Jim Bartleman
University of Western Ontario, June 20, 2019
Call to the Bar Convocation of the Law Society of Ontario
Address to Candidates London
Summary Notes
Fifty-six years ago almost to the day, I attended my own convocation graduating
from Western University.
- Premier Lesage of Quebec addressed the graduating students.
- He spoke about the ongoing quiet revolution in Quebec and the determination of
Quebecers to take their rightful place in Canada, becoming “maitres chez eux’’ .
- Otherwise, Quebec risked leaving Canada.
- The message I am delivering today is just as important and not to be taken
lightly.
Indigenous People are demanding equal treatment under the law and will fight just
as hard for their rights at home and abroad as the people of Quebec back in the
1960s.
- Joseph Conrad wrote a novella called “Heart of Darkness” to describe a trip he
made upstream on the Congo river in the late 19th century in which he uncovered
European colonialism at its worst.
- In my travels to northern Ontario after being sworn in as Lieutenant Governor I
discovered Canada had its own Heart of Darkness. Dozens of Indigenous children
and youth were killing themselves each year and no one in the south seemed to
give a damn.
- Indigenous people had to live with the reality that Canadian governments
following Confederation were following a master plan to do away once and for all
with the Indigenous people through assimilation.
- And of all the heartless measures taken to accomplish this goal was an ongoing
attack on the children, pulling them from their homes on the reserves across the
country to send them to residential schools to forget their languages and families.
And the parents were forced to live in communities devoid of children, generation
after generation after generation. Family structures were shattered, parents
brutalized them as they had been brutalized in the schools.
- Indigenous husbands crazed by the depths to their people had fallen sought
solace in drink and all too often beat their wives while the dregs of white society
preyed on the women and girls.
- I attended more funerals of children than I can remember, all the time asking
myself how it was possible for the Canada I had represented abroad as a diplomat
to behave in that way. How was it possible for the Fathers of Confederation,
Laurier, Borden, Mackenzie King, St Laurent, Lester Pearson, Pierre Trudeau,
-

-

-

-

and the prime ministers who led Canada into the 21st century have ignored the
brutalization of the children.
I called on senior members of the Ontario and Federal government asking them
to act to save the children. I was turned away.
I decided to act alone if need be, appealing to the public to participate in book
drives to establish libraries, establishing a book club, a creative writing program,
and summer reading camps in all fly-in First Nations in the province. After I
retired as lieutenant governor, Chiefs from across Canada heard of the program
and pitched in to participate. This summer I expect some 7000 children will learn
to read and discover the magic of books in 125 First Nations across the country.
I’d like to leave you with two thoughts.
1) One determined person can make a difference in the lives of Indigenous
children and youth.
2) As lawyers, you will be on the lines in the fight for justice for Indigenous
people, especially the children. Remember my message.

The G20 Summit Will Be A Crucial Test of Justin Trudeau’s Foreign Policy
Mettle
Colin Robertson,
The Globe and Mail, June 10, 2019
Is Canada back? Next week’s G20 summit in Osaka, Japan, will measure Justin
Trudeau’s weight and influence on the international stage.
The tests for the Prime Minister won’t be in the plenary session, in which leaders must
come to grips with “intensifying” trade protectionism, but in what happens in the
corridors and pull-aside meetings.
The first test will be whether Mr. Trudeau can convince Chinese President Xi Jinping to
let up on Canada. We want our hostages freed, the canola embargo lifted and no more
harassment of our meat and pork shipments. The Chinese want Meng Wanzhou
returned and telecommunications giant Huawei eligible for our 5G procurement.
Improving relations will require creativity. Why not appoint former prime minister Jean
Chrétien as a special envoy, as Brian Mulroney has proposed? The Chinese trust his
straightforwardness. Get some “track-two” dialogue going through alternative, but
reliable conduits such as the University of Alberta’s China Institute and the Asia Pacific
Foundation. Chinese ambassador Lu Shaye was a problem, and when he departs later
this month, both countries can name new ambassadors to restart the meetings between
ministers and senior officials, a process that has been reportedly stalled.

Let’s also look for areas where we can work together. Climate is an obvious one.
Another less evident one is through sports diplomacy, which appeared fairly effective
during the South Korean Olympics in 2018. The Chinese want to do well at the 2022
Winter Olympics in Beijing, and our “Own the Podium”is a model that has gotten
proven results. The Chinese are also devoting more attention to those with
disabilities, and they can learn a lot from Canada’s approach.
Mr. Xi was one of the first leaders that Mr. Trudeau met when he made his international
debut as Prime Minister. That meeting, at the G20 summit in Turkey, set into motion
what was to become a framework agreement for closer economic relations. But Chinese
Premier Li Keqiang subsequently rejected Mr. Trudeau’s progressive trade agenda. Mr.
Trudeau should speak to Mr. Chrétien and Mr. Mulroney about working successfully
with the Chinese.
The second test for Mr. Trudeau will be how well our trade goals can be advanced.
He needs to secure a commitment from European leaders that CETA member-state
ratification is a priority. With the new Trans-Pacific Partnership now in effect, he needs
to sell the world on Canadian food and services. We also need buy-in for the Canadianled initiative to reform the World Trade Organization. The United States has blocked the
appointment of new judges to the WTO because they believe – with some justification –
that the current system is slow, capricious and unfair. We need better rules on state
subsidies, state-owned enterprises and intellectual property.
The G20, as the designated “premier economic forum for international economic cooperation,” is the place to sell these proposed reforms. G20 nations represent 80 per
cent of global output. But there is now a real danger that the trade wars will lead to
trade blocs and to a breakdown in global trade that has lifted billions from poverty and
into the middle-class jobs sought by Mr. Trudeau and his fellow leaders.
A third test for Mr. Trudeau will be whether he can persuade U.S. President Donald
Trump to live up to his promises of closer North American co-operation, which were
raised at the last G20 and reiterated by Vice-President Mike Pence during his
recent Ottawa visit. Now that the U.S. threat of tariffs on Mexico has been suspended,
the three countries need to move in tandem on legislative ratification of the new
NAFTA.
Mr. Trudeau should corral Mr. Trump and Mexican President Andres Manuel Lopez
Obrador for an informal Three Amigos mini-summit to discuss the U.S.-Mexico-Canada
Agreement, as well as Venezuela; Mr. Trudeau should speak on the useful work of
the Lima Group. That multilateral coalition could also provide assistance in Central
America, as flight from countries such as Honduras, Guatemala and El Salvador is the
primary cause of the latest U.S.-Mexico border crisis, and it deserves the kind of
constructive hemispheric attention that the Lima Group could provide.

Finally, there will need to be close scrutiny of the collective security of the Indo-Pacific
democracies. We’ve recently strengthened ties with Korea and Japan, but we need to do
more. In the Indo-Pacific, this means contributing more naval power.
And then there are the Prime Minister’s signature themes: climate change, inclusive
growth, gender equality and empowering women. His tireless championing of these
issues is moving the yardsticks forward. But it’s a meaner and messier world. There are
now as many G20 leaders who are autocrats – real or instinctive – as there are liberal
democrats. Mr. Trudeau will be judged not on his demonstrated capacity to sprinkle
stardust, but on the realpolitik of hostages, tariffs, displaced persons and disintegrating
rules-based norms.

Ottawa seems to be out of ideas on devising a new kind of China policy
David Mulroney
Globe and Mail, June 20, 2019

We need a new approach to managing Canada’s relationship with China. But coming up
with a completely revised China policy – one that’s alive to our vulnerabilities as well as
our interests – can appear daunting.
Still, there’s no reason why we can’t take a few first steps in the right direction.
Let’s begin by abandoning our current policy of “comprehensive engagement” – the
notion that we should say yes to just about anything related to China. This leads us into
the realms of fantasy, including the idea – pursued ardently by our globe-trotting
parliamentarians – that it makes sense to stage annual consultations with China’s
rubber-stamp legislature. Even more dubious is our commitment of $256-million over
five years for the Beijing-based Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, a pledge we made
despite China’s obsession with shutting down the free flow of information that real
investment banks require.

There are many smart reasons for engaging China, but flattering the leadership in
Beijing isn’t one of them. Good ideas emerge from hard thinking about long-term
Canadian interests. Even summoning the vision and courage to think strategically would
mark a significant improvement over our current China policy, which appears to be
conjured up from equal measures of wishful thinking and parliamentary politics.
Thinking strategically would require us to carefully ask why China is being so assertive,
why it is building a blue-water navy and why it is militarizing rocks and shoals in the
South China Sea. These are part of a patient and persistent Chinese effort to push the
United States out of Asia and achieve regional dominance – and that is clearly not in
Canada’s interest. The United States’s commitment to Asia has enabled regional balance
and, with it, peace and rising prosperity. More to the point, a China-dominated Asia
would hardly be friendly to Canadian values and ideas.
Getting China right requires us to get Asia right. That’s a challenge in itself, because
Asia, apart from China, is still something of an afterthought for Canadian policy-makers.
But greater regional engagement is clearly in our interest, enabling us, among other
things, to diversify our exports as a hedge against economic blackmail by China.
We should start with a long-overdue reassessment of our relationship with Taiwan.
Reclaiming the island is at the heart of China’s efforts to achieve regional dominance.
And persuading countries, including Canada, to avoid Taiwan is central to the plan.
Although we need to tread carefully, we can do a lot more with the island than our
overly timid interpretation of the One China policy allows. This would connect Canada
to a vibrant democracy that shares many of our values, and contribute some pushback
against China’s campaign for regional hegemony.
We also need to move from talking about human rights in China to actually doing
something about them. We normally count on the United Nations to address major
human-rights abuses, but the UN, anxious to avoid offending Beijing, has been silent in
the face of the government’s mass detention of Uyghurs and its brutal assault on their
religion, language and culture.
Why not offer generous funding to support the preservation of Uyghur language and
culture? We could do the same for China’s beleaguered Tibetans. Canada’s commitment
would be a welcome signal to both communities that they haven’t been forgotten.
A successful China policy requires investment at home, too. We need to put more money
into domestic security, enabling us to combat Chinese interference more effectively. And
we shouldn’t be afraid to name and shame perpetrators when we discover examples of
meddling; Beijing won’t like it, but it will also probably tone down its more egregious
activities.
Finally, we urgently need to invest in China competence in Ottawa, where the
commodity is alarmingly scarce. Future leaders in key departments, in the security
agencies and in the Canadian Forces need to be far more aware of how China works and
how it thinks. This isn’t about agreeing with China, but about understanding it –

something that we’re having a hard time doing at present. To do so, Ottawa should
create a special “China School” that not only offers language training but also exposes
top people across government to the best thinking on China’s politics, economics and
security issues.
We’ve already been buffeted by the reverberations from China’s rise. We can expect even
more turbulence. It’s time to launch a serious Canadian response.

May You Live in Canadian Times
Jeremy Kinsman
Policy Magazine, June 25, 2019
“Oh. You’re Canadian?”
In Delray Beach, Florida, meeting one more snowbird holds little mystery. But
for a local’s first-time encounter in Ulan Bator or Timbuktu, a Canadian can
seem exotic. In London or Berlin, Shanghai or Santiago, people think they
know us from hearsay but their impressions can be distorted.
In the autumn of 2000, before 9/11 changed our world, when England was
still basking in apparent prosperity and self-satisfaction, I opened
London’s Sunday Times. Headlining the Arts section was an interview with
Margaret Atwood, short-listed for the Booker Prize for the year’s best novel in
English. The journalist declared he had just met that “rarest” of species—
“an interesting Canadian.”
Being the Canadian High Commissioner to the UK, hoping to upgrade
Canada’s image to a decent approximation of reality, my first temptation was
despair. But is being “interesting” really so unexpected of a Canadian? And
what in today’s world is interesting?
Artistically, notably in fiction, we compete internationally. After all, Atwood
won the Booker. And so did Michael Ondaatje, while Alice Munro won the
Nobel. Our artists and innovators are everywhere.
Only a few years ago, The Economist’s irrepressible impulse to inject every
piece filed from Canada with lame parenthetical asides about moose, bears,
and maple syrup finally pushed me over the edge. I wrote to ask how, amid
their catastrophic post-Brexit mess, a serious British paper could so easily
sneer at another country that actually works, from which the British have

hired competent Canadians to manage such iconic assets as the Bank of
England, the Royal Mail, and the Lawn Tennis Association. And they did,
more or less, knock it off. The Economistcan again be enjoyed by Canadians
without acid reflux from schoolboy taunts.
Of course, how we appear to others depends on who’s looking.
When a student in Paris, I noticed I got kinder treatment than American,
German, or Iranian classmates from traditionally salty concierges, diffident
train conductors, or morose cafe table neighbours, once they heard I spoke
French though I looked more or less American. (Decades later, other travelling
students would put maple leaf flags on their backpacks for such better
treatment from locals.) Most French back then understood that Canadians
came through for France in the War without trying to take anything over,
something that De Gaulle forgot in his separatist dotage in 1967.
Britain’s War, their “Finest Hour,” bestowed a very different narrative but left
some recognition for the more than one million Canadian servicemen and
women who passed through Britain to fight in the great European wars of the
20th century. But seeing one of Canada’s young tennis phenoms—Denis
Shapovalov—wearing daring floral tennis shirts and polka dotted shorts, draw
love from European crowds, I get that our general image has changed, that
Canada has gone from being soldierly and solid to becoming sort of “cool”.
Justin Trudeau recently shot across the world as a fresh face who said hopeful
things, and got a lot of initial attention from people hungry for some good
news. Sunny ways suited their idea of Canada’s example. But I wonder if we
look better because most other people are feeling sort of bad? For postwar
Europeans, Canada became mostly about opportunity, an emigration
destination until Europe’s economic recovery gained traction. As Liberal MP
Alfonso Gagliano used to say on visits to his native Italy, “I sailed to Canada in
search of labour and returned as Canadian Minister of Labour!”
Globally, tens of thousands of Canadian aid workers, engineers, doctors,
teachers, diplomats, and peacekeepers have spread over Africa, the Caribbean,
Latin America, and South Asia, where they seem like comfortable North
Americans, but with a difference; they listen.
Meanwhile, the United States is busy throwing its vast weight around, now
more than ever. Under “good presidents,” it was for good causes. But when the
effort turned to wars against poorer people in Vietnam and Iraq, a notion grew
of Canada as the “other North America,” an image we didn’t seek, but began to

take on from the eyes of others who saw Canada as fair-minded. At the United
Nations in the 1970s, Canadians became the default choice to chair meetings
meant to bridge differences between East and West and North and South.
Pierre Trudeau invited Canadians to work that space between hawkish
Washington and a truculent world.
When he burst on the scene in the template-shifting chaos year of 1968,
Trudeau struck the world as a completely different Canadian—intellectual,
glamorous. Truth be told, he struck us the same way, and we hoped it would
rub off.
His search for fairer North-South accommodation didn’t make many waves in
geo-politically obsessed Washington, except with the idealistic Jimmy Carter,
but it enlarged Canada’s international playbook. Allan Gotlieb, Canada’s bestknown ambassador to the U.S., argued that our best card globally was actually
showing how close we were to the world’s superpower, believing our proximity
and intimacy with America earned us reach and influence with others.
When presidents from Reagan to George H.W. Bush and Clinton responded to
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev’s move to end the Cold War, Canadian
leaders—Brian Mulroney, then Jean Chrétien—were critically helpful allies
trying to widen one-world cooperation. U.S. Secretary of State James Baker
credited Canada with the vital talent for “getting things right.” So did the postSoviet Russians, at first.
Canada’s internationalism and attention to human security also created real
influence, at least among the internationalist like-minded. On issues like the
International Criminal Court and land mines, Canada challenged the big
powers and led the way. By 2002, the European Union recognized Canada as
one of its six strategic partners—with the US, Russia, China, India, and Japan.

Jeremy
Kinsman, then Canadian High Commissioner to London, and his wife Hana Kinsman
with Prince Philip who was the Guest of Honour at an Arts Festival at Canada House in
2001. Image courtesy Jeremy Kinsman

Alas, our early post-Cold War hopes for a harmonious North Atlantic-Europe
axis, “from Vancouver to Vladivostok,” and for a new era of global consensus
fuelled by new technologies, were derailed by the rise of divisive and
competitive nationalism, populist sectarianism, and the downsides of
globalization.
Three events in the new millenium sharpened Canada’s image.
When fanatical enemies of the US changed the global agenda on 9/11, the
American mood became vengeful and inward. Canada’s working assumption
that we were a neighbourly “buddy” became dulled as our shared border
hardened. We strained to make it work. But we didn’t buy into the
catastrophic American march to war against Iraq in 2003 that has turned the
Middle East into the world’s first “failed” region.
In 2007-08, Canadian governments did not succumb to the global urge of
greed and carelessness that caused banking scandals and financial breakdown
elsewhere, that undermined global confidence in political and financial
leadership and democracy’s commitment to fairness.
But in a troubled and uncertain world, what’s really most interesting to others
is what solves their problems, especially if it seems fair. These days, German

ministers stream to Canada to explore how we manage pluralism, via
community-sponsored immigration settlement, neighbourhood policing, and
other integrating techniques learned over time. As global headlines turned to
violence, jihadism and mass migration, Canada’s image clarified as a society
that succeeded in areas where others were struggling. It became increasingly
clear that as one of very few settlement immigration countries left, which
greeted new landed immigrants with a “Welcome Home” card, the composite
face of Canadians had changed.
Managing inclusivity became our most admired brand. As long as our new
Canadians join us in a collective cause, it works. When politicians corrupt
foreign policy choices for electoral purposes in order to play to domestic
constituencies, it undermines faith abroad in Canada’s value as an
international honest broker and consistent defender of human rights.
So, while we quarrel among ourselves over our own stuff, and respective
styles, we should also acknowledge that our ways look good from the outside.
We’re a place that seems to work for most of its citizens, most of the time, and
if others ponder the “genocide” against native women, we’ll at least get some
points for transparency.
In the off-colour White House these days, it is a slur to call someone a
“globalist.” A “do-gooder” is similarly mocked by populist right-wing
nationalists in Italy (“bonfattore”) or Germany (“gutmensch”). The Iran
Nuclear Accord, the Trans-Pacific Partnership, the Paris Accord on Climate
Change, and other key agreements on trade, migration, and security aren’t
disposable just because a nationalist-populist U.S. President wants to make
them so.
Let’s face up proudly to our Canadian vocation to be globalist do-gooders. It’s
partly a curse, but one we have earned and need to earn every day. It comes
with the obligation to be willing to commit to the defence of democracy,
inclusivity, and multilateral cooperation.
As a brand, in today’s world, that ought to be “interesting” enough.

Canadian Copyright Reform Report An Important Milestone, But Not Yet
The Final Destination

Hugh Stevens, Inside Policy,
May 27, 2019
Whoever forms the next government will definitely have to take into account the strong
pro-copyright recommendations of this bipartisan committee.
On May 15, the Standing Committee on Canadian Heritage tabled its report, “Shifting
Paradigms”, in fulfilment of its mandate to study remuneration models for artists and
creative industries. This study forms part of the legislative review of Canada’s Copyright
Act being led by another Parliamentary Committee, the Standing Committee on
Industry, Science and Technology (AKA the INDU Committee). The Heritage
Committee was composed of Members of Parliament from all major political parties,
and was chaired, as is normal, by a member representing the government. The report’s
conclusions and recommendations are bipartisan (there was no dissenting report other
than commentary from a member of the New Democratic Party that the Committee did
not go far enough in its recommendations to protect creators). In all 22
recommendations were made, most of them music to the ears of the copyright
community. Lawyer Barry Sookman has done an excellent job of summarizing the
findings and process here.
The Committee identified several overriding themes, including the increasing “value
gap” whereby wealth has been directed away from creators and toward large digital
intermediaries, a decline in the ability of artists to earn a living without taking
supplementary employment, and the impact of technology on creative industries. To
deal with this impact, the Committee recommended that “the Government of Canada
increase its support for creators and creative industries in adapting to new digital
markets”. Exactly how this could be done was not specified. Change in consumer culture
was another theme; there is a growing yet misplaced expectation among consumers that
content should be “free”, to which the Committee responded with recommendations
that the Government of Canada create educational materials to raise awareness of
copyright as well as “increase its efforts to combat piracy and enforce copyright”.
Indigenous concerns regarding copyright protection for traditional arts and culture was
the final theme, a subject on which I have written in the past.
A couple of recommendations venture into what could be considered contentious areas,
particularly the recommendation that the Government “develop mechanisms by which
streaming services will develop and promote Canadian content”. This could be
interpreted as calling for offshore streaming services (like Netflix, Amazon or Spotify) to
be required to contribute a portion of their revenues to Canadian production, or it could
be consistent with current practice whereby companies like Netflix are encouraged but
not required to engage in Canadian production and do so on a commercial and
competitive basis. In 2017, Netflix signed a deal with the Canadian government
committing to spending $500 million on original productions in Canada over 5 years, a
goal it now says it will surpass. More recently, the streaming service has announced that
it will be creating a production hub in Toronto by leasing eight soundstages at two
studios on the Toronto waterfront, and has consistently argued that competition rather
than regulation is the best way to stimulate Canadian content. Another recommendation
that remains to be defined is a call on the Government to “review the safe harbour
exceptions and laws to ensure that ISPs are accountable for their role in the

distribution of content”. The lack of specificity on these recommendations is no
accident. First, by keeping things general it allows sufficient room for all parties to sign
on; second, it allows the Government flexibility in implementation if it decides to adopt
the Committee’s recommendations.
However, one set of recommendations in the Heritage report is very specific and directly
addresses the grievances of the publishing sector over the education fair dealing
exception introduced in the last round of copyright changes in 2012. This exception was
seized on by post-secondary institutions as a pretext to abandon their licenses with the
authors and publishing cooperative society Access Copyright, leading to a disastrous
plunge in revenues for writers and educational publishers as well as prolonged
litigation. Access Copyright prevailed in a high-profile law suit against York University,
(which acted as a test-case), but the university has appealed. Taking direct aim at this
issue, the Heritage Committee recommended that the Government of Canada should
amend the Copyright Act “to clarify that fair dealing should not apply to educational
institutions when the work is commercially available”. This is directly in line with the
submission to the Committee drafted by Access Copyright. The Committee also
recommended that the Government “promote a return to licensing through collective
societies” and that statutory damages for copyright infringement be harmonized and
strengthened to provide a greater disincentive to infringement. Not surprisingly, Access
Copyright welcomed the report and commended the Committee for its
recommendations, calling them “sound” and “fair”. Access Copyright noted that; “If
adopted, these recommendations will foster positive, sustainable conditions for
Canada’s writers, artists and publishers, and benefit students and educators at every
level by encouraging continued investment in high-quality Canadian content.”
Music creators also found a number of things to like in the Committee’s
recommendations, such as payment of royalties to performers for inclusion of their
works in film and TV soundtracks, and eliminating the Radio Royalty Exemption, a
policy that allows radio stations to shelter their first $1.25 million in advertising revenue
from payment of performers’ royalties. The Committee recommended that this
exemption apply only to small independent or community-based stations. Music Canada
applauded the Committee’s “ground-breaking” recommendations to deal with the value
gap in music through measures such as addressing overly broad safe harbours,
narrowing exemptions that limit compensation to performers, and combatting piracy.
But it is not as if the Committee heard only from copyright cheerleaders. There were a
range of inputs, including broadcasters (who opposed some of the music industry’s
proposals), universities (who condemned the reportcalling some of the
recommendations “contentious and alarming”) and academics such as Michael Geist
and Ariel Katz, not known to be friends of copyright, and Cory Doctorow, long-time EFF
(Electronic Frontier Foundation) maven and internet libertarian. The Committee heard
from all sides yet still came out strongly in favour of creators.
If this all sounds too good to be true for the creative industries, it probably is. While the
Heritage Committee report is a vindication for Access Copyright and the music industry,
and an important milestone toward fairer copyright, it is not yet the end of the road.
This is in part because of how copyright is managed in Canada. The Heritage
Committee’s report is not the end of the process and Heritage is not the only voice to be
heard.

Copyright in Canada is administered by the Canadian Intellectual Property Office, a
separate operating agency of the Ministry of Innovation, Science, and Economic
Development (formerly Industry Canada, now known as ISED) where it is lumped with
patents and trademarks. (Although copyright policy is shared between Heritage and
ISED, it is the latter department that has final responsibility and whose minister is
responsible for copyright legislation). This model of combining responsibility for all
aspects of intellectual property under one authority is followed in a number of countries
including, today, the United Kingdom, where for centuries copyright was managed
separately by Stationer’s Hall and the Board of Trade. (In the US however, as most
readers will be aware, the US Copyright Office, a part of the Library of Congress, is a
separate entity from the US Patent and Trademark Office). In a number of European
countries, and in Australia, management of copyright is considered more of a cultural
than an industrial function and copyright is managed separately by the Ministry of
Culture or the Ministry for the Arts. In short governance of copyrightvaries widely, but
where, as in Canada, it is placed under the authority of a ministry of industrial
development, (or “innovation” to use the new buzz-word), one has to wonder to what
extent the Copyright Office can be an effective advocate for the artistic and creative
community.
The “Shifting Paradigms” report came about because the Canadian Heritage Committee
(the Committee that services Canada’s Ministry of Canadian Heritage, or Culture by
another name) was delegated the task of examining remuneration models for artists and
creative industries by the Standing Committee on Industry, Science and Technology (the
INDU Committee), as noted in the first paragraph. The INDU Committee is holding
parallel and broader hearings on copyright reform, but has not yet completed its work.
Many of those who submitted briefs to the Heritage Committee have also submitted
views to INDU. When the INDU Committee finishes its report, this document and its
recommendations will have to be read side-by-side with the Heritage Report. Will the
two be fully consistent? It is unlikely.
Owing to their respective constituencies, the Heritage and INDU Committees will
possibly arrive at some conflicting positions. The INDU Committee’s brief is broader,
focussing not just on artists’ remuneration but on the broad issue of copyright law
review. As but one example, while the Heritage Committee may have recommended that
site blocking (disabling of access to offshore pirate websites) be considered as one
means to combat piracy, the INDU Committee may take a more hands-off, traditional
“network-infrastructure” position. The two departments (Innovation, Science and
Economic Development and Canadian Heritage) and the two ministers concerned will
work to find common positions that ultimately will become government policy, but
INDU has powerful constituencies to listen to and strong cards to play in the policy
formulation process. Despite this reality, the fact that the Heritage Committee has come
out with such clear and unambiguous recommendations to protect and help creators is a
very positive step for the copyright industries.
Finally there is the important factor of a general election being held on October 21 of
this year in Canada. Lobbying will begin by advocacy groups that support strong
copyright as well as those groups that would like to weaken it. At the present time, given

fluctuating opinion polls, it is impossible to predict whether the incumbent Trudeau
government will be returned, or if it will be another party or a minority government of
one stripe or another. The election will certainly not be decided on the basis of copyright
issues, although any of the range of political outcomes could affect the shape of
copyright reform. What is clear is that even if the INDU Committee tables its report in
the next few days or weeks, there will still be inadequate time to translate
recommendations into legislation before the election takes place. Parliament adjourns
in June and will not sit again until after the election.
Thus the “Shifting Paradigms” report will become an essential building block and part of
the process going forward leading to legislative changes to the copyright framework,
likely to be introduced by the end of this year or early 2020, after the election. It has laid
down a clear marker that the creative industries need legislative and possibly financial
support to level the playing field. The battle is far from over but the opening salvos have
seized some high ground. Whoever forms the next government will definitely have to
take into account the strong pro-copyright recommendations of this bipartisan
committee.

CHINA REWARDS AND CHINA PUNISHES….WHAT LESSONS CAN CANADA LEARN
FROM THE MENG WANZHOU AFFAIR?
Hugh Stephens
Policy School.ca, University of Calgary
June 3, 2019
Lately there have been calls by political leaders and others for a “total reset” (or a
“careful reboot”) of Canada’s relations with China as a result of China’s reaction to the
arrest of Huawei senior executive Meng Wanzhou in Vancouver in early December. She
was arrested pursuant to a U.S. warrant seeking her extradition to face charges related
to violations by Huawei of U.S. sanctions against Iran. The retaliatory arrest of
Canadians Michael Kovrig and Michael Spavor on spurious national security grounds,
combined with a series of trade actions designed to impede the flow of Canadian exports
to China (not to mention outspoken comments by the Chinese ambassador to Canada
accusing Canada of a policy of “white supremacy” and “Western egotism” for fulfilling
its legal obligations under the Canada-U.S. Extradition Treaty) have brought CanadaChina relations to their lowest ebb since the establishment of diplomatic relations in
1970.
We have seen commentators claim that China is remaking the rules of the world order,
and is tacitly demanding that Canada surrender its values to an authoritarian state.
Others have chimed in with Soviet-era suggestions such as expelling Chinese diplomats
and closing consulates. That’s a really good way to drive the relationship down the
drain, and certainly would not do much for the Canadian hostages. Assuming, however,
that we do need to re-evaluate the basis of our relationship with China, what would that
reboot look like?

According to Andrew Scheer it would include withdrawal of Canada’s investment in the
Asia Infrastructure Development Bank (AIIB), to which Canada contributed a $250
million share (giving us approximately 1% of the voting rights) when we belatedly
joined the institution in 2017, launching a WTO case against China’s tactics of blocking
canola exports allegedly on phyto-sanitary grounds, more diversification of Canadian
trade, appointment of a permanent ambassador to Beijing after John McCallum’s forced
resignation, and blocking Huawei from participating in future 5G networks in Canada.
Some of those actions might give Canadians a sense of satisfaction that the government
is “doing something” to strike back against China but the reality is that we have to be
careful, as the Chinese saying goes, not to “drop a rock on our own foot”. There is no
question that China’s response to Meng’s arrest is designed to “punish” Canada. Given
the likelihood that the extradition process will continue for some time, we can probably
expect that China will take further action. China has a well-established track record of
“reward and punishment” when it comes to dealing with other nations, particularly
smaller and more vulnerable ones. Canada is not the first nor will it be last to suffer.
Taking actions to indicate displeasure with another country’s policies is of course not
restricted to China, but China personalizes it by taking “hostages” such as Kovrig and
Spavor, and before them Kevin and Julie Garratt. Other countries take trade actions
which they think will advance their interests or force another country to take certain
actions. The U.S. “national security” tariffs on steel and aluminum (recently lifted for
Canada and Mexico, subject to certain conditions) imposed on Canada and other U.S.
allies as well as countries like China are one such example. China is also not the only
country to employ various non-tariff measures to slow down imports, and inflict pain on
exporters and the government of a trading partner. It is unfortunately an all too regular
occurrence.
While China, like other countries, “punishes”, it also “rewards” countries for adopting
policies that Beijing wants to advance. A good recent example of this is what is
happening in New Zealand. New Zealand was one of the first western countries to
conclude a Free Trade Agreement with China, in which it accorded China “market
economy status”, a key goal of Beijing. New Zealand’s trade with China, especially in
agricultural products such as dairy, took a sharp spike upwards. Then the government
changed in New Zealand, and Wellington’s position was perceived to be less open to
China. Restrictions were placed on land purchases in New Zealand by foreigners (not
directed specifically at Chinese capital, but that is where most of the money for land
purchases was coming from), and New Zealand’s intelligence agency strongly
recommended a ban on Huawei equipment in the country’s 5G development. While
there is some lack of clarity as to exactly what direction New Zealand’s government gave
its telco providers, it has been widely reported that New Zealand, like Australia and the
U.S., has “banned Huawei”.
That’s when things began to go south for the New Zealand-China relationship. China
started a drip-drip of actions to indicate its displeasure, including making life difficult
for the national carrier Air New Zealand and squeezing the flow of Chinese tourists to
New Zealand. This year is New Zealand’s “Year of Tourism” for Chinese tourists. That
promotion was delayed and threatened to be cancelled, although it finally did launch

just as New Zealand Prime Minister Ardern rescheduled her visit to Beijing. (Ironically,
2018 was Canada’s “Year of Chinese Tourism”). New Zealand also found that China was
dragging its feet on starting negotiations to update the 2008 FTA between the two
countries, which New Zealand hoped would improve access for its all-important dairy
industry. Then New Zealand found a quid pro quo, and agreed to join Beijing’s
ambitious “Belt and Road Initiative” (BRI). Suddenly the way was cleared for the
negotiations to begin. The lesson here is to find areas where you can bend without
breaking. Try to find a balance of benefits without surrendering core interests. It seems
to be working for New Zealand.
Another example of Chinese punishment is the treatment accorded to Lotte, the Korean
conglomerate that operated a number of supermarkets and retail malls in China. After
Lotte agreed to provide land to the Korean government for the installation of a U.S. high
level missile defence system (known as THAAD) that Beijing opposed, the Chinese
authorities put the squeeze on Lotte, closing a number of stores for alleged sanitary and
code violations and encouraging a consumer boycott. Lotte was in effect forced out of
China and has now sold its holdings to a Chinese company and exited the Chinese retail
market. It was not just Lotte that suffered. China turned off the tap of Chinese tourists
to South Korea and effectively banned popular South Korean content from its airwaves
(while denying that any such ban existed). China rewards and China punishes. That is
how the game works when you have leverage.
How South Korea handled the dispute is interesting. Korea hunkered down and didn’t
budge on THAAD. The fact that it had a Free Trade Agreement with China possibly
helped as this may have blunted some potential Chinese trade retaliation. As for the
other measures, Lotte took a hit and moved on. Three years later Sino-Korean relations
are thawing. There is talk of a tour of China by a major South Korean pop group (China
is good at using “people-to-people” diplomacy to send signals).
This brings us back to Canada-China relations, which used to be considered “warm”
until the Meng affair broke. Weren’t we supposed to be “friends” with China? What
about that reservoir of goodwill built up over the years, going back to the early days of
wheat sales?
It is true that the language of “friendship” has been consistently used by both sides to
grease the wheels of the relationship. When Canada and China first established
diplomatic relations in 1970, Canada suddenly discovered Dr. Norman Bethune, a
Canadian Communist who had been memorialized by Mao Zedong in one of his essays
which became part of the “little red book” carried by just about all Chinese during the
Cultural Revolution. The Chinese were trying to find something in common that they
shared with Canada, and latched onto Bethune while Canada was only too willing to
oblige, even going so far as to purchase Bethune’s family home in Gravenhurst and
making it a national historic site. This is part of the stuff and substance of diplomacy. It
doesn’t have much to do with friendship as we would normally define it.
The current government has been accused by some commentators of being “naïve” in
managing relations with China, and in believing that China and Canada had some sort of
special relationship. There are few individuals who have a long relationship with China

who really think that there is a true basis of “friendship” with China. I am reminded of
the dictum of Lord Palmerston who famously declared that England has no eternal
friends and no eternal enemies, just eternal interests. That is how China conducts its
relations with the world, and is how Canada must conduct itself. Given that dictum to
serve our own interests, should we “teach the Chinese a lesson” by taking various
retaliatory actions? Now we know that if you do business with China you are vulnerable
to pressure and retaliation, is the answer to not do business with China? That is hardly
in Canada’s interests.
Unfortunately the Meng affair is likely going to take many months, maybe years, to
resolve and until it is, Canada-China relations will be held captive to it and the Canadian
hostages in China, sadly, will continue to suffer. The ultimate solution lies in
Washington and Canada needs to lean hard on the Americans to fix this problem. A plea
bargain with Huawei, punishing the company but avoiding jail time for Ms. Meng,
would suit everyone’s interests. That is not an impossible scenario as part of a larger
U.S.-China “peace package”. After that, Canada and China will need to pick up the pieces
of the relationship, or rather Canada will have to pick up the pieces that China has
broken. We will need to continue to do business with China and engage them on the
world stage whether we like them or not. By the same token, China will understand that
normalizing relations with Canada is in its interests. Trade will resume. Canola and pork
producers will welcome a return to the Chinese market, although they will probably be a
bit more wary about putting too many eggs into one basket.
Putting China on notice at the WTO that we intend to pursue our WTO rights could be
useful and will start the wheels grinding, perhaps eventually leading to a negotiated
settlement of the canola issue, if the Chinese don’t lift the ban before that. Process and
engagement is important. Diversifying markets to find customers other than the U.S.
and China will be critical. The work that has been done on the Canada-EU Partnership
Agreement and the Comprehensive and Progressive TPP will help in this regard.
Withdrawing from the AIIB would not achieve much, and in fact would cut off a useful
channel which allows Canada to participate in the governance of the institution and in
development projects in Asia. And sometime soon, no doubt we will have a new
ambassador in Beijing. Then there is Huawei and 5G. Let’s make a sensible decision that
reflects our own interests, both security and economic, and not those of someone else.
And let us always remember, that as the smaller partner we will be the recipient of
China’s reward and punishment policies, just as we are with the U.S.– although in the
case of the U.S. there are more varied power centres that allow for some offsetting
influence to be generated.
It is in Canada’s interests to find areas where our interests coincide with China’s, while
trying to minimize areas where our interests do not coincide. Being caught between the
U.S. and China is not a pleasant place to be but is inevitable for a middle power. We
don’t have to surrender our values but we do need to be mindful that ineffective
criticism of China’s internal policies will not only not lead to change, but will potentially
damage Canadian interests. Falling into a Cold War mentality, seeing Chinese “Reds
Under Beds” everywhere, and accusing anyone who tries to bridge the gaps between the
two countries of “naïvité”, or worse, will not lead to positive outcomes for Canada. While
dialogue and quiet diplomacy have not always worked, and are perhaps less effective

today given a strident rather than placatory Chinese leadership, such an approach is still
better than scolding or other overt acts that China will perceive as gratuitous attacks on
its role in the world. Once this current storm passes, and it will, we will need to
continue to use the language and methods of diplomacy in order to find areas of
common interest with China.
Relations between China and Canada are unlikely to ever be the same, although they will
return to a greater degree of equilibrium. While they are not going to get better quickly,
we need to take a long term view, as do the Chinese, and prepare for a world where our
immediate bilateral irritants have been resolved (hopefully with an early return to
liberty of Michael Kovrig and Michael Spavor). A total reset involving a winding down of
the relationship or initiating escalating retaliatory measures is not sensible and not in
Canada’s interests. A careful re-evaluation is a more likely prospect. We don’t need to be
friends with China (although at some point in the future, I am sure leaders will be
raising a glass of maotai to Canada-Chinese friendship), but we do need to pursue
single-mindedly Canada’s interests. And unless the world changes significantly, those
interests are going to include a productive realpolitik relationship with China across a
range of issues of interest to Canadians; trade, climate change, health, global
governance, the Arctic, human rights, and so on. It won’t be easy but we have no choice.
Let’s be careful not to succumb to the temporary satisfaction of lashing out—and in the
process dropping that rock on our own foot.
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Introduction
On Friday, June 28, Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe hosts the leaders of the 19
major economic nations and the European Union in Osaka, Japan. As G20 finance
ministers noted after their meeting earlier this month “growth remains low and risks
remain tilted to the downside. Most importantly, trade and geopolitical tensions have
intensified.”
Created in the wake of the 2007-2008 “Great Recession”, the G20 is economic
multilateralism at work, an insurance policy to prevent globalization going off the rails.
This 14th G20 summit is the culmination of a year-long series of ministerial meetings,
hosted throughout Japan.

G20 leaders are a diverse group – liberal democrats, authoritarians and autocrats. While
the plenary sessions are the point of the meeting, attention will be on the interactions
between U.S. President Donald Trump and Chinese President Xi Jinping. Can they start
to undo their trade war or will tariffs continue to escalate?
While the focus is geo-economics, the geopolitics are always present. After abandoning
the nuclear deal with Iran, the Trump administration has re-imposed sanctions and
tensions have risen with recent actions, attributed to Iran, against container ships and a
U.S. drone. China continues to muscle into the South China Sea. HMCS Regina and MV
Asterix recently transited the Straits of Taiwan and sailed into these international
waters. Russia still occupies parts of Ukraine. Ukraine now has a new president and
parliamentary elections are underway. Canada hosts the
third Ukraine Reform Conference this July in Toronto. There is little discernible
progress in the U.S.’s negotiations with North Korea over its nuclear and missile
capacity. Canadian ships and aircraft are part of the international sanction efforts on
North Korea.
Conflict continues in Yemen, Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan and Central Africa and famine
ravages parts of Africa. The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees reports
there are over 70 million displaced persons. Among them are 25.9 million refugees,
over half of whom are under the age of 18. With millions of stateless people not just in

the Middle East and Africa, but in Asia and Latin America, it is estimated that one
person is forcibly displaced every two seconds. Canadaresettled more refugees than
the United States in 2018, the first time the U.S. did not lead the world on this measure
in decades.
Human rights are also part of the backdrop. China has said it will not permit any
discussion of the Hong Kong situation because it is China’s “internal affair”.
According to the UN Special Rapporteur, there is “credible evidence” that Prince
Mohammad bin Salman, a participant at the G20, is liable for the killing of Washington
Post columnist Jamal Khashoggi. Saudi Arabia is to host next year’s G20, but does this
not give de facto impunity to MBS?

Who and What is the G20?
The G20 leaders’ summit is the culmination of a year-long process consisting of a series
of meetings that include their central bankers, ministers of agriculture, employment,
energy, finance, foreign affairs, health, labour, tourism and trade as well as the ongoing
discussions between the leaders’ personal sherpas and their teams. Representing over
80 per cent of global output, the G20 nations are the designated “premier economic
forum for international economic cooperation”. Their leaders are effectively 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 two-thirds of the world’s population, their economies account
for approximately three-quarters of international trade and thus this is the forum to
push back on protectionism.
Spain is a permanent invited guest to G20 meetings. As host, Japan has also invited the
Netherlands, Singapore, Vietnam, Thailand (representing the presidency of the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations), Egypt (representing the presidency of the
African Union), Chile (representing the presidency of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum) and Senegal (representing the New Partnership for Africa’s
Development). The heads of the United Nations, Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, World Trade Organization, International Monetary Fund,
World Bank, Asian Development Bank, Financial Stability Board, International Labour
Organization and the World Health Organization will also participate.
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 results of previous summits can be found in their communiqués.

The G20's Standing Agenda
Setting the international framework for growth and stability is the de facto standing
agenda for the G20. This includes:
•

•

•
•
•

Good economic governance. This includes measures to curb corruption and promote
transparency. There is a recognition that education and health policies create the
conditions for growth and stability and that labour and environment policies are also
critical to sustainable economic growth.
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. Infrastructure is a big part of
sustainable development and thus the importance of the regional development banks.
Promoting international investment. Barriers to investment continue to plague G20
economies. Governments’ need 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.
Sustaining the multilateral trading system. The escalating trade tariffs between the U.S.
and China are destabilizing the world trading system and upending long-established
global supply chains. The tariff disputes’ roiling markets are a reminder that the global
system of free trade, which has delivered so much prosperity, is a fragile one. During the
1930s, trade wars only deepened the misery inflicted by the Great Depression. That is
why, after the Second World War, countries agreed to gradually reduce tariffs.

Trade Problems
Global Trade Alert reports that since 2008, notwithstanding the G20 pledge
for standstill at the London 2010 summit, governments have taken
13,533 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 import-facilitating
measures rose significantly during this period, they are less than half that of traderestrictive measures. World Trade Organization (WTO) Director-General Roberto
Azevêdo has called for immediate action to de-escalate the situation. Whether
Trump and Xi will curb the trade war is an open question.

As the Peterson Institute observes in its tracking of U.S. trade actions, “President
Donald Trump’s trade war with the world involves multiple battles with U.S. allies and
others alike. Each battle uses a U.S. legal rationale, such as calling foreign imports a
‘national security threat,’ followed by Trump imposing tariffs and/or quotas on imports.
Subsequent retaliation by trading partners and the prospect of further escalation risk
significantly hampering trade and investment, and possibly the global economy.”
The U.S. is also unhappy with the operation of the WTO itself, especially its dispute
settlement. Meeting in Japan earlier this month, G20 trade ministers declared their
“sense of urgency” to the reform commitment their leaders made at Buenos Aires last
November. Canada, working with like-minded countries, has taken the lead in trying to
find solutions to make the process more transparent and efficient. The leaders will
speak to its importance, but there is no sense the WTO’s Doha round is going anywhere.

G20 Trade-Restrictive Measures (average per month)
TOP OF PAGE

What Does the Osaka Summit Want to Achieve?
Abe has set eight themes for this year’s G20 and the Japanese document sets out the
following:
1. Global Economy: There will be discussions on sustainable financing to promote
universal health coverage (UHC), disaster risk financing, internal taxation and
financing, and how to respond to economic and social structural changes brought by
digitalization and globalization of the economy.
2. Trade and Investment: The rule-based multilateral trading system is at a critical
juncture. In order to restore confidence in the multilateral trading system, it is
imperative to maintain and strengthen the momentum of WTO reform. The Global
Forum for Steel Excess Capacity (GFSEC), which was established in 2016 based on the
agreement at the G20 Hangzhou summit, continues the process of information-sharing
on members’ production capacities and support measures.
When trade ministers met earlier this month, they addressed the following:
•
•
•
•

Dialogue on current international trade developments
A sound business environment that promotes market-driven investment decisions
Promotion of trade and investment that contribute to sustainable and inclusive growth
WTO reform; recent developments in bilateral and regional trade agreements

•
•
•
•

Interface between Trade and Digital Economy will be a joint session with the Ministerial
Meeting on Digital Economy. Japan is advocating a system of “Data Free Flow with
Trust.”
3. Innovation: Under the past presidencies, G20 discussion has focused on how
innovation, including digitalization, drives economic growth and enhances productivity.
In January 2019, in his remarks at the World Economic Forum in Davos, Abe proposed
the concept of “data free flow with trust” (DFFT), highlighting the necessity to engender
public trust in the digital economy to further facilitate data flow. The trade ministers
focused on four aspects:
Data free flow with trust (DFFT)
Human-centric AI
Digital security
Digital technology for sustainable development goals, including inclusion
4. Environment and Energy: The Osaka summit focuses on accelerating innovation such
as hydrogen and carbon capture, utilization and storage (CCUS) as a major impetus for
a virtuous cycle of environment and growth, mobilizing private finance for innovation,
and improving the business environment for dissemination of innovative technologies.
To address climate-related challenges on a global scale under the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change and the Paris Agreement, it is necessary to
accelerate “a virtuous cycle of environment and growth” and aim to create a paradigm
shift which promotes business-led innovation. G20 members are discussing how to
prevent the discharge of plastic litter into the ocean and how to facilitate innovation in
order to intensify global efforts.
5. Employment: Discussion has focused on: (1) adapting to demographic change; (2)
promoting gender equality in labour markets; and (3) exchanging national policies and
practices in response to the new forms of work.
6. Women’s Empowerment: On women’s labour participation, G20 leaders committed
to the Brisbane Commitment “25 by 25”. This is a goal to reduce the gender gap in
labour force participation by 25 per cent by 2025, drafted at the Brisbane Summit in
2014. As digitalization is transforming society, STEM (science, technology, engineering
and mathematics) education for girls is crucial, as is addressing all forms of genderbased violence, including in the digital context.
Discussion has focused on (1) implementation of G20 commitments including those
related to women’s labour participation; (2) enhancing support for girls’ and women’s
education, including the STEM area; and (3) engagement with women business leaders
and entrepreneurs.

•
•
•
•
•

7. Development: Discussion has focused on:
The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development: A review of the SDG is scheduled in
New York this September.
Accountability
STI (science, technology and innovations) for SDGs
Quality infrastructure for connectivity enhancement toward sustainable development
(in co-operation with the Infrastructure Working Group)
Human capital investment

8. Health: Discussion will focus on three issues: Achievement of universal health
coverage (UHC); response to aging society; and management of health emergencies,
including antimicrobial resistance (AMR).

What About Deliverables from Osaka?
Assuming there is no blow-up, the communiqué will cover the waterfront of issues and
is likely to most resemble last year’s Buenos Aires communiqué in form and content.
Trade ministers devoted attention to the digital economy and artificial
intelligence and this is likely to be reflected in the final document. Most of the action
will be at the bilateral level in the meetings and pull-asides. The Xi-Trump deliberations
will be closely watched.

Canadian Objectives
This is Prime Minister Justin Trudeau’s fifth G20 summit and he will be accompanied
by Foreign Affairs Minister Chrystia Freeland and Finance Minister Bill Morneau.
Jonathan Fried, the Canadian sherpa, is one of Canada’s most experienced diplomats,
having served as Canadian ambassador to the WTO and earlier to Japan.
The PMO’s news release says Trudeau will champion the main themes of “Canada’s
2018 G7 Presidency, including combatting climate change, promoting clean energy, and
advancing gender equality and women’s empowerment. In addition, he will promote
open trade and investment, call for stronger and more decisive action to combat violent
extremism in all its forms, including online, and underline how countries, as part of
their efforts to fight climate change, must make a clean economy affordable for
everyone. Finally, he will stress the urgent need for G20 countries to uphold the rulesbased international order, and to recognize the threat of those who seek to undermine
this order.” Trudeau will likely press the Charlevoix G7 summit agenda: “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.” He and French President Emmanuel Macron will
probably speak to the recent meeting in Paris and call on fellow leaders to adopt the
Christchurch Call to Action – a global pledge to eliminate terrorist and violent
extremist content online.
For Trudeau, it will be an opportunity to push Canadian interests on three major files:
•

Can he convince Xi to let up on Canada? We want our hostages freed, the canola
embargo lifted and no more harassment over our meat and pork shipments. The
Chinese want Meng Wanzhou returned and Huawei eligible for our 5G procurement. EU
leaders, and now Trump, are pressing for the release of Michael Kovrig and Michael
Spavor.

•

•

Can he advance our trade agenda? He needs a commitment from the European leaders
that CETA member-state ratification is a priority. He will also be looking ahead to the
Canada-EU summit in mid-July. With the new transpacific partnership now in effect, he
needs to sell Canadian food and services. Trade Diversification Minister Jim Carr
recently completed a trade mission to Japan and South Korea to sell Canadian goods,
especially in the agri-food sector that has been adversely affected by Chinese trade
action: the embargo on canola and harassment over our pork and beef. We also need
buy-in for the Canadian-led initiative to reform the WTO. The U.S. has blocked
appointments of new judges because it justifiably believes that the current system is
slow, capricious and unfair. We need better rules on state subsidies, state-owned
enterprises and intellectual property.
Building on his meetings last week in Washington, can Trudeau engage North American
leaders on other issues besides moving the new NAFTA forward? (Mexico just ratified it,
it is under consideration in Canada’s Parliament and the administration is preparing to
submit its legislation to Congress). The three leaders will likely discuss Venezuela.
Trudeau should speak on the useful work of the Lima Group. This same group could
also look at Central America and those fleeing Honduras, Guatemala and El Salvador.
This is the main cause of the latest U.S.-Mexico border problems and it deserves the
kind of constructive hemispheric attention that the Lima Group can provide.

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 likely work on the
draft of the final communiqué than may read it, but the process of getting there is what
really matters. It’s another form of insurance against geo-economic calamity.
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.
At the leadership level, the G20 complements the work of the other major financial and
economic institutions. These include the “Bretton Woods twins” – the International
Monetary Fund (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. 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.
So, the G20 makes sense. It accounted for 86 per cent of global GDP (at market
exchange rates), 77 per cent of global trade and 64 per cent of global population in 2017.
It is more representative of the world economy than the G7, which together accounted
for 46 per cent of global GDP, 34 per cent of global trade and 10 per cent of global
population. 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. Sir Winston Churchill, who popularized the word
“summitry”, observed that “jaw-jaw” between leaders is better than “war-war”.
The Economic Picture
According to the IMF’s World Economic Outlook (April 2019): “after strong growth
in 2017 and early 2018, global economic activity slowed notably in the second half of last
year, reflecting a confluence of factors affecting major economies. Global growth is now
projected to slow from 3.6 percent in 2018 to 3.3 percent in 2019, before returning to
3.6 percent in 2020. China’s growth declined following a combination of needed
regulatory tightening to rein in shadow banking and an increase in trade tensions with
the United States. The euro area economy lost more momentum than expected as
consumer and business confidence weakened and car production in Germany was
disrupted by the introduction of new emission standards; investment dropped in Italy as
sovereign spreads widened; and external demand, especially from emerging Asia,
softened. Elsewhere, natural disasters hurt activity in Japan. Trade tensions
increasingly took a toll on business confidence and so financial market sentiment
worsened, with financial conditions tightening for vulnerable emerging markets in the
spring of 2018 and then in advanced economies later in the year, weighing on global
demand.” According to the Global Financial Stability Report, 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.
CHARTS from IMF BLOG

Further Reading
The official Japanese 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

