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the war on terrorism in the spirit of the Kingston dispensation, 
such efforts would not have been undertaken were they not also fully 
consistent with Canadian security national interest.

Given this combination of strategic and political factors, it is not at 
surprising therefore that Canada’s overseas contribution to the global
campaign against transnational terrorism is focused on Afghanistan. 
In late 2001, Canadian frigates joined American carrier battle groups in
hunting and capturing Al Qaeda and Taliban forces in the Arabian Sea.
Since that time, over twenty Canadian ships have deployed to the Arabian
Sea to join or lead battle groups and conduct maritime interdictions, force-
support, and force-projection operations. This naval contribution is one of
the largest from a NATO member.15 In January 2002, a Canadian battalion
teamed with the US Army’s 187th brigade to dislodge the Taliban and 
capture Al Qaeda forces in Afghanistan (Dawson, 2003). Canadian and
American forces fought shoulder-to-shoulder at Tora Bora and in the
mountains of the Paktia province. Though this Canadian battalion 
withdrew after a single rotation, the Canadian Forces (CF) returned to
Afghanistan in August 2003 to lead NATO’s International Security
Assistance Force (ISAF). In late 2005, under the auspices of the US
Operation Enduring Freedom, the Canadian military deployed a provincial
reconstruction team to the Kandahar region. Canadian special operations
forces are also helping the US military hunt and kill Taliban and Al Qaeda
near the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. A CF brigade headquarters and an
army task force were also deployed to the region in 2006. These initiatives
indicate that the Canadian government grasped the link between overseas
commitments and maintaining good bilateral security relations.

The drive to regain US trust resulted in a significant Canadian contribution
to the post-combat rebuilding efforts in Iraq and a major military deployment
to the war in Afghanistan. Immediately following the announcement, 
the Canadian Government sent a message to the US embassy stating that
the “government would say positive things about the United States and
negative things about Iraq” (Cellucci, 2005:136). In Iraq Canada dispatched
the RCMP to train the Iraqi police force and provided $17.5 million to the
Iraqi Security Sector, participated in the NATO Training Mission, kept 
the Canadian Navy in the Persian Gulf to provide support for the US, 
and ran the Iraqi elections.

As useful as such contributions were, (and ironic in view of Ottawa’s loud
claim that the American intervention and regime change objectives were
in and of themselves, illegitimate) they would prove to be insufficient in
terms mending relations with Washington. For this, Canada had to be pre-
pared to put “boots (and blood) on the ground. In the end, that is exactly
what was delivered. The commitment of 2,500 troops to the war in
Afghanistan by Prime Minister Martin was, in part, intended to show the
US that Canada was willing to contribute hard power to the US led war on
terror (Pankiw-Petty, 2006). The Government had noted that Rumsfeld
would constantly mention the war in Afghanistan, reminding the
Canadians of the need for military support (Pankiw-Petty, 2006). Cellucci
had been pressuring the Canadian government for years to pursue a more
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aggressive security agenda, to strengthen the military, and contribute to
the defence of North America. Paul Martin appointed General Rick Hillier,
who had served on exchange with III Corps, U.S. Army and commanded
ISAF in Afghanistan, as Chief of the Defence Staff to do just that. General
Hillier asserted strong leadership over the forces and became an out-
spoken advocate for the mission, especially in its combat dimensions, 
in Afghanistan.

Ironically, with 2,500 soldiers in Afghanistan and over 50 Canadians dead
and with NATO allies appearing reluctant to make a commitment of
combat forces, Ottawa, which embraces multilateralism as a fundamental
principal of Canadian security policy began to adopt some of the Bush
rhetoric regarding allies. A Canadian Senate committee recently recom-
mended that, “Canada should rethink its role in Afghanistan within a year
unless NATO countries step in to shoulder more of the burden.” We’re
doing the heavy lifting and now it’s time to share it,” said Conservative
Senator Michael Meighen, a member of the bipartisan Senate Defence
committee that wrote the report. Unless NATO countries send more troops
and support to the region within 12 months, Ottawa should re-examine its
long-term commitment to the mission, said the report. “We expect our
allies to step up. They must know that if they don’t step up, we’re going
to take another look at the situation,” said Liberal Senator Colin Kenny.
“It’s an alliance. We’re expected to be shoulder to shoulder” (CBC, 2007).

With no foreseeable end to the Afghanistan mission in sight and with the
number of casualties steadily increasing, the Canadian government, along
with its American and NATO allies, could well faced with the decision 
to reprioritize goals and redefine success on the ground. This may be
especially the case given that despite pledges at the November 2006 NATO
summit in Riga, allies are becoming increasingly reluctant to provide
more troops for combat operations and “worrisome hints that some NATO
members be unwilling to sustain their commitments to ISAF” (De Nevers,
2007:50, 55). Should the allies be unable or unwilling to provide more
combat forces for counter-insurgency operations and the situation there
become more difficult and given the continued high demand for U.S.
forces in Iraq, Washington may seek to settle for stability, rather than
democracy in Afghanistan. Ottawa, which has indicated a 2009 deadline
for the withdrawal of Canadian troops, would then also have to adjust its
more ambitious objectives.

Regardless of the direction of the conflict, Ottawa’s commitment to
Afghanistan and outstanding performance of the Canadian Forces appears
to have gained Canada new respect in Washington for it has been
standing “shoulder-to-shoulder” with its American allies. Combined with
very positive and extensive measures on the homeland security front,
Canada’s successes in the “away game” have done much to improve bilat-
eral relations as the war on terrorism continues. All told, Canada’s overseas
contributions to the global war on terrorism are not insignificant. Indeed,
the Canadian presence in Afghanistan reflects Ottawa’s view that a part in
the global war on terror’s “away game” is worth as much to Washington
as any contributions to the “home game”—even though the home game
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may be of greater importance to the direct security and economic well-being
of both countries.

To this extent, the policy with regard to Canada-U.S. security relations
may be regarded, contrary to much of the accepted wisdom in Canada, 
to be, for time being, a political success.

At the same time, it is important not to inflate the significance of Canada’s
contribution in Afghanistan in the overall context of United States efforts
in the GWOT and thus the impact on bilateral security relations. From the
American perspective the problem is that few of its allies, including
Canada, have been prepared to maintain the level of military spending
and the willingness to commit combat forces that would provide the U.S.
with real substantive assistance in the war on terrorism. As Renée de
Nevers has recently agued, while the NATO allies can and have made 
significant contributions to the war on terrorism, the Alliance “plays a
largely supportive role” with individual members doing so on a bilateral
basis with the emphasis on intelligence cooperation and non-military
(particularly) non-combat operations that involve law enforcement agencies
rather than their militaries (De Nevers, 2007:63). Notwithstanding 
the quantitative and qualitative improvements in Canada’s forces and its
willingness, along with the United Kingdom and the Dutch to undertake
more offensive operations, “The lead role in counterterrorism in
Afghanistan continues to be played by U.S. special forces...not NATO 
and U.S. troops are the largest contingent in ISAF” (De Nevers, 2007:64).
As Nevers concludes, in light of the relatively small and in some cases
declining contributions of all NATO allies to both Iraq and Afghanistan,
“NATO’s military value as a partner to the Untied States in the war against
terrorism...remains in question.” Thus while Ottawa may now be echoing
Washington’s demands for other NATO allies to do more in Afghanistan,
Canada may still be called upon to spend more and do more, whether in
Afghanistan, if the United States decides to sustain the effort there, or
whenever or wherever, the U.S. again calls for a coalition of the willing.

Conclusion: No “Democratic Dispensation”

Washington’s concern over allied contributions to the war on terrorism
should come as no surprise, especially in Ottawa. Trust has been in short
supply in US foreign relations since September 11, 2001. Driven by a
feeling of vulnerability brought on by the Al Qaeda attacks, the American
government has questioned the counterterrorism efforts of even its closest
allies. This scrutiny is justified. Washington is aware that protecting the
American people at home and prosecuting a global war on terrorism
abroad requires allies’ “wholehearted cooperation” (Jervis, 2003:387).
And even when cooperation is forthcoming, the United States will never
wholly rely upon the efforts of other governments. This sentiment, so
quintessentially American in form and content, is shared by both the
executive and legislative branches of the American government, and by
both major American political parties. As the legendary Canadian
diplomat Charles Ritchie recorded in his diary in December 1963, looking
back over his years as Canada’s Ambassador in Washington, “The cast of
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thought in Washington is absolutist. It is true that there are a number of
incompatible Absolutists, often in embattled struggle with each other, but
all are Absolute for America...” (Ritchie, 1983:75).

This applies to the Democrats, as well as to Republicans and thus despite
Canada’s strong support for the United States in the war on terrorism, 
it would be a mistake to believe “regime change” in Washington will fun-
damentally alter the bilateral security relationship. As Fred Hiatt recently
noted in The Washington Post the July/August 2007 issue of Foreign
Affairs contained articles by a Republican and Democratic presidential
which bore a striking resemblance to each other in their prescriptions for
American foreign policy. Both Mitt Romney and Barak Obama offered
solutions that were also “striking similar to Bush administration policy” in
their call for America to eschew isolationism, maintain and increase its
military strength, promote American values, fight terrorism, to “reinvigo-
rate multilateral alliances” and once again provide the world with its
indispensable leadership (Hiatt, 2007). Both believe American exception-
alism justifies and demands such leadership. Romny declares that “We
are a unique nation and there is no substitute for our leadership,” while
Obama tells his fellow citizens that “We can be this America again...[A]n
America that battles immediate evils, promotes an ultimate good and
leads the world once more” (Hiatt, 2007)

Thus will be no “Democratic dispensation” for Canada. Thus a strong
Canadian commitment to the GWOT will continue to be essential. It may
well be the case, as noted above, that the U.S. will have to redefine 
success in Afghanistan. But as the 2008 American Presidential elections
approach the Democratic Party may stress Afghanistan to show that they
are serious about the GWOT and defence. To this extent, they will also be
looking to allies to do more. Thus Ottawa may find that while it refused to
enter the war in Baghdad, it a continued Canadian commitment could 
be necessary in order to solidify ties with a Democratic Congress and
Presidency.

Moreover, the Democrats have been critical of the Bush administrations
emphasis on the overseas dimensions of the GWOT on terrorism, accusing
he President of neglecting homeland security. Thus Ottawa may also find
that a it will continue be under pressure from Washington to shore up the
northern approaches.

At the same time, the Democrats are likely to adopt a more conciliatory
tone when it comes to dealing with allies. They will not abandon 
the emphasis on security that is so much apart of the American political
culture in the post 9/11 world. But in order to secure allied support, the
Democrats may well return to a “Clintonian” “unilateralism with a smile”
approach as oppose to the Bush, with us or against us “unilateralism with
a vengeance” that has caused the Canadian, and other allied governments,
so much difficulty when it came to domestic public opinion (Sokolsky,
2003). In this sense, a Democratic Presidency and Congress would make
it easier for the Harper government, assuming it is re-elected, to sustain
public support in Canada for Ottawa’s contributions to both the home and



268

away games of the GWOT. Indeed the Conservatives may able to shed
some of their recently bellicose rhetoric and return to a more pragmatic
and quieter diplomacy akin to the Pearsonian internationalism that
Canadians seem to favour. If this is possible then as John-Andrew Pankiw
Petty has suggested “the Canadian right might be saved by the US left”
(Pankiw-Petty, 2006).

But regardless of which party wins the next federal election in Canada, the
tone and character of security relations with the United States will always
be in part dependent on the next challenge to U.S. security, wherever that
threat may arise. This is not only because, as critics of the left and right in
Canada charge, Ottawa cannot afford to be on the outs with Washington
for too long. An equally important factor is that Canada simply shares
with the United States a broad consensus about threats to the West, the
importance of American leadership in countering those threats and the
requirement that allies make some contributions in support of U.S. efforts.
It is because the United States knows that Canada does share such similar
interests, values and perspectives on global affairs that U.S. administra-
tions, of either party, will always press Canada to do more. This means
that, especially in a post-9/11 world, there will be no dispensation, even
from the Democrats, if Washington believes that Ottawa is standing idly
by when the next international crises arises.
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I. Interdependence and Security

As we gain more understanding of international migration, it becomes
clear that it is an increasingly important element of state grand strategy,
affecting nearly all facets of security-geopolitical, economic, and societal
(Rudolph, 2003b; Rudolph, 2006b). Policies have traditionally focused on
control mechanisms in order to better shape migration flows to maximize
the economic gains while minimizing associated costs, as well as to
manage potential threats to societal stability. Since September 11, 2001,
the issue of immigration and border control has gained even more
salience, as it must now be considered to constitute the front lines of
homeland security (Camarota, 2002; Kephart, 2005). In Europe and North
America—regions that attract the largest volume of migrants—states face
a daunting challenge: to craft policy that will enable states to support the
national interest along several security dimensions. Complicating this is
the fact that often the policy preferences associated with a given aspect of
security contradict one another. By in large, while economic interests 
generally press states to maintain relatively open borders (Chang, 1998),
societal and homeland security interests increasingly press for higher
levels of control and more restrictive policies (Rudolph, 2006b).
Complicating the situation is the growing evidence that unilateral efforts
have generally failed to provide the levels of control necessary to achieve
these objectives (Andreas, 1999; Cornelius et al., 2004; Rudolph, 2006a).

In terms of policy design, the European Union has been the most innovative
in its attempts to deal with the issue of managing immigration and control-
ling the border (Papademetriou, 1996; Newland and Papademetriou, 1998;
Meyers, 2002. In particular, the European approach of integrated border
management sets it apart from most other states around the world whose
policies have traditionally been unilateral in orientation. Indeed, in North
America, unilateral policies have dominated as policy makers have gener-
ally positioned the issue of immigration and border control as central 
to conceptions of sovereignty (Shanks, 2001; Rudolph, 2005; 2006a).
Although the origins of the EU’s integrated approach can be traced back
to the ideas codified in its founding documents (Treaty of Rome, 1957),
the practical implementation of these ideas has been more recent. Among
the more significant was the signing of the Schengen Agreement in 1985.
It established the first provisions for a harmonized visa policy among 
signatory states and established new policies to ensure cooperation neces-
sary to eliminate internal border checks for nationals of Schengen party
states (Newland and Papademetriou, 1998). Included in the Schengen
Agreement were provisions to establish the Schengen Information System
(SIS) that would provide authorities with needed information regarding
who should be admitted (or rejected admission) into the Schengen zone.
Although not originally signed by all EU member states, the Schengen
Agreement and its provisions were later included in the Amsterdam
Treaty (1997) that provided much of the political architecture employed
in the EU process of regional integration. The EU has also sought to utilize
a multilateral approach to dealing with asylum claims. In 1990, the signed
the Dublin Convention in order to codify harmonized rules and procedures
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for asylum processing that was aimed to curtail the growing practice of
“asylum shopping” (Koslowski, 2000). This paper seeks to address one
important question: Can the European approach of integrated immigration
controls and border enforcement work in North America? What is the
future of North American security cooperation?

II. Theorizing Cooperation on Regime Formation

In a world increasingly marked by both globalization and complex inter-
dependence, states find their options strongly shaped by the interest 
calculus and decisions by other states (Keohane and Nye, 2001). Indeed,
much of the recent discourse concerning both international migration and
global terrorism highlight the fact that these forces are shaped by myriad
forces in world politics, making them seemingly applicable to issues 
of regime formation in order to better control outcomes. What factors
determine whether or not a regime-such as a North American security
perimeter-is created, and what determines the form it will take? I draw 
on regime theory from the international relations literature to provide a
theoretical framework for my analysis. There are three primary schools of
thought concerning regime formation: realism, neoliberal institutionalism,
and cognitivism (i.e., constructivism).

For realists, “the distribution of capabilities among actors critically affects
both the prospects for effective regimes to emerge and persist in an issue
area and the nature of the regimes that result...” (Hasenclever, Mayer, and
Rittberger, 1997:9). In other words, power is the essential explanatory
variable, and regimes are established only when they reflect the self-
interest of the most powerful states. In the North American context, this
would then place the United States and its perception of national interest
as the driving force of regime formation. Within the realist paradigm, any
North American security regime would necessarily be based on American
interests and how political suasion may subsequently affect the interest
calculus of its neighbors to the north and south. Rather than being the
product of common interests or a multilaterally negotiated settlement,
realists would predict that a North American perimeter would be charac-
terized as an “imposed regime” (Young, 1983). Moreover, in terms of
duration of such a regime, realists would expect it to function in its original
form only so long as it reflects the interests of the dominant state in 
the constellation of power at the point of implementation. In other words,
the regime will exist only so long as it conforms to American self-interest.

Where power is the primary variable forwarded by realists, neoliberal
institutionalists argue that it is in fact the constellation of interests rather
than the constellation of power that is essential in understanding regime
formation. Arthur Stein suggests that international regimes are created to
manage dilemmas of common interests and common aversions in an
anarchic world (Stein, 1983). Dilemmas of common interests arise when
unconstrained individual decision-making among actors (states) would
result in Pareto-deficient outcomes. Attainment of the common good is
dependent on interstate collaboration that protects against the likelihood
that one state defects from its commitments. To remedy this, regimes are
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established that constrain individual decision making in order to achieve
the desired Pareto-optimal outcome.

In contrast, dilemmas of common arise not from a common desire for a
specific outcome, but a common aversion to one possibility. Such dilemmas
do not require ceding such a high degree of sovereignty in the creation of
a regime, since they are not intended to produce a specific outcome—
simply to avoid an undesirable one. Such regimes also generally do not
require such a high degree of formalization as those necessary in dealing
with dilemmas of common interest. As such, Stein suggests that these
would generally not be described as a formal regime.

To utilize such a framework within the context of a North American
security perimeter requires that we identify the constellation of interests
among participants. Is the issue of migration and security one of common
interests or common aversions? The answer to this lies in the perceptions
of representative policy makers involved and requires close scrutiny of
policy makers’ statements in how they frame the issue of a security
perimeter and what they define as the preferred objective. If each sees 
the identification and apprehension of terrorists as the primary objective,
we may have a dilemma of common interest and could anticipate movement
toward a formal regime wherein participants would necessarily cede some
independent policy making sovereignty. On the other hand, if participants
simply seek to avoid another major terrorist event in North America, they
may not necessarily have the same desired policy outcome. Instead, they
simply want to avoid one possible (undesirable) outcome. If this is the
case, we could anticipate that movement toward some kind of regional
regime would be less formal and would not be characterized by moves to
surrender high levels of independent sovereignty over policy nor would
we likely see deep harmonization of policy (i.e., common immigration
and refugee policies among NAFTA countries).

Clearly, the distinction between realism and neoliberal institutionalism is
a fine one, for it often seems that their similarities outweigh their differ-
ences. Emphasis on the role of state power and interests in an anarchic
system underlie both. Indeed, Adreas Hasenclever, Peter Mayer, and
Volker Rittberger have argued that little stands in the way of a synthe-
sized approach incorporating both realism and neoliberal institutionalism.
They write, “Neoliberalism and realism not only share a commitment to
rationalism as a metatheoretical stance, but may fruitfully work together
when it comes to explaining international regimes, thus offering the
prospect of a more unified rationalist theory of international institutions”
(Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger, 1997:7). They are less optimistic
about integration of constructivist approaches.

Constructivists stress the role of social knowledge in the practice of world
politics. Where norms, ideas, and principles are seen as largely epiphe-
nomenal to policy outcomes (such as regime formation) in both the realist
and neoliberal camps, they are considered much more endogenous from
the constructivist perspective. Constructivists not only suggest that 
structural environments are largely a social construct, but also that social
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constructs (such as identities) shape interests (Wendt, 1992; 1994). In the
words of Samuel Huntington (1997:28-29): “We have to know who we
are before we can know what our interests are.” How might this point of
view help us to understand the dynamics of regime formation? There are
several possibilities for the role of norms, ideas, and principles. The first
involves perceptions regarding the interests and motives of other partici-
pants. Robert Jervis (1983) argues that in order for regimes to develop,
participants must believe that others share their interests in regime 
design and targeted results. This perspective clearly suggests overlap
with neoliberal perspectives concerning the constellation of interests as
primary causal variables. On the one hand, it appears supportive of Stein’s
view that shared interests are pivotal in regime formation. However,
when mixed with the realist perspective, it raises the question of interests
in situations of “imposed regimes.” Can imposed regimes establish 
conditions of common interest? In other words, if one nation has a 
preponderance of power, could economic and/or security dependence
cause interests to converge? As applied in the North American context,
such questions press for a more complete understanding of both individual
interests (at the state level), as well as whether American leadership
and/or suasion truly create a political environment of common interest if
individually they are not congruent.

Another key area where ideas would seem to matter in the North
American context is also closely linked to issues of power and interest.
Specifically, shared histories shape national identities in the context of
relationships between peoples and states. Current challenges facing states
in North America must be cast within a historical context-one that
involves social sensitivities to power differentials. The United States’ role
as the regional hegemon creates expectations that weaker neighboring
states should “fall in line” with U.S. interests. This attitude was clearly
articulated during Operation Iraqi Freedom, as U.S. policy makers pressed
Canadian and Mexican policy makers to pledge support for the war effort.
On the other side, Canadian and Mexican policy makers are at times
weary of being bullied by their stronger neighbor or are reluctant to
appear as a political lackey to U.S. interests. Such power relationships
have a strong effect on the national consciousness, engendering senti-
ments that a truly “sovereign” national identity requires at least periodic
dissent against American interests. These issues come to the fore in cases
where there is a disparity of interests and may significantly complicate the
formation of “imposed regimes.”

Lastly, and perhaps most significantly, traditional ideas about sovereignty
may also have an effect on a potential regime in North America, particu-
larly when applied to issues of migration and border control. Although
neoclassical economic principles adopted in the contemporary Bretton
Woods era have prompted many “trading states” to willingly cede some
degree of sovereignty in terms of cross-border flows in order to obtain the
economic benefits of such mobility, this has generally not been applied in
the realm of international migration. Rather, control over who enters the
country and who may be eligible to become part of the national polity
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remains a cornerstone of societal dimensions of sovereignty (Rudolph,
2004). As such, efforts to shift policy making beyond the confines of 
the nation-state have continually met strong resistance or have been
unable to overcome initial political inertia whatsoever. This has been the
case even in Europe, where we have witnessed the most ambitious efforts
to establish such a supranational regime. Complicating the issue in the
North American context is the disparity of views regarding migration and
sovereignty. Whereas Canadians and Americans generally see the extension
of control measures as an assertion of social/state sovereignty, Mexicans
continually assert the right of individuals to migrate as a cornerstone of
sovereignty-both domestically and internationally-a right explicit in the
Mexican constitution.

III. North American Integration and Border Management

In contrast to Europe, integration and regional cooperation in North
America was not initiated under extreme circumstances. Instead of a 
comprehensive “grand design,” such as the one articulated in the Treaty
of Rome, North American integration has been more measured and incre-
mental. Recognition of regional-if not global-interdependence concerning
international migration has pressed policy makers to shift political 
discourse from one solely rooted in a domestic perspective to one that
moves beyond national borders. This does not necessarily mean that
policy makers see management issues from a regional interest, but rather,
that regional cooperation is necessary in order to achieve national interests.
In an address to the Senate Judiciary Committee on March 4, 2003, John
Ashcroft explained that “close working relationships with international
allies” would allow the United States to “leverage our anti-terrorism efforts
throughout the world” (Ashcroft, 2003). Ashcroft’s remarks suggest that,
for American policy makers, international cooperation is seen as an
extension of U.S. interests and strategy. This strategy to “leverage” U.S.
efforts through international cooperation has initially taken two primary
forms: the “Smart Border Declaration” with Canada and the “U.S.-Mexico
Border Partnership Action Plan.”

Bilateral cooperation between the United States has a long tradition, and
has been described as “the most extensive bilateral relationship in the
world” (Qtd. in Johnson and Fitzgerald, 2003). In 2003, Tom Ridge,
then-U.S. Secretary of Homeland Security, explained the desire for inter-
governmental cooperation as an issue of common interests. He stated,
“By working together we can better reach our common goals of ensuring
the security and prosperity of our citizens” (Canadian Embassy
(Washington, DC), 2003) Yet, when we examine the parameters of the
existing bilateral measures taken concerning migration and border control,
it appears that “common interests” have not generated movement
toward a formal regime. Rather, the extension of egoistic self-interest
(i.e. “leveraging” domestic efforts) is the driving force being the
increased cooperation that we have seen, especially since 9/11.
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From the American viewpoint, cooperation with Canada is deemed
increasingly important for U.S. security. First, there was concern about
terrorist activity and infiltration from the North. Suspicions rose with the
apprehension of Ahmed Ressam in December 1999, and these were later
bolstered by a 2003 report which suggested that some 50 terrorist groups
were present and active in Canada at that time.2 Moreover, there is a 
considerably wide spread belief that Canadian immigration and border
policies are somewhat lax, especially those concerning refugees and
asylum (Gallagher, 2003). From the Canadian standpoint, although the
9/11 attacks in the U.S. increased the salience of counter-terrorism as a
policy imperative (from the standpoint of self-interest), expressed interests
continued to focus on building a more open border. Inability to increase
security along the border and allay U.S. concerns would no doubt put this
goal in jeopardy. The tremendous back-ups at key points along the border
in the days following 9/11 made this perfectly clear.

With mutual interest in increased cooperation, Canadian Deputy Prime
Minister John Manley and Governor Tom Ridge signed the Smart Border
Declaration on December 12, 2001. The declaration was accompanied by
a 30-point action plan based on four pillars: 1) the secure flow of people,
2) the secure flow of goods, 3) secure infrastructure, and 4) information
sharing and coordination in the enforcement of these objectives. Table 1
summarizes elements of the 30-point action plan most relevant to pillars
1, 3, and 4 of the Smart Border Declaration. What becomes quickly 
evident, even with only a cursory examination of the language used
within the document, is that the Smart Border Declaration advances 
integration of border management more so in terms of coordination rather
than collaboration. Indeed, according to a 2003 progress report of the
Action Plan, there has been considerable progress made in the area of
coordination.

In terms of bilateral cooperation and the creation of “smarter” borders,
several examples are particularly noteworthy. The US-Canada NEXUS
program represents a model example in terms of migration control.
NEXUS is intended to concurrently facilitate migration flows while main-
taining protocols to increase security. The program enlists the cooperation
of several agencies on both sides of the border, including the U.S.
Bureau of Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), the Canadian
Customs and Revenue Agency (CCRA), and Citizenship and Immigration
Canada (CIC). NEXUS is intended to facilitate the flow of “low risk” trav-
elers who are pre-screened and must be approved by officials in both
Canada and the United States (The White House, 2002). The number of
designated lanes for NEXUS participants has been continually expanding,
beginning with one site in June 2000 (Port Huron-Sarnia) and expanding
to 15 by the fall of 2003.3
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Degree of Harmonization with Selected Elements 
of the U.S.-Canada Smart Border Action Plan

Source: Canadian Embassy (Washington, DC)

The expansion of the Integsrated Border Enforcement Teams (IBETs) also
suggests progress in bilateral cooperation in border control between the
United States and Canada. Initially established in 1996 along the border in
the western region of Washington state to combat drug smuggling and
illegal immigration, IBETs have now been expanded across the entire
U.S.-Canada border. IBETs establish coordination between numerous
agencies, including ICE, the Bureau of Customs and Border Protection, the
FBI, ATF, U.S. Secret Service, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police
(RCMP), the CCRA, and numerous local law enforcement agencies on
both sides of the border. These are then managed by a Joint Management
Team from senior officials drawn from participating agencies that facilitate
intelligence sharing and conduct joint operations for border security. Such
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cooperation, especially in terms of intelligence, increases control capacities
for both Canadian and American agencies. Roy Hoffman, head of the ICE
office in Blaine, Washington, suggested that, “Sharing information with
our Canadian counterparts allowed both sides to better determine where
our efforts had to be centered and gave all of us a better chance of success”
(Qtd. in Seper, 2004:A7).

Such improvements in bilateral coordination have been touted as evi-
dence that security can be established without sacrificing security by 
creating smarter borders. In the one-year progress report, John Manley
argued that, “The speed with which we have been able to expand 
programs like NEXUS, FAST and our Integrated Border Enforcement
Teams demonstrates our commitment to making the smart border a
reality.”4 As shown in Table 1, however, the level of integration in terms
of the smart border remains relatively shallow, with little effort made to
formally link or harmonize policy. That said, there is some progress in
terms of collaboration in the areas of visa issuance and refugee/asylum
policy. Informal convergence is evident in the area of visa issuance. 
The United States and Canada now share common visa policies with
175 countries, though they still differ with respects to 18 other countries.5

Refugee and asylum policy also reflects increased collaboration, although
there seems to be a considerable difference in attitudes between Canadian
and American policy makers. At issue is whether or not Canada is “soft”
on refugee and asylees, and both the ideational and political obstacles to
policy change in this area to conform to American desires for increased
security. American policy makers need not rely solely on their own sus-
picions. Skepticism has also been raised by critics north of the border. 
For example, a Fraser Institute study suggested that, “Canada’s refugee-
determination system and migration-control policies are out of step with
what appears to be a clear convergence of policies and practices in the
developed world” (Gallagher, 2003:5). Joe Bissett, former executive
director of the Canadian Immigration Service, seconded this opinion: “We
have the most generous refugee system in the world. Much too generous.”6

Although harmonization of asylum policy is listed under the 30-point
action plan, a closer look at the issue warrants pessimism as to the prob-
ability of increased collaboration. In terms of current policy, several
dimensions of the Canadian system make it disproportionately open relative
to other advanced industrial states. These include high rates of approvals, a
generous social welfare system, infrequent prosecutions, and lax deportation
procedures. In 2002, the refugee recognition rate (for in-country determi-
nations) in Canada was nearly double the U.S. rate, while the per-capita
acceptance rate of refugees from 2000-2002 (in-country Convention
refugee recognitions) was four times the American rate (UNHCR, 2003).
Moreover, authorities detain few refugees and asylees while their claims
are pending adjudication, even though Canadian law permits detention of
those applicants who might represent a possible security threat or flight
risk.7 In fact, generally only 5 percent of refugees entering Canada are
detained, while the remaining 95 percent are released until their immi-
gration hearing is held.8 Moreover, in Canada there a few barriers to
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claimants working and accessing social entitlement programs while their
claims are pending. In contrast, the 1996 Illegal Immigration Reform and
Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRAIRA) added to existing restrictions on
access to social welfare for applicants while their case is being adjudicated
by requiring that employment authorization not be authorized for a
period of at least six months. Because “first instance” determination of
asylum status must be processed within 180 days according to U.S. law,
employment opportunities are reserved only for those who warrant an
affirmative determination of their case. Moreover, in addition to detaining
claimants pending review of their case, the United States also has an
“expedited removal” system in place that facilitates detention and removal
of individuals apprehended who do not have proper immigration or travel
documents. In addition, out-of-status foreigners in the country for more
than one year are barred from applying for asylum and are subject to
deportation if apprehended.9

In contrast to its American usage, it has been argued that the use of the
term “expedited” in the Canadian sense has been to “speed positive claims
toward recognition” (Gallagher, 2003:14). Failure to detain applicants
pending what is often a lengthy judicial review process is coupled with a
de facto policy of failing to deport those who either fail to appear at their
hearing or are denied refugee status. One analyst noted, “Not only does
Canada permit anyone who arrives to make an asylum claim, but many of
those eventually denied refugee status are never removed from the
country. Only about 9,000 people are removed from Canada each year,
and of these, approximately two-third[s] are failed asylum seekers”
(Bissett, 2002:5). According to the Auditor-General’s 2003 report,
Canadian authorities have lost track of 36,000 foreigners that were 
supposed to be deported over the past six years (Berry et al., 2003:147).

Canada’s refugee and asylum policies have resulted in trends that are
disconcerting to some security-minded American policy makers. Certainly,
Canada’s stance vis-à-vis asylum and refugees make it a first choice for
those seeking protection, as well as those seeking admission that failed
through other channels (Gallagher, 2003:9). Unfortunately, this also 
creates conditions conducive for the infiltration of foreign terrorists. The
Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS) has confirmed the presence
of some 50 active terrorist organizations operating in Canada, ranging 
in scope from the Irish Republican Army to Hezbollah, Hamas, and 
al Qaeda.10 Moreover, Hani Al-Sayegh, Gazi Ibrahim Abu Mezer, Nabil
Al-Murabh, and Ahmed Ressam (all known terrorists) gained access to
Canada by seeking political asylum upon entry.11 Canadian officials were
recently outraged when a report issued by the Federal Research Division
of the Library of Congress listed Canada among the nations that are “hos-
pitable to organized crime and terrorism” (Berry et al., 2003). The authors
quoted a senior CSIS official who argued that, “in most cases, [terrorists]
appear to use Canadian residence as a safe haven, a means to raise funds,
to plan or support overseas activities or as a way to obtain Canadian travel
documents which make global travel easier.”12 From a U.S. security point
of view, this represents a potential threat to American security as terrorists
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can exploit Canadian policy and then use their Canadian base as a potential
staging ground for terrorist attacks.

In the European Union, policy makers have sought to increase security
through integration and policy harmonization, including “fast track” pro-
cessing to dismiss “patently unfounded” asylum claims and applying “safe
third country” and “safe country of origin” principles in asylum processing
to reduce the practice of “asylum shopping.” Indeed, in the case of
Germany, EU harmonization provided a rationale for a significant tight-
ening of asylum policy, one that had been the most liberal in post-WWII
Europe and protected by the German Basic Law (Joppke, 1997; Joppke,
1999). Applying this strategy in North America has proven to be politi-
cally challenging, even given the strong bilateral relationship between
Canada and the United States.

Canadian concerns for protecting the human rights of bona fide refugees
and asylum seekers fleeing persecution made them weary to apply strict
limitations on “safe third country” entrants. For example, a Canadian
Refugee Bill that included a “safe third country” provision was tabled in
Parliament in 1987. After heated debate and considerable political oppo-
sition, the bill finally was approved in July 1988. However, when the new
law came into effect, government officials were unable to establish a list
of “safe countries.” Moreover, the Cabinet did not consider the United
States to be a “safe country” for Salvadorans and Guatemalans that fled
Central America in the 1980s. Ultimately, the Minister of Immigration
announced that, “at the present time I am prepared to proceed with no
country on the safe third country list” (Qtd. in Bissett, 2002:4). New legis-
lation passed after 9/11 has yet to change Canada’s concerns about 
the practice of safe third country principles in asylum processing. The
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, passed in November 2001, actu-
ally increases restrictions on applying the “safe third country” principle in
the practical processing of asylum claims. A report released in December
2003 points out that, “Article 102(2)(a) of the IRPA requires the govern-
ment to ‘consider’ whether a ‘responsibility-sharing’ agreement exists
between Canada and the transit country before a refugee claim can be
considered ‘ineligible’ for determination in Canada” (Gallagher, 2003:15).
In contrast to American legislation passed after 9/11 that stresses security
interests (e.g. USA Patriot Act, the Enhanced Border Security and 
Visa Entry/Exit Reform Act), the title of the 2001 legislation touts
Canada’s commitment to refugee protection with no reference to security.
Moreover, policy makers have made their discomfort at policy harmo-
nization quite clear. In October 2001, Immigration Minister Elinor Caplan
suggested that U.S.-Canada discussions concerning a security perimeter
focus on information sharing rather than harmonization: “Let there not be
any misunderstanding. Canadian laws will be made right here in the
Canadian Parliament” (Qtd. in Adelman, 2002).

On the American side, there appears to be less incentive for a bilateral
third country agreement with Canada, since the flow of asylum seekers
generally flows toward Canada from the United States. Rather, a U.S. State
Department official suggested that the “safe third country” agreement is
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something that “...Canada wants and that we are willing to agree to as a
trade-off for other important counter-terrorism measures.”13 Reluctance
for deeper integration and harmonization in this area is also evidenced in
practice. For example, U.S. treatment of the case of Maher Arar suggests
wariness with Canada’s commitment to the war on terrorism and 
may also hint at a reluctance to turn over individuals that appear on U.S.
anti-terrorist watch lists. U.S. immigration officials at Kennedy Airport
detained Arar, a naturalized Canadian citizen born in Syria, on September
26, 2002, when he was suspected of having ties to Al Qaeda. Rather than
deporting him to Canada, American authorities unilaterally decided to
send Arar to Syria, without consulting Canadian authorities.14 A report by
the Center for Strategic and International Studies suggests that, “By
refusing to send [Arar] to Canada, the U.S. government appears to have
believed Canada would let Arar walk free, or at a minimum fail to gain
any information from him” (Belelieu, 2003:7).

The political inertia involved may explain the lag in implementing the
safe third country agreement. The agreement was signed on December 5,
2002, but was not implemented until December 29, 2004. Under the terms
of the agreement, refugees claimants are required to submit their claim in
the first country they enter-either the United States or Canada (Citizenship
and Immigration Canada, 2004). In addition to being limited in scope
(including only Canada and the U.S.), other limitations were included. An
exception exists for refugee claimants attempting to enter Canada from the
U.S. if they have family in Canada or if they are an unaccompanied minor.
In addition, the agreement applies only to land border crossings. It does
not include claims processed at airports or in the country’s interior.

The safe third country agreement is significant development in border
management, and definitely suggests that increased collaboration between
the United States and Canada is possible. However, there are many obsta-
cles facing the creation of a more expansive North American security
perimeter regime. For Canadians, immigration and border policy prefer-
ences are based on 1) maximizing the economic gains from migration, 
2) upholding Canada’s liberal humanitarian tradition, including protec-
tion for refugees and for those fleeing persecution requiring asylum, 
3) facilitating the social integration of new immigrants, and 4) border
control as a component of homeland security.15 Liberal, open policies
have strong domestic lobbies in Canada that have been instrumental in
shaping both immigration and asylum policies. Moreover, the human
rights and immigration law lobbies have successfully institutionalized
protections for migrants within the judiciary (as well as the Immigration
and Refugee Board) that constrain policy makers from enacting restric-
tionist policies. A Fraser Institute report argues, “...any effort to harmo-
nize policies with other developed countries to address the challenge of
illegal immigration...will evoke strong criticism from refugee advocacy
and human rights groups as it has in all other developed countries”
Gallagher, 2003:31). Indeed, defense of Canadian liberal identity is also
evidenced in their preference for the term “zone of confidence” rather
than “security perimeter” when discussing bilateral cooperation (Andreas,
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2003:12). Moreover, protection of Canada’s approach to immigration
reflects its distinctiveness and sovereignty. John Manley made this
expression of a defense of Canadian sovereignty explicit: “Working
closely with the United States does not mean turning over to them the key
to Canadian sovereignty” (Qtd. in Wells, 2003:A6; Barry, 2003:11).

The Americans also have an economic-based interest in relatively liberal
border policies. On this point, there is commonality between American
and Canadian interests. However, the emphasis the Bush administration
has placed on security and the war on terrorism warrant that economic
interests cannot be forwarded at the expense of security. It is here that
interests diverge. The Americans see coordination as a necessary means to
increase security. From the U.S. standpoint, maximizing the capacity 
to screen entrants is not only a homeland security imperative, but a pre-
requisite for maintaining a relatively open stance regarding migration—
both permanent and temporary. Coordination and collaboration would
seem to forward this aim. However, like their Canadian counterparts, U.S.
policy makers are also keenly defensive of their sovereignty in the issue of
migration, making policy integration politically difficult. Echoing the sen-
timents of Canadian policy makers, President Bush remarked, “You pass
your laws, we’ll pass our laws” (Qtd. in Frank and Handelman, 2001:45;
also Barry 2003:11).

The Smart Border plan articulates several areas to cultivate increased
coordination but few regarding policy harmonization or integration-in
other words, few constraints are placed on independent policy decision
making. Howard Adelman (2002:24) argues, “Immigration and refugee
policy has not been harmonized between Canada and the United States.
Nor are there any indications that they will be.” The fact that the driving
force behind such a regime is one that is more in line with a common
aversion (terrorist alien infiltration) than a common interest (preference
for a single common outcome), and is influenced by ideas regarding 
the goals and structures of such a regime, all would suggest that deeper
integration remains politically challenging. Moreover, the process of a
deepening of integration similar to that in the EU is likely to be incremental
rather than the product of a comprehensive shift in grand strategy. 
In other words, the process is more likely to resemble policy makers
“muddling through” in a piecemeal fashion than reinventing the North
American space.

IV. The Future of Cooperation

In March of 2005, the leaders of NAFTA countries adopted a Security and
Prosperity Partnership of North America forward a regional strategy to
deal with shared challenges, including border management (Independent
Task Force, 2005). Can a regional approach to border management work
in North America? The European Union’s extensive experience with
regional approaches to policy serves as an appealing example of what is
possible. However, when one recognizes the important differences 
that exist on the two sides of the Atlantic, as well as the EU’s more recent
challenges with expansion, two things become clear: 1) the challenge is
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formidable—strategically, logistically, and politically; and 2) the process
of increased regionalization in border management will likely be an incre-
mental one rather than a giant leap forward.

As the evidence presented here shows, creation of a truly “smart borders”
regime requires a fundamental reorganization of existing structures and
procedures. The fact that this necessitates fundamental changes both in
border management and intelligence makes this task all the more
daunting. Add to this the institutional inertia particularly acute in the
intelligence community, and one begins to see the magnitude of what
deeper North American integration entails.

Europe’s success with regional integration was largely a function of the
unique context in which the process was begun. Acute geopolitical threat
that followed the close of WWII created conditions where major players
(especially France and Germany in the earliest stages) shared common
interests and ideas and were pressed to act quickly and decisively to forge
an integrated response. Indeed, shared interests do exist among North
American countries—however, significant differences in how best to
proceed are also present. Without an overwhelming threat to push the
process of integration, these differences make a sudden shift in grand
strategy unlikely. In some respects, the EU is facing similar difficulties
now, particularly in the wake of the recent expansion and accession of 
10 new countries. Intelligence sources in the EU suggested that national
agencies are sharing information on a case-by-base basis, but are often
reluctant to share information with new accession countries fearing that 
it could compromise their sources (Daily Times, November 11, 2004).
Moreover, expanding the Schengen Information System to include the
new accession states has proven challenging. Indeed, significant expansion
has required a new SISII to be developed, a process that has encountered
significant logistical and political obstacles, though it is intended to be
implemented by 2007.16 In addition to adding scope (to accommodate
new EU members), the development of the SISII is predicated by the
desire to move from a purely reporting system (for law enforcement) to an
investigating system for intelligence pooling. Again, agency reluctance to
share information or to agree on firm rules to manage the flow of infor-
mation make establishing a working SISII more difficult for policymakers
in the European Union. Another strategy to forward intelligence sharing
has also gained proponents in Europe-an EU-wide intelligence service.
The EU’s current intelligence agency, Europol, has had limited success 
in fostering member state cooperation. Magnus Ranstorp and Jeffrey
Cozzens of the Center for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at
St. Andrews suggest that, “Europol has failed to transcend the traditional
obstacles to intelligence sharing; the 34 law enforcement agencies are still
reluctant to share ‘high grade,’ real-time intelligence on terrorism that can
be acted on immediately” (Ranstorp and Cozzens, 2004). Indeed, as dis-
cussions on how to best promote intelligence sharing proceed, it is clear
that significant disagreements exist between countries with larger intelli-
gence services (the so-called “big five,” including Italy, Germany, U.K.,
France, and Spain) and smaller members of the EU (Nomikos, 2005). 
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As such, discussions and debate in Europe increasingly resemble those in
North America, and easy answers to the challenge of effective immigration
control and border management remain elusive.

The evidence presented here does not necessarily suggest that further 
integration is not possible. On the contrary, the simultaneous need for
openness and security would seem to make the creation of cooperative
regimes a necessity. What this study does suggest, however, is just how
complicated the process is as we move toward such a regime. It is only by
understanding the myriad facets involved in creating a functioning smart
border that we may be confident of success in achieving mutually desired
objectives.
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The chapters in this volume clearly demonstrate how the context of inter-
American security has dramatically changed over the last two decades.
The traditional threat to security was of a military nature and came from
other States within the region, where the main target was the State appa-
ratus. In an era of dictatorships, national armed forces were also often
seen as a threat to the security of the citizens.

The new threat to security in the Americas is now more multidimensional
in nature. The threat develops from within the region and, more often
than not, within the nation-state itself. Threats to security now take the
form of pandemics, extreme poverty, human rights violations and ter-
rorism. They are also often centered on transnational organized crime, as
highlighted by the OAS Secretary General in speeches made throughout
2007. Furthermore, as stated by David Mares in his chapter, these threats
are basically a consequence of “the failure of the political leadership in the
1980s and 1990s to use the grand opportunity provided them by history
and the poor themselves to set the bases for economic, political and social
development.”

In North America, the terrorist attacks of September 2001 profoundly
transformed the security context of the sub-region. Mark Salter aptly sum-
marizes this, in stating that “there has been a fundamental reorientation
of the vectors of threat, from threats to the integrity of states, expressed as
sovereignty, culture, or economic independence, towards threats to the
dispersed security of security, represented as homeland security, eco-
nomic prosperity, and national identity.” According to Dwight Mason, this
is a situation that is now such that it might demand a “new grand
strategy.”

Given this fundamental change in the contours of the security threat in
the Americas, the contributors to the volume try to understand what
constitutes the new roles for the armed forces in the region and how the
regional institutions have adapted to the new security environment.

In North America, the reaction of national governments was not only
immediate but also extensive. National bureaucracies were created or sig-
nificantly transformed. Regular discussions were held and coordination
mechanisms were established between Ottawa, Washington and Mexico
City. However, all of this activity did not result in the establishment of
regional institutions oriented toward the protection of North America.
With regards to the essential aspects of the management of North
American security, national governments were unwilling or unable to
create trilateral institutions. Up until now, the “security perimeter” has
resulted from a combination of bilateral initiatives linking the United
States with each of its neighbors rather than from trilateral initiatives. As
is the case with trade and economic relations, a true North American
security community remains an elusive goal.

Conclusion
The Editors
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According to Rut Diamint, a measure of how things have changed
throughout the region over the past two decades at the hemispheric level
is that citizens “… no longer find themselves threatened by their own
armed forces.” This is an immense change at the local level compared to
the situation of the 1970s and, as José Duran notes, is greatly appreciated
by the business community.

Things have also improved regarding regional institutions. The OAS has
led the way by establishing new structures such as the Committee on
Hemispheric Security and the Secretariat for Multidimensional Security.
The OAS was also instrumental in organizing a special conference on
hemispheric security which generated a comprehensive security agenda
for the region. Finally, coordination between regional organizations has
somewhat improved with more regular contact between the OAS and the
United Nations, and the institutional link created between the OAS and
the Inter-American Defense Board.

We must acknowledge the progress made during the last fifteen years
with regards to the institutional response to the security threats in the
Americas. Yet we must also clearly indicate that more has to be done to
improve the situation. At the national level, democratization must be
pushed further in terms of civil-military relations. Many experts will agree
with Ms. Diamint that governments need to develop a more “effective
democratic civic management of their respective defense organizations.”

A larger space must also be provided for civil society actors at the local as
well as the regional level. As Mercedes Botto writes, “the security agenda
does not include any mechanism for civil society consultation in the
national arenas.” At the regional level, more transparency and account-
ability is needed so that regional commitments can be monitored by civil
society actors.

Finally, significant improvements are needed with regards to the security
agenda of the Hemisphere and the institutional design responsible for
implementing the agenda. In the first case, the problem lies not with the
security agenda itself, which has become quite comprehensive, but with
the political will to advance the agenda as underlined by Margaret Daly
Hayes. Naturally, a necessary prerequisite is that the governments of the
region develop a common vision of the security threat in the Americas, 
as well as of the policies needed to reduce or eliminate the threat.
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In the second case, more effective coordination mechanisms must be put
in place, as Cristina Eguizabal recommends, particularly between the UN
and the OAS in crisis situations. In this regard, the working relationship
established between the two organizations during the Haitian crisis and
its aftermath could provide useful lessons for the future. With respect to
the hemispheric security institutions themselves, Ms. Daly Hayes accu-
rately points out that much more integration needs to occur for the insti-
tutional design to work smoothly. Governments must find ways to
strengthen the relationship between the OAS security structures, the Inter-
American Defense Board and the Ministries of Defense.

During the 1990s, a process began to help better understand the nature of
the threat in the Americas and to help deal with it more effectively. This
process is by no means complete, and must continue in the years to come.
Hopefully, the contributions in this work will help to better understand
the contours of the threat and the type of institutional responses needed to
provide the Americas with a safer environment and a better place to live.

Catherine Durepos
Gordon Mace
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Les divers chapitres de cette publication démontrent clairement l’évo-
lution des enjeux de la sécurité dans les Amériques au cours des deux
dernières décennies. Traditionnellement, la menace à la sécurité était de
nature militaire et provenait d’autres États de la région, et la cible princi-
pale était l’appareil d’État. Alors que sévissaient les dictatures, les forces
armées nationales étaient aussi menaçantes pour leurs propres citoyens.

La nouvelle menace à la sécurité dans les Amériques est davantage multi-
dimensionnelle. La menace origine souvent de la région et, plus souvent
qu’autrement, de l’intérieur même de l’État-nation. Les menaces à la sécu-
rité prennent maintenant la forme de pandémies, de l’extrême pauvreté,
de la violation des droits humains et du terrorisme. Elles ont aussi souvent
pour origine le crime organisé transnational, comme l’a souvent 
mentionné le secrétaire général de l’OEA dans ses discours au cours de
l’année 2007. Aussi, comme l’indique David Mares dans son chapitre, ces
menaces sont essentiellement la conséquence de « l’incapacité du leader-
ship politique, dans les années 1980 et 1990, de profiter de cette grande
opportunité offerte par l’Histoire et par les pauvres eux-mêmes pour
établir les bases d’un développement économique, politique et social.» 

En Amérique du Nord, les attaques terroristes du 11 septembre 2001 ont
profondément transformé le contexte sécuritaire de la sous-région. Mark
Salter le résume fort bien en mentionnant qu’«il y a eu une réorientation
fondamentale des vecteurs de la menace, passant de la menace à 
l’intégrité des États, telle qu’affirmée par la souveraineté et l’indépen-
dance culturelle et économique, vers la menace à une variété de dimen-
sions de la sécurité telles la sécurité nationale, la prospérité et l’identité
nationale.» Selon Dwight Mason, cette nouvelle situation exige une «toute
nouvelle stratégie.» 

Compte tenu de ces changements fondamentaux à la configurations des
menaces à la sécurité dans les Amériques, les experts ont tenté de com-
prendre le nouveau rôle des forces armées dans la région et comment les
institutions régionales se sont adaptées à ce nouvel environnement. 

En Amérique du Nord, la réaction des gouvernements nationaux fut non
seulement immédiate mais aussi très vaste. Des institutions nationales ont
été mises sur pied ou radicalement transformées. Des discussions
régulières et des mécanismes de coordination se sont établis entre Ottawa,
Washington et Mexico. Toutes ces activités n’ont toutefois pas mené à la
création d’institutions régionales orientées vers la protection de l’Amérique
du Nord. En ce qui concerne les aspects fondamentaux de la gestion de la
sécurité nord-américaine, les gouvernements nationaux n’étaient pas 
disposés ou étaient dans l’impossibilité de mettre sur pied des institutions
trilatérales. Jusqu’à maintenant, le «périmètre de sécurité» a été le résultat
d’une combinaison d’initiatives bilatérales liant les États-Unis avec chacun
de ses voisins plutôt que d’initiatives trilatérales. Comme c’est le cas pour
le commerce et les relations économiques, une véritable communauté
nord-américaine pour la sécurité demeure un but difficile à atteindre.

Conclusion
(french version)
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Selon Rut Diamint, le fait que les citoyens «… ne se sentent plus menacés
par leurs propres forces armées» est un signe qui montre à quel point les
choses ont évolué dans la région au cours des deux dernières décennies
au plan hémisphérique. Cela représente un changement considérable au
niveau local si l’on compare avec les années 1970. Comme le souligne
José Duran, cette situation est très appréciée de la communauté d’affaires.

se sont aussi améliorées pour les institutions régionales. L’OEA a montré
la voie en mettant sur pied de nouvelles structures comme le Comité sur
la sécurité hémisphérique et le Secrétariat sur la sécurité multidimen-
sionnelle. L’OEA a aussi appuyé l’organisation d’une conférence sur la
sécurité hémisphérique qui a donné naissance à un agenda détaillé en
matière de sécurité pour la région. Enfin, la coordination entre organi-
sations régionales s’est améliorée grâce à des contacts plus réguliers entre
l’OEA et les Nations Unies et par le lien institutionnel créé entre l’OEA et
le Conseil interaméricain de la défense.

Nous devons reconnaître que des progrès ont été accomplis au cours des
quinze dernières années en ce qui a trait à la capacité de réponse des insti-
tutions aux menaces à la sécurité dans les Amériques. Nous devons 
toutefois aussi affirmer qu’il est nécessaire d’aller beaucoup plus loin pour
améliorer les choses. Au niveau national, les relations civilo-militaires se
doivent d’être davantage démocratisées. Plusieurs experts seront d’accord
avec Mme Diamint lorsqu’elle affirme que les gouvernements doivent
développer «une gestion démocratique et civique de leurs organisations
de défense qui soit plus efficace». 

Une espace plus important devrait aussi être disponible pour les acteurs
de la société civile au niveau local et sur le plan régional. Comme l’écrit
Mercedes Botto, « l’agenda sur la sécurité n’inclut aucun mécanisme 
de consultation de la société civile dans les espaces nationaux». Sur le
plan régional, si l’on veut que les engagements puissent être évalués 
par les acteurs de la société civile, il faudra plus de transparence et de 
responsabilité.

Enfin, de grandes améliorations à l’agenda pour la sécurité de
l’Hémisphère, et au design institutionnel pour sa mise en œuvre, sont
nécessaires. En premier lieu, le problème ne se situe pas tant au niveau de
l’agenda de sécurité, lequel est devenu assez détaillé, mais plutôt au
niveau de la volonté politique de le mettre en œuvre, tel que souligné par
Margaret Daly Hayes. Naturellement, il est essentiel que les gouverne-
ments de la région développent d’abord une vision commune des menaces
à la sécurité dans les Amériques ainsi que des politiques nécessaires pour
les réduire ou les éliminer.
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En second lieu, des mécanismes de coordination plus efficaces doivent
être mis en place, comme le recommande Cristina Eguizabal, particulière-
ment entre l’OEA et l’ONU lorsque survient une crise. À cet effet, la rela-
tion de travail qui s’est établie entre les deux organisations durant la crise
en Haïti et ses suites peut nous servir de leçon pour l’avenir. En ce qui
concerne les institutions pour la sécurité hémisphérique, Mme Daly Hayes
signale avec raison qu’il faudra un degré d’intégration beaucoup plus
élevé pour que le design institutionnel fonctionne rondement. Les 
gouvernements doivent trouver des moyens de renforcer la relation entre
les structures de sécurité de l’OEA, le Conseil interaméricain de la défense
et les ministères de la Défense.

Au cours des années 1990, un processus visant à nous aider à mieux 
comprendre la nature de la menace dans les Amériques et à y faire face
plus efficacement a débuté. Ce processus est loin d’être complété et doit se
poursuivre. Nous avons espoir que les idées avancées dans cette publi-
cation permettront de mieux comprendre les contours de cette menace et
les réponses institutionnelles nécessaires pour que puissent exister, dans
les Amériques, des environnements plus sécuritaires et de meilleurs
milieux de vie. 

Catherine Durepos
Gordon Mace
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