
A
s a new year dawns, Hong Kong faces both internal and
external challenges. Internally, the challenges relate to
perceived inequities in society and, externally, they have
to do with Hong Kong’s relationship with Beijing.
Customarily, at the end of each year, greeting cards are

exchanged wishing the recipient “A Merry Christmas and a Happy
New Year” or “Season’s Greetings” for non-Christians. But,
regardless of religion, one perennial theme is the hope for
prosperity in the coming year.

This is echoed in the traditional greetings over the Lunar New
Year, when virtually everyone loudly wishes everyone else gong xi
fa cai – literally “may you become rich” – without any sense of
embarrassment. It is, after all, a reflection of Chinese society’s
traditional poverty and the deeply felt desire to escape its tentacles.

Hence, it is significant that a survey in December by the
University of Hong Kong’s Public Opinion Programme found that,
for the first time, more people wanted fairness in society than
prosperity. In a survey of 1,017 people, 27 per cent wanted Hong
Kong to be a fair society, 6 percentage points higher than the
previous year, while 23 per cent wanted a corruption-free society.

Since the surveys were first launched in 1993, each year, more
people had longed for prosperity than anything else. But, this time,
only 22 per cent put prosperity first, a drop of 6 percentage points
from the previous year. 

This suggests many now feel that the main problem in Hong
Kong society is not a question or prosperity or poverty but a
problem of fairness. That is to say, a handful of wealthy people
hold far too great a share of society’s riches, while too many others
are left impoverished. This perception of inequity is reflected in the
frequent allegations of collusion between the government and
business, particularly those in property development. 

Clearly, many people feel that the rules are not fair and that the
cards are stacked in favour of the rich. This is something to which
the government must pay heed. Action must be taken before the
situation worsens – and the poll numbers show it is worsening.

The government, at long last,
seems to be waking up to the fact that
property developers have for decades
been getting away with presenting
model homes to the public that are
misleading. Even today, they do not
permit potential buyers to measure
the space on offer. Official outrage is to
be welcomed, but one must wonder if
the government was really ignorant for
all these years of what was going on
beneath their noses.

While fairness may be the most
important issue within Hong Kong
society, another challenge is the

relationship with Beijing, which has been highlighted by the
director of the Hong Kong and Macau Affairs Office, Wang
Guangya . When asked to comment on the numerous
voices in Hong Kong who called for the release of Zhao Lianhai

, the tainted-milk activist who was sentenced to 2½ years in
prison, the new director said that under the “one country, two
systems” formula, “well water should not interfere with river
water”, meaning that people here should not involve themselves
in mainland affairs.

This raises the question of the extent to which the mainland has
involved itself in Hong Kong political affairs. While immediately
after 1997 Beijing went to some length to maintain at least the
appearance of non-interference, it no longer bothers to make such
an effort. In fact, the perception now is that decisions are made by
the liaison office, which is why demonstrations are increasingly
being held there rather than outside the Central Government
Offices on Lower Albert Road. 

If Wang doesn’t want Hong Kong people to involve themselves
in mainland affairs, he should keep Beijing out of Hong Kong
affairs. Beijing should not involve itself in local elections. It should
also stop telling the chief executive who to appoint as principal
officials. If Beijing did not meddle in Hong Kong’s affairs, it would
have a stronger hand when arguing that Hong Kong should not
interfere in mainland politics.
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America, China, Russia and India
are racing to develop anti-ship
missiles that could revolutionise
naval warfare and alter global
balances of power. It’s all about who
can design the fastest missiles with
the latest engine technology.

The most effective cruise missiles
rely on ramjets, which have no
moving mechanical parts. For
example, the BrahMos missile, co-
developed by India and Russia, uses
a ramjet to fly at 3,400 km/h for 290
kilometres. This is 2.8 times the
speed of sound (Mach 2.8) and four
times faster than America’s turbojet-
powered Tomahawk cruise missile.

Supersonic missiles are so fast
that ships have little time to deploy
countermeasures. This increases the
chance of a missile slipping through
a vessel’s defences – but supersonic
weapons can be stopped. 

However, there is currently no
reliable defence against the next
generation of anti-ship missiles,
which will fly at hypersonic speeds –
greater than Mach 5 (6,100 km/h). 

Hypersonic velocities can be
reached with scramjets. These are
similar to ramjets, but combustion
in the engine occurs at supersonic
rather than subsonic speeds. India
and Russia are working on the
hypersonic BrahMos II, which will
cruise at Mach 6 (7,300 km/h) and
could be used against ships.

China is developing its own
hypersonic anti-ship missile, the
Dong Feng 21D. This isn’t a cruise
missile but rather a ballistic missile
that rockets toward space and arcs
back to earth at about Mach 10. Its
range will be about 1,500 kilometres.

Dubbed the “carrier killer”, this
weapon could be used against
aircraft carriers to destroy US naval

supremacy in the western Pacific.
The technology behind the DF-21D
isn’t new – the weapon is a variant of
a proven Chinese medium-range
ballistic missile. What is new – and a
potential game-changer – is the
possibility of precisely striking ships
at long range with non-nuclear
warheads. 

The chief of India’s navy is
dismissive of China’s anti-ship
missile programme. As reported by
the Indian Express, Admiral Nirmal
Verma said it was a “complex
problem” to use a conventional
missile against a moving target on
the high seas. However, with enough
time and resources, China could
overcome the technical challenges.

US Defence Secretary Robert
Gates believes China’s “anti-ship
weaponry and ballistic missiles
could threaten America’s primary
way to project power and help allies
in the Pacific”. America will need
ballistic missile defence systems to
counter the DF-21D. The US has
proven it can strike an incoming
hypersonic weapon with a missile –
but only in controlled tests and with
inconsistent results. 

America is also working on
hypersonics with its X-51A
WaveRider, which is designed to
demonstrate scramjet technology.
The US Air Force notes that a 200-
second test last May marked the first
flight of a practical hydrocarbon-
fuelled scramjet. With this success,
America appears to have taken the
lead in hypersonic missile design.
But, others aren’t far behind. The
race is on to develop missiles that
could reshape naval warfare and
dictate who will rule the waves.
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A
lmost 35 years after
Mao Zedong’s 
death, China-
watchers still debate
his influence. Does
his distinctive
adaptation of
Marxist-Leninist
ideology continue to
guide the policies,

politics and practices of an increasingly
powerful party-state that now confronts
challenges the chairman never had to face?
Some maintain that Maoism long ago lost
its ability to affect official conduct and
today serves mainly to project an image of
communist continuity amid profound
national transformations. 

Other observers see, at least in certain
aspects of government, the persisting
relevance of Maoist thought, especially
since 2007, when the 17th party congress
launched an effort to recreate the “red
culture” of the party’s revolutionary pre-
“Liberation” past. 

The administration of criminal justice is
surely one prominent area where the
chairman’s thinking has left an indelible
impact, despite the large body of laws,

regulations and interpretations
promulgated since 1979. Beijing’s
increasingly expert legal officials, like law
reformers in other countries, seek the right
balance between protecting basic rights of
all suspects and ensuring punishment of
the guilty, and some legislative progress
continues even in the present conservative
political environment. 

Nevertheless, foreign observers, not to
mention China’s able criminal defence
lawyers and legal scholars, daily encounter
cases where “politics takes command” over
law, not only among police and
prosecutors but also among judges and
justice officials. Indeed, this politicisation
of criminal justice follows the public
instructions of China’s highest leaders. 

The legacy of “Mao Zedong Thought”,
enshrined in the constitution, is evident in
the insistence of President and party
General Secretary Hu Jintao , party
Political and Legal Affairs Commission
chief Zhou Yongkang and Supreme

People’s Court President Wang Shengjun
on the primacy of party over law, in

practice as well as theory. 
The December 23 detention and

brutalisation by Beijing police of law
professor Teng Biao and a fellow
human rights defender explicitly illustrates
the impact of Maoist thought on police
practice. In a horrifying report posted
online the day after his ordeal, Teng
describes how, after trying to persuade his
captors that they had no legal authority to
interrogate, detain and beat him, the police
station atmosphere suddenly became
more threatening when an officer named
Xu Ping learned that Teng had just visited
the mother of a house-church Christian
and legal scholar under house arrest
elsewhere. Xu shouted: “Oh, that’s how it
is! In that case, this just became a
contradiction between the enemy and us!
… In that case we don’t have to talk about
law at all! And you … won’t get out of here
again. You traitors, you dogs! Counter-
revolutionaries! … You keep insulting the
party. We will treat you just like an enemy!” 

Teng, who teaches at China University
of Political Science and Law, one of the
country’s leading law schools, realised the
seriousness of an accusation placing him
among “the enemy”. He knew this referred
to Mao’s famous 1957 speech, “On the
Correct Handling of Contradictions Among
the People”, which instructed officials,
when dealing with alleged offenders, to
distinguish between two types of social
contradictions: those “between the enemy
and us” and those “among the people”.
The former were to be handled with the
unremitting severity of dictatorship. 

Teng, attempting to turn repression into
research, asked Xu: “How do you treat your
enemies?” Xu answered: “Like Falun
Gong.” When Teng added, “And how do
you treat Falun Gong?”, Xu responded:
“You’ll find out by and by.” This sent a
shiver through Teng, since, in addition to
the thousands of Falun Gong worshipers
who have been formally sentenced, many
others have been illegally tortured, killed or
“disappeared” while in police custody. At
that point, Teng reports thinking to
himself: “This little police officer is younger
than 30; how is he so well-versed in the
Maoist doctrine of the ‘contradiction
between the enemy and us’?” 

The fact is that Mao’s amorphous
doctrine, which originated in the pre-1949
revolutionary struggle to suppress
“reactionaries” and establish the “people’s
democratic dictatorship”, continues to
serve as a crude rationalisation for
whatever repression party leaders deem
desirable. Many Chinese legal officials and
scholars unsuccessfully sought to clarify

the criteria for distinguishing the “enemy”
from the “people”. Mao himself admitted
that it was easy to confuse the two and that
many good people had been mistakenly
liquidated as “counter-revolutionaries”.
Indeed, as Teng’s recent experience
reminds us, there have only been two
certainties: the party decides who is the
“enemy”, and anyone so identified loses
the protections of the law. 

In tense times, even law professors have
had to accommodate the chairman’s
rhetoric, as I can personally testify. In
February 1992, after the Voice of America
broadcast excerpts of a talk I had just given
to the Beijing Foreign Correspondents’
Club noting that Chinese courts were
instruments of suppression, five Beijing
law school deans were ordered to lie in wait

in my hotel lobby “to register a solemn
protest”. They asked how I, “a friend of
China”, could make such a claim. I told
them I had merely been quoting speeches
made by Ren Jianxin, then president of the
Supreme People’s Court and head of the
party’s Political and Legal Affairs
Commission, in the months after the 1989
Tiananmen slaughter. “Oh,” they said,
“Ren was only telling the courts to suppress
counter-revolutionaries, not the ‘people’!” 

As long as Mao’s pernicious doctrine
persists, no Chinese citizen can be safe.
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The past 12 months have been a year
of upheaval in Hong Kong politics,
resulting in a radically altered
political landscape and changes to
the dynamics of various political
groups. One of the major factors has
been the passage of the
government’s electoral reform
proposal.

Only the pro-establishment
Democratic Alliance for the
Betterment and Progress of Hong
Kong has managed to escape
unscathed because it follows the
guidance of the central government.

However, Michael Tien Puk-sun
recently left the Liberal Party and
joined the New People’s Party
because of disagreement with fellow
member Tommy Cheung Yu-yan
over the minimum wage. Following
Tien’s departure, party high-flier
Christine Fong Kwok-shan also
deserted the beleaguered political
group. Many members believe the
reform controversy has further
weakened their party unity.

The Democratic Party is still in
disarray because of the government-
sponsored reform package; most
mainstream party leaders supported
it, while younger members opposed
it and backed the de facto
referendum to push for more
democracy. The growing internal
conflict has prompted many core
members, such as Andrew Cheng
Kar-foo, to resign.

The League of Social Democrats
is even more deeply divided.
Mounting disunity has seen former
party chairman Wong Yuk-man
launch an all-out attack on
incumbent chairman Andrew To

Kwan-hang and his cabinet. Wong
and his party allies have also vowed
not to work with the pan-
democratic camp in the next district
council and legislative council
elections because of the Democratic
Party’s support for the government’s
reform package.

Even the relatively level-headed
Civic Party has been affected by
political infighting following its
recent leadership reshuffle. Alan
Leong Kah-kit has been elected as

party leader unchallenged, but some
top posts are being fiercely
contested.

Conflicts, infighting and rifts are
natural phenomena in any political
party or democratic system.
Competition is good for political
development and the growth of
fledgling political parties as long as it
is conducted in a healthy and fair
manner. The latest leadership
controversy has somehow exposed
the true colours of the Civic Party.

The fact that Leong teamed up
with outgoing party leader Audrey
Eu Yuet-mee and three members,
who are vying for party positions, to
draft a political manifesto shows the
hypocrisy of the senior leadership
and its double standards. Leong
should never have shown

favouritism towards a handful of
members.

No one can deny that democracy
is competitive politics and that
political dissension is a natural by-
product of party development. But,
we must not forget that competition
should be carried out openly and
fairly, especially in a democratic
system.

The forming of the alliance
within the Civic Party at such a time
was inappropriate; it not only goes
against the spirit of democracy, but
has also affected the party’s image
and reputation.

Democratic politics is vital to
society and is everyone’s concern;
we must abide by its rules and
principles to defend its integrity. The
late political leader Szeto Wah was a
highly respected democracy icon
because of his commitment to
upholding the tenets of democracy
and insistence on openness and
fairness in achieving it.

It is very disappointing to see the
supposedly principle-minded Civic
Party abandon its core principles
and conduct small-circle elections
to promote certain favoured
members. Those in high political
positions should command respect
through their conduct. 
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For a country with 1.2 billion people,
India is ruled by a surprisingly small
elite, which runs everything from the
government to large companies and
even sports bodies. But a series of
scandals has seriously undermined
that elite’s standing in the eyes of the
Indian public.

Almost anyone in a position of
power in India, including well-
known print and television
journalists, is now viewed with
suspicion. This comes as economic
growth pulls a young and upwardly
mobile population into the urban
middle class. This new middle class
is no longer constrained by the
patronage systems of the village, but
it also does not enjoy the old middle
class’ cosy relationship with the
elite. Could this crisis of the elite
trigger India’s own Tiananmen
Square moment?

Except in totalitarian regimes, a
country’s elite depends partly on
popular acceptance, which is mostly
derived from a belief that the elite is
broadly fair in its dealings. After the
recent scandals, the average Indian
does not believe this any more. 

Of course, doubts about the
ruling elite are not unique to India.
Almost all countries shifting from a
pre-industrial equilibrium based on
patronage to one based on modern
institutions and the rule of law have
faced such crises of legitimacy.

Until the early 19th century, for
example, British politics was
extraordinarily corrupt. The United
States, too, went though a period of
robber-baron industrialisation in
the 1870s and 1880s. 

For Britain and the US, the
transition in the nature of the
governing elite was relatively
smooth. But there are many

examples where such change was
sudden and violent – the French and
Russian revolutions, for example. 

When China confronted this
moment during the 1989
Tiananmen Square protests, the
state repressed the students with an
iron fist, but then maintained a
single-minded focus on economic
growth. Corruption remains a major
problem, but the authorities take
care to punish the worst excesses in
a highly visible way. 

Even adjusted for purchasing
power, India’s middle class today
probably totals no more than 70
million. But, in the coming decade,
today’s established middle class will
be swamped by newcomers. 

So far, this new group has been
too busy climbing the income ladder
to express their resentment at the
excesses of the elite, but one can feel
anger growing. It is impossible to
predict when the shift will happen or
what form it will take. Given India’s
democratic traditions, it is likely that
the change will be peaceful. 

But we might also see an
unpredictable turn, with a new
political leader or movement
suddenly capturing the popular
imagination and sweeping aside the
old arrangements. Such movements
do not always lead to a happy
outcome.

Perhaps India’s existing elite will
learn from history, purge itself, and
then open up to new talent. Many
investigations have been ordered
into the current corruption scandals.
Over this year, Indians will find out if
such efforts will lead to reform – or
merely to deeper crisis. 
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