Visions on the future of cyberspace clash at the UN
A fragile consensus over norms of responsible state behaviour in cyberspace, as Paul
Meyer observes, has fallen victim to East–West geopolitical tensions.
Paul Meyer, Open Canada.org, November 15, 2018

If finding common ground on the sensitive issue of state conduct in cyberspace was not
already difficult enough, then the results of this fall’s United Nations General Assembly
First Committee, which focuses on disarmament and international security, has made it
all that more complicated.
After more than a decade of slow but steady progress on identifying norms of
responsible state behaviour in cyberspace, the existing consensus has broken down and
a bizarre, bifurcated path has been adopted for the future.
Over the last decade, work at the UN on international cyber security had advanced via a
set of consensus resolutions establishing a series of Groups of Governmental Experts
(GGE) that had considered the matter. These groups are comprised of 15 to 25 state
representatives who normally study an assigned issue for two years and issue a report if
they can agree upon one. Three of these GGEs, in the years 2010, 2013 and 2015
respectively, had adopted consensus reports containing ever more detailed
recommendations on norms and measures for responsible state behaviour in
cyberspace. For instance, the 2013 report affirmed the applicability of international law
to the novel realm of cyberspace and the 2015 report produced a set of measures to
govern state conduct, such as refraining from cyber operations directed at critical
infrastructure on which the public depends.
However, signs that this consensual approach was starting to fray came with the failure
of the most recent GGE (2016-2017) to agree on a consensus report. Differences over
defining how international law applied to the realm of state cyber action was the
proximate reason for this failure, although it was clear that deteriorating geopolitical
relations amongst leading cyber powers, such as the United States, Russia and China,
was impinging on their GGE representatives’ ability to find compromises that would
allow for consensus results.
Against this backdrop, there was considerable interest (and concern) as to how the
entire issue of cyber operations and norms of responsible state behaviour would be
handled when delegates to the First Committee assembled at UN HQ for their annual,
month-long session starting October 8.

Russia, which for 20 years had been the lead on UN resolutions providing for
consideration of international cyber security, decided to move beyond the existing
format of a series of consecutive GGEs and seek a more ambitious outcome. This took
the form of a draft resolution that integrated elements of a “Code of Conduct for
Information Security” that Russia and China have been peddling at the UN since 2011.
Several of these elements emphasized the control of information and affirmed expansive
sovereign rights for states to protect their “information space” against damage “resulting
from threats, interference, attack and sabotage.” In practice these general and
unilaterally determined “threats” could be utilized to justify censorship, surveillance and
repression by authoritarian regimes. Not surprisingly, such language was viewed
negatively by Western states.
Procedurally, Russia also opted to bypass the GGE format, with its restricted
participation and opaque proceedings, in favour of an Open-Ended Working Group
(OEWG), a diplomatic process that allowed for all interested UN member states to
participate. The OEWG would also have more of a “negotiation” rather than a “study”
mandate “to further develop the rules, norms and principles of responsible behaviour of
States.”
The US and its Western partners reacted negatively to this innovation, with criticism
that Russia was “cherry-picking” aspects of the previous GGE reports resulting in a
selective and distorting depiction of what had been agreed earlier. These states also
supported a continuation of the existing format of restricted GGEs, albeit with provision
for a couple of days of open consultations with the wider membership, thereby
responding to the mounting chorus of states calling for a more inclusive process. The US
and associates introduced their own resolution that, ironically, in its specifying of a GGE
that would operate over two years, largely reflected the content of the traditional
Russian-led resolutions that had received consensus support up to now.
The First Committee was therefore presented by the end of October with two competing
resolutions, one led by Russia and the other by the US. Normally, the expectation would
be that the respective originators of the two resolutions would work together in the two
weeks remaining in the session to fashion a single resolution that would continue to
attract general support and could be adopted without a vote (thus imparting more
authority to its policy direction, not to mention greater efficiency in its
implementation).
Alas, it is a sad commentary on the current state of cooperation amongst states on this
subject matter that forging such a compromise resolution proved impossible. Although
Russia did offer up a revised version of its original draft, removing some especially
contentious elements, the basic direction of its resolution remained unchanged.
In the event, the Russian and the US resolutions were voted on by the First Committee
on November 8 with both texts being adopted by a considerable margin.

“The international community is now faced with two parallel and competing processes,
ostensibly dealing with the same subject matter.”
Most delegates that took the floor with explanations of vote expressed disappointment
that a single resolution had not been agreed, although some (mainly ASEAN states)
tried to put a positive gloss on developments by suggesting that the two processes could
somehow complement one another.
Canada, which aligned itself with the US, delivered an explanation of vote on behalf of a
small grouping of Western states (Australia, Estonia, the Netherlands, Norway and the
UK) that voiced regret over “the strange turn of events” and the inability to agree on a
single resolution. The statement also expressed support for an “expert-led GGE that is
both representative enough to bring about outcomes that all can agree to and nimble
enough to do so in a reasonable time frame.” The support for continuing to entrust this
work to “experts” would carry more weight if states were actually nominating subject
matter experts to the cyber GGEs. The practice of states for some years, however, has
been to populate the GGEs with serving foreign ministry officials with the inevitable
result that these deliberations tend to mirror the official national positions put forward
in the wider intergovernmental forums and do not necessarily yield progress.
Several states, such as Egypt and Iran, that had supported the Russian resolution and its
establishment of an OEWG, argued that it was time to move beyond the “status quo” of
small group consideration of norms and engage in a multilateral negotiation of concrete
measures. The existing GGE process of the last 15 years, they said, was flawed and a new
tack was necessary to produce tangible progress.
The breakdown of consensus at this year’s First Committee on how the UN should
manage consideration of cyber security in the future is a serious setback for those who
had hoped that the international community could develop common understandings
and collective approaches to defining norms for state conduct in cyberspace.
The international community is now faced with two parallel and competing processes,
ostensibly dealing with the same subject matter, which will challenge both the capacities
and the coherence of the UN going forward. It will require a special diplomatic effort on
the part of concerned states to retrieve some form of common purpose for international
cyber security from the schism that has so dramatically opened up at this General
Assembly session.

How Do You Make Donald Trump Laugh. Democrats Should Think About
It,
Jeremy Kinsman
CIPS Blog, November 23, 2018

Many times in the past two years, people have told me they’ve never seen Donald Trump
laugh.
So, what would it take?
A sure bet would be if — after the mid-term elections that bore very ominous tidings for
President Trump’s hopes for re-election in 2020, because women voters chose
Democrats for House races by a staggering 59% to 40% — new insurgent Democratic
members of Congress, seeking generational and ideological change, rebelled against
Nancy Pelosi’s re-election as Speaker of the House of Representatives when Democrats
take the majority in January.
In the “year of the woman,” is it conceivable that members of her own party would seek
to depose a colleague who has held the highest public office ever obtained by a woman
in American history? Former President Obama has just observed that Nancy Pelosi “will
go down as one of the most effective legislative leaders that this country’s ever seen.”
As Speaker from 2007 to 2011, she never lost a floor vote in Congress, steering — against
great odds — the Affordable Care Act through to adoption in 2010 by one vote.
Of course, Fox News, the mouthpiece of the Trump White House, regularly derides her
as a “San Francisco liberal Democrat,” with all that implies to the evangelical heartland
base about a dangerous crypto-socialist-gay rights agenda.
She is dangerous all right, to the president’s continued free rein. As Speaker and leader
of that institution of the US Government that founders like James Madison considered
the most important, the “peoples’ House,” she would be the check and balance against
Trump’s runaway excess.
And yet, a faction of newly elected members from the left wing of the party believe
Nancy Pelosi is too “transactional,” too used to cutting deals with the other party, too
much a centrist. They are angry, impatient, and keen to spur the Democrats to use their
new majority to attack Donald Trump, to hold hearings to investigate everything about
him and his past dealings, to take him on.
Donald Trump would love that. It would mobilize and energize his base like nothing
else.

These younger members are passionately progressive, and politically unorthodox,
bringing tactics from community organizing into the legislative chamber, as 28-year-old
newcomer poster-child Alexandria Ocasio-Ortiz did when, instead of seeking a meeting
with her party’s leader, she joined a demonstration against Pelosi outside her office.
They are mainly Bernie Sanders people, who despise the widening income disparities in
America, the deference to special interests and lobbyists for corporate America, and
especially big finance, big pharma, and big resources for whom Trump is de-regulating
as fast as he can.
But who is going to be most effective on behalf of fairness? Trump fears Pelosi. She may
be 78, but she is at the top of her political game. She doesn’t engage in dirty politics but
the upstarts see her style as old-time transactional politics-as-usual.
They fail to see that in a country where 75% of the electorate self-identifies as
“conservative” or “moderate,” a hard-line liberal stance is not an available option. The
country is crying out for a Congress that can function. Pelosi wants to give it an honest
shot, to see if they can’t agree on infrastructure, the costs of prescription drugs, and
making public health work for the patients as well as for the insurance companies, the
message they brought to these mid-term elections. They didn’t have to run on a message
that Trump is awful for America. They could just leave the daily proof of that to him.
There is a wider point. Polarization is undermining established democracies by putting
compromise out of reach. Centrist ex-politicians like Tony Blair believe that it is only
through coming to the centre that parties can find the consensus necessary to govern.
It’s a vital lesson for aspiring democrats in countries in need of democratic transitions
that have been recently failing. Opponents of dictators can agree on getting rid of the
tyrant but can’t agree among themselves on what to do with their power the day after he
is toppled and they have to govern effectively, as they were unable to do, for example, in
Egypt, or in Ukraine.
Positive passion in politics is precious. It could use reinforcement among professional
politicians on the liberal side. They need to mobilize support to face off against the
negative and hostile passion Trump’s divisive emotional tribalism generates.

The Mueller Report will probably make the atmosphere more confrontational than ever.
Democrats can’t be pushovers, ducking confrontation for the sake of seeking bipartisan
agreement, always “going high when they go low,” as Michelle Obama once admirably
put it.
But Democrats can be a powerful voice of positive reason without having to leave all
their weapons at the legislative door. Nancy Pelosi is the best one they have, the one
Trump knows enough to fear. Try to depose her now? This is not the time to make him,
at last, laugh.

Sectoral Free Trade with China: Harder than it Looks
Philip Calvert
CIPS Blog, November 12, 2018

Canada has announced a change of tack in its pursuit of free trade with China. Instead of
pursuing a broad free trade agreement, Canada will seek reductions in Chinese tariffs
through bilateral sectoral agreements. The agriculture sector is apparently first on
Canada’s list.
This sounds very compelling, and reflects the recommendations of the Public Policy
Forum’s report released last month. But this approach — focusing on bilateral sectoral
tariff negotiations — raises a number of questions.
First of all, China does not yet appear to have agreed with this change in game plan. It
could be a hard sell. China’s tariffs are generally higher than Canada’s, so in a game of
reciprocal tariff cuts, they could have more to lose. In other free trade negotiations,
China’s key demands have included issues like getting more Chinese labourers to work
on China-invested projects in the other country, or on treatment of state-owned
enterprises — issues that fall outside sectoral negotiations. Without these issues, China
may not be that interested.
Starting with agriculture, as has been suggested, presents its own problems. This is
usually the most sensitive sector in bilateral or multilateral trade negotiations, and
seldom a good place to start. China would seek more market access to Canada’s
agriculture sector. What tariff cuts in agriculture is Canada prepared to put on the table,
so soon after CETA and the USMCA?

Tariff levels are only one aspect of access to a foreign market, and systemic issues can
undermine gains made through tariff reductions. China’s regulatory system still lacks
transparency and predictability, and protection of intellectual property, while
improving, is still a problem. Decision-making at the provincial or municipal level is
often capricious and favours local companies, as does China’s increasingly nationalistic
industrial policy. If Canada is to engage China seriously on market access, there should
be an opportunity to address such concerns.
Finally, if Canada wants to negotiate sector-by-sector tariff reductions, it risks running
afoul of its own WTO obligations. Under Article I of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade, which is incorporated into the WTO agreements governing global trade, all
members commit to the principle of most-favoured-nation treatment, which means that
“any advantage, favour, privilege or immunity” granted to one WTO member must be
granted to all other members. The exception to this rule, as set out in Article XXIV, is for
negotiated free trade agreements or customs unions; these arrangements, by definition,
must cover “substantially all trade” between countries. Sector-by-sector bilateral tariff
reductions wouldn’t pass the sniff test unless they were granted to all members of the
WTO.
Canada’s attempt to find creative new ways to increase trade with China is
commendable, but the combination of the US–Canada–Mexico Agreement (USMCA),
which limits options for a full-blown free trade agreement, and the WTO rules put
Canada between a rock and a hard place.
Given these constraints, Canada and China should try something a little different, and
establish a broad framework agreement under which several initiatives could be
launched. Under this framework, for example, Canada and China could develop a work
plan to reduce regulatory barriers through sectoral agreements, exchange of
information, mutual recognition agreements, and capacity-building. Other issues could
include customs procedures, labelling, anti-dumping, and other processes that have an
impact on bilateral trade. This framework agreement could also include a fast-track
trouble-shooting mechanism, staffed at senior levels on both sides, to address urgent
market access problems on short notice — especially in the agriculture sector, where
delays can ruin an entire shipment. These kinds of agreements don’t have the political
sparkle of a free trade agreement, but they can have real impact on market access.
Canada and China have a healthy and growing trade relationship, but there is room for
improvement. It does not appear that a full-blown free trade agreement is in the cards
for now, but there are other options for improving the trade architecture without
transgressing USMCA or WTO rules.
The other important element, of course, is increasing knowledge and understanding of
China within the Canadian system — in governments (federal and provincial), in the
private sector, and indeed in our educational system. Without such knowledge, it will be
more difficult for Canada to take advantage of any agreements — free trade or otherwise
— that we negotiate with China.

Is the Ground Shifting in Asia?

Joseph Caron
Canadian Global Affairs Institute
November 2018
Did the world’s balance of great power tilt a bit last month? Can meetings between
national leaders be signs of inexorable and dramatic change in global and regional
politics? The leaders of Asia’s Big Three – China, India and Japan – held two separate
summit meetings in the latter half of October. Each of these gatherings, in Beijing and
Tokyo, made meaningful strides in reshaping respective bilateral relations.
They also sent signals of the shape of things to come in what used to be called the Far
East. Indeed, at this moment, policies and initiatives among the Big Three are primarily
economic in nature. But they also have security dimensions. The key questions for the
futurists are whether and when big power policies assume destabilizing defence and
security challenges. They also point directly to questions about what role the United
States will continue to play.
Prime Minister Shinzo Abe visited Beijing in mid-October, breaking a seven-year dry
spell of official visits to China – although President Xi Jinping and Abe have met,
uncomfortably it appears, at multilateral summits. As leaders of the world’s second- and
third-largest economies, Xi and Abe had a lot of economic issues to discuss and
decisions to announce. These included a new framework to address technological cooperation and intellectual property protection; removal of a ban on food imports from
Japanese prefectures affected by the Fukushima nuclear disaster; an enlarged currency
swap agreement and a renewed push for joint development of the gas fields in the East
China Sea – so far, easier to announce than to implement.
Of greater geographic and political significance, China and Japan agreed to collaborate
on a large number of infrastructure projects – 52 have been targeted – under China’s
Belt and Road Initiative, with Japan contributing its own financing to some of them.
Some of the terms and conditions of China’s aggressive development assistance policies
across Asia, stretching all the way to Europe, have been criticized as modern forms of
colonial control, such as saddling recipient countries with more debt than they can
manage, with some countries cancelling signed projects outright. Japan has made the
strategic decision to collaborate with China, contributing experience, legitimacy and

perhaps reassurance to countries needing roads, ports and airports, but fearful of overdependence on China.
Off-and-on tensions arising over the Japanese-controlled Senkaku Islands – which
China claims and calls Diaoyutai – are not likely to abate. However, China and Japan
are inching towards co-operation on practical issues of search and rescue, fleet visits, a
military hotline for when tensions at sea escalate and senior military visits at joint staff
levels.
Abe’s summit with Prime Minister Narendra Modi engaged in somewhat more rhetoric:
“No two nations have as much potential together as Japan and India,” intoned Abe, only
to be trumped, so to speak, by Modi: “Without India-Japan co-operation, there will be
no development in Asia into the next century.” We’ll see about that. In the interim,
building greater economic interdependence remains a challenging objective for both
countries. Bilateral trade numbers are relatively minuscule, at less than US$14 billion a
year, and Japanese investment of US$25 billion over the last two decades is small.
(Japanese direct investment in China is over US$80 billion, with an estimated 34,000
companies on the ground). Abe promised Modi US$2.7 billion in infrastructure
financing, and as with China, joint infrastructure projects with India in South Asia.

Figure 1: Narendra Modi, India's prime minister, left, speaks while Shinzo Abe, Japan's prime minister, listens during a joint news
conference at Abe's official residence in Tokyo, Japan October 29, 2018. (Source: Pool via Reuters)

Abe’s more significant objective is to engage India in an evolving strategy to ensure
Indo-Pacific maritime security through defence as well as economic co-operation. In
addition to enhanced security ties with Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines and
other Asia Pacific nations, Abe has been promoting a more substantive quadrilateral cooperation mechanism, joining Japan and the U.S. with Australia and India. To the
extent that this is presented as a “China containment” strategy, India has indicated that

it wants no part of it. Indeed, it is developing its own military-to-military channels with
China. Nevertheless, Abe and Modi flagged the importance of established joint if modest
exercises between their ground, sea and air forces and an effort at establishing a military
acquisition and cross-servicing agreement, which facilitates the sharing of supplies and
limited access to military bases. Canada has one of those as well with Japan.
According to news reports, despite these bilaterally focused meetings, President Donald
Trump’s shadow loomed over Beijing and Tokyo. Trump’s address to the UN and VicePresident Mike Pence’s subsequent speech on China-U.S. relations described the
administration’s broad-based assessment of Chinese economic, social and security
policies as direct challenges to the United States. What America will do about it, other
than raising tariffs against more Chinese goods and restricting investments, is anybody’s
guess. And while targeting China, the implications of U.S. bilateralism concern all of
Asia. They contribute to economic uncertainty and inadvertently push China, Japan,
India and other Asian nations closer together in support of the post-war liberal trading
systems. The U.S.’s abandonment of the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for
Trans-Pacific Partnership (CPTPP) has led to hints that China may be interested in
joining. A less ambitious but Asia-based Regional Comprehensive Economic
Partnership including China, India and Japan among 10 countries is propelled, in part,
by similar forces. U.S. economic policy uncertainties and Trump’s attacks on established
allies on the security and economic fronts are also energizing regionalisms that
inevitably will have security consequences.
That said, other significant realities will shape these trends. China’s economic, political
and military capabilities are irreversible, even in the face of possible domestic challenges
to its governance. India’s multi-directional foreign policies are part of its national
identity – Russia, for example, remains its principal weapons provider. And the
Japanese security treaty with the United States, for the foreseeable future, is an equally
fundamental reality. All are part of the mix that will define the future. There are not
straight lines in politics, domestic or international.
For Canada, the Far East has, in recent decades, not been far at all. Transpacific trade
surpasses transatlantic exchanges by almost 20 per cent. The CPTPP will potentially
increase this significantly with, hopefully, the Comprehensive Economic and Trade
Agreement (CETA) giving it a run for its money. Immigration flows are predominantly
from Asia. Our national security and political ties to Asia would be severely tested in the
case of conflict in the region, even absent NATO types of treaty commitments. News
from China and India is widely available in traditional and digital media and Canadian
public opinion on Asia’s giants influences our foreign policy, as the Asia Pacific
Foundation of Canada’s surveys make clear. Bilateral and multilateral deals that
contribute to growth in Asia provide trade and investment opportunities for Canadians.
Big picture geopolitical developments, the kind that focus the attention of politicians,
diplomats and the commentariat, are on a continuum from dramatic – think the
foundation of the UN or NATO – to subtle and difficult to discern. These Xi-Abe and
Modi-Abe meetings and attendant commitments are at the modest end of the scale. But

they call no less for attention by Canadians and our government to ensure that we
benefit from whatever emerges.

A Canadian Primer to the G20 Summit in Buenos Aires, Argentina,
November 30-December 1, 2018
Colin Robertson,
Canadian Institute for Global Studies, Roundup

Introduction
On Friday, November 30, the leaders of the 19 major economic nations and the EU will
convene in the Costa Salguero convention centre along the Rio de la Plata in the
Argentine capital, Buenos Aires. It is their 13th summit. This year’s host is Argentina’s
President Mauricio Macri. The leaders are a diverse group – liberal democrats,
authoritarians and autocrats. While the plenary sessions are the official focus, more
attention will be on the interactions between U.S. President Donald Trump, Chinese
President Xi Jinping and Russian President Vladimir Putin. Saudi Crown Prince
Mohammed bin Salman, stained by the Khashoggi killing and the war in Yemen, is also
attending.
North Americans will be watching the sideline meetings of President Trump with
Mexico’s outgoing president, Enrique Peña Nieto, and Prime Minister Justin Trudeau.
According to Larry Kudlow, Mr. Trump’s economic adviser, they or their
representatives are supposed to sign the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA),
although there are reportedly details still to be worked out.

Who and What is the G20?
The G20 leaders’ summit is the culmination of a year-long process of over 50 formal
meetings that include the central bankers, finance ministers and sherpas. The summit,
that celebrates its 10th anniversary this year, is effectively the meeting of the principal
shareholders in the global economy meeting with their executive board – the heads of
the organizations responsible for keeping the global economic, finance and trade
operating systems in working order. It also includes civil society engagement through
the Business 20, Civil 20, Labour 20, Science 20, Think 20, Women 20 and Youth 20.

The ‘shareholders’ include the G7 nations: Canada, the United States, Japan, France,
Germany, Italy, the United Kingdom and the European Union as well as Argentina,
Brazil, Mexico, Australia, China, India, Indonesia, Korea, Russia, Turkey, Saudi Arabia
and South Africa. With 2/3 of the world’s population, their economies account for
approximately 85 per cent of global economic output and 75 per cent of
international trade.
Other participants include Spain, a permanently invited guest to G20 meetings. As
host, Argentina has also invited Chile and the Netherlands to this summit. The heads of
the United Nations, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, World
Trade Organization, International Monetary Fund, World Bank, Inter-American
Development Bank, Financial Stability Board, International Labour Organization and
the Development Bank of Latin America will also participate.
Countries chairing key regional groups – such as the African Union (Rwanda), the
Association for Southeast Asian Nations (Singapore) and the New Partnership for
Africa’s Development (Senegal) – are also invited and Argentina has included the
Caribbean Community, represented by Jamaica, for this year’s G20.
The G20, originally a meeting of finance ministers, their deputies and central bankers,
was formed in 1999 in the wake of the Asian and Russian financial crisis with Canada’s
then-Finance Minister Paul Martin playing a lead role. It was raised to the leaders’ level
in the wake of the 2007-2008 financial crisis when then-U.S. president George W. Bush
convened a summit in Washington in November 2008 to address the crisis. As Council
on Foreign Relations Fellow Stewart Patrick observes: “The event reflected a new
reality. Western governments could no longer hope to resolve international economic
crises themselves. They needed a more encompassing body that included rising nations.

The G20's Standing Agenda
The de facto standing agenda for the G20 includes:

•

•
•
•

•

Multilateral trading system. The leaders will speak to its importance but there is no
sense the WTO’s Doha round is going anywhere. The U.S. is also unhappy with the
operation of the WTO itself, especially its dispute settlement. Canada, working with likeminded countries, has taken the lead in trying to find a solution to make the process
more transparent and efficient.
Promoting international investment. Barriers to investment continue to plague G20
economies. The need of governments to further open their economies will be addressed.
Achieving sustainable fiscal policy. This means saving in good times so you can spend
in recession and then get back to balance as quickly as possible.
Supporting sustainable development. With the conclusion of the Millennium
Developmentplan in 2016, nations are now committed to 17 goals in the new UN
Sustainable Development Agenda to be achieved by 2030, including zero poverty,
gender equality, good health and wellbeing, clean water and sanitation, reduced
inequalities, decent work and economic growth.
Resistance to protectionism. Global Trade Alert reports that since 2008,
notwithstanding the G20 pledge for standstill at the London 2010 summit,
governments have taken 11,743 protectionist measures ranging from local content
requirements to discriminatory regulatory practices. According to the WTO, G20 trade
restrictive measures for 2018 are more than six times larger than those recorded in
2017 and the largest since this measure was first calculated in 2012. While new importfacilitating measures rose significantly during this period, they are less than half that of
trade-restrictive measures. WTO Director General Roberto Azevêdo has called
for immediate action to de-escalate the situation. Whether Trump and Xi curb the
trade war is an open question. Which is cause for concern for investors across the
globe. The U.S. and China remain far apart, as was seen with the failure of the
APEC summit to agree on a final communiqué.
G20 Trade-Restrictive Measures
(average per month)

What Does the Buenos Aires Summit Want to Achieve?
“BUILDING CONSENSUS FOR FAIR AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT” is the
theme of this year’s summit and President Macri has set three priorities:
The future of work: Unleashing people’s potential. Technological change is
extraordinary in its magnitude and speed. G20 leaders want to avoid a scenario in which
one nation seizes paramountcy in artificial or cyber-intelligence, leaving the rest far
behind. The emergence of new technologies has led to the development of new forms of
work that are rapidly changing production processes worldwide. Policy responses need
to ensure that embracing technological change will not engender exclusion, social
disintegration or backlash. Education is at the crux of this debate. Pointing to the GM
Oshawa plant closing, the Mowat Center’s Sunil Johal observes that it “is
a reminder that failing to take advantage of this opportunity to reform skills training,
education and other vital social supports to be more responsive, client-centred and
focused on outcomes will leave Canada out-of-step with the trajectory of the global
economy – and risk leaving more workers disrupted out of their jobs, with nowhere to
turn.”
Infrastructure for development: Mobilizing private resources to reduce the
infrastructure deficit. The global infrastructure gap projected from now to the year
2035 amounts to US$5.5 trillionaccording to some estimates. The World Economic
Forum’s global competitiveness index for infrastructure puts Canada in 25th
position internationally. We can do better. Meanwhile, institutional investors, that
include Canadian pension funds and big league players like Canada’s Brookfield,
have US$80 trillion in assets under management, typically offering low returns.
Mobilizing private investment toward infrastructure is crucial to closing the global

infrastructure gap. It can also ensure a better return for those who today save and
invest. This is a win-win objective and it requires international co-operation. China’s
Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) is a major source of infrastructure funding but BRI
financing on partner nations’ debt levels, governance and susceptibility to Chinese
influence are increasingly under scrutiny and will doubtless be discussed at Buenos
Aires.
A sustainable food future: Improving soils and increasing productivity. The G20
countries are key players in the global food system. Their territories account for
about 60 per cent of all agricultural land and for almost 80 per cent of world trade in
food and agricultural commodities. Approximately 10 million hectares of cropland are
lost every year due to soil erosion. Food production must double during the next 30
years to meet projected population growth and dietary changes. Feeding the world
without erasing our forests and using up our water is the big challenge requiring
international co-operation. In a recent report Canada’s Advisory Council on
Economic Growth has argued that Canadian leadership in global food production
could help drive an economic growth agenda for the country for generations. With a
reputation for safety, quality and trustworthiness, Canada's food brand is “enhanced by
the country's natural advantage, its stock of natural resources – fresh water and arable
land – and an ecological footprint in producing food that is among the best in the
world.”
Argentina has also pledged to build on past presidencies across a broad array of issues
and they are all likely to be reflected in any communiqué, no matter how wishy-washy
the language:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Empowering women
Fighting corruption
Strengthening financial governance
Continuing work towards a strong and sustainable financial system
Improving the fairness of the global tax system
Co-operating on trade and investment
Taking responsibility on climate action
Transitioning towards cleaner, more flexible and transparent energy systems
TOP OF PAGE

What About Deliverables from Buenos Aires?
Not a lot. Achieving a consensus communiqué, given the rancorous relationships
particularly between China and the U.S., may be all we can expect. Most of the action
will be at the bilateral level. The working dinner on Saturday night between Trump and
Xi will be closely watched. The trade war with China has seen the U.S. hit about half of
all Chinese imports with tariffs. China has responded in kind but the U.S. buys much
more from China than China buys from the U.S.

As is always the case at these summits, security will be paramount with a 20,000officer-strong security operation commanded by Argentine Security Minister Patricia
Bullrich, who recently indicated people should carry guns if they so pleased. Antiglobalization protests will inevitably take place.
Canadian Objectives
This is Justin Trudeau’s fourth G20 summit. According to the PMO release on the
G20 meeting, Prime Minister Trudeau will build on the issues advanced at this year’s
Charlevoix G8 summit: “To create good, middle-class jobs, invest in economic growth
that benefits everyone, advance gender equality and women’s economic empowerment,
fight climate change, protect our oceans, and promote clean energy.” Mr. Trudeau will
be accompanied by Foreign Affairs Minister Chrystia Freeland and Finance Minister Bill
Morneau.
As G8 lead until the end of the year, Mr. Trudeau must see if he and Ms. Freeland can
find consensus among his G7 fellow leaders, as they did on Venezuela, on Russia’s
recent actions in Ukraine and on human rights abuses by Saudi Arabia. Neither is likely
to happen, although Canada has now imposed sanctions on 17 Saudi nationals that "in
the opinion of the Government of Canada, [are] responsible for or complicit in the
extrajudicial killing of journalist Jamal Khashoggi... The explanations offered to date by
Saudi Arabia lack consistency and credibility."
Mr. Trudeau and Ms. Freeland will also canvas their counterparts on the Canadian
efforts to reform the WTO, especially its dispute settlement process.
Mr. Trudeau will want to speak with transpacific leaders (Mexico, Australia, Japan)
about the December 30 implementation of the Comprehensive and Progressive TransPacific Partnership (CPTPP). The summit will be an opportunity for Trudeau to push
European leaders, especially German Chancellor Angela Merkel and French President
Emmanuel Macron, to move on their own ratification of the Canada-EU Comprehensive
Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) and to push other European leaders to get it
done. While the agreement took effect in September 2017, it requires the approval of all
28 EU member states. Italy has threatened not to ratify CETA and various member
states such as Austria want the EU Court of Justice to rule on the investment court
system.
Canada hosted the G20 in Toronto in 2010.

Do We Really Need a G20?
Yes. At a time when globalization, the maintenance of a liberal international order and
multilateral co-operation are under question, the G20 is an important forum to discuss,
and hopefully advance, common global interests. More people will work on the draft of
the final communiqué than may read it but the process of getting there is what really
matters. The ongoing meetings between central bankers and finance ministers (the
original G20) now include other ministerial meetings as well as regular discussions with
business, civil society and think tanks.

The G20 filled a gap in the architecture of top table meeting places at the UN and G7.
The permanent members of the United Nations Security Council – Russia, China,
France, Britain and the U.S. – represent the world of 1945 and the early Cold War. As we
witness with Syria and other crises, getting the Security Council to act constructively is
very difficult. Reforming it is an exercise in futility. The G7 group of leaders – the U.S.,
France, Britain, Germany, Japan, Italy and Canada – was created in 1975-1976 following
the economic crisis that OPEC induced. It is Eurocentric. It doesn’t include China, India
or Brazil. Russia joined in 1998 but it was suspended in 2014 after its invasion of
Crimea. The G20 complements at the leadership level the work of the other major
financial and economic institutions: the “Bretton Woods twins” – the IMF and World
Bank – and the WTO. As Patrick observes: “The G20 has the potential to act more
nimbly and (at least in principle) transcend stultifying bloc politics that afflict the
United Nations and other universal membership organizations.” Some suggest that the
G20 should create a parallel foreign ministers’ track, arguing that the political and the
economic go hand-in-hand, but this is probably a bridge too far for now.
So, the G20 makes sense. Like the G7, much of the G20’s value is in its process. What is
important about these summits is not the prepared statements delivered at the main
table, but the frank discussions and informal meetings that take place in the corridors
and meeting rooms around the main conference. Winston Churchill, who popularized
the word “summitry”, observed that “jaw-jaw” between leaders is better than “war-war”.
The Economic Picture
The IMF’s World Economic Outlook (April 2018) reports that the global economic
upswing that began around mid-2016 has become broader and stronger. This growth
exceeds that achieved in any of the years between 2012 and 2016. World growth
strengthened in 2017 to 3.8 per cent, stimulated in part by the Trump administration’s
tax cuts. But there are risks. Growth has proven to be less balanced than hoped
and inequality, which has helped spur populist movements around the globe, is a
challenge. For the EU, there is the ongoing Brexit saga.

Tighter global financial conditions include higher borrowing costs, less available credit after
a borrowing binge and declining stock markets.

In several key economies, growth is being supported by policies that
seem unsustainable over the long term. The new Global Financial Stability Report says
financial conditions have also tightened markedly in emerging and developing economies
over the past six months. Global trade is rebounding although protectionist actions,
especially by the Trump administration, are disrupting long-established supply chains.

There are also the geopolitical risks.
Conflict continues in Yemen, Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan and Central Africa. Famine
ravages the Horn of Africa. Russia still occupies parts of Ukraine and tensions have
flared anew. China continues to muscle into the South China Sea. After abandoning the
nuclear deal with Iran, the Trump administration has re-imposed sanctions. There is
little discernible progress in the U.S.’s negotiations with North Korea over its nuclear

and missile capacity. While the flow has diminished, refugees from Africa and the
Middle East continue to stream into Europe and as the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees reports there are over 68.5 million displaced persons.
Among them are nearly 25.4 million refugees, over half of whom are under the age of 18.
There are also an estimated 10 million stateless people who have been denied a
nationality and access to basic rights.

Further Reading
The official Argentine site has useful information, as does Global Affairs
Canada. The best Canadian source for G20 documentation, with a chronology of past
summits, is the University of Toronto’s G20 Information Centre managed by John
Kirton. The Centre for International Governance Innovation (CIGI) in Waterloo does
excellent research work on G20 issues. Both are also involved in the G20 Insights
project that has produced a series of excellent policy briefs drawing on work by the
Think 20.
G20 Economies 1992 and 2017

'They are cries of despair'
Michelle Ruby, Post Media
November 14, 2018
A creative writing award program honouring former Ontario lieutenant-governor James
Bartleman draws up to 500 submissions a year from Indigenous youth.
Bartleman read one during a visit to Laurier Brantford on Wednesday.
The poem is full of anguish, with the young female author pleading with readers to “help
me.”
“A lot of the submissions we get are like that,” said Bartleman. “They are cries of
despair; cries for help.”
Bartleman was at the university speaking to two classes about his diplomatic career and
his work championing Indigenous children. He spent more than 40 years as a public
servant and was appointed Ontario’s first Indigenous lieutenant-governor in 2002,
serving until 2007. In addition to serving as a foreign policy adviser to former prime
minister Jean Chretien, he was Canadian ambassador to South Africa, Cuba and Israel.
Bartleman’s visit to Laurier was part of the People Make History series hosted by the
history department of the Brantford campus. The annual lecture series, supported by
funds from the late Mary Stedman, invites witnesses of historical events to tell their
stories.
As lieutenant-governor, Bartleman, whose mother was Chippewa from the Mnjikaning
First Nation, promoted literacy among Indigenous children as one of his priorities.
He told students about his first trip to a fly-in reserve in northern Ontario –
Kashechewan near James Bay.
“I could see a large crowd gathered at the airport,” he said.
“I knew it wasn’t for me. I asked the chief what was going on. He told me a 13-year-old
girl had killed herself. She melted Tylenol 3s and continued to inject herself until she
died. They were flying her body to Timmins for an autopsy.
“Why would she do this?” I asked the chief. “Because she had no hope,” he said.

On his travels throughout the north, Bartleman said he was shocked by the poverty and
misery that was causing an epidemic of Indigenous youth suicide but that, to the rest of
the country, they were “out of sight, out of mind.”
“Twenty-five kids kill themselves every year up there to this day,” he said.
During a lunch with South African cleric Desmond Tutu, Bartleman said the antiapartheid and human rights activist asked him a question: “How is it possible for a
country to preach the causes of equity and justice and at the same time tolerate the
deaths of so many children in terrible living conditions?”
Bartleman, himself the author of several books of both fiction and non-fiction, initiated
the Lieutenant-Governor’s Book Program in 2004, which has collected 2.1 million
donated books to establish libraries in First Nations communities across the province,
along with summer reading camps in remote villages.
He told Laurier students about watching Canadian Armed Forces transport planes
parachuting huge boxes of books into Sandy Lake First Nation.
“The parachutes didn’t open and they crashed to the ground. But it didn’t matter. It was
a huge celebration.”
The Lieutenant-Governor’s Summer Reading Camps continue to deliver programming
to some of the most at-risk kids in Ontario.
“It is one of the most successful NGOs (non-governmental organization) in the country,”
said Bartleman. “The kids read an average of 11 books over a three-week period.”
Dave Levac, former Brant MPP and Speaker of the Ontario legislature, who attended
Wednesday’s talk, said he would pester his colleagues to donate to Bartleman’s book
drives.
“You probably saved some lives simply by putting a book into their hands,” Levac told
him.
Bartleman gave a second talk Wednesday evening called Making a Difference
Diplomatically and joined Indigenous students, staff and faculty in Laurier’s Indigenous
Circle Room for lunch.

A Matter of Conscience – James Bartleman
Posted on November 22, 2018 by J D Jung
(Reviewed by JD Jung)
“…Canadians in general are more prepared to help the poor of the Third World than
the First Peoples in their own country.”
James Bartleman, retired Ontario lieutenant governor and member of the Chippewas of
Rama First Nation, also of Scottish ancestry, educates us on the crimes committed
against the Indigenous peoples in Canada in is fourth novel, A Matter of Conscience.
Actually, only part of the book is the short, compelling novel backed by actual events,
and the second half researches the “Sixties Scoop” and the current class-action lawsuit
that revolves around it. Indigenous babies living on Indian reserves were taken
(scooped) from their families by child welfare authorities from 1965 through 1984 and
then placed in white homes. Once removed, they did not even know their origins or have
access to their foster or adoption records. The goal was to do away with the Indigenous
people through assimilation.
As if that wasn’t horrific enough, Bartleman researched reports of murdered and
missing Indigenous girls and women over the years and why society doesn’t seem to
care about them.
“…Indigenous husbands, crazed by the depths to which their people had fallen, beat
and killed their wives, while the dregs of white male society preyed on the Indian girls
and women left standing.”
The story starts in the summer of 1972, when child welfare officials flew to the Yellow
Dog Indian reserve in Northern Ontario to seize babies in the manner I described above.
One baby girl, Brenda, was adopted and raised by a white family. Meanwhile a boy,
Greg, was born to a white middle class family. He left home at age eighteen to earn
money to help pay for university expenses. He drank heavily and became involved in the
murder of an Indigenous female student living in a residential school. In order to
alleviate the enormous guilt consuming him, he decided to dedicate his life to helping
Indigenous people. He even took on the identity of a Métis, a person of mixed American
Indian and European ancestry. The lives of Brenda and Greg’s converge, and this story
takes tragic turns as Greg’s past and character flaws resurface.
The novelette format works well to convey this thoroughly researched history. Also, the
characters are fully fleshed out, so I could understand their motivations.
It is important to also read all the prefaces, as Bartleman provides his background and
motivation in writing the story. He also explores the high suicide rate of Indians, as well
as other sociological conditions that lead to their extreme poverty.
As Bartleman succeeded in educating me on this grim piece of history, A Matter of
Conscience is a moving piece of literature and a must-read.

This entry was posted in Culture, Historical Fiction, Political fiction, Social Justice and tagged Canada, Indigenous
peoples, Ontario, sociology. Bookmark the permalink.

Jeremy Kinsman
CTV November 13, 2018
Trump in Paris
https://www.facebook.com/CTVNewsChannel/videos/358128108266710/

CTV November 27, 2018
US-Mexico Border, GM Closures
https://www.facebook.com/CTVNewsChannel/videos/211099236449375/

CTV November. 20, 2018
Jamal Khashoggi, US-China at APEC .
https://www.facebook.com/CTVNewsChannel/videos/300590240667763/

Canadian Global Affairs Institute
New Global Exchange Podcast
November 13, 2018
Evaluating the 2018 U.S. Midterms with Sarah Goldfeder & Laura Dawson

On today's Global Exchange Podcast, CGAI Vice President Colin Robertson sits down with CGAI
Fellow Sarah Goldfeder and CGAI Advisory Council Member Laura Dawson to discuss last
week's midterm election in the United States. Join Colin, Laura, and Sarah as they debate the
implications of the 2018 U.S. midterm on the agenda of Donald Trump, the effect a Democratic

House of Representatives will have on Canada, as well as what the election means for bilateral
relations moving forward.
Participant Biographies
• Colin

Robertson (host): A former Canadian diplomat, Colin Robertson is Vice
President of the Canadian Global Affairs Institute.
• Sarah Goldfeder: a Principal at the Earnscliffe Strategy Group and a Fellow at
the Canadian Global Affairs Institute.
• Laura Dawson: Director of the Wilson Center's Canada Institute and a member
of the CGAI Advisory Council.

A Crisis in Cameroon & Peacekeeping in Mali: Discussing Canada's Approach to
Africa

On today's Global Exchange Podcast, we sit down with CGAI Fellow, and Professor of Political
Science at the University of Calgary, Chris W. J. Roberts, to discuss Canada's peacekeeping
mission in Mali, as well as the current secession crisis in Cameroon.
Participant Biographies
• Colin

Robertson (host): A former Canadian diplomat, Colin Robertson is Vice
President of the Canadian Global Affairs Institute.
• Chris W. J. Roberts: Chris Roberts teaches African politics and international
relations in the -----Department of Political Science at the University of
Calgary, and is President of African Access -----Consulting.

