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From the earliest years of their existence, thaddnbtates and Canada have been
politically, culturally and economically interdepant. The extent of this
interdependence has varied but has certainly isetegince the 1970s; it has been
formally expressed, and enhanced, by the CanadzdU8iates Free Trade Agreement
(CUSFTA) and the subsequent North American Freddrsgreement (NAFTAJ. The
extent of the interdependence and its implicationshe two countries has been and
continues to be the subject of considerable palidnd academic debate in both
countries, and it is frequently an issue in nati@hactions in both settings. This is clearly
the case in Canada where the relationship witttiieed States is a perennial feature of
both political and popular debates. It is also eridn the United States. In the 2008
Democratic presidential primary elections, for epénboth the main candidates (Barack
Obama and Hillary Clinton) indicated their disstttsion with the terms of NAFTA and
threatened to re-open the agreement following leirtion? This did not, in fact, occur
following Obama’s 2008 electoral successes in bBottprimaries and the presidential
election itself. Indeed, in February 2011 Presid@ipama and Canadian Prime Minister
Stephen Harper jointly announced that they arediaimg negotiations with the aim of
establishing a border perimeter that will furthehance the two countries’
interdependence with the aim of boosting secutiide and employment in both
countries® This announcement led to their joint signaturamfiction Plan in December
2011 establishing a series of priorities aimeadrgiroving the efficiency and ease of
border crossings between the two countries fotarsavellers and shippets.
Interdependence and integration are thereforealdeaitures of the United
States-Canada relationship and this has attradtszstn on both sides of the border.
This criticism frequently develops relating to sfiegolicy sectors or issues within
sectors. lItis, for example, often stated that frade generates unemployment through
the loss of manufacturing jobs. Some criticism, by, is wider in scope and claims
that an evil force is behind North American intdgna. This paper examines these types
of criticisms: the idea of a “North American UnidbA small but vocal number of
commentators argue that the governments of theei8tates, Canada and Mexico are
secretly negotiating the unification of the thréseas in a North American Union (NAU).
Part of this secret plan, according to many ofélmsmmentators, is the creation of a
NAFTA ‘superhighway’ and a single currency, the &, to replace the three existing

! See, for example, Bow, Brian (200%he Politics of Linkage: Power, Interdependence] &reas in
Canada-U.S. Relation¥ancouver: University of British Columbia PresglaCanadian Chamber of
Commerce (2009Finding the Balance: Shared Border of the Futu@tawa: Canadian Chamber of
Commerce.

2 |bbitson, John (2008). “Clinton and Obama voweopen NAFTA,"Globe and Mail February 27.

3 Alberts, Sheldon (2011). “Harper, Obama tout bordeamp,”Windsor Star February 5.

* Government of Canada and the Government of theetSitates (2011Beyond the Border: A Shared
Vision for Perimeter Security and Economic Comptitess Ottawa/Washington DC: Government of
Canada/Government of the United States. See alsy,@ill (2011). “Canada, U.S. set to usher indmr
changes,'Globe and Mail December 7, p.A4; Gotlieb, Allan and Robertsoolii©(2012). “How to get
that border deal just rightGlobe and Mail January 5, p.A17.
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national currencied. This paper does not assess the verity of thesms) but instead
examines the roots of these ideas and their pres@l® both the United States and
Canada. Because the Canada-U.S. relationshigisfotasymmetrical interdependence”
(Canada depends more heavily on the United Staéesthe United States on Canala),
fears relating to North American integration wobkimore likely to be present in
Canada than in the United States. This is notgvew the casé.In the United States,
this theme is more pronounced, both in politicatdurse, and in popular culture. The
paper argues that the literature on conspiracyryheelps to explain their emergence and
their greater prominence in the United States agpemed to Canada. In addition,
conspiracy theory’s infiltration of American poputaulture has allowed it spread across
the political spectrum and even into mainstreanttipal platforms.

Conspiracy Thinking and Popular Culture

The word “conspire” means “to breathe togetherd #s connotation— men and women
invisibly but intimately connected—fits the wordisage across the centuries.
Historically, the term referred to individuals cargitogether to engage in a “criminal,
illegal, or reprehensible” pl§tand connoted a small number of participants sgcret
collaborating to bring about a nefarious end. @omasies were understood to be limited
in aim and scope, and speculation about them \ewise constrained. This
conceptualization of conspiracy, however, evolvethe twentieth century. With
globalization, individuals’ perceptions of the seayf political life expanded, and so too
did conspiracy thinking. Through the work of theetwieth century’s most influential
conspiracy theorist, Nesta Webster, the contenbn$piracy theories became less local
and more international, and its structural architecbecame more elaborate and
complicated’

In his analysis of modern conspiratorial thinkiMjchael Barkun distinguishes
between these ways of conspiracy speculation. ddgasts “event conspiracies” and
“superconspiracies,” and this distinction clariffesv conspiracy thinking changed
during the course of the twentieth centtffgarkun argues that event conspiracies are
theories that concern a single event, for exantpéeassassination of John F. Kennedy or
the moon landing, while superconspiracies are doatspial ideologies that identify a
single malevolent force at work behind a networlo@fanizations attempting to
consolidate control of all meaningful political aadonomic activity in some type of
nefarious plan, for example, a supposed plot cr@&tew World Order. Typically,
superconspiracies identify shadowy mastermindsngetiiese plans as mysterious groups

® Capling, Ann and Nossal, Kim Richard (2009). “T®entradictions of Regionalism in North America,”
Review of International Studie35:147-67; Pastor, Robert A. (201The North American Idea: A Vision
of a Continental FutureOxford: Oxford University Press.

® Bow, Brian (2009)The Politics of Linkage: Power, Interdependencel lfeas in Canada-U.S.
Relations Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press.

" Pastor, Robert A. (2011Jhe North American Idea: A Vision of a Continerftature. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, p.151.

8 Lee, Martha F. (2011 onspiracy Rising, Conspiracy Thinking and AmeriBablic Life Westport:
Praeger/ABC CLIO, p. 2.

° Lee, Martha F. (2005). “Nesta Webster: The Voit€onspiracy,”Journal of Women’s Historyl 7(3):
80-104.

19 Barkun, Michael (20034 Culture of Conspiracy, Apocalyptic Visions in @mporary America
Berkley: University of California Press, pp. 3-4.
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such as the Knights Templar, the Freemasons, aniluminati. Every superconspiracy
identifies its own combination of conspirators;naadl sample of the most popular of
these includes specific individuals in the Amerigawernment, Saudi oil interests, Jews,
lizards in the center of the earth, extraterrelsspaits invading human bodies, Osama
bin Laden’s Masonic connections, and a businedsylob“Freemasons loyal to the
Zionists.” In the case of North American Union cpinacy theories, those responsible are
often identified as agents of the New World Or@eshadowy umbrella organization that
is hypothesized to include various combinationaatbrs, including American presidents,
the CIA, the banks, vaccination providers, the Giun Foreign Relations, and the
Freemasons, llluminati, and Bilderberg Grdtgelief in a single event conspiracy
theory might indicate a suspicious mind, but behed superconspiracy theory can have
significant political implications. Their logicalutcome is either political apathy or
extremisnt-> While social scientists might sometimes ignoresmiracy theories, or
identify conspiracy believers as irratioriednd/or not worthy of attention, conspiracy
theories reflect a particular set of interpretagiabout the political world, and in that
way, they influence their believers’ actions. Tlaeg therefore generated by political
conditions and often have a political impact.

North American integration has political, econonaind social implications. The
increasing interdependence and integration of Nanterica are for some, promising
developments. Others, however, experience thisagmas a threat. Increased political
cooperation might be understood as dependenceased efficiencies for government
and business can be understood and experiencel assecurity; and relaxed borders
can be understood as security threats and immogratioblems waiting to happen.
Conspiracy theories are a response to these conmzeaurities. They provide believers
with definitive explanations and remedies.

The appeal of a worldview wherein a single malenbferce controls all human
action through its evil minions might seem quesdlada to most of us, but to a significant
group of people, this way of thinking is a comf@bnspiratorial thinking assumes that it
is possible for human beings to shape the worttea will, that is, to “make” history.

In environments where rapid change is occurring, itassuring to believe that it is
possible for an action to have pre-determined @ediBc consequences (that is, that
conspirators can predict the implications of tlaeitions). In this way, the negative
consequences of globalization, and in this caseifsgly North American integration,
are experienced as part of someone, or some grplgrisa more reassuring way to
interpret the world than to live with the senséd th@one is to blame, and no one is in
control!* While Canada and the United States have a lomdjstg political and
economic relationship, it is within the last tweggars that it has most significantly

11 See, for example, Icke, David (nd). “The Horrifiew World Order Master Plan that has Full UN
Approval,” http://www.davidicke.com/articles/new-world-ordeammenu-67/64676-the-horrific-new-
world-order-master-plan-that-has-full-un-approuadcessed May 25, 2012.

12| ee, Martha F. (2011 onspiracy Rising: Conspiracy Thinking and Amemi€ublic Life Greenwood:
Praeger/ABC CLIO.

131t could be argued, for example, that Richard kafer's classic essay, “The Paranoid Style in
American Politics” The Paranoid Style in American Politics, and OtBesaysNew York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1966), does this.

4 Lee, Martha F. (2011 onspiracy Rising: Conspiracy Thinking and Amemi€ublic Life Greenwood:
Praeger/ABC CLIO, p. 12.
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expanded and developed; this period, as will beudised, coincides with a more general
rise of conspiracy theory in the United States.

Interdependence and Integration in North America
The idea of a North American Union has its rootthmlong-standing links between
Canada and the United States. These links areravitée extent of the economic
interdependence between the two countries as wéleadegree to which this
interdependence has been prompted by, and helgedrpt, formal integratioft
Indeed, this is the world’s largest bilateral tragrelationship with approximately $577
billion in goods and services crossing the CanatliSrborder each year, and
approximately 10 million jobs in the two countrigspending on this trad&. The
institutionalization of trading agreements betw#entwo countries in the shape of the
1965 Auto Pact and then subsequently the CanadaFte8 Trade Agreement and the
North American Free Trade Agreement has contribatdx$tantially to this growth in
economic interdependence. The Canadian Departmé&aireign Affairs and
International Trade reports that, “two-way trads higpled” since 1989 and under the
North American Free Trade Agreement “growth inteital trade between Canada and
the U.S. has averaged almost 6.0% annuaflyn’addition to the growth in trade, recent
decades have also witnessed increased intercoonedtentire industries across the
border through growing integrated supply chainsiamentory managemen.This is,
for example, particularly evident in the auto intiys

There is therefore no denying the economic impaoeaof the Canada-U.S.
bilateral economic relationship. It is necessargdte, however, that although the
economic relationship with Canada is importanttfe United States — Canada is the
largest export market for 37 of the 50 U.S. statebis also the United States’ largest
external oil suppliéf- it is considerably more important for Cand8@his is evident,
for example, in the much greater percentage of @anaxports going to the United
States as compared to the percentage of U.S. exgairtg to Canada. In 2010 Canada
was the United States’ top destination for mercismnexports, representing 16.5% of all
U.S. exports$?! In the same year, however, the United Stateswedeipproximately 75%

!> Keohane, Robert and Nye, Joseph (19B8yver and Interdependenc®® edition. New York:
HarperCollins.

16 Government of Canada, Department of Foreign Adfaitd International Trade (2008). “The Canada-
U.S. Trade and Investment Partnership.”

Y 1bid.

18 See, for example, Sands, Chris (200@ward a New Frontier: Improving the U.S.-Canadarder.
Washington, D.C.: Brookings; and Alberts, Sheld®®ll). “Harper, Obama tout border revamy/ihdsor
Star, February 5.

19 Canadian Chamber of Commerce (2089 ding the Balance: Shared Border of the Future
Ottawa:Canadian Chamber of Commerce.

20 See Bow, Brian (2009Y.he Politics of Linkage: Power, Interdependencel lteas in Canada-U.S.
Relations Vancouver: University of British Columbia PreBgynohoe, Thomas and Beatty, Perrin (2011).
“Stronger Canada-U.S. oil ties are a win-wiGfbbe and Mail April 14.

L United States Census Bureau (20F@yeign Trade Statistichttp://www.census.gov/foreign-
trade/statistics/highlights/top/top1012yr.htrAbcessed April 2011.
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of Canadian merchandise expdftsn addition, Canada consistently runs a tradelssrp
with the United States; in 2008 this surplus stab@%$89.1 billion

This disparity in the relative economic importaée¢he two partners to each
other is one reason that the relationship has tdescribed as one of ‘asymmetrical
interdependencé? In terms of economic weight, military might, demaghic size, and
the size and importance of its cultural industrpoag other factors, the United States
dwarfs its northern neighbour. Pierre Elliott Tead famously told an American
audience that, “Living next to you is like sleepigh an elephant; no matter how
friendly and even-tempered is the beast, one &t by every twitch and grurft:”

This asymmetrical interdependence has resultedangstanding and on-going debate

in Canada about the dangers to Canadian soveraigptsed by its relationship with the
United States and the level of economic and culinterdependenc®. These concerns
can be dated all the way back to the formationari&dia and concerns about the
possibility of U.S. manifest destiny resulting kpansion into Canadian territory. As
early as 1891, the historian Goldwin Smith argued Canada was likely to be subsumed
by the United State®.

These fears have been expressed even more prdiyimethe years since the
negotiation of the CUSFTA and NAFTA. Critics of Hseagreements have made the
claim that they will result in ever-greater Canaditependence on the United States and
a consequent weakening of Canadian soverefgnfihe then leader of the New
Democratic Party in Canada, Ed Broadbent, exprestsedg opposition to NAFTA
arguing that, “within a quarter century, we coutldbsorbed totally, lock, stock and
barrel, if this is not stopped® The Council of Canadians is a citizens’ advoagroup
founded in 1985 and which has opposed the CanadadJatates Free Trade
Agreement, NAFTA, and a process it describes aspdietegration’ that it sees

22 Government of Canada, Department of Foreign Adfaird International Trade (2011), “Merchandise
trade by country.” http//www.international.gc.calaomist-economiste. Accessed April 2011.

Z gee, for example, Andreas, Peter (2005). “The bmikzation of the US-Canada Border: Asymmetric
Interdependence in a Changing Security Contdémteérnational Journal 60(2): 449-62; Clarkson, Stephen
(2002).Uncle Sam and US: Globalization, Neoconservatemd, the Canadian Stat&oronto: University
of Toronto Press; Bow, Brian (2009)he Politics of Linkage: Power, Interdependence kaleés in
Canada-US Relationg/ancouver: University of British Columbia Press.

% pierre Elliott Trudeau, Speech to the NationaisBrClub in Washington, 1969 — Department of Foreig
Affairs and International Trade, Government of Ging011) Canada and the World: A Histary
http://www.international.gc.ca/history-histoireAccessed April 2011.

% See, for example, Clarkson, Stephen (2002¢le Sam and US: Globalization, Neoconservatiam,
the Canadian Statd oronto: University of Toronto Press and Laxdames (2004)The Border: Canada,
the US and Dispatches from thé™4Rarallel. Toronto: Anchor Canada.

26 Smith, Goldwin (1891)Canada and the Canadian Questidmndon: MacMillan.

%" See Orchard, David (1998). The Fight For Canadar E@nturies of Resistance to American
Expansionism. Westmount: Robert Davies MultimeBialt, Clarence (1999Does Canada Matter?
Liberalism and the lllusion of Sovereign®ancouver: Ronsdale Press; Hurtig, Mel (2002 Vanishing
Country: Is it too Late to Save Canad&@ronto: McClelland & Stewart; Sutcliffe, John @010).

“Critical Interpretations of Integration in Northrerica and the European Union,” in Finn Laurser),(ed
Comparative Regional Integratiofrarnham: Ashgate, pp. 63-82.

%8 Quoted in Crosbie, John C. (199Kp Holds Barred: My Life in PoliticsToronto: McClelland &
Stewart, p. 310
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increasing Canadian dependence on the United States element of the Council of
Canadians’ criticisms of the Canadian relationstiih the United States is that the
process of integration is both on-going and costaitack of certainty about its end-
point3® Canadian critics of integration frequently expréssconcern that NAFTA does
not represent the limit of Canadian integratiortwmite United States. Indeed, it is often
the prospect of further integration that drives¢hécisms; something that has been
evident in the period since 11 September 2001.

The attacks of 9/11 sparked a number of immediatelonger-term responses
within the United States in efforts to prevent lent terrorist attacks. Many of these
responses involved tightening security measuréseatountry’s borders, including those
with Canada” These measures prompted several agreements betveeerS. and
Canadian government aimed at alleviating Amerieausty fears but without adding to
a ‘thickening of the border’. These measures ingJuwinong many others, the 2001
Smart Border Accords, the establishment of BorddoEEement Security Task Force
(BEST) units at several border locations, and ligehce sharing agreemeritdn
addition to these measures, several commentateesdrgued in favour of more far-
reaching agreements with between Canada and thedfgiates in order to forestall the
threat of a further thickening of the border anastdamage to Canada’s trading
relationship with the United Stat&SRobert Pastor, for example, advocates the creation
of a common external tariff and therefore a custamsn for the United States and
Canada as part of a series of proposals that weattito the creation of a North
American Community? There is at least the possibility that some o¢hieleas will be
incorporated into agreements resulting from thesatiation process jointly announced
by Barack Obama and Stephen Harper in February.?0mHis announcement

2 See, for example, Council of Canadians (20D@gp Integration14 May 2008. Access March 2009.
http://www.canadians.org/Dl/index.html

%0 Sutcliffe, John B. (2010). “Critical Interpretatis of Integration in North America and the European
Union,” in Finn Laursen (edf;omparative Regional Integratiofrarnham: Ashgate, pp. 63-82.
#Andreas, Peter (2005). “The Mexicanization of tf&-Canada Border: Asymmetric Interdependence in a
Changing Security Contextliiternational Journal 60(2): 449-62; Sands, Chris (2008pward a New
Frontier: Improving the U.S.-Canadian Bord&ashington D.C.: Brookings; Alden, Edward (2008)e
Closing of the American Border: Terrorism, Immidoat and Security Since 9/18lew York: Harper;
Pastor, Robert A. (2011yhe North American Idea: A Vision of a Continerifature. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

32 Morales, Isidro (2008Post-NAFTA North America: Reshaping the EconomitRwlitical Governance
of a Changing RegiomNew York: Palgrave Macmillan; Andreas, Peter Bigfsteker, eds, (2003)he
Rebordering of North AmericdNew York: Routledge; Konrad, Victor and Nicol, éber N. (2004).
“Boundaries and Corridors: Rethinking the Canad&ddnStates Borderlands in the Post-9/11 Era,”
Canadian-American Public Poli¢g0: 9-22.

33 |bbitson, John (2009pen & Shut: Why America has Barack Obama and Caiad Stephen Harper
Toronto: McClelland & Stewart;

34 pastor, Robert A. (2011yhe North American Idea: A Vision of a Continerftature. Oxford: Oxford
University Press; Pastor, Robert (2008). “The FaiafrNorth America: Replacing a Bad Neighbor
Policy,” Foreign Affairs 87(4): 84-98; see also Dobson, Wendy (2082aping the Future North
American Economic Space: A Framework for Actibaronto: C.D. Howe Institute; Rao, S. (2004). fitho
American Economic Integration: Opportunities andal@nges for CanadalRPP Working Paper Serigs
no.2004-09a.

% Obama, Barack and Harper, Stephen (20D&glaration by President Obama and Prime Minister
Harper of Canada — Beyond the BordérFebruary. Washington, D.C.: The White Houseghi
Alexander (2011). “Perimeter step toward more boeticiency,” Windsor Star21 January.
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established a working group aimed at exploring sdvwaeasures to improve U.S.-
Canadian trade including the possibility of a bonerimeter’® and was followed by the
Action Plan released in December 2011.

Canadian critics of these developments frequerghert, as with earlier criticisms
of integration, that they pose a major threat todci#gan sovereignty. They claim, for
example, that if a perimeter approach to secusigdopted, Canadian governments will
be forced to adopt American policies in areas irgjeto immigration, refugee status and
freedom of informatiori’ Again, therefore, critics of this agreement painthe dangers
posed by integration with the United States ancparécularly concerned by the fact that
there is a lack of clarity about the future exteinthis integration.

Mainstream opposition to economic integration ortN America is also
prevalent within the United States. U.S. trade wlhh rest of the world, including
Canada, has grown substantially in recent decaukfoams an important part of the
American economy? The agreements that have prompted this trade dttreeted
criticism from politicians and commentators withie United States. On the right, within
the Republican Party in particular, critics of NDAmerican integration frequently focus
on the potential security and cultural threat ® thnited States posed by illegal
immigration that they argue results from integnatibhese criticisms are most frequently
made in relation to the United States’ relationshiiihh Mexico, but a number of
commentators have also asserted that lack of sgmecentrol over the U.S.-Canada
border represents a significant security fisklany within the Democratic Party and the
trade union movement opposed the North America Frade Agreement. These
opponents claimed that the agreement lower wagésm@vironmental standards and
would result in a loss of jobs to MexitdNAFTA was also opposed in the 1992
presidential elections by critics on the right sashPatrick Buchanan (who challenged
the sitting president George H. Bush in the Regabliprimaries) and businessman H.
Ross Perot who ran as a third candidate. The ealesiigcessful presidential candidate,
Bill Clinton, ran on a campaign that supported NAHJut promised a renegotiation of
key elements of the proposed treaty. In the aftdrrofthe election opposition to
NAFTA continued, particularly from Democrats, ahe eventual Congressional
ratification of the treaty depended on a coalitidiemocrats and Republicaffs.

Finally, as noted above, opposition to NAFTA, aratle agreements in general, has
continued over the 17 years since NAFTA'’s entryg iiarce. In 2004, Dennis Kuchinich
ran as a candidate in the Democratic presidentiagries on a platform that called for

%8 |bbitson, John, Curry, Bill and Koring, Paul (201Beyond the border talks looms a homegrown
debate,"Globe and Mail 5 February.

37 See Ignatieff, Michael (2011). “Don’t deal away sovereignty,’'Globe and Mail 10 February.

38 Bow, Brian (2009)The Politics of Linkage: Power, Interdependence &teés in Canada-US Relatians
Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press.

39 Andreas, Peter (2005). “The Mexicanization of tH&Canada Border: Asymmetric Interdependence in a
Changing Security Contextliternational Journal 60(2): 449-62; Whitaker, Reg (2004-2005). “Seagri
the ‘Ontario-Vermont Border’: Myths and RealitiesRost-9/11 Canadian-American Security Relations,”
International Journal 60(1): 53-70; Lennox, Patrick (2007). “From Gaidetraitjacket to Kevlar Vest:
Canada’s Transformation to a Security Sta@ghadian Journal of Political Sciencé0(4): 1017-1038.

0 Ginaris, Nicholas V. (1998T.he North American Free Trade Agreement and thejan Union
Westport: Praeger.

*1 Hufbauer, Gary C. and Schott, Jeffrey J. (200B)FTA Revisited: Achievements and Challenges
Washington D.C.: Institute for International Ecoricsn
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American withdrawal from NAFTA, and, as noted ahdwath Democratic candidates in
2008 expressed at least the possibility of reogeNIAFTA.

Canada and the United States are therefore clboskéd, economically,
culturally, and militarily. The breadth and depfttltese connections has supporters but
has also attracted criticism in both countriesefamined above, this criticism exists
within mainstream political discourse but also exto the fringes where it takes a
variety of different forms. The paper now turnet@mine the central example of this
criticism; the claim that the three independentestaf North America are in the process
of being replaced by a North American Union.

Conspiracy Thinking in the Americas and the “North American Union”

Within the range of discussion concerning North Aigan integration, conspiracy
thinking has become a significant influence atrtfagins, but has also extended into the
mainstream. This blurring of the lines betweenspiracy theories and more moderate
political discourse has made it difficult for matwydistinguish between conspiratorial
arguments regarding integration from theories baseevidence, and has facilitated the
further expansion of conspiratorial discourse.

Conspiratorialism can, however, be clearly ideetifi Conspiracy theories
identify a single malevolent entity that is direcfiall meaningful human activity. In
superconspiracy theories, this evil force is uned to utilize a multitude of agencies to
accomplish its goals. As Barkun points out, thi$ eentre of power is always understood
to be located outside the believer’s “true comnyinit is “the Other,” foreign or
barbarian in some way.The conspirators govern a hyper-rational univarsehich
every wicked intention can be acted upon with @ieai, and every possible outcome and
implication is known. For a variety of reasonstha early twenty-first century this way
of thinking has become particularly popular in ated States, and fear of a proposed
North American Union is one of the clearest ingtditns of this way of thinking.

The proposition that the interdependence and iategr of Canada and the
United States is inexorably leading to the creatiba ‘North American Union,” (NAU)
linked by a superhighway and single currency, le®ine a surprisingly prevalent
component of political discourse during the lastd 20 year$? There is a startling array
of websites devoted to this topic (over six millipas well as many commentaries and
books, and the common argument that links theimesssertion that the national
governments of Canada, the United States and Mexe&secretly preparing to negotiate
away their states’ sovereignty in a merger thaktevéate a new superstéfelerome
Corsi, for example, claims that:

the Obama administration is pursuing a stealthduoeatic methodology
to establish a common North American border ardhedcontinent,
encompassing the U.S., Canada and Mexico, whilalsmeously moving

“2 Barkun, Michael A Culture of Conspiragyp. 3.

3 pastor, Robert A. (2011Jhe North American Idea: A Vision of a Continerftature. Oxford: Oxford
University Press; Capling, Ann and Nossal, Kim Rich(2009). “The Contradictions of Regionalism in
North America,”"Review of International Studie35:147-67.

4 See Corsi, Jerome R. (200The Late Great USAew York: Threshold Editions; Malkin, Michelle
(2002).Invasion: How America Still Welcomes Terroristsimiinals, and other Foreign Menaces to our
Shores Washington DC: Regnery Publishing.
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to erase the borders between the U.S. and Mexie®khss between the
U.S. and Canad&’

Corsi argues that “policy makers in the three matiand multinational
corporations have placed the United States, Mexod,Canada on a fast track to
merge together economically and politically” andtta North American Union is
being created “through a stealthy, incremental ggedn which our public policy
makers are intentionally less than candid abotit thee intentions.* The
conspirators are understood to be operating onrelwaode scale, though other
countries are rarely mentioned. Pat Robertsor®d ok, The New World
Order, for examplefamously made the claim that a North American Un@s
one element of a much wider conspiracy that wasgihg the face of the United
States"’

Each variant of the North American Union conspirdeory alludes to the forces
working behind the government. Some, for examplggest it is a cabal of bankers and
Jews, some that it is the Council on Foreign Ratesti and some that it is a shadowy
collective known as the “New World Order.” In eaufithese variations, the villains at
the top are working clearly and deliberately tota®sAmericans’ freedoms and their
constitutional rights. A major underlying themetloése arguments is that this supposed
project is being undertaken secretly, and thairitsisions violate the very assumptions
upon which the American government is founded.

The purported new superstate will take control zirge number of policy areas
that were previously the sole responsibility of thegependent states, including, for
example, the natural resources, security decisams particularly immigration policies
for the new union. The website “USA Survival,” fexample, highlights that this plan
suggests that one of the conspirators’ first sfjiateis to create a common legal
framework among the three states, including “praf®r a North American Court of
Justice (with the authority to overrule a decisabthe U.S. Supreme Court), a North
American Trade Tribunal, and a Charter of Fundaaidtitman Rights for North
America, also dubbed the North American Social @hmaf®

According to the conspiracy theorists, one of tlesineritical elements of this
plan is the replacement of the three national cwies with a single currency, the Amero.
Its name clearly modelled on the European Uniout® gthe idea of the Amero embodies
the possibility of the United States losing contybits monetary policy, and its capacity
to act an independent economic aéfdviany conspiratorialists, already concerned about
what they see as the American government’s debttrgecurrent financial situation as a
crisis that is pivotal to the future of the UnitSthtes. Cory Burnell, a founder of the
American group Christian Exodus, for example, Hated the Amero is key to a larger

5 Corsi, Jerome R. (2010). “Premeditated Merger,mp&uietly Erasing Borders,” WorldNet Daily,
December 15http://www.wnd.com/?pageld=24004&ccessed May 6, 2011.

“6 Corsi, Jerome R. (2007Fhe Late Great USANew York: Threshold Editions, xii.

*" Robertson, Pat (199IJhe New World OrdeDallas: World Publishing.

8 America’s Survival, Inc. (nd). “Evolution by Stéfal how ‘North American Integration’ Can Lead to a
North American Union,http://www.usasurvival.org/ck3.09.07.shtml#_edadcessed May 24, 2012.

9 Russell, John (nd) “The Amero Conspiracy,”
http://forextrading.about.com/od/forexhistory/a/ameonspiracy.htmaccessed May 29, 2012.
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conspiratorial project, one world government, “wathe fiat currency created and
controlled by the world’s power brokers for theirrobenefit.™

These conspiratorial fears of an impending NortheAican Union have
developed in part as a result of (deliberate) nmptking and as a result of a misreading
of actual government decisions such as the creafibBlAFTA. As Capling and Nossal
note, for examples, the claims that a North Amerisaperhighway is being created seem
to stem from misunderstanding of transportation gamnnes’ support for improved
highway links within North America and their weliesposting’* Similarly, Pastor
asserts that the idea of a North American Unidnds just false, it was preposterous.”
At the same time, these views have also been eagedry agreements reached post-
9/11 such as the Security and Prosperity Partreesid the more recent ‘Beyond the
Border’ discussions about a security perimetewelsas academic and business
proposals for closer links between Canada, theedrfitates and Mexic8 Critics of a
North American Union point to reports by the Colioci Foreign Relations and the
Canadian Council of Chief Executives as exampléseafret’ reports produced by an
alliance of government and business, which ainmtegrate North Americ¥. The 2005
report of theTask Force on the Future of North Amerigéhich was itself sponsored by
the Council on Foreign Relations and the CanadaumCil of Chief Executives, is
frequently used by believers in a North Americanddras an example of this type of
secret report> This report made a series of recommendationi®gbvernments of the
United States, Canada and Mexico including caflorghe establishment of a common
security perimeter, a common border pass and dadteer infrastructure in order to
allow for the freer flow of people within North Amiea.>®

Conspiracy theories relating to a North Americamdd also frequently draw
attention to the work of Robert Pastor, a forme®.Uhational security advisor and vice-
chair of theTask Force on the Future of North Ameritaseveral works, Pastor has
advocated for closer ties among the three Northigae states including recent
proposals that will help develop a North Americamm@nunity>’ Critics claim that
Pastor is a prominent, and influential, examplarofctivist who is seeking to move the

* |nterview with Cory Burnell, September 2007, citedSweet, Joanna and Lee, Martha F. (2010).
“Christian Exodus: A Modern American Millenarian Mement,”Journal for the Study of Radicalism
4(1):1-23, p. 9.
51 Capling, Ann and Nossal, Kim Richard (2009). “T®entradictions of Regionalism in North America,”
Review of International Studie35:147-67.
2 pastor, Robert A. (2011Jhe North American Idea: A Vision of a Continerftature. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, p. 76.
%3 pastor, Robert A. (2001Joward a North American Community: Lessons FromQteeWorld for the
New Washington D.C.: Institute for International Eoamics.
** See, for example, Canadian Council of Chief Exigest(2004)New Frontiers: Building a Z1Century
Canada-United States Partnership in North Ameridtawa: Canadian Council of Chief Executives.
Information on the Council on Foreign Relationaigilable ahttp://www.cfr.org/about(accessed 25
April 2011).
> Manley, John P., Aspe, Pedro, and Weld, WilliantcRairs) (2005)Building a North American
g:eommunityWashington DC: Council on Foreign Relations.

Ibid.
" Pastor, Robert A. (200IJoward a North American Community: Lessons FromQteeWorld for the
New Washington D.C.: Institute for International Eoamics; Pastor, Robert A. (2008). “The Future of
North America: Replacing a Bad Neighbor Polidygreign Affairs87(4): 84-98; Pastor, Robert A. (2011).
The North American Idea: A Vision of a Continerfitature Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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governments of North America, by stealth, towardsian. In the words of Jerome
Corsi: “If Pastor has his way, the economic, legal] executive capacities of Mexico,
the United States and Canada will fuse in suchyatheat a North American community
develops. Such a community depends upon the diniigf national identities..>® It

is sometimes even argued that this North Americaiotwill result in a totalitarian
regime that will rescind constitutionally guararddeeedoms, and result in untold human
misery,

we are_being betrayed from within You cannot rely on the elite media to
tell you that there arBT MINIMUM 23 million invaders/insurgents already
here. The reason our government doging to enforce our laws and
secure our borders is because our governmeneiwiih global elites who

are working assiduously to achieve a communistiied@One World Order
(OWO) andthe open borders are part of the plan Chaos will eventually
reign, martial law will be enforced, the Bill of gtits and our Constitution

will evaporate, our sovereignty and Republic wiltleas the global elites take
over and reign suprenie.

As extreme as these views may appear, oppositiarptoported North American Union
has appeared within more mainstream political delydh September 2006, for example,
the US Congress passed a joint resolution: “Exprgske sense of Congress that the
United States should not engage in the constructi@iNorth American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) Superhighway System or enter atdorth American Union with
Mexico and Canad&”

Fear of a NAU is evident, but far less prominen€emada. Kevin Parkinson’s
“Global Research” web-site, for example, asseids @anadians “are completely
unaware of [the] looming North American Union,” amangement the author argues will
result in Canadian resources being controlled bygtihwvernment of the North American
Union. Despite its reference to the North Amerithmon, the nature and grounds of
Parkinson’s argument differ from American conspratlists’ concerns:

If our citizenry allows the North American Union¢ome into existence,
then our way of life will change drastically, fdret years to come. With
privatization of our resources, increased foreigmership, and a Canadian
government with less and less authority, our caidand grandchildren will
become ‘North Americans’ and our quality of lifelidrastically decliné?

%8 Corsi, Jerome R. (2007Fhe Late Great USANew York: Threshold Editions, 44. Corsi compapestor
to Jean Monnet and the role played by Monnet irdéhvelopment of European integration.

% Peterson, Daneen (nd). “lllegal Alien Anarchigttp://www.stopthenorthamericanunion.com/Dots.html
accessed May 30, 2012.

€ pastor, Robert A. (2011Jhe North American Idea: A Vision of a Continerftature. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

®1 House of Representatives (2005-2006). H.Con.R&4H48109" Congress, Washington DC.

82 parkinson, Kevin (2007). “Canadians completelywar@ of looming North American Union,” accessed
10 April 2011 atttp://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=\id&6346
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The form of Parkinson'’s interests is mirrored ia tampaigns of number of other
Canadian organizations, including the Council oh&#ans. As noted above, this
citizens’ group has campaigned against a processtttiescribes as ‘deep integration’
with the United States. It asserts that deep iategr will lead to:

the dismantling of the border between Canada amdJtiited States. It could
affect everything — the economy, social programsources and the
environment. Deep integration is the harmonizatibpolicies and
regulations that govern the foods we eat, the itembuy, and how we live.
It calls for the formation of a new North Ameridaat effectively erases the
border between Canada and the United States intérests of trade north of
the border and security south of the bofder.

In campaigning against this integration process Gbuncil of Canadians has called for
popular opposition to the Canada-U.S. Free Trade&gent, NAFTA, the Security and
Prosperity Partnership (SPP) and recently, theqeeg perimeter security pléh.

Various local chapters of the Council of Canadiauagke the case that these measures
will ultimately lead the establishment of a NortimArican Union. The Vancouver
Council of Canadians, for example, argues thatléesmwe can get the government to
change gourse, it is just a matter of time unth&ia is dissolved into a ‘North American
Union.”

Intuitively, it would seem that fear of a mergetoi larger political union would
be more prominent in the smaller states (in the&ed@anada) given the underlying
context of asymmetric interdependence. Study ofdlas relating to a North American
Union indicate, however, that these fears are mominent and more intensely
expressed in the United States as compared to @aeaen allowing for the different
population size&® There are several explanations for the prevaleftee North
American Union idea and why it is particularly prioemt in the United States. One
relates to the failure of North American leadersj particularly American presidents, to
widely promote the benefits of integration in NoAimerica. Instead, presidents have
frequently bowed to the demands of vocal opponehitstegration and/or have preferred
that negotiations relating to the U.S.-Canadiaméooccur outside the glare of public
opinion®’ In this sense, U.S. leaders reflect and fostedéwply rooted isolationism in
the United States.

At the same time, the North American negotiatidra tlo occur and the
agreements that are reached help to create thessipn that North American integration
is an ongoing process with a lack of clarity abebat the end point of the agreements
will be. The Beyond the Border Action Plan, for exde, sets out priorities and builds on

83 Council of Canadians (2011). “Deep Integratiorgéessed 21 April 2011 at
http://www.candians.org/Dl.index.html

%4 See Council of Canadians (2011). “Tell the Hagmrernment you oppose its perimeter security plan,”
accessed 25 April 2011 bttp://www.canadians.org/action/2011.SecurityPlanlh

% vancouver Council of Canadians (2011). “Deepgraéion — details,” accessed 25 April 2011 at
http://www.vancouvercouncilofcanadians.ca/

% See Pastor, Robert A. (201The North American Idea: A Vision of a Continerftature. Oxford:

Oxford University Press, p. 11.

7 Ibid.
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pilot projects and previous agreements but doesefatitively establish how the U.S.-
Canada will operate in the future. As a result,ftwt that North American integration is
an ongoing process is used by proponents of thehManerican Union conspiracy to
claim that the negotiations and agreements havpdtential to challenge fundamentally
state sovereignty and identity. In this sense glyesups and individuals are influenced
by, and use, the fear of the unkno%n.

A third explanation for the prevalence of the No&tmerican Union idea in the
United States is the prevalence of conspiracy theothat country. The vision of a North
American Union can clearly be distinguished fromtigues of integration from more
mainstream groups across the political spectruras&lviews criticise particular
elements of integration or the consequences oécloks with other countries.
Conspiratorial views, on the other hand, see iatiggn as being entirely malevolent and
are often apocalyptic in tone. They also purpodfter a complete explanation of all
social, political, and economic life, and they tglly too, identify mysterious groups
such as “The New World Order” and/or bankers, tluiinati or Freemasons as either
the force behind this conspiratorial effort or thmions of the real mastermind. Notably,
these theories most often relate their claims édtindamental principles of the
Constitution and American identity.

While the media might suggest that the prevalefi@®mspiracy thinking in the
early twenty-first century is a unique featurela$tera, this is not the case. Conspiracy
theories become a prominent part of political disse during periods of profound
political, economic, and social upheaval, a teng¢hat supports a Gramscian analysis
of popular culture that interprets a nation’s p@puwulture as one place in which the
struggle between a state’s dominant and subordgrateps is played ol§f.Conspiracy
theories that concern political and economic |éednrisen to the level of public
discourse in what might be described as periodsgoificant hegemonic change. This
pattern can be seen in the discourse of latecghtury Europe, the interwar years of the
twentieth century in Great Britain, and in the \@nitStates in the post-Cold War ye&rs.
While the emergence of conspiracy theory in th® dghtury is interesting and important
(during this period, the llluminati first emergesl @ central focus of conspiracy theories),
the early twentieth century experience in Britamiost comparable, in terms of the
democratic political environment, the nature of thange under consideration, and the
way in which conspiracy theory functioned in theimsgeam political realm.

As noted above, the structure of conspiracy thebanged definitively in the
early twentieth century when amateur historian @mspiracy theorist Nesta Webster
propagated the first true superconspiracy theayangument that a complex conspiracy
was behind the decline of the British Empire predd new way to talk about
conspiracies in a globalizing world. Generated blydoncern for social, economic, and
political change that was occurring in Britain, VE&dy argued that a complex conspiracy

®8 |n this way, opposition to North American integoathas similarities with Euroscepticism and
opposition to integration in Europe. See Sutcliffehn B. (2010). “Critical Interpretations of Intation in
North America and the European Union,” in Finn Lsair (ed)Comparative Regional Integration
Farnham: Ashgate, pp. 63-82.

% Storey, John (2003 ultural Studies and the Study of Popular Culf@8 edition. Atlanta: University
of Georgia Press, p. 3.

0 Lee, Martha F. (2011 onspiracy Rising: Conspiracy Thinking and Amemi€ublic Life Greenwood:
Praeger/ABC CLIO.
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comprised of Jews, Grand Orient Masonry, TheosoBhg;Germanism, International
Finance and Bolshevism was working together totbvew Britain and all of “Christian
civilization.””* For Webster, the relevant political world extenégdbeyond the borders
of the United Kingdom, and her second major inniovato conspiracy theory was to
incorporate this international element into thehdecture of her conspiracy theory.
Webster’s writings were influential in her own timéNinston Churchill used her writing
in his speechéé— and her ideas continue to circulate today.

Webster’s superconspiracy architecture moved taJtiited States in the early
twentieth century, but it was in the mid-twentietmtury, via Robert Welch and the John
Birch Society that it became popular. While Weldisveriginally content to identify
Communists as the major threat to America, hisingpof Nesta Webster allowed him to
expand his original theory to incorporate a commleglobal villains. Secret conspirators
— including the Bavarian llluminati — were behite tCommunist$® While political
events eventually overtook a conspiracy theoryfibetured the U.S.S.R. as a major
actor, political events of the late twentieth centdid prepare the ground for new
conspiracy theories to emerge in the late twengaethearly twenty-first centuries.

One might identify a general practice of governnesdrecy and real government
cover-ups (for example, illegal activities by thEAGind FBI), as practices that sustained
some Americans’ faith in conspiracy theories, amtiimber of high profile and sudden
deaths that became anchors for specific event aacybeliefs. As conspiracy theories
exist today, however, Webster's and Welch’s comrdpiral views remained influential.
Almost without exception, modern American superpinasy theories, such as those
concerning the North American Union, assert thatdbnspirators are engaged in
activities that are international in scope and thatconspirators control the government.
These theories reflect concerns regarding the taingyr of the international
environment, as well as the fear that in the cdniéxhat uncertainty, the government is
engaged in activities that are outside the intsrekits own citizens. In the words of
Daneen Peterson, an anti-North American Union ettiv

Today | will reveal to you the betrayal of the Ancan people by a
government cabal who are bent on destroying ougreagnty in order to
create a North American Union. The miscreantaugelmany who function
at the highest levels in our government. Many ho&mbership in the
Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) and the Trilat€ommission and
pursue a subversive agenda. The cabal is deldg@