to increase military-to-military collaboration; to push bilateral trade and investment; and step up cooperation against
terrorism. In published statements the two leaders stressed
Chinese-Indian collaboration as a critical element of world
peace and stability.
Xi pointed out that the general trend of peaceful development is irreversible, and that “As the two largest developing countries and emerging-market economies with a population level of more than 1 billion [each], China and India
are both important engines for world economic growth and
are the backbone of the world’s multi-polarisation and economic globalisation. A good China-India relationship is an
important positive factor in maintaining world stability and
is of great significance to the promotion of the development
of all mankind.”
Modi remarked on the great importance Xi attaches to the
development of India-China relations, commenting: “I totally
agree with what President Xi pointed out. As the two largest
developing countries and two huge emerging market economies with a population of 2.6 billion, India and China are

the stability factors in the world. The development of the two
countries has an important impact on the world. It has positive significance for developing countries. In the 21st century, India and China must join hands to make greater contributions to peace, stability and prosperity in Asia and the
world. I agree that India and China should maintain high-level strategic communication. We have common ideas, common resolve, and common vision for the development of India-China relations.”
In India for trade talks commencing 26 March, Chinese
Commerce Minister Zhong Shan suggested China would
“synchronise its Belt and Road Initiative with Prime Minister
Narendra Modi’s pet program Make-in-India, to secure New
Delhi’s support for the cross-continental connectivity project”,
according to the Deccan Herald. No official comment was
forthcoming from India, which has held back from aligning
with the BRI due to one of its corridors passing through disputed (India/Pakistan) territory, but the momentum and necessity for economic development is creating a pathway to
solve any such issues.

Canada’s openess on bail-in contrasts to Aussie stealth
Australian regulators have done everything in their power to suppress awareness of the Australian Prudential Regulation Authority’s (APRA) new emergency powers passed 14
February, the Financial Sector Legislation Amendment (Crisis
Resolution Powers and Other Measures) Act 2018. By contrast, the Canada Deposit Insurance Corporation (CDIC) has
openly heralded its own new powers, declaring, “Bail-in is
an important step in strengthening Canada’s bank resolution
regime.” A statement by the organisation announced that the
new “bail-in regime aligns with the Financial Stability Board’s
(FSB) Key Attributes for Effective Resolution Regimes, a set
of international standards developed following the global financial crisis”. This contrast demonstrates the effectiveness
of the Citizens Electoral Council’s campaign against bail-in
in Australia, which meant that the only way the government
could meet its commitment to the G20 to legislate bail-in
was to sneak it through.
Michèle Bourque, CEO of the CDIC, self-described as a
federal Crown corporation established to protect the savings
of Canadians, made its announcement on 18 April when the
regulations for bail-in were published. Bail-in legislation was
passed by an amendment to existing laws in 2016; now, specific regulations for the banking sector will allow its implementation.
A lengthy multi-phased consultation process had been
conducted by the Finance Department from 2014, resulting
in a mere 25 written submissions from industry associations,
investors, academics and a handful of citizens, with feedback largely positive towards the proposal. Compare this to
the thousands of submissions, the majority negative, received
by the Australian Parliament’s Senate Economics Legislation
Committee which scrutinised similar legislation here.
The bail-in rules will allow the CDIC to “convert some of
a failing D-SIB’s [domestic systemically important bank] debt
into common shares in order to recapitalise the bank and allow it to remain open and operating”. CDIC can take full control of a bank for a period of up to 5 years. Like APRA it can
replace directors and restructure the bank as necessary. Also
like APRA, the CDIC is beholden to protect the stability of the
financial system as well as depositors. In the case of Canada, however, bail-in powers were not given to the prudential
regulator, the Office of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions (OSFI), but to the deposit insurer. The new regulations
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apply only to Canada’s DSIBs, which have until 2021 to fully implement the requisite changes within their organisations
but must begin the process next year. The OSFI lists Canada’s six largest banks as domestically systemically important.
A gazette of the Bank Recapitalisation (Bail-in) Conversion Regulations published by CDIC states: “Some Canadians,
senators and members of Parliament raised concerns about
whether consumer deposits would be eligible for conversion
into common shares under the bail-in regime. The Government has indicated that deposits would not be eligible for
bail-in, and the Regulations are consistent with that position.”
The CDIC announcement states that “Deposits, including
deposits in chequing accounts, savings accounts and term
deposits, are not affected by the bail-in regime.” While Australian officials claimed the same, the Australian legislation,
which was closely scrutinised by the CEC and by legal and
prudential regulation experts, does not explicitly exclude deposits. In fact, it leaves room “for future changes to APRA’s
prudential standards” that can redefine “other instruments”
for bail-in, opening a back door to include deposits, which
by definition are “instruments”. An amendment by Pauline
Hanson’s One Nation to explicitly rule out deposit conversion was sidelined by the government.
With only 25 submissions to the consultation on Canada’s bail-in law, there may not have been sufficient scrutiny
to similarly test the CDIC’s verbal reassurance. For instance,
the published Canadian regulations do not specify if its exemption for deposits only applies to insured deposits which
cover C$100,000 per Canadian financial institution.
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