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PREFACE

In December 1998, while I was still a graduate student at the
University of Toronto’s Ontario Institute for Studies in Education,
I was heading to a conference in England and, with time to kill before
my red-eye flight, stopped into an airport lounge for a beer and to
watch the evening news. Up first, the story of Stanley Faulder—the
Canadian citizen who had just been granted a stay of execution in
the United States. I recall remarking to the person sitting next to me
that he’d probably be dead by the time I got back from my trip. I was
wrong and I kept following the case up until his eventual execution
in June 1999. Then, in April 2000, Canadian citizen Nguyen Thi
Hiep was executed in Vietnam, the country of her birth. I had spent
my graduate student career researching and writing about practices of
state-sanctioned killing and their narratives, but these particular cases
resonated in a ditferent way: these were Canadians being killed in
other countries—including the one closest to me. A new project was
thus born but didn’t coalesce into an idea for a book on “messed up
moments in Canada/ US relations” until almost a decade later. From
that moment in the Toronto airport bar up until now, January 2012,
the United States has seen tour federal elections and Canada has had
tive. We’ve lived side by side, and not always nicely, through 9/11 and
our respective recessions, but have united in the Occupy Movement
with an idea generated by Vancouver’s Adbuster magazine, in a cli-
mate of the Arab Spring, realized in New York City, and which spread
across the continent and around the world. It is to both the long-time
activists and ordinary citizens suddenly rising up and demanding a
better world that I dedicate this book.
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INTRODUCTION

Love Us or HATE Us:
CANADA IN THE WORLD

In the 2009 British political satire, In the Loop, one line in particu-
lar stands out in a screenplay that was nominated for an Academy
Award. When a British minister inadvertently ignites speculation of
an imminent war with an undisclosed Middle Eastern country, his
meeting with American officials at the British foreign oftice is hastily
arranged. Speaking on the phone about who will likely be attending,
the British “director of diplomacy” remarks they needn’t worry about
the Canadians as “they’re just happy to be there. They always look
surprised when they’re invited.”

What Canada thinks about itself, and what Canadians think people
in other countries think about us, is more than the butt of the above
joke. Indeed, in the lead-up to Canada’s hosting the G8 and G20
summits over June 25 and June 26, 2010, the Historica-Dominion
Institute commissioned Ipsos Reid to conduct an online poll of
18,000 people in 24 countries to assess the global community’s per-
ceptions of Canada and Canadians. Contrary to a popular mythology
of a Canadian inferiority complex, for one blogger the results of the
poll show that “Canadians now have joined the ranks of the Germans
and Americans as self-centered, jingoistic boors with an inflated and
skewed opinion of our planetary, nay, our universal significance.”
For example, 67 percent of Canadians polled think that Canada has
an influence on the world stage, while only 55 percent of global
respondents agree (with less than 50 percent of the Swedes, Japanese,
German, and British agreeing). Sixty seven percent of the global pop-
ulation say that Canada is a “leader in working for peace and human
rights around the world,” whereas 81 percent of Canadians think we
are. And only 53 percent of the rest of the world thinks Canadians are
sexy, compared to 64 percent of Canadian respondents. Nonetheless,
whereas we might not be terribly sexy, 71 percent of the global popu-
lation feel that Canadians are “cool” and 80 percent say they would
invite one of us home for dinner.?
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Interestingly, the poll finds that more Canadians (71 percent) than
overall global respondents (60 percent), and 54 percent of Americans,
think that Canada pretty much does whatever the United States says
in terms of foreign affairs. And, despite being the bottom-ranked
country at the Copenhagen Conference on climate change in 2009,
Canada’s reputation for caring about the environment is higher glob-
ally (84 percent) than amongst Canadians themselves (71 percent).
Says Andrew Cohen, president of the Historica-Dominion Institute:
“In a world of more than 200 countries, we can be proud that we are
generally well regarded beyond our borders, although, as Canadians,
we tend to be our own biggest fans, and sometimes, our own sharp-
est critics.”?

The complexity of “Canadian identity,” and our place in the world,
is the broad focus of this book. The chapters contained within are
an interdisciplinary examination of contentious events both within
and beyond Canada, their relationship to and impact on (primarily)
Canada/ US relations, as well as Canadian political and cultural iden-
tity both before and after September 11, 2001. These include the exe-
cution of Canadian citizens in foreign countries in 1999 and 2000,
the friendly fire incident in Afghanistan in 2002, the 2004 American
election, the 2006 arrests of the “Toronto 17,7 the Maher Arar affair,
and the deportations of American soldiers denied asylum in Canada
for refusing to fight in the Iraq War. A key theme underlying each
chapter is what I call “myths of Canadian benevolence;” notions of
peace and good will, acceptance and tolerance, by which Canada
both constructs an identity for itself and projects to the world, most
often in comparison to the United States, but which do not always
hold up under close scrutiny. In examining these myths as well as
conceptual issues of war and warfare, sovereignty and violence, multi-
culturalism, citizenship and identity, human rights and international
law, I draw on key theorists from a range of disciplines including
sociology, anthropology, international relations, philosophy, cultural
studies, and critical race theory.

As with any identity project, media narratives play an important
pedagogical role in constructing and circulating particular ideas of
“Canada” and “Canadian-ness.” I, therefore, examine a range of
Canadian and American media throughout the text, from mainstream
news to popular television, film, and the Internet. What emerges is a
story of a conflicted and stormy relationship between two neighbor-
ing countries that both rival and envy each other while failing to
understand the other.
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THE ORGANIZATION OF THE Book

Chapter 1 examines how in June 1999, Stanley Faulder became the
tirst Canadian citizen to be executed in the United States since 1952
and in April 2000, Nguyen Thi Hiep was shot by a firing squad in
Vietnam, becoming the first known Canadian to be executed any-
where in the world on a drug-related charge. For the Canadian public
and press, these killings marked a violation of international human
rights and a general failure of international diplomacy, prompting
government officials and human rights groups to call for an interna-
tional ban on capital punishment. Yet, at the same time, in an unprec-
edented move, Canada’s Minister of Justice was pushing to extradite
two Canadian citizens, Atif Rafay and Glen Sebastian Burns, to
Washington State on murder charges without demanding assur-
ances that the death penalty not be imposed. Drawing on the work
of philosopher Giorgio Agamben, this chapter argues that efforts to
internationalize capital punishment as a global “human rights,” as
opposed to a “political,” issue undermines the complexity of capital
punishment as an exercise in sovereign power, operating at the limits
of sovereign jurisdiction. In addition to the “real life” cases of Hiep,
Faulder, and Rafay and Burns, I examine the controversy in Canada
surrounding a 1998 episode of the popular American television
drama, Law and Order entitled “True North” in which the New York
District Attorney’s Office violates an extradition agreement with the
Canadian government by sentencing a Canadian citizen to death. As
with Hiep, Faulder, and Burns and Rafay, I argue that the bare life
of Stephanie Harker is a life seen as not worthy of being lived, as
expendable, trapped in a “zone of indistinction” between violence
and the law, both inside and outside the jurisdictions of not just one,
but two, sovereign powers. In all these cases, we see the exercise of
sovereign power enacted upon the bare (politically unqualified) life of
individuals situated on the biopolitical border of life and death.

In chapter 2, I turn to the political fallout and public opinion on
both sides of the Canada/US border by critically examining media
narratives and popular discourse in which four Canadian soldiers were
written as war heroes rather than accident victims after they were killed
by an American bomb while on a training exercise in Afghanistan in
2002. Equally central to the narrative is the vilification of the US
soldiers responsible for the bombing who claimed that they were also
victims—of the media, the US military, and the Canadian govern-
ment alike. The focus of my analysis is how a politics of responsibility
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becomes supplanted with a politics of blame, with cries of righteous
indignation couched in a discourse of anti-Americanism. Central to
this analysis is the distinction between “hero” and “victim” that is
found to be arbitrary. Although the Canadian government consid-
ered the deaths of the four soldiers as the first combat deaths since
the Korean War and their deaths thus heroic, the men did not actually
die in combat but in a training accident. Nonetheless, the Canadian
media, government, and public were eager to assign a hero status to
the dead soldiers despite the circumstances of their deaths. Given the
overtly nationalist sentiment surrounding the figure of the war hero,
I argue that rather than think of the friendly fire incident as a “normal”
but tragic accident of war (as per Scott Snook in his book on the
friendly fire shoot down of the US Blackhawk in the Persian Gulf
War), and inevitable given the increasing technologization of warfare,
we must retheorize war itself as the accident. In so doing, I draw on
the work of postmodern theorist Paul Virilio and conclude that if the
accident produces victims and not heroes, with war as accident, the
hero ceases to be possible, thus eliminating any claims of moral or
sovereign righteousness over who gets to kill whom.

Chapters 1 and 2 examine Canada/US relations in the context
of state-sanctioned practices of killing (capital punishment and war),
whereas chapter 3 turns the focus away from Americans killing
Canadians to a more humorous take on Canadians wanting to marry
Americans, and vice versa. Two weeks before the 2004 US federal
election, a spoof website, marryanamerican.ca, was launched urging
Canadians to take pity on liberal Americans by taking a pledge to
marry one. While the rules were simple, one only had to be a Canadian
citizen to take the pledge to marry “a willing American citizen,” cri-
teria for marriage to a Canadian ranged from not having a decid-
edly American accent to an appreciation for cold winters and living
in igloos, stereotypes that potential American spouses recapitulated
in their own pleas for rescue to our “socialist paradise of tolerance
and understanding.” This chapter examines how marryanamerican.
ca served to reproduce, for both Canadians and Americans, not only
time-honored stereotypes but also a national imaginary constructed
upon myths of benevolence that originate from the very design of
the Canadian state through its official policies, laws, and legislations.
While, as I discuss, they do not hold up under close scrutiny, these
particular state practices and policies become the attributes, the val-
ues, by which “Canada” not only detines itself, but also distinguishes
itself as superior in relation to the United States. In theorizing citi-
zenship along principles of design, I draw on the work of international
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relations theorist Cynthia Weber who considers design as a discourse
of legitimation originating with Thomas Hobbes. Weber’s focus is on
citizenship as a design for safe living, whereas I shift the emphasis to
citizenships’ claims of providing health and happiness. In the context
of marryanamerican.ca, the best way for a liberal American citizen to
be “happy” is to exchange their citizenship of birth for a citizenship
of choice by redesigning themselves as Canadian.

Chapters 4 and 5 further the analysis of citizenship and identity
by examining how immigrants and children of immigrants, Muslim
men and boys in particular, are framed differently than native-born
and white Canadians and treated with a suspicion that legitimates
the suspension of law and rights. Chapter 4 focuses on popular dis-
courses surrounding, and the mainstream media’s sensationalizing
of, the June 2006 arrests of the Toronto 17 (later 18). Charged under
Canada’s Anti-Terrorism Act (ATA) that was hastily instituted follow-
ing 9/11, the men and boys were branded as ungrateful “home-grown
terrorists” even before their bail hearings. In addition to examining
the ATA itself, in this chapter I draw on the critical race theory of
Rinaldo Walcott and extend anthropologist Ghassan Hage’s theo-
rization of “phallic democracy” to what I’'m calling a phallic multi-
culturalism by which Canada projects a moral superiority not only
as a tolerant and benevolent nation but also as #ke most tolerant and
benevolent nation in the world, but which is nonetheless contingent
on what sort of “Canadian” we’re talking about and who indeed gets
to count as being Canadian. In concluding, I return to the work of
philosopher Giorgio Agamben in discussing the case of non-Cana-
dian citizens currently detained under Canada’s Security Certificate
system and reposition Canada as a “state of exception” rather than an
exceptional state.

For many Canadians, the 2007 Hollywood film, Rendition, which
introduces chapter 5, may have induced a state of deja vu. An earnest
American man of Egyptian origin fails to arrive home after a busi-
ness trip abroad as his wife, and the audience, discover that he’s been
mistakenly assumed a terrorist by the US government and, under a
policy of “extraordinary rendition,” been whisked off to a prison in
the Middle East where he is brutally tortured. Although the film
doesn’t purport to be based on the Maher Arar affair, it nonethe-
less raises serious questions around the consequences of post-9/11
targeting of Muslim men, the denial of fundamental human rights of
those accused of terrorism, and the practice of rendition for torture
in particular. A common thread that runs through both the fictitious
Rendition and real rendition of Maher Arar is the notion of mistaken
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identity and innocence. But, if the rendition of and torture inflicted
upon Arar was the result of faulty information sharing between
Canadian and American intelligence agencies, thus a “mistake” that
should not have happened as the Canadian government has indeed
acknowledged, for whom is it allowed to happen? Building on the
argument begun in the previous chapter about who gets to count as
Canadian, in this chapter I argue via Sherene Razack’s theorization
of “race thinking,” that in contrast with the “quiet diplomacy” with
which the Canadian government tried (unsuccesstully) to secure the
release of dual citizen Nguyen Thi Hiep as discussed in chapter 1,
Maher Arar’s status as a Canadian citizen, and evidence of his inno-
cence, was grounds for a much louder diplomacy on the part of the
Canadian state, but only once it was determined that he was a “good
immigrant.” What becomes apparent is that for immigrant and racial-
ized Canadians, citizenship is a status that is bestowed rather than
signifying a sense of belonging.

Chapter 5 examined who gets to count as a “good immigrant,”
whereas chapter 6 discusses who gets to be a refugee in Canada, and
this doesn’t include Americans. This chapter examines the controversy
surrounding American soldiers who, in refusing to deploy or redeploy
to the Iraq War, have applied for refugee status in Canada that they
have all been denied, with two men being deported, court-martialed,
and given lengthy prison sentences for speaking out against the war
while in Canada. I argue via philosopher Judith Butler that insofar as
US soldiers are denied the right to dissent, their lives, in effect, do
not get to matter—in either the United States or Canada. Here the
time-honored stereotypes of Canada as a “peaceable kingdom” and
place of sanctuary for those flecing oppressive regimes are put to the
test and found to falter. In addition to examining the mythologies
and limits of Canada’s peacckeeping tradition and refugee process,
I examine how Iraq War resisters are precariously positioned between
two conflicting modes of governance: the political and the juridical,
with an inhospitable Conservative government determined to block
their attempts for “due process” in the refugee system and a Federal
Court that has granted several stays of removal and appeals.

The “realities” of life in a post-9/11 North America, and the
increasing militarization of Canada/US relations, were given a fic-
titious spin in January 2008 when the Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation (CBC) aired its first episode of its television drama,
The Border (since canceled), centering around a fictitious Canadian
border security agency that operates at arm’s length (in theory)
from both the Canadian and American federal governments but in
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cooperation (sometimes) with the latter’s Department of Homeland
Security. Each week sees both countries’ relationship to and poli-
cies on war and warfare, safety and security versus human and civil
rights, put to the test with episodes dealing with the transporting of
nukes across the Canadian border; human sex trafticking; interna-
tional arms smuggling; US rendition flights into Canada; a terrorist
plot by “Afghan militants” poised to strike in Toronto; and racial
profiling in Canadian airports (with shades of the “real life” Maher
Arar affair) in the inaugural episode. In addition to examining the
show itself, and what it has to say about the current state of Canada/
US relations, both real and imagined, this chapter pays close atten-
tion to The Border’s official websites with, in the first season, an
array of interactive features in which the real merges with the vir-
tual. The site posts links to “real” news items related to immigration
and security; visitors can vote in a weekly poll based on the par-
ticular theme of each episode; or “Play the Game,” which is a series
of games beginning with the player being interrogated by two ICS
agents at Toronto’s Pearson airport and subsequently recruited to
be a counterterrorist agent and thwart a terrorist attack on Toronto.
After all, the war on terror and Canada’s role in it, as Agent Slade
reminds us once we complete the mission, is “all just a game.” In the
second season, however, the game is replaced with a newly designed
nonflash site featuring a discussion forum and links to Myspace and
Facebook pages for viewers to engage the substantive issues of the
show and Canada/US relations—for real.

CANADA IN THE WORLD REVISITED:
THE G20 DEBACLE

The chapters in this book were not all written in sequential order.
Some began as conference papers, with no book in mind, when I
noticed a distinct theme emerging—not only in terms of messed up
moments in Canada/US relations, but also in my own ambivalence
in being “Canadian.” As a member of the academic community,
I am responsible for teaching young active, concerned, and informed
Canadian citizens and noncitizens alike; indeed the next generation
of decision and policy makers. I take that responsibility seriously
and passionately and try to instill in my students a sense of civic
responsibility and commitment to issues of peace and social justice,
a respect for human life and the well-being of the environment: in
short, what I always thought were “Canadian values.” However, my
taith in my own country’s ability to uphold these values, as evidenced
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in the case studies and narratives presented in this book, have been
sadly shaken.

My ambivalence in being Canadian has more recently shifted to a
state of misrecognition altogether. As I was writing the final chapter
for this book in June 2010, ironically, the chapter on Maher Arar,
my own rights were vulnerable to suspension for several weeks prior
to, during, and following the disaster that was the G20 economic
summit in Toronto where I live. Indeed, I was living in a police state
where police were given special powers to question and search any-
one, and arrest anyone who didn’t provide identification, within
five meters of the designated “security perimeter”: almost ten kilo-
meters of razor wire and concrete fencing that “secured” the Metro
Convention Centre and surrounding hotels where the summit was
being held, from the rest of the city.* This law, however, was passed
in secret (on June 2, 2010) by Dalton McGuinty’s Liberal provincial
government, thus the “know your legal rights” flyer that I had been
carrying around the week of the summit was woefully obsolete. In an
even more surreal twist, it came to light after the summit’s conclu-
sion that the law that no one knew about (until they were arrested)
never even existed. Rather, there was an amendment to the Public
Works Protection Act designating the summit site as a public work,
but police could only search and arrest someone for failing to provide
ID inside the fence.® As a result of this secret yet fake law, hundreds of
Torontonians were arbitrarily searched and arrested throughout the
city for “breaches of the peace,” ranging from being on one’s way to
work or fetching a bicycle from a bike rack, to blowing bubbles and
drawing peace signs on the sidewalk.®

Freedom from unreasonable search and seizure is but one char-
ter right (section 8) of Canadians that was violated in the week, and
wake, of the G20. Section 2 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms guarantees the freedom of peaceful assembly that was
violated by the police in the late afternoon and evening of June 26
and throughout the day and evening of June 27. Briefly, following
a large and peaceful demonstration of some 25,000 people on the
afternoon of June 26, a small group of perhaps two hundred “black
bloc” protesters broke away from the main march with a few dozen
setting several police cruisers on fire and smashing windows of a few
dozen stores along Queen St. West and Yonge St., while, as is by
now all too familiar a story, the 19,000 police and riot cops failed
to intervene and stop the vandalism as it was occurring. In the early
evening, however, police officers, some on horseback, charged onto
the grounds of Queen’s Park, the designated “free speech zone” and



