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n Lewis Carroll’s classic story, 
Alice in Wonderland, Alice 
declares, “If I had a world of 
my own, everything would be 
nonsense,” and she is by no 
means the only one to feel that 
way.

Although, since 2020, when it left the 
European Union, the United Kingdom 
has had a world of its own, its stances 
ever since have often been nonsensical, 
particularly regarding China. Instead 
of walking tall and making the most of 
“Global Britain,” it has simply exchanged 
the hegemony of Brussels for subservi-
ence to Washington, which makes a 
mockery of Brexit.

This was shown, for example, when the 
UK caved in to US demands to ban Hua-
wei from its 5G network in 2020, as well 
as by its ongoing hostility toward Hong 
Kong. Although this delighted the Biden 
administration, which warned US compa-
nies in 2021 about the risks of doing busi-
ness in Hong Kong, it has undermined 
British infl uence in China, which is fast 
becoming the world’s largest economy.

Propaganda sheets
Since 1997, the UK has, for reasons 

best known to itself, given that they have 
no practical value, issued six-monthly 
reports on Hong Kong. Although the ear-
lier ones made some pretense of objectiv-
ity, they have now degenerated into little 
more than propaganda sheets, intended 
to needle China.

The latest report, issued on Jan 12, 
2023, covers the fi rst six months of 2022, 
when Liz Truss was still foreign secretary, 
and she will have had a hand in its for-
mulation (hence the fl aws). Her blunders 
as foreign secretary are not only cringe-
worthy, but also the stu�  of legend. They 
range from telling her Russian coun-
terpart, Sergei Lavrov, that established 
Russian provinces were not Russian at all 
(she later ascribed her blunder to hearing 
problems), to assuring Britons that they 
could go o�  to fi ght in Ukraine if they 
wanted, even though this is illegal under 
British law. Having been the worst for-
eign secretary in living memory, she then 
became the most incompetent prime 
minister ever, lasting only 49 days, and 
the fallout is still being felt.

Although Truss’ fi ngerprints are all 
over the latest report, her successor, 
James Cleverly, provided a foreword, 
which does him no credit. Its errors, 

however, strongly suggest it was drafted 
for him by Truss before she departed, 
although he should have had the good 
sense not to sign o�  on it, given he has 
little grasp of the issues. Indeed, its fl aws 
are legion, and, apart from demonstrat-
ing exactly why Truss had to go, it refl ects 
everything that is rotten in the report it 
introduces.

Report conveniently ignores facts
Once again, the National Security 

Law for Hong Kong (NSL) is targeted, 
and Cleverly claimed that “there is little 
chance of bail” for those charged under 
it, with criminal suspects like Jimmy Lai 
Chee-ying facing prolonged detention 
(he seemed unaware that Lai is actually 
undergoing imprisonment for his unau-
thorized-assembly convictions). What, 
however, he did not mention is that, 
in 2022, approximately 25.7 percent of 
national security suspects were granted 

bail, or that it is recognized globally that 
national security o� enses are in a class of 
their own, given they threaten a country’s 
very survival.

What is likewise ignored is that crimi-
nal cases in Hong Kong are tried far more 
expeditiously than in the UK, where it 
was reported in 2022 that the average 
time it takes for a case to be completed 
is 708 days (well over double the Hong 
Kong fi gure), with many suspects being 
remanded in custody throughout.

Although Cleverly complains that the 
NSL’s extraterritorial provisions have 
been invoked against the website of Hong 
Kong Watch, the London-based anti-
China propaganda outfi t, it disregards 
the right of every country to protect itself 
from those who threaten it, a right the US 
is currently deploying in the UK. Indeed, 
the British government is currently aid-
ing and abetting the attempts by the US 
to extradite Julian Assange, the journal-
ist who courageously exposed America’s 
nefarious activities through WikiLeaks, 
to Washington, using the extraterritorial 
reach of the US Espionage Act of 1917. If 
the UK is prepared to assist the US in this 
way, it can obviously have no complaints 
if Hong Kong also tries to protect itself 
from evildoers, wheresoever they may be 
operating.

Double standards everywhere
In another smear, the foreword claims 

that the “authorities are using the anti-
quated o� ence of sedition to crack down 
on dissent”, which beggars belief. It was, 
of course, the Hong Kong government 
under British rule that enacted Hong 
Kong’s Sedition Ordinance in the fi rst 
place, in 1938, as Cleverly should know, 
and it had no qualms over deploying it 
at times of social unrest. It was used, for 
example, without complaint from Lon-
don, to prosecute Ta Kung Pao journalists 
in 1952, and the publishers and printers of 
three newspapers in 1967.

If, moreover, Cleverly is really so con-
cerned over the use of sedition charges to 
tackle criminal activities in Hong Kong, 
it is very strange indeed that he has had 
nothing to say about the convictions in 
the US, on Jan 23, 2023, of four members 
of the Oath Keepers on charges of sedi-
tious conspiracy arising from the Capitol 
attack of Jan 6, 2021.

In one particularly inane smear, Clever-
ly asserts that “the judiciary are required 
to enforce laws and values imposed by 

Beijing”. If he had checked, he would have 
discovered that the bulk of Hong Kong’s 
laws predate 1997, and that most of the 
laws the judiciary are required to enforce 
derive not from Beijing but from London.

If his smear was aimed at the NSL, 
Cleverly should also have highlighted the 
NSL’s “values,” as it specifi cally requires 
that, in its implementation, “human 
rights shall be respected and protected”, 
and that the provisions of the Internation-
al Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
(which contains the fair trial guarantees) 
“shall be protected in accordance with the 
law” (Art.4).

As those who live in glass houses should 
not throw stones, Cleverly would do well 
to note that, by contrast, the UK’s most 
recent security law, the National Security 
and Investment Act 2021, contains no 
mention whatsoever of protecting human 
rights, let alone upholding the ICCPR. 
The same is also true of its National Secu-
rity Bill, currently being debated in the 
British Parliament, and it is not hard to 
see why. Because of the threats it poses 
to the free press, the Financial Times has 
said it “could become a draconian tool 
for a future government even more shy of 
accountability than those of recent years”.

Foreign judges confident 
in HK’s rule of law

In his foreword, moreover, Cleverly 
highlights the resignations, in March 
2022, of two serving British judges as 
nonpermanent judges of the Hong Kong 
Court of Final Appeal (Lords (Robert) 
Reed and (Patrick) Hodge). Using words 
identical to those deployed at the time 
by Truss, Cleverly claims that it “became 
untenable for UK Supreme Court judges 
to continue within Hong Kong’s judicial 
system”. What, however, he failed to men-
tion was that the 10 remaining overseas 
judges (all retired), of whom fi ve are Brit-
ish, expressed their full confi dence in the 
CFA, and indicated they had no intention 
of walking away from their responsibili-
ties.

Although, like Truss before him, Clev-
erly has sought to give the impression 
that the two judges who resigned were 
free agents, the truth has now emerged, 
thanks to two insiders. When Lord (Chris) 
Patten, the ex-Hong Kong governor and 
former chairman of the Conservative Par-
ty (Cleverly’s own party) was interviewed 
on Nov 6, 2022, he confi rmed what many 
suspected: that Truss had told the judges 

not to sit on the CFA, adding “I thorough-
ly disapprove of politicians telling judges 
what to do.”

Patten’s revelation was, moreover, cor-
roborated by the serial fantasist Benedict 
Rogers, the deputy chairman of the Con-
servative Party’s Human Rights Commis-
sion, who said (of the two judges), “The 
British government is right to have taken 
steps to recall them.”

Ideological hang-ups should go
In a concluding smear, beloved of the 

Foreign O¤  ce’s Sinophobes, Cleverly trot-
ted out the hoary old chestnut “that China 
is failing to comply with the Sino-British 
Joint Declaration”, even though it has long 
since been superseded by the Basic Law. It 
was, of course, Beijing, not London, that 
protected the “one country, two systems” 
principle when armed mobs and politi-
cal saboteurs tried to wreck it in 2019-20, 
often egged on by hostile forces in the UK 
and elsewhere. Although the US and its 
Five Eyes partners failed to stand with 
Hong Kong in its hour of need, it none-
theless survived, and was fortifi ed by the 
experience.

In consequence, Hong Kong’s capital-
ist system, rule of law and way of life are 
now secure and a great future lies ahead 
of it, and it is a huge pity that none of the 
credit for this can go to the British gov-
ernment, let alone the likes of Truss and 
Cleverly.

However, despite the foreword’s hypo-
critical nonsense (which would have titil-
lated Alice), Cleverly still says, “We will 
work constructively with the new chief 
executive where we can within the wider 
relationship.” Although this sounds posi-
tive, it takes two to tango, and the UK, 
if serious, must scrap its China-baiting 
and get real. After all, the International 
Monetary Fund has just forecast that the 
UK economy will be the only one in the 
G7 to shrink in 2023, and it is high time 
for Rishi Sunak’s government to place the 
British national interest above the ideo-
logical hang-ups of people like Truss.

If, therefore, the UK wants to buy into 
the success story that is the new Hong 
Kong, it should cut the propaganda, show 
it can be a reliable partner, and construc-
tively engage. Its long-term interests lie in 
forging closer ties with China, and not in 
clinging to America’s coattails.

  
The views do not necessarily refl ect those 
of China Daily.
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T he National Security Law for 
Hong Kong (NSL) has been 
widely criticized but not widely 
understood by the Western 

media and politicians. Not surprisingly, 
the recent interpretation of the NSL by 
the Standing Committee of the National 
People’s Congress (NPCSC) received a 
hostile reception from US Consul General 
to Hong Kong and Macao Gregory May. 
Showing entrenched negative feelings 
about the NSL, he said the interpretation 
could further undermine the indepen-
dence of Hong Kong’s judiciary system by 
expanding the executive branch’s power 
to make decisions a� ecting cases without 
judicial oversight. We object to his unsub-
stantiated allegation.

In order to dispel the miasma of sus-
picion hanging over May’s comments, 
the O¤  ce of the Commissioner of the 
Ministry of Foreign A� airs of the People’s 
Republic of China in the Hong Kong Spe-
cial Administrative Region condemned 
his remarks. Fully aware of the hidden 
agenda beneath May’s speech, the o¤  ce 
said the way May had defamed the city’s 
rule of law and freedom would only 
unveil his ill intention of disrupting 
the HKSAR and containing China. The 
HKSAR government also condemned 
May for maliciously slandering the NSL 
and the interpretation of the NPCSC.

There is no disguising the fact that the 
NSL has been the bete noire of Wash-
ington and one of the major sources of 
tension between China and the US. In 
response to the promulgation of the NSL, 
then-US president Donald Trump signed 
a law to impose sanctions on Chinese-
mainland and Hong Kong o¤  cials whom 
he accused of eroding Hong Kong’s 
autonomy; he also issued an executive 
order ending the city’s preferential trad-
ing status.

The Biden administration has 
remained tough and adopted a hard-line 

attitude toward China. Another move to 
spark a further downward spiral in Sino-
American relations was the provocative 
decision by the Biden administration 
to extend for 24 months the deferred 
enforced departure, or DED, status for 

Hong Kong people temporarily staying in 
the US, citing “compelling foreign policy 
reasons”. There is no doubt that Hong 
Kong is ill-equipped to deal with the 
above challenges and national security 
threats.

From the perspective of China, deterio-
rating Sino-American relations and the 
need to maintain prosperity and stability 
in Hong Kong have reinforced the belief 
that national security is too important 
and complicated to be handled solely by 
Hong Kong. To ensure that the HKSAR 
can navigate the dangerous shoals that 
lie ahead, Xia Baolong, director of the 
State Council’s Hong Kong and Macao 
A� airs O¤  ce, recently highlighted the 
importance of implementing a “dual 
implementation mechanism” in safe-
guarding national security in the HKSAR, 
which involves both the central authori-
ties and the HKSAR government. Xia 
noted that the central government bears 
the ultimate responsibility for national 
security matters in the city, wielding full 
legislative, law enforcement and judicial 
powers.

The “dual implementation mechanism” 
is perfectly legitimate. First, the central 
government is constitutionally obligated 
to safeguard national security. According 
to Tian Feilong, an associate professor at 
Beijing’s Beihang University, it is a univer-
sally accepted principle around the world 
that central government authorities, even 
in federal states, have the constitutional 
authority and constitutional responsibil-
ity to enact domestic security legislation 
(Tian Feilong, Safeguarding National 
Security is the Key to Consolidating the 
Constitutional Order of the HKSAR, in 
Hong Kong and Macao Journal, 2 (2020), 
pp 34-46).

Second, national security falls under 
the defense umbrella, which is the central 
government’s responsibility as prescribed 
by Article 14(1) of the Basic Law (Han 

Zhu, The Hong Kong National Security 
Law, in Hualing Fu & Michael Hor (eds), 
The National Security Law of Hong 
Kong: Restoration and Transformation 
(HK:HKU Press, 2022), p 53). 

Third, Chief Justice Andrew Cheung 
Kui-nung has reminded us that making 
laws is the responsibility of the Legislative 
Council or the nation’s top legislature in 
the case of national security laws applica-
ble to Hong Kong. In an authoritative pas-
sage in the judgment of the Privy Council 
in Zamora (1916) 2 AC 77, Lord Parker 
said: “Those who are responsible for the 
national security must be the sole judge of 
what the national security requires.”

Mention should also be made of the 
chaotic and threatening situation in 
Hong Kong in the second half of 2019. As 
Deng Zhonghua, president of the Chinese 
Association of Hong Kong and Macao 
Studies, pointed out, the NSL was intro-
duced and enacted against an exceptional 
background. The defi ciencies in the legal 
system and enforcement mechanisms 
had resulted in a prolonged state of secu-
rity vacuum for safeguarding national 
security. Confronted with unprecedented 
national security threats, Hong Kong was 
no longer in a position to complete by 
itself the construction of its legal system 
and enforcement mechanisms to safe-
guard national security (National Secu-
rity Law Legal Forum: Security Brings 
Prosperity, July 5, 2021 (HK: DOJ, 2021), 
p 226-227). The relentless interference 
in Hong Kong a� airs by external forces 
has vindicated the “dual implementation 
mechanism”.

Finally, it does not need emphasizing 
that Article 23 of the Basic Law is a del-
egated clause through which the central 
government authorizes the HKSAR to 
enact a piece of legislation safeguard-
ing national security. This article does 
not change the fundamental principle 
that national security and the power of 

enactment is a matter that falls within 
the purview of the central authorities 
(Teresa Cheng, National Security Law 
— A New Horizon for the Successful 
Implementation of “One Country, Two 
Systems”, p 7). Since the HKSAR had 
failed to implement Article 23, the cen-
tral government had to enact the NSL. If 
the o� enses endanger the fundamental 
interests of the State and its people, and 
if Hong Kong has di¤  culties in dealing 
with them, the central authorities bear 
the ultimate responsibility in respect of 
safeguarding national security — Article 
55 of the NSL.

With regard to the responsibility of 
Hong Kong, Xia pointed out that the 
HKSAR must accurately understand the 
legislative intent, or purpose, of the NSL, 
to ensure that it is fully and accurately 
implemented without compromise. The 
“one country, two systems” principle 
must be fully and accurately implement-
ed in order to provide solid protection 
for national security and the prosper-
ity and stability of Hong Kong. Besides, 
Xia added that the HKSAR government 
should take the initiative to amend and 
improve local laws to achieve organic 
unity between local laws and the NSL.

The HKSAR government has realized 
the pressing need to promote national 
security education in the city, and rightly 
so. In 2021, the Education Bureau pro-
mulgated the Curriculum Framework 
of National Security Education in Hong 
Kong and 15 related national security 
subject frameworks. In October 2022, the 
National Security Education Center of 
the International Probono Legal Services 
Association also launched a national 
security education instructor training 
program to help promote national secu-
rity education in the city.

The views do not necessarily refl ect those 
of China Daily.

Mechanism for safeguarding national security in HKSAR vindicated

Since 1997, the UK has, 
for reasons best known to 
itself, given that they have 
no practical value, issued 
six-monthly reports on 
Hong Kong. Although the 
earlier ones made some 
pretense of objectivity, 
they have now degener-
ated into little more than 
propaganda sheets, in-
tended to needle China. ... 
Although Liz Truss’ fin-
gerprints are all over the 
latest report, her succes-
sor, James Cleverly, pro-
vided a foreword, which 
does him no credit. 

With regard to the respon-
sibility of Hong Kong, Xia 
Baolong pointed out that 
the HKSAR must accu-
rately understand the leg-
islative intent, or purpose, 
of the NSL, to ensure that 
it is fully and accurately 
implemented without 
compromise. The “one 
country, two systems” 
principle must be fully and 
accurately implemented 
in order to provide solid 
protection for national 
security and the prosperity 
and stability of Hong Kong. 
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