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Introduction

The United States and Canada have one of the most intense political and economic relationship of any two nations in the world, and Americans have benefited greatly from it.  A sovereign Quebec has the potential to radically disrupt this order; however, whether Quebec sovereignty would fundamentally damages it would depend in part on U.S. actions prior to a sovereignty referendum and during the negotiations between Ottawa and Quebec to establish a new constitutional arrangement.  In this paper, these two periods are referred to as the campaign and the transition.


U.S.-Canadian cooperation is built on many economic and security arrangements, such as the 1965 Automotive Agreement, NAFTA, and NORAD, and U.S.-Canadian cooperation in multilateral fora such as NATO, the UN and WTO.  The effective assimilation of Quebec into these structures would be critical to maintaining the benefits the United States currently enjoys from its relationship with Canada.  Whether Quebec is to assume the status of a sovereign nation is clearly a matter for Canadians to decide--without American interference.  However, once a transition began, the United States would have a significant interest in ensuring that a newly independent Quebec would be properly integrated into North American and multilateral structures.


To examine how U.S. policymakers should react to a yes vote in some future referendum, we must ask what the question would be and what the new constitutional arrangement might look like?  Quebec sovereigntists have established the goal of continued sharing of some national responsibilities between Ottawa and Quebec City; however, the ultimate scope of shared responsibilities is difficult to predict.  Part I of this paper briefly addresses these questions.


The transition would be a highly charged environment, and the interests and actions of principal actors in the Rest of Canada (ROC), Quebec and the United States would be affected by both forces specific to the campaign experience and circumstances external to North America.  Part II discusses the salient global and regional forces that would affect the actions of North America leaders during the transition.


Part III analyzes what actions the United States should take as a supportive neighbor and to serve its own national interests during the campaign and the transition.

I.  What Are We Talking About?


The editors charge to the authors of this issue of ARCS was to analyze the consequences of a sovereign Quebec; therefore, without speculating about probabilities, this paper assumes that a referendum with a question similar to the one posed in 1996 is held and a majority of the residents of Quebec vote yes.  How much of a majority?  Enough that Ottawa feels compelled to negotiate a radically altered constitutional arrangement, or if Ottawa balks, then Quebec has enough of a majority to issue a unilateral declaration of independence (UDI) that is accepted as legitimate by the international community.


Under these conditions, the two scenarios suggested by Remi Hyppia offer a good framework for analysis.  They might be best viewed as endpoints on a continuum.  Under the soft sovereignty scenario, ROC and Quebec would agree to partnership in foreign and security policy.  This could even include well integrated armed forces and joint participation in security alliances; however, for Quebec to be the master of its economic and cultural future, it could determine that this should not include international economic policy, such as the terms and conditions of its participation in NAFTA and the WTO.


Under the hard sovereignty scenario, Ottawa takes a hard line, negotiations fail and the Quebec issues a UDI.  Again, since the purpose of this paper is to analyze the consequences of sovereignty, it is assumed that Quebec succeeds in securing control over its borders and exercises the powers of a sovereign state; however, it is left with the daunting task of establishing all of its international relationships--including its ties with the United States--from scratch and with little support from Canada.


In reality, something in between these two scenarios would be the more likely outcome.  On the one hand, jointness in diplomacy and military operations poses daunting challenges--these would be exacerbated by the very cultural concerns among Quebecers that give rise to sovereigntist aspirations.  On the other hand, it should quickly occur to Ottawa that its economic needs are connected to the quick and orderly incorporation of Quebec into North American economic arrangements--this requires an equitable, negotiated settlement.

II.  Factors Acting on Policymakers

Six sets of factors would affect policy choices during the campaign and transition.


First, the role and powers of the nation state in the West are undergoing change.  Globalization is limiting the ability of national governments to fully control economic conditions within their borders.  Policymakers are placing greater reliance on multilateral and pluralateral institutions to create suitable conditions to ensure growth and prosperity.  In the United States and Canada, the frontiers of the welfare state appear to be receding, privatization and deregulation are the bywords of the day, and both Washington and Ottawa are betting on access to foreign markets, through NAFTA, the WTO and other agreements, to create good jobs. 


Among cosmopolitan elites in North America and Europe the perceived legitimacy of national government efforts to aggressively seek to homogenize their populations, linguistically and in terms of civic values, has eroded since World War II.  More importantly for the Quebec, the claims of linguistic and ethnic minorities for greater autonomy and freedom of expression have attained somewhat greater legitimacy.


Together, these economic and intellectual developments have important political consequences for Canada.  Assuming Quebec could secure membership in NAFTA, the WTO and other economic arrangements in a timely fashion, it needs Ottawa less to manage the economic challenges that must be addressed over next generation.  As importantly, the task for Ottawa of denying Quebec significant autonomy in the face of a yes vote would likely be more difficult today than 50 years ago.


Second, as Christopher Sands has described, Quebecers, like Americans, embrace as an "exceptionalist" view of their society; they have positive values they wish to promote in their foreign policy.  In the near term, established security and economic arrangements could require ROC and Quebec to accept soft sovereignty.  However, "exceptionalist" thinking would make a jointly-managed foreign policy more and more difficult as the years pass.  Whatever the initial sovereignty arrangement, Quebec would likely drift toward a separate and independent foreign policy, much as Canada drifted away from Great Britain during the early decades of this century.


Third, as Louis Belanger argues perceptions in Quebec of U.S. actions during the campaign and the transition would affect subsequent U.S.-Quebec relations.  For example, if the United States was perceived as trying to intimidate or undermine sovereigntist aspirations during the campaign, popular sentiments might constrain Quebec leaders in their cooperation with the United States in a variety of diplomatic venues for many years.


Fourth, as Charles Brower and Abby Smutny have argued, a newly sovereign Quebec, unlike ROC, would not have the status of a successor state under international law; therefore, it would not automatically become a member of NAFTA, the WTO and most other treaties, agreements and organizations of which Canada is now a member.  This could pose significant economic problems in Quebec, ROC and the United States.


As Peter Kresl describes, intra-industry and intra-firm trade account for large shares of Canadian trade with the United States.  These relationships have effectively integrated many North American industries, and many products are made by seamless enterprises and lack a clear national identity.  The competitive viability of much of this industry is premised on free trade among the Canadian provinces and between Canada and the United States by virtue of the Automotive Agreement and NAFTA.  


If auto parts manufactured in a newly independent Quebec were not be permitted to enter ROC and the United States duty free, the prices of cars assembled in Ontario or Michigan, using these parts, would have to reflect the duties paid; hence, North American cars using Quebec parts and competing against Japanese and European imports would be disadvantaged should Quebec be denied the benefits of the Automotive Agreement and NAFTA.  Analogous circumstances exist in other industries.


Unemployment would rise and incomes would fall in Quebec owing to a lack of market access in ROC and the United States.  Also, adverse consequences would be felt in Ontario, the Atlantic Provinces and some U.S. states as exports to economically stagnant Quebec declined.  The whole situation could be exacerbated if interprovincial barriers were to rise in ROC in the aftermath of a yes vote.  Particularly hard hit could be some U.S. border communities particularly dependent on commerce with Quebec.


Therefore, although the terms of Quebec's accession to NAFTA, the WTO and other economic arrangements could be complicated by Quebec's activist inclinations regarding economic development policy, it would be highly desirable that either Quebec membership be negotiated concurrently with the negotiation of new political and economic arrangements with between Quebec and ROC--i.e., prior to a Quebec declaration of independence--or that interim market-access benefits be arranged for Quebec for a suitable period after independence.  Either outcome would be politically and diplomatically difficult to achieve but very necessary.


Fifth, the viability of Canada as a economic and foreign policy partner for the United States would be significantly affected by terms of the separation of Quebec and the process by which it is achieved.  For example, Canada and the provinces are servicing very large debts; a division of the existing national debt between ROC and Quebec that was not in proportion to their GDP would sorely disadvantage the nation stuck with the proportionately larger share.  Moreover, during the transition, it would quickly become apparent to investors that the exclusion of Quebec from the Auto Pact, NAFTA and the WTO could disadvantage some enterprises in ROC as much as those in Quebec.  Should Ottawa take a hard line in the face of a yes vote, or Quebec be unreasonable in its expectations, foreign investors could become concerned about the prospects of Quebec issuing a UDI, ROC getting stuck with too much debt, and both nations would being disadvantaged by a disruption in established commercial treaties.  All of this could have important adverse consequences for continued U.S.-Canadian partnership on diplomatic and security matters and for U.S. communities having significant commerce with both ROC and Quebec.


Sixth, ensuring continuity between the current bilateral regime and a new trilateral order would be more complicated than dealing with Quebec's status in NAFTA, the WTO, NATO, and other bilateral and multilateral arrangements.  Much U.S.-Canadian security and economic cooperation rests upon a complex web of continuous contacts, arrangements and agreements at the working levels of both federal governments.  Trilateralizing these could prove daunting but failing to do so could be quite disruptive.  This argues for soft sovereignty, at least for a period of years.

III.  U.S. Interests

The vexing challenges associated with creating a new trilateral order as harmonious and productive as the current bilateral order provides good reason for U.S. policymakers to favor a continued united Canada. The United States has sought to avoid providing encouragement to the sovereigntist movement, and the official position is that Quebec autonomy is an internal matter for Canadians to resolve.


During a referendum campaign, it would be one thing for Washington to stand on the side lines, and it would be quite another for it to be perceived to be issuing intimidating statements about future U.S. relations with a sovereign Quebec.  Just prior to the November 1995 referendum, Secretary Warren Christopher indicated that an independent Quebec might not enjoy the same economic relationship with the United States, through NAFTA, it enjoys as part of Canada; this was seen as a movement towards a more interventionist U.S. policy by the Quebec government.


In a future campaign, the U.S. policymakers would be quite correct to say, if asked, that Quebec membership in NAFTA would not be automatic and require special negotiations, just as accession by Chile or any other new member would require negotiations.  However,  U.S. policymakers should accompany such statements with clear explanations that the status of an independent Quebec in NAFTA and other agreements rests on real legal constraints and is not as issue for the U.S. State Department to determine as a matter of policy, or an expression of U.S. preferences regarding the outcome of the referendum.  Realism in the U.S. assessment of the consequences of a sovereign Quebec, coupled with a concerted effort to be perceived as even handed and noninterventionist as possible, best serves U.S. interests.  Neither Ottawa nor Quebec City would be entirely happy with such a U.S. posture but it would be the best Washington could do.


Should the sovereigntists win a convincing yes vote, then U.S. interests would change radically.  The United States then would have a legitimate interest in supporting an amicable separation that leaves the combination of ROC and Quebec as economically viable and politically stable as Canada is today.  This would require a reasonable sharing of both assets and liabilities between Ottawa and Quebec City and the maintenance of free trade between ROC and Quebec, as well as with the United States.  From a U.S. perspective soft sovereignty would be preferable--initially, it would limit the problem of trilateralizing the relationship to non-security, mostly economic and environmental issues.


The United States should not seek to impose such a settlement; rather, it would be better for the United States to encourage compromise through the process of pursuing its legitimate interests.  To this end, the United States should seek to engage Canada in dialog regarding the implications of proposed new constitutional arrangements for U.S.-Canadian treaties, agreements and other cooperative arrangements.  This would be delicate.  Initially, it might not entail discussion of Quebec's accession to NAFTA and other arrangements, because Ottawa might initially try to propose constitutional arrangements that did not require Quebec to assert sovereignty on external matters.  


However, once Ottawa-Quebec discussions appeared to be moving toward at least soft sovereignty, trilateral negotiations on Quebec's future status in NAFTA would become imperative if free trade arrangements were not to be ruptured and the economies of ROC, Quebec and the United States were not to be damaged.  Moreover, trilateral negotiations would give constitutional negotiators for ROC and Quebec a more certain view of the post-independence relations with their southern neighbor.  This could help them to better define their respective self-interests regarding the structure of the ROC-Quebec relationship.


Should Ottawa refuse negotiate and a UDI become inevitable, it would not serve U.S. interests for Washington to stand on the side lines while Canada fractured.  The potential for the proliferation of trade barriers, especially provincial nontariff measures, could be devastating for commercial relations, and cooperation on security and other foreign policy matters could become torturously difficult with ROC and Quebec estranged.  


Perhaps the best way to help the ROC see its interest in an amicable solution, and to encourage Quebec to be reasonable in its expectations, would be for the United States to engage Quebec in discussions if Ottawa failed to do so.  Initially, the most important discussions would center on Quebec's accession to NAFTA and the WTO.  The U.S. potential role in this regard is often misunderstood.  The United States does not need Canadian and Mexican approval to extend the benefits of NAFTA to Quebec in the United States anymore than Canada needed U.S. permission to negotiate its free trade pact with Chile in 1996.


Canada is among the staunchest America allies and has every right to noninterference and American support as it continues to sort out its internal constitutional questions.  Quebec is Canada's to lose, and whether or not Quebec chooses to leave the confederation will not turn on American sentiments or expressions of American sentiments.  However, should Quebec choose to leave the confederation, the United States has legitimate national interests in an amicable solution.  Once the process of substantially increased autonomy or full separation begins, the United States can best serve its interests, without compromising those of Canada, by leaving the sidelines and engaging both sides in a dialogue regarding the substance of a new trilateral order. 




     �Of course, this condition is dependent on the perceptions of within the international community about the predisposition of a sovereign Quebec to treat fairly its English, aboriginal and other ethnic populations.







