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This article looks at the intersections and interactions between the United States and Mexico within the realm of foreign policy.  Specifically we will analyze the differences and possible convergence of views on the issues of terrorism, immigration, free trade agreements, drug trafficking, and foreign policy.  We find that while there are differences of opinion, particularly in the application of force in Iraq and on free trade, there still remains a significant degree of positive convergence within the issues of terrorism, immigration, and drug trafficking.  Future relations between the United States and Mexico do not need to be conflictual as long as the media and elites focus on the similarities, rather than the differences, in public preferences between the populations of the two states.

“And today, we find ourselves in a situation not only trying to cope with that illegal alien tide, which is rising every day, but with the fact that now this terrorism issue has been added to it, and we feel frankly like sitting ducks.”
Former Mayor of San Diego and Radio Commentator Roger Hedgecock during a Congressional Hearing (Committee on Government Reform, 2002)
INTRODUCTION
An alarming trend seems to be developing inside the United States.  Interstate relations between the United States and Mexico are fracturing.  Public leaders frequently make connections (such as the one made by Hedgecock above) between the degrading national security situation and a possible threat coming from the South.  The idea is that the immigrant “tide” is a threat to the national security of the United States.  This research seeks to understand these perceptions in light of three recent events: the 9/11 attacks, the rise of democratic institutions in Mexico, and the immigration debates and protests within the United States.  
On January 31, 2002, during a Congressional hearing regarding security, Chairman Mark Souder made this statement: “The attacks of September 11 and the heightened scrutiny over the last four months have emphasized the urgency of dealing with the terrorist threat as well as the problems of narcotics interdiction and illegal immigration” (Committee on Government Reform 2002).  After 9/11, government officials have increasingly linked the issues of terrorism with the issues of immigration, free trade, and drugs.  Relations between the United States and Mexico have been profoundly changed by the shift in public discourse on the salient issues at stake between the two countries.
Prior to 9/11, relations between the United States and Mexico were highly collaborative.  There was much optimism in relation to the future conduct of foreign policy, mainly regarding the issues of immigration reform, expansion of free trade agreements, and consolidation of democracy in the region.  That optimism has been replaced by negativity.  It seems that relations between the two states are at their lowest point since the end of the interstate rivalry after the Mexican-American War (1848).  Hakim (2006) notes that, “No one was surprised by the dramatic shift in U.S. priorities in the aftermath of the attacks towards a reemphasis on security and the Middle East.  But the virtual expulsion of Mexico and the rest of Latin America from the U.S. foreign policy agenda was brusque and unexpected.”  In this article, we look into the sources of disagreement and eventual collaboration in the realm of foreign policy.
ISSUES AT STAKE
This article calls for the restoration of optimism in U.S.-Mexican interactions based on an exploration of common issues of concern.  The relations between the United States and Mexico must be understood according to five interdependent dimensions.
First, the United States is concerned with drug trafficking.  There was a widespread movement prior to 9/11 to fight the “war on drugs.”  Most drugs arriving in the United States come through Mexico.  In addition to American concerns, the Mexican public is concerned with the widespread violence and terror that drug networks have brought into Mexico.

Second, there is a pervasive feeling throughout the United States that immigration from Mexico is uncontrolled and a source of potential danger to the American national interest (Huntington, 1997; Huntington, 2004).  Recent movements within Congress to limit immigration, crack down on border violations, and target current illegal immigrants currently living in America shows the high degree of salience for the issue in the United States.  Both Latinos in the United States and Mexicans feel deep distress regarding the negative aspects of the immigration debacle that has been brought to the national level of debate.

The third dimension of interest is international terrorism, arguably the most important security concern of the United States in the post- 9/11 world.  The shock of 9/11 has reoriented U.S. national security towards the problems of international terrorism.  Mexico also feels the potential damaging effects of terrorism regarding its own porous borders that may become a target for terrorists.  

Fourth, it is generally agreed that free trade is good for global progress.  Yet, free trade has been empirically shown to support income inequality within states (Bloom and Brender, 1993; Fieleke, 1994; Richardson, 1995).  What are the general perceptions in both states about the success or failure of NAFTA?  What are the prospects that the NAFTA agreement will lead to further economic cooperation between Mexico and the United States?

Finally, as the United States enters a period in its history where it is more conflict prone than any other time, what does the major neighbor to the south think about the United States’ military adventurism?  Almost all security concerns in the United States’ national interest involve the issue of terrorism in some way.  What has been the impact of the current United States administration’s policy of preemption and forced democratic transitions on the public mood between the United States and Mexico?

Each dimension raised is not new, yet scholars have not taken the time to comprehensively reevaluate the relations between Mexico and the United States in the post 9/11 environment.  Additionally, there has been little work on how democracy and the democratic spirit evident in Mexico will affect bilateral relations and public opinion.  As tensions increase in relation to the immigration debate, what are the prospects for a comprehensive agreement between the two states that each side would support?

This effort will seek to empirically and historically evaluate the progressive or regressive nature of the relationship between the United States and Mexico.  It is hoped that this investigation can suggest general sources of agreement for the advancement of friendly relations between the two states.

UNITED STATES-MEXICAN RELATIONS
Generally speaking, our research question is concerned with the state of foreign relations between Mexico and the United States.  The security dimensions at work between the two states have both internal consequences within each country (e.g., immigration protests) and external components outside their borders (e.g., issues involving the war in Iraq).  The question, then, is what is the current state of their foreign relations in the post-9/11 world?  Prior to 9/11, the mood was that the future of relations between the United States and Mexico would be promising and deeply cooperative.  The general sense in the current media is that this is the not the case.  What are the current sources of disagreement and convergence between the two states?


As Richard Lugar (Sen-R) put it during a committee hearing on U.S.–Mexican relations, “Americans and Mexicans must understand the fate of our two nations is inextricably intertwined.  Mexico is the second largest trading partner of the United States” (Committee on Foreign Relations, 2004).  In short, each state is dependent on the other.  Declines or demands in production clearly impact Mexican internal economic stability and immigration patterns.  A decline in economic stability within Mexico will also greatly impact the United States due to increased immigration and decreased buying power.  One cannot live without the other, but as is typical in so many relationships, both states feel resentful and negative after so many contentious interactions.  In other words, there are elements of strategic vulnerability (Waltz, 1979) in the relationship between the countries.  


Very little academic research has been done on the current state of relations between the United States and Mexico in the sphere of public opinion.  While De la Garza’s (1980) article focusing on Chicano relations with Mexico in the 1980s fell into this category, it is somewhat dated and does not provide us with a greater understanding of U.S.-Mexican relations in the post-9/11 world.  Other than this, however, little has been done since on public opinion and United States-Mexico questions.  There have been recent efforts to understand Latino political preferences in the United States and externally (De la Garza, 1980; De la Garza, Falcon et al., 1996; De la Garza and Pachon, 2000; Orozco and Wainer, 2002; Suro, 2005, Valeriano 2007), but little work on how these preferences might converge or diverge from the opinions of the United States citizenry, especially in the post 9/11 context.


Despite the dearth of scholarship within the U.S.-Mexico public opinion front, there has been some research dealing with the United States’ foreign policy and how it corresponds with the foreign policy of Mexico and other Latin American countries.  Before 9/11 some noted that the United States and Mexico were in the process of collaborating across a complex agenda of transnational issues that included interests within such sectors as business, media, immigration, and nongovernmental organizations (Dominguez and de Castro, 2001; Leiken, 2003).  Since then, however, the United States’ foreign policy has been dominated by issues which almost solely revolve around that of terrorism, securing Iraq, nuclear proliferation, and other security-related concerns (Castaneda 2003, Hakim, 2006).  This focus upon security matters has diverted the United States’ attention away from Mexico concerns, effectively weakening the gains in the issue areas noted above.  At one point in his article “The Forgotten Relationship,” Castaneda (2003) states: “The post-9/11 picture is not pretty from a Latin American point of view… [T]he United States has replaced its previous, more visionary approach to relations in the western hemisphere with a total focus on security matters.”  In short, while it is understandable that the United States is concerned with these issues, their continued absence and disengagement from Mexico and other Latin American countries puts the improvements made in economic reform and democratization in jeopardy.


The degrading relationship between the United States and Mexico can be tied to other factors that do not necessarily revolve around the United States’ current penchant for security matters.  For example, the matter of issue linkages has posed a dire threat to bilateral relations between the two countries as well (Baer, 2004).  Both countries have been guilty of tying their entire foreign policy agendas to issues that the other side cannot effectively deal with in the post-9/11 world.  Baer (2004) illustrates this point when he says: 
[I]ssue linkage can prove fatal for bilateral harmony.  With such a complex bilateral agenda, linking issues allows a fire in one area to spread to others, leading to multiple breakdowns in bilateral relations.  Mexico tried to link the entire agenda to immigration; the United States has done the same with Iraq.  As a result, U.S.-Mexican relations are tied up in knots: each nation expects the impossible of the other.

As our findings will subsequently indicate, there is no reason that either the United States or Mexico need to link their foreign policy concerns in such an intricate manner.  According to our data, public opinion in the United States and in Mexico is dominated by surprisingly similar issues.  This suggests that the countries could successfully tackle these issues from a topic-by-topic basis.  Once these countries learn that their agendas do not need to live/die around a single objective, more constructive collaboration should ensue.


The possibilities for fostering a more intimate relationship between the two countries may also be bolstered by Mexico’s move towards democratic consolidation.  Generally speaking, this dedication to democratic principles has not only led to more accountability, checks and balances, and richer policy options (Baer, 1997), but has also made Mexico increasingly receptive to a more open and ambitious program of foreign relations (Leiken, 2001).  With Mexico now using such means as discussion, negotiation, and consensus to reach decisions, Washington can now be more confident in its overall legitimacy and long-term stability.


In addition to changing the way in which Mexico’s foreign relations are conducted, the move towards democracy has also opened the possibility for a wider range of actors to participate in the foreign policy process.  Mexico’s consolidation of democracy creates a more conducive environment for actors in the help of a fruitful collaboration between the United States and Mexico.  Yet the transition to democracy has not been without its problems; other authors have pointed out that authoritarian tendencies are still present in Mexico (Mizrahi, 2004), that the recent decentralization measures have had a difficult time overcoming the legacies of the past (Santin Del Rio, 2004), and that Mexico’s transition to democracy is currently in an unstable state of flux (Middlebrook, 2003).


In any discussion of bilateral relations between the United States and Mexico, the issue of immigration must be acknowledged.  When President Fox came to power in Mexico, it appeared that he would make progress in this area.  President Bush not only agreed to place immigration at the top of the countries’ bilateral policy goals, he also created a top-level migration commission made up of such figures as Colin Powell and John Ashcroft (Leiken, 2001; Leiken, 2002).  Unfortunately, once the 9/11 attacks occurred any hope of collaborating on these issues became of secondary importance to the United States.

The 2006 immigration protests in the United States, however, had the potential to spur more diplomatic relations with Mexico.  These protests took place in over 100 cities country wide, spanning such locations as Washington, D.C., Chicago, New York, Las Vegas, and Detroit to name but a few.  They began in February of 2006 and did not end until May of that same year.  Although significant immigration reform was unable to pass both houses of Congress, it demonstrated the resolve of the illegal immigrants residing in the United States as well as their domestic supporters.  Perhaps more importantly, however, these protests have forced the Bush administration to do something about the influx of illegal immigrants from Mexico.  For instance, on March 14th of 2007, Bush convened a meeting with Mexican President Felipe Calderon to discuss the reforms he pledges to make to the controversial immigration laws.
  In short, the protests have demonstrated the need for successful collaboration between Mexico and the U.S. in resolving the immigration problem.

The United States has come to focus largely on security issues in the post-9/11 world, at the expense of other foreign policy concerns, which has placed substantial tensions on US-Mexican relations.  Immigration debates remain an area of intense significance between the United States and Mexico, and likely will remain so until the two states can come to an agreement on a resolution. This leads us to inevitably question whether or not the United States and Mexico have reached a crossroads relating to these issues.

FOREIGN POLICY DIMENSIONS
The media currently points to wide issues of divergence between the United States’ public and leaders and the Mexican public and leaders.  The general public mood within the United States is that the people do not like the influx of immigrants and they see the Mexican border as a threat to American national stability.  The general sense in Mexico is that America has become a hypocritical power.  In formulating our hypothesis we follow the issue-based paradigm in which the salience of issues is perceived as an important consideration in the analysis of interstate relations (Mansbach and Vasquez, 1981).  The main hypothesis in this analysis will test whether relations between the United States and Mexico are at a crossroads.  If this were to be true, we would observe a wide disagreement over which issues are seen as common problems and differences over how to solve these common problems.
Hypothesis 1: Perceptions expressed by individuals in public opinion polls will point to areas of deep disagreement over the sources of problems and solutions to the problems between the United States and Mexico.


Since our research question is concerned with determining the degree to which public opinion in the United States and Mexico coalesces around one another, our issue-centric approach is the most appropriate theoretic foundation upon which to base our study.  However, a theoretical tradition that could potentially tell us why specific issues become salient is the “belief system constraint” approach.  This school of thought sees foreign policy preferences as being constrained by one’s general orientations and values which are subsequently used as heuristic devices in the formation of opinions on particular policy issues (Hurwitz and Peffley, 1987; Davis, 1998).  This approach, however, would be difficult to utilize within our binational analysis.  Trying to find a common heuristic device which links issues between Mexico and the United States would, at best, be a difficult endeavor or, at worst, an exercise in cultural naivety and futility.  Hence our research, instead of attempting to hypothesize the ways in which issues become perceived as foreign policy preferences, focuses upon identifying common issues of concern between the two countries that could be used as a platform for greater cooperation.
Chart 1:  Foreign Policy Dimensions between Mexico and the United States














Chart 1 outlines the foreign policy dimensions under discussion in this paper.  Heavy lines indicate increased salience on the issues under discussion.  The chart makes no assumptions on causality or causal directions.  The United States’ main concern is with the use of force and the “war on terrorism,” which are deeply linked.  The second major concern for the United States is immigration, followed closely by drug trafficking and the “war on drugs.”  Free trade agreements have shown to exhibit low salience for both countries at this point in time.  For Mexico, the most important issue is drug trafficking, followed closely by immigration.  Terrorism is a moderate concern for Mexico.  The issues of immigration and terrorism are directly linked.  Immigration and free trade are also linked in that free trade agreements typically allow for more migration and it is hoped that economic progress will result in lowered immigration levels.  Furthermore, terrorism is also associated with free trade since some believe that the more accessible trading lanes make it easier for terrorists to gain entrance into the United States.  Finally, drug trafficking and terrorism have been linked by the Bush Administration through their efforts to show that drug money supports terrorist organizations.


Data used to undertake this analysis comes from a variety of sources.  Most information was gathered from primary sources: news reports, opinion pieces, government documents, and other such materials.  For comparative data on public and elite preferences in Mexico and the United States, the 2004 and 2006 “Global Views” and “Mexico and the World” Projects were used.  The Chicago Council of Foreign Relations conducts a biennial study of U.S. public opinion.  The 2004 and 2006 surveys include collaboration with CIDE and COMEXI to sample the Mexican public.

Drug Trafficking

Drugs, whether one is discussing trafficking, production, or general drug related crime, seem to be one of the primary issues at stake between Mexico and the United States.  One cannot understand the dimensions of immigration and terrorism in the United States without the current, and sometimes unjustified, connection made with drugs and drug production.


From the general tone of the debate, one would expect to find that the American public is deeply concerned and aware of the threat “Mexican” drugs might pose to Americans and their children.  Although we find pockets of the Mexican citizenry that supports drug production and trafficking for economic prosperity reasons, for the most part, the vast majority of the population in this country wholeheartedly opposes the drug trade.  The Mexican public seems to be more concerned (and with good reason) about the drug problem than the American public.

Table 1

	Drug trafficking is a ‘very important’ threat to the United States
	Drug trafficking is a ‘critical’ threat to Mexico

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage
	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	General Public
	63%
	2004
  
	General Public
	89%

	2004
	Elites
	46%
	2004

	Elites
	84%

	
	2006 


	General Public
	80%

	
	2006 


	Elites
	93%

	Drug trafficking is the number one most critical threat facing Mexico

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	General Public
	89%

	2004
	Elites
	84%

	2006
	General Public
	80%

	2006
	Elites
	93%


* Taken from Mexico and World, 2004 and 2006 editions

The “Global Views” poll asks if drug trafficking is a “very important” threat to the United States.  A sampled majority of the American public (sixty three percent) in 2004 viewed this as a very important issue.  The issue demonstrates a nine percent drop in opinion since 2002.  Forty six percent of elites saw this as a “very important” problem (see Table 1).  So it is clear that drugs are an important issue for the American public, but it is not a “critical” issue, nor does it rank anywhere near the top of possible concerns.  Indeed, a majority of leaders do not even perceive drugs as an important concern for external relations.

In 2004, drug trafficking ranked as the number one critical threat to both the public and the elite in Mexico. Eighty nine percent of the public viewed this as a key problem and eighty four percent of the elites viewed the issue in the same way.  Although the question was worded slightly differently, the results from the 2006 survey report similar findings. Eighty percent of the public and ninety three percent of the elites saw drugs as the “first threat to Mexico’s most important interests” (Mexico and World, 2006:26) (see Table 1).  Drug trafficking is indeed a pressing issue for an overwhelming majority of Mexicans.


Why would the Mexican public see drugs as such a problem?  Americans clearly forget that as a source of the drugs coming into America, Mexico experiences many of the same problems that the United States undergoes from the negative effect of drugs on society.  The survey notes, “the salience of drug trafficking is not surprising, not only because of Mexico’s role in the international illegal drug market, but also because of domestic corruption, violence, and criminality created by drug trafficking and consumption” (Mexico and World, 2004:16).  The Mexican public is just as concerned with the drug trade as the American public because of how it affects the criminal and family elements of their own communities.

Table 2
	Mexico is responsible for controlling the movement of drugs into the United States

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	38%

	The United States is responsible for controlling the movement of drugs into the United States

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	27%


* Taken from Mexico and World, 2004

So where does one place the burden of responsibility regarding the drug issue?  Mexicans seem to place slightly more responsibility on themselves to control the spread of drugs to America.  In 2004, thirty eight percent of the population viewed this as a Mexican problem while only twenty seven percent of the population thought the issue should be dealt with solely by the United States (Mexico and World, 2004:34) (see Table 2).  Mexicans want to tackle the drug issue just as strongly as Americans do, perhaps even more so.  

Violent actions are not solely limited to those composing the security apparatus but have influenced the lives of a significant portion of the Mexican population.  For instance, one night at a country music bar in Uruapan, Mexico “several men in military garb broke up the late-night party.  Waving machine guns in the air, they screamed at the crowd to stay put and then dumped the contents of a heavy plastic bag on the dance floor.  Five human heads rolled to a bloody stop.”
  It was difficult to get any of the bystanders to comment on the incident for fear of violent reprisals.  Tactics such as these strike fear into the population and prevent everyday citizens from fighting back.

These incidents are rising in both brutality and in number.  In 2005 more than 1,800 civilian lives were claimed from drug violence, up from 1,304 in 2004 and 1,080 in 2001.
  Given the corruption in Mexico, there is little hope that this will change in the near future.  For instance, a fair proportion of the Mexican police have ties to the drug cartels, making efforts to stem the drug trade even more difficult.
  Worse yet, the Mexican government has announced on several incidences that specialized units designed to undertaken anti-drug activities have been busted for involvement with drug trafficking and narcocorruption.
  Given the entrenched nature of the drug trade, it is not surprising that this issue has become such a salient topic in Mexican politics.

Terrorism and Weapons of Mass Destruction


The recent United States war against Iraq was fought mainly over the presumed presence of Weapons of Mass Destruction and the potential that those weapons could be handed over to terrorists.  The prior war with Afghanistan was fought over the Taliban government’s support of terrorist organizations.  Terrorism is clearly the number one issue for American national security after 9/11.  Terrorism and the connection to weapons of mass destruction represent key issues at stake between the United States and Mexico.


What is so interesting about the issue of terrorism is how it has invaded the property space of other issues.  Terrorism is connected to immigration in that the United States feels the need to clamp down on the free flow of immigrants so that potential terrorists can not infiltrate the United States from the south.  Terrorism is connected to drugs in that the United States administration makes a concerted effort to show that the funding of terrorist organizations is sponsored through the production of drugs (Richman, 2002).  Terrorism is connected to Free Trade issues in that free borders and smoother trading lanes could allow for easier infiltration of terrorists into the United States.  The debate generally focuses on the potential of each issue to negatively impact American domestic security.

The general sense is that until the border is controlled, terrorism will be a preeminent issue of divergence between the United States and Mexico.  As noted by Stephen Flynn during a Congressional hearing, “the most important reason to get border management right is to satisfy what is arguably the most critical homeland security imperative of our time: to reduce the risk that hemispheric and global trade lanes will be exploited to smuggle weapons of mass destruction into the United States.”
  
The issue of terrorism has raised concerns about our mutual “porous” border.  Yet, what border area is not “porous?”  Is there any indication that the border between Mexico and the United States is any less secure than the longer border between the United States and Canada?  While Canada has a significant population of Muslims who are seen as potential terrorists, Mexico does not.  Attempts to infiltrate America from Canada have been intercepted, yet have there been any significant attempts to use the Mexican border to attack America?  The answer to all these questions is no, the border between Mexico and the United States is not anymore at risk than the northern border or America’s ports.

Table 3
	International terrorism is a “critical threat” to U.S. interests
	International terrorism is a “critical threat” to Mexican interests

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage
	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2002
	General Public
	85%
	2004
	General Public
	81%

	2004
	General Public
	75%
	2006
	General Public
	70%

	2006
	General Public
	74%
	
	
	

	Chemical and biological weapons are “key threats” to U.S. interests
	Chemical and biological weapons are “key threats” to Mexican interests

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage
	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2002
	General Public
	82%
	2004
	General Public
	86%

	2004
	General Public
	66%
	2006
	General Public
	75%


*Taken from the Global Views survey, 2004 and 2006 editions


According to the “Global Views” survey, seventy five percent of the American public in 2004 and seventy four percent in 2006 perceived international terrorism as a “critical threat” to U.S. interests.  The issue has dropped in salience by eleven percentage points from its all time high in 2002 of eighty five percent.  In 2004, sixty-six percent of the American public perceived chemical and biological weapons as key threats to the United States.  Yet this issue has dropped sixteen percent since 2002 (see Table 3).  Also, sixty four percent of the public in 2004 and sixty nine in 2006 still saw the acquisition of nuclear weapons by countries unfriendly towards the United States as a key threat to the country’s national interests, despite an overall drop of fourteen percentage points since 2002. While a majority of the American people is worried about terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, this worry has declined since 2002 and will most likely continue to do so unless there is another terrorist event.


What remains to be answered is the question of how widely public preferences diverge on the issue of terrorism in the United States and Mexico.  Much negative spin is directed towards Mexico in relation to terrorism and loose borders.  Despite this, Americans do not seem to ask what Mexican preferences really are and many do not realize that Fox has declared Mexico a firm ally with the United States in the war on terror.

According to the surveys, Mexicans view both terrorism and chemical/biological weapons as national security risks with eighty one and eighty six percent of the population, respectfully, viewing these issues as “critical threats.”  Although the 2006 numbers lessened to seventy five percent and seventy percent they still remain very salient (see Table 3).  While elite interest in these issues did not reach the same levels in 2004, the 2006 survey finds that this gap has lessened, suggesting that public preferences have impacted elite attitudes.  The “Public Values” survey states, “the importance Mexicans give to the menace posed by chemical and biological weapons is surprising since Mexico has no experience with and is located far from countries suspected of having huge chemical and biological arsenals that pose actual direct threats” (Mexico and World, 2004:16).


It seems that Mexican fears regarding terrorism are much more extreme than American views.  This result was not expected since Mexico has not been attacked by terrorists and the government is not pressing the issue the same way the American government has been (e.g. color-coded threat levels).

Table 4
	International terrorism is so serious that U.S. officials should be let into Mexico to help guard Mexico's borders, airports, and seaports

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	63%

	2006
	Mexican Public
	51%


* Taken from Mexico and World, 2004 and 2006 editions


Mexican views on terrorism are so extreme that the country has suggested compromising its sovereignty to achieve progress on the issue.  “Mexicans consider the threat of international terrorism to be so serious that they are willing to allow U.S. officials into Mexico to help guard Mexico’s borders, airports, and seaports in the fight against it” (Mexico and World, 2004:8).  Sixty three percent of the Mexican public in 2004 (Mexico and World, 2004:17) and fifty one percent in 2006 (Mexico and World, 2006:18) were in favor of this (see Table 4).  It would be interesting to know what percent of the American public would be willing to let Mexico patrol our borders to help tackle the problem of terrorism.  It clearly would not be as high as sixty three or even fifty one percent of the population.

In order to understand why the Mexican public perceives terrorism as a key issue despite the claim that there is no significant threat on this front, one must first understand what terrorism actually means to Mexicans.  Newspaper and personal accounts suggest that Mexico’s interest in this issue may lie in the fact that it is intricately tied to the drug trade.  As the quotations listed in the above section of this article indicate, the drug cartels and gangs in Mexico use tactics that are strikingly similar to those practiced by terrorist organizations, producing a situation in which there is “overlap between criminal and terrorist activity” (Miro, 2003).  In addition to the violent methods that they adopt, Mexican drug cartels are also similar to that of terrorist groups in the organizational structure that they adopt.

As these examples make clear, drug organizations in Mexico have tactics and organizational strategies similar to those employed by terrorist groups, making it difficult to distinguish one type of group from the other.  This close linkage creates the perception that drug cartels are, in essence, terrorist groups.

There are other reasons why the Mexican public feels strongly about the issue of terrorism, namely the existence of both domestic and international terrorist groups inside their borders.  The Mexican government recognizes the existence of three insurgent groups, the Zapatista National Liberation Army (EZLN), the People’s Revolutionary Army (EPR), and the Revolutionary Army of the Insurgent People (ERPI).
  Stemming both from the linkage between drug and terrorist groups and the existence of terrorist groups inside its territory, Mexico and its citizens are rightly anxious about this potential threat.  Even if the linkages joining these issues are not always completely accurate, they should still work to provide an even stronger foundation upon which join U.S.-Mexican relations can take place.  It is in issue areas such as these that bilateral relations between the two states have the potential to be most promising.
Immigration


Immigration is currently a hot button issue in the United States.  Despite the salience of this issue, however, any hope of enacting some type of immigration reform was dashed at the same time the Twin Towers came crashing down (Rosenblum, 2004).  The general feeling is that our security and economic prosperity is threatened by the masses of immigrations coming into the country (Leiken, 2002).  Senate leader Bill Frist noted that the immigration system is “flat out broken.”
  A Time poll found that eighty two percent of the American population feels that the government is not doing enough to keep illegal immigrants out of the country.

To us, it is unclear how the issue of immigration and terrorism became connected.  The rise in border agents and scrutiny of the OTM (Other than Mexican) class of peoples crossing the border has not resulted in any significant arrests or seizure of materials.  Furthermore, terrorists are much more likely to arrive by air than through Mexico; of the forty eight terrorists implicated in the 9/11 attacks, none of them came through the Mexican border (Leiken, 2002).  Nonetheless, the security of the United States is now directly connected to the issue of immigration.  A Ford Foundation poll found that fifty eight percent of Americans say tighter immigration controls would strengthen national security (Arumi and Bittle, 2005:7).  When asked which measures should be used to tackle terrorism, seventy six percent of the American public supported restricting immigration into the United States in 2004 (Global Views, 2004:19).  Also, in 2006 fifty eight percent of Americans felt that controlling immigration should be a foreign policy priority (Global Views, 2006:55).  This shift has profound effects for U.S.-Mexican relations.

The main complaint against immigration seems not to be related to terrorism, but to the fiscal cost of services provided to immigrants and lost jobs.  A recent report released by the Thomas Rivera Institute alleges that “the fiscal cost to the state of California related to immigration from Mexico is approximately $179 million per year” (Cortin, de la Garza, Bejarano, and Wainer, 2005:1).  Yet, this same immigration brings in an estimated $159 billion per year for the state while directly supporting more than 200,000 American jobs.  This estimate does not capture the hidden services and payments created by immigration’s underground economies.  The negative perception of immigration by a segment of the American public supports and perpetuates the derogatory view of this issue.  

It cannot be denied that immigration is changing the makeup of the United States.  It is estimated that twenty five percent of the population of California is Mexican in origin (Cortin et al., 2005).  Once the Latino population is fully enfranchised, their voting power will increase threefold.  Latinos will eventually become the majority within America according to current birthrates.  However, immigration is not increasing as commonly perceived.  A Pew Hispanic Center report finds that immigration hit its peak in the late 1990’s, but declined after 2001: “Rather than undergoing a continuous increase in immigration levels as is commonly perceived, the United States experienced a sharp spike in immigration flows over the past decade that had a distinct beginning, middle, and end” (Passel and Suro, 2005:i).

Immigration is real and seems to have a positive impact on the American and Mexican economies (in the form of remittances).  What, then, is the public perception regarding the issue?  A slight majority of the American public views “large numbers of immigrants and refugees coming into the U.S.” as a critical threat to American interests.  Fifty two percent of the population took this view in 2004, while fifty one percent had the same opinion in 2006, an overall drop of ten percentage points since 2002 (Global Views, 2004:12; Global Views, 2006:48).
Table 5
	Migration into the U.S. from Mexico should be increased

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	American Public
	11%

	2006
	American Public
	13%

	Migration into the U.S. from Mexico should remain constant

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	American Public
	31%

	2006
	American Public
	39%

	Migration into the U.S. from Mexico should decrease

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	American Public
	54%

	2006
	American Public
	46%


* Taken from Global Views, 2004 and 2006 editions
When asked about Mexican immigration levels in 2004, only eleven percent of the American public wanted the number of migrations to be increased and thirty one percent would like the number to remain constant.  Fully fifty four percent of the population thinks immigration levels should be decreased (Global Views, 2004:47).  Americans’ views towards immigration were slightly more accepting in 2006 with thirteen percent calling for its increase and thirty nine percent thinking that it should stay the same.  Still, forty six percent of Americans continued to call for its decrease (Global Views, 2006:57) (see Table 5).  

Table 6
	Mexico should be responsible for reducing levels of undocumented Mexicans to the U.S.

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	54%

	The United States should be responsible for reducing levels of undocumented Mexicans to the U.S.

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	21%

	Mexico should be responsible for reducing levels of undocumented migrants from other countries to the U.S.

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	41%


* Taken from Mexico and World, 2004 and 2006 editions
Perhaps surprising to Americans, a slight majority of the Mexican public believes that Mexico should be responsible for reducing the high immigration levels of undocumented Mexicans to the United States.  In 2004, fifty four percent of the Mexican public felt the issue was Mexico’s responsibility while only twenty one percent felt the burden should be placed on the United States (Mexico and World, 2004:34).  When asked about undocumented migrants from other countries, forty one percent of the Mexican public felt it was still Mexico’s responsibility to tackle the problem (see Table 6).  President Fox recently remarked that Mexico is committed to stopping migration flows in the south of Mexico before they reach the United States border (White House, 2006b).

Table 7
	A guest worker program should be established that would allow immigrants to work in the U.S. for a number of years and then return to Mexico

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2005
	Latinos
	56%

	2005
	American Public
	56%

	Illegal immigrants should be given an option of amnesty and be allowed to stay in the country as long as they wish
	Immigrants should be allowed to remain in the U.S. if they have a job, demonstrate proficiency in English, and pay their taxes

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage
	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2005
	Latinos
	84%
	2005
	American Public
	78%


* Taken from Suro, 2005 and CNN, The Immigration Divide, 2006
What are the future options regarding the immigration issue?  There are three competing ideas.  One option is that a guest worker program be established that would allow immigrants to work in the United States for a number of years and then return to Mexico.  Fifty six percent of Latinos support this option (Suro, 2005).  According to a recent AP poll, fifty six percent of the entire American population also supports this option (see Table 7).

The next proposal contends that illegal immigrants should be given some option of amnesty and be allowed to stay in the country as long as they wish.  Eighty four percent of Latinos support this proposal (Suro, 2005).  Latinos are not in favor of any solution to the problem that would force immigrants living in American to return to Mexico to gain citizenship.  Seventy eight percent of Americans polled favor allowing immigrants to remain in America “if they have a job, demonstrate proficiency in English, and pay their taxes”
 (see Table 7).

The final proposal would make being an illegal immigrant a felony and seek to deport all Mexican nationals in America.  Forty seven percent of the American public views illegal immigration as a “serious criminal offence,”
 however, only one in four Americans support making it a felony.
  Recent large protests within America show that most Latinos are against this option.  The April 2006 AP poll on the issue demonstrates that forty one percent of the American population is against any move to give residency status and amnesty to illegal immigrants.
There also seems to be a movement to erect a border wall between the two states.  The United States House of Representatives has passed a border wall bill, yet the Senate has not as of this time.  A wall would be an unnecessary and negative step in relations between the two countries.  A Los Angeles Times report notes, “The wall does not yet exist, and it may never be built, but already the proposed 700 miles of fencing and electric sensors loom like a new Berlin Wall in the Latin American imagination.”

Free Trade Agreements


The North American Free Trade Agreement was signed in 1992 by Mexico, Canada, and the United States and ratified by the U.S. Congress in 1994.  At the time, it was estimated that seventy percent of all Mexican exports where headed to the United States (the current number is at ninety percent).  Gilpin and Gilpin (2001:343) contend that the advent of NAFTA was driven by market forces and not the political environment.  If NAFTA was a natural process and not a political/public demand, what of public opinion on the issue after the ten-year point in NAFTA’s lifespan?


To be clear, NAFTA is primarily a mechanism to provide for the absence of tariffs in the region.  It is not driven by the call for a common economy or strong institutions.  Research on NAFTA and its impact seems to be very balanced.  It has worked, and worked well in certain sectors, but it has by no means been either an economic dream or a financial panacea for the countries involved.  Trade between Mexico and the United States has skyrocketed, increasing from $81 billion in 1993 to $231 in 2002 (Williams, 2004).  It is important to note, however, that while imports and exports grew for each country, income disparity has gotten worse.

President Fox of Mexico recently remarked that NAFTA was directly responsible for a positive balance of trade in Mexico estimated at $535 billion and a rise in per capita income in border states to $10,000 when the rest of the country averages $7,000 (White House, 2006b).  The managing director of the International Monetary Fund, Rodrigo de Rato (2006), recently remarked, “helped by a generally favorable external environment, growth in the region, after reaching a 24-year high in 2004, remained above historical averages at 4 percent in 2005 and we expect similar performance again this year.”  De Rato also said that benefits for Mexico from NAFTA in the realm of trade and investment have been “enormous.”


Unfortunately, however, current efforts to strengthen NAFTA and institute CAFTA (Central American Free Trade Agreement) seem to be stalling.  Instead of pushing for free trade reform in 2002, the U.S. instead passed new farm subsidies that go against reforms demanded by NAFTA.
  Clearly the states need to establish further market coordination procedures.
However, the American public is not uniformly behind the goals of NAFTA.  They feel that most of the gains from NAFTA go to Mexico.  Sixty nine percent of the American population in 2004 felt that NAFTA was good for the Mexican economy and only forty two percent believed it was positive for the U.S. economy (Global Views, 2004:46).  Sixty percent of the population in 2004 felt that NAFTA created insecurity for American workers and fifty six percent viewed NAFTA as a negative factor in creating jobs for America.  In fact, only half of the American population believes that Mexico practices fair trade with the United States.
When asked if “protecting the jobs of American workers” was a “very important” goal, the “Global Views” survey finds that seventy eight percent of the public in 2004 and seventy six percent in 2006 viewed this as an important issue.  It is the highest polled issue of all that were sampled (including WMDs, energy supply, drugs, immigration, and military power), demonstrating that this topic has a preponderantly high level of salience in the United States.
Expectations by the Mexican public regarding NAFTA were not as high.  When the proposal for a free trade agreement was first put on the agenda, the Mexican population lacked a broad consensus on the issue (Purcell, 1990).  In fact, the initial response was armed rebellion in the Chiapas region.  Fears that globalization and market integration would harm the poor underclass in Mexico manifested themselves in political violence.  In contrast, during the time period directly preceding its implementation around two thirds of the Mexican public supported the initiative (Cuadernos de Nexos, 1990; Gallup Poll, 1991) despite the fact that they thought that the majority of the benefits would go to the United States.
Table 8
	NAFTA is good for the Mexican economy

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	44%

	NAFTA is good for the standard of living

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	41%

	NAFTA is good for the environment

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	39%


* Taken from CIDE, 2004
As time has passed, however, support for NAFTA within Mexico has been dwindling.  For example, in 2004 the Centro de Investigacion y Docencias Economicas of the University of Mexico found that only: (1) 44 percent of the population believes that NAFTA is good for the Mexican economy, (2) 41 percent thought it was good for their standard of living, and (3) 39 percent believed it to be good for the environment (CIDE, 2004) (see Table 8).  The reason that NAFTA has lessened in popularity can be traced to a number of different causes.  For one, Mexican citizens thought that participation in the association would provide them with “First World” status; in reality, it has been perceived to only bring wealth and progress to a narrow segment of commercial exporting groups while leaving the rest of the country in Third World status.
  The agreement has also been accused of irreversibly damaging key sectors of the agricultural sector by inundating the Mexican market with low-priced products that Mexican producers cannot compete with.
  Another reason for this discontent can be traced to the feeling that Mexico is being economically exploited be the United States.  In the words of Adolfo Zinser, Mexico’s envoy to the U.N., “[NAFTA is] a weekend fling.  The U.S. isn’t interested in a relationship of equals with Mexico, but rather in a relationship of convenience and subordination.”
  This point ties in with the contention that the adoption of NAFTA and the increasing of Mexico’s trade relations with the United States has come at the price of its sovereignty and “Mexicanidad” national identity (Meyers, 1993).

Table 9
	Most of the benefits of NAFTA go to the United States

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	70%

	Most of the benefits of NAFTA go to Mexico

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	8%

	2004
	American Public
	69%


* Taken from Mexico and World, 2004 and 2006 editions

Despite these pockets of resistance, why might Mexico still be overall positive about NAFTA?  The answer probably lies in global trends.  The economic collapse and American bailout of the peso in 1995 demonstrated that the Mexican economy is vulnerable to global fluctuations.  Eighty six percent of the Mexican public in 2004 viewed world economic crisis as a “critical threat” to Mexico (Mexico and World, 2004:16) although this figure dropped to seventy percent in 2006 (Mexico and World, 2006:26).  Another reason most likely resides in the fact that new commercial opportunities and a rise in wage rates have produced a segment of the general population which has personally benefited from the NAFTA.  This has been complemented with the rise in trade with the United States as well as Mexico’s newfound access to high technology and capital investment in the United States (Salinas-Leon, 1991).

When asked specifically about NAFTA, seventy percent of the Mexican public in 2004 felt that most of the benefits for the agreement went to the United States while only eight percent of the population felt that Mexico benefited the most (Mexico and World, 2004:36).  When asked the same question, sixty nine percent of the American public felt that Mexico gained the most from the agreement (see Table 9).  It is interesting to see how the public in each state perceives the gains from the agreement differently.  Most seem to look to the neighbor to place the blame for the lack of perceived economic progress in the region.

External Use of Force Policy


The National Security doctrine of the United States post 9/11 is one that emphasizes the right of preemption when the interests of the United States are threatened, particularly by terrorist groups or rogue nations.  9/11 has taught the American administration that weak states can threaten the national interest of America.  Implicit within the new America strategy is the view that unilateralism is possible and in fact optimal when vital interests are at stake.  It is also held that democracy will prevent future wars, therefore promoting the view that going to war to establish democratic governance is a viable and legitimate goal.

Table 10
	The United States is a country that should be “trusted”

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	20%

	2006
	Mexican Public
	25%

	The United States is a country that should not be “trusted”

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	43%

	2006
	Mexican Public
	53%

	The United States is a country that I feel “warmly” towards

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	68%

	2006
	Mexican Public
	74%


* Taken from Mexico and World, 2004 and Global Views, 2006

    
The current mood in Mexico seems to reflect deep disappointment with the actions of the United States in Iraq.  Only thirty nine percent of the entire population in 2004 “somewhat agrees” or “strongly agrees” that the United States has been a positive influence throughout the world (Mexico and World, 2004:25).  In addition, only twenty percent of the population “trusted” the United States in 2004; although this figure increased to twenty five percent in 2006, distrust also increased from a 2004 value of forty three percent to fifty three percent in 2006 (Global Views, 2006:29).  On the other hand, in 2004 the United States and Japan were ranked first as the countries Mexicans felt most “warmly” towards (warm being positive) (Mexico and World, 2004:31).  Although the United States dropped to second place behind Canada in 2006, their overall score increased from sixty eight to seventy four (Global Views, 2006:40) (see Table 10).  So, while still closely connected and positive, there is a negative impression in Mexico regarding the United States’ actions, mainly in the context of the use of external force.

The question the “Global Views” poll investigates is “do Americans perceive the threats of terrorism and weapons of mass destruction as requiring fundamentally new responses, including preventive war and regime change?” (Global Views, 2004:4).  The answer is no, because while the public supports action if the UN authorizes it, no clear majority supports preventive uses of force without international support.  Only fifty percent of the U.S. public in 2004 supported the use of force to prevent the acquisition of nuclear weapons and only forty percent of the public supported using force to restore democratic governance (Global Views, 2004:24).  Sixty one percent of the population, however, did support an attack to stop a country from supporting terrorist groups.  While the American public supports war in the context of Afghanistan without UN approval, it does not support war in the context of Iraq, Iran, or North Korea.

The interesting response (consistent with the public mood on the War in Iraq), is that a great majority of the American public does not support unilateral actions to prevent states from acquiring weapons of mass destruction.  If unilateralism is an important goal for the Administration (at least prior to the Iraq backlash), then why does a great majority of the American public support multilateral efforts to solve international problems?  When asked when it is it acceptable to unilaterally declare war, only seventeen percent of the American public in 2004 supported war if there is strong evidence that the country is acquiring WMDs (Global Views, 2004:25).  A majority (fifty three percent) support war only in the case of an imminent attack while twenty four percent only support war in the case of a direct attack.


Another poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations in 2005 investigated the American public’s perceptions regarding the policy of democracy promotion.  Fully fifty five percent of those sampled oppose using military force to overthrow a dictator (Global Views, 2005:3).  In addition, sixty six percent of the American population feels that threatening military force to push democratic reforms “does more harm than good.”

Mexico is perceived to be weak regarding external uses of force by the Bush Administration due to one issue and solely one instance: Mexico did not support the war against Iraq and worked actively against the United States on the issue in the Security Council.  The Associated Press noted, “Fox and the current U.S. president were both elected in 2000 and at first established unusually warm relations.  But the U.S. administration became irritated when Mexico didn’t use its U.N. Security Council seat to support a U.S. invasion of Iraq.”
  The United States expected to have Mexico as an ally on the issue.  Commenting on this topic Fox remarked, “It seems to us that this is a matter that should be channeled through United Nations Security Council; that there should be an opportunity for a visit by United Nations inspectors to Iraq.  We will be pushing strongly in that direction.”


The “Global Views” survey notes the lack of Mexican support for the War in Iraq.  “The United States was disappointed in Mexico’s initially timid response to the attacks and, later, open reluctance to support the United States in taking military action against Iraq” (Global Views, 2004:4).  Only seven percent of the Mexican public supported the War against Iraq while a slight majority of Americans supported the war (Pew Hispanic Center, 2003).  Former Mexican Foreign Minister Jorge Castaneda noted that the Iraq war, “has contributed to a wide, deep and probably lasting collapse of sympathy for the United States in the region.”


In regards to the external use of force, Mexico is unique in the region because of its colored past with the United States.  A long-term rivalry over territorial issues resulted in the defeat and loss of California, New Mexico, and other portions of its territory to the United States in 1848.  The “Global Views” poll notes, “The traditional principles of Mexico’s foreign policy are defensive, shaped by its history of foreign interventions, territorial losses, and domestic turmoil during the nineteenth century by the ideological, political, and institutional inheritance of nationalism from the Mexican Revolution” (Mexico and World, 2004:5).

Table 11
	“Helping bring democracy to other countries” is a very important foreign policy goal

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	55%

	2004
	Mexican Elites
	27%

	2004
	American Public
	14%


* Taken from Mexico and World, 2004 and Global Views, 2006


In 2004, when asked if “helping bring democracy to other countries” was a very important foreign policy goal, only fifty five percent of the Mexican public and twenty seven percent of the elites answered in the affirmative.  This situation worsened in 2006 when only forty seven percent of the public and eighteen percent of the elites perceived this as a highly salient issue (Global Views, 2006:28).  While the question was the lowest ranked issue in relation to Mexico’s foreign policy goals, it was still significantly higher than the percentage of Americans who were polled on the same issue (fourteen percent) (see Table 11).  It seems that Mexicans are more positive about this foreign policy option than the American public.  Yet Mexico did not support the war on Iraq, possibility stemming from the fact that the American administration did not make a connection between democracy and the war until after April 2003.

Americans are generally behind any effort to eradicate terrorism.  Sixty eight percent of the public in 2004 supported the assassination of individual terrorist leaders and sixty seven percent supported “toppling unfriendly regimes that support terrorist groups threatening the U.S” with force (Global Views, 2004:19).  Fully eighty seven percent of the population in 2004 supported “working through the UN to strengthen international laws against terrorism and to make sure UN members enforce them.”  Eighty three percent of the public supported using air strikes to attack terrorists and seventy six percent of the public supported the use of ground troops to attack terrorist camps.

Table 12
	The U.S. should not play the role of "world policeman"

	Year
	Sample
	Percentage

	2004
	Mexican Public
	72%

	2004
	American Public
	76%


* Taken from Global Views, 2004


Overall, it seems that no one, including the American public, wanted the United States to take the dominate role in international affairs.  “In most cases they want the United States to act multilaterally, gaining the approval of allies and the United Nations” (Global Views, 2004:11).  The poll shows that seventy six percent of Americans and seventy two percent of Mexicans are not in support of the United States playing the role of the world policeman (Global Views, 2004:15) (see Table 12).

AREAS OF CONVERGENCE

Overall, Mexico views its relationship with the United States as very positive.  Polls suggest that the Mexican public and elites support cooperation on a wide variety of issues including free trade, immigration, terrorism, and drug trafficking.  This view differs from Hakim’s assessment in Foreign Affairs, a leading journal of foreign policy read by elites in America.  Hakim (2006) suggests, “There is little reason to expect that U.S. relations with Latin America will improve soon.  More likely, they will get worse.”


Security cooperation and cordial-progressive relations between Mexico and the United States are not mutually exclusive goals.  The initial goal of the Fox Administration was to put much emphasis on cordial relations to reach agreements on immigration and the border with the United States.  9/11 seems to have ruined these initiatives.  It appears that the media and members of the Bush Administration put a negative spin on the entire relationship due to the changing nature of international security after 9/11.  As typically happens with realist foreign policy goals, efforts to increase your security end up threatening a neighbor and provoking further hostility (Vasquez, 1993).  Once on the verge of deep integration on all levels of government, the United States and Mexico now look to be headed for renewed rivalry if relations are allowed to continue in their current negative climate.


There is ample opportunity where the two states can cooperate on mutual interests and still realize advances in the area of security relations.  President Fox had much hope that relations could be restored quickly after 9/11.  He remarked in September 2002, “[that] by dedicating so much concentration to the issue of security, bilateral matters pass to a secondary level.  Those matters continue to have enormous importance to us, I ask myself if it is necessary to choose between the two issues.”
  This has not happened and we call for a restoration of optimism based on shared areas of convergence regarding public opinion.


The Security and Prosperity Partnership of North American initiative seems to be a step in the right direction.  The agreement was signed by the leaders of Mexico, Canada, and the United States in March 2005.  Its goal is to “promote growth and economic opportunity, increase security and improve the quality of life of our peoples” (White House, 2006c).  Smart - secure borders is a key proposition in the agreement.

The “Global Views” survey reports similar concerns for both publics regarding the issues of terrorism and WMDs.  Seventy five percent of Americans and eighty one percent of Mexicans sampled viewed terrorism as a critical threat in 2004 (Global Views, 2004:16).  Likewise, eighty six percent of the Mexican public in 2004 was concerned with WMDs, while sixty six percent of the American public was concerned about the same issue.  In some cases, Mexicans are more concerned than Americans about issues presumed relevant to only the United States.  This situation is changing however; while Americans in 2006 were still as concerned with terrorism as in 2004 (seventy four percent), the percentage in the Mexican populous decreased eleven points to seventy percent.

The poll also demonstrates a high level of concern about drug trafficking.  While “stopping the flow of illegal drugs into the United States” was viewed as a “very important threat” by sixty three percent of Americans polled in 2004, eighty three percent of Mexicans had the same view.  There is ample evidence of convergence of these views by both publics; generally Mexican views are more extreme than American views.


The “Global Views” report also notes that the public “support(s) an agreement between Mexico and the United States in which Mexico would crack down on illegal drug trafficking and migration in the United States and the United States would permit more Mexicans to live and work in the United States” (Mexico and World, 2004:9). Trading one salient issue for positive movement on another salient issue should be the focus of future relations.

Both the United States and Mexico seem inclined to believe that the immigration problem is an issue that both countries must work together to solve.  President Bush remarked in March 2006, “border security is not just one country’s prerogative; it’s the prerogative and duty of both countries” (White House, 2006a).  President Fox of Mexico said, “we want to have a safe border for the benefit of our citizens and for the benefit of our relationship with the United States.”  The presidents are both working towards a solution to the perceived problem; the American public should not allow extreme views on the subject to dominate the debate.


The main issue of divergence is found in relation to the use of force and perceptions of NAFTA.  Hopefully, the debate on free trade will become more enlightened as time goes on.  President Bush recently remarked, “And one of my vows, and I know the other leaders share this goal, is to make sure that people are able to connect the NAFTA relationship with improvement of their quality of life” (White House, 2006b).  While the benefits of free trade are not distributed equally, each side seems to be better off because of the agreements.  Public discourse on this issue needs to be shaped by strong leaders and not the personal feelings of the minority who are negatively affected by NAFTA.


Regarding the use of force – currently very little can be done about the issue.  Mexico did not support the war against Iraq and nor should the United States have immediately expected the country to fall in line on the issue.  The two countries need to move past the disagreement.  The public and elites in the United States need to understand that Mexico does not have a recent history of attack and that its past history in this regard has been mostly negative.  Just by looking at the history of Mexico one would not expect the state to support a war against an independent leader.  The Mexican public and elites likewise must understand that perceptions as to what constitutes international threats have changed in the United States since 9/11.  Although not completely warranted, the attack on Iraq was a response to terrorist proliferation fears and to the growing malcontent that had developed between the two states.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS AND CONCLUSION

Due to Mexico’s burgeoning democratic movement and the continuing immigration to the United States, America cannot ignore the strategic implications of upsetting its massive neighbor to the south.  Mexico is one of the United States’ main suppliers of oil.  The recent discovery of a field that will produce 10 billion barrels of oil (compared to 1.6 billion produced domestically by Mexico) should only prompt the United States to determine how to work closely with its neighbor and overcome their present differences.
  Furthermore, Mexico represents the United States’ second largest trading partner, trailing only Canada in the overall level of commerce; the proliferation of negative relations could potentially damage both countries’ economies.  It is also important to note that nearly two out of every three Latinos in the United State is of Mexican origin.  Like it or not, Mexico is inevitability going to play an increasingly integral role within the United States’ economic, political, social, and cultural sectors.  For this integration to be fruitful for both countries, we must find a way to address the fracturing relationship between the two states.
Fortunately, our research indicates that successful bilateral relations can take place.  Differences between the two countries are not so great that they cannot be overcome.  We call for a restoration of optimism in the interactions between the United States and Mexico based on an exploration of common issues of concern, spanning such diverse fields as drug enforcement, immigration reform, international terrorism, free trade, and U.S. military adventurism.  This observation carries increased significance given the way in which some of the issues we have mentioned are similarly linked within the two countries.  For example, drug trafficking and terrorism are perceived to have a direct influence over one another in both states.  Indeed, given the close correspondence between public opinion in Mexico and the United States, it is somewhat surprising that a closer rapport has not been established.
It is important to note, however, that our research also indicates that the two countries may not share similar concerns for too much longer.  In almost every issue area that we examined, divergences in public opinion have been growing stronger over time.  This almost undoubtedly stems from the fact that the impact of the 9/11 attacks are retreating farther and farther into peoples’ memories.  As a result, if Mexico and the United States are to take advantage of the close correspondence of views, they must do so in the relatively near future.
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