules also
include a “buy North American” provision that requires vehicle producers
to source 70% of their steel and aluminum from North America in the pre-
vious year in order for vehicle exports to qualify as “originating.”

The USMCA’s auto rules also include a novel Labor Value Content
(LVC) requirement. Now, vehicle producers must show that a certain percent
of their production for passenger vehicles is made by workers making $16
an hour, to be phased in to 40% by 2023. The LVC is a complicated calcu-
lation, because the 40% LVC requirement can be made up of 25% high wage
material and manufacturing expenditure, 10% R&D expenditure, and 5%
assembly expenditure.?” The wage requirement is directly targeted at Mex-
ico, which pays its workers much less than Canada and the United States
(and does less R&D), and it speaks to Lighthizer’s concerns on outsourcing.
The auto RoO are intended to benefit U.S. over Canadian and Mexican pro-
ducers, but they are primarily focused on reducing the use of foreign com-
ponents from Asia. If industry cannot adjust during the implementation
period, the new rules will disrupt auto supply chains, amplifying problems
caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. Ultimately, these new rules could back-
fire: given their complexity, automakers may find it easier to pay the 2.5%
most-favored nation duty than comply with the new rules. They may also
further incentivize automation or shifting production to lower wage regions;
any of these changes could make U.S. autoworkers worse off.?

The USMCA also incorporated a labor chapter into the text of the
agreement (under NAFTA, labor was addressed in a side letter). The
December 2019 Protocol of Amendment—added after bargaining between
Lighthizer and House Democrats—includes a novel labor enforcement
mechanism as an annex to the state-to-state dispute settlement chapter. The
protocol reflected Democrats’ attempts to add their signature to the
USMCA, although it then gained Trump’s support ahead of the 2020 elec-
tion. Indeed, the USMCA represents many longstanding Democratic trade
policy positions—a stronger labor and environment chapter, the scaling
back of ISDS, and industrial policy. Both sides were quick to declare vic-
tory, a notable departure from past, highly partisan ratification fights.
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A few elements of the labor chapter stand out.?* The USMCA reverses
the burden of proof on whether an action or inaction is “in a manner affect-
ing trade,” an issue that has been of concern since the CAFTA Guatemala
labor case.? Procedural changes should speed the process for bringing dis-
putes, addressing a common complaint by U.S. labor groups. Finally, the
USMCA includes rules of evidence to the Rules of Procedure for labor pan-
els, such as the submission of anonymous testimony, which some scholars
have pointed to in light of Guatemala.*

The Protocol of Amendment is largely focused on the rapid response
mechanism (RRM) that will be established to enforce specific labor obliga-
tions. The RRM offers a way to handle a specific denial of the right of free
association and collective bargaining by a private entity at a particular
worksite, as opposed to addressing sustained or recurring state failures to
enforce labor standards. The RRM is not a claims process but instead a
quick way to address the “belief” that some denial of rights is underway
through state-to-state discussions. There are restrictions with respect to
what types of claims can be brought, namely the qualification that enforce-
ment only applies to “covered facilities” in “priority sectors,” although
what these terms mean is not defined.?” The RRM offers penalties on
imports from the factories in question as a remedy for disputes. This rem-
edy was most recently used in June 2022 by the United States against the
Teksid Hierro facility in Mexico, which makes iron castings for heavy
trucks. The RRM process builds in steps that encourage parties to reach a
solution potentially before penalties are seriously considered, but as the
most recent case shows, that is not a hard and fast rule. The AFL-CIO has
been vocal in its desire to put forward cases, regardless of how long imple-
mentation of Mexican labor reforms may take.?® As it stands, the RRM fur-
ther cements asymmetry in North America, as it is specifically targeted at
Mexico at the behest of U.S. labor interests. Early disputes have already
raised significant concerns about the RRM’s unbalanced focus and lack of
transparency, as well as questions about due process.?’

More potential troubles emerge from one of the Trump administration’s
“poison pills” added to the final text of the USMCA. The so-called “sunset
clause” allows the USMCA to expire sixteen years after it enters into force,
unless the parties agree to continue it. It institutes a joint review beginning
six years after entry into force. While reviewing trade agreements is a good
thing, NAFTA had already provided for this through the Free Trade Com-
mission. But the sunset clause is not just about review. Instead, it reflects
Trump’s tactics across trade policy actions—the threat that a negotiation is
never truly over. The sunset clause could also be envisioned as an enforce-
ment tool. If Canada or Mexico has not implemented certain provisions to
the United States’ liking within six years, the U.S. could threaten to with-
draw or renegotiate. The sunset clause is a new and untested enforcement
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tool, and there is no reason to think it will lead to compliance.*® In addition,
it further transfers Congress’ constitutional authority over trade to the exec-
utive branch, itself a cause of concern.?' The sunset clause could thus exac-
erbate asymmetry between the United States and its neighbors. Disconcert-
ingly, it bakes in uncertainty to USMCA—something that trade agreements
are supposed to limit.

Despite that, the U.S. International Trade Commission’s economic
assessment praised the USMCA for reducing uncertainty. That reduction
was credited for the lion’s share of the economic gains, estimated to be
$68.2 billion, or a 0.35% increase in real GDP for the United States, over
six years.*? Provisions on digital trade were especially important in this cal-
culation, as these are expected to induce more U.S. investment.** However,
the digital trade chapter, with some exceptions, reflected the CPTPP, to
which Canada and Mexico are parties, and from which Trump withdrew.
The USITC’s analysis did not take this fact into account, inflating its
topline figure for economic gains.*

Without considering reduced uncertainty in its methodology, the pic-
ture for the USMCA is less favorable. The USITC’s alternative model esti-
mates that the net impact of USMCA on the economy is negative, at -0.12%
GDP, or a loss of some US$22.6 billion, largely due to new provisions,
such as stringent RoO, which will reduce trade in North America. Likewise,
Canada’s economic assessment expects vehicle exports to the United States
to decline by US$1.5 billion relative to NAFTA as the new rules increase
production costs.** Projections of benefits from USMCA depend heavily on
modeling assumptions, such as comparing USMCA to having no agreement
at all, or the reimposition of Section 232 tariffs.’® So while Prime Minister
Justin Trudeau’s government has been very vocal in praising the benefits of
the “new NAFTA,” if the USMCA retreats from the gains of NAFTA, it is
hard to see how this praise is warranted.

In fact, Dan Ciuriak, Ali Dadkhah, and Jingliang Xiao conducted an
assessment of the USMCA’s impact on all three economies, and they found
negative impacts on real GDP across all three NAFTA countries: -0.396%
for Canada, -0.791% for Mexico, and -0.097% for the United States.’” In an
update, Dan Ciuriak concluded that “on the basis of what can be reasonably
determined, the new Agreement represents a significant step back from the
three-decades-old partnership in North America launched with the 1989
Canada-United States Free Trade Agreement (CUSFTA) and further devel-
oped with the addition of Mexico in the NAFTA.”38

In short, Trump’s interruption of North American integration was qual-
itatively different from those that came before. In this case, the Trump
administration attempted to dismantle past integration, instead of building
on it or shifting its terms. In contrast to the institutional layering that North
America saw previously, 2016 to 2020 represented a real disruption.
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USMCA did not add to NAFTA in the way that previous initiatives, such as
the Security and Prosperity Partnership,** and the Regulatory Cooperation
Councils* attempted to do. Instead, it surgically weakened some aspects of
the relationship, while doubling down on asymmetry, even embedding
asymmetries within the agreement itself. Trump was not the first to throw a
wrench in the wheels of continental deepening, but he may have inflicted
the greatest amount of damage by trying to put the wheels into reverse. As
its attentions have largely been focused elsewhere, the Biden Administra-
tion has yet to articulate how it will move North America forward. The next
section advances ideas for how North America’s leaders can start reversing
the damage and increasing opportunities for economic integration.

Whither the North America Idea?

The renegotiation of NAFTA laid bare challenges the region has always
faced and amplified them through tweets from the Trump White House. The
region’s asymmetry of power has long existed but had not been so indeli-
cately exercised in the trading relationship since NAFTA. The threats of
NAFTA withdrawal, the imposition and threat of tariffs, and other bullying
tactics seriously damaged the U.S. relationship with Canada and Mexico.
While these neighbors have mostly avoided airing their concerns in public,
heightened ambivalence towards the United States continues to simmer just
below the surface. It did not have to be this way.

NAFTA was never meant to be the final destination for North Amer-
ica’s economic integration. Its framework was never sufficient to ensure
a dynamic and competitive region well into the future. NAFTA desper-
ately needed an update, but what the USMCA provided is less update than
interruption. Even the name of the new deal speaks volumes about how
the United States views its region—the “North American” label has been
cast aside and “free trade” removed. This signifies, perhaps, a broader
turning point in U.S. trade policy, isolationist and America First. The
USMCA was an exercise of the Trump administration’s vision of a new
“reciprocity” where U.S. interests predominate, and others bend to its
will. The initial desire to negotiate USMCA as two bilateral deals is still
reflected in a title that demarcates three, separate states. It suggests no
vision, no larger regional identity.

The Canadian political scientist, the late Stephen Clarkson, asked,
“Does North America Exist?” North America lacked regional governance,
he argued, and what one observes is merely “continentalism from below.”!
Clarkson’s skepticism is shared by many, and there are many reasons for
this. NAFTA’s promoters overpromised on what the deal could deliver:
more jobs, less migration. There was little explanation of other benefits
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generated by regional competitiveness.*? Instead, criticisms highlighted job
losses and transfers. But trade is not zero-sum, and a job lost does not mean
another job cannot be created elsewhere. A 2014 study found a net loss of
about fifteen thousand jobs per year due to imports from Mexico. However,
the authors also show that NAFTA led to approximately $450,000 in gains
for each job lost, taking the form of lower prices for consumers, access to a
broader range of goods and services, and higher productivity.** NAFTA’s
benefits to consumers were often overlooked.

Though cutting edge at the time, NAFTA failed to anticipate the
broader changes to the global economy. These required deepening eco-
nomic ties and tapping into supply chains in other regions. Without a fol-
low-up plan, NAFTA’s initial boom proved unsustainable. This was quickly
clear after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 provoked border clo-
sures, setting off immediate and lasting economic impacts. After the attack,
trucks were backed up on the Windsor Bridge for twenty miles to enter
Detroit; meanwhile, Ford, Toyota and Chrysler either shut plant operations
or closed several assembly lines.** The scramble at the border illustrated
how little North America had invested in continental governance. The
COVID-19 pandemic exposed similar failures in cooperation: at one point,
President Trump tried to stop 3M from sending medical masks to Canada.*

While political maneuvering has had a real impact on North America,
the longstanding issue is a divergence between our leaders’ lack of vision
for North America and the continued reliance on the robustness of “conti-
nentalism from below.” North America’s societies and economies continue
to cross borders and integrate in countless ways. The vast disruption to peo-
ple’s often-transnational lives caused by the COVID-19 pandemic illus-
trates how connected we have become, including the millions of people
who normally would cross borders to live, work, shop, and see family.*
(Speaking for myself, as a dual Canadian-American citizen, I wrote this
chapter in Vancouver, Canada, as I awaited the return of flights to Wash-
ington amidst travel restrictions.) No matter what policies are enacted in the
three North American capitals, the impact is felt across the continent in
people’s everyday lives.

So, what vision might one offer for our continental future? When
Robert Pastor wrote The North American Idea, the United States was at
another turning point in its trade policy. The Obama Administration was
pursuing the TPP and also launching talks with the European Union. North
America was not high on the trade agenda. But Pastor saw an opportunity.
In expanding U.S. economic interests beyond the continent, he envisioned
a coherent approach where Canada, Mexico and the United States would
stand side-by-side in these efforts. Not only would the United States ben-
efit, but the region could cement its place on the global stage. Pastor wor-
ried that the U.S. approach to the TPP appeared to “tack on” Canada and
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Mexico, without separately addressing what would happen to the institu-
tions created by NAFTA, such as the Commission on Environmental Coop-
eration. He was right to be concerned.

While the CPTPP would have replaced or updated elements of NAFTA
had the U.S. not withdrawn, it would not have alleviated many challenges
North America has faced in issues closely related to trade. For instance,
labor mobility—always a politically charged topic for the United States and
its neighbors—was kept far from the TPP talks. Meredith Lilly called the
CPTPP “a missed opportunity to advance global labour mobility for the
twenty-first century,” with inclusion thwarted mainly by the United States.*’
Regulatory cooperation was watered down in CPTPP, with a greater focus
on improving domestic regulatory processes instead of reducing regulatory
barriers to trade and encouraging alignment.

As such, even re-entering the CPTPP (a highly unlikely option) would
not solve North America’s overarching problems. Biden’s biggest challenge
is to distance himself from the Trump administration’s approach to trade.
So far, there has been significant continuity on trade, though the there is
greater scope for cooperation with allies. Biden, too, has flirted with eco-
nomic nationalism, and showed a similar propensity for taking executive
action on trade. For instance, the Biden administration has not sought trade
promotion authority from Congress to negotiate new trade deals. Instead,
trade executive agreements are being pursued, which do not require Con-
gressional approval. Biden’s latest trade initiative, the Indo-Pacific Eco-
nomic Framework, does not even include market access, and little resem-
bles a trade agreement at all. Tariffs on steel and aluminum have also been
lifted only slowly, “Buy America” policies have been included in spending
plans and electric vehicle subsidies, and the attitude toward vaccines and
medical supplies during the pandemic was distinctly “America First.” It is
hard to say how long this “America First hangover” will last.*® On the other
hand, there are some positive signs, such as the renewal of the NALS and
the recognition there of the need for cooperation in health, supply chains,
climate, and more.

Certainly, Biden’s past words and actions suggest openness to a bolder
vision. At the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Mexico City in September
2013, Biden offered a bold, inclusive, continental vision. He emphasized
the region’s economic ties, stating: “There is no question that our eco-
nomic partnership has been a success. But there is also no question that
there’s much, much, much more potential. And I would add, there’s also
no question lest we seize the opportunity, it may pass us by because the
world is moving rapidly.”* One area of potential that he outlined was to
build capacity for a “strong, integrated North American economy” that
could help improve economic outcomes across the Western Hemisphere—
“From Canada to the tip of Argentina,” he said, “there is no reason why
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in the 215 century the hemisphere will not be the most potent economic
engine in the world.” After Trump, such proposals seem a distant memory,
but there were echoes of this in calls for North American cooperative lead-
ership in climate and migration.

Biden’s vision and language was far from the zero-sum rhetoric now in
vogue. Consider his words: “What benefits Mexico and the people of Mex-
ico ultimately has a resounding benefit in the United States.” Biden called
for attention to growth and innovation across the continent, including
through more investment in the North American Development Bank, mod-
ern trade rules, investing in community colleges and technical education,
doubling the number of Mexican students in the United States by 2020, and
improving border infrastructure. The stark contrast between how trade and
economic integration were discussed during the Obama Administration and
today is telling. This divergence reflects how deeply the Trump adminis-
tration ruptured North American relations and also made trade a weapon,
instead of a means to achieve peace and prosperity.

This does not mean that a continental vision is out of reach. But North
America integration will need to move beyond its recurring lack of political
will and inability to see beyond parochial interests. North America is about
more than autos, steel, oil, lumber, dairy and produce. It is a region that, as
macroeconomic indicators suggest, rises and falls together. It is a region
with a shared history and culture that transcends whoever is currently occu-
pying the White House. The greatest challenge to a continental vision is a
failure to imagine what could be possible. Pastor was by far the boldest
thinker in this regard; in his absence, few articulate such big-picture visions.

As a former student of Bob Pastor, I had the good fortune of work-
ing with, and learning from, him during the final years of his life. He left
me a box of papers—speeches, notes, syllabi—a compilation of years of
thought on North American integration. At a meeting titled “Rethinking
North American Integration,” Pastor argued that we cannot “re-think”
North American integration because we’ve never thought about it ade-
quately. Canada debated free trade with the United States and the United
States debated it with Mexico, but almost no one has seriously thought
about integration on a continental scale. One of the major problems he
identified, salient during the George W. Bush years, was the inability to
look beyond the problems of the moment. Pastor was constantly frustrated
at our leaders’ lack of vision; at the same time, he drew inspiration from
the close connections among the people of our three countries. He
believed that a North American identity did exist, something he and Clark-
son vigorously debated.

Pastor mapped out seven characteristics of a North American identity,
which remains relevant today. First, North Americans are defined by a
pragmatic desire to improve the quality of their lives. He often pointed out
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that, in public polling, views on trade tended to change depending on how
the question is asked, but that generally people in all three countries
favored trade with one another. Second, Pastor’s research found that people
in Canada, Mexico and the United States support closer cooperation and
integration on economic, security, and environmental areas while maintain-
ing national identities and cultural pluralism. He saw the diversity of North
America as one of its strengths and believed that embracing such diversity
would help the United States become less insular.

Third, he found that the residue of uncertainty always held by Mexico
and Canada—what I refer to as “ambivalence”—turns to resentment or
even anger when provoked by the United States. This explains the ramifi-
cations when the resident of the White House is particularly insensitive to
asymmetry. In fact, a set of surveys coordinated by Pastor, Frank Graves,
and Miguel Basafiez in October 2013, combined into the “Rethinking North
America” survey, revealed that much of the conventional wisdom was
wrong: the publics of the three countries like each other, are more like one
another than we often think, and are more prepared to consider new forms
of collaboration.’® However, insults from the United States, particularly
towards Mexico, bring out hostile and resentful feelings from the others,
chilling the prospects for collaboration.

Fourth, he saw a shared respect for the market across all three coun-
tries. This was a positive force for integration, he argued, and often guided
government action. The recent turn inwards by the United States, and
increasing support for industrial policy, has unsurprisingly disrupted inte-
gration. Mexico has also witnessed significant backsliding under President
Andrés Manuel Lopez Obrador. It is unclear whether both countries will
return to more pro-market ways of thinking. Fifth, Pastor was a supporter
of increased labor mobility, but noted that immigration was the major con-
cern for the United States and Canada, and for Mexico, emigration. To that,
today, he would likely add transmigration. These different vantage points
would always be a challenge among the three countries.

Sixth, Pastor was well aware of the distinctiveness of North American
regionalism. Contrary to some caricatures of his work, Pastor was critical
of approaches that simply replicated the European project. Canada, Mex-
ico, and the United States were uninterested in supranational institutions,
and that was OK. Instead, North Americans needed to find the right com-
promise to create institutions that could preserve some continuity while
still adapting to the problems of the day. Finally, he suggested that the
North American identity was adventurous—open to new political forms of
collaboration, as seen with initiatives like the Pacific Northwest Economic
Region—but that both Canada and Mexico always wanted to ensure that
they would not be swallowed up by the United States. Perhaps this is why
sub-regional initiatives have had appeal.
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Reflecting on this characterization of North America, Pastor’s descrip-
tion of the U.S.—Mexico relationship, as one defined by intensity, complex-
ity, and asymmetry, comes to mind. This could, in fact, be used to describe
North America as a whole. So many of the issues we face are “intermestic”
blurring the lines between domestic and foreign policy. As James Eayrs
observed in 1964 about Canada and the United States:

Natural frontiers exist between nations, but the border between Canada and
the United States is not one of them. Birds fly over it, fish swim through it,
ore bodies lie under it, stands of timber straddle it, rivers traverse it. As in
the movement of trade, so in the disposition of resources. The continent is
an economic unit. Its bisection is political, not geographic.’!

With USMCA in effect, it may seem like the road to that better future is
far off. As noted earlier, USMCA deepened the dual-bilateral structure of
North American relations, with the United States at the center of the hub-and-
spoke trading model, in particular. It is doubtful that the United States under
Biden will undo the legacy of USMCA. The Biden Administration seems to
have doubled down on “enforcement,” particularly on labor.? But mecha-
nisms for trilateral cooperation remain. NAFTA Article 2001, which was
largely carried over into USMCA, allows for the elaboration of the agreement
by the Free Trade Commission, which is made up of high-level representa-
tives from the three countries, usually the trade ministers.>* The parties can,
at any point, convene the Commission. If the United States is not responsive
to improving the North American trading relationship through meetings of
the Free Trade Commission, Canada and Mexico can also push for changes
in 2026, when the sunset clause kicks in. At that time, the three parties will
have the opportunity to negotiate modifications and amendments.

What changes should be considered by Canada, Mexico and the United
States? While some modifications, such as rolling back restrictive auto
rules of origin requirements, should be made at the earliest possible stage,
I want to focus on three ideas that could help revitalize North American
economic cooperation and continental integration.

First, we should commit to trade liberalization and to invest in trade
facilitation. Canada, Mexico, and the United States should limit regulatory
trade barriers and resist the temptation to implement buy local requirements,
which saw a resurgence amidst the pandemic. The parties should take full
advantage of the new Good Regulatory Practices chapter and attempt trilat-
eral regulatory cooperation wherever feasible. While the continuation of the
United States—Canada Regulatory Cooperation Council is a positive devel-
opment to ensure continuity of work, it should not become the only forum
within North America where deep regulatory integration is possible.

In addition, facilitating trade through investment in border infrastruc-
ture is an urgent priority. In 2005, the North American Development Bank
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commissioned a report from the American University’s Center for North
American Studies, which proposed the creation of a North American Invest-
ment Fund to support transportation and infrastructure projects, as well as
rural community education in Mexico.>* The authors saw such a fund as a
way to help close the gap between Mexico and its northern neighbors. At the
same time, such a fund could improve border infrastructure and facilitate the
vast majority of North American trade that traverses land ports of entry.

Second, we should rethink our shared institutions. The Free Trade
Commission, for instance, should meet at least annually; it should include
more than trade ministers on a regular basis. Myriad concerns impact our
shared economies, and the region would benefit from regular and early
dialogue. For example, during the pandemic border restrictions for non-
essential travel into Canada were ad hoc and extended on a monthly basis,
without public discussion of how the border was to be safely reopened and
economic activity resumed. The Commission should take the lead on
deliberating such issues, bringing relevant agencies to the table, to ensure
disruptions to the lives of citizens and trade remain limited.

Another NAFTA institution, unchanged in USMCA, is the secretariat.
This body has an office in each country, maintained by each of the parties.
A single and permanent secretariat, that rotates between the three capitals,
and with citizens from each, would help preserve institutional memory and
encourage cooperation from the ground up.

Third, we should take down barriers to building a North American
community. The vast limitations to integration in North America are,
mostly, self-imposed. North America is a region, but “the very idea of
‘North America’ has not penetrated our consciousness.”® Border commu-
nities may understand this shared identity and the benefits that trade has
brought to each of our countries, but big swaths of the United States in par-
ticular have little visible interaction with Canada and Mexico. North Amer-
ican leaders should give serious consideration to adding a North American
version of the European Erasmus program, which has facilitated student
exchanges across its member states. Allowing American, Canadian, and
Mexican students to learn with each other, build friendships, and share
ideas will enrich our intellectual discussions and go a long way in fostering
a more cooperative atmosphere. This could help dispel the many myths that
North Americans hold about one another. Indeed, calls for enhancing such
exchanges across the Americas have political currency, and a North Amer-
ican approach makes sense. Exchanges between Canada and Mexico could
help narrow the region’s traditionally most distant relationship.

Likewise, North American leaders must find routes to enable greater
labor mobility across the continent, making it easier to attain a visa. Some
have suggested the creation of a labor agreement between the United States
and Canada modeled off the EU’s Schengen agreement,’® as well as a sep-
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arate bilateral worker agreement between the United States and Mexico for
nonseasonal workers.’” Labor mobility would work hand in hand with
deeper economic integration, help limit illegal entry, and potentially help to
build a dynamic regional labor market.

These ideas, while bold, suggest what may be possible if we allow our-
selves to put politics aside for a moment and instead think first about how
to make North America more competitive and vibrant. Of course, politics
never goes away. But changes in leadership in the past have offered new
opportunities to rethink old policies. The uncertainty we face can be
addressed more effectively if we collaborate and share ideas. We should not
despair if these reflect different visions. As Greg Anderson points out in
Freeing Trade in North America, one of the major obstacles to integration
is the existence of competing visions of what integration should be.’® A
larger debate on these visions of North America would be useful and pro-
vide clarity on the overall approach to integration on the continent.>

As the North American leaders gather for the 2022 North American
Leaders Summit, it is incumbent upon the Biden administration to take the
lead in repairing the damage Trump did to the United States’ relationship
with its neighbors. The United States should kickstart a dialogue on how
to better prepare the region for future crises. Part of this dialogue should
include a strategy for how and when we should collaborate on a trilateral
basis, with a clear statement of our shared goals and interests. But Canada
and Mexico have issues of their own that will impact future engagement
with the United States. Distrust has grown as a result of U.S. negotiating
tactics and policy changes that put diplomatic efforts in a constant scram-
ble. Mexico faces its own unique challenge, as President Lopez Obrador
threatens to unravel policies that have helped Mexico’s economy grow,
including attempts to scale back energy reforms and Mexican institutions.®

The North American landscape is as challenging as ever. But this does
not mean that it is impossible to navigate. To restart a cooperative relation-
ship, the United States must first lead by example, and avoid turning
inwards and casting aside its allies until it suddenly needs their backing.
Nationalistic policies must be avoided, including calls for reshoring pro-
duction. The region has grown through expanding our choices, not limiting
them, and it is past time to rediscover this. North America exists. Trade
shaped its regional identity, but politics interrupted its growth.
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Border Management and
Control in North America

Chappell Lawson, Jorge Tello,
and Jennifer Fox

National borders are the place where some of the most chal-
lenging issues in North America present themselves. Lax border controls
and administrative incompetence in border agencies cause trouble in their
own right, but the most visible problems at the border often have other
causes. For instance, dysfunctional immigration policies create a labor mar-
ket magnet for undocumented labor that in turn leads to illegal border
crossings, and poorly crafted drug enforcement regimes contribute to smug-
gling, which border agencies are expected to interdict. Border management
thus sometimes involves compensating for policy errors elsewhere.

This chapter discusses border security arrangements among the three
signatories to the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement, or USMCA (known in
Canada as CUSMX and in Mexico as T-MEC). It begins by reviewing the
value of cooperation in managing shared borders and policing common
external boundaries. The more that Canada, Mexico, and the United States
can keep “bad things” (i.e., contraband) and “bad people” (e.g., terrorists)
out of the region, and ensure that immigration within the region occurs
through lawful channels, the more easily and cheaply legitimate travelers
and shipments can move through North America. As a result, the three
North American countries share an interest in preserving the progress that
they have made on border security and management.

In many cases, doing so involves preventing national controversies
from disrupting mutually beneficial bilateral relationships at the border
itself, such as cooperation at the ports of entry or information-sharing about
risky travelers and shipments. All three countries would also benefit from
further improvements in border management. Specific opportunities fall
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under two rubrics: (a) more efficient and effective operations at the borders
and (b) solving policy problems away from the physical frontier in order
to prevent problems at the border itself.

The Importance of Border Security

Secure borders are a public good, and sound management of shared borders
is mutually beneficial for all three countries of North America. After all,
ports of entry cannot operate unless both sides wish them to do so, and
security at the ports of entry is easily frustrated without cooperation along
the border between the ports of entry. When it comes to “security” in a
geostrategic sense — an issue addressed in other chapters of this volume —
the Canada—U.S. relationship is very different from the Mexico—U.S. rela-
tionship; lessons from one dyad may not apply to the other. But when it
comes to securing legitimate commerce and travel within North America,
the goals of the three countries are congruent, and desirable border man-
agement policies apply equally at both land borders.

The development of established, institutionalized mechanisms for bor-
der cooperation among the three North American partners can help to pre-
vent trade disruptions should an adverse event occur. For instance, the col-
laborative approaches that have developed since the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001, mean that similar incidents would not require a coun-
try to seal its land borders with other USMCA members, as the United
States effectively did after 9/11. Just as reliable border security arrange-
ments permit deeper economic integration, so can breakdowns (or per-
ceived breakdowns) in border security cause much larger problems in the
trinational relationship.!

Terrorism is, by now, an old problem. But challenges related to bor-
der security arise continuously: surges in undocumented migration,
threats to cross-border critical infrastructure, the handling of dangerous
incidents at ports of entry, the continuing adaptation of transnational
criminal organizations, and as experienced recently, the inadequately
coordinated responses to reopening cross-border trade and travel in the
context of contagious disease. Any of these issues could strain bilateral
relationships in North America if the institutional framework of collabo-
rative border management is not firmly established.

Finally, it is important to emphasize that a shared commitment to man-
aging the external borders of the continent also brings benefits. As one
prominent report noted:

Any weakness in controlling access to North America from abroad
reduces the security of the continent as a whole and exacerbates the pres-
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sure to intensify controls on intracontinental movement and traffic, which
increases the transaction costs associated with trade and travel within
North America.?

Therefore, collaboration to prevent undesirable people or shipments
into any North American country remains in the national interest of all
three countries. Such collaboration hardly needs to take the form of a cus-
toms union or Schengen-style zone, as some advocates of the ‘North Amer-
ican idea” have suggested in the past® — an approach which would raise
many other challenges and objections — but it does require a shared effort
to prevent the entry into the region of people or things that other countries
regard as undesirable.

In some policy areas, creating such an external security perimeter has
been effectively addressed. For instance, air travelers entering Canada and
Mexico from outside the region are vetted in ways that satisfy U.S. coun-
terterrorism concerns.* Without this assurance, U.S. policymakers would
undoubtedly insist upon stricter border security within the continent. In
other spheres, however, the three countries have not developed a workable
solution. One salient example concerns undocumented immigration from
Central America across Mexico’s southern border and ultimately into the
United States, which is driven both by conflicting U.S. asylum policies and
by a lack of Mexican security capacity at its southern border. Although
there has been a great deal of cooperation between Mexico and the United
States on this problem, as well as investment in Mexico’s southern border
security infrastructure, the fact that Mexico remains a major transit coun-
try continues to create problems at the U.S.-Mexico border.

Preserving Progress to Date

Over the last two decades, the three countries of North America have made
remarkable progress in border security. A vetted shipper program — the
Customs-Trade Partnership Against Terrorism, or C-TPAT — was created
and then expanded to encompass most cargo across the land borders.’
Trusted traveler programs such as SENTRI, NEXUS, and Global Entry,
and FAST were created or (in the case of SENTRI, a pre-9/11 program)
improved, simplifying border-crossing security procedures for prescreened
commercial and personal travelers.® Most importantly, all three countries
have embraced the notion of collaborative border management, also
known as “Twenty-First Century Borders.”” In this approach, countries use
border authorities to secure flows of goods and people through their terri-
tories, rather than to defend a specific legal line.® The reality of flows in
North America is that “bad things” leaving one country will inevitably
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return to it in some way. Each country can learn more about “safe” ship-
ments and vehicles from its neighbors, thus ensuring that they do not have
to expend law enforcement resources