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Introduction

	Globalization has evolved to be understood as a process bearing significant transformative power over the world. In effect, this process is seemingly accountable to have renovated the manner in which States operate in the global political domain by pioneering a “global system of production, culture, and technology” that has eroded barriers among traditional nation-states (Mcbride, 2005, p.4). This erosion purports the implication that states are on the trajectory to becoming obsolete in its capacity to participate in its domestic and foreign policy jurisdiction and are therefore no longer important players of international politics, as they once used to be. However, before accepting such a fatalistic view of states in an era of globalization, there necessitates an attempt to answer some key questions. Have states really fallen victim to globalization and have become constrained in its ability to make independent policies? Are states really subordinate to global economic, political and social processes driven by transnational actors, international institutions, and global economic forces and therefore have no control over the occurrences within their jurisdiction?  
[bookmark: _GoBack]	This paper serves to evaluate the extent to which states have been affected by processes of globalization. I do so by placing the Canadian state at the forefront of analysis by examining the determinants of its domestic and foreign policies. I argue that the fundamental causes behind the Canada’s domestic and foreign policy agenda have largely been influenced by activities arising within the domestic border; states still behold significant autonomy and capacity with regards to devising independent policies and are therefore important actors on the international domain. Therefore, globalization has not resulted in the demise of the Canadian state and therefore does not inevitable dictate its policies and ultimately cannot be accountable for understanding Canada’s domestic and foreign trajectory. According to Mcbride, “Canada’s increased integration into the global economy, and the domestic [and foreign] policy changes associated with that integration, are matters of choice rather than necessity” (Mcbride, 2001, p.31). 
	Section 1 of the paper serves to place my argument into context. Here, I provide definition of the globalization concept and illustrate how globalization is commonly perceived. My argument in subsequent sections of the paper will argue against this conventional wisdom.  Section 2 has three subsections; it begins by announcing my argument that the Canadian state remains an integral actor in the era of globalization. Section 2a provides a historical account of Canada’s activities in the international domain to show that Canada has always been a global nation, and thus globalization is nothing new for Canada and therefore it cannot equate to be a process of novelty that has transformed the manner in which the Canadian state operates on the international domain. Section 2b reveals the factors influencing Canada’s domestic policies. Here, I argue that the trend of “neoliberal” policies in Canada have not resulted from external pressures brought by globalization but rather from domestic circumstances, of which the Canadian state bears responsibility for. In particular, I look at the case of Healthcare privatization and the Fiscal and Monetary policy agenda. Section 2c follows the same logic of that the Canadian state prevails over globalizing forces by examining the influences behind Canada’s foreign policy agenda. I show how Canada’s foreign policy agenda has become increasingly devoted to serve national interests, particularly that of Canadian finance capital; it logic here, again, is to prove how the idiosyncratic interests of the state prevails over process of globalization in determining foreign policy. The next section is the conclusion, and as usual, will serve to reiterate my argument and summarize the main points that used to support the argument.
1.) Context-Definition and The Conventional Perception of Globalization:  

The concept of globalization has evolved to embark upon a multitude of definitions since its increasing prominence in academia during the 1990’s; in a general sense, it refers to the “increased levels of interaction and integration around the world (Mcbride, 2001). In this paper, globalization will be referred to in terms of its economic and political conceptualizations. Economically, globalization epitomizes the “major increases in international trade and investment” in addition to the increasing prominence of transnational corporations and the unregulated flows of capital in the global political economy (Mcbride, 2001, 21).  Globalization as a political process alludes to: a.) the manner in which nation-states have increasingly become influenced with respect to their traditional political decision-making duties on the international domain; b.) the extent to which states have become subordinate to non-state actors; and c.) the prominence of neoliberalism as the dominant global ideology, which replaces embedded liberalism with market liberalism, privatization and regulation (Mcbride, 2001; Skogstad, 2000). 
	As “contestation about the meaning of globalization spills over into debates about what drives it and how novel it is” (Skogstad, 2000, p.327), many interpretations have attempted to purport the impact globalization on states in the last two decades. Hence, before moving on to augment the position of this paper, this section will serve to emphasize upon a prevailing perspective of globalization to bring my argument into context.  
1a.) The Conventional Globalization Hypothesis:
The conventional school of globalization scholars views globalization as an inevitable process where by powerful structural forces- represented by technological and economic developments- exert drastic transformational pressures on the global domain in a manner that erodes the dominance of nation-states and brings in a ‘borderless’ world (Mcbride, 2001; Marsh et al, 2006). Globalization is perceived to reflect “structural changes in the scale of modern social organization” (David et al, 2003, p.6). According to this perspective, globalization results in the “hallowing out” of states whereby states have become stripped of the authority and power they once beheld; “the state is seen as losing authority and power upwards to supranational bodies, downwards to subnational governments and sideways to markets and multinational corporations and/or to organizations of civil society”(Mcbride, 2001, 15). These diverse actors that operate on the global domain are seen to have “assumed roles formerly played out at the national level” (Mcbride, 2001, p.15). According to Burbach and Robinson, “the whole set of nation-state institutions is becoming superseded by transnational institutions” (Mcbride, 2001, 22). The erosion of power and authority at the state level is due to the incompetence of states to contest and resist global pressures: “in a nutshell, the argument is that technology makes borders permeable and that economic and other actors use this technology to escape the confines of national territories and national controls” (Mcbride, 2001, p.15). 
Following the logic of this perspective, states have become inevitably susceptible to global processes and thus policies and governance at the domestic level are merely a response to what global processes demand.  Indeed, globalization is said to have coerced states to undergo metamorphosis to become ‘competition states’: as the opening up of a state’s internal organizational and regulatory structure along with its policy priorities according to the demands of global market forces in order to “save the [domestic state] from its own dysfunctional tendencies” (Cerny, 1999, p.302). Accordingly, the increasing inclination of states to implement Neoliberal policies at the domestic level is corollary to the greater economic integration at the international level. Thus, the triumph of neoliberalism among states “should not be understood as a domestic ideology victory... rather, it is an internationally induced structural necessity” (Teeple, 1996 p.131). According to Teeple, 
If the national economy is to remain capitalist, the agenda must be accepted by the world’s governments. Yet at the same time, such acceptance will harmonize the national with the international; it will spell the end of the national economy and of the nation-state as we have known it (Teeple, 1996, p.126).

A brief examination on the impacts of domestic neoliberalism leads one to conclude that social inequalities are growing while social infrastructure and access to public services are deteriorating, which is largely accountable for by the privatization and marketization of the public sector; all this is the result of the naturalistic efficacy of a globalized international political environment (Mcbride, 2001). Thus, political globalization-denoted by the rise of neoliberalism within and across states on the global domain- “becomes an understood consequence of this greater economic integration” (Mcbride, 2001, 22). 
Building off of this apocalyptic perspective on globalization, the manner in which states now engage in foreign relations with other actors in the international community is also considered to be done unconditionally, with a sense of necessity rather than will. Foreign policies conducted by states in the current era of globalization then, are merely a reflection of dominant organizing forms of social interaction in all parts of the world rather that being an extension of a state’s idiosyncratic national interest (Keukeleire, 2008, p.1). 

2. ) States Over Globalization: The True Relationship 
	In this section of the paper I argue, contrary to the conventional perspective-where states are deemed powerless in the face of a globalizing world- that states are integral actors in the globalization process beholding a significant degree of decision-making autonomy; the state and politics need to be brought back in as explanations of both globalization and the neoliberal state (Mcbride, 2001). Globalization is not an inevitable structural straitjacket that confines the manner in which states operate but rather a political construction assembled by the state itself (Mcbride, 2001, p.29) to achieve its aspirations. I attempt to demonstrate the aforementioned by analyzing how the Canadian state has fared under globalization and the causes behind the country’s domestic and foreign policy trajectory. Have the causes of Canada’s policy decisions in the past two decades really been because of external pressures brought by globalization? I argue not. 
2a.) Canada’s Historical Political and Economic Motivations
It is important to denote Canada’s historical relationship with the global political economy before moving on to understand the factors accounting for Canada’s domestic and foreign policy trajectory in the last two decades. Canada has always been a global nation (Mcbride, 2001, p.21); thus, perceiving the rise of globalization in the contemporary era as a relatively novel external structural constraint on Canada’s policy agenda, undermines the extent to which other factors -particularly the idiosyncratic motivations of the Canadian state itself- may account for Canada’s seemingly integrated and dependent role in the global political economy. 
It is erroneous to ascribe globalization with a role of bringing inevitable change that has shaped Canada’s integration into the global economy. Canada is most accurately be labeled as a facilitator rather than victim of globalization (Mcbride, 2001, p.30). As described by Harold Innis’s staples theory, Canada’s indigenous tradition in the political economy was one that praised dependence on international resource markets (Mcbride, 2001, p.35); Canada was, and always has been an “open economy” that persevered upon its relationships of dependence with other powerful actors of the international domain. The root of this relationship is traceable back to Canada’s dependence on Britain and the United States for trade and investment (Mcbride, 2001, p.36); as early as 1870, Britain and the United States accounted for 89.5 percent of Canada’s exports and 88.5 percent of its imports (Glazebrook, 1966). 
Moreover, Canada’s movement towards Confederation was primarily motivated by its economic nationalist inclinations to pursue trade (Mcbride, 2001, 36). Britain’s decision in 1846 to repeal the Corn Laws “ended the preference for Canadian producers” and thus necessitated Canada’s “search for alternatives in the colonies of British North America” (Mcbride, 2001, 36). Initially, Canada’s anticipated “solution” to deal with this trade problem was to negotiate a Reciprocity Treaty with the United States; however, the treaty would only cover natural resources and its “abrogation by the United States in 1866 was declared to be a precursor to annexation” (Mcbride, 2001, 36). Ultimately, Canada- in the pursuit of consolidating economic and political union in British North America to ensure it survival on the international domain- devised various national policies (Mcbride, 2001, p.37). National policy is defined as “conscious nation-building policies of successive federal governments” (Eden and Molot, 1993, p.232) and “overarching federal development strategies for achieving economic growth and social cohesion within the Canadian community” (Bradford, 1998, p.38). 
Canada enacted three national policies that succeeded one another with the intention to facilitate economic development within the context of a trade-dependent economy (Mcbride, 2001). My purpose here is not to examine these policies in detail but rather to highlight the fact that Canada’s decision to devise these national policies allude to the fact that Canada, as a global nation, has repeatedly faced challenges “of fitting into an ever-shifting global economy” that require important state responses (Pilon, 2003, p.446). Canada’s national policies were responses “given their particular shape by domestic political struggles; there was nothing automatic or inevitable automatic or inevitable about them” as the conventional globalization perspective would argue (Pilon, 2003, p.446). For instance, Canada’s third National Policy emerged as a successor to the unraveling postwar Keynesianism (1945-75) paradigm-which comprised the second national policy of Canada- as it proved ineffective in mediating the epidemic of rising unemployment and high levels of inflation during the 1970’s (Mcbride, 2001, p.43). Moreover, as Keynesianism succumbed into crisis, social expenditures became increasingly unaffordable (Mcbride, 2001, p.43). The third National Policy-which came to be the National Energy Policy (NEP)- adopted by the Liberal government of Pierre Trudeau in the 1980’s, based Canada’s economic strategy upon “a resource-driven restructuring of the industrial sector” (Mcbride, 2001, p.44). This national policy “was interventionist, centralist and nationalistic” (Pratt, 1982, p.27) and aimed to “achieve 50 percent Canadian ownership of the industry and energy self-sufficiency as well as insulate Canada from international oil crises” (Lalonde, book 44). 
Ultimately the third National Policy failed, primarily due to the fact that the initiative faced ideological opposition from powerful domestic business interests; Canadian business actors became “increasingly nervous about the degree of state interventionism inherent in the Liberal strategy” (Mcbride, 2001, p.44). Thus, “far from falling victim to an agentless process of globalization, this [National Policy] failed for lack of support from key players” operating within domestic borders (Pilon, 2003, p.446. 

2b.) Canada’s Domestic Policy Trend:  Made In Canada 
The retrenchment of the state alluded by the downsizing of government, withdrawal of social programs, and substantial deregulation of markets have been a feature of Canadian domestic policy within the last two decades. While it can be argued that globalization can account for these changes by bringing forth the rhetoric for a need to be more “competitive and efficient in a global economy” the primary causation of the neoliberal characteristics in Canadian domestic policy is due to the inherent nature of the domestic market economy (Mcbride, 2001, p.100). Thus, it is “not necessary to look beyond national borders for an explanation” in order to perceive the underlying causes for the trend in Canadian domestic policies that have resulted in the retrenchment of the state in the last two decades (Mcbride, 2001, p.100). Mishra states that 
there seems to be no compelling logic of globalization that requires the downsizing of government, retrenchment of social programs and substantial deregulation of labor markets. Such measures are being pursued by English speaking countries but amount to little more than old neoliberal domestic policies now rationalized and legitimized in the name of globalization (Mishra, 1999, 24).
Thus, “globalization is much or more of a consequence of neoliberalism at the national level than the reverse” (Mcbride, 2001, p.82). I now turn to highlight the domestic factors of Canada that has influenced the trend in neoliberal policies. I argue that the conventional wisdom on globalization, which purports that the devising of domestic policies are largely determined by activities and forces beyond state borders, is untenable in explaining the domestic policy trajectory of states. 
	
i. Domestic Factors Influencing Health Sector Neoliberalism:  
	Take the issue of privatization of health care services in Canada as an example. The conventional perspective on globalization would largely point to activities beyond state borders in accounting for the transformations; for instance, International agreements such as NAFTA would thus account for the “creeping privatization, of Canadian health care services (Mcbride, 2001, p.100). The “discourse of efficiency, which is linked in business rhetoric to globalization” would also be said to account for Canada’s changing health sector landscape as this logic of globalization has largely promotes market values, decentralization and individualism (Mcbride, 2001, p.100). Although international conditioning frameworks expedited by globalization are seemingly accountable, the utmost influence for privatization’s rise to ascendency in the Canadian health care has been domestic sources. For instance, although the Chretien government was rhetorically committed to principles of universal coverage, accessibility, portability, comprehensiveness and public administration- stipulated under the 1967 Canada Health Act-the government ultimately “undermined the federal government’s ability to sustain national standards in the health field” (Mcbride, 2001, p. 95). As the portion of federal funding devoted to health care purposes declined, the federal government was diminished in its capacity “to oppose user fees, private health clinics, the delisting of covered services, and the variety of other means by which the market is being allowed to creep into a system previously based on quite different principles” (Mcbride, 2001, p. 95) The public portion of the total health bill in 1997 declined from a normal level of approximately 75 to 69.8 percent (Mcbride, 2005, p.95). According to Burke, this indicated “passive privatization”, characterized as “a generalized retreat of the state from the provision of health care services and an enlargement of the health space occupied by the private sector” (Burke, 2000, p.182). Burke further ascribes these indicators to represent a health system experiencing ongoing and intense commodification (Burke, 2000). Moreover, Livio DI Matteo notes that:  “those in the top 20 percent of the income distribution appear to have a preference for a greater private health expenditures” (Matteo, 2000, p. 108). Thus, the combined effect of reduced transfers from the federal government combined with the effects of changes in the distribution of income are two fundamental factors that have contributed to the erosion of the public share in health care services (Mcbride, 2001, p.95). Both causes arise domestically.
	ii. Domestic Factors affecting Fiscal and Monetary Policy 
	The advent of reduction in state spending in Canada have its roots established in domestic political action intended to remove impediments to the operation of the market (Mcbride, 2001, p.82). Various arguments were purported at the national level in favor of advancing markets in a privileged position; “an economic argument, for instance, is that markets enhance competitiveness in a global economy and that international competition has beneficial effects on efficiency in the domestic economy” (Mcbride, 2001, p.82). Accordingly, the state is perceived to be the chief impediment to the operation of markets (Mcbride, 2001, p.82). Mcbride argues that the Canadian state had long embraced a neoliberal outlook “that government is too large, deficits unacceptable, the tax system in need of reform, and spending priorities are in need of revision” (Mcbride, 2001, p.82). This vision was embedded in public discourse before the Mulroney government was elected in 1984 and had remained embedded “despite a 1993 election in which the successful Liberal campaign promised a different approach” (Mcbride, 2001, p.82). Chretien’s liberal government was committed to the balancing the budget; however, the government was “ideologically committed to the means of expenditure restraint (cutting state expenditures) rather than the end of a balanced budget (which could have also been achieved by tax increases)” (Mcbride, 2001, p. 83). The rationale behind this approach to balance budgets is that reduced government expenditures essentially equated to a reduced role for the state (Mcbride, 2001, p. 83). Following this logic, the Canadian state has long proved itself deeply committed to pursuing a neoliberal agenda, which, as aforementioned, necessitates a reduction of government involvement in the domestic economy; hence, this ideological commitment is deemed to bear utmost responsibility for the retrenchment of the Canadian state rather than the external pressures brought by globalization necessitating the Canada’s need to be more competitive in the international community, as the conventional perspective would argue. 

2c.) Canada’s Foreign Policy Agenda
	Over the past fifteen years, Canada’s progressively more powerful role in global governance, international trade institutions, and Western military alliances have demonstrated a shift in Canada’s foreign policy trajectory; Canada no longer partakes in traditional ‘middle power’ and ‘satellite power’ relationships subordinate to American imperialism (Klassen, 2007). With the leadership of the new Conservative government of Prime Minister Stephen Harper, Canadian foreign policy is now much closely aligned with the “militaristic positions of the George W. Bush administration” reflected in the extension of the Canadian military mission in Afghanistan until 2009 and the allocation of billions of dollars to fund Canadian forces (Klassen, 2007, p.21). The Canadian government has abandoned its “traditional Canadian emphasis on multilateralism, development and peacekeeping” (Klassen, 2007, p. 21). What factors account for this seemingly transformative foreign policy trajectory of the Canadian state? The conventional globalization perspective would purport that Canada has fell victim to the forces of greater international integration and in particular, to both American imperialism and global capitalism and has become economically dominated by the United states and thus Canada’s foreign policy reflects a position weakness; “in other words, Canada is an economic dependency of the United States, and Canadian foreign policy operates as a front, or as a cover, for American imperialism” (Klassen, 2007, p. 210). 
	 I argue that other factors are more important in accounting for the trend of Canada’s changing foreign policy trajectory. Canada’s foreign policy is not a reflection of subordinated economic and political pursuits- resulting from globalization-but rather as an extension of an imperialist country. Thus, the interests of the Canadian State itself have largely accounted for the causation for Canada’s foreign policy trajectory. The interests of the Canadian state, I argue, stem from the leading sectors of Canadian capital, which have expanded across the global market; according to Klassen “this internationalization of Canadian capital underpins the foreign policy shifts of the Canadian state, and gives rise to the new Canadian imperialism” (Klassen, 2007, p.22). 
	 NAFTA constitutes a vital zone for the reproduction of Canadian capital on the global scale as the bulk of Canada’s trade and investment functions through the agreement (Klassen, 2007, p.258). It is a critical space of opportunity for which Canada is able to achieve its aspirations on the international domain. The aftermath of 9/11 was particularly threatening to “the economic system through which Canadian finance capital operates” as the United States closed its borders, turned to nationalist economic measures in Congress, and implemented the “security and military agenda of George W. Bush” (Klassen, 2007, p.259). In response, a consensus augmented by powerful corporate organizations that are tightly integrated with the networks of Canadian finance capital, emerged in Canada asserting the need for “a major overhaul of Canadian foreign policy and Canada- US relations” (Klassen, 2007, p.259). These organizations have since “unified Canadian finance capital around a political strategy of ‘deep integration’ with the United States and a worldwide military force projection” to facilitate the accumulation needs of Canadian finance capital and have been fundamental in the contribution to the new Canadian foreign policy Agenda (Klassen, 2007, p.259). 
The Canadian Council of Chief Executives (CCCE) is perhaps the most influential arising out these powerful organizations. The CCCE is composed chief executives of Canada’s leading industrial and financial firms and functions to “provide an effective space for class formation and corporate strategizing”;  these executives are from 150 leading Canadian companies with over $2.3 trillion in assets with revenues of more than $500 billion, provides employment to more than one million Canadians and accounts for the vast majority of private sector research and development (Klassen, 2007, p.259). The council is the leading corporate policy group in Canada and “recruits business leaders who understand the common interests of the Canadian economic elite and who can transform these interests into meaningful public policy proposals” (Klassen, 2007, p. 261). Over the course of the last decade, the CEEE has played a pivotal role in a number of significant policy areas; it considerably influenced the establishment of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI) (Klassen, 2007, p.262). Thus, the CCCE represents has functioned as primary conduit for the political organization of Canadian Finance Capital and, has operated as the Canada’s veritable “shadow cabinet” that offers leadership and advice on public policy issues bearing most significance on the agenda (Klassen, 2007, p.262). 
	 As aforementioned, the trend in Canada’s foreign policies within the last few decades have been influenced by national interests to augment the power of Canadian finance capital on the international domain. An example of this transformation can be observed through CCCE’s envisioned modus operandi of the Security and Prosperity Initiative (Klassen, 2007, p.262). Through the initiative, the council sought to introduce a comprehensive approach that “encompasses trade, investment, border security, and military cooperation” in governing Canada-US relations; this was particularly important in the aftermath of 9/11, as the economic interdependence between the two countries had become susceptible to “international terrorism” and “rogue states” (Klassen, 2007, p.262). The council advocated four main components to the Security and Prosperity initiative. 
	First, the council proposes “Canada and the United States shift the focus from its internal border to North America as a whole” (Klassen, 2007, p.263). An entry point to North America as a whole would Canada and the United States to cooperatively oversee external threats while maintaining “the free flow of goods and people across the internal border”, which ultimately functions as a “shared checkpoint within an Integrated economic space” (Klassen, 2007, p.263). In short, the council recommends that border security should be perceived more in terms of a continental relationship to the world rather than a bilateral relation (Klassen, 2007, p.263). Second, the council sought to “maximize economic efficiencies” by means of harmonizing Canada and America’s regulatory regime- such those concerning environmental standards, foreign ownership, health and investment- to reflect the “economic integration that already exists” (Klassen, 2007, p.264). This is perceived to “improve customs processing, reduce costs and redundancies, and facilitate the movement of goods and skilled labour across the border” and would ultimately augment the “competitive position of both countries in the North American Economic bloc” (Klassen, 2007, p.264). Third, the council advocates for a “resource security pact” where Canada guarantees energy security (oil, minerals, and agricultural products) to the United States in exchange for exemptions to anti-dumping laws and countervailing duties (Klassen, 2007, p.264). This would provide Canada access to the American market while minimizing “trade conflicts over pricing and subsidies” (Klassen, 2007, p.264). Lastly, the council demands the Canadian forces to undergo major restructuring to acquire a credible military posture (Klassen, 2007, p.265). Indeed, “no national strategy for overcoming economic challenges will be successful unless it also contributes to global peace and security” and thus the council argues that investments in military are fundamental to Canada’s economic perseverance (Canadian Council of Chief Executives, 2005, p. 5). 
	 Thus, Security and Prosperity Initiative drafted by the Council alludes to a significant logic shift in Canadian foreign policies, which has come to revolve around an economic agenda that supports Canadian finance capital:
It recognizes, for example, that the global interests of Canadian capital are best achieved through a security and military alliance with the United States. It also understands that the NAFTA zone is critical for the expanded reproduction of Canadian capital. As a result, it demonstrates a full awareness of the economic relations through which Canada achieves a secondary ranking along the imperial chain. For this reason, it is the political and economic strategy of Canadian finance capital today. (Klassen, 2007, p.268) 
The initiative indeed portrays an account of how economic globalization has yet dismantled the scope for a nation-state’s capacity to pursue imperialistic projects through its foreign policy initiatives and that “states, such as Canada, have [not] been passive bystanders or victims of the globalization process” (Mcbride, 2001, p.18). 












Conclusion 

	The conventional understanding of globalization is that it largely alludes to an inevitable process of global integration that has profound implications for traditional states of the international domain. According to this view, states have become increasingly confined in its ability to dictate the events that occur within its national boundaries, especially its capacity to make independent policy choices. In this paper I have argued that this is not true; states remain fundamental actors of international politics. To support this argument, I placed the Canadian state at the forefront of analysis and revealed that the country’s domestic and foreign policy trajectory have largely become determined by the state itself, and the domestic circumstances within state borders. Canada has always been a nation that has interacted with other actors of the international and therefore the concept of globalization is nothing new for the Canadian state.  Canada’s domestic policies, ranging from historical national policies to more recent neoliberal policies, have been the response of the Canadian state to domestic circumstances, there was nothing inevitable or global about them. Canada’s domestic policy endeavor towards healthcare privatization, was the result of a decline in federal funding given towards healthcare and its retrenchment of government spending through fiscal and monetary policy was the result of the government’s ideological commitment to neoliberalism, which ushered the necessity to reduce state involvement in the domestic economy in order to have markets prevail. Canada’s foreign policy trajectory has increasingly shifted away from its traditional role as a subordinate to the United States. This resulted as the Canadian state increasingly attempted to augment their power of independence on the international domain; Canadian finance capital, ushered by domestic business organizations has been at the forefront of influencing this shift. In both cases of domestic policy and foreign policy, the Canadian state had much more influence than globalization and therefore the casual factors behind Canadian domestic and foreign policy in the last two decades have resulted not from globalization, but rather from the activities and interests pursued by the Canadian state. 
Thus, have states really fallen victim to globalization and have become constrained in its ability to make independent policies? Are states really subordinate to global economic, political and social processes driven by transnational actors, international institutions, and global economic forces and therefore have no control over the occurrences within their jurisdiction? No. The state prevails over globalization.   
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