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The development of 5G technology is one of the most
important cybersecurity concerns facing the United States today. In
order to combat this threat, the U.S. government must unify its
domestic cyber-response efforts and increase its presence on the
international stage in regard to this issue. This Article proposes
specific domestic and international action plans to tackle the
challenges presented by5G. The most important proposals take steps
to remedy the tensions between the United States and China by
opening the Budapest Convention membership protocol as well as
unifying the U.S. domestic cyber response and objectifying the U.S.
digital supply chain standards rather than targeting specific entities.
These steps will allow the United States to impose rigorous
standards to protect American national security interests without
increasing already high tensions with China.
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INTRODUCTION

On December 23, 2015, more than 200,000 Ukrainian citizens
lost power in their homes and businesses.1 Power was disconnected
for about three hours. The source of the outage? Russian hackers,
suspected to be backed by the Russian government itself.2
Investigations determined that three electrical distribution control
centers were remotely accessed and hackers proceeded to open
breakers at approximately thirty distribution substations resulting in
the loss of power.3 This attack on Ukraine represents a growing threat
to national critical infrastructure from cyberspace.4 With the advent
of Fifth Generation (“5G”) technology, experts worry that the number
ofcyberattacks and the threat to critical infrastructure will increase.5
This new 5G technology represents the promise of faster data speeds,
lower latency, and the ability to connect more devices at once than
previous generations of technology.6 However, a greater number of
connections equals a greater number of entry points for malicious
actors, particularly if those actors have the advantage of a built-in
backdoor.7

1

Donghui Park & Michael Walstrom, Cyberattack on Critical Infrastructure: Russia
and the Ukrainian Power GridAttacks, THE HENRY M. JACKSON SCH. OF INT’L STUD.
(Oct. 11, 2017), https://jsis.washington.edu/news/cyberattack-critical-infrastructurerussia-ukrainian-power-grid-attacks/.
2
Compromise of a Power Grid in Eastern Ukraine, COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELS. (Dec.
2015), www.cfr.org/cyber-operations/compromise-power-grid-eastern-ukraine.
3
Park & Walstrom, supra note 1.
4
Id. Vulnerabilities in networks and communication systems are fairly easy to
exploit as there are minimal international normsand laws to address hacking and
investigators are rarely able to track down specific individuals or even nations
responsible for an attack. Id.
5
Matthew Wall, 5G: ‘A Cyber-Attack Could Stop the Country’, BBC (Oct. 25, 2018),
www.bbc.com/news/business-45952693.
6
Sascha Segan, What is 5?, PC MAG. (Jan. 20, 2022), www.pcmag.com/news/whatis-5g.
7
Backdoor Computing Attacks, MALWAREBYTES,
www.malwarebytes.com/backdoor (last visited Mar. 12, 2021) (“A backdoor refers to
any method by which authorized and unauthorized users are able to get around
normal security measures and gain high level user access…Backdoors can be
installed by software or hardware makers as a deliberate means of gaining access to
their technology after the fact.”).
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Chinese companies, namely Huawei, control at least thirty-six
percent of all 5G standard-essential patents, putting them firmly in
control of 5G technology and requiring other nations to pay licensing
fees or purchase equipment from Chinese manufacturers.8 This high
level of control over technology and manufacturing has raised serious
national security concerns regarding the use of 5G technology. U.S.
intelligence officials believe that Huawei built backdoors into their 5G
hardware so it could obtain data from the networks they build and
maintain.9 This data could easily be shared with the Chinese
government, especially given China’s National Intelligence Law.10
This 5G technology represents an increased threat to U.S.
national security and leaves the United States playing catch-up with
Chinese technology and influence in the 5G development. The
attempts to catch up to China have revealed several weaknesses in U.S.
domestic structure regarding cybersecurity and technological
developments.11 The development of 5G has also exacerbated existing
deficiencies in the international legal structure regarding cybercrime.12
In order to combat the security threats presented by 5G and
ensure that the United States and its allies have an increased capacity
to handle future technological developments, the United States must
champion reforms to both international and domestic law and policy.
On the international level,the United States must spearhead reforms
to the Budapest Convention, the only international treaty regarding
cybercrime. These reforms include amending the Convention’s
8

Dan Strumpf, Where China Dominates in 5G Technology, WALL ST. J. (Feb. 26,
2019),www.wsj.com/articles/where-china-dominates-in-5g-technology11551236701.
9
Julian E. Barnes, White House Official Says Huawei Has Secret Back Door to
Extract Data, N.Y. TIMES, (Feb. 11,2020),
www.nytimes.com/2020/02/11/us/politics/white-house-huawei-back-door.html.
10
Arjun Kharpal, Huawei says it Would Never Hand Data to China’s Government:
Experts Say it Wouldn’t Have aChoice, CNBC (Mar. 5, 2019),
www.cnbc.com/2019/03/05/huawei-would-have-to-give-data-to-chinagovernment-if-asked-experts.html.
11
Tom Wheeler & David Simpson, Why 5G Requires New Approaches to
Cybersecurity, BROOKINGS (Sept. 3, 2019), www.brookings.edu/research/why-5grequires-new-approaches-to-cybersecurity/.
12

Id.

2022]

The Real Cost of 5G Technology: National Security
Implications of 5G Implementation and Impact on
the U.S.-China Relationship

123

membership protocol to make it more inclusive and delaying the
proposed additional protocol due to its overly broad informationsharing scheme. Also, the United States should increase its influence
and participation in standard-setting organizations like the Third
Generation Partnership Project (“3GPP”) consortium and the
International Telecommunications Union (“ITU”).
On a domestic level, the United States must unify its domestic
structure and response to cybercrime. The best way to achieve this
unification is to utilize the existing Cybersecurity and Infrastructure
Security Agency (“CISA”) to streamline and simplify the nation’s
response to cyber incidents. This Article argues that creating a new
National Cyber Director (“NCD”) position is premature and could
cause additional confusion. Instead, CISA should identify and remedy
redundancies before Congress creates yet another new cyber-related
position. Additionally, the United States must secure increased
participation of private industry in combating cyber threats. This can
be accomplished through mandatory reporting of data breaches and
tax incentives to encourage corporations to adhere to existing federal
standards of cyber hygiene and protection. Finally, the United States
should secure and diversify its international digital supply chain
through international programs such as the Blue Dot Network. This
practice of setting objective standards will help alleviate international
tensions, specifically with China, while still allowing the United States
to protect its national security interests through rigorous quality
control requirements.
Section II of this Article lays out the background of the 5G
situation, including threats posed by 5G and China’s growing
influence in the developing technology as well as the currentdomestic
and international response to cyber threats. Section II also describes
the basic framework of China’s perceptions of cyberspace. The
concepts of cyber sovereignty and mutual strategic trust are
particularly important to China’s operations in this field.
Section III addresses the challenges presented by current and
future technological developments through the lens of international
and domestic reforms. The proposed international reforms focus on
amendments to the Budapest Convention and the pending Additional
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Protocol. Section III also addresses the importance of standardsetting organizations and the importance of U.S. participation in those
organizations. In regard to domestic reforms, this Article proposes
changes to the U.S. cyber-response structure, targets improvements to
the cybersecurity of private business in the United States, and
proposes an objective, standards-based regulation of the digital
supply chain.
II.

BACKGROUND

This section provides an overview of the issues presented by
5G implementation and current responses. Subsection A provides
background information on the threats of 5G implementation,
including China’s growing influence in the area as well as domestic
risk management and supply chain security concerns. Subsection B
discusses the current status of the major cyber responses from both an
international and domestic perspective. Finally, Subsection C
provides a brief explanation of China’s perceptions of cyberspace,
namely the concepts of cyber sovereignty and mutual strategic trust,
and a brief overview of previous dialogues between the United States
and China regarding cyberspace.

A. Threats of 5G Implementation
With the development and rollout of any new technology,
there are challenges presented by the security of that technology and
its implementation in society, the economy, and government.
Roughly every ten years, tech companies develop and release the next
generation ofmobile communication and technology.13 The 3GPP is a
consortium made up of seven separate international
telecommunication standard-setting organizations that develop
consensus-based technical specifications for wireless and networking
technology, including 5G, to ensure global interoperability.14 These
13

Feature Article: 5G Introduces New Benefits, Cybersecurity Risk, DEP’T OF

HOMELAND SEC. (Oct. 15, 2020), www.dhs.gov/science-and-

technology/news/2020/10/15/feature-article-5g-introduces-new-benefitscybersecurity-risks [hereinafter Feature Article].
14
Guang Yang, Who Are the Leading Players in 5G Standardization? An Assessment
for 3GPP 5G Activities, STRATEGY ANALYTICS (Mar. 16, 2020),
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technical specifications are distributed through 3GPP Releases.15 All
5G related specifications are contained in Release 15 and subsequent
Releases.16 Release 15, known as 5G Phase 1, was published in June
2019.17
Release 15 addressed several technical components of the 5G
systems, including machine type communication (“MTC”) and the
Internet of Things (“IoT”).18 Specifications for MTC are extremely
important as they allow devices to communicate and exchange
information without human operation.19 This MTC technology is the
primary basis for self-driving cars and other automated machines.20
The IoT is “basically connecting any device with an on and off switch
to the Internet.”21 This technology enables users to control their
thermostat, coffee maker, and other household devices from their
www.strategyanalytics.com/access-services/service-providers/networks-andservice-platforms/reports/report-detail/who-are-the-leading-players-in-5gstandardization-an-assessment-for-3gpp-5g-activities.
15
Releases, 3GPP, www.3gpp.org/specifications/releases.
16
5G Evolution Across Three Major Releases, 3GPP,
www.3gpp.org/ftp/Information/presentations/presentations_2020/Poster_2020_M
WC_v6_OPTIMIZED.pdf [hereinafter Evolution Across Releases].
17
Although the first Release regarding 5G came in 2019, 5G technology has already
been on a long evolutionary path starting as early as 2008 when the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration helped launch the Machine-to-Machine
Intelligence (M2Mi) Corp. See Bob O’Donnell, The Evolution of 5G, FORBES (Nov.
12, 2019), www.forbes.com/sites/bobodonnell/2019/11/12/the-evolution-of5g/?sh=58b6cb2c278e; see also Michael Curie et al., NASA Ames Partners with
M2MI for Small Satellite Development, NAT’L AERONAUTICS & SPACE ADMIN.
(Apr. 24, 2008),
www.nasa.gov/home/hqnews/2008/apr/HQ_08107_Ames_nanosat.html.
18
Evolution Across Releases, supra note 16.
19
Nurul Huda Mahmood et. al., Machine Type Communications: Key Drivers and
Enablers Towards the 6G Era, SPRINGER OPEN (June 10, 2021), https://jwcneurasipjournals.springeropen.com/articles/10.1186/s13638-021-02010-5. For more
information regarding MTC, see generally Joachim Sachs et al., Machine-Type
Communication, in 5GMOBILE AND WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS
TECHNOLOGY 77, 77-106 (Afif Osseiran et al. eds., 2016).
20
Geoff Brown, Machine-to-Machine Intelligence (M2Mi) Corp., NAT’L
AERONAUTICS & SPACE ADMIN. (Sept. 14,2011),
www.nasa.gov/centers/ames/researchpark/partners/industry/m2mi/.
21
Jacob Morgan, A Simple Explanation of ’The Internet of Things’, FORBES (May 13,
2014), www.forbes.com/sites/jacobmorgan/2014/05/13/simple-explanationinternet-things-that-anyone-can-understand/?sh=5a4c73161d09.
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cellphone.22 These mobile IoT connections are growing at an
incredible rate, and standards for this technology form the foundation
of 5G development.23
Currently, 3GPP is working on Release 17 with Phase 2 of that
Release frozen in mid-2021.24 The Release 17 schedule was expanded
allowing for maintenance and adjustment to previous release
standards and specifications to increase the stability of the new
technology.25 Some aspects of Release 17 include determining
specifications for satellite components in the 5G architecture and
enhancing 5G location services.26 The first package of Release 18,
containing basics of Phase 4 of 5G technology, was released at the end
of 2021.27
However, with the rollout of 5G technology, the United States
faces challenges and security vulnerabilities on an unprecedented
scale.28 The abovementioned interconnectedness, i.e., the IoT,
inherent in 5G utilization, results in a greater need for encryption and
security of data as it flows from one point to another, but it presents
other vulnerabilities as well. The Department of Homeland Security
(“DHS”) identified four discrete areas of risk and vulnerability related
to developing 5G technology, which include the supply chain, 5G
deployment, network security, and competition and choice.29 The

22

Id.

23

Mobile Machine-to-Machine (M2M) connections are predicted to grow from 1.2
billion in 2018 to 4.4. billion by2023. Cisco, CISCO ANN. REP. (2018-2023) 12 (2020),
www.cisco.com/c/en/us/solutions/collateral/executive-perspectives/annual-internetreport/white-paper-c11-741490.html.
24
“After freezing, a Release can have no further additional functions added.
However…a considerable number ofrefinements and corrections can be expected for
at least two years following this date.” Releases, supra note 15; Release 17, 3GPP,
www.3gpp.org/release-17.
25
Release 17 Timeline Agreed, 3GPP (Dec. 14, 2020), www.3gpp.org/newsevents/2145-rel-17_newtimeline.
26

Id.
Release 17, supra note 24.
28
Shane Fonyi, Overview of 5G Security and Vulnerabilities, 5 CYBER DEF. REV.
27

117, 122-23 (2020).
29
The issues with supply chain as well as competition and choice (interoperability
and standards development) arediscussed more in depth later in this paper. 5G
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deployment of 5G presents new obstacles as the 5G spectrum requires
more base stations than previous generation technology.30 Because 5G
utilizes the full spectrum of radio frequencies, 5G signals do not carry
as far as their 4G predecessors, especially in cities.31 This will require
the deployment of more networks and base stations, which increases
the risk of manipulation and disruption of that equipment.32
Threats to network security of 5G networks create a greater
need for defenses and comprehensive standards to prevent
cyberattacks. There are three primary known vulnerabilities in 5G
standards, which organizations, like 3GPP, are attempting to mitigate
through their standardsetting process. The three security principles
are confidentiality, integrity, and availability.33 Each principle is
vulnerable to different types of known threats and cyberattacks used
to target previous generations of technology.34 For example, in the
area of confidentiality, 5G systems have demonstrated vulnerabilities
to Authentication and Key Agreement attacks, which allow hackers to
determine a subject’s location and activities by establishing a fake base
station that the subject’s device uses to access the 5G network.35 This
deployment and network security are briefly addressed in this background section.
Feature Article, supra note 13.
30
O’Donnell, supra note 17.
31
Previous 4G signals technology utilized the low end of the radio spectrum. Waves
at that level are able to pass through most materials and travel long distances
resulting in the use of large cellular towers to cover large geographic areas. Since 5G
uses the whole spectrum, 5G equipment must carry high frequency signals which
improve speed, but have a much lower ability to penetrate walls and other materials
like 4G spectrum requirementsresulting in the need for a greater number of smaller
cellular base stations covering less area. CISA, OVERVIEW OF RISKS
INTRODUCED BY 5G ADOPTION IN THE UNITED STATES 3 (2019),
www.cisa.gov/sites/default/files/publications/19_0731_cisa_5th-generation-mobilenetworks-overview_0.pdf.
32
Feature Article, supra note 13.
33
Confidentiality requires that sensitive data not be released to unauthorized parties.
Integrity ensures that data maintains its accuracy and consistency from end point to
end point without being manipulated by environmental factors or malicious actors.
Availability indicates that all information systems will be functional and accessible at
alltimes. Fonyi, supra note 28, at 126-28.
34
Id. at 125-29 (describing further details on different vulnerabilities and types of
attacks).
35
Id. at 127.
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type of attack obviously compromises the subject’s privacy and could
be used to disastrous effect if employed by an enemy against any
ongoing military and covert operations.
Another, more familiar, type of cyberattack is known as a
distributed denial of service attack (“DDOS”). A DDOS attack is when
cyber attackers make it impossible for a network service to be
delivered by preventing access to services, devices, applications, and
transactions.36 These attacks are typically conducted by overwhelming
and crashing a server with requests for data or services.37 In October
2016, Mirai botnet used a DDOS attack on an internet infrastructure
service provider to infect more than 100,000 IoT devices and disrupted
services like Amazon, Netflix, and Twitter.38 While this type of attack
was fairly common on previous generation systems, the increased use
of botnets as well as the nature of 5G and the IoT will make DDOS
attacks “much more devasting and potentially easier to orchestrate.”39
In addition to the technological risks, 5G poses risks to U.S.
national security and has already altered the United States’
relationships and interactions with foreign nations such as China.
China has a vested interest in the future of 5G, which has put it at odds
with the United States and several of U.S. allies. This tension largely
stems from the U.S. ban on the Chinese company Huawei, which has
heavily invested in 5G infrastructure and technology around the
globe.40
As explored below, Chinese companies have played a greater
role in international standard-setting organizations and have
36

Josh Fruhlinger, DDoS Explained: How Distributed Denial of Service Attacks are
Evolving, CSO ONLINE (Feb.12, 2021), www.csoonline.com/article/3222095/ddosexplained-how-denial-of-service-attacks-are-evolving.html.
37
DDOS attacks can also occur through protocol or network-layer attacks as well as
application-layer attacks. Id.
38

DDos Attack That Disrupted Internet was Largest of Its Kind in History, Experts
Say, THE GUARDIAN, www.theguardian.com/technology/2016/oct/26/ddos-attackdyn-mirai-botnet, (last visited Mar. 1, 2022)
39
Fonyi, supra note 28, at 129.
40
Sean Keane, Huawei Ban Timeline: Chinese Company’s CFO to Testify in
Extradition Case, CNET (Oct. 27,2020), www.cnet.com/news/huawei-cfo-trialbegins-in-canada/.
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increased their influence in the development of this newtechnology.
Additionally, China’s National Intelligence Law has raised questions
regarding Huawei’s ability to provide secure 5G to its customers. On
the domestic side of the 5G rollout, the United States has promulgated
legislature and executive orders regarding 5G, particularly focusing on
risk management and securing the digital supply chain.
1. China’s Growing Influence
Huawei is a major Chinese tech company and has been a
prominent player in the global market for years. The company was
founded in 1987 and operates in more than 170 countries.41
According to its website, Huawei’s “mission is to bring digital to every
person, home and organization for a fully connected, intelligent
world.”42 Huawei’s products are utilized around the globe, and the
company is the second-largest smartphone supplier,43 although the
products are “virtually invisible” in the United States.44 Huawei has
been involved in building both the global 3G and 4G networks.45
In 2009, Huawei was still virtually unknown outside of China;
however, the Swedish phone company TeliaSonera employed Huawei
to build its 4G network in Oslo, Norway.46 Huawei’s successful
completion of this contract led to other contracting opportunities in
Europe, which put Huawei on an upward trajectory in global
41

Our Company, HUAWEI, www.huawei.com/us/corporate-information (last
visited Jan. 7, 2021).
42
43

Id.

Tim Bowler, Huawei: Why Is It being Banned from the UK’s 5G Network? BBC
(July 14, 2020),www.bbc.com/news/newsbeat-47041341.
44
Sean Keane, Huawei Ban Timeline: Detained CFO Makes Deal with US Justice
Department, CNET (Sept. 30, 2021), www.cnet.com/tech/services-andsoftware/huawei-ban-timeline-detained-cfo-makes-deal-with-us-justicedepartment/.
45
Nawied Jabarkhyl, We Abide by Laws of 170 Countries: Huawei tells UK it can be
Trusted with 5G Network, CGTN (June 9, 2020), newseu.cgtn.com/news/2020-0609/-We-abide-by-laws-of-170-countries-Huawei-makes-its-case-for-UK-s-5GRa6mf33RrG/index.html.
46
Keith Johnson & Elias Groll, The Improbable Rise of Huawei, FOREIGN POL’Y
(Apr. 3, 2019), foreignpolicy.com/2019/04/03/the-improbable-rise-of-huawei-5gglobal-network-china/.
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technological infrastructure.47 Despite anearly reputation for cheap
hardware, Huawei engaged in its own research and development to
create reliable equipment available at low prices.48 Due to the growing
strength of Huawei, coupled with Ericsson and Nokia’s dominance in
the wireless networking industry, U.S. companies were absorbed by
foreign counterparts and the industry collapsed in the United States.49
Instead, U.S. companies focused on developing the software to
accompany the infrastructure and hardware developed by others.50
Huawei’s influence continued to grow due to those early
contracts in Europe and support from the Chinese government.
While Huawei denies receiving direct state aid, the Chinese
government was Huawei’s first customer, and it is undeniable that
Chinese policy protected Huawei from foreign competition within
China.51 These protections at home enabled Huawei to grow
domestically and put it in a favorable position to expand overseas,
which it did in 2009. Huawei’s founder and CEO, Ren Zhengfei,
admitted that without China’s policy of protecting nationally owned
companies, “Huawei would no longer exist.”52
Naturally, Huawei is attempting to continue and increase its
influence with the 5G rollout. The company has already signed more
than forty commercial 5G contracts with nations around the world,
including countries in Europe, the Middle East, and Asia.53 Huawei
47

Id.

48

Brian Fung, How China’s Huawei Took the Lead Over U.S. Companies in 5G
Technology, WASH. POST (Apr. 10, 2019),
www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2019/04/10/us-spat-with-huawei-explained/.
49
At the beginning of the wireless age, U.S. companies, like Motorola and Lucent,
attempted to dominate the wireless networking industry. It became difficult for these
companies to keep up with their European counterpartsdue to the common
European standard for wireless communication that did not exist in North America.
This common standard gave European companies like Nokia a larger market and
enabled them to take primacy in the wireless networking market. Id.
50
Scott Andes & Mark Muro, Software: America’s Hidden Manufacturing
Advantage, BROOKINGS (Feb. 25, 2014), www.brookings.edu/blog/theavenue/2014/02/25/software-americas-hidden-manufacturing- advantage/.
51
Johnson & Groll, supra note 46.
52
53

Id.

Reality Check Team, Huawei: Which Countries are Block its 5G Technology?,
BBC (May 18, 2019), www.bbc.com/news/world-48309132.
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has also pointed its massive research and development capabilities
toward 5G technology, resulting in Huawei and other Chinese
companies owning thirty-six percent of all 5G standard-essential
patents compared to U.S. company Qualcomm’s fourteen percent
share of 5G patents.54 However, Huawei has come under international
scrutiny for its perceived legal obligations under China’s recently
passed National Intelligence Law. The backlash from this law caused
several nations to ban, or severely limit, Huawei’s role in their 5G
rollout.55

a. China’s National Intelligence Law
In 2017, China’s National Intelligence Law passed as part of a
larger legislative plan to revitalize and strengthen China’s national
security.56 Article 7 of the National Intelligence Law requires that “all
organizations and citizens shall support, assist and cooperate with
national intelligence efforts . . . and shall protect national intelligence
work secrets they are aware of.”57 Article 8 states that intelligence
efforts pursuant to this law “shall respect and protect human rights,
and shall preserve the lawful rights and interests of individuals and
organizations.”58

54

“The Chinese 5G patents cover technology associated with everything from 5G
handset componentry to base stations and driverless-car technology.” This number
of patents is more than double the number of comparable 4Gpatents controlled by
Chinese companies. Strumpf, supra note 8.
55
Nations that have banned Huawei technology include the United States, Australia,
and the United Kingdom. Othernations that have cancelled Huawei contracts or
chosen competitors include Italy and New Zealand. See The Definitive List of Where
Every Country Stands on Huawei, NS TECH (July 29, 2020), www.offshoretechnology.com/tech/the-definitive-list-of-where-every-country-stands-on-huawei/.
56
Murray Scot Tanner, Beijing’s New National Intelligence Law: From Defense to
Offense, LAWFARE (July 20, 2017), www.lawfareblog.com/beijings-new-nationalintelligence-law-defense-offense.
57

Guójiā Qíngbào Fǎ (国家情报法) [National Intelligence Law] (promulgated by
the Standing Comm. Nat’lPeople’s Cong., June 27, 2017), ch. 1, art. 8, translated in
www.chinalawtranslate.com/en/national-intelligence-law-of-the-p-r-c-2017/ (last
visited Apr. 14, 2021).
58
Id. at ch. I, art. 8.
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The text of this law raises concerns that Chinese companies,
such as Huawei, are requiredto assist the Chinese government in their
intelligence gathering operations.59 Given the amount of access
Huawei has to the 5G network and technology, the United States and
other nations areconcerned that Huawei will be required to use its 5G
access to provide intelligence to China in accordance with the
National Intelligence Law.60 Theoretically, China could have access to
all 5G communications involving Huawei technology.
Huawei and China’s government have both repeatedly
asserted that Huawei’s overseas components are not required to assist
with intelligence gathering.61 They argue that this position is
supported by Article 8 of the National Intelligence Law, which
preserves the lawful rights and interests of organizations. Huawei
CEO Ren stated that his company will “never participate in espionage,
and . . . we absolutely never install backdoors. Even if we were required
by Chinese law, we would firmly reject that.”62
Despite these assurances, the United States has called for a
global ban on Huawei technology.63 To this end, the United States has
added Huawei to its Entity List.64 The Entity List is published by the
Department of Commerce, Bureau of Industry and Security. The
Entity List is comprised of foreign persons, businesses, and
organizations that are “subject to specific license requirements for the
export, reexport and/or transfer (in-country) of specified items.”65 The
original purpose of the Entity list was “to inform the public of entities
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Yuan Ying, Is Huawei Compelled by Chinese Law to Help with Espionage?, FIN.
TIMES (Mar. 4, 2019),www.ft.com/content/282f8ca0-3be6-11e9-b72b2c7f526ca5d0.
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Justin Sherman, Is the U.S. Winning Its Campaign Against Huawei?, LAWFARE
(Aug. 12, 2020),www.lawfareblog.com/us-winning-its-campaign-against-huawei.
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Huawei has been placed on the Entity List, not due to cybersecurity issues related
to 5G, but because of Huawei’sindictment for violating export laws regarding trade
with Iran. Addition of Entities to the Entity List, 84 Fed. Reg. 22, 961 (May 21, 2019)
(codified at 15 C.F.R. Pt. 740) [hereinafter Addition to Entity List].
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who have engaged in activities that could result in an increased risk of
the diversion . . . [of] items to weapons of mass destruction programs
. . . [but has] expanded to activities . . . contrary to U.S. national
security and/or foreign policy interests.”66 However, placing Huawei
(and other Chinese technology companies) on the Entity List resulted
in unintended consequences for the development of global 5G
standards, including limiting U.S. companies’ abilities to participate in
international standard-setting organizations.

b. International Standard Setting Organizations
Standard-setting organizations ensure “interoperability
between networks and devices.”67 The success of these organizations
is evidenced in the deployment of the world’s 4G network, which
allows consumers to utilize their devices almost anywhere in the
world.68 For the purposes of 5G development, the most important
standard-setting organizations are 3GPP and the ITU. There are more
than 600 member-organizations in 3GPP working together to
establish consensus-based, unified technical specifications for services
and networking 5G systems.69 The ITU is an agency of the United
Nations (“UN”), which allocates global radio spectrum and satellite
orbits while also developing technical standards to ensure networks
and technologies can interconnect.70
These two standard-setting organizations each play a critical
role in the interoperability and development of 5G technology. The
ITU attempts to ensure that all nations allocate the same spectrum
range for 5G while 3GPP establishes technical specifications on every
5G system from network access security, core network functions, and

66
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5G Policy Primer: The Global Standards Process is Robust and Effective in
Advancing U.S. Goals, AT&T (Jan.2020), policyforum.att.com/wp67

content/uploads/2020/08/5G-Standards-Whitepaper-March-2020.pdf [hereinafter
AT&T Policy Primer].
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satellite components in the5G architecture.71 One important example
of a 3GPP specification involves channel coding. Channel coding
mitigates the effect of errors in a communication link caused by
interference or device impairments.72 Huawei developed a novel
method for correcting these errors called polar coding, patented the
technology, and submitted it to 3GPP to become the standard for 5G
systems. In 2016, 3GPP adopted Huawei’s polar coding as standard
for 5G, thus giving Huawei ownership over a critical 5G technology.73
This type of patent control and setting of technical standards
is critical to China’s efforts to control the future of 5G.74 “When you
invest like that in the standardization process . . . you end upseeing a
significant portion of the essential intellectual property being in your
hands.”75 As a privately owned company, Huawei is not required to
disclose licensing revenue; however, Qualcomm, an important U.S.
semiconductor company, reported that it generated more than twenty
percent of its total income from licensing fees in 2018.76 Thus, setting
global standards through 3GPP and other organizations results in
control over that technology and a higher market share of 5G.77
China has already taken large steps and increased their
influence in organizations like 3GPP. Thus, it is essential that U.S.
companies, like Intel and Qualcomm, the only two U.S. companies
who currently regularly contribute to 3GPP, continue and increase
their efforts to contribute to standard-setting by increasing their own
71

For a more robust list of 3GPP standards, see Evolution Across Releases, supra
note 16; see also Janne Peisa et al., 5G Evolution: 3GPP Releases 16 & 17 Overview,
ERICSSON TECH. REV. (Feb. 2020), available at www.ericsson.com/en/reportsand-papers/ericsson-technology-review/articles/5g-nr-evolution.
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Alan Carlton, How Polar Codes Work, COMPUTERWORLD (Sept. 28, 2018),
www.computerworld.com/article/3228804/how-polar-codes-work.html.
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Josh Chin et al., The 5G Race: China and U.S. Battle to Control World’s Fastest
Wireless Internet, WALL ST. J.(Sept. 9, 2018), www.wsj.com/articles/the-5g-racechina-and-u-s-battle-to-control-worlds-fastest-wireless-internet-1536516373.
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research and development programs.78 Without U.S. influence in
3GPP, these international standards will continue to favor Chinese
technology and intellectual property resulting in U.S. dependence on
those Chinese companies to maintain globally interoperable
technology. Dominance in 5G technology will also lead to dominance
in 6G, 7G, and even 8G, or at least a significant head start.79
As previously mentioned, the U.S. Department of Commerce
placed Huawei and its affiliates on the Entity List.80 This action had
the intended consequence of severely restrictingHuawei’s operations,
but it also had the unintended consequence of preventing U.S.
companies from engaging in standard-setting organizations, such as
3GPP. In order for companies to meaningfully participate in 3GPP,
companies must be able to share limited portions of their technology,
which enables 3GPP to write the technical specifications allowing
networks and devices to communicate.81
After Huawei’s inclusion on the Entity List, U.S. companies
feared that sharing information during a 3GPP meeting would cause
them to violate federal export control laws as they would be sharing
U.S. technology with a company without an export license.82 As such,
many U.S. companies stopped contributing to 3GPP and requested
clarification from the federal government regarding Huawei’s
designation and its consequences.83 The Department of Commerce
amended the applicable sections of the Export Administration
Regulations (EAR) to specifically authorize U.S. companies to release
information to Huawei, despite the lack of a license, if the release is
“made for the purpose of contributing to the revision or development
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80

82

Id.

83
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of a ‘standard’ in a ‘standards organization.’”84 However, it took
approximately thirteen months for the Department of Commerce to
amend the EAR to allow U.S. companies to participate in standardsetting organizations.
China is a leading participant in international standards
regarding 5G technology.85 In 2019, China submitted the most
technical documents to the ITU wired communications specifications
commission, which constituted a larger contribution than the next
three contributors combined.86 Additionally, since December 2016,
Huawei submitted more than 6,000 of the almost 30,000 5G-related
proposals received by 3GPP.87 The combination of China working
with the ITU and Huawei’s influence in 3GPP creates a very real threat
that China’s domestic standards will become international standards,
thus allowing China to dominate the global 5G market.88
2. Domestic Risk Management and Supply Chain Security
Risk management standards form the foundation of 5G
infrastructure and hardware. While the future of “5G is the conversion
to a mostly all-software network,” the immediate concern lies in the
potential vulnerabilities of the hardware and infrastructure.89 The
future of 5G (and even 6G) depends on the reliability and security of
infrastructure decisions regarding the acquisition and deployment of
5G technologies that are being made right now. Attempting to secure
and reaffirm its traditional position as the global technological leader,
the United States promulgated several pieces of legislation and
executive action regarding 5G. In March 2020, then-President Donald
Trump issued the National Strategy to Secure 5G, which constitutes a
culmination of most of the United States’ efforts to create a cohesive
84

Release of “Technology” to Certain Entities on the Entity List in the Context of
Standards Organizations, 85 Fed.Reg. 36, 719 (June 18, 2020) (codified at 15 C.F.R.
Pt. 744, 772).
85
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plan regarding 5G deployment and security.90 The National Strategy
to Secure 5G targets four main components of America’s 5G plan. The
components are (1) facilitating a domestic 5G rollout; (2) assessing
risks to 5G infrastructure; (3) addressing those identified risks; and (4)
promoting responsible global development and deployment.91 The
Strategy relies on inter-agency cooperation and private sector
cooperation to identify risks to the 5G infrastructure.92 To address
those risks, the Strategy relies heavily on the Federal Acquisition
Security Council (“FASC”) and the authority granted by Executive
Order 13873 on Securing the Information and Communications
Technology and Services Supply Chain.93
In December 2018, Congress passed the Strengthening and
Enhancing Cyber-capabilitiesby Utilizing Risk Exposure (“SECURE”)
Technology Act.94 The most important provision of theSECURE
Technology Act is Title II, known as the Federal Acquisition Supply
Chain Security Act.95 This provision established the FASC to identify
and recommend supply chain risk management standards, guidelines,
and practices for executive agencies.96 Essentially, the FASC can
control which technologies are used by the federal government to
ensure government computer system security. However, the Office of
Management and Budget only recently published its interim final rule
governing the FASC’s procedures and processes.97 It is important to
note that non-federal, U.S. entities are not required to share supply
chain risk information with the FASC.
On May 15, 2019, then-President Trump issued an Executive
Order to secure the information and communications technology and
services (“ICTS”) supply chain.98 In this Executive Order, the
90

National Strategy to Secure 5G of the United States of America, WHITE HOUSE
(Mar. 2020),hsdl.org/?view&did=835776.
91
Id. at 1.
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Id. at § 101.
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President invoked his authority pursuant to the International
Emergency Economic Powers Act to declare a national emergency. In
doing so, the President found that maintaining an open investment
climate in the ICTS arena must be balanced against the criticalnational
security threats posed by technological developments. In furtherance
of finding this balance, the President authorized the Secretary of
Commerce (in consultation with other departments and agencies), to
prohibit ICTS transactions involving foreign adversaries that pose an
“undue risk” or “unacceptable risk” to national security.99
Pursuant to the Executive Order on securing the ICTS supply
chain, the Secretary of Commerce was instructed to issue regulations
within 150 days establishing the procedures for reviewing these
transactions.100 The Department of Commerce issued a proposed rule,
which laid out procedures for reviewing transactions on a case-by-case
basis.101 On December 23, 2019, the Department of Commerce
extended the comment period for the proposed rule until January 10,
2020.102 However, the Secretary of Commerce has not issued a final
rule regarding these procedures.103
In addition to the FASC and Executive Order to secure the
ICTS supply chain, the federal government also relies on the 2019
National Defense Authorization Act (“NDAA”) to help secure its
computer systems.104
The 2019 NDAA specifically prohibits
government agencies from using technology produced by Huawei
(among others).105 Another section of the NDAA, which went into
force in August 2020, prohibits government agencies from contracting
99
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U.S. Dep’t of Com., 2017-2021.commerce.gov/news/pressreleases/2021/01/commerce-department-issues-interim-rule-secure-icts-supplychain.html (last visited Feb. 8, 2022) (Announcing an interim final rule and the final
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with entities that use Huawei technology “as a substantial or essential
component of any system, or as critical technology as part of any
system.”106 Again, the 2019 NDAA only regulates activities by
government agencies and the military; private corporations are not
impacted by this legislation.
It is likely that the resolution of many of these issues have been
delayed by the onset of the 2019 novel coronavirus (“COVID-19”),
which brought the U.S. government to a grinding halt in many areas.
To that effect, CISA has published an analysis report regarding the
impact of COVID-19 on the ICTS supply chain and how to build a
more resilient supply chain for the future.107 All these efforts are a
governmental attempt to ensure that the United States remains on the
forefront of developing technology and equipment.

B. Current Status of Cyber Response
1. Budapest Convention
In 1997, the Council of Europe (“CoE”) assembled a
committee of experts on crime in cyberspace. The CoE tasked this
committee with drafting a document laying out procedures for
addressing the growing issue of cybercrime.108 This draft document
laid the foundation for the Convention on Cybercrime (hereinafter
“the Budapest Convention” or “the Convention”). After extensive
revisions and an opportunity for the public to review the draft
document, the final draftof the Budapest Convention was opened for
signature in 2001 and came into force in 2004.109
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The Budapest Convention is currently the only binding
international agreement regarding cybercrime.110 Sixty-five states,
including twenty-one non-CoE states, such as the United States,have
ratified the Convention.111 For a state to become a member of the
Budapest Convention, a state must be invited by a Contracting State;112
there must be “unanimous consent of the Contracting States” to accept
the invitee;113 and, if the invitee is a non-CoE member, it must accept
the invitation within five years.114
The Convention’s primary purpose is to establish “a common
criminal policy aimed at the protection of society against
cybercrime.”115 The Convention requires signatory states to adopt
legislation at the domestic level criminalizing certain computerrelated offenses116 and establish general principles for mutual legal
assistance and international cooperation.117 However, the Convention
has been criticized for being too Western in nature and origin because
more than fifty percent of the contracting states are CoE members and
the United Statesis one of the few non-CoE members that has any
significant voice in the drafting of the Convention.118 Additionally,
due to varying interests and priorities of the original signatory nations,
many argue that the Convention is too broad in its definitions of

110
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certain cybercrimes and does not do enough to protect privacy rights
of individuals.119
Despite accusations of being too Western and a failure, the
Convention serves as a baseline for cyber strategies all over the
world.120 Given that there is no globally accepted definition of
cybercrime, the Budapest Convention has managed to create a system
where nations with different legal systems and traditions have agreed
on basic criminal activities that constitute cybercrime.121 The
Convention itself is backed by the Cybercrime Convention Committee
(“T- CY”), which assesses parties’ implementation of the Convention,
as well as the Cybercrime Programme Office (“C-PROC”), which
builds the worldwide capacity of sates to implement the
Convention.122 Thus, Convention members are held to Convention
standards by the T-CY while the C-PROC develops and encourages
new countries to adopt the Convention or, at least, base its own
cybercrime model around the Convention’s principles.123

a. Proposed Additional Protocol
It has been fifteen years since the Budapest Convention has
been updated.124 However, the substantive procedural elements have
119
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not been touched since the Convention was originally drafted.
Responding to the need for updates to the Convention, the Committee
of Ministers of the Council of Europe adopted the Second Additional
Protocol (“AP II”).125 AP II consists of the following elements: more
efficient mutual legal assistance; increased direct cooperation;
extended transborder searches; and increased rule of law and data
protection safeguards.126 These changes are intended to ensure that the
Convention remains relevant and addresses the developments in
cyberspace and cybercrime since the Convention’s drafting. There are
two provisions within AP II which merit specific discussion. Those
provisions are Article Seven and Article Eight.
Article Seven is entitled “Disclosure of Subscriber
Information.” The text of Article Seven requires that contracting
states promulgate legislature that allows “its competent authorities to
issue an order to be submitted directly to a service provider in the
territory of another Party . . . where the subscriber information is
needed for the issuing Party’s specific criminal investigations or
proceedings.”127 The explanatory report, which accompanies the text
of AP II, explains that this provision will allow law enforcement to
request the “subscriber’s identity, postal or geographical address,
telephone or other access number, billing and payment information”
and states that a request pursuant to this paragraph “may include
certain Internet Protocol (“IP”) address information—for example,
the IP address used at the time when an account was created, the most
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recent log-on IP address or the log-on IP addresses used at a specific
time.”128
Article Eight is entitled “Giving Effect to Orders from Another
Party for Expedited Production of Subscriber Information and Traffic
Data.” The text of this Article requires that Contracting States
implement legislature compelling service providers within their
domestic jurisdiction “to produce specified and stored subscriber
information” upon receiving an order from a requesting nation.129
Essentially, this provision enables law enforcement to go directly to a
service provider and compel that service provider to disclose the
requested information without the involvement of the service
provider’s host nation.

b. Proposed Russia-China Cyber Treaty
Since 2011, China and Russia have made annual proposals to
the UN General Assembly regarding information security and
cybercrime.130 Most of these proposals have stalleddue to a lack of
global support. However, on January 13, 2015, China and Russia’s
proposal to the UN General Assembly started to gain traction in the
global community.131 This proposal led to the creation of an
intergovernmental expert group tasked with writing a report on the
current status of global cybercrime.132 It ultimately resulted in the
adoption of another draft document entitled “Countering the use of
128
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130
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Uzbekistan addressed to the Secretary-General, U.N. Doc. A/69/723 (Jan. 13, 2015)
[hereinafter Russia-China Proposal].
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Release, General Assembly, GeneralAssembly Approves $3.07 Billion Programme
Budget as It Adopts 22 Resolutions, GA/12235 (Dec. 27, 2019),
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information and communication technologies for criminal purposes”
and the creation of an open-ended ad hoc intergovernmental
committee of experts to explore the creation of an international
convention regarding cybercrime.133
The success of this proposal indicates a global shift in attitude
regarding the purpose and treatment of the Internet. The United
States and most Western nations believe the Internet should be open,
free, and secure—a platform for free speech and the exchange of
ideas.134 However, the current Russia-China proposal focuses more on
internet censorship and cyber sovereignty (a concept which will be
explained more in depth in Subsection C).135 The United States
staunchly opposed this resolution believing that it “would stifle global
anti-cybercrime efforts” and that it was premature to launch a
committee exploring a new convention before the appointed panel of
experts produced their report on the status of global cybercrime.136
2. Domestic Structure and Law
Cyberspace offers a vast array of capabilities and issues that
are addressed by an equally vast array of government agencies and
departments. While preventing and prosecuting cybercrime are
typically the most visible aspects of the field, another area of
importance includes the development of partnerships with private
corporations to counter cyber threats.

a. Federal Organization
Similar to the field of cybersecurity and cyberspace itself, the
U.S. agencies and departments tasked to handle cybersecurity are,
themselves, growing and developing. There are at least eight federal
departments as well as several law enforcement agencies that each play
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a significant role in cybercrime investigation, prosecution, and
enforcement.137 Not only are there a variety of agencies dealing with
different aspects of cybersecurity, but there is also a veritable army of
congressional committees and subcommittees claiming jurisdiction
over cybersecurity policy.138
In an attempt to unite the capabilities and operations of each
agency, then-President Obama created the position of cybersecurity
coordinator.139 The cybersecurity coordinator sat on the National
Security Council and acted as a focal point for the nation’s cyber
efforts. With so many agencies and programs involving the cyber
domain, the cybersecurity coordinator was tasked with developing a
new comprehensive cyber strategy; organizing a unified response to
future cyber incidents; and strengthening public-private
partnerships.140 In order to properly respond to a cyberattack, the
cybersecurity coordinator facilitated communication between cyberrelated agencies and created an action plan to mitigate the damage
after a large-scale attack. However, in 2018, National Security Advisor
Bolton eliminated the cybersecurity coordinator position, claiming
that the position was redundant and that other agencies were already
performing the same or similar functions.141 Many experts criticized
this move and claimed that it downplayed the importance of
cybersecurity in the U.S. national security plan andresponse.142
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Shortly after the elimination of the cybersecurity coordinator
position, Congress passed the CISA Act.143 The Act, signed into law
on November 16, 2018, reorganized existing programs within the DHS
to create CISA.144 Previously, DHS’s National Protection and
Programs Directorate was responsible for reducing and eliminating
threats to U.S. critical infrastructure, both physical and cyber.145
However, after hackers stole records regarding approximately twentytwo million current, former, and aspiring government employees
from the Office of Personnel Management (“OPM”), legislators
realized that the cybersecurity in the federal government needed a
serious reevaluation.146
While CISA is just beginning to grow into its role, the new
director claimed that the lack of a cybersecurity coordinator has not
hindered U.S. cyber deterrence efforts and asserted that the absence of
the position does not mean that there is no coordination of U.S. cyber
efforts.147 In fact, CISA’s mission is to “lead the National effort to
understand and manage cyber and physical risk to our critical
infrastructure.”148 Congress has tasked CISA with coordinating
security as well as building the national capacity to defend against
cyberattacks; this includes safeguarding federal government cyber
assets (such as the records lost in the OPM hack).149
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In addition to creating CISA, Congress established the
Cyberspace Solarium Commissionwith the 2019 NDAA. The purpose
of the Commission was to “develop a consensus on a strategic
approach to defending the United States in cyberspace against cyber
attacks [sic] of significant consequences.”150 The 2020 Cyberspace
Solarium Commission’s report recommended a layered approach to
cyber defense capabilities as well as the creation of a new cybersecurity
office within the U.S. government, the Office of the NCD.151 The 2021
NDAA contains a provision requiring the immediate establishment of
an NCD position within the Executive Office of the President.152

b. Cybersecurity Laws Governing Private Corporations
After a cyberattack, private corporations must consider the
scope and severity of thebreach to determine which parties they are
legally obligated to notify. Potential parties include the victim
corporation’s investors, customers, commercial partners, and,
potentially, law enforcement. However, this disclosure determination
depends on the discrete laws of the state governing the corporation as
well as a handful of federal disclosure obligations. This results in even
further complications, particularly for larger companies who may be
subject to multiple jurisdictions, as each state and territory has its own
data breach law resulting in fifty-four unique legal regimes.153
Additionally, there is very little incentive for businesses to
cooperate with law enforcement and federal oversight agencies, which
is reflected in the number of reported breaches. In 2011, the Security
and Exchange Commission (“SEC”) issued guidance regarding
reporting requirements. However, since that time, only 106
companies reported incidents to the SEC despite there being at least
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4,732 successful cyberattacks on U.S. businesses.154 This clearly
indicates that breaches are drastically underreported to the federal
government. To effectively investigate and attribute cybercrimes to
their source, law enforcement must have access to this breach
information as soon as it is detected.
Given the inconsistency in reporting requirements and the
overall lack of reporting to law enforcement, federal officials are
beginning to consider alternatives to state regulation. For example,
Deputy Assistant Attorney General of the National Security Division,
Adam S. Hickey,recommended to the Senate Subcommittee on Crime
and Terrorism that Congress pass a federal data breach law, which will
“include a requirement to promptly notify law enforcement in
addition to, and in advance of, notification to impacted customers.
Government notification would increase federal law enforcement’s
ability to pursue hackers and prevent databreaches.”155
The importance of folding the private sector into the United
States’ overall cybersecurity plan is reflected in the potential damage
an attack on private industry could cause. For example, if a malicious
actor targets a privately owned utility, such as a water company, the
loss of that service could impact millions of Americans. This threat is
also demonstrated by the real-world implications of the cyberattack
against Ukraine’s power grid as previously mentioned. Thus, even
though an industry is privately operated, an attack on such an industry
could constitute “an attack against [a] nation’s critical infrastructure
and, therefore, against [the] nation.”156
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C. Understanding China’s Perceptions of Cyberspace
In order to understand the U.S.-China relationship in
cyberspace, it is critical to have at least a basic understanding of the
fundamental differences in how the United States and China perceive
the challenges and threats presented by the digital arena. China and
the United States have very divergent cultures with regards to legal
systems and societal values, which results in different views in foreign
policy and international affairs.157
While an in-depth comparative law analysis between U.S. and
Chinese systems is beyondthe scope of this Article, the purpose of this
section is to provide a basic overview of the United States’
understanding of Chinese priorities in cyberspace. These are the
lenses through which China views cyberspace, a perspective that U.S.
national security practitioners must understand to successfully secure
cyberspace. Two of those main priorities are cyber sovereignty and
mutualstrategic trust, which includes perceived U.S. hegemony over
cyberspace. This section will also provide a brief overview of previous
U.S.-China dialogues regarding conduct in cyberspace.
1. Cyber Sovereignty
The creation of the cyber domain introduced a new frontier,
whose ownership is up for grabs. Some nations believe cyberspace
should be a free and independent area controlled byprivate individuals
and companies.158 Other nations believe cyberspace should be
controlled by nation-states and each nation should be able to
determine what information is available and limit their citizens’ access
to this new space.159

157

SCOTT W. HAROLD ET AL., GETTING TO YES WITH CHINA IN CYBERSPACE 3-4
(2016), www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1335.html.
158
Sascha Meinrath & Nathalia Foditsch, How Other Countries Deal with Net
Neutrality, SMITHSONIAN (Dec. 15, 2017).
159
Paul Bischoff, Internet Censorship 2020: A Global Map of Internet Restrictions,
COMPARITECH (Jan. 15, 2020),www.comparitech.com/blog/vpn-privacy/internetcensorship-map/.

150

National Security
Law Journal

[Vol. 9:2

The concept of a government-controlled and censored
internet runs contrary to U.S. interests and intents regarding the
Internet, as spelled out in the U.S. National Cyber Strategy. Pursuant
to the Cyber Strategy, one of the United States’ key tenants for the
Internet is that it remains “open, interoperable, reliable, and secure.”160
The Cyber Strategy also states that the responsibility of cybersecurity
and the security of U.S. critical infrastructure “is shared by the private
sector and the Federal Government.”161
However, China places its focus on information control and
preserving the interests of the government, a concept referred to as
cyber sovereignty. An expert of Sino-U.S. defense relations described
the concept of cyber sovereignty “as the foundation for a new
internationalcode of conduct for cyberspace . . . in which the principle
of sovereignty enshrined in the UN Charter extends to cyberspace.”162
Thus, to understand China’s perspective regarding cyber sovereignty,
one must understand traditional national sovereignty pursuant to the
UN Charter.
According to the UN Charter, member-states are entitled to
“sovereign equality”163 in exchange for fulfilling “in good faith the
obligations assumed by them in accordance with the present
Charter.”164 This is intended to ensure that all nations, regardless of
traditional measures of power or size, are regarded as deserving equal
treatment and respect of their sovereign rights. The UN Charter also
upholds the principle of non-intervention amongst member states.
Article 2(4) of the Charter calls on all member-states to respect the
sovereignty, territorial integrity, and political independence of other
member-states.165 This principle of non-intervention echoes the
notion of co-equal sovereigns.166 Out of respect for sovereignty, no
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nation should attempt to interfere in the internal affairs of another.167
These traditional notions of sovereignty are “under pressure by a
combination of international tensions and disruptive digital
transformation throughout economy and society.”168
One of the most treasured and traditional areas of sovereignty
is the exclusive ability to enforce criminal sanctions and conduct law
enforcement activities within one’s own territory.169 However, the
digital transformation is not limited to the economy but has resulted
in a new categoryof crime: cybercrime. These crimes are comprised of
new variants of old crimes (for example: fraud, money laundering, and
information theft) as well as an array of new crimes (such as
ransomware and denial of service attacks).170 Cybercrime can
originate from and target any nation in the world resulting in
unprecedented complications to criminal investigation and law
enforcement.
Nations have attempted to overcome these challenges while
preserving their sovereignty through mutual legal assistance
agreements. These agreements are typically executed through bilateral
treaties, which create reciprocal obligations to provide assistance in
gathering evidence and information regarding transnational crime
like cybercrime.171 These treaties are typically bilateral as this allows
them to be “tailored to a particular relationship” and also permits
“states to choose their treaty partners.”172 China and the United States
entered into such a treaty in 2000.173 This treaty ensures a basic level
of cooperation and mutual assistance between the two nations in
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furtherance of preventing crime, namely cybercrime.174 This bilateral
treaty constituted a crucial step forward in Sino-U.S. relations;
however, further steps are often hindered by the lack of mutual
strategic trust between the two nations. The next section explores this
concept in greater depth as well as its influence in Chinese foreign
affairs.
2. Mutual Strategic Trust
Mutual strategic trust is an important concept to Chinese
practitioners and experts.175 However, this concept is not one that
frequently surfaces in Western practice and strategic conversations. A
simple definition of the term is that “both sides are aware of each
other’s strategic purposes while holding positive expectations of each
other’s positions and actions onissues of vital interests.”176 This does
not mean that mutual strategic trust requires complete disclosure of
priorities and prerogatives; however, it does entail an expectation that
conversations and interactions be sincere and consider the mutual
benefit of both nations.177 Mutual strategic trust constitutes the
foundational framework that two nations recognize that they have
more in common than not and that both nations are invested in a
healthy, long-term relationship.178
The current level of mutual strategic trust between China and
the United States is negligible, if any exists at all.179 In fact, China has
expressed concerns regarding the perceived monopoly that the United
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States enjoys over the Internet.180 China has even gone so far as to label
this perceived U.S. monopoly and dominance in cyberspace as “cyber
hegemony.”181 This description and perception indicate the lack of
trust and common interests currently expressed between China and
the United States, particularly in cyberspace. The lack of mutual
strategic trust makes it difficult for China’s representatives to engage
in a meaningful relationship and discussions with U.S. representatives
on the future of global policies and rules in cyberspace.
However, this does not mean that the United States and China
cannot establish a relationship based on mutual strategic trust in the
future. Nor does it mean that the United States and China cannot
engage in productive conversations regarding the future of cyberspace
and cybersecurity in the absence of this mutual strategic trust.182
Building that mutual trust will take time, dedication, and resources on
both sides. Despite the current tensions in the relationship, parties on
both sides of the Pacific have attempted to reach out and engage in
constructive dialogue regarding the future of cyberspace. In order to
understand the future of the Sino-U.S. relationship, it is important to
understand past dialogues. The next section details some of those
recent efforts.
3. Previous Dialogues Between the U.S and China
The Sino-U.S. relationship experienced many ups and downs
in the last ten years. The decade began with a series of mixed formalinformal talks between Chinese and U.S. think-tanks, civilian research
institutes, and government personnel.183 These mixed talks were
interspersed with formal government talks and were eventually
supplemented by the U.S.-China High-Level Joint Dialogue on
Cybercrime and Related Issues which began in 2015 after President Xi
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Jinping’s state visit to the United States in September of 2015.184 The
High-Level Joint Dialogue continued until 2017 when it was replaced
by the U.S.-China Law Enforcement and Cybersecurity Dialogue after
President Xi’s meeting with then-President Trump in April of 2017.185
However, since the increased trade tensions between the United States
and China, discussions regarding the future of cyberspace at the
highest levels have “been in limbo.”186 In 2019, representatives from
the United States and China engaged in a Track Two dialogue to
discuss the risks ofcyber conflict.187
Between 2009 and 2017, the Center for Strategic and
International Studies in the United States and the China Institute of
Contemporary International Relations held formal and informal
meetings on cybersecurity. These meetings were originally proposed
as the Track 2.0 dialogue but became known as the Track 1.5 dialogue
due to the heavy involvement of non-government officials in the
working groups.188 The purpose of these meetings was to “reduce
misperceptions and to increase transparency of both countries’
authorities and understand how each country approaches
cybersecurity, and to identify areas of potential cooperation, including
confidence building measures and agreement on norms and rules for
cybersecurity.”189
During these meetings, China repeatedly
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emphasized the importance sovereignty in the information sphere and
articulated its worries about U.S. dominance in cyberspace.190
In 2015, the discussions between the United States and China
were elevated to the highest levels via a state meeting between thenPresident Obama and President Xi. During this meeting, the two
leaders reached agreement that neither country would “conduct or
knowingly support cyber- enabled theft of intellectual property,
including trade secrets or other confidential business information,
with the intent of providing competitive advantages to companies or
commercial sectors.”191 This agreement was touted as a success and a
significant first step toward improving relations between China and
the United States.192 The state meeting also resulted in an agreement
to hold the U.S.-China High-Level Joint Dialogue on Cybercrime and
Related Issues.193
The U.S.-China High-Level Joint Dialogue on Cybercrime
and Related Issues had its firstmeeting in December of 2015.194 During
the first meeting, the U.S. Attorney General and China’s State
Councilor reached an agreement regarding guidelines for requesting
assistance on cybercrime and responding to these requests.195 Both
sides also agreed to develop further cooperation to combat cyberenabled crimes and established a group of cyber incident and network
protection experts in furtherance of this goal.196 In June 2016, the
second meeting specifically addressed misuse of technology and
communications to facilitate terrorism and created an action plan to
address the threat posed from business e-mail compromise scams.197
190
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The third, and final, meeting of the High-Level Joint Dialogue was
held in December 2016 where the group launched the U.S.-China
Cybercrime Hotline to facilitate expedited cooperation between the
two nations.198 The group also continued its discussions regarding
cybercrime deterrence and network protection.199
In 2017, the U.S.-China Law Enforcement and Cybersecurity
Dialogue replaced the Obama administration’s dialogue.200 The first,
and only, meeting affirmed the commitments of the previous High
Level Joint Dialogue, declared both nations’ intentions to make
progress on those previous commitments, and both nations agreed to
meet in 2018 to measure and discuss their progress.201 However,
escalating tensions between the United States and China have
prevented productive cybersecurity conversations between the two
governments since 2018. Despite these tensions and difficulties, in
2019, a Track Two Dialogue began to analyze the situation between
the two nations and discuss the risks of cyber conflict.202
III.

ADDRESSING INTERNATIONAL AND DOMESTIC CHALLENGES:
PROPOSED SOLUTIONS
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setting organizations. First, this Article proposes new membership
protocols which convey a message of inclusivity and acceptance.
Additionally, AP II contains two specific provisions which would
further alienate non-member nations (namely China and Russia) and
solidify the Convention’s place as a “Western” treaty. In accordance
with previous criticisms, these provisions should be removed or, at
least, amended. Second, as already recognized, the United States, both
private companies and government, must continue to participate in
international standard-setting organizations to preserve international
unity and increase U.S. input regarding the global 5G process.
Subsection B addresses domestic solutions to the United
States’ cyber readiness. First, CISA is perfectly placed to act as the
desperately needed governmental focal point for all cyber-related
issues. Congress should reject proposals creating an NCD at this time.
Second, due to the United States’ privatization of infrastructure and
critical systems, private corporations are integral to national security.
As suggested by Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”) Director
Christopher Wray, a mandatory reporting requirement for data
breaches in private corporations would ensure that the federal
government is apprised of all malicious cyber activity and further
protect private corporations by increasing cooperation and
information sharing.203 Finally, this Article supports opening and
diversifying the supply chain through existing solutions, such as the
Blue Dot Network, which do not target specific entities, but rather set
impartial and consistent technical requirements for supply chain
sources.

A. Reforms to International Law and U.S. Participation
As previously discussed, the Budapest Convention was signed
in 2001 and came into force in 2004. The technological advances of
the last twenty years have been enormous. Today’s global community
faces issues that the drafters of the Convention did not account for,
including data confidentiality and responsibilities of Internet service
203
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providers.204 While it is true that the Convention was initially
groundbreaking, there are significant issues with the Convention as
applied today.
One of the main attacks against the Convention is that it was
drafted by Western nationsand thus does not reflect the interests of
non-Western nations. China and Russia regularly repeat this criticism
and argue that the Convention should be replaced by a truly global
agreement.205 However, the time and resources it would take to agree
on a new global cybercrime treaty, if an agreement could be reached at
all, would be better spent elsewhere. Thus, the United States should
lead the effort to modify the existing Convention. The keys to these
reforms lie in a new proposal amending membership procedures and
heeding current calls to revise the proposed additional protocol.
The United States should answer previous calls to increase its
participation in global standard-setting organizations (such as 3GPP)
to address mounting cyber issues. The world isalready in disarray
regarding cyberspace and cybercrime, the United States should take
all necessary steps to prevent further fragmentation. To ensure the
continuation of “an open, interoperable, reliable, and secure Internet,”
the United States needs to create larger global buy-in and support for
this concept.206
In order to ensure a single, global internet in the future, the
United States must recognize the serious possibility that China could
establish its own independent internet servers. This secondary option
could attract other nations, such as China’s traditional and regional
allies, thus creating a divide in the international community and the
very fabric of the global economy. To prevent this, the United States
should lead the way and open discussions regarding the future of the
Internet and cybersecurity.
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1. Reforms to the Budapest Convention

a. Western Dominance and Calls for a New
Convention
The primary argument against the Convention is that it was
drafted primarily by Westernnations and that the exclusion of other
nations (such as China and Russia) has resulted in the Convention’s
inability to fulfill its original purpose: global action against
cybercrime.207 In fact, a comprehensive study conducted by the UN
Office of Drugs and Crime (“UNODC”)
concluded that
“fragmentation at the international level” could “lead to the emergence
of country cooperation ‘clusters’” which are not “well suited to the
global nature of cybercrime.”208 China has already expressed concerns
over U.S. “cyber dominance” and have even labeled this dominance as
“cyber hegemony.”209 In its report, UNODC recommended that the
international community work on developing a comprehensive
multilateral instrument on cybercrime to remedy the deficiencies in
the global cyber response.210
The Chinese government has made it clear that its primary
concern is cyber sovereignty and information control.211 Additionally,
the Chinese are concerned about the perceived monopoly that the
United States enjoys over the Internet and seems to have concluded
that the United States has de facto control over the Internet.212 In 2015,
China and the United States engaged in a series of negotiations
(known as Track 1.5 U.S.-China Cyber Security Dialogue) where the
two nations discussed the future of cyberspace. Throughout the
negotiations, the “Chinese emphasis on sovereignty in the information
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sphere persisted” as did “China’s perception that that United States
dominated and would continue to dominate cyberspace.”213
In accordance with concerns regarding Western dominance
in the Budapest Convention and a mutual desire to strengthen
sovereignty in cyberspace, China and Russia have proposed a new
convention on cybersecurity.214 While the language of the proposal
seems innocuous on itsface, it poses a threat to the overall freedom
and openness of the Internet through human rights violations and
government control. Human rights organizations submitted a public
letter to the UN General Assembly protesting the potential human
rights violations of the proposed convention.215 Specifically, the
proposal prohibits “criminal purposes” in cyberspace, but does not
define what those purposes are. Human rights organizations worry
that this proposal could be used to criminalize “ordinary online
behaviour [sic] that is protected under international human rights
law,” such as the ability to advocate for racial equality or criticize one’s
government.216
Additionally, the proposed treaty contains two specific
provisions that run contrary to the interests and freedoms of U.S.
citizens. The first issue would curtail freedom of speech on the
Internet while the second would bring Internet governance and
regulation under the exclusive control of sovereign nations. These
general issues have already been targeted by critics of the proposed
treaty.217
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First, the proposal specifically calls for “curbing dissemination
of information that . . . inflames hatred on ethnic, racial, or religious
grounds.”218 This language runs afoul of the First Amendment of the
U.S. Constitution, which prohibits Congress from passing any law
“abridging the freedom of speech.”219 While U.S. courts have upheld
the constitutionality of criminalizing speech inciting violence, it is
highly unlikely that the proposed text would pass constitutional
muster.220 For example, after mass shootings at New Zealand mosques
in Christchurch shooting where fifty-one individuals were killed, the
United States declined to support the Christchurch call to prohibit
online extremism, which arguably inspired the shootings due to these
same free speech concerns.221
Second, the proposal calls for “international governance of the
Internet” by sovereign states, which effectively eliminates private
companies from the conversation.222 If this convention went into
effect, the United States would likely not sign and ratify the treaty.
However, if it did, it would require an unprecedented level of
government oversight of private companies, like Facebook and
Google, for the federal government to maintain the required level of
control and “governance of the Internet.” It is a cornerstone of U.S.
policy that the federal government work hand-in-hand with private
corporations to ensure the freedom and openness of the Internet.223
Finally, as pointed out by the Department of State, the noncontroversial provisions of the Russia-China proposal are duplicative
of the Budapest Convention.224 The calls for cooperationand mutual
assistance in deterring and prosecuting cybercrime are essentially the
218
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220
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same. These redundancies and specific issues make the proposal an
untenable waste of resources; particularly to nations who support a
truly free Internet where individuals can share thoughts without
government interference.
Not only are there issues with the specific proposal by Russia
and China, but there are issues with a new cyber convention in general.
The first issue is that the negotiation of a new cyber convention will
cost a huge amount of time and resources.225 These resources should
instead be allocated to efforts and projects assisting nations develop
their cyber defense and practical ability to deter cybercrime.226
Additionally, the Budapest Convention is, arguably, accomplishing its
purpose—“there are 64 member-states that are members of it, and
over 130 countries use it as the basis for how they govern cyber crime
[sic].”227 Despite accusations of being a failure, the Convention has
served as a baseline for cyber strategies all over the world. Admittedly,
the Convention requires some updating and should become more
global in nature, but those concerns can be addressed, in part, through
the two proposed changes to the Convention in the next two sections.
To come to a meeting of the minds regarding global
cybersecurity, the United States mustrenew conversations with China,
both formal and informal.228 In 2015, then-President Obama struck
an agreement with President Xi regarding the prevention of “cyberenabled theft of intellectual property.”229 Economic espionage is one
of the United States’ greatest concerns.230 As a result of the 2015
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agreement, Chinese cyber activity is occurring “at lower volumes than
existed before the [agreement].”231 While China still engages in cyber
operations targeting the United States, these operations do not seem
to violate the agreement. This agreement wasphrased very specifically
to ensure the United States could also continue cyber operations
without violating the agreement.232 Even though Chinese cyber
operations continue to pose a national security threat to the United
States, the fact that the limits of this agreement have had a real-world
impact on China’s operations constitutes a ray of hope for mutual trust
and understanding moving forward; first with bilateral agreements
(like the 2015 agreement) then multilateral agreements (like the
Budapest Convention).
In order to start down the road to true global cooperation, the
United States must work with China and like-nations to determine
how to best address their concerns while still ensuring the needs of the
United States and its allies are also met. This can only be accomplished
through diplomatic means as well as formal and informal cooperation.
While accounting for differences in culture and legal systems233 will,
admittedly, limit the reach of the Convention, it is the only way to
ensure the Convention actually constitutes a global response to
cybercrime and to prevent the formation of “country cooperation
clusters.”234

b. New Proposal to Amend Membership Protocol
Under the Convention, to admit a new, non-CoE member,
there must be a “unanimous consent of the Contracting States.”235
231
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Pursuant to the CoE’s Treaty Office of the Directorate of Legal Advice
and Public International Law, the decision regarding an invitation
must “be unanimously agreed by those Council of Europe members
which have ratified the Convention.”236 The Convention further
requires that the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe
must issue an invitation to the proposed member.237 A non-CoE
nation has five years to accept the invitation before it lapses.238 These
requirements impose an onerous burden on any non-CoE nation
seeking to join the Convention and sets the balance of power in favor
of those nations already party to the Convention.
By contrast, to join the UN, an applicant presents their request
to the UN Secretary-General along with a letter stating that the nation
accepts the obligations of the UN Charter.239 The Security Council as
well as the General Assembly consider the membership and vote on
the applicant’s admission.240 To pass in the Security Council, an
applicant needs nine of the fifteen member states to approve (with no
veto from any of the five permanent members).241 In the General
Assembly, an applicant needs two-thirds of the body to vote in favor
of admission.242 While the UN admission process is rigorous, it is selfinitiated by the perspective member anddoes not require a unanimous
vote to permit admission.
In order to encourage new member states to join the
Convention, the admission process should be updated to reflect the
UN model and eliminate the membership preference for CoE nations.
The UN model is already accepted by the international community
and has been for decades. The Convention faces enough challenges to
236
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its relevance without the administrative rigmarole of a needlessly
burdensome admission process. For the Convention to truly
constitute a global stance against cybercrime, the United States (and
other Convention members) need to indicate their willingness to open
the dialogue with all nations through a more relaxed membership
process. Amendment of the membership protocol is a simple gesture
which indicates the more open nature of the Convention.
The membership provisions of Article 37(1)-(2) should be
combined and amended toread as follows:
After the entry into force of this Convention, any State which
desiresto become a Member to the Convention shall submit an
applicationto the Secretary General for the Council of Europe.
Such applicationshall contain a declaration, made in a formal
instrument, that the State in question accepts the obligations
contained in the Convention. The Contracting Members shall
consider whether the applicant is willing to carry out the
obligations contained in the Convention. After consulting with
and obtaining the consent of two- thirds of the Contracting
States to the Convention, the Secretary General shall inform the
applicant State of the decision of the Contracting States, made
in a formal instrument. The applicant State shall become a
member upon receipt of the formal instrument of acceptance.

This proposed amendment closely mirrors the existing
language of the Convention with additions from the text of the UN
Charter. The amalgamation of the membership protocols should
allow for a fairly seamless application due to the consistency of the
general process with changes only to the majority required for
admission (two-thirds as opposed to unanimous). If, for example,
China decided to join the Convention under this proposed
membership protocol, the government would no longer have to wait
for an invitation. Instead, China’s government could submit a letter
to the CoE Secretary General indicating their intention and
willingness to adhere to the Convention’s obligations. The Secretary
General would then consult with all Contracting States (not just CoE
members) and, if two-thirds concur, inform China that their
membership request is approved. Pursuant to existing Convention
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language, China would then become a full member of the Convention
on the day it receives notification of its acceptance.
It is likely that the CoE States will oppose amendment to the
membership protocol. Afterall, the Convention is the brain-child of
the CoE and the membership protocol was drafted to give the CoE
added control over membership, and consequently the direction, of
the Convention. In its current form and membership composition,
the Convention can meet theneeds of similarly-minded nations and
thus specifically address the goals and priorities of those nations,
making it a more effective tool against cybercrime. Opening
membership to nations with different goals and priorities will limit the
Convention’s reach and prevent its deterrent effect.
However, the fact that the Convention is controlled primarily
by Western nations inhibits its ability to act as a global check on
cybercrime.243 In reality, the Convention’s membership is two-thirds
CoE States with the remainder of member-states comprised of likeminded allies. If the CoE truly intends this document to guide the
global fight against cybercrime, all members of the global community,
particularly nations with different priorities, must become party to the
Convention. If the Convention is limited to like-minded nations, then
other nations not party to the Convention will engage in their own
agreements thus resulting in fragmentation and countrycooperation
clusters which will hinder the global fight against cybercrime.244
Thus, the Convention’s original membership protocol should
be amended to reflect the above proposed membership procedure.
Instead of unanimous approval coupled with an invitation
requirement, membership of the Convention should allow the
applicant to initiate the membership process and require a two-thirds
majority approval, similar to the UN membership process. This
243
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amendment would constitute a subtle, but important, shift in the
power dynamic of the Convention away from a Western-focus to a
truly global perspective.

c. Problems with Proposed Additional Protocol II
The negotiations regarding AP II are active and ongoing. As
previously discussed, the Chinese government, among others, already
perceive the Convention as being oriented toward Western priorities
and ideologies. In order to rectify this perception, the United States
should adopt existing calls for the AP II negotiations to be delayed.
Instead of pursuing a substantive additional protocol, the United
States should sponsor the above amendment to membership protocol
and allow other nations (including China) to apply for membership
and join before passing any additional substantive protocol to the
Convention. This delay will allow new member-nations (such as
China and Russia) to provide meaningful input to AP II which will
allow the protocol to reflect global concerns and priorities.
The delay in adopting AP II is especially necessary given the
status of the current proposed text. As written, the new protocol
creates new issues with the Convention and will only increase China’s
existing concerns regarding membership. Articles Four and Five of
AP II are ofmost concern. Both provisions relate to the expansion of
mutual legal assistance requirements among member-states. Article
Four, as written, requires the disclosure of a broad scope of
information transfer between member states.245 Article Five requires
member-states to give immediate effect to orders from other nationstates.246 The issues with the text of these provisions boils down to two
primary concerns: (1) the broad category of required information
disclosure; and (2) lack of contact with the host nation regarding
requests.
Supporters for these provisions, such as the Protocol Drafting
Group, argue that they are necessary to combat the rapidly evolving
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area of cybercrime.247 The process of information sharing under
traditional information sharing schemes (such as mutual legal
assistance treaties) are too cumbersome and simply cannot keep up
with the speed of cybercrime. For example, data modification
constitutes a significant hurdle when it comes to using evidence in
criminal court proceedings.248
Cybercriminals often employ
techniques to cover their digital tracks which make it more difficult to
find incriminating data.249 The longer it takes for law enforcement to
access an infected computer system, the more difficult it is to properly
reconstruct the digital crime scene. Thus, by the time a mutual legal
assistance request is tendered to a foreign nation’s government and
answered, the information sought may be impossible for investigators
to piece together in a useable format.
As previously discussed, cyber sovereignty is one of China’s
top concerns. Article Fourof AP II increases mutual legal assistance
in regard to cybersecurity. In the context of cybercrime, seamless
cooperation and information sharing is vital to gathering evidence and
holding perpetrators accountable.250
However, the level of
cooperation and information sharing required by the Convention
should establish the proverbial floor of cooperation in cyberspace,
which includes the global concerns of China and its allies. The other
nations privy to the Convention can utilize bilateral mutual legal
assistance treaties specifically tailored to cybercrime which can rise
above the floor set by the Convention.
The broad category of information disclosure under the
proposed AP II should be concerning even to the United States. While
it is important to deter cybercrime and hold hackers responsible, it is
247
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equally important that law enforcement not lose sight of potential civil
liberties violations. As written, under AP II members of the
Convention can request the subscriber’s identity, payment
information, type of communication service used, physical address,
and static and dynamic IP addresses.251 While the content of a
communication is not included in this data dump, the level of
information required by this provision should be more narrowly
tailored to limit the unnecessary dissemination of personal data. The
provision does contain an optional process for notification to the
receiving nation which should alleviate some of China’s sovereignty
concerns.252 However, China should be able to opine on this provision
as a memberof the Convention before it is ratified and implemented.
While the Contracting States cannot wait indefinitely for
China to accede to update the Convention’s provisions, they should
avoid taking steps which continue to alienate China and other likeminded nations in the interim. While there is no guarantee that China
will ever become a member of the Convention, the establishment of
an international cybersecurity regime can be analogized to the
establishment of the nuclear arms control regime. Similar to nuclear
weapons, mutual vulnerability to cybercrime and cyberattacks will
likely lead nations to develop “rules, norms, and standards of behavior
that brought order to what was highly contested and valuable
terrain.”253 This process will take time and effort, but a unified
cybersecurity regime would “mitigate uncertainty, strengthen legal
liability, and reduce transaction costs related to the use of
cyberspace.”254
The second provision (lack of contact with the host nation) is,
again, an ideal to eventually strive for, but something that is not
practically feasible right now. This provision is similar to the recently
251
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passed CLOUD Act, which permits law enforcement agencies to
directly contact service providers for stored communications without
going through the host nation.255 Those agreements are negotiated on
an individual basis with nations that meet U.S. standards for due
process and law enforcement tactics. To date, there is only one
agreement in effect.256
While obviating the need to contact the host nation directly
saves precious time when it comes to law enforcement efforts, this step
is indisputably an encroachment on a nation’s traditional sovereign
ability to regulate law enforcement in their own territory. As indicated
by the tedious and lengthy negotiations involved in the CLOUD Act,257
this step requires an enormous amount of trust and mutual
understanding between nations. While reaching this level should be a
global objective, there is currently too much diversity in position and
opinion for it to be a viable option for all Convention members at this
point.
This type of information-sharing provision can be
individually negotiated through bilateral mutual legal assistance
agreements, but it is not feasible to apply to the entire Convention.
Mutual legal assistance agreements constitute a legally binding process
between governments intended to facilitate information sharing in
regard to criminal activities.258 Thefact that this provision is on the
255
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table demonstrates the like-mindedness of the current Convention
members, which betrays its exclusion of certain members of the global
population.
Thus, AP II should include a process for expedited
information requests from a foreign country. However, this process
must be based on trust and mutual understanding. In order to reach
that level with nations like China, the United States should strengthen
its formal and informal law enforcement cooperation efforts with
China and building that trust. These mutual legal assistance
provisions, which should be rapid but allow for appropriate review,
will addressChina’s concern over information control while allowing
the prosecution of bad actors in cyberspace. Reinforcing certain
notions of cyber sovereignty demonstrates that the United States takes
China’s concerns seriously and will assist in fostering a future of
cooperation and stability in cyberspace while also protecting U.S.
citizens and U.S. interests in cyberspace.
2. U.S. Participation in International Standard Setting
Organizations

a. Participation of Private American Industry
Standard-setting organizations form the foundation of the
international community’s response to emergent global issues,
including cybersecurity and developing technologies. In thecontext of
5G, global consensus standards and specifications are informed by
almost 600 member-organizations working together to ensure
interoperability between networks and devices.259 Despite the
Department of Commerce promulgating a new rule allowing U.S.
companies to participate in certain standard-setting bodies where
Huawei is also a member, the negotiations and discussions concerning
the standards for 5G continued during the United States’ year-long
absence from the process which, arguably, left the United States with
some catching up to do.260
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While U.S. businesses were waiting on clarification from the
Department of Commerce, the process of developing and
standardizing 5G technology continued moving forward. Particularly,
between May 2019 and early 2020 (before the onset of COVID-19),
3GPP did a great deal of development for Releases 16 and 17. Release
16 was frozen before the Department of Commerce amended the EAR
thus prohibiting U.S. companies from participating in any last-minute
revisions to the Release.261 Additionally, the initial Release 17 package
was approved at the end of 2019, which prevented U.S. companies
from contributing to that process.262
However, the damage may not be as grave as initially feared.
While Huawei was able to take advantage of U.S. companies’ absence
from the process, U.S. companies, particularly technology giant
Qualcomm, had already laid a substantial foundation for the future of
5G before the Department of Commerce initiated the ban. In fact,
Qualcomm “played a critical role” in Release 16 regarding 5G
technical specifications for 5G New Radio technology.263 Discussions
regarding Release 17 (the next big step in 3GPP’s 5G specification
decisions) began before the Department of Commerce initiated its
ban, which allowed Qualcomm and other U.S. companies to
participate in framing the specifications for Release 17. Furthermore,
continued discussions regarding Release 17 were delayed until
December 2020.264 At that time, 3GPP approved a timeline to freeze
Release 17 in June 2021.265 Thus, Qualcomm and other U.S.
companies were able to rejoin the conversation before 3GPP moves to
the final decision phase of Release 17.
It is essential that U.S. companies, such as Qualcomm, Intel,
and AT&T, rejoin these standard-setting bodies and participate in the
261
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development of international norms and procedures for 5G.266 If
China is allowed to continue dominating submissions and
maintaining its monopoly on leadership positions in these
organizations, China will be in a position to replicate the U.S.
leadership and command of the 4G systems.267 China’s National
Informatization Strategy calls on China’s technology companies to
facilitate the development of digital infrastructure that “strengthens
China’s points of control in the digital economy.”268 China owns a
significant percentage of the essential 5G-related patents.269 If China’s
technology sector is able to exercise control over the international 5G
standards, China’s influence over the system, in both physical
technology and standards, will be cemented. With U.S. companies
back in the fray, reclaiming leadership positions and increasing
standards submissions, China’s hold over the technology will be
weakened.
Qualcomm’s role as a chipset vendor relegates the company
to a more limited role than infrastructure vendors, such as Huawei.
266
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However, Qualcomm’s participation remains vital.270 Qualcomm and
other U.S. companies retain the ability to comment and influence the
process as long as they are part of the 3GPP conversation. Qualcomm
specifically has “a rich history of building consensus” for new
directions technology since 3GPP’s inception in 1998.271 If the
aforementioned U.S. companies abandon these conversations, the
U.S. private sector would completely lose its voice in the global 5G
standardization process.
Additionally, while 5G infrastructure is of immediate concern
(as addressed in Subsection B, Domestic Issues and Enforcement),272
“5G is the conversion to a mostly all-software network, future
upgrades will be software updates.”273 After the establishment of the
initial 5G infrastructure (an admittedly crucial first step), future
upgrades to the system will rely on software development, a
traditionally U.S. -dominated industry.274 In order to ensure U.S.
voices are heard in the requirements for 5G specifications as well as
future technologies, U.S. companies must continue and increase
participation in standard-setting organizations, such as 3GPP.

b. U.S. Government Participation
While private U.S. corporations re-enter with 3GPP, the U.S.
federal government has recently butted heads with an international
standard-setting organization that it previously supported, the ITU.
In August 2020, the Federal Communications Committee (“FCC”)

270
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completed its first 5G Spectrum Auction.275 The ITU, however,
deferred its decisionregarding spectrum usage until 2023.276
Some scholars believe that this deviation from the ITU will be
counter-productive in the long run. Specifically, they believe that
incorporation of individual nations’ national security concerns into
the ITU’s process will trigger conflict and gridlock within the ITU
while challenging the efficacy and legitimacy of the ITU as an
organization.277 Additionally, the United States’ unilateral spectrum
allocation will likely cause interoperability issues with the new
technology as devices from different nations could operate on
different ranges of the spectrum.278 The ITU’s position as a unifying
global force could be doomed to failure because of the United States’
unilateral spectrum allocation.
While this divergence from international cooperation was not
ideal, it was, in many ways, necessary to protect U.S. interests. As
previously discussed, there are numerous viable national security
threats posed by the 5G rollout. In order to ensure the protection of
U.S. interests in cyberspace, the Federal Communications
Commission (“FCC”) obviated any further delay from the ITU in U.S.
spectrum allocation. The FCC took this step because other countries
had already moved forward with their own 5G spectrum allocation
and the United States was quickly falling behind.279 Instead of waiting
three more years to determine the ITU’s approved 5G spectrum
275
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allocation and thus continuing to lose the edge in the 5G rollout, the
FCC held a spectrum auction and began the process of ensuring
available bandwidth for the U.S. rollout of 5G.280 This auction will
ensure that the United States is prepared to support U.S. citizens’ need
for 5G once the technology is prepared for full implementation.
In addition to the spectrum allocation auction, the FCC has
called for the United States to consider whether it should continue
participating in the ITU at all due to the subversive influence of
nations seemingly set against U.S. interests. To that end, FCC
Commissioner Michael O’Rielly suggested that the United States
should “explore the formation of a G7-like organization or loose
coalition of leading wireless nations, as an alternative to the ITU.”281
Commissioner O’Rielly further stated that “[n]ear-global
harmonization could be achieved through agreement of the largest,
leading wireless nations of the world.”282 Such an organization would
be smaller and able to make important decisions in a timelier fashion
than the glacial ITU and its 193 member states. Moving to a more
streamlined approval process would allow the United States to
maintain and secure dominance in the global technology market for
years to come. Thus, the United States would be able to influence
global 5G spectrum allocation through a new organization instead of
slogging through the politics and bureaucracy of the ITU.
However, the creation of a G7-type organization is not
feasible. The ITU is currently comprised of 193 member nations in
addition to approximately 700 private-sector entities.283
Commissioner O’Rielly’s comments describe an attempt to harm
U.S. interests at the World Radio Conference. As demonstrated
throughout the ITU’s history, it takes time to come to an agreement
with so many member-states. While the ITU’s decisions are not
280
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legally binding, many nations consider the ITU’s decisions as treatylike, creating a significant perceived obligation stemming from ITU’s
decisions.284 If several of the largest and IT heavy nations were to leave
the ITU and create their own organization, it would cause a permanent
rift in the international community. Additionally, the ITU is part of
the UN. Leaving a UN organization to create an independent (and
presumably mostly Western) association would essentially constitute
a vote of no confidence in the UN and what it stands for: global
cooperation.
If the United States pulled out of the ITU and formed its own
organization, the global ramifications would likely be disastrous.
Currently, China is a member-nation of the ITU. If the United States
spearheaded a new organization along with its Western allies, China
would likely see this as a power move intended to reinforce U.S.
dominance in cyberspace.285 The fact that the United States has
already taken unilateral steps toward a 5G spectrum plan will only
reinforce and give weight to that perception. A U.S. withdrawal from
the ITU along with its allies would likely result in the discreditation of
the ITU as a truly global organization. It would also likely result in
the creation of a similar organization with China and its allies
(including Russia) to create their own 5G standards and regulations
resulting in a global divide for current 5G and future developments in
this area.
The United States needs to protect its interests, but also ensure
the successful globalization of 5G technology. To ensure the
continued global standardization of 5G spectrum policy, the United
States must continue participating in the ITU. Despite alleged efforts
by Russia, China, and even France to delay agenda items from moving
forward,286 the United States should use diplomatic channels to garner
support for mutually advantageous decisions regarding 5G. These
diplomatic efforts and conversations in advance of the next World
Radio Conference could assist in cutting off some of these objections
284
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and arguments and make the next Conference more protective for U.S.
interests. U.S. diplomatic and humanitarian efforts are vital to
creating global harmony and buy-in for a 5G standardized plan for
that supports U.S. interests and allows the United States to preserve its
role in cyberspace and the technology industries.
If there is global division regarding the specifications and
standards relating to 5G, it could result in the disruption of global
services.287 If the United States is truly interested in ensuring the
future of the Internet and global technology remains status quo, then
the United States needs to invest in that future. The United States can
still recover from this divergence from international standard-setting
organizations, both in the public and private spheres. It is essential
that private companies, like Qualcomm, continue to work and
cooperate with 3GPP and others. Likewise, the U.S. government
should use diplomatic means and incentives to create global buy-in for
its spectrum utilization plan to protect U.S. interests while ensuring
the future of 5G is open, interoperable, reliable, and secure.288

B. Domestic Issues and Risk Management
In 2018, Congress created CISA, which acts as a cybersecurity
coordinator at an organizational level.289 In order to unify the diverse
responsibilities and functions performed by each department and
agency, the U.S. government should take steps to use CISA as an even
stronger unifying force and elevate the director of CISA to lead all
cyber responses and efforts. As recommended by the Cybersecurity
Solarium Commission (“CSC”), CISA can act as a focal point to ensure
that all government agencies are up to date with cyber hygiene
procedures as well as coordinate risk management efforts across the
cyber spectrum.290 However, Congress should not have adopted the
recommendation of the CSC regarding the creation of an NCD, rather,
it should have given CISA additional time to assess the situation before
moving forward with the NCD position.
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The U.S. government, through CISA, must improve working
relationships with private industries regarding cybersecurity. To that
end, Congress should institute mandatory reporting of all data
breaches among private business entities as suggested by FBI Director,
Christopher Wray.291 Currently, corporations are eager to conceal
breaches, when legally possible, to protect consumer confidence as
well as their investors. However, data breaches will occur. This is a
fact, and, in modern times, it is part of doing business. Mandatory
reporting will increase the amount of information available to the
federal government at an earlier time and it will help prevent
additional companies falling prey to the same attack. Currently there
are calls for a tax break for small businesses to incentivize
cybersecurity, but a broader stance regarding proposed tax breaks for
all corporations who comply with cyber hygiene standards will ease
the cost of cybersecurity and mitigate damage from future
cyberattacks.292
Finally, the United States must establish risk management
policies and secure the 5G supply chain. In furtherance of this goal,
the United States has already partnered with Japan and Australia to
create international standards for infrastructure projects.293 The
United States has also imposed effective prohibitions regarding use of
Huawei technology in the United States but should answer existing
calls to reassess the export licensing requirements on technology,
commodities, and software being exported to Huawei and its
subsidiaries. Reassessing these prohibitions and export control
requirements is essential to reducing tensions between China and the
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United States and will not have an appreciable impact on U.S. national
security interests as the sanctions have already had the intended effect.
1. Reforms to Domestic Organizational Structure
As previously discussed, there are at least eight departments
and several subsidiary agencies responsible for cybersecurity in the
United States. The creation of CISA was a step in the right direction,
the creation of a single point of contact for risk management and
critical infrastructure defense. However, CISA should have an even
larger role in shoring up andunifying U.S. cyber efforts. Furthermore,
the Director of CISA should become the new de facto cybersecurity
coordinator or NCD. As with the previous cybersecurity coordinator,
the CISA director would be responsible for heading up all major cyber
response efforts and coordinating budget requests amongst all cyber
components to prevent redundancies and ensure maximum efficiency
and resource utilization.
Instead of relying on CISA, there are many proponents for the
creation of a new cyber entity, namely an Office of the NCD.294
Proponents of the NCD position, most notably the CSC, argue that it
will act as a unifying factor and create much needed coordination
across the federal government in the cyber domain.295 Since the
removal of the cyber coordinator position, the senior director of the
National Security Council Cyber directorate has filled the duties
previouslyperformed by the cyber coordinator.296 However, a recent
Government Accountability Office report highlighted the continuing
lack of leadership as follows: “Without effective and transparent
294
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leadership that includes a clearly defined leader, a defined
management process, and a formal monitoring mechanism, the
executive branch cannot ensure that entities are effectively executing
their assigned activities intended to support the nation’s cybersecurity
strategy and ultimately overcome this urgent challenge.”297
However, the creation of yet another cyber-focused federal
entity is premature. CISA was only recently created and has not yet
had sufficient time to establish itself or test its capabilities, resources,
and potential for expansion. Pursuant to the CSC report, CISA should
be provided with extra resources to fulfill its many mission objectives.
These objectives include incident management and recovery; national
risk management; cyber defense and security collaboration; and
continuous threat hunting.298 According to the report, CISA is
currently underfunded for its mission,299 which demonstrates the
logical fallacy and prematurity in establishing another entity. Before
Congress creates a new position and agency, the current agencies must
be properly resourced to avoid the creation of multiple and potentially
redundant entities all of which are underfunded and unable to
perform their designated functions.
Recently, the CSC published its report and recommended
that, in addition to strengthening CISA, Congress establish the NCD
position to manage “the integration of cybersecurity policy and
operations across the executive branch.”300 The 2021 NDAA contains
a provision requiring the immediate establishment of an NCD
position within the Executive Office of the President.301 Initially, there
were two versions of the NDAA, one proposed by the Senate, which
required investigation into the creation of the NCD position, and
another proposed by the House, the final provision, requiring the
immediate creation of the position.302 The U.S. Chamber of
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Commerce, amongst other entities, supported the immediate
implementation of the NCD position.303
The NCD provision in the 2021 NDAA should not be
implemented because the Office of the NCD would actually take away
from CISA’s influence as the newly ensconced NCD would “clear
some bureaucratic space by asserting authority.”304 As previous critics
have pointed out, while it is of paramount importance that there be
coordination of cyber efforts at the highest level, the utilization of an
existing position, such as the CISA director, to provide that necessary
coordination is more efficient and reasonable than “introducing
excessive bureaucracy from a standalone agency.”305 In sum, the
federal government and lawmakers need to give CISA more time to
get its feet off the ground. While it is understandable that the CSC
made such a recommendation, the inclination will only overwhelm an
already overwhelmed area. There are too many proverbial cooks in
the U.S. cyber-kitchen.
Instead of creating an NCD, the President should implement
the novel solution of makingthe CISA director the new cybersecurity
coordinator. To that effect, the President should issue an Executive
Order requiring that all executive cyber agencies, bureaus, and entities
report to the Director of CISA to unify the U.S. cyber response. The
Director of CISA should have a direct line to the President. This direct
access would ensure that the President is given the full picture
regarding U.S. posture and capability in cyberspace and enable the
President to make informed decisions regarding cyber policy and
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response. The introductory text of the Executive Order should
contain words to this effect:
Subject to the authority, direction, and control of the President,
the Director of the Cybersecurity & Infrastructure Security
Agency (Director) shall serve as the head of the cybersecurity
community, act as the principal advisor to the President, and
shall oversee and direct the implementation of the National
Cyber Strategy and execution of the Nation Cybersecurity
budget. The Director will lead a unified, coordinated, and
effective cybersecurity effort. The Director shall take into
account the views of the heads of departments containing an
element of the nation’s cybersecurity response.306

Cybersecurity is critical to national security and should be
treated as such within the federal government organizational
structure.307 Giving the Director of CISA direct access to the President
allows better communication regarding cyber issues, which will result
in more prompt decision-making. It also demonstrates to the nation
and the world that the United States takes cybersecurity seriously and
that decisions regarding our cyber policy are made by no less than the
President of the United States.
Additionally, the United States must begin identifying and
addressing redundancies in its cyber organizational structure to
streamline cyber response capabilities. The Director of CISA, as the
focal point of all cyber considerations, will be able to make
determinations in that area and ensure that resource allocation is
efficient and used to its maximum potential. This point is perfectly
encapsulated in the Department of State’s effort to create a new,
internal cybersecurity bureau.308 The Department of State’s had the
306
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admirable goal of reducing redundancies within U.S. government and
increasing cooperation amongst the agencies with cyber capabilities.
However, the Department of State left out one very important
preparatory step while creating its new bureau: coordination with
other agencies.309 Without proper coordination and oversight in
advance of the creation of these new agencies, redundancies are
inevitable.
As coordinator, CISA will be able to assess current
government agencies and programs. Additionally, with control over
budget requests and cyber response, CISA will be able to limit the
practice of establishing and then retooling redundant agencies and
programs. This will streamline the organizational structure and
prevent waste of resources. Simplifying the organizational structure
should also create increased communication with Congress, which
will enable legislators to react to cybersecurity issues more quickly.310
Given the critical responsibilities and duties of the cyber
coordinator, representatives argue that the position should be Senateconfirmed, not solely an executive appointment.311 This is one of the
perceived strengths of the NCD position. The legislative branch
would have a voice in the confirmation process which would ensure
that the position reflected “strategic guidance from the President and
Congress . . . to achieve coherence in the planning, resourcing, and
employing of government cyber resources.”312 This coherence would
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allow the NCD position to better fulfill the coordinator position and
increase its effectiveness.
However, this argument puts the proverbial cart before the
horse. Before the legislature adds another level of bureaucracy to
United States’ ability to respond in cyberspace, the existing players
must be given time and resources to perform their roles and conduct
studies on each piece of the cyber puzzle. Once CISA fleshes out
redundancies in the existing organizationalstructure, Congress will be
able to move forward with an evidence-based plan regarding a Senateconfirmed position. In the interim, the Director of CISA can meet
with congressional committees, as necessary, to achieve the desired
level of coherence. Essentially, CISA should be allowed to perform the
study originally proposed by the Senate in the 2021 NDAA.
Giving CISA this task, as well the resources to accomplish it,
eliminates the need to set up another committee or taskforce and
allows CISA to fully exercise its already assigned function ofpartnering
“with stakeholders across the executive branch.”313
2. Increased Private Sector Cooperation in Domestic
Cybersecurity
Increased cooperation between public corporations and the
federal government would improve security and accountability for
cyber misfeasors.314 As such, Congress should implement a
mandatory reporting requirement for data breaches. This mandatory
reporting requirement would increase law enforcement’s ability to
successfully investigate cybercrime. A federal data breach law would
also bring consistency and uniformity to data breach jurisprudence.315
As previously discussed, the Department of Justice has already called
for the enactment of such a provision.316 In fact, New Jersey already
has a state provision requiring corporations to “report the breach of
security and any information pertaining to the breach to the Division
of State Police . . . for investigation or handling” when personal
313
314
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information was or was reasonably believed to have been accessed by
an unauthorized person.317
This federal data breach law should also shield corporations
from other reporting requirements until law enforcement has decided
the depth of the investigation necessitated by the report. A shielding
provision would relieve the company from penalties and fines
imposed under other reporting provisions while allowing law
enforcement time to assess the situation. After law enforcement has
concluded its assessment, corporations can report the breach to their
consumers and investors as per usual.
When a company experiences a data breach, internally the
best perceived remedy is to “shore up any internal deficiencies . . . and
to fulfill its legal obligations in terms of notifying affected parties and
regulators.”318 Most companies have determined that there is no
benefit to reporting the incident to law enforcement if that reporting
is not required. The crime is done. The best thing to do is let
customers and investors know, move on, and try to ensure it does not
happen again. Law enforcement involvement will only hinder the
company’s productivity by eating up additional resources and time
required to cooperate with the investigation. Computer hackers are
difficult to find and the likelihood of finding the perpetrator, let alone
recovering the stolen data, is low.
The reality is that companies will be breached, and data will
be stolen. While it is tempting to cover corporate losses and move on,
mandatory reporting to law enforcement will result in increased
tracking of these cybercriminals and ensure that multiple entities do
not fall prey to the same attack. The short-term benefits of reporting
may seem costly to businesses, but the long-term security benefits
outweigh those costs. For example, based on reporting to law
enforcement, the United States was able to partner with an
international law enforcement operation and take down a
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transnational cybercriminal network.319 If mandatory reporting were
put into action, law enforcement would be able to engage in more of
these operations and shut down cyberattacks at the source. This
would result in fewer sophisticated and coordinated attacks which
will, in the long run, better protect businesses and their data.
This proposed mandatory reporting requirement is similar to
existing required reportingimposed on national banks for suspicious
activities involving money laundering or fraud.320 A national bank
must file a Suspicious Activity Report (“SAR”) when it “detect[s] a
known or suspected violation of federal law or a suspicious transaction
related to a money laundering activity or a violation of the Bank
Secrecy Act.”321 The Bank Secrecy Act (“BSA”) requires financial
institutions “to assist U.S. government agencies in detecting and
preventing money laundering” activities.322 There is a minimum
monetary threshold imposed on filing a SAR.323 The only exceptions
to reporting are if the financial institution is the victim of a robbery or
burglary and reports to appropriate law enforcement authorities or if
the institution reports lost, missing, counterfeit or stolen securities in
accordance with another regulation.324 The U.S. government is made
aware of the incident, either through law enforcement or a SAR filed
with the Department of the Treasury, Financial Crimes Enforcement
Network. This reporting requirement offers the U.S. government “an
opportunity to spot and analyze emerging trends and patterns across
319
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321
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a broad spectrum of personal and organized crimes. With this
knowledge, they can anticipate and counteract fraudulent and criminal
behavior before it gains a foothold.”325 The BSA has required SARs
since 1970326 and it is high time that the government enforced a
similar reporting requirement for data breaches to provide the same
benefits to law enforcement in combatting cybercrime.
The language for the federal data breach statute should
include a broad definition of what constitutes a breach. For example,
the definition of a breach could include “unauthorized access to or
acquisition of, or access to or acquisition without valid authorization,
of computerized data that compromises the security, confidentiality,
or integrity of private information maintained by a business.”327 This
definition includes not only acquisition of private information, but
mere access to that information, thus broadening the type of activity
included in the reporting requirement.
Additionally, the federal data breach notification law should
state that any business or public entity upon discovery or notification
of a breach shall, in advance of any other disclosure,report the breach
of security and any information pertaining to the breach to the FBI
Cyber Crime Unit for investigation and handling. Notification to
other parties shall be delayed if the law enforcement agency
determines that the notification will impede a criminal or civil
investigation. Required notification shall be made after the law
enforcement agency determines that disclosure will not compromise
the investigation and notifies the affected business or publicentity of
its determination.328
However, a mandatory reporting requirement would interfere
with a company’s ability to conduct an internal investigation and its
obligation to inform investors regarding major breaches and
incidents, not just state regulatory authorities. Businesses have
325
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See Notification; Person Without Valid Authorization has Acquired Private
Information, N.Y. Gen. Bus. Law § 899-aa (2019), at § 1(C).
328
Sample text based off the language utilized by N.J. Rev. Stat. § 56:8-163 (2013).

2022]

The Real Cost of 5G Technology: National Security
Implications of 5G Implementation and Impact on
the U.S.-China Relationship

189

generally refrained from reporting breaches to law enforcement to
preserve their investments and interests. Due to the lack of
transparency inherent in a criminal investigation, businesses are
unable to answer tough questions from their investors.329 Once law
enforcement steps in, businesses are kept in the dark and no longer
receive any information regarding the breach. This hinders the
company’s ability to provide information to their customers
regarding the depth of the breach and to effectively pursue its
remediation efforts.330
In order to help mitigate some of the internal risks of
reporting, Congress should promulgate more robust rules giving
victim corporations rights that specifically address their concerns. In
2018, FBI Director Christopher Wray stated that the FBI treats victim
companies as crime victims.331 The Crime Victims’ Rights Act and
Victims’ Rights and Restitution Act provide victims with statutory
rights regarding criminal investigations. These requirements include
that the victim be reasonably allowed to confer with government
counsel as well as be informed when certain milestones in the case
occur.332 Additionally, victims are entitled to updates regarding the
status of the investigation, “to the extent it is appropriate” and “to the
extent that it will not interfere with the investigation.”333 Notably, the
Crime Victims’ Rights Act requires that victims be treated with
fairness and respect for their right to privacy which prevents
unnecessary disclosure of victims’ information.334
As stated by FBI Director Wray, these rules should be robustly
applied to victim corporations in the context of data breaches. In
legislating the mandatory reporting requirement, Congress should
consider the implementation of additional victims’ rights tailored to
the victim entities. For example, legislation could include text to the
329
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331
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effect that CISA personnel shall assist the victim entity in evaluating
the victim entity’s current cybersecurity protocol and assist in the
implementation of updated guidelines utilizing the framework and
recommendations issued by the National Institute of Standards and
Technology (“NIST”).335 This assistance would ensure that the breach
is contained while providing the corporation with additional security
against future breaches.
These proposals require an extraordinary amount of federal
resources. The FBI Cyber Crime Unit already struggles to stay afloat
amidst its enormous caseload. If Congress passes legislation requiring
mandatory reporting, the FBI’s caseload would increase significantly
as U.S. businesses face countless attempted incursions through spear
phishing, malware, and other malicious attacks.336 Any benefit of
mandatory reporting would be lost through the FBI’s inability to
quickly conduct triage and determine which reports, if any, give rise
to grounds justifying opening an investigation. This delay will prevent
companies from publicly reporting the breach to their consumers
which will only increase breach-related damages.337 Thus, a
mandatory reporting requirement will only overwhelm an already
overtaxed FBI while causing delays and additional harm to victim
corporations.
However, mandatory reporting does not necessitate an indepth investigation for every incident. Each incident will be used as a
data point to create a threat trend. Observing these patterns will allow
law enforcement to amass data on popular targets. The FBI can then
use thisinformation to inform CISA of recurring threats and national
security risks who can adjust and prepare accordingly. Additionally,
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CISA’s assistance to breached companies will allow them toprevent
future breaches and lower post-breach remediation costs.
Pursuant to the above proposed mandatory reporting
language, whenever a company discovers that its data was accessed by
an unauthorized party, that company must report the incident to law
enforcement. Even if no data was lost or stolen, mere unauthorized
access is sufficient to trigger the reporting requirement. Upon
receiving the report, law enforcement will conduct a preliminary
investigation to determine the severity of the breach. At this point,
law enforcement will not report the breach publicly and any missed
reporting requirements to regulators and consumers will be protected
by the shield provision. Upon conclusion of the preliminary
investigation, law enforcement will take further action if necessary or
close the investigation. Either way, the victim company will receive
assistance from CISA to ensure that breaches do not occur in the
future.
Furthermore, Congress should consider providing tax breaks
for companies who take proper precautions with their cyber hygiene
and follow NIST guidance and recommendations. CISA, or another
inspection agency, can ensure compliance and verify eligibility for tax
breaksthrough regular inspections and assessments of U.S. businesses.
These tax breaks would provide incentives for corporations to shore
up their cyber protocols and mitigate the costs of implementing a
robust defensive system.
One of the easiest steps to avoid a data breach is basic cyber
hygiene, such as regularly patching software and establishing high
standards for passwords and user information.338 With corporations
increasing their ability to fight off cyberattacks and penetration efforts,
the FBI should see a corresponding drop in reports of data breaches.
While it is unlikely that any private corporation could reach the level
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of fending off an attack from a malicious nation-state attack,339 these
precautions will allow companies and the FBI alike to focus on more
serious and pervasive threats from nation-states and organized
cybercrime groups.
Traditional free market economics argue that the invisible
hand of the market will encourage companies to invest in
cybersecurity to prevent the costs of a data breach.340 Under this
theory, a tax break would constitute additional, enormous, and
unnecessary costs to the federal government. The private sector
corporations and businesses will adjust their investment and
cybersecurity strategies to avoid the costs associated with a breach and
ensure their data is safe.
However, tax breaks are often used to incentivize private
entities to engage in what thefederal government deems to be desirable
behavior—for example, there are tax incentives for capture and
sequestration of CO2 emissions from power plants.341 Because of the
way that the United States has developed its infrastructure and the
level of inclusion of private corporations, private entities’
cybersecurity systems are now integral to protecting infrastructure.342
Critical infrastructure, such as power and water, is controlled by
private companies and those systems have, to a certain extent, become
digitized and thus are vulnerable to cyberattacks. Private entity
cybersecurity has become an issue of national security. Furthermore,
“it has become evident that cybersecurity cannot be adequately
ensured by the market’s ‘invisible hand,’” which necessitates “state
339
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intervention to advance public interest and mitigate cybersecurity
risks.”343 As such, the United States has a national security interest in
investing in the cybersecurity of private entities.
In the alternative, Congress could impose taxes on companies
that do not comply withbasic cyber hygiene and the NIST framework.
This will create additional inspection and regulatory work for CISA
but will help offset the cost of additional expenses incurred by the FBI
and other law enforcement agencies. This tax penalty approach was
proposed by then- candidate Biden to penalize U.S. companies who
move their operations overseas with a reciprocal tax credit to reward
those companies who created jobs in the United States.344 Thus,
instead of using the proverbial carrot (tax credits) to encourage
companies to strength their cybersecurity, companies will face
penalties for failure to comply with basic standards and cyber hygiene.
This alternate framework reflects the importance of cybersecurity and
makes compliance a requirement rather than an optional benefit.
Since China began regulating data breach notifications,
Chinese companies have always been required to report breaches to
the authorities.345 In the European Union (“EU”), data breach
notification laws impose an obligatory seventy-two-hour breach
notice for unauthorized access to systems and data as well as use and
distribution of data to “the responsible national supervisory
authorities.”346 The EU’s seventy-two-hour notification window is
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much stricter than in the United States, where companies typically
have at least thirty days to assess the severity of the breach before
reporting.347 The Chinese data breach notification requirement is
more like the United States’ and generally requires its companies to
provide notification to authorities “within a reasonable time.”348
The bottom line is that U.S. allies and adversaries are handling
data breaches in a more efficient and productive manner to ensure that
they can combat cybersecurity threats on a national scale. It is time
that the United States caught up. Mandatory reporting will enable the
federal government to hold malicious actors, both state and non-state,
responsible for their activities while creating a more secure
environment for U.S. businesses.
3. Manage Risk and Secure the Supply Chain
Currently, one of the biggest concerns in 5G is developing the
necessary infrastructure. This 5G foundation will persist and shape
the global community for decades to come.
International
organizations, such as 3GPP, have been discussing the technological
specifications of 5G infrastructure and hardware for years.349 If the
federal government increases its level of cooperation with 3GPP, as
well as other leading standard-setting organizations, there should
quickly be agreement regarding minimum standardization to assure
proper security and to mitigate risk in the United States’ 5G
introduces-mandatory-data-security-and-data-breach-notification-requirements/
(last visited Nov. 13, 2020).
347
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also inform the Secretary of Health and Human Services within 60 days. See Breach
Notification Rule, U.S. DEP. OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SER., www.hhs.gov/hipaa/forprofessionals/breach-notification/index.html (last visited Nov. 14, 2020).
348
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implementation. This is another area where the United States’
continued participation in and engagement with standard-setting
organizations at all levels, both private and pubilc, remains integral to the
secure roll out of 5G technology in the United States.
Due to these concerns regarding 5G infrastructure, the U.S.
government has taken significant steps against Chinese corporations,
such as Huawei.350 However, these targeted actions against specific
companies have increased tensions between the United States and
China.351 While talks between the two nations have not yet broken
down completely, the Chinese foreign ministry spokesman, Lu Kang,
stated that “negotiations and consultations, to have meaning, must be
sincere. First, there must be mutual respect, equality and mutual
benefit. Second, one’s word must be kept, and not be capricious.”352
This statement echoes the Chinese concerns with mutual strategic
trust and their holistic, relational view of foreign relations.353
To smooth relations and ensure stability moving forward, the
United States should develop objective standards for infrastructure to
secure risk management standards, as well as the supply chain. To this
end, in November 2019, the United States announced its partnership
with Japan and Australia to initiate the Blue Dot Network (“BDN”).354
The BDN will “promot[e] quality, market-driven, and private-sector
led investment” in developing infrastructure around the world and

350
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ensure that these infrastructure projects “meet the highest
standards.”355
Japan’s BDN strategy adopts a “cross-vendor approach” to 5G
infrastructure which allows for a combination of vetted suppliers
rather than locking-in to a single supplier which, in turn, alleviates
supply-chain risks.356 Unlike the United States, Japan does not
specifically ban technology from any corporations or nation-states.357
Rather, Japan relies on its standard-setting requirements and supplychain diversity to protect itself from potential 5G vulnerabilities.
Like Japan, the United States should develop objective
standards for hardware and infrastructure.358 The United States can
develop these standards through its partnership with 3GPP as well as
nations like Japan who have already successfully implemented this
framework. While the Entity List constitutes an effective protection
of U.S. national security interests, it is possible to accomplish the same
goal of excluding Huawei’s products without directly targeting the
corporation, a step that could go a long way in smoothing the path
toward a more productive dialogue with China.
However, there are those who argue that the specific ban on
Huawei is necessary due to Huawei’s close ties to the People’s
Liberation Army, China’s Ministry of State Security, as wellas Chinese
state-backed hackers.359 Additionally, the Huawei-specific ban
continues sending themessage that the United States will not work
355
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with nations who use this technology.360 Several nations have already
prohibited Huawei technology from their systems, which has, in turn,
protected U.S. national security interests. Without specifically
banning China’s technology corporations from entering the supply
chain, BDN fails to provide this level of protection for national
security. Since Huawei’s placement on the Entity List, it is more
difficult for the Chinese company to secure the necessary technology
to further its 5G rollout.361 This has led, in part, to the United
Kingdom’s decision to not allow the installation of any additional
Huawei equipment due to supply chain concerns.362 The strict export
controls imposed on Huawei served their purpose by ensuring that
U.S. allies refrain from utilizing Huawei technology in their 5G
rollouts, thus protecting U.S. allies as well as U.S. national security
interests.
While the restrictions on Huawei within the United States did
protect U.S. national security, the continuation of export controls only
hurt U.S. businesses with negligible positive impact on national
security.363 Current export controls prevent U.S. companies from
doing business with Huawei. These “[e]xport controls do not address
any immediate security threat, are not effective at slowing down
Huawei, are very harmful to U.S. component supplies, and are likely
to accelerate Huawei’s technological autonomy.”364 Based on current
evidence, it is clear that Huawei is already experiencing security
defects in its technology and will be unable to clear any objective
minimum standard of security established by the United States and
the international community.365 By cutting off Huawei’s access to U.S.
360
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technology, it will be forced to develop its own technology, which will
only increase issues of interoperability while hurting U.S. economic
interests abroad.
The United States should establish internationally accepted
norms and standards regarding 5G hardware and infrastructure
specifications to ensure a safe and secure rollout in the United States
and around the world. To that end, the United States has already taken
significant steps forward in sponsoring the BDN. The import limits
currently in place prohibit Huawei equipment in U.S.
telecommunication networks. Due to the aforementioned security
concerns though, operators were unlikely to use Huawei equipment in
the first place.366 These inherent security concerns are easily addressed
by the objective standards of the BDN and can protect U.S. national
security just as effectively through more simple and narrow import
restrictions.367
In regard to export controls, the Department of Commerce
and the U.S. government argue that these export controls are in place
due to Huawei’s involvement in activities that are contrary to U.S.
national security, namely exporting technology to Iran without a
license in violation of U.S. sanctions and export controls.368 In fact, a
bill was recently introduced in the House of Representatives which
would keep Huawei on the Entity List by Congressional mandate.369
This bill was reportedly a response to the new Secretary of
Commerce’s refusal to expressly commit to keeping Huawei on the
Entity List during her confirmation hearing.370
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However, the United States should relax export control
requirements as they negatively impact U.S. businesses without
providing much tangible benefit to the U.S. people.371 Overly broad
export controls will only force Huawei to look to other sources or
internally develop components that it used to get from U.S.
companies, which will result in greater technological independence to
the detriment of the U.S. economy. Essentially, Huawei will continue
its activities and U.S. companies will simply be cut out of the
operation. Reducing export controls requirements will help U.S.
businesses as well as begin the process of mending tense relations with
China. Improving relations with China will further the ultimate goal
of coming to anagreement regarding stability and security in global
technology and cyberspace.
IV.

CONCLUSION

This Article attempts to lay the framework for realistic and
practical solutions to the threats posed by 5G networks and future
technologies. The main issue behind the 5G threat is the future of
cyberspace and each nation’s role in that future. China is attempting
to push through and establish itself as a global leader in technology
while the United States is attempting to hold on to its historic role in
that arena. The security and economic benefits of leading the 5G
charge are significant and will lead to opportunities to lead the way in
future generations of technology.
For the United States to maintain its position, the nation must
present a unified front regarding cyber response and handling new
technologies, like 5G. To that end, this Article suggests that CISA
should be given the primary role in leading the nation’s cybersecurity
program. This solution can and should be accomplished immediately,
and CISA should be given at least a year to assess and make
steube.house.gov/media/press-releases/steube-introduces-legislation-counter-ccpcontrolled-huawei-force-biden-admin.
371
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market is a very costly decision.” Brake, supra note 359.
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recommendations to Congress. Additionally, private industry should
be held to a higher cyber-related standards due to the United States’
reliance on the private industry for its critical infrastructure. The
process of drafting and passing legislation regarding data breach
reporting requirement as well as the accompanying tax incentives will
likely take between one and two years. Most importantly, to counter
imminent national security threats, the United States must secure and
diversify its digital supply chain in a way that establishes objective
security standards without escalating tensions between nations by
singling out specific entities.
The global response to issues in cyberspace is one of the most
divisive aspects in the relationship between the United States and
China. In order to create a unified and global response to navigating
the future of cyberspace, the Budapest Convention must become a
truly global treaty. The United States should spearhead efforts to
include nations like China and Russia in the Convention to protect the
future of cyberspace and the principle of a free and open Internet.
Curating the necessary buy-in amongst member states to amend the
membership protocol could take several years but defeating the AP II
must occur immediately to ensure the Convention is not effectively
barred from becoming a truly global treaty. Continued and increased
U.S. participation in international standard-setting organizations, like
3GPP and the ITU, will keep the global dialogue open and ensure U.S.
input and influence into these rapidly developing technologies and
accompanying standards.
Cybersecurity is national security. In order to combat the
threats posed by 5G and future technologies, the United States must
champion changes to domestic and international law and policy to
ensure a secure future for U.S. citizens. These proposed solutions will
not solve the cybersecurity issues faced by this nation, but they will
provide a firm framework to move forward in anobjective and unified
fashion that will increase our national security and improve
international relations.

