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Introduction
Terms of Reference
1.
The Law Reform Commission Privacy sub-committee’ s terms of reference
are as follows:
“To examine existing Hong Kong laws affecting privacy and to
report on whether legislative or other measures are required to provide
protection against, and to provide remedies in respect of, undue
interference with the privacy of the individual with particular reference
to the following matters:
(a)
the acquisition, collection, recording and storage of
information and opinions pertaining to individuals by any persons or
bodies, including Government departments, public bodies, persons or
corporations;
(b)
the disclosure or communication of the information or
opinions referred to in paragraph (a) to any person or body including
any Government department, public body, person or corporation in or
out of Hong Kong;
(c)
intrusion (by electronic or other means) into private
premises; and
(d)
recorded;

the interception of communications, whether oral or

but excluding inquiries on matters falling within the Terms of Reference of the
Law Reform Commission on either Arrest or Breach of Confidence.”
2.
The issues raised at (a) and (b) are addressed in the Law Reform
Commission report on Reform Of The Law Relating To The Protection Of Personal
Data published in August 1994. Most of the recommendations of that report were adopted
with the enactment of the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance on 3 August 1995. This paper
deals with (c) and (d).
3.
The references to “intrusion by any means (whether electronic or other
means)” and “the interception of communications” in the terms of reference should not be
interpreted as suggesting a dichotomy: they overlap in some situations. For example, it is
now possible to “read” e-mail by monitoring by remote means the radiation emitted by a
word processor (the technology is described in detail later). This could be characterised as
either falling under (c) or (d).
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4.
This paper makes frequent reference to new technologies impacting on
privacy. It is not suggested that a regulatory framework should focus on such technologies.
Regulation must be founded on general principles. Nonetheless, an awareness of new
applications of technology provides a checking mechanism to confirm that any proposed
regulatory framework is indeed apt to cover the various applications. As suggested by the
example in the previous paragraph, a problem with the differentiation of legal controls
according to whether the activity constitutes “intrusion” or “interception of
communications” is that the proposed dichotomy may not adequately take account of some
applications. This paper will use the general term “surveillance” when both intrusion and the
interception of communications are being referred to.

Relationship with data protection
5.
In our consideration of the first part of the reference, we examined the
protection of personal data. The principal focus of data protection is the regulation of data
relating to the individual, whether the data are collected from the individual or from a third
party. When data are collected or acquired, they become subject to the application of the
data protection principles. The regulation of surveillance focuses on protecting the individual
at the stage when information is acquired about him, whether or not it is captured as
recorded data.
6.
Insofar as most surveillance and interception of communications will be
conducted with the specific purpose of collecting data records, a data protection regime
represents a significant source of control. Nonetheless, as Wacks points out, although of
practical significance, the collection of personal data is not the primary concern arising from
the use of surveillance techniques, but rather that the surveillance process itself constitutes an
interference with the privacy of the individual:
“My objection to being watched or to having my telephone tapped is
not necessarily that ‘ personal information’ about me has been
obtained, for the activities that are observed or the conversations that
are monitored do not necessarily involve ‘ personal information’ .
Certainly, it is the main purpose of the intruder to obtain information
about an individual, and some of the information may well be
‘ personal’ . . . But it should be stressed that there is no necessary
connection between the acquisition of ‘ personal information’ and the
individual’ s interest in not being observed . . . When my telephone is
tapped my principal objection is that there has been an intentional
interference with my interest in seclusion or solitude.”1

Increased need for privacy in a networked world
7.
1

There is an increasing need for privacy and security of telecommunications:
Raymond Wacks, Personal Information: Privacy and the Law (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989)
at 248-9.
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7KH SXEOLF LV OLNHO\ WR EHFRPH LQFUHDVLQJO\ FRQFHUQHG DERXW SULYDF\ DV D
UHVXOW RI WKH LQFUHDVHG DPRXQW RI SHUVRQDO LQIRUPDWLRQ DYDLODEOH RQOLQH RU
E\XVLQJWKHSKRQH





$Q DOOLHG FRQFHUQ LV WKDW RI WKH JOREDO PDUNHWSODFH WKH LQFUHDVHG XVH RI
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVV\VWHPVE\LQGXVWU\KDVLQFUHDVHGWKHQHHGIRUVHFXULW\RI
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVLQVXFKDUHDVDVEDQNLQJDQGILQDQFH$QRWKHUFRQFHUQLV
WKDWRIWKHIWRISURSULHWDU\LQIRUPDWLRQ6HFXULW\LVZLGHO\YLHZHGDVWKHNH\
FRPSRQHQWIRUWKHFRQWLQXHGVXFFHVVRIWKHLQIRUPDWLRQVXSHUKLJKZD\





3URSRVDOV WKDW OLPLW SULYDF\ DQG VHFXULW\ RI FRPPXQLFDWLRQV ZLOO XOWLPDWHO\
VORZWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDGYDQFHGQHWZRUNV7KH3UHVLGHQWRIWKH8QLWHG
6WDWHV7HOHSKRQH$VVRFLDWLRQDVVHUWVWKDW
³,IWKHSXEOLFEHFRPHVVNLWWLVKDERXWXVLQJWKHSXEOLFQHWZRUN
IRU IHDU HLWKHU WKDW LW LV IXOO RI ³EDFN GRRUV´ GHVLJQHG VR WKDW
WKHLUORFDOVKHULIIZLOOEHGHYHORSLQJDGRVVLHURQWKHPEDVHGRQ
FDOOVHWXSLQIRUPDWLRQWKDWIHDUZLOOWUDQVODWHLQWRUHGXFHGXVH
RIWKHV\VWHP7KHUHVXOWZLOOEHWKHORVVRIELOOLRQVRIGROODUVLQ
SRWHQWLDO UHYHQXH DQG DORQJ ZLWK WKDW PDQ\ RI WKH MREV WKH
WD[HVDQGWKHEHQHILWVWKDWZHDQWLFLSDWHIURPWKHLQIRUPDWLRQ
DJH´



0DQ\ VXFK QHWZRUNV DUH QRZ JOREDO  ,QWHUQHW LV D JRRG H[DPSOH
(OHFWURQLF PHVVDJHV FDQ QRZ EH VHQW EHWZHHQ FRXQWULHV ZLWKRXW JRLQJ
WKURXJK HPEDVVLHV VHFXUH VDWHOOLWH OLQNV PLOLWDU\ QHWZRUNV RU SRVWDO
VHUYLFHV,QWHUQDWLRQDOERUGHUVKDYHEHFRPHPHDQLQJOHVV

,QWHUFHSWLRQRIWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVDQGGDWDSURWHFWLRQ

7KH  $XVWUDOLDQ 7HOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV $XWKRULW\ $867(/  UHSRUW RQ
7HOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV 3ULYDF\ SRLQWV RXW WKDW WKH WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV LQGXVWU\ KDV VXFK
VSHFLILFFKDUDFWHULVWLFVDVLWVJOREDOQDWXUHKLJKLQIUDVWUXFWXUHFRVWVDQGUDSLGO\GHYHORSLQJ
WHFKQRORJLHV  +RZHYHU WKHVH IHDWXUHV DUH VKDUHG WR YDU\LQJ GHJUHHV E\ RWKHU LQGXVWULHV
6LPLODUO\ WKH FDSWXUH DQG XVH RI SHUVRQDO GDWD LV QRW XQLTXH WR WKDW LQGXVWU\  $867(/
REVHUYHVWKDW³XVLQJWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVPHDQVIRUFRQYH\LQJSHUVRQDOLQIRUPDWLRQGRHVQRW
E\LWVHOIFRPSULVHDQLVVXHRIWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVSULYDF\´,WDFFRUGLQJO\UHFRPPHQGVWKDW
PHDVXUHVWRFRQWUROWKHFROOHFWLRQDQGXVHRISHUVRQDOGDWDE\PHDQVRIWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV
QHWZRUNVVKRXOGDFFRUGZLWKWKHGDWDSURWHFWLRQSULQFLSOHV






3UHSDUHG7HVWLPRQ\RI5R\ 1HHO EHIRUH WKH 6HQDWH -XGLFLDU\ 6XEFRPPLWWHH RQ 7HFKQRORJ\
DQGWKH/DZ0DUFKFROOHFWHGLQ'DYLG%DQLVDU HG (OHFWURQLF 3ULYDF\ ,QIRUPDWLRQ
&HQWUH ³(3,&´   &U\SWRJUDSK\ DQG 3ULYDF\ 6RXUFHERRN  'LDQH 3XEOLVKLQJ 8SODQG
3HQQV\OYDQLD 3DUW,,,




7KH 2QWDULR ,QIRUPDWLRQ DQG 3ULYDF\ &RPPLVVLRQHU XVHIXOO\ GLVWLQJXLVKHV
WKUHHW\SHVRISHUVRQDOLQIRUPDWLRQFROOHFWHGDQGSURFHVVHGE\WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVFDUULHUV
RUVHUYLFHSURYLGHUV




GDWD REWDLQHG DW WKH WLPH RI DSSOLFDWLRQ WR EH FRQQHFWHG WR WKH
QHWZRUNLQFOXGLQJQDPHDQGDGGUHVVIRUVHUYLFHDQGELOOLQJ FXVWRPHU
LQIRUPDWLRQ 





GDWDFDSWXUHGDWWKHWLPHDFDOOLVPDGHLQFOXGLQJQXPEHUFDOOHGDQG
GXUDWLRQRIFDOO WUDQVDFWLRQDORUELOOLQJLQIRUPDWLRQ DQG





WKHLQIRUPDWLRQFRQWHQWRIWKHFRPPXQLFDWLRQLWVHOIWKHFRQYHUVDWLRQ
RUPHVVDJH




7KH &RPPLVVLRQHU DUJXHV WKDW VXEVFULEHUV XQGHUVWDQG WKDW FXVWRPHU DQG
ELOOLQJGDWDZLOOQHHGWREHFROOHFWHGE\WKHVHUYLFHSURYLGHUVDVDQDGMXQFWWRWKHVHUYLFH
WKHPDWHULDOGHVFULEHGDWWKHILUVWDQGVHFRQGSRLQWDERYH +HSRLQWVRXWKRZHYHUWKDW
VXEVFULEHUV ZRXOG QRW UHJDUG WKH FRQYHUVDWLRQ RU PHVVDJH WKH PDWHULDO GHVFULEHG LQ WKH
WKLUGSRLQWDERYH DVEHLQJVXEMHFWWRFROOHFWLRQ

,QWKH+RQJ.RQJFRQWH[WXSRQFROOHFWLRQWKDWGDWDZLOOEHVXEMHFWWRWKH
DSSOLFDWLRQ RI WKH GDWD SURWHFWLRQ SULQFLSOHV SXUVXDQW WR WKH 3HUVRQDO 'DWD 3ULYDF\
2UGLQDQFH $FFRUGLQJO\ ZH VHH RXU UHPLW LQ WKLV SDUW RI WKH UHIHUHQFH DV GHYHORSLQJ
SURWHFWLRQVDJDLQVWVHULRXVLQWUXVLRQVWKDWDUHVXSSOHPHQWDU\WRWKHPRUHJHQHUDOSURYLVLRQV
RIWKH2UGLQDQFH:KLOVWWKH]RQHRISURWHFWLRQLVQDUURZHUWKDQXQGHUWKH2UGLQDQFHZH
FRUUHVSRQGLQJO\ UHFRPPHQG WKDW H[FHSWLRQV EH PXFK QDUURZHU WKDQ WKRVH XQGHU WKH
2UGLQDQFH


,QGXVWULDOHVSLRQDJH

$QLQLWLDOTXHVWLRQLVZKHWKHURXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFHVKRXOGFRYHU
LQGXVWULDO HVSLRQDJH  $OWKRXJK ZH DUH QRW DGGUHVVLQJ FRUSRUDWH SULYDF\ DV VXFK RXU
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV ZLOO HQWDLO VRPH RYHUODS  7KLV LV LQHYLWDEOH EHFDXVH WKH UHJXODWLRQ RI
SK\VLFDOVXUYHLOODQFHFRQFHUQVVXUYHLOODQFHRILQGLYLGXDOVLQZKDWHYHUFDSDFLW\WKH\DUHDFWLQJ
DW WKH WLPH LQFOXGLQJ DV FRUSRUDWH DJHQWV  7KH UHJXODWLRQ RI WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV RQ WKH
RWKHUKDQGPD\LQYROYHOHVVRYHUODSZLWKFRUSRUDWHSULYDF\DULVLQJIRULQVWDQFHZKHUHWKHUH
LVFRPPXQLFDWLRQEHWZHHQWZRFRPSXWHUVDQGFRPSULVLQJVROHO\FRPPHUFLDOGDWD$OWKRXJK
QRWRXUIRFXVZHGR QRW FRQVLGHU LW QHFHVVDU\ IRU RXU UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV WR H[FOXGH VXFK
VLWXDWLRQV6LPLODUO\ZKLOHZHZLVKWRHPSKDVLVHWKHSURWHFWLRQRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQVEHWZHHQ
LQGLYLGXDOV UDWKHU WKDQ EHWZHHQ PDFKLQHV DV VXFK ZH UHFRJQLVH WKDW LQ SUDFWLFH PDFKLQHV
PHGLDWH SHUVRQDO FRPPXQLFDWLRQ VXFK DV ZKHUH YRLFH LV UHFRUGHG DQG VWRUHG IRU
VXEVHTXHQWWUDQVPLVVLRQEHWZHHQYRLFHPDLOPDFKLQHV

7KHLQWHUHVWVUHTXLULQJSURWHFWLRQIURPVXUYHLOODQFH



13.
A key word in the terms of reference is “privacy”. In his comprehensive
review, Professor Raymond Wacks concludes that “in spite of the huge literature on the
subject, a satisfactory definition of ‘ privacy’ remains as elusive as ever.” 3 We set out in the
following paragraphs some of the more influential definitions of “privacy.”
14.

The Justice Report defined “privacy” as meaning:
“... that area of a man’ s life which, in any given circumstances, a
reasonable man with an understanding of the legitimate needs of the
community would think it wrong to invade.” 4

15.

Alan Westin argues that privacy is:
“... the claim of individuals, groups, or institutions to determine for
themselves when, how, and to what extent information about them is
communicated to others. Viewed in terms of the relation of the
individual to social participation, privacy is the voluntary and
temporary withdrawal of a person from the general society through
physical or psychological means, either in a state of solitude or smallgroup intimacy or, when among larger groups, in a condition of
anonymity or reserve.”5

16.

The Calcutt Committee defined it as:
“The right of the individual to be protected against intrusion into his
personal life or affairs, or those of his family, by direct physical means
or by publication of information.”6

17.
While the Younger Committee concluded that the concept of privacy could
not be satisfactorily defined, it identified two principal privacy interests:
“The first of these is freedom from intrusion upon oneself, one’ s home,
family and relationships. The second is privacy of information, that is
the right to determine for oneself how and to what extent information
about oneself is communicated to others.”7
18.
While the above formulations venture a definition of “privacy” or its
elements, the Australian Law Reform Commission follows the more empirical approach
suggested by McCloskey:8
3
4
5
6
7
8

Wacks, op cit, at 13.
JUSTICE, Privacy and the Law (1970), para 19.
Westin A F, Privacy and Freedom (1967), p 7.
Report of the Committee on Privacy and Related Matter, 1990, Cmnd 1102.
Report of the Committee on Privacy (“Younger Report”), 1972, Cmnd 5012, para 38.
See Australian Law Reform Commission, Privacy (Report No 22, 1983), vol 1, chapter 1;
McCloskey H J, “Privacy and the Right to Privacy”, (1980) 55 Philosophy Quarterly 17.

5

³3ULYDF\LVDQRUGLQDU\ODQJXDJHZRUGDQRUGLQDU\ODQJXDJHFRQFHSW
QRWDILQHO\KRQHGSKLORVRSKLFDORUOHJDOFRQFHSW7KLVPHDQVWKDWZH
PD\ ZHOO ILQG LQFRKHUHQFHV LQFRQVLVWHQFLHV LQ WKH RUGLQDU\ FRQFHSW
VXFK WKDW WR EH PDGH FOHDU FRKHUHQW XVHIXO FRQFHSW LW QHHGV WR
FODULILHGPRGLILHGDQGPDGHWREHVXFK+RZHYHULIWKLVLVGRQHLQD
YHU\ UDGLFDO ZD\ WKH QHZ FRQFHSW PD\ ORVH LWV UHOHYDQFH WR WKH
RUGLQDU\ ODQJXDJH FRQFHSW  , VXJJHVW WKHUHIRUH WKDW WKH FRQFHSW EH
H[SOLFDWHG DV FORVHO\ DV SRVVLEOH WR WKH RUGLQDU\ XVDJH FRQFHSW DQG
WKHQLISULYDF\VRXQGHUVWRRGVHHPVLQFHUWDLQUHVSHFWVQRWWRPHULWRU
QRWWROHQGLWVHOIWROHJDOSURWHFWLRQDQGDVVLVWDQFHWKLVEHVDLG´

$FFRUGLQJ WR WKLV DSSURDFK RQH ILUVWO\ DVFHUWDLQV WKH RUGLQDU\ ODQJXDJH
FRQFHSWDQGVHFRQGO\GHWHUPLQHVZKHWKHUWKH³SULYDF\LQWHUHVWV´VRHQFRPSDVVHGVKRXOG
DVDPDWWHURISROLF\EHSURWHFWHG5HOHYDQWWRWKLVODWWHULQTXLU\DUHVXFKIDFWRUVDVWKH
UHTXLUHPHQWV RI ,QWHUQDWLRQDO &RYHQDQW RQ &LYLO DQG 3ROLWLFDO 5LJKWV WKH ,&&35  DV
UHSOLFDWHGLQWKH+RQJ.RQJ%LOORI5LJKWV2UGLQDQFH &DS 
$UWLFOHRIWKH,&&35


$UWLFOHRIWKH,&&35SURYLGHV
³

1RRQHVKDOOEHVXEMHFWHGWRDUELWUDU\RUXQODZIXOLQWHUIHUHQFHZLWKKLV
SULYDF\ IDPLO\ KRPH RU FRUUHVSRQGHQFH QRU WR XQODZIXO DWWDFNV RQ
KLVKRQRXUDQGUHSXWDWLRQ



(YHU\RQH KDV WKH ULJKW WR WKH SURWHFWLRQ RI WKH ODZ DJDLQVW VXFK
LQWHUIHUHQFHRUDWWDFNV´


,QLWVJHQHUDOFRPPHQWRQWKLVSURYLVLRQ ZKLFKLVUHSOLFDWHGDVDUWLFOHRI
WKH +RQJ .RQJ %LOO RI 5LJKWV  WKH 8QLWHG 1DWLRQV +XPDQ 5LJKWV &RPPLWWHH PDNHV WKH
IROORZLQJSRLQWVRQWKH,&&35


7KLV ULJKW LV UHTXLUHG WR EH JXDUDQWHHG DJDLQVW DOO VXFK LQWHUIHUHQFHV DQG
DWWDFNV ZKHWKHU WKH\ HPDQDWH IURP 6WDWH DXWKRULWLHV RU QDWXUDO RU OHJDO
SHUVRQV





7KH SULPDU\ PHWKRG RI SURYLGLQJ VXFK SURWHFWLRQ LV VWDWH OHJLVODWLRQ  1R
LQWHUIHUHQFHPD\WDNHSODFHH[FHSWLQFDVHVHQYLVDJHGE\WKHODZ





7KH LQFOXVLRQ RI WKH H[SUHVVLRQ ³DUELWUDU\ LQWHUIHUHQFH´ LV ³LQWHQGHG WR
JXDUDQWHHWKDWHYHQLQWHUIHUHQFHSURYLGHGIRUE\ODZVKRXOGDFFRUGZLWKWKH
&RYHQDQW DQG VKRXOG EH LQ DQ\ HYHQW UHDVRQDEOH LQ WKH SDUWLFXODU
FLUFXPVWDQFHV´






&DS3DUW,,



22.
Regarding the contents of such legislation as it relates to surveillance and
interception, the Human Rights Committee states:
“Even with regard to interferences that conform to the Covenant,
relevant legislation must specify in detail the precise circumstances in
which such interferences may be permitted. A decision to make use of
such authorised interference must be made only by the authority
designated under the law, and on a case-by-case basis. Compliance
with article 17 requires that the integrity and confidentiality of
correspondence should be guaranteed de jure and de facto.
Correspondence should be delivered to the addressee without
interception and without being opened or otherwise read.
Surveillance, whether electronic or otherwise, interceptions of
telephonic, telegraphic and other forms of communication, wiretapping and recording of conversations should be prohibited . . .
States parties are under a duty themselves not to engage in
interferences inconsistent with article 17 of the Covenant and to
provide the legislative framework prohibiting such acts by natural or
legal persons.”10
23.
Also relevant to the interpretation of article 14 of the Hong Kong Bill of
Rights is the jurisprudence interpreting the similarly worded privacy provision of the
European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (“the
European Convention”). Article 8 of the Convention provides:
“1.

Everyone has the right to respect for his private and family life,
his home and correspondence.

2.

There shall be no interference by a public authority with the
exercise of this right except such as is in accordance with the
law and is necessary in a democratic society in the interests of
national security, public safety or the economic well-being of
the country, for the prevention of disorder or crime, for the
protection of health or morals, or for the protection of the
rights and freedoms of others.”

24.
The first limb of article 8 is in virtually identical terms to article 17 of the
ICCPR, both being derived from the privacy provision of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. However, unlike the ICCPR provision article 8 of the European Convention
imposes an explicit obligation. Article 17 of the ICCPR instead focuses on protection from
interference, but this presupposes an affirmative right to respect to privacy.

10

General Comment 16/32 of 23 March 1988, paras 8 and 9, reproduced in Manfred Nowak, U. N.
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights: CCPR Commentary (1993) at 865.
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25.
Article 14 specifically identifies as within the zone of protection family life,
home, and correspondence. The ambit of these expressions is reasonably clear and would
preclude surveillance of domestic premises. Also, as held in Klass,11 “correspondence”
encompasses all telecommunications. But in ascertaining the scope of protection for
surveillance in other spheres, recourse must be made to the word “privacy”. In contrast to
article 14, article 8 of the European Convention refers to “private life” rather than
“privacy”, but nothing turns on this. Klass ruled that telephone tapping not only constitutes
an interference with the individual’ s “correspondence” but also with his private life. As
regards other methods of spying, the only case apparently reported on this aspect of article
1412 dealt with surveillance of the applicant’ s youthful participation in political activities. In
her analysis, Louise Doswald-Beck concludes that the ruling of the European Commission
of Human Rights in that case does appear to be premised on the assumption that individual
secret surveillance other than telephone tapping “may well amount to an interference with
private life”.
26.
It is also arguable that the principles laid down in Klass are not restricted to
telephone tapping, although that form of surveillance is specifically dealt with. Certainly the
language of the Court often speaks of “surveillance” generally rather than the specific
technique in question.

The surveillance society
27.
In Undercover, Gary Marx describes “a subtle and deep lying shift” in
social control:
“As powerful new surveillance tactics are developed, the range of their
legitimate and illegitimate use is likely to spread. Where there is a
way, there is often a will. There is a danger of almost imperceptible
surveillance creep.”13
“The new surveillance goes beyond merely invading privacy, as this
term has conventionally been understood, to making irrelevant many
of the constraints that protected privacy. Beyond the boundaries
protected by custom and law, privacy has depended on certain
(technically or socially) inviolate physical, spatial, or temporal barriers
- varying from distance to darkness to doors to the right to remain
silent. An invasion of privacy required crossing these barriers. With
much of the new technology, many of them cease to be barriers.”14
“Like the discovery of the atom or the unconscious, new control
techniques surface bits of reality that were previously hidden or didn’ t
contain informational clues. People are in a sense turned inside out,
11
12
13
14

Klass v Federal Republic of Germany (1978) 2 EHRR 214.
Application No 8170/78, X v Austria.
Gary Marx, Undercover : Police Surveillance in America (1988), at 2.
Ibid, at 231.
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and what was previously invisible or meaningless is made visible and
meaningful. This may involve space-age detection devices that give
meaning to physical emanations based on the analysis of heat, light,
pressure, motion, odor, chemicals, or physiological process, as well as
the new meaning given to visible individual characteristics and
behaviour when they are judged relative to a predictive profile based
on aggregate data.”15
Surveillance technologies
28.
What are these new technologies that obviate privacy barriers? Wasik
describes the following examples:
“A wide range of electronic devices is now available to improve upon
the traditional techniques of the industrial spy or eavesdropper.
Micro-transmitters can be placed in rooms where sensitive information
is to be discussed. Such transmitters are commonplace and easy to
obtain. Most of them transmit continuously once installed but some
can be activated and de-activated by remote signal.
These
transmitters are very difficult to detect by physical search since they
are so small and may be concealed in furnishings, light fittings, desk
equipment, behind pictures, or even plastered into a wall. Silent and
invisible flashlight photography can be achieved in darkness and
cameras can be adapted to focus and take pictures through minute
holes drilled in walls or furniture. Laser beams generated from outside
a building can be reflected off the window of a room in which sensitive
information is being discussed. Because speech sound-waves cause the
window pane to vibrate very slightly, it is possible to record a signal
from the reflected beam and re-create the speech.”16
29.
This (incomplete) description of personal surveillance techniques should be
taken in conjunction with techniques aimed at eavesdropping computer data:
“Unauthorised access to the information may be achieved by a number
of methods. It may be read off a VDU linked to the computer where
the data is stored, either by an unauthorised person gaining physical
access to the computer itself, or by the implantation of a listening
device, a remotely operated camera, or the recreation of the data from
electromagnetic radiation emitted by the computer equipment. . . Or it
may be obtained by an unauthorised user accessing the computer
directly from long range, through hacking, reading the relevant
information or transferring a copy of it to the accessor’ s own files.”17

15
16
17

Ibid, at 207.
Wasik M, Crime and the Computer (1991), at 53.
Op cit, at 52-53.

9


7KH UHIHUHQFH WR UHFUHDWLQJ HOHFWURPDJQHWLF UDGLDWLRQ LV WR D SURFHVV WKDW
KLJKOLJKWVWKHRSSRUWXQLWHVQRZDIIRUGHGWRHDYHVGURS
³,W LV WHFKQLFDOO\ TXLWH SRVVLEOH WR µ UHDG¶  IURP RXWVLGH D EXLOGLQJ
LQIRUPDWLRQFXUUHQWO\EHLQJUHOD\HGWKURXJKDFRPSXWHUV\VWHPLQVLGH
WKHEXLOGLQJXVLQJDWHOHYLVLRQUHFHLYHUFRQQHFWHGWRDYLGHRUHFRUGHU
WR SLFN XS WKH HOHFWURPDJQHWLF UDGLDWLRQ VXUURXQGLQJ WKH FRPSXWHU
7KHGDWDFDQWKHQEHUHFUHDWHGLQUHDGDEOHWH[WRQWKHHDYHVGURSSHU¶ V
PRQLWRUDQGUHFRUGHG7KHUDGLDWLRQHPLWWHGE\FRPSXWHUVLVNQRZQ
DV5DGLR)UHTXHQF\,QWHUIHUHQFHRU(OHFWURPDJQHWLF5DGLDWLRQ (50 
0DLQIUDPHV DQG PLQLFRPSXWHUV HPLW (50 IURP DOO VLGHV RI WKH
WHUPLQDO LQFOXGLQJ WKH VFUHHQ GLVSOD\ DV ZHOO DV IURP SULQWHG FLUFXLW
WUDFNVDQGLQWHUQDOZLULQJ6RPHFDEOHVSDUWLFXODUO\WKRVHFRQQHFWLQJ
9'8V GLVN GULYHV DQG SULQWHUV DOVR HPLW WKH VLJQDOV  7HOH[ DQG
IDFVLPLOH DUH VLPLODUO\ YXOQHUDEOH  7KH WHFKQRORJ\ QHFHVVDU\ WR
LQWHUFHSW (50 LV VLPLODU WR WKDW XVHG LQ WHOHYLVLRQ OLFHQFH GHWHFWRU
YDQVDQGLVUHODWLYHO\FKHDSDQGHDV\WRDVVHPEOHDQGRSHUDWH(50
FDQ JHQHUDOO\ EH SLFNHG XS ZLWKLQ D UDQJH RI  PHWUHV DOWKRXJK
RFFDVLRQDOO\ IXUWKHU     $V DQ HVSLRQDJH GHYLFH FRPSXWHU
HDYHVGURSSLQJLVUDWKHUKDSKD]DUGVLQFHWKHHDYHVGURSSHUKDVQRZD\
RI GHWHUPLQLQJ ZKDW PDWHULDO ZLOO EH LQWHUFHSWHG EXW WKHUH LV DOZD\V
WKHFKDQFHWKDWXVHIXOLQIRUPDWLRQZLOOEHREWDLQHGSHUKDSVGDWDEHLQJ
HQWHUHGLQWRWKHFRPSXWHUSULRUWRHQFU\SWLRQ,WPD\DOVREHSURYLGHD
PHDQVRIREWDLQLQJDFFHVVWRSDVVZRUGV7KHPRVWHIIHFWLYHLQWHULP
VROXWLRQDSSHDUVWREHWROLPLWWKHHPLVVLRQRI(50E\UDGLRIUHTXHQF\
ILOWHULQJ WHFKQLTXHV RU WKH VKLHOGLQJ RI HTXLSPHQW RU SDUWV RI WKH
EXLOGLQJLWVHOIVRWKDWLWGRHVQRWSDVVEH\RQGWKHEXLOGLQJDQGFDQQRW
EHLQWHUFHSWHGH[WHUQDOO\´
&RXQWHUVXUYHLOODQFH

7KHGHYHORSPHQWRIVXUYHLOODQFHWHFKQRORJLHVKDVJHQHUDWHGDVPDOOLQGXVWU\
GHYRWHG WR FRXQWHUVXUYHLOODQFH  *HQHUDOO\ XQGHUWDNHQ E\ SULYDWH LQYHVWLJDWRUV WKH
WHFKQLTXHVXVHGPD\LQFOXGH


7HFKQLFDO VZHHSV OLVWHQLQJ IRU VXFK LQGLFDWRUV DV HOHFWURQLF SXOVHV VXUJHV
DQGUDGLRIUHTXHQFLHV$SDVVLYHUHFRUGLQJGHYLFHWXUQVLWVHOIRQRURIILQ
UHVSRQVHWRWKHQRLVHOHYHOLQWKHURRP%\XVLQJDWRQHJHQHUDWRUWRFUHDWH
QRLVH WKH EXJ ZLOO FRPPHQFH WUDQVPLWWLQJ  7KLV FDQ WKHQ EH VHQVHG E\ D
GHWHFWRU VHQVLWLYH WR WKH VPDOOHVW HOHFWURQLF RVFLOODWLRQ RU WUDQVPLVVLRQ
6LPLODUO\ D GHYLFH LV DYDLODEOH WR GHWHFW WDSH UHFRUGHUV E\ GHWHFWLQJ WKH
HUDVHRVFLOODWRURQWKHKHDGWKDWHUDVHVWKHWDSHZKHQLWLVUHFRUGLQJ7KH
RVFLOODWRUVLJQDOUDGLDWHVDQHOHFWURQLFELDVIRUVHYHUDOIHHW
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WRQHDERYHWKHUDQJHRIQRUPDOKHDULQJ$Q\FRQYHUVDWLRQVRURWKHUVRXQGV
EHLQJ VXUUHSWLWLRXVO\ UHFRUGHG ZLWKLQ WKLV FRQH RI ZKLWH QRLVH ZLOO EH DQ
LQGHFLSKHUDEOH KLJK SLWFKHG VRXQG  $QRWKHU PHDVXUH LV WKH XVH RI
VFUDPEOHUV  $ VPDOO GHYLFH VQDSV RYHU WKH KHDGVHW RI WKH WHOHSKRQH RU
FHOOXODUSKRQHWRVFUDPEOHWKHYRLFH'HFRGLQJUHTXLUHVDVLPLODUGHYLFHVHW
WRDSUHDUUDQJHGFRGH

8VHRIVXUYHLOODQFHGHYLFHVLQ+RQJ.RQJ

,Q +RQJ .RQJ WKH FRQWURO DQG OLFHQVLQJ RI VXUYHLOODQFH HTXLSPHQW LV
JRYHUQHG E\ WKH 7HOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQ 2UGLQDQFH &DS   DQG HQIRUFHPHQW LV QRW E\ WKH
SROLFHEXWE\WKH2IILFHRIWKH7HOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV$XWKRULW\ 2)7$ +RZHYHU2)7$
KDV QRW UHFHLYHG D FRPSODLQW LQ WKH ODVW  \HDUV  1RQHWKHOHVV DFFRUGLQJ WR D UHFHQW
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DVD³SRFNHWFDOFXODWRU´ZKLFKFDQIRUWUDQVPLWDFRQYHUVDWLRQDNLORPHWUHDZD\
7KHVRFLDOGLPHQVLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFH
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MXULVSUXGHQFH WKDW LV DQDO\VHG EHORZ LQ WKH FRQWH[W RI WKH DSSOLFDWLRQ RI WKH %LOO RI 5LJKWV
%XW/XVWJDUWHQDQG/HLJKDPSOLI\WKHLPSOLFLWVRFLDOFRQFHUQV
³2QH RI WKH GHILQLQJ FKDUDFWHULVWLFV RI D IUHH SHUVRQ LV WKH DELOLW\ WR
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XQDEOHWRGUDZWKHFXUWDLQLQ\RXUEHGURRPVRWKDWRWKHUVFDQVHH\RX
QDNHGDWDQ\WLPHRIWKHLUFKRRVLQJ7KHIHDUDQGUHYXOVLRQWKLVLPDJH
HYRNHVKDVOLWWOHWRGRZLWKWKHEHDXW\RURWKHUZLVHRIRQH¶ VERG\EXW
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what is known about me, I am seriously diminished as a person both in
my own eyes and in those which are capable of intruding upon me.
This dual aspect of respect and self-respect is a vital dimension to
privacy ... . The promise that ‘ Big Brother is Watching You’ derives its
horror from the instinctive realisation that it means that one is
someone else’ s subject, that in a figurative, but still meaningful sense,
one is someone else’ s property.
As with the eye, so with the ear. ‘ Big Brother is Listening to You’ is no
less horrific. Clandestine interception or eavesdropping infringes upon
a fundamental choice: with whom one chooses to speak. The only
defences against it are silence and withdrawal. And here we reach the
first point at which the individual character ... connects with the
character of a society. Turning inward is not merely bad for the
individual personality, it is destructive of a great collective value:
sociability. An atmosphere in which people practice self-censorship,
avoid sharing thoughts and feelings, and prefer secretiveness for
reasons of safety is stultifying and fearful. The knowledge, or even
widespread belief, that one’ s words will be heard by someone other
than those to whom one wishes to speak creates a society of timid,
furtive creatures.”22
34.
To the suggested defences of “silence and withdrawal” we would add
encryption. But the thrust remains that while serious social evils may be subject to
surveillance, the exercise of the power of surveillance should be strictly limited. The
undesirability of the development of a surveillance society had been earlier noted by the
Younger Committee. It noted that “in such cases, we were told, the result would be an
increase in the incidence of tension-induced mental illness or at least a decrease in the
imaginativeness and creativity of the society as a whole.” 23
Information warfare
35.
It is also important to note, however, that the issue is not simply one of the
State versus the individual. “Big Brother” may be part of the story, but its connotation that
the State has a monopoly on surveillance is misleading. Further, much surveillance is
conducted for purposes quite independent of the assertion of social control, or its defiance.
For example, hacking is pursued for a variety of purposes ranging from curiosity, to profit,
to disparate anti-social purposes.
Privacy technologies
36.
The discussion so far assumes that technologies are invariably privacy
invasive. This is an oversimplification. New technologies have been specifically developed
22

23

Lustgarten and Leigh, In from the Cold: National Security and Parliamentary Democracy
(1994), at 39-40.
Younger Report, op cit, at para 111.
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to protect privacy. Some of these technologies are based on the capability of concealing
the identity of the data source. Anonymity is often the best means of securing privacy.
Others, such as cryptography, scramble communication and thereby thwart interception
efforts. However, it will be seen that some governments elsewhere are endeavouring to
restrict the individual’ s use of technologies designed to protect privacy.
The functional relationship between surveillance techniques
37.
In Undercover, his seminal study of covert police work, Gary Marx
provides a useful classificatory scheme according to whether surveillance is overt/covert
and/or deceptive or non-deceptive. He characterises most police work as overt and nondeceptive, such as the open investigation of reported crime. An example of overt and
deceptive police work would be a uniformed officer misleading a suspect into believing that
an accomplice had confessed. Covert and non-deceptive techniques characterise
surveillance activities generally, such as hidden recording devices. But undercover work is
both covert and deceptive. Unlike unobtrusive surveillance, undercover activities “directly
intervene to shape the suspect’ s environment, perceptions, or behaviour”. This is achieved
by the use of agents posing in other roles, such as colleagues or fellow criminals. From this
vantage point, the investigation may be conducted not after the offence, as with overt police
intervention, but before and during the commission of the offence. Nonetheless, undercover
activities resemble covert or deceptive tactics in that they provide a means of discovering
otherwise unavailable information.
38.
Marx makes the important point that to the extent that controls are placed
on overt and/or non-deceptive practices there will be an increased demand for covert
and/or deceptive practices. Increased controls on unobtrusive surveillance will indirectly
encourage the increased use of informer techniques. So if there is a warrant requirement for
a bug or wiretap and approval is not forthcoming, undercover activities may be considered,
particularly if such activities are legally unregulated. However, the two approaches may also
be used together, with surveillance supporting undercover work by enhancing security (by
facilitating intervention in emergencies), increasing accountability (by enabling verifications of
agents’ accounts), and providing evidence.
39.
Extrapolating, controls on one form of covert non-deceptive activity will
increase the demand for other, unregulated, forms. For example, regulating telephone
tapping but not the bugging of premises may be expected to increase the incidence of the
latter, more intrusive, activity:
“It should also be appreciated that there is a dynamic to the protection
of human rights in the area of surveillance. Once one form is subject
to legal regulation, failure to control other forms not only becomes
morally indefensible, but also in practice undermines the protection
granted. This arises from the simple behavioural prediction that,
assuming equal effectiveness, measures that can be undertaken free of
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oversight will be much more attractive to people doing the work than
those which are subject to review.”24
40.
Apart from the issue of the legality of the proposed surveillance, cost is a
factor. Telecommunications interception is a favoured method of surveillance because it is
comparatively cheap. This was confirmed by the Australian Barrett Review in 1994, which
estimated from information provided by various agencies that such interception costs
AUS$570 a day, compared with AUS$1,376 for video, $1,630 for listening devices,
AUS$1,895 for physical surveillance, or AUS$2,772 for vehicle tracking. 25 The different
surveillance techniques all have the same object, namely the obtaining of information that is
not forthcoming through overt methods. The method chosen will depend on legal, logistical,
and financial considerations.
An integrated approach to regulating surveillance
41.
These factors indicate that an integrated approach should be adopted to the
regulation of intrusion and the interception of communications. As covert methods vary in
their degree of intrusiveness, such an approach could stipulate that a more intrusive method
only be resorted to when a less intrusive one is not practicable. For example, techniques
which involve the physical intrusion into premises (e.g. to plant a recording device) may be
more intrusive than electronic surveillance conducted by remote means. An integrated
approach would have the added advantage of reducing the definitional problems arising from
attempting to regulate only some surveillance activities.
42.
A set of principles addressing the various calibrations of intrusion was
formulated by the Canadian Royal Commission on the secret services:
“(a)

the rule of law is paramount;

(b)

the means of investigation must be proportionate to the gravity
of the threat;

(c)

the need for investigative techniques must be weighed against
the damage they might do to personal freedom and privacy;

(d)

the more intrusive the technique, the higher the authority
should be to authorise its use;

(e)

except in emergencies, less intrusive techniques must be
preferred to more intrusive ones.”26

Privacy and customer relations

24
25
26

Lustgarten and Leigh, op cit, at 44.
Privacy Law and Policy Reporter, November 1994, at 1.
Freedom and Security Under the Law, Ottawa, 1981, at para 411.
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43.
An integrated approach would nonetheless have to accommodate the
special considerations arising from the use of surveillance in connection with the provision of
customer services, such as telecommunications. Service carriers will be aware that
surveillance activities may adversely affect customer relations. This emerges from the recent
revelation that Hong Kong Internet users’ customer information was inadequately
safeguarded. Supernet’ s Project Manager acknowledged that the lapse could be damaging
to his customers.27 H. Jeff Smith describes an increasing consumer backlash against
corporations perceived as violating privacy. 28 While consumers have tended to be largely
unaware of defective privacy practices, this is changing with increasing media attention
devoted to the issue. Privacy is being increasingly used as a competitive weapon as it
becomes of more vital concern for consumers. The government mandated surveillance of
commercially provided services generates consumer issues that do not arise outside the
provision of such services.

The privacy debate in Hong Kong
44.
A number of reports have been released in the last 5 years focusing in
telephone tapping in the territory. In 1991 Justice released a report seeking the introduction
of legislation requiring phone taps to be justified to an independent body. In March 1991
the Bar Association prepared a submission to the Human Rights Committee on the 3rd
Periodic Report on Hong Kong. The submission addressed the issue of telephone tapping
and argued that there is “no clear legal authority for this practice” and that added that there
was a:
“complete lack of information on who could authorize telephone
tapping , under what circumstances it could be authorized, and what
safeguards are there to prevent abuse or unjustifiable invasions of
privacy.”29
45.
On 5 April 1991, the same paper reported that the Human Rights
Committee had questioned government representatives on the issue and called for additional
legal protections.
46.
On 26 May 1992 the South China Morning Post reported that the
Convenor of the Omelco Constitutional Development Panel, Mr Andrew Wong, had said
that the reference in section 33 of the Telecommunication Ordinance (Cap 106) to tapping
in the “public interest” required explication.
47.
At its meeting on 20 January 1993, the members of the Legislative Council
Panel on Constitutional Development suggested that the Law Reform Commission should be
requested to make a preliminary report on section 33 of the Telecommunications Ordinance.
More recently, the Review Committee of the Independent Commission Against Corruption
recommended a review of existing powers to intercept communications.
27
28
29

South China Morning Post, 30 January 1995.
H. Jeff Smith, Managing Privacy: Information Technology and Corporate America (1994).
Para. 7.4.21.
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48.
The most recent development was a proposed private member’ s bill to
impose a court warrant system to regulate the interception of telecommunications and mail.30
Local attitudes
49.
The variability of privacy attitudes between countries, and even different
sections of the same community, is acknowledged by commentators. A survey conducted
by Drs John Bacon-Shone and Harold Traver in Hong Kong in 1993 included a number of
questions addressing surveillance. None of these questions referred to privacy as such. The
questions and response are set out below, with the commonest response in bold lettering:

30

Q.

Recently a building has been built so close to yours, that people
in it can easily see what you are doing in your living room. Do
you take this as a serious matter?

A.

No concern at all (“NCAA”): 12.5%; Little concern (“LC”):
22.5%; Very concerned (“VC”): 56.4%; Extremely worried
(“EW”): 8.5%.

Q.

Do you think that it is necessary that this should be controlled
or limited by law?

A.

Yes: 64.8%; No: 29.4%; Don’ t know: 5.8%.

Q.

Someone uses a camera with telephoto lens to take a picture of
you in your house without your knowledge or consent. Do you
take this as a serious matter?

A.

NCAA: 5.4%; LC: 7.1%; VC: 68.2%; EW: 19.3%.

Q.

Do you think that this should be controlled or limited by law?

A.

Yes: 85.8%; No:12.1%; Don’ t know: 2.1%.

Q.

You discover that your employer has been opening mail sent to
you marked “personal”. Do you take this as a serious matter?

A.

NCAA: 3.7%; LC: 9.7%; VC: 73. %; EW:12.9%.

Q.

Do you think it is necessary that this should be controlled by
Law?

A.

Yes: 76.5%; No: 20.0%; Don’ t know 3.5%.

South China Morning Post 6 August 1995.
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Q.

You read in the newspaper that in order to combat crime the
police are seeking the power to tap the phones of anyone they
suspect of committing a crime. Do you take this as a serious
matter?

A.

NCAA: 26.5%; LC: 30.8%; VC: 39.1%; EW: 3.6%.

Q.

Do you think it is necessary this should be controlled by law?

A.

Yes: 53.5%; No: 37.1%; Don't know: 9.4%.

Q.

Recently, private telephone conversations are being reported
publicly in the newspaper to attract readers. Do you take this
as a serious matter?

A.

NCAA: 26.0%, LC: 31.2%; VC: 39.3%; EW: 3.6%.

Q.

Is it necessary this should be controlled by law?

A.

Yes: 67.9%; No: 26.2%; Don’ t know: 6.0%.

It will be observed that in response to all these questions over 50% thought that legal
regulation was called for.

The sub-committee’ s approach
A broad approach to protection from surveillance
50.
We have conceived our initial task to be the articulation of a general,
underlying, right to protection against intrusion. Only once we have defined the scope of the
right of protection against intrusion can the scope of legal controls be examined.
Surveillance involves the capture of personal information. An additional dimension is
involved, however, namely the intrusive nature of the process aimed at obtaining
information. The use of a surveillance device directed at your home is objectionable
whether or not personal information is obtained as a result. However, we have not found it
easy to define this additional dimension of concern. Wacks refers to it as “seclusion or
solitude” 31, but insofar as this conveys the element of territorial privacy, it does not clearly
encompass intrusive methods by remote means.
51.
The individual’ s reasonable expectation of protection from surveillance
cannot be based on purely empirical considerations. A society may be rife with intrusions,
but this should not preclude an individual from expecting minimum standards. Klass32 and
31
32

Raymond Wacks, Personal Information, op cit, at 248.
(1974) 2 EHRR 214.
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Malone33 are quite clear that the relevant standard is what an individual should be entitled to
expect in a society governed by the rule of law. The alternative is not tenable, because it
would mean that the rights of the individual could be diminished by their negation in practice.
A similar approach is adopted with other rights, such as freedom from torture.
52.
Surveillance is often described by reference to whether it is aural or visual,
and whether it targets individuals within private premises or outside them. Such an approach
focuses on specific instances of intrusion. In principle, we consider the distinction between
aural and visual surveillance to be irrelevant. Why should it matter what perceptual sense is
being employed by the snoop? Whilst telephone calls may be overheard, letters may be read
and significantly communicative non-verbal behaviour monitored. Similarly irrelevant, in our
opinion, is the immediacy of the data: infrared signals signify human presence as much as
photographic images.
53.
A person’ s reasonable expectation of privacy can be broadly categorised
as having the following three aspects:
a)

that he will not be deliberately observed or overheard, including the
recording of his activities or speech (freedom from physical surveillance); or

b)

that he will not have his communications deliberately intercepted, read, or
recorded; or

c)

that he will not have his personal, professional or business articles, data and
papers deliberately examined, copied or recorded,

when in all the circumstances he has a reasonable expectation that the intrusion in
question shall not occur.
54.
Implicit in this classification is the distinction between the capture of data that
directly emanates from the individual (such as appearance, sound temperature and odour),
which is addressed by (a), and data that is instead consciously generated by the individual
(such as on his word processor), which is addressed by (c). These are already partly
addressed by the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance and the anti-hacking provisions of the
Telecommunication Ordinance. Physical surveillance, however, is at present totally
unregulated.
General approach to criminal sanctions
55.
Having briefly considered the individual’ s right to, and expectation of,
privacy, we now address the difficult issue of what conduct of others infringing this
expectation should be subject to criminal sanctions. This is distinct from the issue of whether
a civil remedy should be available. Of particular relevance is the question of whether a third
party who intercepts a communication between two individuals is liable to either of them for
33

(1984) 7 EHRR 14.
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breach of confidence. This question, although relevant to the protection of privacy, is
outside our terms of reference. Nonetheless, an attempt has been made to explore such
issues in the Annexure.
56.
In framing recommendations on criminal sanctions we have been guided by
the following principles:
a)

Social need: In determining the scope of criminal sanctions, we should not
criminalise conduct unless it is essential to do so. Social need is a crucial
consideration and a law that does not reflect society’ s views on this will be
ignored. The adequacy or otherwise of the present law is relevant to
whether criminal sanctions are required. A danger of broadly drawn
criminal offences is that they could lead to abuse.

b)

Establishing norms : Where social need is made out, imposing criminal
sanctions usefully establishes social norms proscribing clearly unacceptable
conduct.

c)

Deterrence and retribution: Establishing a criminal offence would also
create a deterrent. This would be so even if no prosecution were ever
brought. The regulation of surveillance addresses a unique situation because
the conduct in question is by definition intended to be undetectable.
Conspiracy to rob is another example of conduct deemed criminal, despite
the evidential difficulties. The perpetrator of surreptitious surveillance will
seldom be discovered by the victim. If he is discovered, it will either be
through discovery of the device or the subsequent disclosure of the
information. Access rights under the data protection law may, subject to
exemptions, also indicate whether data held must have been obtained
surreptitiously. Under the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance there are no
specific sanctions attaching to the disclosure of surreptitiously obtained data.

d)

Systematic investigations: Attaching criminal sanctions to unacceptable
conduct provides the individual with police assistance in investigating and
remedying wrongdoing.

57.
In the light of these principles we now address in the following chapters the
three privacy interests identified above, namely:
a)

freedom from physical surveillance;

b)

freedom from interception of telecommunications;

c)

freedom from surveillance of one’ s data.
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&KDSWHU
7KHUHJXODWLRQRISK\VLFDOVXUYHLOODQFH

6XPPDU\

,Q WKLV FKDSWHU ZH H[DPLQH WKH UHJXODWLRQ RI VXUYHLOODQFH RI WKH
LQGLYLGXDO  7KH GLVFXVVLRQ LV LQ WZR SDUWV ³WHUULWRULDO LQWUXVLRQ´ DQG ³H[WUD
WHUULWRULDOLQWUXVLRQ´

7KH ILUVW RI WKHVH LV FRQFHUQHG ZLWK VXUYHLOODQFH LQYROYLQJ LQWUXVLRQ
LQWRSULYDWHSUHPLVHV7KLVKDVWZRIRUPV
 LW PD\ LQYROYH DQ LQWUXGHU HQWHULQJ SULYDWH SUHPLVHV  :H UHMHFW PDNLQJ PHUH
WUHVSDVV DQ RIIHQFH EXW FRQFOXGH WKDW LW VKRXOG EH DQ RIIHQFH WR HQWHU DV D
WUHVSDVVHUZLWKWKHLQWHQWLRQRILQWHUIHULQJZLWKWKHSULYDF\RIWKHRFFXSDQWV


 LW PD\ LQYROYH ZKDW LV FRPPRQO\ FDOOHG WKH ³EXJJLQJ´ RI SUHPLVHV LH WKH
SODFHPHQW DQG XVH RI D VXUYHLOODQFH GHYLFH WKHUHLQ ZKHWKHU LW EH D FDPHUD
PLFURSKRQH RU VLPLODU  :H FRQVLGHU WKDW WKLV RQJRLQJ VRXUFH RI LQWUXVLRQ DOVR
PHULWVFULPLQDOVDQFWLRQV

7KH IHDVLELOLW\ RI UHJXODWLQJ ³H[WUDWHUULWRULDO LQWUXVLRQ´ RU
VXUYHLOODQFH DW ODUJH LH FRQGXFWHG RXWVLGH SULYDWH SUHPLVHV  LV FRQVLGHUHG  :H
FRQFOXGHWKDWFULPLQDOVDQFWLRQVVKRXOGRQO\DWWDFKWRVXUYHLOODQFHFRQGXFWHGRXWVLGH
SULYDWHSUHPLVHVZKHQ
 LWXWLOLVHVWHFKQLFDOGHYLFHVDQG
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Hong Kong and other common law jurisdictions
1.7

It has been pointed out that:
“The common law is pre-eminently a law of property. In so far as
human rights such as political participation, freedom of expression, or
privacy received any protection at all, it was as an adjunct to property
interests.”2

1.8
Entick v Carrington3 provides a landmark endorsement of the rights of the
individual to be protected from ministerially authorised searches on grounds of “state
necessity”. Nonetheless the decision is tied to property rights:
“The court expressly refuted the idea that a minister had the
authority to issue general warrants to search for papers
relating to seditious writing. Neither the argument of state
necessity nor the alleged long practice behind the issue of such
warrants could make up for the absence of an express
statutory power of search. However, ... the decision is
critically dependent upon the fact of trespass to land. It did not
protect privacy as such, but property rights. The seizure of
material critical of the King and his favourites occurred in the
plaintiff’ s house, enabling him to invoke the tort of trespass.”4
1.9
Two legal principles deriving from property law which afford some
protection from privacy intrusions are those of trespass to land and nuisance. These will
now be examined.
Trespass to land
1.10
follows:

The Lord Chancellor’ s 1993 Consultation Paper described this remedy as
“A plaintiff will have a civil cause of action for trespass to land when,
without lawful justification, the defendant enters on the plaintiff’ s
land, or when he remains on it after his right of entry has come to an
end, or when he places or projects any object onto it. ... The plaintiff
does not have to show that he has suffered any damage as a result of
the trespass in order to bring the action.”5

2
3
4
5

Lustgarten and Leigh, op cit, at 41.
(1765) 19 How St. Tr. 1030.
Lustgarten and Leigh, op cit, at 42.
Lord Chancellor’ s Department & the Scottish Office, Infringement of Privacy : Consultation
Paper (1993), at 56.
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1.11
Trespass to land therefore involves the intrusion onto private property
without lawful justification or consent. Such consent may be implied. For example, in the
absence of signs to the contrary, there would be an implied consent to enter land to knock
at the door. Trespass has a long history in English law and in addition to trespass to land
there is trespass to goods and to the person. The fact that, unlike the latter, trespass to land
was not criminal could be attributable to the complexities of the law relating to title. The tort
is of limited practical benefit, due to the expense of litigation and the often paltry damages
available. However, exemplary damages may be awarded “where there is an oppressive,
arbitrary or unconstitutional trespass by a government official or where the defendant
cynically disregards the rights of the plaintiff in the land with the object of making a gain by
his unlawful conduct”.6
1.12
In Baron Bernstein of Leigh v Skyviews and General Ltd7 the plaintiff’ s
land was flown over and an aerial photograph of his house taken without his knowledge or
consent. His claim for trespass was rejected on the basis that the rights of the owner in the
air space above his land only extended to such height as is necessary for the ordinary use
and enjoyment of his land and the structures upon it.
Nuisance
1.13
Unlike trespass to land, nuisance is usually a continuous wrong arising out of
a state of affairs, rather than a single act. The Younger Committee summarised this cause of
action as follows:
“an action for private nuisance is normally brought for some physical
invasion of the plaintiff’ s land by some deleterious subject matter such as noise, smell, water or electricity - in circumstances which
would not normally amount to trespass to land. It is much more
doubtful if it would cover an activity which had no physical effects on
the plaintiff’ s land, although it detracts from the plaintiff’ s enjoyment
of that land. Thus spying on one’ s neighbour is probably not in itself a
private nuisance although watching and besetting a man’ s house with
a view to compelling him to pursue (or not to pursue) a particular
course of conduct has been said to be nuisance at common law. With
regard to the latter type of conduct, however, it must be admitted that
it is concerned with a situation very different from the typical case in
which complaint is made of an invasion of privacy. The eavesdropper
or spy does not seek to change the behaviour of his victim; on the
contrary he hopes that it will continue unchanged, so that he may have
the opportunity of noting it unobserved.”8
1.14
The gist of the action in nuisance is therefore that the defendant’ s act
disturbs the plaintiff in the enjoyment of his land. In a decision described as coming close to
6
7
8

Halsbury’ s Laws of England (4th ed), vol. 45, para 1403.
[1978] QB 479. See R Wacks, “No Castles in the Air” (1977) 93 LQR 491.
Younger Report, op cit, Appendix I, para 18.
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the creation of a new tort of harassment, the Court of Appeal has recently held that the
remedy may avail the victim of pestering phone calls. In Khorasandjian v Bush9 the
plaintiff sought relief in respect of the pestering behaviour of a jilted suitor. The court held
that the persistent making of annoying and unwanted phone calls, even apart from any
objectionable content, constituted a private nuisance.
1.15
In Hubbard v Pitt10 it was held that besetting premises can amount to an
actionable nuisance. In Bernstein, the court commented that no court would regard the
taking of a single photograph as an actionable nuisance:
“But if the circumstances were such that a plaintiff was subjected to
the harassment of constant surveillance of his house from the air,
accompanied by the photographing of his every activity, I am far from
saying that the court would not regard such a monstrous invasion of
his privacy as an actionable nuisance from which they would give
relief.”11
1.16
Requirement of proprietary interest
As remedies for invasions of
privacy, both private nuisance and trespass were until recently thought to share the same
limitation that they can only be brought by the person who is the lawful “occupier” of the
land affected by the nuisance or trespass. This would preclude redress by victims lacking a
freehold or leasehold proprietary interest, such as patients in hospitals, guests in hotels, or
even the harassed spouse or offspring of the occupier of a private dwelling. As regards the
last category at least, Khorasandjian has held that, in view of changing social conditions,
relief in nuisance should be available against annoying phone calls, regardless of whether or
not there is a proprietary interest. In so doing, it adopted the approach followed in the
Canadian decision of Motherwell v Motherwell12 which held that a remedy in nuisance
availed a spouse because “she has a status, a right to live there with her husband and
children”. It is not clear whether this approach would also apply to licence holders such as
hospital patients or hotel guests. Khorasandjian does not address the issue of whether a
remedy for trespass should similarly extend to occupants without a proprietary interest.
Eavesdropping
1.17
The common law offence of eavesdropping applies to listening just outside a
house with the object of spreading of mischievous tales. Unlike the position in England, this
offence has not been abolished by statute in Hong Kong.
Legislative developments in the United Kingdom
1.18
The common law property rights reviewed above of trespass and nuisance
afford only the scantiest protection of territorial privacy. Following an incident in 1982 when
9
10
11
12

[1993] 1 QB 727.
[1976] 1 QB 142.
[1978] QB 479 at 489.
(1976) 73 DLR (3d) 62.
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an intruder entered Buckingham Palace, consideration was given to the creation of a general
offence, but no legislative proposals to this effect resulted. The United Kingdom
Interception of Communications Act does not regulate the interception of conversations
through the use of secret listening devices (i.e. “bugging”). When moving the second
reading of the Bill, the Secretary for State said that “bugging and other forms of surveillance
were not covered by the legislation.” Hence in R v Khan13 the Court of Appeal proceeded
on the basis that the legislation was not applicable when considering the admissibility of
evidence obtained by bugging private premises. The Court noted that the 1984 Home
Office Guidelines on covert listening devices and visual surveillance (private places) did
apply, but that these were not publicly promulgated. The Court commented:
“Although not a legal rule: ‘ An Englishman’ s home is his castle’ is a
tenet jealously held and widely respected. It is in our view, at least
worthy of consideration as to whether the circumstances in which
bugging a private home by the police could be justified should be the
subject of statutory control.”14
1.19
Earlier, in its 1981 report, the Royal Commission on Criminal Procedure
had recommended that the use of surveillance devices (including the interception of letters
and telephone communications) by the police should be regulated by statute:
“As with all features of police investigative procedures, the value of
prescribing them in statutory form is that it brings clarity and precision
to the rules; they are open to public scrutiny and to the potential of
Parliamentary review. ... There is the further consideration that ... the
United Kingdom is required by Article 8 of the [European Convention]
to bring these matters under statutory control.”15
1.20
Recent United Kingdom legislation does regulate surveillance generally,
although only when engaged in by the secret service. The Security Services Act 1989 and
the Intelligence Services Act 1994 both recognise the constitutional significance of
interference with property by secret police. As trespass is not an offence under the general
law, the legislation does not criminalise such activities when performed by the secret service.
Instead, the approach adopted is that intrusion is expressly sanctioned when carried out
pursuant to a warrant. Thus section 3 of the Security Service Act provides that “no entry
on or interference with property shall be unlawful if it is authorised by a warrant”. Section 5
of the 1994 Act is wider and provides that a warrant can authorise any of the three secret
services (MI5, MI6, and Government Communications Headquarters) to interfere with
property, trespass on land or interfere with wireless transmissions.
Law reform proposals in the United Kingdom

13
14
15

[1994] 3 WLR 899.
Ibid, at 910.
Cmnd 8092, at para 3.56.
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1.21
The most comprehensive review of controls on surveillance was conducted
by the Younger Committee. Its proposals are examined later in this chapter. More
recently, the Calcutt Committee16 was asked, inter alia, “to consider what measures
(whether legislative or otherwise) are needed to give further protection to individual privacy
from the activities of the press”. The Committee recommended that it should be made a
criminal offence to engage in any of the following intrusive activities with intent to obtain
personal information with a view to its publication and without the consent of either the
lawful occupant (in (a) or (b)) or the individual (for (c)):

1.22

a)

entering private property; or

b)

placing a surveillance device on private property; or

c)

taking a photograph, or recording the voice, of an individual who is on
private property with intent that the individual shall be identifiable.
In his subsequent report in 1993, Sir David Calcutt commented:

“The Privacy Committee made it clear that these offences should be
brought into force immediately, and were not offered as an alternative
to any revised form of self regulation. Many of those who submitted
evidence to me, but who expressed doubts about the wisdom of
introducing a statutory regime of regulation or a new statutory tort of
infringement of privacy, were nevertheless of the view that physical
intrusion should be outlawed. On 14 December 1992 the Independent
and on 16 December 1992 the Daily Telegraph both supported the
introduction of criminal offences.
I remain of the view that the
criminal offences should be enacted. The offences do not attempt to
cover every wrong associated with physical intrusion. But they do
cover the most blatant forms of physical intrusion and, if enacted,
would make clear forms of conduct which were wholly
unacceptable.”17
1.23
Calcutt’ s recommendations were directed to the press. This is entirely
attributable to the fact that the committee’ s terms of reference were restricted in those
terms. There is nothing in either the report of the Calcutt Committee or Sir David Calcutt’ s
subsequent report to suggest intrusions were more acceptable when pursued for other
purposes. As mentioned above, even intrusions for the purposes of state security are now
dealt with by statute.

16

17

Report of the Committee on Privacy and Related Matters (Calcutt Committee), 1990, Cmnd
1102.
David Calcutt , Review of Press Self-Regulation, 1993, Cm 2135, para 7.4.
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make trespass a criminal offence. This would only be merited, we believe, in respect of
intrusion into a private dwelling rather than land generally. A dwelling may be a house,
room, tent, or caravan. This focus on protection against physical intrusion into domestic
premises would accord with the European provisions cited above. Whilst caution should be
exercised in plucking out a provision from differing legal systems, a number of local
ordinances utilise the notion of a dwelling when defining powers of entry by agencies such as
the Urban Services Department. The underpinning provided by article 14 of the Hong
Kong Bill of Rights is also relevant, with its reference to protection of the “home”.
Implementation of that provision does not, however, require the creation of criminal
sanctions.
1.30
A general crime of trespass along these lines would not merely protect
property interests but would also recognise a distinct privacy interest, namely that of
territorial privacy. The required criminal intent would be that of intrusion into the territorial
space of the dwelling. Nonetheless, we feel some disquiet about a general crime of
trespass. We are concerned that one undesirable consequence would be to criminalise
comparatively innocent trespasses. This would be particularly likely as the intruder’ s
motives are irrelevant in trespass: “The requisite intent is present if the defendant desires to
make an entry, although unaware that he is thereby interfering with another’ s rights.”
Creating a general offence along these lines is outside our terms of reference. Such a
proposal may also impact on existing laws and practices, such as police powers. Our other
major concern is the lack of a demonstrated need for such an offence. As mentioned
above, a tort action already provides a civil remedy. Forcible entry would also be caught by
the offence of criminal damage.
1.31
For these reasons, we decline to endorse the creation of a
general crime of trespass.
(2) Trespass with intent
1.32
A stronger argument can be mounted for the creation of an offence of entry
to private premises with intent to conduct surveillance. A crime in these terms would
include the simple activity of surveillance, whether or not a device was used. Such an
offence could be similar to that proposed by the Calcutt Committee set out above.
Examples of laws which provide for an offence of trespass with intent to engage in
surveillance can be found in the United States in the state legislation of Maine and Utah. In
the former state, a person is guilty of an offence if he “commits a civil trespass on property
with the intent to overhear or observe any person in a private place.” In Utah, the
equivalent provision refers to a person who “trespasses on property with intent to subject
anyone to eavesdropping or other surveillance in a private place.” Proof of the necessary
intent would be a question of fact in each case.
1.33
Unlike the Calcutt recommendation, these formulations specifically refer to
trespass. An advantage of so doing is that the concept of trespass with intent is well
understood and regularly applied by lawyers.
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1.34
We recommend below an offence of placement of a surveillance device in
private property. A supplementary provision extending to surveillance activities, along the
lines of the US provisions to which we have referred, accords with an integrated regulatory
approach addressing all options. This reduces the prospect of an unregulated gap being
utilised by those anxious to avoid criminal penalties. We accordingly recommend
that it should be an offence for a person to enter private premises as a
trespasser with intent to observe, overhear or obtain personal information
therein.
1.35
This formulation’ s reference to overhearing or observing would provide
clear protection from intrusion and would safeguard seclusion. This is distinct from in
principle, but may overlap in practice, the obtaining of personal information. The difficulty is
that entry to private premises will inevitably result in the acquisition of private information.
Effectively, then, including this ingredient could arguably criminalise any trespass - a result
contrary to our earlier decision. In practice it will not because of the requirement of proving
this specific intent beyond reasonable doubt. For example, the evident intention of a burglar
caught with a bag of jewellery is to steal, not to obtain personal information.
1.36
“Consent”
The question of whose consent is required also needs to be
addressed. The Calcutt Committee recommends that the consent required be that of the
“lawful occupant”. We agree with this, but there are difficulties. In premises such as hotels
and hospitals, the legal owner will not be the victim of the intrusion, but rather the licensee.
Similarly, in the case of rented premises it will be the tenant. We recommend that the
law be so framed that legal protection is extended to potential victims of
intrusion such as guests in hotels and tenants in rented premises.
(3) Physical intrusion by means of technical devices
1.37
The placement of hidden surveillance devices on private premises (known as
“bugging”) constitutes a continuing intrusion on private premises. A remedy, albeit mild, is
already available in civil trespass upon the discovery of a bugging device, provided the
culprit can be found. The advantage of making such conduct a criminal offence is that
assistance can be provided in identifying the source of the bug. We also think that the
bugging of premises is a sufficiently serious intrusion into the individual’ s privacy to warrant
criminal deterrence. Accordingly we recommend that it should be an offence
for a person to place, use or service in, or remove from, private premises a
sense-enhancing, transmitting or recording device without the consent of
the lawful occupier.
1.38
This formulation basically accords with the Calcutt recommendation dealing
with this aspect. However, servicing or removal are also caught, as they are under the
Canadian provision. But we prefer Calcutt’ s reference to “placement” rather than
“installation” as it better accommodates the planting of mobile devices. Calcutt’ s reference
to “with intent to obtain personal information” we discard as inappropriate. We recognise
that specifying the occupier’ s consent would sanction the eavesdropping of visitors to
domestic dwellings.
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1.39
In view of this recommendation dealing with surveillance by technical means,
we have reviewed the need for the offence recommended earlier of entering private
premises as a trespasser with the intention of obtaining personal information. It is not an
ingredient of that offence that technical devices are used. We consider such a provision a
necessary supplement to the anti-bugging offence, to avoid a gap sanctioning surveillance
within private premises by human instead of technical means. It would also catch the
snooper interrupted before he can place a device.
1.40
“Private premises” An offence of intrusion into private premises with
intent necessitates a definition of “private premises”. The Calcutt Committee adopted the
following:
“any private residence, together with its immediate curtilage (garden
and outbuildings), but excluding any adjacent fields or parkland. In
addition it should cover hotel bedrooms (but not other areas in a hotel)
and those parts of a hospital or nursing home where patients are
treated or accommodated.”21
1.41
In his subsequent report, Sir David Calcutt proposed that the definition be
extended to include school premises.
1.42
We prefer a definition along the lines of Calcutt, but extending beyond
domestic premises to commercial premises, aircraft, vessels and vehicles to which the public
are excluded. We accordingly recommend that for the purposes of the two
offences proposed above prohibiting trespass with intent to obtain
personal information and bugging of premises, “private premises” means
any private residence, together with its immediate curtilage (garden and
outbuildings), but excluding any adjacent fields or parkland. In addition it
should cover hotel bedrooms (but not other areas in a hotel) and those
parts of a hospital or nursing home where patients are treated or
accommodated; school premises; and commercial premises, aircraft,
vessels and vehicles from which the public are excluded.

2 EXTRA-TERRITORIAL INTRUSION
Introduction
1.43
Having examined the regulation of intrusion into private premises, we now
consider the regulation of surveillance at large.
1.44
The individual may reasonably expect the protection of his privacy from any
activities of snoops or spies. In principle, the reasonable expectations test should not be
21

Calcutt, op cit, at paragraph 6.34.
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restricted to protection from the use of high-tech devices, but should include such covert
low-tech activities as peeping through a key hole. It would also encompass overt deception.
For example, the undercover agent would, in a sense, be observing the individual with the
subject’ s knowledge. Nonetheless, an element of deception is involved. As such, the agent
would be performing a similar function to the plant of a secret device.
1.45
The individual’ s expectation of privacy is not therefore be related
exclusively to the use of devices. Our researches indicate, however, that elsewhere both
laws and recommendations for reform addressing surveillance at large (that is, conducted
other than from within private premises) have a narrower focus than that of protection from
intrusive activities generally. Reference to devices is usually included in the formulation of a
criminal offence of physical surveillance. All the laws reviewed in the Younger Report do
so. Similarly, the recommendations of the Younger Committee, the English Law
Commission, and the Australian Law Reform Commission all incorporate reference to
devices.

A reasonable expectation of privacy22: The Younger Committee
1.46
The most comprehensive recent attempt to develop a general test for
regulating privacy was that of the Younger Committee. It proposed a criminal offence of
surreptitious surveillance by means of a technical device. The offence would involve:

22

(a)

A technical device providing electronic and optical extensions of the human
senses. All devices are covered, whether or not they are designed with the
main purpose of surreptitious surveillance. The necessary intent (see (b))
relates to the use to which the device is put and not its design. Ordinary
household devices such as binoculars are accordingly encompassed along
with sophisticated spy gadgets.

(b)

Surreptitious use of the device. The Younger Committee considered that
surreptitious surveillance is qualitatively different from other objectionable
forms of surveillance. It recommends that both be regulated, but only the
former should be dealt with by criminal sanctions. “Surveillance” as used
by the Younger Report also includes the interception of communications,
including telecommunications. We separately address the interception of
telecommunications later in this paper.

(c)

A person who is, or whose possessions (such as documents, databases,
etc.) are, the subject of surveillance. That is to say, regulation extends
beyond that of the issue being currently examined, namely physical
surveillance, to surveillance of data. In 1972 when the Younger Committee
reported, “hacking” was not a problem. It has since been recognised as a
phenomenon accorded separate protection.

Katz v United States 389 US 347 (1967).
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(d)

A set of circumstances in which, were it not for the use of the device, that
person would be justified in believing that he had protected himself or his
possessions from surveillance whether by overhearing or observation. This
provides a reasonable expectations test. By virtue of the italicised words, it
does not require the individual to take precautions against the senseenhancing devices involved, but only against surveillance by unaided senses.
The blinds need not be drawn, regardless of what one is doing, if the
nearest apartment is some distance away.

(e)

An intention by the user to render those circumstances ineffective as
protection against overhearing or observation.

(f)

Absence of consent by the victim. The notion of consent to surreptitious
surveillance is paradoxical and the Committee states that it would be “rare,
but it is theoretically conceivable.”

1.47
Why this restricted focus on surveillance by devices by the Younger
Committee and by laws regulating surveillance at large? Such a limitation ignores intrusive
activities not deploying technical devices. The point is not explicitly addressed by the
Younger Committee’ s report. Rather, the report’ s approach appears to reflect the
concerns of the many organisations who submitted evidence to that Committee. It would
appear the community’ s concerns about surveillance relate primarily to technical
surveillance. These no doubt relate to the individual’ s greater vulnerability to being
surreptitiously observed when this is done by means of technical devices. This is discussed in
the next paragraph.
1.48
Related to the fact that social concern about surveillance appears to be most
acute in relation to technical surveillance, there are policy reasons for limiting prohibition of
surveillance to surveillance carried out using technical devices. The individual’ s expectations
of privacy outside his home must be balanced by considerations of what conduct by others it
is reasonable and feasible to regulate. In this context, the reference to devices in the
Younger Committee’ s proposed offence is supported by the following considerations:
(a)

Lack of self-protection: The difference between physical surveillance
conducted at large by means of technical devices on the one hand and by
unaided senses on the other is that in the former case the individual is unable
to take effective measures to protect himself from intrusion. Normal
physical barriers that can be relied on to prevent penetration by unaided
senses are ineffectual in the face of technical devices. Accordingly, the need
for legal regulation is greater.

(b)

Avoiding regulation of everyday activities: An additional argument
against extending the regulation of physical surveillance to unaided
observation relates to the nature of the conduct to be proscribed. Casual
observation of others in public places is a normal feature of everyday life.
Some forms of unaided observation may not be casual, such as peering
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through a high window on a ladder. We are not satisfied that such conduct
is a problem which merits making it a criminal offence. Legislative
overreach will vitiate the perceived legitimacy of the law. The common law
protections already available, such as eavesdropping and private nuisance,
are reviewed above. The arcane nature of that jurisprudence reinforces the
suspicion that the activity is not a significant problem. This is not the
position with the proliferation of surveillance devices. This is viewed as a
new social phenomenon meriting legal intervention in the same manner as
computerisation provided the impetus for data protection laws.
(c)

Technical problems: The technical objections to the legal regulation of
non-casual unaided surveillance are also formidable. We would anticipate
drafting difficulties involved in framing a prohibition. The necessary intent
would be that of surveillance. Where devices are not deployed, problems
of proof are likely to be acute. Reference to devices would facilitate proof.
Even so, we recognise that few convictions are secured, for example, under
Telecommunication Ordinance provisions relating to the use of radio
apparatus. Whilst the issue of principle should be kept distinct from that of
detectability, this can only be pursued up to a point.

Conclusion on use of devices
1.49
In view of the above we conclude that an offence of surveillance at large
should be restricted to surveillance involving the deployment of technical devices. The
proposed offence is defined later in this chapter.

Distinctions between devices
1.50
The Younger Committee recommended the regulation of “devices” defined
as “electronic and optical extensions of the human senses”. It added that this definition
“should be wide enough to cover any likely developments in the foreseeable future”. It is of
course important not to couch provisions susceptible to technological change and this
definition arguably achieves this. The report clearly envisaged that “devices” encompassed
recording devices.
1.51
In its recommendations extending the duty of confidence, the Law
Commission in England adopts a slightly different approach and distinguishes between “a
device made or adapted solely or primarily for the purpose of surreptitious surveillance” and
“any other device (excluding spectacles and hearing aids) which are capable of being so
used”. The Commission explains:
“Examples of devices falling within the second category are ordinary
binoculars and an ordinary tape recorder which may be used to record
the conversation of participants at a meeting, either openly or secretly
by hiding it under the table. There may be situations when surveillance
devices of the latter kind are used to which those subject to that
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surveillance should not reasonably take exception, if they are or ought
reasonably to be aware of it and they could without undue
inconvenience take precautions to avoid the surveillance in question.”23
1.52
We propose adopting in this context also the definition used in the antibugging provision set out above, namely “sense-enhancing, transmitting or recording
device”. This makes it clear that the perceptual sense involved is irrelevant. This broad
coverage avoids the gaps which have occurred in other jurisdictions. For example, the
Australian Privacy Commissioner has recently noted that in that country whilst the federal
law prohibits interception of communications and state laws prohibit listening devices to
overhear private conversations, intrusive video surveillance has been left unchecked.24

Is an offence of surveillance by device sufficiently precise?
1.53
The remaining issue is whether such a restriction is not only necessary but
also sufficient in framing an effective criminal sanction. The requirement that usage of the
device be surreptitious would provide a limitation. By this we do not mean that the device
be specifically concealed but simply not reasonably visible to the victim e.g. a camera
mounted on a distant building. It was noted that the surreptitious use of a sense-enhancing
device was an element of Younger’ s proposed offence. As the Younger test itself
recognises, however, surreptitiousness cannot be a sufficient element of such an offence.
Also relevant is the expectation of privacy/implied consent to observation of those subject to
surveillance. For example, an individual may be readily observable by others generally (e.g.
on a street) but is observed by binoculars some distance away. Should this be prohibited?
We think not, and agree with the Australian Law Reform Commission that:
“It is not desirable, nor would it be feasible, to regulate the use of
surveillance or recordings in ... entirely public places. People who are
in a public place must anticipate that they may be seen, and perhaps
recorded, and must modify their behaviour accordingly.”25
1.54
This is not to say that expectations of privacy may never be infringed by
overt surveillance, although the reasonableness of the expectation would be affected by
social definitions, such as, for instance, a social consensus that security requirements justified
video cameras in banks. Also, public surveillance raises additional issues of its own:
“For example, it seems reasonable to think that, from an individual
viewpoint, surveillance in public is less damaging than intrusion into
private places, especially if it is announced and unavoidable.
However, whilst this may well be true when considering whether to
target a particular person, the analysis cannot stop there. It must also
take account of the chilling effect such surveillance - even, and
23
24

25

Law Commission, Breach of Confidence (Law Com No 110), 1981, Cmnd 8388, para 6.37.
Proceedings of the Joint Australian/OECD Conference on the Global Information
Infrastructure, 7-8 February 1996, Canberra.
Australian Law Reform Commission report on Privacy (1986), at paragraph 186.
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perhaps especially, if publicly announced - will have on others. This
can be seen most clearly in relation to participation in demonstrations,
signing petitions, or any other form of political activity which enables
the participant to be identified individually.”26
1.55
Generally speaking, however, we agree that the individual’ s expectation of
privacy in public premises must acknowledge not only the risk of being observed, but of
those observations being recorded. We doubt the feasibility of recognising the legitimacy of
unaided observation of a passer-by, yet prohibiting the use of a concealed camera by that
same passer-by. We agree with the Younger Committee that people must expect to be
photographed in public and that a ban would not be sustainable.
1.56
For these reasons, the regulation of surveillance by means of remote
devices, whether or not surreptitiously used, requires additional restrictions. The two main
options are:
a)

adoption of the complex additional requirements of the Younger test
limitations, or;

b)

excluding from regulation surveillance of persons not in private premises,
along the lines of Calcutt and various laws.

The Younger test
1.57
Younger proceeds on the basis that the privacy of any situation is relative
and cannot be dealt with by a simple dichotomy between whether it occurs in private or
public premises. Instead of a restriction cast in terms of property, the Younger
Committee’ s formulation of the offence of surreptitious use of such devices contains the
following ingredients:
“a person who is the object of surveillance;
a set of circumstances in which, were it not for the use of the device,
that person would be justified in believing that he had protected
himself or his possessions from surveillance whether by overhearing or
observation;
an intention by the user to render those circumstances ineffective as
protection against overhearing or observation; and
absence of consent by the victim.”27

26
27

Lustgarten and Leigh, op cit, at 47-48.
Younger Report, op cit, para 563.
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1.58
According to this test it would be an offence to subject an individual to
surveillance by means of technical devices wherever he/she was located, provided the victim
reasonably believed there was protection from surveillance. The additional elements
combine to screen out situations such as the street observation described, but they also
make for a degree of complexity that we consider undesirable or even unworkable in a
criminal provision. This difficulty is compounded by the imprecise and hypothetical “were it
not for” test. This would appear to be the price entailed by a flexible test encompassing
surveillance of persons on public premises, but nonetheless one screening out surveillance of
those agreeable to being observed (whether or not surreptitiously).
1.59
The Younger test was not followed by Calcutt, nor does it appear to be
embodied in any legislative provision of which we are aware. Calcutt comments that the
recommendation has not been implemented “mainly because of the difficulty in defining the
act which it is intended to prohibit”.
1.60
We accept that Younger’ s “reasonable expectation” test of privacy against
remote surveillance is the ideal solution. We have concluded, however, that this test is
unsuitable for inclusion in the criminal law. From a technical viewpoint, it is insufficiently
precise to constitute a criminal standard. Even where a reform is accepted as socially
desirable, drafting difficulties may prove insurmountable. Also, from a policy viewpoint, we
think it too wide. It would accord protection (and hence criminal liability) in situations
lacking demonstrable social need. Hong Kong’ s highly urbanised environment apparently
engenders relative acceptance of the privacy risks involved. Finally, we doubt if the broader
test has any prospect of generating the political support necessary for it to become law.
Restricting offence to surveillance of private premises
1.61
The alternative is to restrict the regulation of devices by reference to the
nature of the premises subject to surveillance. The basis of this approach is that people can
be presumed to expect privacy when not on public premises and, conversely, those
disposed to conduct surveillance can be presumed to be aware of this. The principal
advantage of restricting the offence of remote surveillance to private, or at least non-public,
premises over the Younger test is simplicity: it avoids the application of a “reasonable
expectations” test that may be thought insufficiently precise for inclusion in a criminal
provision.
1.62
Nor do we think that the Younger test’ s focus on reasonable expectations
is necessarily inconsistent with the ostensibly narrower one excluding surveillance in public
places: Hong Kong conditions are unlikely to generate a reasonable expectation of privacy
in its public places. To incorporate a reference to premises in the test is effectively to recast
the reasonable expectations test in more definite terms. We accept, however, that the
application of such a restriction may exclude some cases. Ideally, we would wish to cover
all individuals where they have a reasonable expectation of privacy. However, we do not
consider it feasible to cast criminal provisions in sufficiently broad terms to achieve this. For
example, we recommend below that it be a defence to the offence of surveillance within
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private premises that consent be provided by a lawful occupier, notwithstanding that this
may countenance a host bugging his guest.

Conclusion on additional restriction on scope of surveillance at large
1.63
In view of the above we conclude that an offence for surveillance at large
should, in addition to being restricted to surveillance involving the deployment of technical
devices, be restricted by reference to the nature of the target premises.
1.64

Two variants of a restriction in terms of target premises are possible:
a) only regulating technical surveillance targeting private premises; or
b) regulating all technical surveillance except in relation to public premises.

1.65
The first approach was adopted by Sir David Calcutt in his 1993 report
following up on that of the Privacy Committee.28 He noted that the anti-bugging offence
proposed by the Privacy Committee required a surveillance device to be “placed” on
private property. However, this ignored the capacity of surveillance devices to be used
effectively at considerable distances. He therefore accepted the need for a supplementary
provision of using a surveillance device (whether on private property or elsewhere) in
relation to an individual who is on private property, without the consent of that person.
1.66
This approach is also adopted by a number of laws. For example, the Utah
law provides that it is an offence if a person intentionally:
“installs or uses outside of a private place any device for hearing,
recording, amplifying, or broadcasting sounds originating in the place
which would not ordinarily be audible or comprehensible outside,
without the consent of the person or persons entitled to privacy there.”
1.67
It will be observed that neither this formulation nor Calcutt’ s includes as an
element of the offence that usage be surreptitious: it is sufficient that it is without consent.
While the Younger Committee thought surreptitiousness a key concern, we consider it less
germane to a recommendation prohibiting surveillance of private premises. We consider
that remote surveillance is objectionable whether or not it is conducted surreptitiously:
awareness that one’ s home is the target of laser sensors across the way should not
constitute a defence.
1.68
The alternative formulation of this approach is to frame the offence in terms
that surveillance by means of devices in respect of non-public premises should be an
offence. We note that “public place” is defined by section 3 of the Interpretation and
General Clauses Ordinance (Cap. 1) as follows:

28

David Calcutt , op cit.
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“‘ Public place’ means(a)

any public street or pier, or any public garden; and

(b)

any theatre, place of public entertainment of any kind, or other
place of general resort, admission to which is obtained by
payment or to which the public have or are permitted to have
access. ”

1.69
We have carefully considered an exclusion of “public places” instead of
specifying “private property” as the target premises requiring protection. This alternative,
negative, test of excluding public premises recognises that the real test is not ownership but
the right to control access to the site. This would mean, for example, that protection would
extend to hotel rooms but not the lobby. The difficulty is that “public premises” will be
open at certain times but closed at others. We have concluded that it would be difficult to
have a moving target. In particular, it would complicate consideration of the issue as to
whose consent is required: the occupier or, when open, the visitors.
1.70
We therefore recommend that it should be an offence for a
person to place or use a sense-enhancing, transmitting or recording device
outside private premises with the intention of monitoring without the
consent of the lawful occupier either the activities of the occupant or data
held on the premises relating directly or indirectly to the occupant. We
further recommend that the definition of “private premises” proposed
above in relation to entering as a trespasser with intent, or the bugging of
premises, should be adopted for the purposes of this offence.
Scope of offence
1.71
The question of overlap with the hacking offence under the
Telecommunication Ordinance arises. We recognise that surveillance of an individual’ s
activities and his data are conceptually distinct. However, one view is that surveillance of
data represents an intrusion not dissimilar from observing one’ s physical activities. While
our core concern is physical surveillance, it is increasingly difficult to distinguish this from
surveillance of data. Hence our concern to protect people from intrusion in the broadest
sense. Whether the offences dealing with physical surveillance and data surveillance are
drafted separately is a technical matter. One concern is that if they are separated, some
matters may fall between the cracks.
1.72
The main difficulty with drafting the offences separately would be one of
proof. It would be a defence to raise a reasonable doubt as to whether the defendant was
conducting surveillance of persons, or of data, on the private premises in question. It should
be noted that the offence is not constituted by the installation of a surveillance device, but
requires an intent that the device is to be used for monitoring. This would exclude accidental
surveillance or hacking. This will be a question of fact and there will be situations where the
surveillance device can be shown to be targeting particular premises.
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1.73
A consequence of the adoption of this requirement that the device must be
installed or operated outside the premises in question is that such complex issues as the
legitimacy of workplace and shop surveillance are not addressed thereby.
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Chapter 2
Interception of communications:
technical aspects

Summary
2.1
The privacy of communications is already subject to legal controls, not
all of which are consistent. These are examined in the following two chapters. Before
examining these controls, the ways in which interceptions are effected in modern
telecommunications systems is summarised.
These are as varied as the
telecommunications systems now employed. Since 1993 Hong Kong has had a fully
computerised digital communications infrastructure. This replaced an analogue
system which was susceptible to wiretaps. However, in a digital system intercepts can
be effected by manipulation of the computer switching software. Hacking into this
software via on-line PC’ s has been reported in other jurisdictions. Mobile
communication systems, which are based on radio signal transmissions, are
vulnerable to interception via computer based scanners.
2.2
Modern computer techniques facilitate the interception of only those
communications of particular interest. Programs to assist the interceptor in targeting
intercepts include those that recognise particular voices, key words or phrases, or
specific telephone numbers.

Introduction
2.3
Modern telecommunications systems are either analogue or, more recently,
digital. The technical position is summarised by Fitzgerald and Leopold as follows:
“In a conventional telephone network, the sound of the human voice is
converted into an electrical current, which takes a form analogous to
the speech pattern; as the sound of the voice on the telephone changes,
so does the shape of the electrical signal on the line.
In a digital transmission system, on the other hand, sound is converted
into a series of bits (binary digits) . . . In a digital system, data is
encoded as strings of ‘ 0’ s and ‘ 1’ s represented by the presence or

40

absence of electrical pulses . . . each string of digits corresponding to a
particular voice sound level.”1
2.4
It is not only the human voice which can be encoded into bits and
transmitted in digital form; so too can computer data:
“Computer data may be transmitted, just like telephone signals, down
cables or over high frequency microwave radio systems. Over long
distances, it is usually sent along normal telephone lines, after being
changed, by a device known as a ‘ Modem’ (MOdulator/DEModulator)
out of its digital, on-off, form into a wave-like signal which can be
carried by the analogue telephone network we currently enjoy [i.e. in
the UK in the late 1980s - all of the Hong Kong system is
digitalised].”2
2.5
Just as computers have become increasingly efficient, so have modems, with
affordable models transmitting bits per second, small enough to carry with a notebook, and
capable of being run off a battery pack. Computer data already comprise half the traffic on
a telephone network and the proportion is increasing: data income is growing six times as
fast as voice income.3 Fitzgerald and Leopold continue:
“Intercepting computer data can be done in one of two ways. If it
passes through the phone system, or even a direct wire, it can be
picked up by any of the normal amateur phone tapping methods,
although naturally the snooper needs a suitable terminal, rather than a
telephone handset, to make the signal intelligible.
More common than computer tapping is hacking. A computer which
can be dialled up on the telephone to allow its legitimate users to
communicate with it from a distance may also be accessed by anyone
with a computer and modem who wants to find out what is in the
memory. The hacker needs to understand how to control the computer
they have accessed, and most large organisations try to keep their data
secret by restricting access to those who have an authorised user
identity code and one or more passwords. Only when these are fed into
the central processing unit (CPU) will the computer allow access to its
memory.”4
2.6
As explained above, “hacking” is a pejorative term used to denote
unauthorised access to a computer. For the purposes of the present discussion, lack of
authority is not the point. What is fundamental is that the distinction between computers
1

2
3
4

Fitzgerald and Leopold, Stranger on the Line: The Secret History of Phone Tapping (1987), at
222-226.
Ibid.
The Economist, 16 October 1993.
Fitzgerald and Leopold, op cit, at 223-224.
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and telephones has become blurred. The switching systems of modern digitalised
telephone systems are controlled by computers and interception is effected by manipulation
of the software on which those computers completely depend. Each telephone number is
represented by a long code, the LEN (Line Equipment Number), which assigns functions
and services to the phone, such as “call forwarding”. Switching manipulation of the codes
may re-route calls, re-assign numbers or effect other alterations. It would allow the
eavesdropper to listen in on the switch routed call. Because computers can talk to each
other through the use of modems, manipulation of switching software may be effected on the
computer in question or through another computer anywhere in the world. It might be for
law enforcement purposes, or it might be hacking for fun (such as the case where calls to a
Florida probation service were re-routed without warning to a New York pornographic
phone hotline). Again, it may be for profit. For example, a credit card thief may re-route
verification calls from the credit card company to a number to which the thief has access.
As Brian Clough and Paul Mungo put it, a telephone network is “really just a giant computer
linking terminals - or telephones - with switches and wires and loops all across the country” 5
2.7
Furthermore, as Fitzgerald and Leopold point out, digitalisation makes
telephone tapping less detectable:
“In its essence, all conventional tapping consists simply of attaching an
extension telephone to the target’ s line. Whether this is done at the
exchange by professionals or by the methods described in Chapter 8,
there is always a physical tap somewhere on the target’ s line which
can be seen, if not by the tapped person then by [British Telecom]
engineers . . . Digital tapping is different. The tap leaves no physical
presence anywhere; it is literally invisible, and makes no discernible
changes to the telephone circuit being tapped. ”6
2.8
In the days of analogue telecommunications non-intrusive monitoring at the
subscriber’ s copper loop was easy; a simple device could intercept all required information.
In contrast, retrieving the bit stream from the same pair of copper wires carrying digital
information requires high technology equipment that can handle the many different local
switching systems now in use. A similar order of magnitude increase in complexity applies
to the wireless environment. Increased use of air waves and new transmission and coding
schemes all demand high technology solutions.

Mobile phones: interception of radio signals
2.9
Tapping and manipulation of computer software are two of the main
methods of effecting the interception of telecommunications. A third method is by means of
the interception of radio channels. These may be terrestrial or, for international
communications, by means of satellite. Locally, Hong Kong’ s 190,000 mobile phone users
are particularly vulnerable. As an article in the International Herald Tribune put it, calls can
5
6

Approaching Zero: Data Crime and the Computer Underworld, Faber & Faber (1992), p.12.
Ibid, at 228.
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be intercepted by anybody with a radio frequency scanning device “as easily as a motorist
tunes into a station on a car radio”. This is particularly so if the call is made on the street:
“Cellular telephones are radio transmitters that broadcast to and
receive signals from a network of ‘ cells’ or transmission towers.
When a cellular user drives or walks, different cell sites capture and
strengthen the cellular telephone’ s radio signal and then connect the
phone to the regular telephone network. ”7
2.10
The article goes on to point out such radio frequencies have difficulty
penetrating thick walled buildings. But interceptions may still be effected by devices
registering the vibrations off windows.
2.11
Cellular phones using analogue signals are easy to listen to because they
broadcast the sound of the human voice. Conversations on such phones can be encrypted,
but only with an elaborate and expensive model of phone. Digital models, on the other
hand, code the voice in numbers, making them readily encrypted and, until recently, less
susceptible to eavesdropping. Analogue systems have been scanned via computer based
radio scanners locked onto a particular cell site (a micro broadcasting/receiving radio station
atop a building, etc). The hacker scans the analogue transmission from cell site to cell site.
With digital (e.g. GSM) systems scanning is inherently more difficult. The digital signal
encryption is based on an algorithym and a high speed array processor computer is required
to crack the code. However, recent reports have stated that digital systems have been
successfully hacked into.
2.12
There is a recognition that the Telecommunication Ordinance (Cap.106)
does not adequately address the interception of mobile phone calls. As one official
explained:
“When we drafted that ordinance in 1963 we were looking at a
telecommunications industry that was basically restricted to a wire
telecommunications network”.8

International interceptions
2.13
International telecommunications transmissions are made by means of
satellite or cable. Fitzgerald and Leopold explain the technical aspects:
“The telecommunications satellite acts as a relay station, amplifying
and retransmitting the signals which it receives, so that all earth
stations within sight of it can exchange transmissions with each
other . . . Shadow earth stations are adequate for intercepting oneway telex or data transmissions, through which much international
7
8

International Herald Tribune, 23 June 1992.
South China Morning Post, 12-May-1994.
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WUDGH LV FRQGXFWHG EXW WKHUH FRPHV D SUREOHP LQ GHDOLQJ ZLWK
WHOHSKRQH RU GXSOH[ VLPXOWDQHRXV ERWK ZD\  GDWD WUDIILF   7KH WZR
SDUWVRIWKHFRQYHUVDWLRQPXVWEHLQWHUFHSWHGRQGLIIHUHQWFKDQQHOVRU
LQVRPHFDVHVHYHQDWGLIIHUHQWPRQLWRULQJVWDWLRQV0RUHRYHUDODUJH
SURSRUWLRQ RI LQWHUQDWLRQDO FRPPXQLFDWLRQV WUDYHOV YLD FDEOH   
&DEOHV DUH LQKHUHQWO\ PRUH UHVLVWDQW WR WDSSLQJ WKDQ UDGLR OLQNV   
GHVSLWHWKHGLIILFXOWLHVLWLVSRVVLEOHWRWDSXQGHUJURXQGDQGVXEPDULQH
FDEOHV>E\PHDQVRIGHYLFHVWKDW@GHWHFWWKHPDJQHWLFILHOGDURXQGD
WDUJHW OLQH FDXVHG E\ WKH FXUUHQW IORZLQJ WKURXJK LW ZKLFK FDQ EH
DQDO\VHGWRUHYHDOWKHWUDIILFRQWKHOLQH´
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WULYLD7KLVLVDWHGLRXVSDLQVWDNLQJSURFHVVEHWWHUVXLWHGWRFRPSXWHUV
WKDQWRKXPDQDQDO\VWV´
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“Even people who may themselves be above suspicion of being
subversive or engaged in serious crime may be tapped, because of
what they know, or because of what they may have been told. The fact
that the Left are the most vocal on the subject of tapping should not
convince others that they themselves are not being tapped. In many
ways, the VIP denizens of Westminster and the City of London are far
more likely to be of interest to the intelligence world than is the
average would-be agitator.”12

Message systems of telecommunications systems
2.17
A comprehensive account of interception of telecommunications requires
mention of interceptability of modern message systems.
Facsimile
2.18
Faxes are vulnerable to interceptions, particularly the telephone lines that
service machines: “The wires going into faxes are exposed at least once or twice on each
floor of a building, it’ s terribly easy to wiretap” according to former IBM computer security
chief Mr Robert Courtney. 13 Alternatively, a fax message may be intercepted during
transmission by telephone lines, unless adequately encrypted. At the destination, the hard
copy is like an open envelope and is vulnerable, particularly if messages are concentrated
through shared machines.
Electronic mail
2.19
Computerised messaging networks enable desktop computers to talk to one
another. The sender types a note on his computer screen and by pushing the “send” button
transmits it to another’ s computer screen. E-mail has been described as the modern
equivalent to sending a letter through the mail without an envelope:
“Picking off E-mail could be just as simple as re-programming the
circuit board that connects the machine to the company network, said
Stanford University Professor Martin E. Hellman, an electronic
message security expert. Tell it to ignore the address that was at the
front of each message, he said. With sorting by address turned off,
every piece of mail that went through the network could be dumped
into that machine’ s memory. Then, the internal spy could narrow
down his search fairly easily, he said. The mail can be sorted by key
words, to pull up items of interest. Addresses of particular recipients
can be extracted and then used. So, if a worker really wants to see
what the boss thinks, it was a matter of pulling out all the boss’ mail
and searching for one’ s own name.”14
12
13
14

Ibid, at 31.
Quoted in South China Morning Post 20 February 1990.
South China Morning Post, 3 May 1994.
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2.20
In 1986 the United States Congress enacted the Electronic Communications
Privacy Act to provide electronic messages on telecommunications systems the same
protection from disclosure as telephone voice messages. However, this is an area where
social and legal norms have not kept up with new technologies. Anne Wells Branscomb
comments:
“However, this law would not be applicable to corporate messaging
systems where authorized managers enter what may be perceived as
personal electronic files. And here is where the law and the
expectations of employees became muddled.”15
2.21
She cites a recent Macworld survey of “electronic eavesdropping”
reporting that 41.5% of the 301 participating companies admitted searching employee Email. Only 30.8% of the companies gave advance warning to employees.
2.22
A technical aspect of E-mail which may require legal recognition is that its
intended “deletion” may be ineffective. In a review of how E-mail is being increasingly
utilised in litigation as evidence, the Asian Wall Street Journal reports that while most
systems only keep such messages readily retrievable for, say, five days:
“To the surprise of many defendants, even deleted information can be
resurrected. Telling a computer to delete something is the same as
saying to it, ‘ it’ s OK to write over this. ’ But the computer might not
do so for years, and then might overwrite only parts of the
information. Until it is overwritten, the deleted information actually
remains in the computer and can be retrieved by programmers.”16
2.23
In the United States a major court decision recognised how much business
is now conducted on the computer. In August 1993 the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia held that the United States government must preserve E-mail under
the same standards as applied to paper communications. The Clinton administration had
argued that it was sufficient if officials were encouraged to make print-outs of what was on
their computer screens, but the Court rejected this argument:
“The Government’ s position is basically flawed because the hard-copy
printouts that the agencies preserve may omit fundamental pieces of
information which are an integral part of the electronic records, such
as the identity of the sender and/or recipient and the time of receipt.”

15
16

Who Owns Information? Basic Books (1994), p. 94.
Asian Wall Street Journal, 6 January 1993.
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Hong Kong’ s telecommunication system
2.24
In July 1994 Hong Kong hived off supervision of telecommunications from
the Post Office to a newly created Telecommunications Authority. Ben A Petrazzini of the
Hong Kong University of Science and Technology explains:
“The new regulatory body, which shares organisational features with
the British Oftel (i.e. small body headed by a director with considerable
regulatory power), is in charge of licensing, financial monitoring and
regulation, management and administration of frequency spectrum, the
development of technical standards and equipment testing. The
general policy guidelines for the sector will remain the domain of the
Economic Services Branch (ESB).
In early 1994 the ESB produced a position paper that summarised the
recent reforms and those being considered for implementation in the
near future. Without any doubt, one of the most important and bold
reform steps is the forthcoming liberalisation of local basic services.
This decision upsets the conventional sequence of liberalisation (i. e. ;
first, international services, and later, only in very selected cases,
competition in the local market), turning Hong Kong into the first
territory in the world to reverse the order of reform adopted elsewhere.
This counterintuitive move was inspired by a timing difference in
licensing agreements. While the international basic services license
(held by Hong Kong Telecom International) runs until 2006, the license
for basic local services (held by the Hong Kong Telephone CompanyHKTC) expires on June 30 1995. The initial decision to open the local
loop to competition was taken in May 1992. Three new operators were
selected: Hutchison, New T&T Hong Kong, and New World
Telephone.”17
2.25
The Far East Economic Review provides the following statistics: Hong
Kong’ s telecommunications market is worth $36 billion. It has a per-capita traffic rate five
times higher than the United States and 20 times higher than Japan. It has four competing
cellular companies and 34 paging companies. Its per capita subscription rate of one pager
for every six people is the world’ s highest. It is the world’ s largest single market for the
CT2 system (which enables a person to call out, but not to receive calls: 95% of CT2
buyers use pagers).18

Eavesdropping in Hong Kong

17
18

Transnational Data and Communications Report, July 1994, at 35.
Far East Economic Review, 3 February 1994.
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2.26
As mentioned above, the government does not presently provide figures on
the number of taps carried out, nor, of course, does the private sector. However, the
Sunday Morning Post reports that private investigation companies are busy unearthing
secret listening devices. The most frequently found culprits are hard wire taps, where a
short wire is attached to the target’ s telephone line anywhere in the building.
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&KDSWHU
6WDWXWRU\UHJXODWLRQRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQV

6XPPDU\

7KLV FKDSWHU H[DPLQHV WKH H[LVWLQJ VWDWXWRU\ FRQWUROV RQ WKH
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SUHVFULEHG
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RI WKH 3RVW 2IILFH 2UGLQDQFH DGGUHVVLQJ WKLV LQFOXGLQJ VHFWLRQ  ZKLFK HPSRZHUV
WKH &KLHI 6HFUHWDU\ WR JUDQW D ZDUUDQW DXWKRULVLQJ WKH 3RVWPDVWHU *HQHUDO WR RSHQ
DQG GHOD\ DQ\ SRVWDO SDFNHW 6HFWLRQ  FRYHUV QRW RQO\ PDLO FDUULHG E\ WKH 3RVW
2IILFH EXW DOVR HPDLO DQG WKDW FDUULHG E\ SULYDWH FRXULHU VHUYLFHV  7KH SRZHUV LQ
VHFWLRQ  DUH EURDGHU WKDQ WKRVH RI LWV FRXQWHUSDUW LQ WKH 7HOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQ
2UGLQDQFH



1 REGULATION OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS
Offences under the Telecommunication Ordinance
Interference with telecommunications equipment
3.4
The Telecommunication Ordinance provides for the authorisation of
interceptions, but its only general prohibition of interceptions without authority is section 27.
This provides:
“Any person who damages, removes or interferes in any way
whatsoever with a telecommunication installation with intent to(a) prevent or obstruct the transmission or delivery of a
message; or
(b) intercept or discover the contents of a message,
shall be guilty of an offence and shall be liable on summary conviction
to a fine of $20,000 and to imprisonment for 2 years.”
“Telecommunications installation” is defined as meaning “any apparatus or equipment
maintained for or in connection with a telecommunication service”.
3.5
This obscure provision does not appear to have been the subject of
authoritative judicial consideration. It has seldom been the subject of a prosecution,
although a magistrate recently held that this provision applied to a defendant who effectively
disabled a fax machine by sending over 80 pages a day of unwanted faxes. The statutory
language is not particularly apt to cover the interception of telecommunications, as
opposed to telecommunications equipment. This is also the case with regulation 9(1) of the
Telecommunication (Control of Interference) Regulations by which a person commits an
offence if he “uses any apparatus for the purpose of interfering with the working of any
apparatus for telecommunication”. However, the interception of telecommunications is
designed not to interfere with working of the apparatus, so as to avoid detection.
Licensing of scanners and receivers
3.6
a licence, to:

Section 8 of the Telecommunication Ordinance makes it an offence, without

“(a)

establish or maintain any means of telecommunication; or

(b)

possess or use any apparatus for radiocommunication or any
apparatus of any kind that generates and emits radio waves
notwithstanding that the apparatus is not intended for
50

radiocommunication; or [to deal in the course of trade or
business in such apparatus].”
3.7
As at 30 August 1992, no licences had been issued, according to a South
China Morning Post report. The SCMP reported that “a wide variety of scanners and
receivers are available in Hong Kong, some for as little as $650, most being sold on the
understanding the buyers are tourists and the equipment will be exported.” Portable
handheld radio scanners can be easily concealed in a coat pocket. Police have reportedly
discovered transreceivers tuned to police radio bands in the course of raids.1 The concern
that criminals were able to monitor police movements prompted the Telecommunications
Authority in 1994 to increase financial penalties ten fold (to $50,000) under the
Telecommunication Ordinance. A prison term of up to 2 years remains prescribed. In
1993, the police reported that they had been “unable to find a technical solution to the
problem” and accordingly sought a tightening of the licensing of telecommunication
equipment.2
3.8
The interception of communications may also be effected by equipment
which does not have eavesdropping as its primary function. For example, a radio is able to
pick up police conversations.
3.9
Also, of marginal relevance is the United Kingdom Wireless Telegraphy Act
1949 which has been applied to Hong Kong by the Wireless Telegraphy (Colonial Ships
and Aircraft) Order, 1954 (S. I. No 488). However, the Order only applies to British ships
and aircraft registered in British dependent territories. The provisions with privacy
implications are identified by the Younger Report. Under section 1(1) it is an offence to
install or use any apparatus for wireless telegraphy except under licence. Section 19(1)
defines “wireless telegraphy” in a way that excludes devices using wires. Section 5(b)(i)
prohibits the unauthorised use of wireless telegraphy apparatus with intent to obtain
information as to the contents, sender or addressee of any message. Younger comments
that this provision applies to a message:
“whether sent by means of wireless telegraphy or not, as it is
technically possible to pick up telephone conversations by wireless
telegraphy apparatus. This provision seems specifically designed to
protect the privacy of ‘ messages’ and that expression is not limited.”3
Hacking
3.10
“Hacking” is the unauthorised accessing of a computer program. The
telephone system allows computers to “talk” to each other. The hacker issues commands
on his own computer identifying the database number of the other computer (which may be
unlisted) and these are transmitted through the phone network. This transmission is effected
by converting the computer commands by means of a modem to signals that can be
1
2
3

Hong Kong Standard, 8 October 1993.
South China Morning Post, 11 October 1993.
Younger Report, at 300.
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transmitted by the phone network. The receiving computer’ s modem converts the signals
back into computer commands. Hacking has very definite privacy implications:
“One of the favourite targets for hackers in the US is the TRW system,
the nation-wide credit agency that holds financial information on some
80 million Americans, and in the mid-1980s hacking TRW was reputed
to be so simple it was almost routine. A hacker named “Michael
Synergy” once broke into the agency to have a look at then-president
Ronald Reagan’ s files. He located the files easily, and discovered sixty
three other requests for the president’ s credit records, all logged that
day and all from unlikely sources.”4
3.11
Accessing a computer’ s programs requires the user to key in the
appropriate account number, ID (or “log-in”), and password, but there are various methods
of obtaining these. One is guesswork: people pick simple combinations for the obvious
reason that they need to remember them. Another arises from the fact that
“When computers are manufactured a number of default log-ins and
passwords are programmed into the machines. A common one is
‘ sysmaint’ , for systems maintenance, used as both the log-in and the
password. Accessing a machine with this default would require no
more than typing ‘ sysmaint’ at the log-in prompt and then at the
password prompt. Computer operators are supposed to remove the
default access codes when they take delivery of the computer, but
many forget or don’ t bother.5
3.12
The FBI estimates that computer-related crime costs the United States
between US$500 million and US$5 billion per year. Price Waterhouse now provides
“hired hackers” for testing the security of company information systems.
3.13
In Hong Kong no research has been done on quantifying the likely extent of
hacking in the territory. It is reported that this will be one of the first tasks of the Police’ s
Crime Prevention Bureau Special Projects Unit, recently established to complement the
enforcement role of the Commercial Crime Bureau.6
3.14
With the digitalisation (and hence computerisation) of Hong Kong’ s
telephone system, hacking also now constitutes a commonly employed technique for
effecting the interception of communications. The details are explained above in the
discussion of telecommunications privacy.
3.15
Hacking is now (partly, see below) addressed by section 27A of the
Telecommunication Ordinance. This provides:

4
5
6

Approaching Zero, op cit, at 59.
Ibid, at 64.
South China Morning Post, 30 October 1995.
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“(1) Any person who, by telecommunication, knowingly causes a
computer to perform any function to obtain unauthorized access to any
program or data held in a computer commits an offence and is liable
on conviction to a fine of $20,000. ”
3.16

Section 2 defines “telecommunication” as:
“... any transmission, emission or reception of signs, signals, writing,
images, sounds or intelligence of any nature by visual means or by wire
or radio waves or any other electromagnetic system.”

3.17
Two people have been successfully prosecuted under this section to date.
In 1994 a travel agency employee was fined $15,000 for hacking into a competitor’ s
database. And in a high profile prosecution in April 1995, a computer enthusiast dubbed as
the “buster bunny” was convicted of hacking into the databases of two Hong Kong
educational institutions.
3.18
In the 1980 decision of R v McLaughlin7, the Canadian Supreme Court
held that a similar provision would not catch unauthorised access to a computer which was
not effected by another computer. The defendant was a student who made use of the
university computer by gaining access from one of 300 remote terminals. The court
commented:
“The term ‘ telecommunication’ as defined in the Criminal Code
connotes a sender and a receiver. The computer, being a computing
device, contemplates the participation of one entity only, namely the
operator. In a sense, he communicates with himself, but it could hardly
be said that the operator by operating the terminal or console of the
computer is thereby communicating information in the sense of
transmitting information and hence it stretches the language beyond
reality to conclude that a person using a computer is thereby using a
telecommunication facility in the sense of the Criminal Code.”8
3.19
Press reports indicate that a similar restricted application of the Hong Kong
Ordinance was intended. For example, the South China Morning Post quotes a
“government spokesman” as saying that the aim of the legislation is to prevent illegally
accessing a computer system from a remote location by means of a modem and a
telephone.9
3.20
The United Kingdom position is different. Section 1 of the Computer
Misuse Act 1990 provides that a person commits an offence if without authority “he causes
a computer to perform any function with intent to secure access to any program or data held

7
8
9

(1980) 53 CCC (2D) 417.
Ibid, at 425.
South China Morning Post, 27 March 1992.
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in any computer”. In Attorney-General’ s Reference (No. 1 of 1991)10 the defendant had
keyed commands into a computer and thereby obtained by means of the same computer a
discount. At first instance the court held that a second computer had to be involved. Upon
appeal by the Crown, counsel for the defendant argued in support that the offence is aimed
at hacking, a term not used in the Act, and that “hacking” means using one computer to
access another. Applying the ordinary principles of statutory interpretation, the Court of
Appeal rejected this argument and held that “any computer” should not be interpreted as
meaning “any other computer”. The Court also found “persuasive” the Crown’ s argument
that to hold that the offence required access by another computer would create “ a
surprising, and indeed unlikely, lacunae”:
“[Counsel for the Crown] pointed out that there would be nothing in
the [Computer Misuse Act 1990] to meet what is itself a mischief
frequently encountered today, namely industrial espionage or obtaining
information as to security details or other confidential information
which may be stored on a company’ s computer ... [so that] going
straight to the in-house computer and extracting confidential
information from it could be committed with impunity.”11

Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance
3.21
While anti-hacking provisions target the intruder, the Personal Data
(Privacy) Ordinance 1995 imposes requirements on data users reasonably to safeguard the
storage and transmission of personal data. Principle 4 of the Ordinance provides:
“Security of personal data
All practicable steps shall be taken to ensure that personal data
(including data in a form in which access to or processing of the data is
not practicable) held by a data user are protected against unauthorized
or accidental access, processing, erasure or other use having particular
regard to

10
11

(a)

the kind of data and the harm that could result if any of
those things should occur;

(b)

the physical location where the data are stored;

(c)

any security measures incorporated (whether by
automated means or otherwise) into any equipment in
which the data are stored;

[1992] 3 All ER 897.
At 438.

54

(d)

any measures taken for ensuring the integrity, prudence
and competence of persons having access to the data;
and

(e)

any measures taken for
transmission of the data”

ensuring

the

secure

3.22
“Data user” in this context may, under the definition in section 2(1), be the
person storing or transmitting the data. Section 2(12) is also relevant in this context. This
provides:
“A person is not a data user in relation to any personal data which the
person holds, processes or uses solely on behalf of another person if, but
only if, that first-mentioned person does not hold, process or use, as the
case may be, those data for any of his own purposes.”
3.23
Press reports indicate that data security has yet to be accorded sufficient
importance in Hong Kong. A team from the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology
visiting in February 1992 concluded that many of Hong Kong’ s large companies are lax in
protecting their confidential data. They observed a common misconception that computer
risks were limited to breakdowns and viruses.

Authorising intercepts to telecommunications: section 33
3.24
Section 33 of the Telecommunication Ordinance provides for an
authorisation process in the following terms:
“Whenever he considers that the public interest so requires, the
Governor, or any public officer authorizsed in that behalf by the
Governor either generally or for any particular occasion, may order
that any message or any class of messages brought for transmission by
telecommunication shall not be transmitted or that any message or any
class of messages brought for transmission, or transmitted or received
or being transmitted, by telecommunication, shall be intercepted or
detained or disclosed to the Government or to the public officer
specified in the order.”
3.25
We examine in the next chapter the human rights jurisprudence on
interception of communications. Suffice to say at this stage that section 33 in does not
explicitly address the various matters requiring attention if the Hong Kong Bill of Rights
Ordinance is to be complied with.
3.26
The operation of section 33 was the subject of a Legislative Council
question on 11 November 1992. Gilbert Leung asked:
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“Will the Government inform this Council of the total number of
orders made under the Telecommunication Ordinance for tapping
private telephone conversations in the past three years; and whether
the Administration has conducted any review, since the Hong Kong Bill
of Rights Ordinance came into effect last year, of such tapping
activities undertaken by the departments concerned to ensure that the
provision on the protection of privacy as stipulated in article 14 of the
above Ordinance could be complied with?”
3.27

The Secretary for Security replied:
“Orders under s. 33 of the Telecommunication Ordinance to intercept
telephone transmissions are made only when the public interest so
requires and only in cases involving the prevention or detection of
serious crime, including corruption, or in the interests of the security of
Hong Kong. Such orders are authorised by the Governor, who has to
be satisfied personally that these criteria are met. It would not be
appropriate on law and order and security grounds to disclose details
of orders made, including numbers. However, members can be assured
that all applications submitted and decisions made are considered
carefully on their merits.
I can confirm that we are looking at our legislation to see if it is in
need of modernisation in the light of the introduction of the Bill of
Rights, and a review is now underway. In this review we will carefully
take into account the recommendations of the Law Reform
Commission, which is presently examining existing Hong Kong Laws
affecting privacy, including the interception of communications. ”

3.28
Whilst the Secretary for Security declined to give figures, a recent indication
that tapping is increasing is provided by press reports that the Independent Commission
Against Corruption has installed extra equipment and hired 10 additional staff to enable it to
increase its tapping capability from 50 to 80 lines.12

2 REGULATION OF MAIL: THE POST OFFICE ORDINANCE
3.29
In addition to telecommunications, controls on postal communications are
directly relevant to our reference. The regulation of postal service provided by the Post
Office is addressed by the Post Office Ordinance (Cap. 98). That Ordinance contains
considerably more elaborate provision for the interception of “postal packets” than the
comparable provisions of the Telecommunication Ordinance. “Postal packet” is defined in
section 2 as “a postal article, or a collection of postal articles, which is in the course of
transmission by post as one postal unit.” “Postal article” is defined in the same section as
12

South China Morning Post, 9 July 1995
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³LQFOXG>LQJ@HYHU\WKLQJZKLFKLVWUDQVPLVVLEOHE\SRVW´7KH2UGLQDQFHGHILQHVDQXPEHURI
RIIHQFHV VDIHJXDUGLQJ PDLO GHOLYHU\  7KHVH DUH DFFRPSDQLHG E\ YHU\ ZLGH SRZHUV RI
LQWHUFHSWLRQ

2IIHQFHVXQGHUWKH3RVW2IILFH2UGLQDQFH


7KH2UGLQDQFHSURKLELWV


WKH ZLOIXO RSHQLQJ RI DQ\ SRVWDO SDFNHW DGGUHVVHG WR VRPH RWKHU SHUVRQ
VHFWLRQ 





7RIUDXGXOHQWO\UHWDLQZLOIXOO\VHFUHWHNHHSRUGHWDLQDQ\SRVWDOSDFNHWRU
DQ\PDLOEDJ VHFWLRQ 





:LWKRXW ODZIXO DXWKRULW\ RU H[FXVH WR RSHQ WDNH RXW FRQWHQWV KDYH LQ KLV
SRVVHVVLRQRUGHOD\DQ\SRVWDOSDFNHWRUPDLOEDJ VHFWLRQ 





'HVWUR\DQ\PDLOEDJRUSRVWDOSDFNHW VHFWLRQ 





VHQGLQJ E\ SRVW ³SURKLELWHG DUWLFOHV´ LQFOXGLQJ ³DQ\ REVFHQH LPPRUDO
LQGHFHQW RIIHQVLYH RU OLEHOORXV ZULWLQJ SLFWXUH RU RWKHU WKLQJ´ RU ³DQ\
VHGLWLRXV SXEOLFDWLRQ ZLWKLQ WKH PHDQLQJ RI DQ\ HQDFWPHQW UHODWLQJ WR
VHGLWLRQ´ VHFWLRQ


7KHVHRIIHQFHVDUHDFFRPSDQLHGE\H[WUHPHO\ZLGHSRZHUVRILQWHUFHSWLRQ
)XUWKHUPRUH ZKLOVW ZDUUDQWV DUH SURYLGHG IRU WKHVH DUH QRW UHTXLUHG ³LI WKH 3RVWPDVWHU
*HQHUDOKDVUHDVRQWREHOLHYHWKDWDQ\SRVWDOSDFNHWKDVEHHQ SRVWHGLQFRQWUDYHQWLRQRI
WKLV2UGLQDQFH´ VHHVHFWLRQ *LYHQWKHEURDGSURYLVLRQVRIVHFWLRQTXRWHGDERYH
WKLVUHTXLUHPHQWZLOOEHUHDGLO\VDWLVILHG

$XWKRULVLQJLQWHUFHSWVWRPDLO


7KHSURYLVLRQDGGUHVVLQJZDUUDQWVLVVHFWLRQDQGLVZLGH
³:DUUDQWRI&KLHI6HFUHWDU\IRURSHQLQJDQGGHOD\LQJSRVWDOSDFNHWV

,W VKDOO EH ODZIXO IRU WKH &KLHI 6HFUHWDU\ WR JUDQW D ZDUUDQW
DXWKRUL]LQJ WKH 3RVWPDVWHU *HQHUDO RU DXWKRUL]LQJ DQ\ RU DOO WKH
RIILFHURIWKH3RVW2IILFHWRRSHQDQGGHOD\DQ\VSHFLILHGSRVWDOSDFNHW
RU DOO SRVWDO SDFNHWV RI DQ\ VSHFLILHG FODVV RU DOO SRVWDO SDFNHWV
ZKDWVRHYHU

,W VKDOO EH ODZIXO IRU WKH 3RVWPDVWHU *HQHUDO WR GHOD\ DQ\
SRVWDO SDFNHW IRU VXFK WLPH DV PD\ UHDVRQDEO\ EH QHFHVVDU\ IRU WKH
SXUSRVHRIREWDLQLQJDZDUUDQWXQGHUWKLVVHFWLRQ´



3.33
It will be observed that this is even broader than its counterpart, section 33
of the Telecommunication Ordinance. Section 13 lacks any reference to a “public interest”
requirement, and the authorising officer is the Chief Secretary rather than the Governor.
3.34
It follows that the Post Office Ordinance purports to sanction the
interception of mail for whatever reason. Its likely incompatibility with article 14 of the Hong
Kong Bill of Rights Ordinance will become more apparent with Chapter 4’ s discussion of
the Klass and Malone cases.
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Chapter 4
The legal protection of
privacy of communications

Summary
4.1
This chapter examines the common law and human rights protections
for communications. It will be seen that the common law provides no effective
protections to the privacy of communications. However, the jurisprudence of the
European Court of Human Rights provides a comprehensive framework of protection.
This is relevant to Hong Kong for two reasons. Firstly, the ICCPR has been extended
to Hong Kong by the United Kingdom, and the European jurisprudence is relevant to
the ambit of article 17 of that treaty. Secondly, the provisions of article 17 are
replicated in article 14 of the Hong Kong Bill of Rights. That provision provides
statutory protection against interference by the public sector in Hong Kong. We
conclude that the present provisions of the Telecommunication Ordinance and Post
Office Ordinance do not accord with the requirements discussed in this chapter.

The common law protection of privacy of communications
Malone v Metropolitan Police Commissioner (No. 2)1
4.2
The Chancery Division decision of Malone comprehensively reviews the
common law position regarding telephone tapping. The matter was subsequently taken to
the European Court of Human Rights (see below) and the court’ s ruling provided the
impetus for the United Kingdom Interception of Communications Act. The decision
accordingly continues to describe the United Kingdom legal position for tapping not covered
by the Act. Although the application of the Hong Kong Bill of Rights Ordinance
substantially affects the position in Hong Kong, the common law position remains relevant as
it may buttress protections under the Bill of Rights.
4.3
Malone was a British citizen arrested in 1977 and charged with handling
stolen goods. The jury was unable to reach a verdict at both the trial and a subsequent
retrial and the case was dropped. However, during the first trial cross-examination of a
police officer resulted in a surprise admission that Malone’ s phone had been tapped.
1

[1979] Ch 344.
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'HWDLOVRIDWHOHSKRQHFRQYHUVDWLRQWRZKLFK0DORQHKDGEHHQDSDUW\ ZHUH IRXQG WR EH
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6WDWH  0DORQH VXEVHTXHQWO\ LQVWLWXWHG FLYLO SURFHHGLQJV LQ UHODWLRQ WR WKH WDSSLQJ RI KLV
WHOHSKRQH,WZDVQRWFODLPHGWKDWWKHWDSHQWDLOHGDQ\WUHVSDVVRQKLVSUHPLVHV7KHLVVXH
ZDV ZKHWKHU WHOHSKRQH WDSSLQJ LQ DLG RI WKH SROLFH ZDV LOOHJDO  ([SUHVVO\ H[FOXGHG IURP
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ ZDV ³WDSSLQJ WKDW LQYROYHG HOHFWURQLF GHYLFHV ZKLFK PDNH ZLUHOHVV
WUDQVPLVVLRQ´DVZDVDQ\SURFHVVZKHUHE\DQ\RQHWUHVSDVVHVRQWRSULYDWHSUHPLVHVWRDIIL[
WDSSLQJGHYLFHV


0DORQHDGGXFHGWKHIROORZLQJDUJXPHQWV
5LJKWWRSURSHUW\LQRQH¶ VWHOHSKRQHFRQYHUVDWLRQ  ,W ZDV FRQWHQGHG WKDW D
SHUVRQKDGULJKWVRISURSHUW\LQKLVZRUGVDVWUDQVPLWWHGE\WKHHOHFWULFDOLPSXOVHV
RI WKH WHOHSKRQH V\VWHP DQG VR WKH WDSSLQJ FRQVWLWXWHG DQ LQWHUIHUHQFH ZLWK KLV
SURSHUW\ULJKWV7KLVZDVUHMHFWHGE\WKHFRXUWDVODFNLQJUHDOLW\
(DYHVGURSSLQJ
:KLOVW LW ZDV FRQFHGHG WKDW WKHUH ZDV QR JHQHUDO ULJKW WR
SULYDF\ DW FRPPRQ ODZ LW ZDV DUJXHG WKDW WKHUH ZDV D ULJKW WR KROG D WHOHSKRQH
FRQYHUVDWLRQLQWKHSULYDF\RIRQH¶ VKRPHZLWKRXWPROHVWDWLRQ7KHSULQFLSDOEDVLV
RI WKLV FRQWHQWLRQ ZDV WKH FRPPRQ ODZ RIIHQFH RI HDYHVGURSSLQJ DQ RIIHQFH
FRQVWLWXWHGE\OLVWHQLQJMXVWRXWVLGHDKRXVHZLWKWKHREMHFWRIVSUHDGLQJVODQGHURXV
DQGPLVFKLHYRXVWDOHV7KDWRIIHQFHKDGKRZHYHUEHHQUHSHDOHGE\WKH&ULPLQDO
/DZ$FW EXWLWKDVQRWEHHQUHSHDOHGLQ+RQJ.RQJ %XWHYHQDSDUWIURP
WKLV WKH MXGJH WKRXJKW WKDW WHOHSKRQH WDSSLQJ ZDV RXWVLGH WKH PLVFKLHI RI WKH
GRFWULQH$PHULFDQMXULVSUXGHQFHZDVFRQVLGHUHGRIOLWWOHDYDLODQGWKLVVXEPLVVLRQ
WRRZDVUHMHFWHG
&RQILGHQWLDOLW\
7KH FRXUW KHOG WKDW WKHUH ZHUH WKUHH FRQGLWLRQV WR WKH
DSSOLFDWLRQRIWKLVSULQFLSOH
 WKHLQIRUPDWLRQPXVWKDYHWKHQHFHVVDU\TXDOLW\RIFRQILGHQFHDERXWLW


 WKDW LQIRUPDWLRQ PXVW KDYH EHHQ LPSDUWHG LQ FLUFXPVWDQFHV LPSRUWLQJ DQ
REOLJDWLRQRIFRQILGHQFHDQG


 WKHUH PXVW EH DQ XQDXWKRULVHG XVH RI WKDW LQIRUPDWLRQ WR WKH GHWULPHQW RI WKH
SDUW\FRPPXQLFDWLQJLW


$SSO\LQJWKHSULQFLSOHWKH&RXUWKHOG
³7KH DSSOLFDWLRQ RI WKH GRFWULQH RI FRQILGHQWLDOLW\ WR WKH WDSSLQJ RI
SULYDWHWHOHSKRQHOLQHVLVWKDWLQXVLQJDWHOHSKRQHDSHUVRQLVOLNHO\WR



do it in the belief that it is probable (though by no means certain) that
his words will be heard only by the person he is speaking to.”2
“It seems to me that a person who utters confidential information must
accept the risk of any unknown overhearing that is inherent in the
circumstances of communication . . . the Younger Report referred to
users of the telephone being aware that there were several wellunderstood possibilities of being overheard, and stated that a realistic
person would not rely on the telephone system to protect the
confidence of what he says.”3
4.6
The jurisprudence of the European Court has come to a different
conclusion and this is examined below.
4.7
In its report Breach of Confidence, the English Law Commission referred
to this finding, commenting: “We do not think that in a civilised society a law abiding citizen
using the telephone should have to expect that it may be tapped.” 4 Their recommendation
that the duty of confidence be extended to apply to surreptitiously obtained information is
examined in the Annexure.
4.8
The Law Commission’ s rejection of the notion that awareness of the
possibility of surveillance should be treated as signifying acquiescence is echoed by many
commentators. As one puts it:
“Free conversation is often characterised by exaggeration, obscenity,
agreeable falsehoods, and to the expression of antisocial desires or
views not intended to be taken seriously. The unedited quality of
conversation is essential if it is to preserve its intimate, personal and
informal character.”5
4.9
The judge concluded his judgement in Malone by reiterating that his
decision was confined solely to tapping pursuant to a warrant for police investigation.

European Court decisions on interception of communications
4.10
Article 14 of the Hong Kong Bill of Rights provides in part that “no one
shall be subjected to arbitrary or unlawful interference with his privacy, family, home or
correspondence”. That provision is in identical terms to article 17 of the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (“ICCPR”). Article 8(1) of the European
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (“the European
Convention”) provides that “everyone has the right to respect for his private and family life,
his home and his correspondence”. Article 8(2) states that “there shall be no interference
2
3
4
5

Ibid, at 360.
Ibid, at 376.
Law Commission Report No 110, at para 6.35.
Schwarz L B, “On Current Proposals to Legalise Wiretapping” (1954) 103 Univ. of Pa. Law
Rev. 157, 162, quoted in Wacks, op cit, at 247.
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by a public authority” with the exercise of the right under article 8(1) “except such as is in
accordance with the law ...”. In view of the lack of relevant jurisprudence under the
ICCPR, it is necessary to look for assistance in interpreting article 14 of the Hong Kong Bill
of Rights to the decisions of the European Court of Human Rights which interpret the similar
provisions of article 8 of the European Convention.
4.11
The interception of communications has been a fertile source of complaints
to the European Court. The decisions apply the same principles to both written
correspondence and telecommunications. The two most important decisions are Klass and
Malone. In Klass, telephone tapping was conducted pursuant to detailed legislation. In the
later decision of Malone it was conducted in the absence of a comprehensive legislative
scheme. Although the facts of both cases involved conventional “taps” of analogue
telephones, the principles articulated are sufficiently general to encompass all the modern
forms of interception of telecommunications discussed above. Nor are the decisions
restricted to the interception of telecommunications. The principles set out also apply to the
interception of written correspondence, and arguably to other forms of surveillance.
Klass v Federal Republic of Germany6
4.12
In Klass the Court considered the adequacy of a comprehensive statutory
regime regulating interceptions. The applicants in this case, five German lawyers, challenged
the statutory regime as contravening article 8 of the European Convention. In particular,
they challenged the lack of a requirement that the individual be invariably notified following
the cessation of surveillance. The government objected that the applicants seeking the
review of the legislation were not claiming to have established specific violations but only the
purely hypothetical possibility of being subject to surveillance. The Court rejected this on
the basis that the contested legislation instituted a system of surveillance exposing all
residents to the possibility of being unwittingly monitored. The question of whether the
applicants were victims of a violation therefore turned on the compatibility of the surveillance
law with the European Convention, and not on whether concrete measures had been applied
to them.
4.13
It is worth commenting on the finding that it is the possibility rather than the
demonstrated fact of surveillance that is relevant. This recognises that an important feature
of surveillance is its very imperceptibility. As David Lyon comments:
“... undetected surveillance keeps those watched subordinate by means
of uncertainty. You simply comply, because you never know when
‘ they’ might be watching.
Information technology enables
surveillance to be carried out in ways even less visible than those
available in Orwell’ s, let alone Kafka’ s, days.”7

6
7

(1978) 2 EHRR 214.
David Lyon, The Electronic Eye: The Rise of Surveillance Society, (1994), at 60.
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4.14
A related point is that the mischief of interference with a person’ s private
life is quite independent of whether information relating to that person’ s “private life” was
successfully obtained. This would accord with Professor Wacks’ position (quoted above)
that the essential objection to surveillance is independent of the quality of information thereby
obtained: it is that there has been an intentional interference with the individual’ s interest in
seclusion or solitude.
4.15
The German Basic Law secures secrecy of the mail, post and
telecommunications. The issue before the court in Klass was therefore whether interference
was justified under article 8(2) of the European Convention as being “in accordance with
the law” and necessary in a democratic society “in the interests of national security . . . or
for the prevention of disorder or crime.” The Court accepted the legitimacy of legislation
providing for interceptions for these public interest purposes. It took judicial notice of the
overt terrorism threat existing at the time. The issue was not the need for such provisions,
but whether they contained sufficient safeguards against abuse, thus checking a slide towards
totalitarianism:
“The Court stresses that this does not mean that the Contracting
States enjoy an unlimited discretion to subject persons within their
jurisdiction to secret surveillance. The Court. . . affirms that the
Contracting States may not, in the name of the struggle against
espionage and terrorism, adopt whatever measures they deem
appropriate.
The Court must be satisfied that, whatever system of surveillance is
adopted, there exist adequate and effective guarantees against abuse.
This assessment has only a relative character: it depends on all the
circumstances of the case, such as the scope and duration of the
possible measures, the grounds required for ordering such measures,
the authorities competent to permit, carry out and supervise such
measures, and the kind of remedy provided by the national law.”8
4.16
Restrictions were exhaustively provided for in a statute enacted pursuant
thereto. Interceptions of mail and telecommunications required fulfilment of the following
conditions:
1)

8

Applications must be made in writing by the departmental head or his
deputy, giving reasons. There must be a factual basis for suspecting a
person of planning, committing, or having committed certain criminal or
subversive acts. Surveillance may cover only the specific suspect or his
presumed contact persons. “Exploratory” or general surveillance is
therefore not permitted.

(1978) 2 EHRR 214, paras 49 and 50.

63

2)

Other investigatory methods would be ineffective or considerably more
difficult.

3)

The interception is supervised by a judicial officer who transmits to the
investigative authorities only information relevant to the inquiry and destroys
the residue. The transmitted information must itself be destroyed when no
longer required, nor may it be used for any other purpose.

4)

The interception must be immediately discontinued upon the cessation of
these requirements and the individual concerned notified as soon as this can
be done without jeopardising the purpose of the interception. The individual
may then have the legality of the interception reviewed by the administrative
court and claim damages in a civil court if he has been prejudiced.

5)

The relevant minister must report monthly to an independent Commission
comprising a judge and two assessors on the measures ordered. At its own
initiative, or upon application by a person believing himself to be subject to
surveillance, the Commission may order that the measures be terminated.
Every six months the Minister must also report to a Board consisting of five
parliamentarians.

4.17
Only two aspects of this scheme were challenged by the applicants. One
related to the lack of a requirement that the subject of surveillance be invariably notified
upon its cessation. The Court held that this was not inherently incompatible with article 8,
provided that the person concerned was informed after the termination of the surveillance
measures as soon as notification could be made without jeopardising the purpose of those
measures.
4.18
The other criticism made by the applicants related to the fact that the system
of controls were administrative rather than judicial. The Court agreed that effective controls
should normally be assured by the judiciary, at least in the last resort, as judicial control
offered the best guarantees of independence, impartiality and a proper procedure. The
Court noted that only in exceptional circumstances could the individual apply to the
Commission and thereafter to the Constitutional Court. The latter was empowered to seek
information and documents. The general position, however, was that judicial controls were
excluded. Instead, they were replaced by the administrative system of controls described
above. The Court held that while it was in principle desirable to entrust supervisory control
to a judge, the measures adopted were sufficient. The Court was satisfied that the
supervisory bodies were independent of the authorities carrying out the surveillance, and
vested with sufficient powers and competence to exercise an effective and continuous
control. Also relevant was their balanced membership. Accordingly, the court was satisfied
that “the two supervisory bodies may, in the circumstances of the case, be regarded as
enjoying sufficient independence to give an objective ruling.”
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4.24
Malone is the genesis of the United Kingdom Interception of
Communications Act. In that case, the European Court of Human Rights did not find
wanting the administrative arrangements governing the interception of communications.
Rather, the deficiency related to their not being given clear legal effect. Sir Robert Megarry
held that Malone had no remedy under English law for the reasons set out above, but added
that “it is plain that telephone tapping is a subject which cries out for legislation”. Malone
then took the matter to the European Court of Human rights.
4.25
Scope of the decision
The Court explicitly noted at the outset that
the scope of the case did not extend to interception of communications generally, but dealt
only with interceptions effected by or on behalf of the police (not Customs or the Security
Service) for the investigation of crime.
4.26
The first issue for the Court related to the legitimacy of the interception of
communications on behalf of the police. “Interception” was defined as “the obtaining of
information about the contents of a communication by post or telephone without the consent
of the parties involved.” The Court held that telephone conversations were covered by the
notions of “private life” and “correspondence” within the meaning of article 8. The
admitted interception of the one call adverted to in the trial accordingly constituted
“interference” with the exercise of the right to privacy guaranteed under the provision.
Malone also claimed that both his mail had been opened and his telephone tapped for a
number of years. However, the Government declined to disclose whether this was so,
claiming that such disclosure would frustrate the purpose of such interceptions and could
jeopardise sources of information. For its part, the Court did not consider it necessary to
inquire further into Malone’ s claims in upholding his claim as:
“... the existence in England and Wales of laws and practices which
permit and establish a system for effecting secret surveillance of
communications amounted in itself to an ‘ interference ... with the
exercise’ of the applicant’ s rights under Article 8, apart from any
measures actually taken against him.”11
4.27
This follows the approach taken in Klass discussed above where the Court
noted that State-instituted surveillance measures are necessarily conducted without the
subject’ s knowledge. To require that an individual prove that such measures were in fact
applied to him would effectively reduce the right to privacy to a nullity. It was therefore
sufficient that there be evidence of a system of surveillance.
4.28
The Court then turned to consider whether the interferences were justified
as “in accordance with law” under article 8. “In accordance with law” encompassed both
written and unwritten law and the interference must have some basis in domestic law. The
Court accepted that such interference was lawful in England. However, compliance with
domestic law was not in itself sufficient. The quality of the law was also relevant:

11

(1984) 7 EHRR 14, para 64.
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“The law must be sufficiently clear in its terms to give citizens an
adequate indication as to the circumstances in which and the
conditions on which public authorities are empowered to resort to this
secret and potentially dangerous interference with the right to respect
for private life and correspondence ... Since the implementation in
practice of measures of secret surveillance of communications is not
open to scrutiny by the individuals concerned or by the public at large,
it would be contrary to the rule of law for the legal discretion granted
to the executive to be expressed in terms of an unfettered law.
Consequently, the law must indicate the scope of any such discretion
conferred on the competent authorities and the manner of its exercise
with sufficient clarity, having regard to the legitimate aim of the
measure in question, to give the individual adequate protection against
arbitrary interference.”12
4.29
The Court then applied these criteria to the applicable domestic laws
invoked as authorising the interception. It accepted that there was a long established
practice of intercepting postal and telephone communications pursuant to a warrant issued
by the Home Secretary. An application for a warrant must be put forward by a senior
police officer in writing and be submitted in the first instance to a senior civil servant. The
application must contain a statement of the purpose for which interception was requested,
and the facts supporting the request. Three conditions needed to be satisfied:
a)

The offence must be “really serious”. The Court noted that the scope of
this concept had been varied from time to time by the executive.

b)

Normal methods of investigation must have been tried and failed or must,
from the nature of things, be unlikely to succeed.

c)

There must be good reason to think that an interception would be likely to
lead to an arrest and conviction.

4.30
The issue of the warrant in accordance with these criteria would then be
personally considered by the Home Secretary. Upon issue of the warrant, relevant details
would be specified, including the name and address of the recipient of the mail or the
telephone number to be monitored. A time limit of initially not more than two months was
stipulated. Reviews were conducted monthly. Separate warrants were required for the
interception of both mail and telephone calls. Records were kept of all warrants issued.
Application procedures were detailed in a circular to police. On issue of the warrant, the
interception was effected by the telecommunications authority by taping the call or copying
the letter and providing it to the police. The police noted or transcribed only such parts of
the correspondence or conversation as were relevant to the investigation. The tape would
then be returned and erased, usually within one week. The notes of transcriptions of
intercepted communications would be retained until they were no longer required for the
12
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purposes of investigation, and then destroyed. The information was used solely for
investigative purposes and is not tendered in evidence, nor disclosed to others. The
individual whose communications have been intercepted is not informed of the fact, even
when the surveillance and the related investigation has been terminated.
4.31
The Court was able to conclude that, although there was no overall statutory
code governing the matter, “detailed procedures concerning interception of communications
on behalf of the police in England and Wales do exist.” Furthermore, the public had been
informed of the applicable arrangements. Illegal interceptions were subject to criminal and
civil proceedings. However, the legal basis of the practice, regulated in part by assorted
statutory provisions, was “somewhat obscure and open to different interpretations.” The
Post Office statutes recognised, rather than conferred, authority to intercept communications
and it was unclear whether a valid warrant was required to authorise an interception.
Crucially, it was also unclear what, if any, statutory restrictions applied to the purposes for
which, and the manner in which, interceptions of communications might be authorised by the
Home Secretary. The Government argued that the relevant provision of the Post Office Act
defined and restricted the power to intercept by reference to the procedures described in
the paragraph above. But there was also an argument that the statutory provisions did not
incorporate those procedures, or any of them, and that no clear legal restrictions controlled
the issue of warrants. Indeed, the Home Secretary’ s discretion was arguably unfettered.
The Court accordingly concluded from the evidence that:
“It cannot be said with any reasonable certainty what elements of the
powers to intercept are incorporated in legal rules and what elements
remain within the discretion of the executive. In view of the attendant
obscurity and uncertainty as to the state of the law in this essential
respect . . . [in] the opinion of the Court, the law of England and
Wales does not indicate with reasonable clarity the scope and manner
of exercise of the relevant discretion conferred on the public
authorities.”13
4.32
The Court accordingly concluded that the minimum degree of legal
protection to which citizens are entitled under the rule of law was lacking.
4.33
Metering
Malone not only challenged the legitimacy of intercepting
telephone conversations, but also the process of “metering” such calls. This process
employs a device which registers the numbers dialled on a particular telephone and the time
and duration of such a call. The telecommunications authority would provide its records at
the request of the police if the information was essential to the investigation of serious crime
and could not be obtained from other sources. The practice had been made public in
answer to parliamentary questions.
4.34
The Court noted that the metering process makes use only of signals sent to
itself as the provider of the telephone service for the legitimate purposes of billing and the
13
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investigation of complaints. No monitoring or interception of the contents of telephone calls
is involved. But the Court rejected the Government’ s contention that the use of metering
data may not therefore interfere with privacy rights. It held that metering records provide
data, particularly the numbers dialled, “which is an integral element in the communication
made by telephone” and that the subsequent disclosure of the data to the police without the
subscriber’ s consent amounted to an interference with the right to privacy. There was no
conclusive evidence that Malone’ s calls had been metered, the Government having denied
doing so. However, there was evidence of a practice whereby upon request the Post Office
would provide its records to the police. The Court held that it was this very practice which
interfered with Malone’ s privacy rights, quite apart from any concrete measures specifically
aimed at him.
4.35
The remaining issue was whether such interference was “in accordance with
law”. The Post Office practice had been made public in answers to parliamentary
questions. Apart from the simple lack of a statutory prohibition, no legal rules were
adduced concerning the scope and manner of exercise of the discretion enjoyed by the
public authorities. The Court therefore concluded that, although lawful in terms of domestic
law, the interference resulting from the existence of the practice in question was not “in
accordance with the law” within the meaning of article 8(2).
4.36
We recommend in chapter 6 that a warrant be required to authorise any
interceptions of communications falling within the scope of the proposed offences prohibiting
such activities. As the release of metering data by the telecommunications authority to the
police does not in itself involve any interception of communications, the police do not need a
warrant before they could gain access to such data. However, insofar as the metering data
relate directly or indirectly to an individual, the collection and use of such data are subject to
the provisions of the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance.
4.37
The sequel to Malone: The Interception of Communications Act In
February 1985, six months after the European Court handed down its decision in Malone,
the Home Office released a White Paper proposing legislation14. It noted that “for many
years a carefully controlled system of ministerially authorised interceptions has existed”. It
pointed out that this was acknowledged in the Malone decision, but that the Court
concluded that the law did not indicate with reasonable clarity the scope and manner of
exercise of the discretion conferred on public authorities. The Government therefore
proposed the introduction of legislation to provide a clear statutory framework governing the
interception of communications “on public systems” (a limitation not adverted to in
Malone). Subsequently, the Interception of Communications Act 1985 was enacted. The
legislation is open to criticism on a number of counts, some of which are discussed in the
next chapter. Its relevance to our present study, however, is that it addresses many of the
matters not covered by either Telecommunication Ordinance or the Post Office Ordinance
in Hong Kong.
Implications for the Telecommunication Ordinance and Post Office Ordinance
14
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4.38
It will be recalled that section 33 of the Telecommunication Ordinance
provides that the Governor or an authorised officer may order the interception or detention
of communications “whenever he considers that the public interest so requires”. Section 13
of the Post Office Ordinance goes even further and omits even a general public interest test.
Accordingly, neither Ordinance can be said in the language of Malone to “be sufficiently
clear in its terms to give citizens an adequate indication as to the circumstances in which and
the conditions on which” interceptions may be authorised. Accordingly in the remainder of
this paper we examine proposals which will satisfy the requirements spelt out in the
jurisprudence examined above.
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V\VWHPEXWDOVRPDQXDOV\VWHPVVXFKDVPDLO


 LQWHQWLRQDOO\ WR LQWHUFHSW RU LQWHUIHUH ZLWK D ³FRPPXQLFDWLRQ´ E\ PHDQV RI D
WHFKQLFDOGHYLFH ZKHWKHURUQRWWKHFRPPXQLFDWLRQLWVHOILVPHGLDWHGE\PHDQVRI
D WHFKQLFDO GHYLFH  SURYLGHG WKDW WKH LQWHUFHSWLRQ FRXOG QRW KDYH EHHQ HIIHFWHG
ZLWKRXWWKHXVHRIDGHYLFH
³,QWHUIHUHQFH´ IRU WKH SXUSRVHV RI WKHVH RIIHQFHV VKRXOG LQFOXGH GHVWUXFWLRQ RU
GLYHUVLRQ

3UHOLPLQDU\LVVXHV
³,QWHUFHSWLRQ´RI³FRPPXQLFDWLRQV´

$W WKH RXWVHW LW LV QHFHVVDU\ WR LGHQWLI\ WKH PLVFKLHI WR EH UHJXODWHG DQG
ZKHWKHU WKLV LV DSWO\ H[SUHVVHG E\ WKH WHUPV ³LQWHUFHSWLRQ´ RU ³LQWHUIHUHQFH´ RI
FRPPXQLFDWLRQV


“Interception”
5.4
The United Kingdom, United States and Australian Acts focus on
“interception.” “Interception” is not defined in the United Kingdom Interception of
Communications Act 1985. Halsbury states that:
“it is thought that it has here its ordinary meaning, i.e. ‘ to seize, catch
or carry off on the way from one place to another’ (Shorter Oxford
English Dictionary) or ‘ to stop and seize in passage’ (Chambers
Twentieth Century Dictionary)”.1
5.5

The United States Wiretap Act provides:
“Intercept” means the aural or other acquisition of the contents of any
wire, electronic, or oral communication through the use of any
electronic, mechanical, or other device.”2

5.6
The Canadian Criminal Code provides that “intercept” means “listen to,
record or acquire a communication or acquire the substance, meaning or purport thereof.” 3
Interception in the course of transmission
5.7
Black’ s Law Dictionary makes the point that “‘ interception’ does not
ordinarily connote the obtaining of what is to be sent before, or at the moment, it leaves the
possession of the proposed sender, or after, or at the moment, it comes into possession of
the intended receiver.” In other words, implicit in the concept of “intercept” is that it must
occur in the course of transmission. Both the United Kingdom and Australian legislation are
explicit about restricting their focus in this manner. Section 6(1) of the Australian
Telecommunications (Interception) Act 1979 provides:
“For the purposes of this Act. . . interception of a communication
passing over a telecommunication system consists of listening to or
recording, by any means, such a communication in its passage over
that telecommunication system [our underlining] without the
knowledge of the person making the communication.”
5.8
Similarly, the United Kingdom Act restricts the offence to “intentionally
intercept[ing] a communication in the course of its transmission.” 4 Unlike the United
States and Australian formulations which focus on telecommunications purposes, the
United Kingdom Act also extends to postal mail.

1
2
3
4

Halsbury’ s Statutes, Vol 45, at 417.
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Title II I (“Wiretap Act”), section 2510.
Criminal Code (RSC 1970, c. C-34, as amended), Part IV. I, section 178.1.
Interception of Communications Act 1985, section 1.
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:H DJUHH ZLWK WKLV H[SUHVV IRFXV RQ LQWHUFHSWLRQ LQ WKH FRXUVH RI
WUDQVPLVVLRQ UDWKHU WKDQ H[WHQGLQJ WKH RIIHQFH V  WR FRYHU XQDXWKRULVHG DFFHVV IROORZLQJ
WUDQVPLVVLRQ:HEHOLHYHWKDWLWLVQHFHVVDU\WRFOHDUO\GHOLQHDWHWKHW\SHVRILQWHUFHSWLRQRU
DFFHVVZKLFKPHULWDGGLWLRQDOFRQWUROVRQWKHEDVLVRIWKHJUDYLW\RIWKHLULQWUXVLYHQHVV,Q
RXUYLHZLQWHUIHUHQFHLQWKHFRXUVHRIWUDQVPLVVLRQDQGWKHLPPHGLDF\RILQWUXVLRQLQWKHVH
FLUFXPVWDQFHVIDOOVLQWRWKLVFDWHJRU\(YHQVRGUDZLQJWKHOLQHLVQRWDOZD\VHDV\7KH
VFRSHRI³LQWHUFHSWLRQ´LVFOHDUHQRXJKZLWKRUGLQDU\PDLODQGZRXOGFRYHUUHDGLQJWDNLQJ
D FRS\ RU GHOD\LQJ WUDQVPLVVLRQ  ,I $ VHQGV % D VHDOHG OHWWHU DQG SULRU WR GHOLYHU\ LW LV
RSHQHG DQG UHDG E\ & WKLV ZRXOG FOHDUO\ FRQVWLWXWH DQ LQWHUFHSWLRQ EHFDXVH WKH
FRPPXQLFDWLRQZDVVWLOOLQWKHFRXUVHRILWVWUDQVPLVVLRQLQDIRUPZKLFKGLGQRWHQYLVDJHLWV
EHLQJ UHDG E\ RWKHUV  +RZHYHU LW LV DUJXDEOH WKDW IRU DQ RFFXSLHU WR RSHQ D OHWWHU
DGGUHVVHGWRDQRWKHUSHUVRQDWWKDWDGGUHVVZRXOGFRQVWLWXWHLQWHUFHSWLRQQRWZLWKVWDQGLQJ
WKHIDFWWKDWWKHIRUPDOGHOLYHU\KDGEHHQFRPSOHWHG2QWKHRWKHUKDQGUHDGLQJDSRVWFDUG
GXULQJ WKH FRXUVH RI LWV WUDQVPLVVLRQ WKURXJK WKH SRVW ZRXOG SUREDEO\ QRW FRQVWLWXWH DQ
³LQWHUFHSWLRQ´EHFDXVHQRHIIRUWVKDYHEHHQPDGHE\WKHVHQGHUWRH[FOXGHWKLVHYHQWXDOLW\
DQGQRLQWHUIHUHQFHQHHGUHVXOW$QDQDORJRXVVLWXDWLRQZRXOGEHZKHUHVRPHRQHEURZVHV
RYHUID[HVWKDWKDYHSLOHGXSLQWKHDGGUHVVHH¶ VDEVHQFH
³,QWHUIHUHQFH´

:HQRWHWKDW³LQWHUIHUHQFH´UDWKHUWKDQ³LQWHUFHSWLRQ´RIFRUUHVSRQGHQFHLV
SURWHFWHGXQGHUWKHSULYDF\SURYLVLRQRIWKH,&&35UHSURGXFHGLQDUWLFOHRIWKH%LOORI
5LJKWV  ,Q D 8QLWHG 6WDWHV GHFLVLRQ ³LQWHUIHUH´ ZDV GHILQHG QRW ZLWK UHIHUHQFH WR WKH
,&&35 DVPHDQLQJ
³WR FKHFN KDPSHU KLQGHU LQIULQJH HQFURDFK WUHVSDVV GLVWXUE
LQWHUYHQHLQWHUPHGGOHLQWHUSRVH7RHQWHULQWRRUWRWDNHSDUWLQWKH
FRQFHUQVRIRWKHUV´

,Q VRPH UHVSHFWV ³LQWHUIHUHQFH´ KDV D ZLGHU DPELW WKDQ WKH DERYH
GHILQLWLRQVRI³LQWHUFHSWLRQ´


8QOLNH ³LQWHUFHSWLRQ´ ³LQWHUIHUHQFH´ PD\ RFFXU RQFH WKH FRXUVH RI
WUDQVPLVVLRQKDVEHHQFRPSOHWHG:KHUHDVOLVWHQLQJWRDFDOORURSHQLQJDQ
XQGHOLYHUHGOHWWHUZRXOGFRQVWLWXWH³LQWHUFHSWLRQ´UHDGLQJDWUDQVFULSWRIWKH
FRPSOHWHGFDOORUWKHGHOLYHUHGOHWWHUPD\ZHOOFRQVWLWXWH³LQWHUIHUHQFH´





³,QWHUIHUHQFH´ ZRXOG H[WHQG WR WKH FRUUXSWLRQ RU GLYHUVLRQ RI WKH
FRPPXQLFDWLRQZLWKRXWQHFHVVDULO\EHFRPLQJDFTXDLQWHGZLWKLWVFRQWHQWV


:KLOVW ZH ZLVK WR UHVWULFW WKH IRFXV WR SURWHFWLRQ GXULQJ WKH FRXUVH RI
WUDQVPLVVLRQ ZH DUH FRQFHUQHG WR UHJXODWH WKH FRUUXSWLRQ RI WKH FRPPXQLFDWLRQ RFFXUULQJ
GXULQJ LWV WUDQVPLVVLRQ  :H KDYH UHDFKHG WKH FRQFOXVLRQ WKDW WKH WHUPV ³LQWHUFHSW´ DQG
³LQWHUIHUH´ WDNHQ VLQJO\ PD\ QRW VXIILFH  :H WKHUHIRUH UHFRPPHQG WKDW





3HRSOHH[UH%HQHILW$VV¶ QRI5DLOZD\(PSOR\HHVY0LQHU,OO1(G



communications should be safeguarded from interception or interference
(including destruction or diversion) in the course of their transmission.
“Communication”
5.13
Similarly vague is the ambit of “communication”. Under the United
Kingdom Act “communication” is not defined but was envisaged by the White Paper as
encompassing “all forms of communications, whatever their nature, passing through these
systems, such as letters, telephone calls, telex messages and telegrams, and other forms of
electronic transmission like computer data or facsimile.” New telecommunications
technologies enable users to send complex information objects, not just simple messages.
Such objects may contain voice, video, fixed image and text information in a structure
known only to the users.
5.14
At some stage a “communication” may lose that quality and become a
record (a delivered letter could be an example), or the “communication” may become a
record simultaneously with its being (separately) transmitted. Modern technology has
negated the conceptual distinction between the transmission of data and its storage. For
example, the telephone company will record a fax message in its computer while they
attempt (perhaps repeatedly) to transmit the message to the recipient. If a telephone
company official reads the recorded version the question arises whether this would
constitute interception of “the communication”. It may be necessary in this situation to
distinguish the communication from its recorded back-up.
5.15
These examples also indicate that communications by mail and by
telecommunications may raise different issues. One reason is that mail is a tangible object
and accordingly misappropriation of a letter both during and following delivery would
constitute theft. We note that the Post Office Ordinance contains a number of offences
protecting mail, whether or not it is in the course of transmission. The Ordinance is not
limited to public mail systems and we agree that both public and private courier systems
should be protected, notwithstanding that contractual protections would apply in any event.
“Correspondence”
5.16
We note that “correspondence” rather than “communication” is protected
under the privacy provision of the ICCPR and reproduced in article 14 of the Bill of Rights.
“Correspondence” would appear narrower than “communication” in that it connotes
distance communication whereas “communications” also encompasses that occurring face
to face. On this basis, notwithstanding their differences, both telecommunications and mail
can be described as involving “correspondence.” Both are also likely to involve a service
provider, but whereas interception of telecommunications will usually involve technical
devices, this may not be the case with the interception of mail.
5.17
There are a number of reasons to legally protect correspondence from
interception or interference in the course of transmission:
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LW LV D UHTXLUHPHQW RI WKH ,&&35 DQG WKH +RQJ .RQJ %LOO RI 5LJKWV
2UGLQDQFH





LW DFFRUGV ZLWK WKH UHDVRQDEOH H[SHFWDWLRQV RI ERWK SDUWLHV WR WKH
FRUUHVSRQGHQFH





LQVRIDUDVFRUUHVSRQGHQFHXWLOLVHVDVHUYLFHSURYLGHULQWHUIHUHQFHE\DWKLUG
SDUW\DOVRDIIHFWVWKHVHUYLFHSURYLGHU



WKHUHLVDQLQFUHDVLQJQHHGIRUSULYDF\DQGVHFXULW\RIWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV
7KHLQFUHDVHGDPRXQWRISHUVRQDOLQIRUPDWLRQDYDLODEOHRQOLQHRUJHQHUDWHG
E\XVLQJWKHSKRQHLVDPDMRUIDFWRU$OVRUHOHYDQWDUHWKHFRQFHUQVRIWKH
JOREDOPDUNHWSODFHWKHQHHGIRUVHFXULW\RIFRPPXQLFDWLRQVLQVXFKDUHDVDV
EDQNLQJ DQG WKHIW RI SURSULHWDU\ LQIRUPDWLRQ DUH WZR VXFK FRQFHUQV
6HFXULW\LVWKH³NH\FRPSRQHQWIRUWKHFRQWLQXHGVXFFHVVRIWKHLQIRUPDWLRQ
KLJKZD\´  )DLOXUH WR DIIRUG OHJDO SURWHFWLRQ WR SULYDF\ DQG VHFXULW\ RI
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVZLOOXOWLPDWHO\VORZWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDGYDQFHGQHWZRUNV


:H DFFRUGLQJO\ UHFRPPHQG WKDW LW VKRXOG EH D FULPLQDO
RIIHQFH LQWHQWLRQDOO\ WR LQWHUFHSW RU LQWHUIHUH ZLWK FRUUHVSRQGHQFH HJ  D
FRPPXQLFDWLRQWUDQVPLWWHGE\DGLVWDQFHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVV\VWHP ZKLOHLW
LV LQ WKH FRXUVH RI WUDQVPLVVLRQ  7KLV ZRXOG HQFRPSDVV ERWK PDLO V\VWHPV DQG
FRPPXQLFDWLRQV FRQGXFWHG E\ PHDQV RI WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV V\VWHPV HJ  HPDLO   7KLV
ZRXOG LQFOXGH 3%; V\VWHPV SULYDWH WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV V\VWHPV  ZKLFK QRQHWKHOHVV
LQYROYH VHUYLFH FDUULHUV  7KHVH V\VWHPV DUH XWLOLVHG E\ HPSOR\HUV DQG RWKHU FORVHG XVHU
JURXSVLQFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKVHUYLFHFDUULHUV
³7HOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVV\VWHPV´

7KH H[FKDQJH RI ³FRUUHVSRQGHQFH´ ZLOO JHQHUDOO\ EH SURYLGHG E\
WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVV\VWHPV,QRWKHUMXULVGLFWLRQVFRQWUROVDUHIUDPHGLQWHUPVVSHFLILFDOO\
IRFXVLQJRQWKHLQWHUFHSWLRQRI³WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVV\VWHPV´)RULQVWDQFHVHFWLRQ  RI
WKH$XVWUDOLDQ7HOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV ,QWHUFHSWLRQ $FWSURYLGHV
³$SHUVRQVKDOOQRW
D
LQWHUFHSW
E
DXWKRULVHVXIIHURUSHUPLWDQRWKHUSHUVRQWRLQWHUFHSW
RU
F
GR DQ\ DFW RU WKLQJ WKDW ZLOO HQDEOH KLP RU DQRWKHU
SHUVRQWRLQWHUFHSW
D FRPPXQLFDWLRQ SDVVLQJ RYHU D WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV V\VWHP >RXU
XQGHUOLQLQJ@´

³7HOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV\VWHP´LVGHILQHGDVPHDQLQJDV\VWHPFRQWUROOHGE\
WKH $XVWUDOLDQ 7HOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV &RPPLVVLRQ LQ FRQQHFWLRQ ZLWK WKH SURYLVLRQ RI D
WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVHUYLFH



5.21
Similarly, section 1 of the United Kingdom Interception of Communications
Act 1985 creates a criminal offence where a person “intentionally intercepts a
communication in the course of its transmission by post or by means of a public
telecommunication system”. The Act is accordingly broader than the Australian Act
because it encompasses both postal and telecommunications systems. Regarding the latter,
the ambit of the words quoted was considered in R v Effik 6. In that case the appellants
were indicted on counts of conspiracy to supply drugs. Part of the evidence against them
consisted of recordings of telephone conversations. It was conceded that no warrant had
been issued authorising the interceptions and that, if the interception was subject to the Act,
the evidence obtained thereby would be inadmissible.
5.22
The intercepted call occurred with a cordless telephone which comprised a
handset (consisting of a mobile battery operated transmitter/receiver) and a base unit. The
handset can be used as a mobile within a limited range of the base unit. The base unit was in
turn connected (through a telephone socket) to the British Telecom (“BT”) system. The
Court accepted that the BT system was “a public telecommunication system”, having been
designated as such by a statutory order. However, the signals were not intercepted within
the BT system, but when transmitted between the base unit and the handset. The
interception of these signals was effected by a radio broadcast receiver connected to a radio
cassette recorder in adjoining premises. The Court accepted that the cordless telephone
was approved for connection to the BT system, but held that it was not part of the BT
network, which terminated at the junction box in the customer’ s premises. The telephone
did not comprise part of a “public telecommunication system”, as it was part of a privately
run system. Furthermore, section 10(2) envisaged “that a communication by means of more
than one telecommunication system is statutorily, if perhaps somewhat artificially, treated as
temporally split in transmission between the various systems through which it may be
transmitted.” So in the case in question, the interception was of signals being transmitted
outside a public telecommunication system.
5.23
The more difficult issue was whether the interception nonetheless fell within
section 1 as being “in the course of its transmission. . . by means of a public
telecommunication system.” The Court was not assisted by a literal analysis and had to
look at the presumed intention of the legislation. For the appellants, it was urged that it was
artificial to separate the transmission of signals through the public and then private system, as
without the prior transmission through the former they would never have been received at
their destination. A suggestion that the legislature would not have countenanced, for
instance, a journalist intercepting calls by attaching a listening device to a privately owned
handset, was countered by the argument that the legislature was unlikely to have intended
criminalising “an anxious parent eavesdropping on a teenage child’ s conversation with an
undesirable acquaintance by listening on an extension telephone.”
5.24
The Court concluded that the interception did not fall within section 1
because the policy of the Act was:
6

[1994] 3 WLR 583
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“to protect the integrity of that system of communication which is
under public, and not under individual, control by creating a specific
offence of interception of communications through the public system ...
It was not an Act designed nor does it purport to confer any general
protection against eavesdropping or intrusion on the privacy of
individuals or to provide for any general authorisation for telephone
tapping on private premises.”7
5.25
In the result, it was held that the Act did not prohibit the interception and the
evidence was therefore not excluded. The appeals against conviction were accordingly
dismissed. In accordance with the principle that under English law everything is permitted
which is not prohibited, the interception was legal.
5.26
Even before Effik it was clear that the Act did not apply to eavesdropping
not involving the interception of telephone calls. When moving the second reading of the
Bill, the Secretary for State said that “bugging and other forms of surveillance were not
covered by the legislation.” Halsbury, however, comments that there is nothing expressly
excluding these forms of surveillance from the ambit of the legislation, but in R v Khan8 the
Court of Appeal proceeded on the basis that the legislation was not applicable when
considering the admissibility of evidence obtained by bugging private premises. Lustgarten
and Leigh describe the Act’ s inapplicability to “a whole gamut of possible techniques
involving variants on bugging” as “the biggest single loophole.” By way of contrast, while
the Australian Act focuses on telecommunications systems, it is supplemented at the state
level by legislation regulating the use of listening devices.
5.27

One of the reasons given in Effik for its narrow approach was that:
“The individual who connects his own private apparatus to the public
system has means at his disposal to protect that apparatus from
interference. What he cannot protect himself from is interference with
the public system without which his private apparatus is useless.
Hence the necessity for statutory protection of that system.” 9

5.28
This is presumably a reference to the ability of an individual using a private
system to avail himself of such privacy technologies as cryptography (the use of encryption).
These technologies are dealt with in Chapter 9, but it is worth reiterating that “public
system” in this context does not mean one available to the public, but something much more
specific, namely a system designated as a public system by statutory order. British
Telecom’ s monopoly as a service provider was abolished by legislation in 1981 and
licences were granted to Mercury Communications and other service providers. In 1984
BT was privatised and half its interests sold to private investors. Nonetheless, official links

7
8
9

[1994] 3 WLR 583, at 592.
[1994] 3 WLR 899
[1994] 3 WLR 583, at 592.
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are retained: under the Telecommunications Act the Secretary of State may issue BT with
directives in the interest of national security and these would extend to telephone tapping.
5.29
It follows that the United Kingdom Act’ s distinction between “public” and
“private” systems hinges on whether or not the system is licensed. We consider that such
questions raise public policy and economic issues which would be more appropriately
pursued elsewhere as a separate exercise. Our earlier recommendation that interception of
“correspondence” be made a criminal offence encompasses both public and private
systems. We note that Malone makes no distinction between public and private telephone
systems.
5.30
The United States has gone in the opposite direction to the United Kingdom
and has not restricted the scope of its legislative control to public telecommunications
systems. In October 1994 Congress approved legislation revoking a provision which
excluded cordless telephones from protection under the wiretapping law. “Thus in the
future, intercepting a cordless conversation, even the radio portion between the handset and
the base unit, will require a warrant.” 10
5.31
Similarly, the current controls in Hong Kong do not focus on public
telecommunications systems. Whereas section 27 of the Telecommunication Ordinance
provides that it is an offence to damage, remove or interfere with a telecommunication
installation with intent to “ prevent or obstruct the transmission or delivery of a message; or
intercept or discover the contents of a message”, section 33 is broader and provides:
“Whenever he considers that the public interest so requires, the
Governor, or any public officer authorised in that behalf by the
Governor either generally or for any particular occasion, may order
that any message or any class of messages brought for transmission by
telecommunication shall not be transmitted or that any message or any
class of messages brought for transmission, or transmitted or received
or being transmitted, by telecommunication shall be intercepted or
detained or disclosed to the Government or to the public officer in the
order.”
5.32

“Telecommunication” is defined in section 2 as:
“any transmission, emission or reception of signs, signals, writing,
images, sounds or intelligence of any nature by visual means or by wire
or radio waves or any other electromagnetic system.”

5.33
It will be observed that there is no reference to telecommunications systems
and arguably the provision (which empowers, not prohibits) extends to auditory surveillance
as well.

10

Privacy Journal, October 1994
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Focus on telecommunications systems inadequate
5.34
Having recommended above protection from interference or interception of
communications transmitted by distance communications systems, we have considered
whether such a provision is sufficient. Insofar as the protection recommended above is
restricted to communications transmitted by distance communications systems, we think it
should be supplemented. In our view, the protection of telecommunications systems raises
additional public interest concerns supplementing the privacy interests as such. These
concern the protection of the integrity of the systems themselves, quite apart from the
protection of specific communications transmitted by such systems. Regarding the latter,
there is an argument that there are interests additional to the protection of the reasonable
expectation of privacy. These are well stated by the President of the United States
Telephone Association who comments that if the public becomes skittish about using the
public network for fear of being tapped, that fear will translate into reduced use of the
system, reducing revenues and denying participation in the information age. This also implies
an additional factor distinguishing the interception of communications networks from one on
one personal surveillance: namely, that with the former there is a third party involved.
Furthermore, that third party is in a contractual relationship with the communicant.
5.35
Our recommendations on the protection of correspondence should address
these concerns. This is because distance communications will encompass communications
networks supplied by service carriers. However, we consider Hong Kong should not
follow the United Kingdom in restricting the focus on the integrity of telecommunications
systems. Such an approach is too narrow by denying protection to communications
intended to be private which are outside such systems. Our core concern is with the
protection of privacy interests as such. We note that under article 14 of the Bill of Rights,
protection is afforded not only to correspondence, but to “privacy”. Doswald-Beck has
commented that “the term ‘ private life’ [in article 8 of the European Convention] is meant
to have a meaning of its own, independent of rights relating to family, home and
correspondence”.11 In both Klass and Malone the European Court held that telephone
conversations are covered by both the notions of correspondence and private life.
5.36
The protection of face to face communications accordingly merits
consideration. Such communications will not constitute “correspondence”. To some
extent, however, such communications will be covered by our recommendations on
surveillance. It will be recalled that surveillance comprises observation (visual or auditory)
of a person’ s behaviour/activities (including speech) by means of technical devices when the
observed person is in private premises. We recommended above that surveillance should
be prohibited by the following offences:
a) placing or use of a surveillance device outside private premises
with the intention of obtaining personal information therein
without the consent of the lawful occupier.
11

Doswald-Beck L, The Meaning of the ‘ Right to Respect for Private Life’ under the ECHR,
(1983) 4 HRLJ 283.
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b) placing, using, servicing on, or removing from, private premises a
surveillance device without the consent of the lawful occupier.
c) entering private premises as a trespasser with intent to observe,
overhear or obtain personal information therein.
5.37
These offences are intended to regulate the intrusive process whereby the
individual’ s ongoing behaviour is observed and/or recorded.
Such conduct is
objectionable, regardless of whether personal data is collected as a result: the concern with
intrusion is distinct from and additional to concerns as to the collection and use of personal
data, hence the need for protections supplementing the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance
1995. The references at (a) and (c) above to “obtaining personal information” would cover
observation of the individual’ s personal environment (such as, for instance, the type of
books or videos kept by the individual). It is therefore wider than observing or recording an
individual’ s behaviour as such.
5.38
The restriction of the application of these offences to private premises is
thought to correspond to the reasonable expectation of freedom from observation.
Accordingly, these proposed offences would cover behaviour (including speech) conducted
within private premises. It follows that where one party is communicating from public
premises, only one half of the conversation would be caught by our proposal. This is
unsatisfactory, because a communication between two parties is considered to be greater
than the two parts. Indeed, they may not apply at all because both the parties to the
communication may be in public premises. The territorial restriction is not relevant to the
protection of private communications. Accordingly the comprehensive protection of private
communications requires supplementary provisions which omit reference to a territorial test.
However, for consideration is what alternative restrictions may be necessary to accord with
a reasonable expectation test. It will be recalled that the purpose of restricting our general
surveillance recommendations by reference to both technical devices and their application to
private premises is to make the proposed offences sufficiently certain in their application.
5.39
The issue accordingly arises whether we should supplement our proposed
prohibition on interference with distance communications systems by specifically regulating
the interception of communications. There appear to be at least three, partially overlapping,
situations:
a)

the simple interception of communications, including the overhearing of
conversations, whether or not the conversation and/or interception is
mediated by technical means

b)

the technically-aided interception of communications, whether or not the
communication itself is mediated by technical means;

c)

the interception of distance communications systems involving a
network/service carrier
80

5.40
Point (c) is already specifically addressed by our recommended offence.
Points (a) and (b), however, encompass face to face oral communication, whether
conducted in public or private premises. Only by discarding the territorial restriction of our
surveillance recommendations will the anomalies referred to above be removed. The most
fundamental issue is whether there is sufficient pressing need to attach criminal sanctions to
the interception of conversations conducted outside private premises. Even to the extent
there may be such an expectation in some circumstances, should that expectation be
protected by the criminal law? The majority of members believe that they should.
5.41
A minority viewpoint is that criminal sanctions should not be extended even
to technically-aided interceptions of conversations conducted in public. It was argued that
this would represent an overreach of the criminal law to cover situations not meriting criminal
sanctions. According to this view it is open to individuals to reduce the risks of interception
by retiring to private places. However, given the capabilities of modern technology
summarised in the introduction, such risks remain, and may even be enhanced because it is
easier to locate a target in private premise than in a public place - hence the frequent
featuring of rendezvousing spies in parks. If so, this is a less than compelling argument that
there is an insufficiently pressing social need to protect communications conducted in public
places.
5.42
Accordingly we consider that the protection of the criminal law should be
accorded to protect private communications, provided that the offence is specific enough to
address a real social need. One approach would be to prohibit the monitoring of “private
communications” by means of technical devices, whether or not those communications are
conducted in whole or in part on private premises. For example, the Canadian Criminal
Code prohibits the interception of “private communications” by means of a surveillance
device. Everyone who, without the consent of at least one of the parties to the
communication, intercepts a private communication by means of a surveillance device is
guilty of an offence.12 “Intercept” is defined as including “listen to, record or acquire a
communication or acquire the substance, meaning or purport thereof.” 13
5.43
We endorse this approach, which would make it an offence to intentionally
intercept a communication by means of a technical device. This would result in the
protection of unaided conversations generally. On the other hand, the requirement that the
interception be conducted by means of a surveillance device usefully delimits its scope by
excluding the casual overhearing of conversations. This accords with the reasonable
expectations test: the individual cannot reasonably expect not to be overheard by passersby. The reference to technical devices in effect subsumes the reasonable expectation test, as
the use of such devices defeats the expectation of privacy. We think that this should be
assumed, whether or not the intercepted party had failed to avail himself of any readily
available encryption system. While the requirement reflects the reasonable expectations test,
it is more precise in its application than that test. This is an important attribute of a proposed
12
13

RSC 1985, volume III, C-46, section 184.
Ibid, section 183.
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criminal offence. Prosecutions would be rare but the offence would nonetheless set
appropriate norms deterring such conduct.

Consistency with previous recommendations on surveillance
5.44
It is important that our recommendations in relation to interception of
communications should not conflict with those in respect of personal surveillance. The
proposed offences regulating surveillance incorporate two restrictions, namely use of a
device, and the application of that device to private premises. Does then the regulation of
auditory monitoring of behaviour in public places accord with our previous recommendation
excluding from regulation the visual monitoring of behaviour? In our view, there is no
contradiction between retaining a territorial restriction (i.e. the monitoring of private places)
in the context of the regulation of personal surveillance, and discarding such a restriction
when addressing the interception of communications. In both cases, the relevant basis is the
individual’ s reasonable expectation of privacy. Presence in a public place would usually
negate any expectation to be free from observation, and our limitation on the regulation of
surveillance accordingly corresponds with the reasonable expectations test. However, the
reasonable expectation of privacy of communications is less readily determined by territorial
considerations. Privacy of communications is a distinct, if sometimes overlapping, interest
from that concerning freedom from observation. Arguably, a “communication” is greater
than the sum of the input of the two communicants. Alternatively expressed, the creation of
a shared communication generates an extra dimension to the observation of the “behaviour”
of the participants. Personal surveillance, however, is concerned more with the monitoring
of the component behaviour of the individual participants, including speech. We
acknowledge that even here, the element of interaction may be significant.
5.45
In view of the matters canvassed above, we recommend that it
should be an offence:
a)

intentionally to intercept or interfere with (whether or not
by means of a technical device) a communication transmitted
by a distance communications system.
Distance
communications systems would encompass not only a
telecommunications system but also manual systems such as
mail

b)

intentionally
to
intercept
or
interfere
with
a
“communication” by means of a technical device (whether or
not the communication itself is mediated by means of a
technical device), provided that the interception could not
have been effected without the use of a device.

“Interference” for the purposes of these offences should include destruction
or diversion.
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5.46
The non-inclusion of a “device” in (a) acknowledges the interception of
manually delivered mail may not involve any technical device and, indeed, may require
additional controls. Similarly, parties may correspond by, for instance, flags. In this context,
we are disposed to think that the reasonable expectations test should be retained as an
additional ingredient of (a). However, use of a communications system is subject to a more
definite expectation of privacy than some conversations. As regards (b), as discussed
above we think that the reasonable expectation test is subsumed by the requirement that it
be effected by a technical device. The proviso that the communication could not have been
effected without the use of such a device is added to exclude communications which could in
any event be casually overheard by a third party.
5.47
As regards both offences, the necessary intent should be to intercept any
correspondence/communication, not just a specific item. The transmission medium utilised
should be irrelevant.
5.48
If our proposed offences are adopted, section 27 of the Telecommunication
Ordinance can be repealed. It will be recalled that this presently constitutes the sole general
prohibition of interceptions and provides that:
“Any person who damages, removes or interferes in any way
whatsoever with a telecommunication installation with intent to(a)

prevent or obstruct the transmission or delivery of a
message; or

(b)

intercept or discover the contents of a message,

shall be guilty of an offence and shall be liable on summary conviction
to a fine of $20,000 and to imprisonment for 2 years. ”
“Telecommunications installation” is defined as meaning “any apparatus or equipment
maintained for or in connection with a telecommunication service”.

Consent
5.49
Legislation elsewhere usually provides that it is a defence that one of the
communicants consented to the interception. Interception without a warrant is permissible
where there is consent. The issue of consent does not really arise in the case of surveillance.
It arises with interceptions because two parties are involved. Hence, section 1(2)(b) of the
United Kingdom Interception of Communications Act 1985 makes it a defence if the
interceptor has reasonable grounds for believing that one of the communicants has
consented. Section 2511(2)(c) of the United States Wiretap Act is similar, but requires that
one of the parties has given prior consent. Actual consent is similarly a defence under the
Canadian Act.
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5.50
We agree to the adoption of such a defence and prefer the United Kingdom
formulation, which provides that it is a defence if the interceptor believed on reasonable
grounds that a communicant has consented.
5.51
PABX systems highlight the fact that taps may not just be effected by an
external agent, such as a service carrier, but also by the immediate operator of the system,
such as the employer. The consent issue is more ambiguous in this situation, where the
carrier’ s sole role is to provide telecommunications services and he has no additional
relationship with the communicant.
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“Serious crime” should mean either an offence punishable by at least 7 years
imprisonment, or an offence punishable by at least 3 years imprisonment where there
is an element of bribery or corruption.
“Security” should include safeguarding the stability of the local financial system.
6.5
A warrant should be issued for an initial period of 60 days and
renewals should be granted for such further periods of the same duration where it is
shown (according to the same criteria applied to the initial application) to continue to
be necessary.
6.6
In circumstances where it is impractical because of the urgency of the
situation (as where life is at risk) to obtain approval from the court before initiating
an interception, it should be permissible to apply to the court ex post facto for a
warrant.
6.7
Authorisation by warrant should be available to sanction intrusions by
both public authorities and private companies.
6.8
Provisions similar to section 6 of the United Kingdom Interception of
Communications Act 1985 should be adopted, including the imposition of a
requirement that the warrant-issuing authority ensure that adequate steps are taken
to achieve compliance with the stipulations set out at paragraph 6.57. Surveillance
and intercept materials should be inadmissible as evidence, regardless of their
relevance. This prohibition should extend to both authorised and unauthorised
surveillance/ interception of communications. The prohibition should cover not only
the fruits of surveillance but also details of methods used.

A warrant system: handling of exceptions
The need for warrants
6.9
exceptions:

Two main approaches are possible in determining the scope of statutory

a)

stipulating that they are defences, the applicability of which will only be
authoritatively determined by a court (similar to the approach adopted
under the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance). However, the intrusions in
question here are more severe than misuse of data.

b)

implementing a warrant system, requiring reasons to be stated, which is
challengeable in court.
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6.10

A warrant system is essential:
a)

where the authority cannot effect the intrusion without technical assistance
(for instance, by the telecommunication service provider) and/or;

b)

where the activity in question is likely to be challenged, such as physical
entry to premises.

6.11
From a strictly pragmatic perspective, a warrant system is less necessary
where the intrusion can be effected surreptitiously and without outside assistance.
6.12
Under the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance exceptions are self-executing,
but reviewable. Under this system, the exception is invoked by the data user on the basis
that the terms of the statutory exemption apply, but this is subject to challenge by the data
subject, and will then be reviewed by a supervisory authority. While this system should
suffice in dealing with departures from the data protection principles, we consider it
inadequate in sanctioning the more serious intrusions entailed by surveillance and the
interception of communications. In addition, use of exemptions under the Personal Data
(Privacy) Ordinance is more transparent - data subjects will become aware of refusals of
access and many changes of use. By way of contrast, an individual will seldom become
aware of being made the subject of surveillance or interceptions.
6.13
The alternative is a warrant system. This is the conventional mechanism
adopted by, for instance, the United Kingdom legislation in sanctioning intrusion to property
and interception of communications. It has two advantages. Firstly, it entails approval by an
independent authority prior to the intrusion being undertaken. Secondly, it furnishes the
intruder with a written authority which he can produce if challenged. This second advantage
is a practical necessity where the intrusion in question either:
a)

required the technical assistance of a third party. This is the usual position
when intercepting public telecommunications systems.
While it is
theoretically possible for a law enforcement agency to unilaterally hack into
the public telecoms switching programs and effect taps, it is much simpler
and surer to approach the public telecoms company and request that they
arrange matters; or

b)

the intrusion is of a nature which carries the risk of being detected by the
victim. This is the case where physical intrusion into premises is involved.

6.14
We note that in the United Kingdom all intrusions regulated by law (and
hence the warrant requirement) fall into one or other of these categories. However, our
recommendations propose much more comprehensive regulation of surveillance, whether or
not interceptions or physical intrusion are involved. The issue therefore arises whether a
warrant should also be required in those situations where the intrusion requires no external
assistance and is inherently undetectable. Indeed, most remote surveillance falls into this
category.
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6.15
We have concluded that a warrant requirement should extend to this latter
situation also, so that it would apply to all proscribed surveillance and interception activities.
A warrant procedure is merited in view of the seriousness of all such intrusions.
Furthermore, to subject only some intrusions to the warrant procedure would encourage
snoops to turn to surveillance and interception activities that fell outside that requirement. As
mentioned at the outset, we endorse an integrated approach to the regulation of intrusions
for this reason. We accordingly recommend that a warrant be required to
authorise all surveillance or interception of communications falling
within the scope of the proposed offences prohibiting these activities.
Who should issue warrants?
6.16
Regarding the nature of the authority to authorise the warrant, we note that
in the United Kingdom this is a government Minister, whereas in the United States it is a
court. In Australia a court deals with law enforcement warrants and the Attorney General
deals with security-related warrants. Section 2 of the Interception of Communications Act
confers on the Secretary of State a discretion to issue a warrant authorising an interception.
Lustgarten and Leigh comment that this issue of warrants by a government minister, rather
than a judge:
“may seem anomalous for several reasons: interception is analogous to
search, for which warrants are issued by the judiciary (when required
in law) and it offends conceptions of the rule of law and separation of
powers for a minister of the crown to authorise interception by another
part of the executive. It fails to provide an independent check on the
power to prevent potential political abuse. While there may be a
strong case for implementing the recommendation of the Royal
Commission on Criminal Procedure that interception warrants should
be issued by magistrates in criminal investigations, whether those
arguments apply with equal force in the domain of security
investigations is more doubtful. Certainly it may be said that the
nature of the evidence supporting the application will be different in
the two types of case. In these circumstances a minister may, because
of access to background information, have a fuller picture than a
magistrate or a judge of the overall intelligence significance of the
proposed surveillance . . . In view of the fact that the process will of
necessity exclude the targeted person from making representations
prior to interception, it seems essential to require the authorities to
satisfy an outsider of the need for it. We would, therefore, favour the
introduction of a greater independent element (though not necessarily
judicial control) prior to interception occurring.”1

1

Lustgarten and Leigh, op cit, at 55-56.

88

6.17
Hong Kong courts already grapple with security issues in dealing with public
interest immunity certificates in criminal trials. In the United Kingdom, judges perform the
roles of Commissioner for Interceptions and Commissioner for the Security Service. The
issue was addressed in US v United District Court 2. The United States Government
submitted that the courts were not equipped to assess security matters but this was
unanimously rejected by the Supreme Court:
“We cannot accept the Government’ s argument that internal security
matters are too subtle and complex for judicial evaluation. ... There is
no reason to believe that federal judges will be insensitive to or
uncomprehending of the issues involved in domestic security cases. ...
If the threat is too subtle or complex for our senior enforcement
officers to convey its significance to a court, one may question whether
there is probable cause for surveillance.”3
6.18
We consider that the additional independence afforded by a judicial
determination is necessary in Hong Kong. We note that section 44(2) of the Personal Data
(Privacy) Ordinance provides that prior to obtaining the identification of journalistic sources,
the Privacy Commissioner must obtain the approval of the High Court. We think that this
should similarly be the case in the authorisation of warrants sanctioning intrusions, whether
the public interest invoked relates to law enforcement or to security in respect of Hong
Kong. It is important that friction be avoided between the judiciary and the executive.
Dividing-up the issuing of warrants according to whether they relate to crime (for the
judiciary) or security (for the executive) would be difficult. The advantage of having a judge
scrutinise all applications is that it ensures that those applying for the warrant will have to
think the matter through. This diminishes the prospect of abuse of power. It is also
reassuring to the public. Restricting the power to the High Court should also make for
greater consistency of approach.
Accordingly, we recommend that all
applications for warrants for surveillance or interception should be made
to the High Court.
6.19
We do not think that the judge’ s consideration of a security-related warrant
would entail his making an independent assessment of the factual issues, as suggested by the
United States Supreme Court. What it would require would be that the judge be satisfied
that authorisation is warranted on the basis of the broad picture deposed to by relevant
officials. For example, the affidavit may state that as a result of information received, it was
reasonably believed that a terrorist attack was imminent.
6.20
As with other ex-parte warrants, we envisage that they would usually be
dealt with on paper. A hearing would seldom be required. The issue of closed hearings
does not arise. The duty judge system will provide 24 hour access. Regarding emergency
taps, such as in hostage or other life-threatening situations, we think that such interceptions
should be subsequently ratified by judicial authorisation. We recognise the impracticability in
2
3

407 US 297.
Ibid, at 320.
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such circumstances for an application to be made to a judge in every case before
interceptions to be initiated, but note also that dispensing with a system of ex post facto
authorisation could seriously undermine the safeguard of judicial scrutiny. We therefore
recommend that in circumstances where it is impractical because of the
urgency of the situation (as where life is at risk) to obtain approval from
the court before initiating an interception, it should be permissible to
apply to the court ex post facto for a warrant.
Private sector intrusions
6.21
In other jurisdictions the warrant system envisages the approval of intrusions
by public authorities. In principle, however, in some situations private agencies may be able
to make out a case why their surveillance/interception activities would further one of the
public interests we have identified as justifying intrusion, such as the prevention or detection
of serious crime. For example, companies that wish to avoid the embarrassment of a police
investigation often hire private investigators to investigate offences. We recommend that
authorisation by warrant should be available to sanction intrusions by both
public authorities and private companies. However, private sector applicants
should have to satisfy a more stringent public interest test.
United Kingdom legislative developments regulating the security services
6.22
We note that in the United Kingdom the provisions of the Interception of
Communications Act has been extended to the regulation of surveillance when conducted by
the secret services. The Security Service Act 1989 applies to MI5 and the Intelligence
Services Act 1994 applies to MI6. The genesis of the 1989 Act was a ruling of the
European Commission of Human Rights regarding complaints by office holders of the
National Council for Civil Liberties (NCCL), an unincorporated association which works to
monitor and defend civil and political rights in the United Kingdom. The complaints arose
from allegations that the office holders had been the subject of surveillance by MI5. The
allegations were made by a former MI5 officer, in a television interview in 1985 and
repeated in an affidavit sworn for the purposes of a judicial review.4 In line with government
policy of not disclosing information about the operations of the Security Service, the United
Kingdom neither confirmed nor denied the applicant’ s allegations.
6.23
The European Commission noted that although the applicants did not allege
that they were specific targets of telephone or mail intercepts, their evidence was that they
had been subject to “indirect interception”, i.e. the recording of information about them
which appeared in the telephone or mail intercepts of targets. The Commission found that
there was a reasonable likelihood that the applicants were the subject of secret surveillance.
It therefore had to consider whether such interference was “in accordance with the law”.
The Commission applied the Malone test cited above of a law which is sufficiently clear in
its terms to give citizens an adequate indication as to the circumstances in which surveillance
may apply. It noted that the Security Service exists for the exclusive purpose of the defence
4

Application No 12175/86.
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of the Realm. The Security Service’ s activities were governed by a Directive, but not
authorised by law:
“Members of the Security Service are public officials but unlike, for
example, police officers, immigration officers or officers of HM
Customs and Excise, they have conferred on them not special powers
whether under any law or by virtue of the Directive. Although the
Directive is published, it is not claimed by the Government that it has
the force of law or that its contents constitute legally enforceable rules
concerning the operation of the Security Service. Nor does the
Directive provide a framework which indicates with the requisite
degree of certainty the scope and manner of the exercise of discretion
by the authorities in the carrying out of secret surveillance activities.”5
6.24
The Commission accordingly found that there had been a violation of article
8 of the European Convention because the surveillance was carried out by a body which
had no legal authority, and therefore was not authorised by law. Anticipating an adverse
ruling to similar effect by the European Court, the legislation was introduced. MI6, the
security service concentrating on foreign intelligence, and the Government Communications
Headquarters was also now put on a statutory footing under the Intelligence Services Act
1994. That Act also establishes a system of parliamentary accountability of both these
services and MI5.
6.25
Section 1 of the Security Service Act 1989 provides that the function of the
Service (i.e. MI5):
“shall be the protection of national security and, in particular, its
protection against threats from espionage, terrorism and sabotage,
from the activities of agents of foreign powers and from actions
intended to overthrow or undermine parliamentary democracy by
political, industrial or violent means.
(3)
It shall also be the function of the Service to safeguard the
economic well-being of the United Kingdom against threats posed by
the actions or intentions of persons outside the British Islands. ”
6.26
This explication, if not an exhaustive definition, of “national security” is
useful, in view of former United States Attorney General Griffen Bell’ s comment that
“national security” has become a “talismanic phrase” which has been used “to ward off any
questions about the legitimacy of any governmental conduct to which the phrase was
applied.”
6.27
The general structure of the legislation is similar to that of the Interception of
Communications Act. The main components, therefore, are a warrant system to authorise
5

Idem.
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intrusions, provision for their renewal or cancellation, the appointment of a senior judge as
Commissioner, and the establishment of a tribunal to consider complaints. Section 3 of the
1989 Act provides that “no entry on or interference with property shall be unlawful if it is
authorised by a warrant”. Section 5 of the 1994 Act is wider and provides that a warrant
can authorise any of the three secret services (MI5, MI6, and Government Communications
Headquarters) to interfere with property, trespass on land or interfere with wireless
transmissions. Under the regulatory scheme we are proposing, the types of interference
applied for will have to correspond to the offences defined earlier in this paper.

Exceptions
Criteria for interception
6.28
We now examine the scope of public interest justifications for intrusions
which would otherwise contravene the offences we have defined earlier prohibiting
surveillance and/or the interception of communications. In formulating these public interest
grounds justifying the issue of a warrant we have endeavoured to heed Lustgarten and
Leigh’ s exhortation that they constitute “precise and rigorous criteria . . . subject to careful
and effective scrutiny after the event. ” 6
Security, defence and international relations in respect of Hong Kong
6.29
“Security, defence and international relations in respect of Hong Kong” is
the phrase used in the Commissioner for Administrative Complaints Ordinance (Cap 397)
and subsequently adopted in the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance. The test should be
along the lines that the information would be of substantial value in safeguarding security,
defence, and international relations.
Prevention or detection of serious crime
6.30
The United Kingdom Interception of Communications Act 1985 provides
that a warrant may be issued where the intrusion is for the purpose of “preventing or
detecting serious crime.” The ambit of “serious crime” will first be examined, followed by
the scope of “prevention or detection”.
6.31
“Serious crime”
Act as follows:

“Serious crime” is defined by section 10(3) of the

“(a) it involves the use of violence, results in substantial financial
gain or is conducted by a large number of persons in pursuit of a
common purpose; or
(b)
the offence or one of the offences is an offence for which a
person who has attained the age of twenty-one and has no previous
6

Lustgarten and Leigh, op cit, at 46.
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convictions could reasonably be expected to be sentenced to
imprisonment for a term of three years or more.”
6.32
While (b) is definite enough, (a) has been criticised for its vagueness. It is
not at all clear how many people would constitute “a large number of persons”. But it
seems that many public order offences would be covered by the provision.
6.33
It will be recalled that in Malone the European Court held that “the law
must be sufficiently clear in its terms to give citizens an adequate indication as to the
circumstances” in which tapping will be authorised.
6.34
The comparable provision in the Australian Telecommunications
(Interception) Act 1979 is both more restrictive and specific, with a core criterion of seven
years imprisonment. The Barrett Review has recommended that this be reduced to three
years, provided it also involves
“... two or more offenders and substantial planning and organisation;
involves the use of sophisticated methods and techniques; and is of a
kind ordinarily committed in conjunction with other like offences.”7
6.35
As these provisions indicate, the difficulty is in identifying the cut-off point
distinguishing “serious” crime from other crime. We note, however, that the United
Kingdom provision does not refer to the maximum sentence, but to the tariff that is likely to
be imposed in the particular case. This would usually be much less than the maximum
prescribed.
6.36
We have concluded that an offence punishable by a minimum of seven years
imprisonment would adequately reflect the gravity of the offences we believe should justify
the issue of a warrant. We accept, however, that some offences which do not attract
sentences at that level may nevertheless be considered by the community to pose such a
threat to the fabric of society that they should fall within the scope of “serious crime” for the
purposes of our surveillance and interception proposals. We therefore recommend
that “serious crime” should mean either an offence punishable by at least
seven years imprisonment, or an offence punishable by at least three years
imprisonment where there is an element of bribery or corruption. We
acknowledge that there may be categories of offence other than bribery or corruption which
those commenting on this paper may wish to add.
6.37
“Prevention or detection”
It will be noted that the United
Kingdom provision extends to the “prevention or detection” but not the “prosecution” of
crime. The words “preventing or detecting such crime”, and the significance of this
omission were considered by the House of Lords in R v Preston8. In that case, five
defendants were charged with importing drugs and sought access to prosecution evidence of
7

8
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intercepted conversations. They hoped that that evidence would establish duress and/or
their innocence. The trial judge refused the defendants’ request that they be provided with
the transcripts, but nonetheless admitted them as evidence.
6.38
The House of Lords held that “the prevention or detection of crime” did
not extend to the prosecution of the offence:
“To my mind the expression ‘ preventing and detecting’ calls up only
two stages of the fight against crime. First, the forestalling of
potential crimes which have not yet been committed. Second, the
seeking out of crimes, not so forestalled, which have already been
committed. There, as it seems to me, the purpose comes to an end. I
accept that the successful prosecution of one crime may in a sense
prevent another, either because it puts the particular offender out of
circulation for a while, or because the fact of conviction in respect of
one crime may deter the commission of others. But although
prevention in this sense may be a by-product of a prosecution, the
word seems a very odd choice if the purpose of the interception was to
reach forward right up to the moment of a verdict.”9
6.39
The Court considered that this conclusion also accorded with the stringent
limitations on the retention of intercepted data prescribed by section 6 (discussed below).
6.40
The essential policy question is whether it is right that intrusions should only
be legally sanctioned at the investigative stage. (The admissibility of materials obtained by
surveillance/tapping is a separate issue considered below). We agree with the United
Kingdom approach whereby intrusions should only be lawful up to, but not including, the
prosecution of an offence. Otherwise the prosecution would be able to continually refine its
charges up to the date of the trial. In practical terms we consider that the cut-off point
between prevention/detection and prosecution is the laying of the charge. Police admittedly
have considerable discretion as to the timing of this. Such a restriction would also accord
with the present position whereby a suspect is not further interviewed once he has been
charged. It also accords with solicitor-client confidentiality. However, additional warrants
should be obtainable for intrusions to prevent or detect additional charges pertaining to the
individual earlier charged.
6.41
We accordingly recommend that a ground for issuing a
warrant authorising intrusions should be that it is for the purpose of
preventing or detecting serious crime.
6.42
Other jurisdictions impose additional requirements before a warrant should
issue. The two principal restrictions are that there is probable cause for suspicion and the
information is not reasonably acquirable by other means. These requirements will now be
examined.
9

Ibid, at 666.
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6.43
Probable cause
The United States Wiretap Act requires that the
authorising judge be satisfied that there is “probable cause for belief” that an individual has
committed or is about to commit one of the specified serious offences. Similarly, under the
German law “exploratory” interceptions are not permitted. In Malone the United Kingdom
told the European Court that “likelihood of conviction” was applied as a requirement.
Despite the White Paper’ s endorsement of this requirement,10 it was subsequently omitted
from the Act. Halsbury opines that it is nonetheless a precondition.11
6.44
We agree that intrusions should only be lawful in relation to individuals
reasonably suspected of offending. These techniques should not be used for exploratory
fishing expeditions. This is particularly so in view of the increased deployment of new
technologies that facilitate telephone tapping with little effort, such as key word recognition.
6.45
Information which cannot reasonably be acquired by other means
The United Kingdom Interception of Communications Act states that in determining whether
a warrant is justified, a relevant matter is whether the information “could reasonably be
acquired by other means”.12 The United States Wiretap Act is more explicit and requires:
“a full and complete statement as to whether or not other investigative
procedures have been tried and failed or why they reasonably appear
to be unlikely to succeed if tried or to be too dangerous.”13
6.46
The Canadian and German laws have similar provisions. The latter requires
that other investigatory methods would be ineffective or considerably more difficult.
6.47
We also endorse this restriction that intrusions should not be authorised
unless the information is not reasonably available by less intrusive means. These other, overt
means will generally be more difficult so that the test must not only relate to the relative ease
of deploying intrusive techniques, but the reasonableness of so doing. This test would
balance efficiency with the competing public interest in providing protection from
surveillance. In particular, we support the rigorous provision of the United States law
requiring the authorities to provide details of the difficulties which would arise from being
restricted to conventional methods.
6.48
We accordingly recommend that a warrant should be issued
for the prevention or detection of serious crime only where:

10
11
12
13

(a)

there is probable cause for suspicion of the target; and

(b)

the information is not reasonably available by less intrusive
means.

The Interception of Communications in the United Kingdom, Cmnd 9438, 1985, para 20.
Halsbury’ s Statutes, vol 45, at 419.
Section 2(3).
Op cit, section 2518(1)(c).
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Security, defence, or international relations
6.49
Probable cause for suspicion is less apt for security than crime. Hence
sections 3(2)(a) and 5(2)(a) of the United Kingdom Security Service Act 1989 and the
Intelligence Services Act 1994 respectively provide that the intrusion must be thought:
“necessary for the action to be taken in order to obtain information
which ... is likely to be of substantial value in assisting the Service to
discharge any of its functions; and cannot reasonably be obtained by
other means”
6.50
We recommend a similar restriction on intrusions for the
purposes of security, defence, or international relations in respect of Hong
Kong. Intrusions should only be permitted where they are likely to be of
substantial value in furthering security, defence, or international relations
in respect of Hong Kong; and the information cannot be reasonably
obtained by other means.
6.51
Economic interests The United Kingdom Act also sanctions intrusions
“for the purpose of safeguarding the economic well-being of the United Kingdom”. During
the Second Reading the Home Secretary said of this expression:
“As in the case of serious crime or national security the Secretary of
State has to consider that interception is not just desirable. Secondly,
interception has to be protective. It must be concerned with
safeguarding the country’ s economic well-being, not with promoting
it. That means it relates to threats to that well-being. Thirdly, it is the
economic well-being of the United Kingdom which is at issue. By
definition, the matter must be one of national significance and cannot
be of a trivial kind which is peripheral to that well-being. It is a crucial
part of our foreign policy to protect the country against adverse
developments overseas, which do not necessarily affect our national
security so directly as to justify interception on that ground but which
may have grave and damaging consequences for our economic wellbeing, such as a threat to the supply of a commodity on which our
economy is particularly dependent.”14
6.52
Lustgarten and Leigh comment that the wording is “broad enough to catch
the actions of multinational companies, currency speculators, and the diplomatic
communications of Britain’ s EC partners.” It may be that this accords with current
conditions: Peter Schweizer argues that with the end of the cold war secret services are

14

75 House of Commons Official Report 159, 160.
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increasingly concentrating on industrial espionage. He quotes a former director of the
French secret service:
“Spying in the proper sense is becoming increasingly focused on
business and the economy, science and industry - and very profitable it
is. It enables the Intelligence Services to discover a process used in
another country, which might have taken years and possibly millions of
francs to invent or perfect. This form of espionage prevails not only
with the enemy but to some extent among friends, it has to be said . ...
In any Intelligence Service worthy of the name you would easily come
across cases where the whole year’ s budget has been paid for in full by
a single operation. Naturally, Intelligence does not receive actual
payment, but the country’ s industry profits.”15
6.53
Schweizer contends that such espionage is conducted by means of the usual
clandestine techniques. Business executives and trade negotiators are bugged and tracked
at home and abroad. Corporate telecommunications are regularly monitored and
eavesdropped.
6.54
Notwithstanding the prevalence of such state sponsored industrial
espionage, we think that a broad provision along United Kingdom lines would be
inappropriate for Hong Kong. We believe, however, that the importance of protecting the
Hong Kong currency peg to the US dollar merits special consideration. We therefore
recommend that one of the grounds for issuing a warrant should be that it
is for the purpose of safeguarding the stability of the local financial system.
This should extend to intrusions conducted both within and outside Hong
Kong.

Duration of warrants
6.55
Having determined the matters that must be made out to justify the issue of a
warrant, the question of the warrant’ s duration requires consideration. Section 4 of the
United Kingdom Interception of Communications Act provides that warrants shall be issued
for an initial period of two months and thereafter require renewal, also for a period of two
months (but with provision for six months). Renewal requires that the Minister considers
that the warrant “continues to be necessary” for the relevant purpose under section 2. The
United Kingdom’ s two secret service acts prescribe six months. Six months is similarly the
period prescribed under the Australian Act for both security (section 9(5)) and customs
(section 21(5)). The Canadian Act adopts 60 days. The United States Act is the most
stringent: section: 2518(5) at 4 stipulates 30 days.
6.56
We think that 60 days should suffice for both crime and security. A similar
period should govern extensions. We have considered but reject adoption of an upper limit
to the number of extensions given. One possibility was that repeated extensions should be
15

Peter Schweizer, Friendly Spies, (1993), at 13.
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GHDOW ZLWK E\ D KLJKHU FRXUW  2Q WKH RWKHU KDQG WKH LQLWLDO GHWHUPLQDWLRQ RI ZKHWKHU WR
DSSURYH D ZDUUDQW LV OLNHO\ WR EH WKH PRVW LPSRUWDQW GHWHUPLQDWLRQ :H UHFRPPHQG
WKDW D ZDUUDQW VKRXOG EH LVVXHG IRU DQ LQLWLDO SHULRG RI  GD\V DQG WKDW
UHQHZDOV PD\ EH JUDQWHG IRU VXFK IXUWKHU SHULRGV RI WKH VDPH GXUDWLRQ
ZKHUH LW LV VKRZQ DFFRUGLQJ WR WKH VDPH FULWHULD DSSOLHG WR WKH LQLWLDO
DSSOLFDWLRQ WRFRQWLQXHWREHQHFHVVDU\

6DIHJXDUGVUHJDUGLQJUHWHQWLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFHPDWHULDOV

6HFWLRQ  RI WKH 8QLWHG .LQJGRP $FW UHTXLUHV WKDW WKH 6HFUHWDU\ RI 6WDWH
VKDOOPDNHVXFKDUUDQJHPHQWVDVDUHQHFHVVDU\WRHQVXUHWKDW
 WKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKHPDWHULDOLVGLVFORVHG


 WKHQXPEHURISHUVRQVWRZKRPDQ\RIWKHPDWHULDOLVGLVFORVHG


 WKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKHPDWHULDOLVFRSLHG


 WKHQXPEHURIFRSLHVPDGHRIDQ\RIWKHPDWHULDO
LV ³OLPLWHG WR WKH PLQLPXP WKDW LV QHFHVVDU\´ IRU WKH SXUSRVHV XQGHU VHFWLRQ  LH WKH
SUHYHQWLRQDQGGHWHFWLRQRIVHULRXVFULPHHWF 7KHFDVHRI 3UHVWRQPDGHLWFOHDUWKDWWKLV
SURYLVLRQ UHVWULFWLQJ WKH FXUUHQF\ RI LQWHUFHSWHG PDWHULDO ZDV RQO\ ZRUNDEOH ZKHUH WKH
SXUSRVH RI WKH LQWHUFHSWLRQ DQG WKH UHWHQWLRQ RI WKH UHVXOWDQW VXUYHLOODQFH PDWHULDOV ZDV
UHVWULFWHGWRWKH³SUHYHQWLQJDQGGHWHFWLQJ´RIFULPHLQWKHVHQVHH[SODLQHGDERYH
³:LWKWKHKDQGIXORISHRSOHLQWKHSXEOLFVHUYLFHHQJDJHGLQWKHXVHRI
LQWHUFHSWVIRUWKHIRUHVWDOOLQJDQGGHWHFWLRQRIFULPHVWKLVPDNHVVHQVH
EXWLIWKHSXUSRVHLQFOXGHVWKHSURVHFXWLRQRIRIIHQGHUVLWLVLPSRVVLEOH
WRLPDJLQHWKDWDQ\ µ DUUDQJHPHQWV¶  PDGH E\ WKH 6HFUHWDU\ RI 6WDWH
XQGHU VHFWLRQ  ZKLFK ZRXOG SUHYHQW WKH PDWHULDOV IURP EHLQJ
OLEHUDWHGLQWRWKHWULDOSURFHVVDVKDSSHQHGLQ 5Y(IILN DIWHU ZKLFK
DQ\DWWHPSWWRFRQWUROWKHLUZLGHUGLVSHUVLRQZRXOGEHKRSHOHVVWKXV
FRPSURPLVLQJ ERWK WKH VHFUHF\ RI WKH LQWHUFHSWLRQ SURFHVV DQG WKH
SULYDF\RIWKRVHZKRVHPHVVDJHVKDGEHHQRYHUKHDUG´

,WEHFDPHDSSDUHQWGXULQJWKHWULDOLQ 3UHVWRQ DOWKRXJK QR HYLGHQFH ZDV
OHG WR WKDW HIIHFW  WKDW WKH GHIHQGDQWV¶  WHOHSKRQHV KDG EHHQ WDSSHG DQG WKH GHIHQGDQWV
VRXJKWDFFHVVWRPDWHULDOVRGHULYHGWRHVWDEOLVKDGHIHQFH FRHUFLRQ 7KH&RXUWKHOGWKDW
VHFWLRQUHTXLUHGWKDWLQWHUFHSWPDWHULDOVPXVWEHGHVWUR\HGRQFHSROLFHLQTXLULHVUHVXOWHGLQ
FKDUJHV EHLQJ ODLG DQG LW ZDV WKLV UDWKHU WKDQ VHFWLRQ ¶ V UHVWULFWLRQV RQ DGPLVVLELOLW\
GLVFXVVHGEHORZ ZKLFKSUHFOXGHGWKHGHIHQGDQWVIURPKDYLQJWKHPDWHULDODGPLWWHG
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6.59
Accordingly, under the United Kingdom scheme, the “shelf life” of
surveillance materials is strictly limited. The timing and specific purposes of intrusions must
be specified in the warrant. Upon fulfilment of those purposes the material obtained
pursuant to the warrant must be immediately destroyed and hence may not be used as
evidence. The destruction of the material protects the privacy of targets and their contacts.
Controls providing some accountability are provided at another level. The appeal of this
approach is that it disposes of some basic difficulties which would otherwise arise from
retention of the material. Such a system arguably sustains public confidence. The evidential
implications are examined below.
6.60
We recommend the adoption of provisions similar to section
6 of the United Kingdom Interception of Communications Act 1985,
including the imposition of a requirement on the warrant-issuing
authority to ensure that adequate steps are taken to achieve compliance
with the stipulations set out at paragraph 6.57 above. Our adoption of
provisions along the lines of section 6 will have the result that evidence of the fruits of
authorised surveillance will never be available in a prosecution: their purpose has been
spent in addressing the earlier stage of the fight against crime, namely prevention and
detection, and must thereupon be destroyed. But as regards unauthorised surveillance, such
materials would necessarily escape the statutorily imposed requirements regarding its
destruction. Accordingly, such materials would be available as evidence in a subsequent
prosecution. This question will now be examined.

Admissibility of surveillance materials
6.61
Under general common law principles, the admissibility of evidence is solely
determined by the relevance of the evidence. There is, however, a judicial discretion to
exclude unfairly obtained evidence. The United States law prohibits the admission of
illegally obtained evidence and supporters of this approach argue that this both discourages
illegal methods and concentrates the minds of investigators on more straight forward means
of investigation. Deeming illegally obtained surveillance materials inadmissible would not
preclude investigators from using it during the investigation, such as confronting suspects with
the materials to elicit confessions.
6.62
Under the United Kingdom Act, these questions do not arise as regards
telephone tapping because section 9 prohibits any reference to this intrusion, whether it is
authorised or unauthorised. It provides that in any proceedings of a court or tribunal “no
evidence shall be adduced and no question in cross examination shall be asked which tends
to suggest” that an intercept has or will occur, whether authorised by warrant or not. It will
be recalled that the genesis of this legislation was just such a question!
6.63
The court in Preston concluded that the “otherwise impenetrable” section 9
only made sense on the basis of a narrower interpretation of section 2:
“If the purpose of Parliament was to allow the intercept materials to
become part of the prosecution process it is hard to see any point in a
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provision which would make it ... impossible to use them in that
process ... . By contrast, on the narrower reading of s. 2 there would
be no need to make explicit provision for the admissibility of materials
which by virtue of s. 6 would no longer exist, and the purpose of s. 9
can be seen as the protection, not of the fruits of the intercepts, but of
the information as to the manner in which they were authorised and
carried out.”17
6.64
In Hong Kong there is presently no bar to the defence raising the issue of
tapping, provided it is relevant to the case. Usually, this would not be relevant, because it
would relate to that part of the investigation which would be adequately referred to in the
trial that as a result of “information received” the police were at the scene of the attempted
crime. However, given the breadth of our proposed offences criminalising surveillance and
the interception of communications, adoption of a provision along the lines of section 9
would have the effect of generally prohibiting the admissibility of evidence of all surveillance
and interception activities. This is not the United Kingdom position, because there only the
interception of communications is prohibited. Furthermore, even this prohibition has been
narrowly defined. It will be recalled that in R v Effik an interception was effected without a
warrant. The court concluded that no warrant was required because the interception was
not prohibited, as it had been conducted outside a public telecommunications system. As
such, section 9’ s restrictions were not applicable and the evidence, not being excluded by
statute, was admissible. However, our much broader prohibitions on surveillance and
interception of communications should catch intrusions across the board and a provision in
similar terms to section 9 would render any reference to such activities inadmissible, whether
or not it was authorised.
Deliberations on use of materials in prosecutions
6.65
Initially, we were disposed to agree that surveillance materials pertaining to
the period preceding the laying of the charge should be able to be used in the subsequent
prosecution. This was on the basis that it would help address the serious international crime
problem facing Hong Kong. While evidence arising from intercepts is not usually admitted
here, in a recent major drug case it was.18 In that case, however, the calls were intercepted
by the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. We also note that the United States, Canada, and
Australia all countenance the admission of surveillance materials as evidence in prosecutions.
6.66
We recognise, however, use of surveillance/intercept materials as evidence
will require their retention for this purpose. Furthermore, not only does this pose the risk of
dissemination, but the inevitable outcome of their use as evidence. What is more, it is public
dissemination which will result. In other words, use as evidence will necessarily seriously
compound the invasion of privacy entailed by the original intrusion.

17
18

Idem.
R v CHEUNG Kai-tai YEUNG Hing-yu, CA 198/82, ruling on 22 August 1995.
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6.67
In addition to this objection in principle, there are practical difficulties about
retaining surveillance materials for use as evidence. Only a small part of such materials
would be used by the prosecution and the remainder of the police evidence would have to
be provided to the defence as unused material. It would be a matter for the court to impose
appropriate conditions. For example, defence counsel may have to undertake not to divulge
the contents of tapes played to them. The present legal status of unused materials is vexed
and is subject to a number of appeals. A further complication which is avoided by
prohibiting the use of surveillance materials as evidence arises from the application of public
interest immunity.
6.68
For these reasons, we recommend that materials obtained
through surveillance or interception should be inadmissible as evidence,
regardless of their relevance. We accordingly reject any qualification of our
endorsement of the United Kingdom Act’ s provisions whereby such materials will be
destroyed once an investigation moves into prosecution mode. Furthermore, we
recommend the adoption of the United Kingdom’ s prohibition on the
admission of evidence obtained by means of unauthorised surveillance or
interception of communications. The prohibition should cover not only the
fruits of surveillance but also details of methods used.
6.69
We note that this approach apparently accords with existing Hong Kong
practice. According to a press report the approach adopted in Preston accords with
current practice in Hong Kong. It was reported in February 1992 that Acting Deputy
Secretary of Security, Mr Clinton Leeks, told the Omelco Constitutional Development Panel
that all interceptions were in connection with investigations and were not part of evidencegathering for court cases.19
6.70
We think that a major advantage of adopting the United Kingdom
requirement that surveillance and intercept materials be destroyed and hence unavailable as
evidence is that this provides a significant disincentive to undertaking surveillance in the first
place. However, in the next chapter we examine whether surveillance materials should be
retained specifically to be provided to former targets following the cessation of surveillance.

19

South China Morning Post, 26 February 1992.
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&KDSWHU
1RWLILFDWLRQIROORZLQJWHUPLQDWLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFH

6XPPDU\

,Q WKH SUHYLRXV FKDSWHU ZH FRQFOXGHG WKDW DV D JHQHUDO UXOH
VXUYHLOODQFH PDWHULDOV VKRXOG EH GHVWUR\HG RQFH WKH LQYHVWLJDWRU\ SKDVH KDV EHHQ
FRPSOHWHG  6HYHUDO RWKHU MXULVGLFWLRQV LPSRVH D UHTXLUHPHQW WKDW XSRQ WKH
WHUPLQDWLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFHWKHWDUJHWVKRXOGEHLQIRUPHGRIWKDWIDFW,QSULQFLSOH
VXFKDQRWLILFDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWVKRXOGLQFUHDVHWKHDFFRXQWDELOLW\RIWKRVHHQJDJLQJ
LQ LQWUXVLRQV  ,Q WKLV FKDSWHU ZH H[DPLQH WKH IHDVLELOLW\ RI VXFK D UHTXLUHPHQW DQG
UHMHFWLWDVLPSUDFWLFDO

$QRWLILFDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQW

$ UHTXLUHPHQW WKDW WKH VXEMHFW RI VXUYHLOODQFH EH QRWLILHG RI WKDW IDFW RQFH
WKHVXUYHLOODQFHKDVEHHQGLVFRQWLQXHGLVDIHDWXUHRIVRPHEXWQRWDOOODZV7KXVVHFWLRQ
RIWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV:LUHWDS$FWSUHVFULEHVGHWDLOHGSURFHGXUHV,WLVDOVRDIHDWXUH
RIWKH*HUPDQODZ,QGHHGRQHDVSHFWRIWKH*HUPDQ ODZZKLFKZDVFKDOOHQJHGLQ.ODVVLV
WKDWWKHUHZDVQRUHTXLUHPHQWWKDWWKHVXEMHFWRIVXUYHLOODQFHEHLQYDULDEO\QRWLILHGXSRQLWV
FHVVDWLRQ  7KH (XURSHDQ &RXUW KHOG WKDW WKLV ZDV QRW LQKHUHQWO\ LQFRPSDWLEOH ZLWK WKH
SULYDF\ SURYLVLRQ RI WKH (XURSHDQ &RQYHQWLRQ SURYLGHG WKDW WKH SHUVRQ DIIHFWHG EH
LQIRUPHG DV VRRQ DV WKLV FRXOG EH GRQH ZLWKRXW MHRSDUGLVLQJ WKH SXUSRVHV RI WKH
VXUYHLOODQFH  7KLV LQGLFDWHV WKDW D SRVWVXUYHLOODQFH QRWLILFDWLRQ UHTXLUHPHQW LV GHVLUDEOH LQ
WHUPVRIFRPSOLDQFHZLWKWKH%LOORI5LJKWV


7KHEDVLVRIDQRWLILFDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWLVWZRIROG
 ,WPDUNVWKHVHULRXVQHVVRIWKHHDUOLHULQWUXVLRQLQWRSULYDF\7KHUHTXLUHPHQW
ZRXOG LQWURGXFH DQ LPSRUWDQW HOHPHQW RI DFFRXQWDELOLW\ DQG VKRXOG GHWHU WKH
DXWKRULWLHVIURPWDSSLQJXQQHFHVVDULO\


 7KH LQGLYLGXDO VKRXOG EH DEOH WR FKDOOHQJH WKH JURXQGV RQ ZKLFK WKH LQWUXVLRQ
KDGEHHQJUDQWHG'HQ\LQJWKHVXEMHFWRIVXUYHLOODQFHVXFKLQIRUPDWLRQZLOOWHQG
WRXQGHUPLQHWKHHIILFDF\RIWKHVHPHFKDQLVPVHQKDQFLQJDFFRXQWDELOLW\VXFKDV
FRPSODLQWV SURFHGXUHV DQG WKH SURYLVLRQ RI FRPSHQVDWLRQ DZDUGHG IRU
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wrongdoing. We note that the United Kingdom Act lacks a notification
requirement and, although compensation is provided for, no claim to date has
been successful.
7.4
We also think that the public has a right to be told the extent to which
intrusions were occurring, although this would also be addressed by public reporting
requirements. The adoption of a notification requirement along the above lines would
diminish the need for mechanisms at the stage when the warrant was approved, such as the
participation of a friend of the court.
7.5
We recognise, however, that merely to inform an individual of the fact that
he had been the subject of surveillance would be unhelpful. More helpful and informative
would be to notify the former target of the sorts of matters covered by the United States
provision, including, where appropriate, providing the intercept materials themselves. We
understand that under current Hong Kong interception arrangements often only key points
will be abstracted and retained. Requirements regarding the destruction of intercept
materials were considered above. Destruction of the intercept materials prior to notification
would largely destroy the basis of the notification mechanism. We recognise that
“destruction” is not an absolute concept in the digital age.
7.6
Furthermore, a notification requirement would have to be made subject to a
proviso ensuring that the operational effectiveness of investigative agencies would not be
diminished. The requirement would have to be couched in terms that, following the
cessation of surveillance, the subjects should be notified unless this would “prejudice” the
purposes of the original intrusion. There would also need to be provision for postponement
of the notification on the same grounds. However, the traditional United Kingdom approach
is that surveillance is necessarily clandestine and merely divulging that it has occurred would
be prejudicial. This is indicated by the following passage in Preston:
“Those who perform the interceptions wish to minimise the
dissemination of the fact that they have been performed, since it is
believed that this would diminish the value of activities which are by
their nature clandestine. We need not consider to what extent this
preoccupation with secrecy at all costs is soundly based for it has been
treated as axiomatic for decades, if not longer.”2
7.7
This is one approach and may be referred to as the “clandestine imperative”
- i.e. that people should be generally kept in the dark about the incidence of surveillance.
The difficulty is that applying the “prejudice” test on this basis would effectively negate the
requirement of notification. That requirement would be illusory, since notification would
necessarily conflict with the clandestine imperative and would therefore never occur. If there
is to be a requirement, it must be clarified and tightened up before its full implications can be
assessed. There is the additional aspect of the content of the notification to the ex-target should this be restricted to the mere fact of notification. or extend to other matters, including
2

[1993] 4 All ER 638 at 648, per Lord Mustill.
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VXUYHLOODQFH PDWHULDOV  7KLV ZRXOG DOVR QHHG WR EH GHWHUPLQHG E\ WKH DSSOLFDWLRQ RI DQ
H[SOLFLWSUHMXGLFHWHVW

&ODULILFDWLRQRIWKHQRWLILFDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQW

)RU WKH UHTXLUHPHQW WR EH PHDQLQJIXO LW ZRXOG KDYH IRFXV RQ DFWXDO
SUHMXGLFHLQWKHSDUWLFXODUFLUFXPVWDQFHVRIWKHFDVH6XFKDWHVWGHSHQGVRQZKHWKHUWKH
VXUYHLOODQFHLVLQUHVSHFWRIWKHWDUJHWRUDQLQQRFHQWSDUW\


1RWLILFDWLRQRIWDUJHW 3UHMXGLFLDO LQ UHODWLRQ WR WKH SDUWLFXODU WDUJHW FRXOG
EHGHILQHGWRFRYHUWKHVLWXDWLRQZKHUHWKHWDUJHWLVOLNHO\WREHWKHVXEMHFW
RI VXUYHLOODQFH LQ WKH IXWXUH DQG QRWLILFDWLRQ LV OLNHO\ WR PDNH VXFK
VXUYHLOODQFH PRUH GLIILFXOW  7KLV DSSURDFK ZRXOG SUHFOXGH QRWLILFDWLRQ RI
UHFLGLYLVW RIIHQGHUV RU WKRVH ZKHUH WKHUH ZDV D UHDVRQDEOH SURVSHFW WKDW
WKHLQYHVWLJDWLRQPD\EHUHRSHQHGLQWKHIXWXUH





1RWLILFDWLRQRILQQRFHQWSDUWLHV
7KH PRVW REYLRXV JURXQGV RQ
ZKLFKLWZRXOGEHSUHMXGLFLDOWRQRWLI\LQQRFHQWSDUWLHVLQSDUWLFXODUFDVHVLV
LIWKH\FRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRDOHUWWKHWDUJHW$QRWKHUSRVVLELOLW\LVWKDWWKH
DXWKRULWLHV PD\ ZLVK WR WDS WKH LQQRFHQW SDUW\ LQ RUGHU WR IXUWKHU WDS WKH
WDUJHWDJDLQDQGDOHUWLQJWKHLQQRFHQWFRQWDFWPD\PDNHWKLVPRUHGLIILFXOW

3UDFWLFDOSUREOHPVRIQRWLILFDWLRQ

7KHLPSOLFDWLRQVRIDSSO\LQJDPRUHULJRURXVQRWLILFDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWDORQJ
WKHVHOLQHVLQFOXGHWKHIROORZLQJ


3URORQJHGUHWHQWLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFHPDWHULDOV
7KHSURYLVLRQRIWKH
IUXLWV RI VXUYHLOODQFHLQWHUFHSW IROORZLQJ LWV FHVVDWLRQ DVVXPHV WKDW WKH\ DUH
VWLOOLQH[LVWHQFH,QGHHGDUREXVWO\DSSOLHGQRWLILFDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWZRXOG
QHFHVVLWDWHWKHLUUHWHQWLRQIRUWKLVSXUSRVHZKHQDOORWKHUSXUSRVHVKDGEHHQ
IXOILOOHG7KHGLIILFXOW\ZLWKWKLVLVWKDWWKHUHWHQWLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFHPDWHULDOV
KDVLWVRZQSULYDF\ULVNV:HKDYHUHFRPPHQGHGDERYHDGRSWLRQRI
WKH 8QLWHG .LQJGRP UHTXLUHPHQW  WKDW WKH IUXLWV RI VXUYHLOODQFH EH
GHVWUR\HGLPPHGLDWHO\WKH\KDYHIXOILOOHGWKHLUIXQFWLRQV





5HVRXUFHLPSOLFDWLRQV
,I WKH QRWLILFDWLRQ UHTXLUHPHQW LV WR EH
DSSOLHG PHDQLQJIXOO\ LW ZLOO UHTXLUH WKH UHOHYDQW DXWKRULW\ WR PDNH DQ
LQIRUPHG GHFLVLRQ DV WR ZKHWKHU QRWLILFDWLRQ VKRXOG EH HIIHFWHG DSSO\LQJ
FULWHULDDORQJWKHDERYHOLQHV$VZHH[SODLQHGDERYHFRQVLGHUDWLRQZRXOG
QHHGWREHJLYHQWRWKHH[WHQWRIWKHLQIRUPDWLRQJLYHQWRWKHH[WDUJHWXQGHU
DQRWLILFDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQW7KLVUDLVHVSRWHQWLDOO\FRPSOH[LVVXHVDQGZRXOG
UHTXLUH WKH UHOHYDQW DXWKRULW\ WR EH ZHOO EULHIHG RQ D FDVH E\ FDVH EDVLV
DSSO\LQJ WKH SUHMXGLFH WHVW RXWOLQHG DERYH  7KH UHVRXUFH LPSOLFDWLRQV DUH
REYLRXV



7.10
There is also the question as to who should determine whether the subjects
should be notified, and the contents of such notification. In the United States this is done by
a judge.
7.11
We have proceeded thus far on the basis that decisions impinging on
surveillance/interceptions should be capable of review. However, if decisions regarding
notification are similarly to be reviewed the resource implications will be even greater.
7.12
We have recommended above that surveillance materials be inadmissible.
We consider that there is less need for a notification requirement here than in those
jurisdictions where surveillance materials may be produced at the trial. We note that in the
United States and Canada the apparent practice is only to notify the public of the fact of
surveillance. It is presumably due to this that those jurisdictions have not apparently
encountered the difficulties we envisage may result from a more extensive notification
requirement. We think that such a restricted notification requirement is of little benefit and
that identifying the range of innocent parties meriting such notification remains problematic.
Finally, we believe that the accountability aspect is more directly addressed by the warrant
requirement.
7.13
We accordingly reject a notification requirement . In doing so,
our main concerns are that such a scheme would have considerable resource implications,
without a clear concomitant benefit. We examine in the next chapter additional mechanisms
adopted elsewhere to increase accountability and control over the surveillance process.
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&KDSWHU
&RPSOLDQFHHQIRUFHPHQW
VXSHUYLVRU\DXWKRULWLHVDQGUHPHGLHV

6XPPDU\

7KHUH DUH GLIIHUHQFHV RI DSSURDFK EHWZHHQ MXULVGLFWLRQV WR WKH
UHJXODWLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFH7KLVFKDSWHUH[DPLQHVWKHSRVLWLRQLQDQXPEHURIRWKHU
MXULVGLFWLRQV DQG PDNHV UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV RQ WKH QDWXUH RI D VXSHUYLVRU\ ERG\
UHPHGLHVDQGUHSRUWV

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV

$-XVWLFHRI$SSHDOVKRXOGEHDSSRLQWHGDVWKHVXSHUYLVRU\DXWKRULW\WR
UHYLHZ WKH LVVXH RI ZDUUDQWV DXWKRULVLQJ VXUYHLOODQFH RU WKH LQWHUFHSWLRQ RI
FRPPXQLFDWLRQV7KHDSSOLFDEOHFULWHULDVKRXOGEHWKRVHRIMXGLFLDOUHYLHZ


7KHVXSHUYLVRU\DXWKRULW\VKRXOGEHHPSRZHUHGWR



UHYLHZFDVHVDWWKHUHTXHVWRIDQDJJULHYHGLQGLYLGXDODQG





H[DPLQHZKHWKHUWKHZDUUDQWZDVSURSHUO\LVVXHGDQGZKHWKHULWVWHUPVKDYH
EHHQFRPSOLHGZLWK


7KHVXSHUYLVRU\DXWKRULW\VKRXOGIXUQLVKDQQXDOO\DFRQILGHQWLDOUHSRUW
WR WKH *RYHUQRU DQG D SXEOLF UHSRUW WR WKH /HJLVODWLYH &RXQFLO  7KHUH VKRXOG EH D
VWDWXWRU\UHTXLUHPHQWWKDWWKHIROORZLQJPDWWHUVEHFRYHUHGLQERWKUHSRUWV


WKHQXPEHURIZDUUDQWVDXWKRULVHG





WKHLUDYHUDJHOHQJWKDQGWKHLUH[WHQVLRQV





WKHFODVVHVRIORFDWLRQRIWKHVXUYHLOODQFHLHGRPHVWLFEXVLQHVVHWF





WKHW\SHRIVXUYHLOODQFHGHYLFHXVHG





WKHQXPEHURISHUVRQVDUUHVWHGDQGFRQYLFWHGDVDUHVXOWRIWKHVXUYHLOODQFHRU
LQWHUFHSWLRQ



8.5
Compensation should be payable for unauthorised intrusions. In
addition to damages for actual loss suffered, in line with the Personal Data (Privacy)
Ordinance, there should be compensation for injured feelings. Punitive damages
should be available. We do not consider that a separate complaints tribunal will be
required to supplement the role of the supervisory authority.

1 OVERSEAS JURISDICTIONS

The United Kingdom
8.6
The Interception of Communications Act 1985 establishes two distinct
authorities, namely a supervisory authority and a complaints Tribunal.
Supervisory body
8.7
Section 8 of the 1985 Act establishes the post of Commissioner of
Interception of Communications to “keep under review” the issue of warrants and the
adequacy of arrangements to safeguard material generated by intercepts. The appointee
shall be “a person who holds or has held high judicial office”. In practice, the appointee has
been a sitting judge.
8.8
In his annual reports, the Commissioner refers to his “visits” to agencies “to
investigate a range of warrants selected across the board and to question those responsible
for carrying out the interception.” 1 Lustgarten and Leigh elaborate:
“In practice, the Commissioner devotes two periods a year away from
judicial duties to the office. Review follows randomly selected warrant
applications by reading individual files and talking to the officers
involved. For this purpose he maintains a base in the Home Office,
because of ease of access to the papers and personnel involved. The
Commissioner also visits establishments (including intelligence and
security establishments) and the ministers responsible for issuing
warrants. This process involves looking not merely at the minister’ s
decision but also at the accuracy and completeness of the information
submitted with the warrant application. ”2

1
2

1995 Annual Report of the Commissioner, at paragraph 4.
Lusgarten and Leigh, op cit, at 63.

107

8.9
In determining whether a warrant should have been issued, the
Commissioner applies the test “could a reasonable Secretary of State form the view that a
warrant is necessary?”. This is the same test as is applied in judicial review and to date no
warrant has been found to fail it.3
8.10
In addition to this selection of a sample of warrants for close perusal, the
Commissioner also refers to the standard practice whereby the department would draw his
attention to any case in which a procedural error or contravention of the 1985 Act has
occurred.4
8.11
Accordingly, in the section of the United Kingdom Commissioner’ s annual
report headed “Errors”, the last three reports commence that “the following errors have
been brought to my attention.” Whilst the Commissioner’ s confessional role may well be
therapeutic to those that wish to avail themselves of it, Lustgarten and Leigh have grounds
for their conclusion that:
“ Although the office of Commissioner is a useful check, in practice it
is probably the knowledge in Whitehall that the office exists, rather
than the weak standard of review applied, which exerts most influence
to ensure that the Act is followed carefully. A judge seconded parttime for a few days or weeks each year is not in a position to subject
the entire process to in-depth scrutiny. ”5
Remedies
8.12
Section 7 of the United Kingdom Interception of Communications Act
establishes a complaints tribunal comprised of lawyers. Whereas the Commissioner’ s
review duties are ongoing, the Tribunal’ s review role is based on complaints. Further, the
Tribunal may only investigate any breach of the requirements of the Act where a warrant has
been issued. Interceptions not sanctioned by any warrant are instead a criminal matter for
investigation by the police, although there is no legal requirement that unauthorised
interceptions be referred to the police. Even if they are, the police may themselves be the
perpetrators.
8.13
The jurisdiction of the Tribunal is therefore limited to ascertaining whether a
“relevant” warrant has been issued and, if so, whether there has been a contravention of the
provision authorising its issue. Because warrants are in practice only issued following careful
vetting, Ian Leigh comments that the Tribunal has been established “to deal with a problem
that has never in fact arisen”.6 This is borne out by the fact that of 250 cases considered in
the first 6 years of operation of the Act, the Tribunal has not found a single breach. We
examine below whether any supervisory role should not be limited only to the investigation
of authorised interceptions, but should extend also to unauthorised interceptions.
3
4
5
6

Ibid, at 62.
Report of the Commissioner for 1992, Cm 2173, 1993, para 7.
Ibid, at 63.
Leigh, A Tappers’ Charter? (1986) Public Law 8, at 15.
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5HSRUWV

$V WR D UHTXLUHPHQW WR LVVXH D UHSRUW VHFWLRQ    PHUHO\ VWDWHV WKDW WKH
&RPPLVVLRQHU VKDOO DQQXDOO\ PDNH D UHSRUW ³ZLWK UHVSHFW WR WKH FDUU\LQJ RXW RI KLV
IXQFWLRQV´

7KH8QLWHG6WDWHV

6HFWLRQ  RI WKH :LUHWDS $FW SURYLGHV WKDW ZLWKLQ  GD\V RI WKH
FRXUW¶ VFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDQDSSOLFDWLRQIRUDZDUUDQW ZKHWKHURUQRWDSSURYHG WKHMXGJH
PXVWUHSRUWWRWKH$GPLQLVWUDWLYH2IILFHRIWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV&RXUWVGHWDLOLQJ




QXPEHURIDSSOLFDWLRQVIRUZDUUDQWV





QXPEHURIZDUUDQWVDXWKRULVHGZLWKDEUHDNGRZQIRUGLIIHUHQWRIIHQFHV





WKHDYHUDJHOHQJWKRIDXWKRULVDWLRQVDQGWKHLUH[WHQVLRQV





WKHWRWDOQXPEHURIGD\VWKDWLQWHUFHSWVZHUHDFWXDOO\LQRSHUDWLRQ





ORFDWLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFH LHSULYDWHGZHOOLQJV





DYHUDJHQXPEHURILQWHUFHSWVSHUGD\WKHQXPEHURISHUVRQVLQWHUFHSWHG
WKH WRWDO QXPEHU RI FRPPXQLFDWLRQV LQWHUFHSWHG DQG WKH QXPEHU RI
LQFULPLQDWLQJLQWHUFHSWV





WKHW\SHRIVXUYHLOODQFHGHYLFHXVHG





WKHFRVWVRILQVWDOOLQJGHYLFHVDQGPRQLWRULQJFRPPXQLFDWLRQV





WKHQXPEHURISHUVRQVDUUHVWHGDQGFRQYLFWHGDVDUHVXOWRILQWHUFHSWV LH
WKH\LHOGRIWKLVH[SHQVLYHLQYHVWLJDWLYHWHFKQLTXH


6XEVHFWLRQ  SURYLGHVWKDWVLPLODUO\WKHSURVHFXWLQJDXWKRULW\PXVWUHSRUW
DQQXDOO\ FRYHULQJ QRW RQO\ WKH DERYH GHWDLOV EXW DOVR WKH \LHOG RI LQFULPLQDWLQJ
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVDUUHVWVWULDOVDQGFRQYLFWLRQVUHVXOWLQJIURPLQWHUFHSWLRQV$OVRUHTXLUHG
DUH GHWDLOV RI WKH QDWXUH DQG FRVW RI PDQSRZHU DQG RWKHU UHVRXUFH H[SHQGHG XVHG LQ
LQWHUFHSWLRQV





2SFLW



8.17
Having received this data, the Director of the Administrative Office of the
United States Courts in turn is required to provide Congress with an annual report giving the
numbers of applications for orders and the number granted/denied, together with an analysis
of all the other above matters that the judges and prosecution authorities must furnish. The
reports are very detailed but a useful statistical analysis is provided by Statistics Department.
Remedies
8.18
As under its data protection regime, the United States provides no
administrative mechanisms channelling complaints about intrusions. It is up to the individual
to litigate: section 2707 provides a civil cause of action for any intentional breach of the
enactment. It is a defence that there was a “good faith reliance on” a court warrant or
order etc. Other non-constitutional remedies are ousted.

Australia
8.19
Sections 80 and 81 of the Telecommunications (Interception) Amendment
Act 1987 require the prosecuting authority to record a similarly comprehensive class of
matters to that required under the United States law. The Australian legislation does not
establish its own supervisory authority. Instead it confers the review function on the
Commonwealth Ombudsman. Unlike his Hong Kong equivalent, the Commissioner for
Administrative Complaints, the Australian Ombudsman has the power to investigate
complaints against the Federal Police. He has accordingly in his general role investigated
complaints alleging various forms of misconduct such as harassment and misuse of personal
information.8 Clearly this role does not restrict him to the investigation of authorised taps,
unlike the United Kingdom Commissioner. However, under the Telecommunications
(Interception) Amendment Act 1987 he has the additional specific function of inspecting
government records at least twice annually to ascertain compliance with reporting
requirements and the destruction of intercept materials. For the purposes of such an
inspection, the Ombudsman has powers to enter premises and be furnished with records.
He also has powers to obtain information from officers of the agency. These investigative
powers resemble those conferred on the Privacy Commissioner and the Commissioner for
Administrative Complaints in Hong Kong and are absent from the United Kingdom
Interception of Communications Act.
Remedies
8.20
The 1994 amendment to the Australian Act provides a civil remedy for
unauthorised interceptions. Such claims must be pursued in court.

2 THE OPTIONS

8

See the chapter on “Ombudsman” in Flick G A, Federal Administrative Law (1984), vol 2.
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8.21
The following section summarises the differences noted above between the
three selected jurisdictions, identifies the main options for regulating surveillance, and states
our conclusions.

Supervisory Authority
8.22
Whereas the United Kingdom and Australia have a specially constituted
administrative body tasked to monitor the application of the approvals system, in the United
States the relevant authority simply collates and publishes the data received. This parallels
the respective countries’ data protection regimes, with only the United States lacking a true
supervisory authority.
8.23
As between the United Kingdom and Australia, the latter’ s Ombudsman is
full-time (as are his subordinates) but intercepts are only one of his office’ s concerns. The
United Kingdom Commissioner is part-time but in that capacity focuses solely on
supervising intercepts. Our recommendations, however, cover not only interceptions but
also surveillance and this will generate more work.
Deliberations on need for and role of supervisory authority
8.24
We consider that a monitoring body is necessary. A requirement that the
subject of surveillance be subsequently notified of that fact would reduce review issues in
those cases. Notification would equip the individual with explicit grounds to challenge the
issue or application of the warrant. However, we rejected above a notification requirement
and the issue of independent review therefore becomes crucial: as the individual will not be
in a position to challenge the surveillance it is essential that another party scrutinise the matter
on his behalf.
8.25
The next question is whether an existing body could be utilised or a new
body should be created. The two existing bodies that theoretically could play a role are the
Privacy Commissioner and the Commissioner for Administrative Complaints. The Privacy
Commissioner’ s duties do have a nexus with surveillance and interceptions, in that it would
sometimes be apparent from personal data that they have been compiled as a result of
surveillance or the interception of communications. We conclude, however, that it would
not be appropriate to involve the Privacy Commissioner in this distinct field of regulation.
His role under the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance is essentially to act as the
dispassionate friend of the data subject in ensuring fair play in data processing. The role of
reviewing the authorisation of intrusions is different, and no other jurisdiction confers this
additional role on their data privacy commissioner. That different spheres are involved is
also suggested by the fact that, whereas data protection is the policy responsibility of the
Secretary for Home Affairs, interceptions are a matter for the Secretary for Security.
Saddling the Privacy Commissioner with the role of reviewing the issue of warrants would
significantly alter his present statutory role and public perceptions of it. The existing duties of
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the Commissioner will already prove taxing for an incumbent. The person reviewing the
issue of warrants will play a pivotal role in securing law enforcement and security interests
and would require a very high security clearance, unlike the Privacy Commissioner who may
be denied access to very sensitive data under the Ordinance and whose decisions are
subject to appeal. Selecting an individual who satisfied both the data protection lobby and
the law enforcement/security community would be very difficult.
8.26
More fundamentally, we recommended above that warrants should be
issued by a High Court judge, unlike the procedure in the United Kingdom where warrants
are authorised by a minister. Such a decision would have to be made pursuant to an ex
parte application. As ex parte applications are held in secret there is generally a right vested
in the excluded party to have the order subsequently discharged. The review of whether a
warrant had been properly issued would necessarily also have to be decided by a judge,
albeit one more senior. We believe that this supervisory function should be concentrated
instead of dispersed to enable the authority to obtain an overview of the incidence of
surveillance throughout society, such as whether any particular segments were being
targeted.
8.27
We accordingly recommend that a Justice of Appeal should be
appointed as the supervisory authority to review the issue of warrants
authorising surveillance or the interception of communications. The
applicable criteria should be those of judicial review.
8.28
The main control we envisage being undertaken by the supervisory authority
would be checking that the reasons given in the affidavits supporting the issue of the warrant
were genuine and that the warrant had been executed in accordance with its conditions. A
warrant may not have been properly issued, either because the statutory requirements had
not been properly applied, or because the supporting affidavits may be false - a not
uncommon occurrence in Hong Kong with Anton Piller applications.
8.29
We think that it should be left to the supervisory authority to determine
which warrants he should examine and on what basis. There would in any event be judicial
review proceedings open to individuals who became aware of the issue of the warrant, as
well as proceedings for damages. We also recommend that the supervisory
authority should be empowered to review cases at the request of an
aggrieved individual.
8.30
Apart from the question of whether the warrant has been
properly issued, the other area for supervision relates to whether the
warrant had been complied with. We recommend that this area should also
be dealt with by the supervisory authority.

Jurisdiction of supervisory authority
8.31
The United Kingdom Commissioner for interceptions is solely concerned
with whether authorised taps have complied with statutory requirements. Furthermore, he
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accepts that if interception without authorisation under a warrant were taking place, there
would be no reason for such conduct to come to his attention. 9. The Australian
Commonwealth Ombudsman is not subject to this restriction and would be entitled to
investigate unauthorised taps. Nonetheless, he is not specifically tasked to endeavour to
detect such taps, nor would he be equipped to do so.
Deliberations on jurisdiction of supervisory authority
8.32
We were initially disposed to endorse the need for the supervisory authority
to pursue allegations of improperly issued warrants, or intrusions not sanctioned by a
warrant. To initiate such an inquiry, however, the supervisory authority would need grounds
for believing that there had been a contravention of the statutory requirements. As it is
impossible to eliminate the possibility of technical surveillance, mere suspicion would not
suffice. Nor would the authority be itself equipped to investigate whether unauthorised
intrusions were occurring. In any event, such unauthorised intrusions would be a criminal
matter for investigation by the relevant law enforcement agency. In practice then, the
supervisory authority would be restricted to checking the paperwork provided by the
relevant agency. If that were the case, the only issue would be whether a warrant had been
issued and, if so, whether it had been issued on proper grounds. Improper issue would
usually be attributable to false supporting affidavits. We note that the effective exclusion of
the investigation of unauthorised warrants coincides with the United Kingdom position,
which becomes explicable on this basis. We have therefore concluded that the supervisory
authority should be restricted to investigating whether a warrant had been properly issued.

Reports
8.33
All three jurisdictions discussed above endorse a degree of transparency
about interception activities. This is achieved by publishing statistics on the number of
authorised taps. The only data provided by the United Kingdom Commissioner’ s annual
report is the number of authorised taps. The Commissioner has repeatedly said that the
number of warrants is a misleading guide to the number of lines tapped, but has declined to
indicate the number of people affected.10 The figures on taps are widely thought to
understate the position (e.g. the Act allows one warrant to authorise the interception of
communications to or from any number of addresses). The lack of detail on other matters
lends scope for manipulation of the figures. By way of contrast, the United States reports
give a very detailed (and graphic) picture. As a result, United States citizens and
administrators are given a full picture of the incidence, cost, and effectiveness of intercepts
engaged in for law enforcement purposes. Those engaged in such intrusions are accordingly
accountable.
Deliberations on reports

9
10

Ibid, at 64.
Ibid, at 60.
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,Q WKH SUHYLRXV FKDSWHU ZH DUJXHG WKDW WKH PDLQ EHQHILW RI D QRWLILFDWLRQ
UHTXLUHPHQWLVWKDWLWLQFUHDVHVDFFRXQWDELOLW\:HUHMHFWHGVXFKDUHTXLUHPHQWIRUSUDFWLFDO
UHDVRQV  +RZHYHU GHWDLOHG DQQXDO UHSRUWV SURYLGH DQ DOWHUQDWLYH PHWKRG RI DFKLHYLQJ
DFFRXQWDELOLW\:HEHOLHYHWKDWUHSRUWVSOD\DFUXFLDOUROHLQLQFUHDVLQJSXEOLFDFFRXQWDELOLW\
IRU VXUYHLOODQFH  :H WKHUHIRUH UHFRPPHQG WKDW WKH VXSHUYLVRU\ DXWKRULW\
VKRXOGIXUQLVKDQQXDOO\DFRQILGHQWLDOUHSRUWWRWKH*RYHUQRUDQGDSXEOLF
UHSRUWWRWKH/HJLVODWLYH&RXQFLO8QOLNHVHFWLRQ  RIWKH8QLWHG.LQJGRP$FW
KRZHYHUZHSUHIHUWRVSHFLI\WKHGLIIHUHQW PDWWHUVZKLFKPXVWEHLQFOXGHGLQWKHUHSRUWV
7KH8QLWHG6WDWHVUHSRUWIRFXVHVRQWKHFRVWHIIHFWLYHQHVVRILQWHUFHSWLRQVEXWLQRXUYLHZ
WKLVFDQQRWEHDVVHVVHGLQSXUHO\ILQDQFLDOWHUPV,QWHUFHSWVDUHEHFRPLQJLQFUHDVLQJO\FKHDS
DQGWKHPRUHUHOHYDQWFRVWLVWKDWRIWKHLQWUXVLRQLQWRWKHLQGLYLGXDO¶ VSULYDF\7KHSULYDF\
FRVWVWRWKHFRPPXQLW\ZRXOGEHLQGLFDWHGE\ILJXUHVRQWKHQXPEHURISHUVRQVLQWHUFHSWHG
DQG WKH QXPEHU RI FRPPXQLFDWLRQV LQWHUFHSWHG  :H WKHUHIRUH UHFRPPHQG WKDW
WKHUHVKRXOGDOVREHDVWDWXWRU\UHTXLUHPHQWWKDWWKHIROORZLQJPDWWHUVEH
FRYHUHG


WKHQXPEHURIZDUUDQWVDXWKRULVHG





WKHLUDYHUDJHOHQJWKDQGWKHLUH[WHQVLRQV





WKH FODVVHV RI ORFDWLRQ RI WKH VXUYHLOODQFH LH GRPHVWLF
EXVLQHVVHWF





WKHW\SHRIVXUYHLOODQFHGHYLFHXVHG





WKHQXPEHURISHUVRQVDUUHVWHGDQGFRQYLFWHGDVDUHVXOWRIWKH
VXUYHLOODQFHRULQWHUFHSWV


:HFRQVLGHUWKLVODVWLWHPLPSRUWDQWEHFDXVHLWZRXOGLQGLFDWHWKH\LHOG RI
WKHLQWUXVLRQVDQGZRXOGPDNHWKHDXWKRULWLHVDFFRXQWDEOHWRWKHFRPPXQLW\UHJDUGLQJWKHLU
XWLOLW\,I ODUJHVFDOHVXUYHLOODQFHZDVUHVXOWLQJLQIHZDUUHVWVRUFRQYLFWLRQVWKHFRPPXQLW\
ZRXOGEHHQWLWOHGWRTXHVWLRQZKHWKHUWKHSULYDF\FRVWVZHUHMXVWLILHGE\WKHUHVXOWV

7KHFRQILGHQWLDODQQXDOUHSRUWWRWKH*RYHUQRUZRXOGFRYHUVXFKPDWWHUVDV
ZHUH UHTXLUHG E\ WKH *RYHUQRU RU FRQVLGHUHG UHOHYDQW E\ WKH VXSHUYLVRU\ DXWKRULW\  )RU
LQVWDQFH LQIRUPDWLRQ RQ SDUWLFXODU VHJPHQWV RI WKH SRSXODWLRQ EHLQJ WDUJHWHG PLJKW EH
FRQVLGHUHGUHOHYDQW
2SHUDWLRQDOLPSOLFDWLRQV


,Q3UHVWRQLWZDVSRLQWHGRXWWKDW
³7KRVH ZKR SHUIRUP WKH LQWHUFHSWLRQV ZLVK WR PLQLPLVH WKH
GLVVHPLQDWLRQ RI WKH IDFW WKDW WKH\ KDYH EHHQ SHUIRUPHG VLQFH LW LV



believed that this would diminish the value of activities which are by
their nature clandestine.”11
“... the purpose of s. 9 [is] the protection, not of the fruits of the
intercepts, but of information as to the manner in which they were
authorised and carried out. ... the defendant was not to have the
opportunity to muddy the waters at a trial by cross-examination
designed to elicit the Secretary of State’ s sources of knowledge or the
surveillance authorities’ confidential methods of work.”12
8.38
Even accepting the rationale of this approach, we do not think that
publication of informative reports along these lines will “diminish the value” of surveillance
activities. Because the figures are anonymised it cannot be argued that their publication
could prejudice the purposes of the original intrusion in particular cases. We would question
the claim that the dissemination of even general data could have adverse consequences, but
in any event consider that considerations of accountability should prevail. We believe that
people should know the extent of surveillance in their society.

Remedies
8.39
In our view, the United Kingdom’ s provisions for monetary compensation13
are illusory. They are restricted to breaches of statutory requirements in the issue of
warrants. Unauthorised taps are not compensatable. Not surprisingly, no compensation has
been awarded to date by the specially constituted tribunal. Both the United States and
Australian laws provide aggrieved parties with a statutory right to claim in court monetary
recompense for unauthorised intercepts.
Deliberations on remedies
8.40
For reasons given above we doubt the feasibility of investigating whether
unauthorised surveillance has been conducted. Nonetheless, whilst it would be unusual for
an individual to learn that he had been subject to unauthorised surveillance, this would
happen from time to time. We recommend that compensation should be payable
for unauthorised intrusions. Providing for compensation provides an
additional sanction and provides both a norm and a deterrent. In addition
to damages for actual loss suffered, in line with the Personal Data
(Privacy) Ordinance, there should be compensation for injured feelings.
Punitive damages should be available.

Supervisory tribunal
8.41
In addition to establishing a supervisory authority, section 7 of the United
Kingdom Act establishes an independent tribunal to investigate complaints regarding the
11
12
13

[1993] 4 All ER 638 at 648.
Ibid, at 667.
Interception of Communication Act 1985, section 7(5)(c).
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issue of warrants. A person who believes himself the subject of interception may apply to
the Tribunal for an investigation of whether a warrant has been issued and if so whether this
has been done in accordance with the Act. The jurisdiction does not extend to unauthorised
interceptions: under section 1 that is a criminal offence and its investigation is therefore a
police matter.
8.42
Our reasons for concluding that it is not feasible for the supervisory authority
to investigate unauthorised surveillance apply equally to a complaints tribunal. Furthermore,
we have recommended that the supervisory authority be empowered to pursue complaints.
Finally, we have recommended that aggrieved individuals be able to pursue claims for
compensation in the courts. For these reasons, we do not consider that a
separate complaints tribunal will be required to supplement the role of the
supervisory authority.
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&KDSWHU
/HJDODQGSROLF\LVVXHVDULVLQJIURP
WKHLPSDFWRIHQFU\SWLRQDQGRWKHUQHZWHFKQRORJLHV

6XPPDU\

7KLVFKDSWHUH[DPLQHVWKHLPSDFWRIQHZWHFKQRORJLHVRQWKHDELOLW\WRWDS
LQWRWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVV\VWHPVDQGWKHFRPSHWLQJDELOLW\WRHQFU\SWPHVVDJHV7KHUHDUH
DWWLPHVRSSRVLQJLQWHUHVWVLQRQWKHRQHKDQGWKHLQGLYLGXDO¶ VGHVLUHWRHQVXUHKLVSULYDF\
DQGRQWKHRWKHUJRYHUQPHQWV¶ QHHGWRDFFHVVWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVIRUOHJLWLPDWHSXUSRVHV
VXFKDVWKHSUHYHQWLRQRIVHULRXVFULPH7KHFKDSWHUORRNVDWSURSRVDOVLQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV
WR FUHDWH D JRYHUQPHQW HQFU\SWLRQ VWDQGDUG WKDW ZRXOG IDFLOLWDWH WKH JRYHUQPHQW GH
VFUDPEOLQJHQFU\SWHGYRLFHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV

,QWURGXFWLRQ

7KH GLVFXVVLRQ VR IDU KDV DVVXPHG WKDW WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV DUH DOZD\V
FDSDEOHRILQWHUFHSWLRQ+RZHYHUDVDUHVXOWRIQHZWHFKQRORJLHVLQWHUFHSWLRQHIIRUWVPD\
EH WKZDUWHG  7KLV FUHDWHV D GLOHPPD  $ WHQVLRQ H[LVWV EHWZHHQ WKH JURZLQJ QHHG IRU
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVSULYDF\LQWRGD\¶ VJOREDOFRPSHWLWLYHHQYLURQPHQWDQGWKHQHHGIRUDFFHVV
WRFRPPXQLFDWLRQVE\ODZHQIRUFHPHQWDQGVHFXULW\DJHQFLHV7KHUHDUHWZRPDLQDVSHFWV
RIWKLVLVVXHRIWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVLQWHUFHSWDELOLW\ 7, QDPHO\³WDSSDELOLW\´DQGHQFU\SWLRQ


³WDSSDELOLW\´ 6RPH QHZ WHFKQRORJLHV HJ RSWLFDO ILEUHV  DUH PDNLQJ LW
KDUGHUWRWDSLQWRWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVV\VWHPVDQGLQWHUFHSWPHVVDJHV





HQFU\SWLRQHYHQZKHUHWKHFRPPXQLFDWLRQLVLQWHUFHSWHGPRGHUQWHFKQLFDO
GHYHORSPHQWVLQFU\SWRJUDSK\PD\SUHFOXGHLWIURPEHLQJGHFLSKHUHG7KH
SXUSRVH RI FU\SWRJUDSK\ LV WKH HQFU\SWLQJ LH VFUDPEOLQJ  RI LQIRUPDWLRQ
7KHUH LV QRZ HDV\ DYDLODELOLW\ RI HQFU\SWLRQ VXIILFLHQWO\ VWURQJ WKDW DQ
HQFU\SWHGPHVVDJHZRXOGWDNHWKHZRUOG¶ V PRVW SRZHUIXO VXSHUFRPSXWHU
\HDUVWRFUDFN7KHGLOHPPDDULVHVIURPWKHIDFWWKDWDVWKH:KLWH+RXVH
SXW LW XSRQ LWV DQQRXQFHPHQW RI WKH ³&OLSSHU &KLS´ VFKHPH GLVFXVVHG
EHORZHQFU\SWLRQLV³DGXDOHGJHGVZRUG´WKDWKHOSVWRSURWHFWWKHSULYDF\
RILQGLYLGXDOVDQGLQGXVWU\EXWDOVRFDQVKLHOGFULPLQDOVDQGWHUURULVWV




%RWKWKHVHDVSHFWVRI7,UDLVHVLPLODUSROLF\LVVXHVUHJDUGLQJWKHFRPSHWLQJ
QHHG IRU SULYDF\ DQG VHFXULW\ RI WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV RQ WKH RQH KDQG DQG HIIHFWLQJ
LQWHUFHSWLRQV LQ WKH SXEOLF LQWHUHVW RQ WKH RWKHU  )ROORZLQJ WKH VWDWHPHQW RI WKHVH JHQHUDO
SULQFLSOHV DSSOLFDEOH WR 7, JHQHUDOO\ ZH ZLOO H[DPLQH WKH VSHFLILF LVVXHV UHODWLQJ WR
WDSSDELOLW\ DQG HQFU\SWLRQ UHVSHFWLYHO\  ,Q WKH ILQDO DQDO\VLV KRZHYHU WKH WZR LVVXHV DUH
OLQNHG DV WKH JUHDWHU WKH H[WHQW WR ZKLFK HQFU\SWLRQ SUHFOXGHV WKH GHFLSKHULQJ RI
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVWKHOHVVLPSRUWDQWEHFRPHVWKHLVVXHRIZKHWKHUWKHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVFDQ
EHLQWHUFHSWHGLQWKHILUVWSODFH

,QFUHDVHGQHHGIRUSULYDF\LQDQHWZRUNHGZRUOG

$VGLVFXVVHGLQWKHLQWURGXFWLRQWKHUHLVDQLQFUHDVLQJQHHGIRUSULYDF\DQG
VHFXULW\RIWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV7KHLQFUHDVHGDPRXQWRISHUVRQDOLQIRUPDWLRQDYDLODEOHRQ
OLQHRUJHQHUDWHGE\XVLQJWKHSKRQHLVDPDMRUIDFWRU$OVRUHOHYDQWDUHWKHFRQFHUQVRIWKH
JOREDOPDUNHWSODFHWKHQHHGIRUVHFXULW\RIFRPPXQLFDWLRQVLQVXFKDUHDVDVEDQNLQJDQG
WKHIWRISURSULHWDU\LQIRUPDWLRQDUHWZRVXFKFRQFHUQV6HFXULW\LVWKH ³NH\FRPSRQHQWIRU
WKHFRQWLQXHGVXFFHVVRIWKHLQIRUPDWLRQKLJKZD\´3URSRVDOVWKDWOLPLWSULYDF\DQGVHFXULW\
RIFRPPXQLFDWLRQVZLOOXOWLPDWHO\VORZWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDGYDQFHGQHWZRUNV
7KHQHHGIRUEDODQFH

*RYHUQPHQWV IDFH D IXQGDPHQWDO WHQVLRQ EHWZHHQ WZR FRPSHWLQJ SROLF\
REMHFWLYHV L  IRVWHULQJ WKH GHYHORSPHQW DQG ZLGHVSUHDG XVH RI FRVWHIIHFWLYH LQIRUPDWLRQ
VDIHJXDUGV DQG LL  FRQWUROOLQJ WKH SUROLIHUDWLRQ RI VDIHJXDUG WHFKQRORJLHV WKDW FDQ LPSDLU
VLJQDOVLQWHOOLJHQFHDQGODZHQIRUFHPHQWFDSDELOLWLHV

7KH FRPSOH[LW\ RI WKH LVVXH LV FRPSRXQGHG E\ WKH ODUJH QXPEHU RI
³VWDNHKROGHUV´  7KH IROORZLQJ 8QLWHG 6WDWHV OLVW RI SDUWLHV ZLWK D VWDNH LQ HIIHFWLYH
HQFU\SWLRQZRXOGDSSO\WR7,LVVXHVJHQHUDOO\


WKHJRYHUQPHQWIRULWVRZQRSHUDWLRQDOQHHGV





WKHGHIHQFHHVWDEOLVKPHQWLQFOXGLQJVHFXULW\DQGLQWHOOLJHQFHIXQFWLRQV





ODZHQIRUFHPHQWQRWRQO\IRULWVRZQVHFXULW\QHHGVEXWDOVRIRUFRXQWHU
LQWHOOLJHQFHDJDLQVWODZEUHDNHUV





SULYDWH VHFWRU FRUSRUDWLRQV SURWHFWLQJ FRUSRUDWH VHFUHWV DQG
FRPPXQLFDWLRQV  )RU FHUWDLQ LQGXVWULHV VXFK DV EDQNLQJ DQG ILQDQFLDO
VHUYLFHVFRPPXQLFDWLRQVVHFXULW\LVFULWLFDO





VRFLHW\ DW ODUJH DV XVHUV RI WHOHSKRQ\ DQG GDWD QHWZRUNV UHTXLULQJ
FRQILGHQWLDOLW\





WKHDFDGHPLFFRPPXQLW\LQSXUVXLWRIVWXG\DQGUHVHDUFK



9.7
The conflicting interests of so many stakeholders inherent in TI issues can
impede effective debate. The conflict can be crudely grouped between government/law
enforcement/defence on the one hand and corporations, society at large and the academic
community on the other. To the extent that TI exists/is maintained, it facilitates not only bona
fide interceptions for, for instance, law enforcement purposes, but also unlawful interceptions
by criminals, terrorists, spies and hackers.

The claim to intercept
9.8
Legislation protecting the privacy of telecommunication systems is invariably
accompanied by the securing of interception capabilities for public interest purposes. For
example, the United Kingdom Home Office report preceding the enactment of the
Interception of Communications Act noted the need to protect telecommunications systems
whilst staking a claim to effect intercepts:
“The Government believes that the properly controlled interception of
communications for certain limited but important purposes is not only
justified but essential in the public interest. ... If normal methods of
investigation are not available, it is right that means should exist to
obtain information about such activities through the interception of
communications, so long as this is carried out under clear safeguards
and strict controls. ... The Government’ s aim in introducing legislation
is to provide a clear statutory framework within which the interception
of communications on public systems will be authorised and controlled
in a manner commanding public confidence.”1
9.9
We accept that the interception of communications is an important
investigative technique. The United States Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”) asserts
that during the period 1985 to 1991, court-ordered electronic surveillance led to 7,324
individuals being convicted, fines of $295 million being levied and the saving of $1.86 billion
in potential economic loss. These figures are derived from their annual reports which, unlike
those of the United Kingdom, provide a detailed financial analysis of expenditure and law
enforcement yields.

The claim for effective interceptions
9.10
More contentious is the more recent claim that such interception efforts be
effective. The nature of a claim by law enforcement agencies to maintain TI requires
scrutiny. Is it a matter of operational expediency, or does it have a specific legal basis? It
has been pointed out that there is nothing inherently illegal or suspect about the use of the
telephone. Nor have we reached the stage where taking steps to protect privacy such as by
encrypting our voice or data communications suggest that we have something to hide.
United States critics view interceptions as analogous to the State’ s rights of search and
seizure and point out that such powers are in terms that guarantee the success of a search:
1

The Interception of Communications in the United Kingdom, Cmnd 9438, 1985, paras 4-7.
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“As is widely noted, there is a fundamental similarity between the
power of the government to intercept communications and its ability to
search premises. Recognising this power, the fourth amendment places
controls on the government’ s power of search and similar controls
have been placed by law on the use of wiretaps. There is, however, no
suggestion in the fourth amendment of a guarantee that the
government will find what it seeks in a search. Just as people have
been free to protect the things they considered private, by hiding them
or storing them with friends, they have been free to protect their
conversations from being overheard.”2
9.11
A legal concept that is marginally relevant in this context is the privilege
against self-incrimination. This would be more so where the interception law countenances
the use of intercept materials as evidence in prosecutions. Our proposals, however,
specifically prohibit their retention and use for this purpose.
9.12
On the other hand, the United States FBI claims that it seeks “to preserve
the status quo for the criminal law enforcement community in terms of its current and past
ability to carry out ... authorised electronic surveillance”. In view of the discussion below,
however, a more accurate assessment would be that it wishes to benefit from new
technologies enhancing its “current or past” surveillance capabilities, whilst neutralising new
technologies undermining such capabilities. While, therefore, reference to “preserving the
status quo” is incomplete, the fact remains that some communications relevant to law
enforcement will become more difficult or even impossible to intercept.

The impact of new technologies
9.13
The impact of new technologies on tappability is mixed. Certain
technological developments are making it more difficult to isolate individual communications.
An example is the replacement of copper wires with fibre optics which can carry thousands
of conversations in a single strand of fibre. In the Hong Kong context, we doubt if this
would present problems for authorised intercepts. This is because our telecommunications
system is completely digitalised and we understand that taps are effected by means of
switching software. In the United States a 1994 survey of several FBI offices found “no
instances in recent years in which FBI agents had encountered any technology-based
problems in conducting wiretaps.” 3 This accords with information obtained under the
Freedom of Information Act in relation to the FBI’ s telephony initiative. This disclosed that

2

3

Key Escrow: Its Impact and Alternatives - Testimony of Dr Whitfield Diffie before the
Subcommittee on Technology and Law of the Senate Judiciary Committee, 3 May 1994, page
3, collected in Electronic Privacy Information Centre (“ EPIC”), David Banisar (ed), 1994
Cryptography and Privacy Sourcebook: Primary Documents on U.S. Encryption Policy, the
Clipper Chip, the Digital Telephony Proposal and Export Controls (Diane Publishing,
Upland, Pennsylvania, 1994), Part II.
New York Times, 1 March 1994
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DVDW'HFHPEHUODZHQIRUFHUVZHUHQRWH[SHULHQFLQJWHFKQLFDOLQWHUFHSWLRQSUREOHPV
FDXVHGE\DGYDQFHGWHOHSKRQ\WHFKQRORJ\

2WKHUGHYHORSPHQWVPDNHIRU LQFUHDVHGYXOQHUDELOLW\WRLQWHUFHSWV0DMRU
H[DPSOHVLQWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVLQFOXGH


WKH ULVLQJ GHPDQG IRU PRELOLW\ LQ FRPPXQLFDWLRQV XVLQJ UDGLR
FRPPXQLFDWLRQV





PRGHUQ FRPPXQLFDWLRQV V\VWHPV OLNH ,6'1 SURYLGH PXFK PRUH
LQIRUPDWLRQDERXWHDFKFDOOUHYHDOLQJWKHRULJLQRIWKHFDOODQGVRHQDEOLQJ
SDWWHUQVRIFRQGXFWDQGFRQWDFWVWREHLGHQWLILHG


2QH GLVWLQJXLVKHG FRPPHQWDWRU DUJXHV WKDW ³RQ EDODQFH LW DSSHDUV PRUH
OLNHO\WKDWWKHLQYHVWLJDWLYHDQGHYLGHQWLDOXWLOLW\RIZLUHWDSVLVULVLQJWKDQWKDWLWLVIDOOLQJ´+H
DGGVWKDW³WKLVLVSDUWO\EHFDXVHFULPLQDOVOLNHODZDELGLQJFLWL]HQVGRPRUHWDONLQJRQWKH
SKRQHWKHVHGD\V´ 

1RUVKRXOGWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVVXUYHLOODQFHEHORRNHGDWLQLVRODWLRQ2WKHU
NLQGV RI HOHFWURQLF VXUYHLOODQFH SURYLGH ODZ HQIRUFHPHQW ZLWK LQFUHDVHG RSSRUWXQLWLHV
0LQLDWXULVDWLRQRIHOHFWURQLFVDQGLPSURYHPHQWVLQGLJLWDOVLJQDOSURFHVVLQJDUHH[DPSOHVDQG
WKHSUROLIHUDWLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFHWHFKQRORJLHVJHQHUDOO\LVGHVFULEHGHDUOLHULQRXUUHSRUW

$WWKHLQVWLWXWLRQDOOHYHOWKHLQFUHDVLQJFRPSOH[LW\RIWKHWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV
LQIUDVWUXFWXUHWHQGVWRPDNHIRUPRUHGLVSHUVHGLQWHUFHSWLRQHIIRUWV

$VVXPLQJ WKDW VRPH LQWHUFHSWLRQ FDSDELOLWLHV HLWKHU DUH RU ZLOO VKRUWO\
EHFRPHHURGHGWKHLVVXHDULVHVDVWRZKDWVKRXOGEHGRQH7KH8QLWHG6WDWHVDSSURDFK
KDVEHHQWROHJDOO\PDQGDWHWDSSDELOLW\$QH[DPLQDWLRQRIWKHLUOHJLVODWLRQLQGLFDWHVVRPHRI
WKHSUREOHPVDULVLQJIURPWKLVDSSURDFK
7KH86'LJLWDO7HOHSKRQ\DQG&RPPXQLFDWLRQV3ULYDF\,PSURYHPHQW$FW

,QLWLDOO\SURSRVHGE\WKH)%,LQ0DUFKDQGDSSURYHGE\&RQJUHVVLQ
2FWREHU  WKLV OHJLVODWLRQ IRU WKH ILUVW WLPH UHTXLUHV WKDW WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV V\VWHPV
PXVWEHGHVLJQHGWRIDFLOLWDWHJRYHUQPHQWLQWHUFHSWLRQ,WSURYLGHVWKDW
³&RPPRQFDUULHUVVKDOOEHUHTXLUHGWRSURYLGHIRUWKZLWKSXUVXDQWWR
FRXUW RUGHU RU ODZIXO DXWKRUL]DWLRQ WKH IROORZLQJ FDSDELOLWLHV DQG
FDSDFLWLHV LQ RUGHU WR SHUPLW WKH JRYHUQPHQW WR FRQGXFW HOHFWURQLF
VXUYHLOODQFH DQG SHQ UHJLVWHU DQG WUDS DQG WUDFH LQYHVWLJDWLRQV
HIIHFWLYHO\









3ULYDF\-RXUQDO'HFHPEHU
:KLWILHOG'LIILHRSFLW



(1)
the ability to execute expeditiously and simultaneously within a
common carrier’ s system all court orders and lawful authorizations for
the interception of wire and electronic communications and the
acquisition of call setup information related to the facilities or services
of subscribers of such common carrier;
(2)
the ability to intercept the content of communications and
acquire call setup information concurrent with the transmission of the
communication to or from the subscriber’ s facility or service that is
the subject of the court order or lawful authorization, to the exclusion
of any wire or electronic communication or call setup information of
any other subscriber ...”6
9.20
The legislation avoids the difficulties of making the internet interceptionfriendly by excluding such on-line information services, together with electronic messaging
services, and electronic publishing. However, it does provide for a subpoena process for
obtaining customer information on such on-line services.
9.21
Before proceeding with legislation the United States administration
considered but rejected a voluntary approach. The Director of the FBI explains that:
“A legislative approach was presented to the President because the
telephone service and switch manufacturing companies indicated they
would not design and implement a solution absent legislation forcing
all companies to do the same, i. e. to ‘ level the playing field’ .”7
9.22
Concerns about the implications of the legislation include those relating to
security, impact on the role of service carriers and cost.
9.23

Security

It has been remarked that:

“The proposed legislation [requiring system modifications] would
assist eavesdropping by law enforcement, but it would also apply to
users who acquire the new technology capability and make it easier for
criminals, terrorists, foreign intelligence (spies) and computer hackers
to electronically penetrate the phone network and pry into areas
previously not open to snooping. This situation of easier access due to
new technology changes could therefore affect national security.”8

6

7

8

Digital Telephony and Communications Privacy Improvement Act 1994, section 3(a),
reproduced in EPIC, 1994 Cryptography and Privacy Sourcebook, op cit, Part III.
Director, FBI, Memorandum on Digital Telephony - Request for Briefings by the Special
Agents in Charge, 23 March 1992, collected in EPIC, 1994 Cryptography and Privacy
Sourcebook, op cit, Part III.
General Services Administration, Comments on FBI Digital Telephony Proposal, collected in
EPIC, 1994 Cryptography and Privacy Sourcebook, op cit, Part III.
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,PSDFWRQWKHUROHRIVHUYLFHFDUULHUV
7KH3UHVLGHQWRIWKH8QLWHG
6WDWHV7HOHSKRQH$VVRFLDWLRQKDVFULWLFLVHGWKHOHJLVODWLRQ¶ VSRWHQWLDOLPSDFWRQWKHUROHRI
VHUYLFHFDUULHUV1RWLQJWKHKLWKHUWRFRRSHUDWLYHZRUNLQJUHODWLRQVKLSWKDWH[LVWVEHWZHHQ
WHOHSKRQHFRPSDQLHVDQGODZHQIRUFHPHQWKHVDLGWKDWVXFKOHJLVODWLRQ
³IRUFHVORFDOH[FKDQJHFDUULHUVWREHFRPHLQHIIHFWDJHQWVRIWKHODZ
HQIRUFHPHQWFRPPXQLW\UDWKHUWKDQPDLQWDLQLQJWKHPRUHDSSURSULDWH
DUPVOHQJWK UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ FRPPRQ FDUULHUV DQG ODZ
HQIRUFHPHQW´

&RVW $OVRRIFRQFHUQDUHWKHFRVWVLQFXUUHGE\WHOHSKRQHFRPSDQLHVIRU
QHFHVVDU\WHFKQLFDOFRQYHUVLRQVRIWKHLUVZLWFKHVDQGFRPSXWHUV7KLVKDVEHHQHVWLPDWHGDW
EHWZHHQ 86 PLOOLRQ DQG 86 ELOOLRQ  7KH OHJLVODWLRQ UHTXLUHV WKH JRYHUQPHQW WR
UHLPEXUVH WKH WHOHSKRQH FRPSDQLHV  7KH SXEOLF PD\ LQWHUYHQH LQ SURFHHGLQJV EHIRUH WKH
)HGHUDO&RPPXQLFDWLRQV&RPPLVVLRQFRQFHUQLQJWHOHSKRQHFRPSDQLHV¶  PHDVXUHV WR DOWHU
WKHLUWHFKQRORJ\DQGUHVXOWDQWFRVWV
$XVWUDOLD

$GLIIHUHQWDSSURDFKKDVEHHQDGRSWHGLQ$XVWUDOLD,QWKH$XVWUDOLDQ
&DELQHWGHWHUPLQHGWKDWDOOSXEOLFWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVVHUYLFHVVKRXOGEHFDSDEOHRIEHLQJ
LQWHUFHSWHG IRU ODZ HQIRUFHPHQW DQG QDWLRQDO VHFXULW\ SXUSRVHV  ,Q  OLFHQFH
GHFODUDWLRQVZHUHDPHQGHGWRUHTXLUHWKDWDOLFHQVHHPXVWQRWRSHUDWHDWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQ
QHWZRUNXQOHVV


LW LV SRVVLEOH WR H[HFXWH D ZDUUDQW XQGHU WKH 7HOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV
,QWHUFHSWLRQ  $FW  LQ UHODWLRQ WR D WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQV VHUYLFH
SURYLGHGE\WKDWQHWZRUNRU





LI LW LV QRW SRVVLEOH WR H[HFXWH VXFK D ZDUUDQW WKHUH EHLQJ QR OHJLVODWLYH
FRQVWUDLQW RQ WKH PDQXIDFWXUH DQG XVH RI HQFU\SWLRQ GHYLFHV LQ $XVWUDOLD 
WKH 0LQLVWHU DIWHU FRQVXOWDWLRQ ZLWK WKH $WWRUQH\ *HQHUDO DXWKRULVHV WKH
OLFHQVHH¶ VRSHUDWLRQ$XWKRULVDWLRQVKDYHEHHQLVVXHGXQGHUWKLVSURYLVLRQ


1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJ WKLV OHJDO IUDPHZRUN WKH $XVWUDOLDQ %DUUHWW 5HSRUW
VSHFLILFDOO\UHMHFWVOHJLVODWLRQDORQJ8QLWHG6WDWHVOLQHVLPSRVLQJDXQLODWHUDOUHTXLUHPHQWWKDW
FDUULHUVVHUYLFH SURYLGHUV RQO\ LQWURGXFH WHFKQRORJ\ WKDW LV LQWHUFHSWDEOH  ,W UHDVRQV WKDW
³VXFKDXQLODWHUDOSROLF\UXQVWKHULVNRILPSOHPHQWLQJOHVVWKDQZRUOGFODVVWHFKQRORJ\ZKLFK
FRXOG SXW $XVWUDOLD DW D PDMRU GLVDGYDQWDJH LQ D FRVW VHQVH´+RZHYHU ³WKH VRRQHU DQ
LQWHUQDWLRQDO UHTXLUHPHQW IRU LQWHUFHSWLRQ LV VWDQGDUGLVHG DQG DFFHSWHG WKH PRUH OLNHO\
WKHUH ZLOO EH WKH DXWRPDWLF SURYLVLRQ RI 7, FDSDELOLW\ LQ QHZ WHFKQRORJ\ ZLWK VLPLODU
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implications for all users”. Barrett expects it to take 3 to 8 years for such an international
agreement to be reached.
9.28
On this question of maintaining tappability, we note the Barrett Report’ s
view that unilateral policies were not financially sensible. In any event, we consider that the
relevant issue is the imposition of legal controls authorising tapping. The question of controls
on technology to maintain tappability subject to such authorisation is outside our terms of
reference. Furthermore, we think that the issue of tappability is subsidiary to that of
encryption: it matters not if a communication can be intercepted but nonetheless cannot be
decrypted. We accordingly now examine the issue of encryption.

Encryption
Encryption: the most important privacy technology
9.29
The impact of new technologies on the capability to intercept
communications is therefore mixed. However, the interception objective is usually to
comprehend the communication (although sometimes identifying the parties may suffice). At
this second level, namely deciphering the communication, the impact of technical
developments is less equivocal: encryption is now capable of effectively preventing the
interceptor from understanding the communication. For example, it is estimated that it
would take 20 years for a super-computer to decode a communication utilising the Clipper
Chip.
9.30
Encryption is the single most important technology for the protection of
privacy. In the last 5 years, encryption technology has become easily available to both
individuals and businesses. This availability will accelerate with the continued expansion of
the Internet with its capacity to disseminate strong cryptographic software.
9.31
Accordingly the public is likely to become increasingly concerned about
cryptographic policy. The development of the Global Information Infrastructure will
heighten these concerns.
Encryption as an accessible tool
9.32
Encryption software can be generated in less than 5 minutes with such
simple equipment as PGP (“Pretty Good Privacy”) software for e-mail and PGP Fone
software for speech over a network using 2 Power Macintosh computers. PGP is the most
popular system, being freely available to United States citizens in the United States and
freely outside the United States, where it is not subject to patents. It is believed that the
system is strong enough to resist challenge from most quarters, although it is impossible to
prove how strong the system is, only how weak.
9.33
A vital feature of modern cryptography is that of the public keys. A lockand-key approach is adopted to telecommunications security. The lock is a “public key”,
which a user can transmit to recipients. To unlock the message, the recipient uses a
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personal encryption code or “private key”. The development of public key cryptography in
the mid-1970s eliminated the need for network subscribers to provide trusted elements with
the capability of decrypting any message. Public key encryption dramatically increases the
availability of encryption/identification as the dual key system allows the encryption key to
be made available to potential communicants while keeping the decryption key secret. This
would allow, for example, a bank to make its public key available to many people, without
those people being able to read each others’ encrypted messages. Two relevant limitations,
however, are:
(i)

keys infrequently changed have an increased risk of being broken as, in
principle, any public key system can be broken given sufficient computer
power and time.

(ii)

it is critical to ensure that the user has the correct public key. If provided
by an intermediary, he could interpose a key of his own. Hence trust is a
critical issue.

9.34
Another important feature of encryption is key signatures. These verify the
identity of the person sending the message. They can be wiped after sending the message,
so rendering it anonymous.
9.35
A system popular in the Hong Kong telephone market is that of Global
System for Mobile communications (GSM) phones. The digital GSM technology employs a
54 bit encryption code: a single call would take a Cray supercomputer two hours to
decipher.
The background to the debate: the Clipper Chip proposal
9.36
The public debate on the privacy and policy issues arising from
cryptography has been largely generated by the development of the “Clipper Chip”. On 16
April 1993 President Clinton’ s press secretary announced “a new initiative that will bring
the Federal Government together with industry in a voluntary program to improve the
security and privacy of telephone communications while meeting the legitimate needs of law
enforcement. ” Clipper is a hardware microcircuit based upon the classified “Skipjack”
encryption algorithm (an algorithm is the rule by which an encryption scheme works)
developed by the United States National Institute of Standards and Technology to scramble
telecommunications. The Clipper Chip would create a government encryption standard that
would facilitate the government descrambling voice communications encrypted with the chip,
thus constituting an electronic “trapdoor” facilitating government eavesdropping on digital
communications. The chip could be used in relatively inexpensive encryption devices that
can be attached to an ordinary telephone. While the Clipper chip applies encryption to
voice messages, “Capstone” is the related scheme for the encryption of data.
9.37
The official announcement of the scheme emphasised that the proposal only
provides a new technology for tapping, not an extension of legal authority to do so. The
Clipper proposal also acknowledged that public acceptance would require that the
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Government must be trusted not to abuse the proposed capability to decrypt private
transmissions without judicial warrant, as presently required. The proposed scheme to
ensure this is known as “key escrowing” i.e. the means of decrypting a Clipper
conversation. Two “trusted third parties” are designated who each hold a piece of the
decryption key. The communication can be decrypted only by obtaining both pieces of the
decryption key, pursuant to legal authorisation. The government initially favoured one of the
third parties being non-governmental. However, private organisations were reluctant to
accept the responsibility and in February 1994 the United States administration identified the
Treasury and the National Institute of Standards and Technology as assisting in holding the
keys.
9.38
The Clipper scheme has generated great controversy, with 80% of
Americans polled expressing opposition, widespread business opposition, and an Internet
petition opposing it gathering 47,000 signatures in one month.11 Many of the concerns
surrounding the Clipper chip focused on whether that encryption standard will become
mandatory for government agencies or the private sector, if other encryption will be banned,
and/or if these actions could be taken without legislation. The major commercial objection
was that foreign users of telecommunications equipment would not purchase United States
equipment loaded with Clipper Chips because it would provide United States government
agencies with a “back door” to all their electronic communications. The Business Software
Alliance, for example, predicted it could cost United States business US$9 billion per year
in lost sales.
9.39
Accordingly, it was reported in October 1994 that Congressional
representative Maria Cantwell had negotiated an agreement whereby the administration
decided to “move beyond Clipper”. Government agreed to accept seven key principles as
the framework to develop an encryption system. It should be voluntary; exportable; not rely
on a classified algorithm; implementable in software; firmware; hardware or any
combination; permit the use of private-sector key escrow agents contain safeguards to
provide key disclosure only by court orders, with audit procedures; and hold escrow
holders liable for unauthorised key release.
Controls on encryption
9.40
Whilst encryption would appear to pose obstacles to investigative efforts, it
appears that any threat to TI is potential rather than actual: the Barrett Review concluded in
1994 that Australian law enforcement agencies “do not currently consider encryption as a
significant threat to interception”.
9.41
We believe an encryption policy which does endeavour to tackle any future
erosion of TI must recognise that prohibiting encryption is unenforceable. It is futile for
Hong Kong to endeavour to unilaterally suppress hardware and software with encryption
capabilities because:

11

The International Privacy Bulletin, July 1994
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VRSKLVWLFDWHGHQFU\SWLRQSURGXFWVDUHEHFRPLQJDYDLODEOHZRUOGZLGH





DQ\SHUVRQRZQLQJDPRGHPDQGDFRPSXWHUFDQREWDLQHQFU\SWLRQVRIWZDUH
WKURXJKWKH,QWHUQHWXVXDOO\IUHH


$FFRUGLQJO\ ZH GR QRW FRQVLGHU WKDW LW ZRXOG EH IHDVLEOH WR SURPXOJDWH D
VWDQGDUG VXFK DV WKH &OLSSHU FKLS SURYLGLQJ WUDSGRRU DFFHVV WR JRYHUQPHQW DJHQFLHV DQG
ZDLWIRULWWREHFRPHD GHIDFWRVWDQGDUGZLWKLQ+RQJ.RQJ:HGRQRWEHOLHYHWKDWWKLV
VFHQDULR LV SODXVLEOH HYHQ IRU WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHV WKH LQWHUQDWLRQDO OHDGHU LQ FRPSXWHU
VWDQGDUGVEHFDXVHLQWHUQDWLRQDOFRPSDQLHVZRXOGQRWDFFHSWLW+RQJ.RQJLVWRRVPDOOWR
SURFHHG GRZQ WKH &OLSSHU FKLS SDWK  7KH &OLSSHU FKLS EDWWOH ZLOO EH IRXJKW EHWZHHQ WKH
8QLWHG 6WDWHV DQG (XURSH HYHQ LI WKH 8QLWHG 6WDWHV GRHV LPSRVH DQ HQFU\SWLRQ NH\
SURYLGLQJ LW ZLWK EDFNGRRU DFFHVV LW LV XQOLNHO\ VXFK D VWDQGDUG ZLOO EH HPEUDFHG E\
(XURSH+RQJ.RQJLPSRUWVDOOLWVVZLWFKLQJHTXLSPHQWERWKKDUGZDUHDQGVRIWZDUH,WLV
QRWSUHVHQWO\IHDVLEOHIRUWKHWHUULWRU\WRHQIRUFHWKHXVHRISURGXFWVVROHO\IRUXVHLQ+RQJ
.RQJ

6LPLODUO\ LW ZRXOG EH IXWLOH WR SURPRWH D YROXQWDU\ HQFU\SWLRQ VWDQGDUG
SURYLGLQJODZHQIRUFHPHQWZLWKD ³EDFN GRRU´ DFFHVV HJ WKH &OLSSHU FKLS  ZKLOH RWKHU
VWDQGDUGVZLWKRXWVXFKDFFHVVUHPDLQDYDLODEOHDVFULPLQDOVDQGWHUURULVWVHWFZLOOQDWXUDOO\
UHVRUWWRWKHODWWHU8QOHVVHYHU\RQHXVHVWKHHQFU\SWLRQFRGHWKHHQWLUHHIIRUWLVIXWLOH
(QFU\SWLRQDQGWDSSDELOLW\

,Q RXU YLHZ RQFH HQFU\SWLRQ EHFRPHV JHQHUDOO\ DYDLODEOH WKH LVVXH RI
WDSSDELOLW\EHFRPHVOHVVLPSRUWDQWDVHYHQZKHQLQWHUFHSWHGWKHHQFU\SWHGFRPPXQLFDWLRQ
ZLOO EH LQGHFLSKHUDEOH  :H H[SHFW WKDW WKDW HQFU\SWLRQ ZLOO EHFRPH VR DYDLODEOH WKHUHE\
VHFXULQJSULYDF\RIWHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVIRUWKRVHZLVKLQJWRDYDLOWKHPVHOYHV
/LPLWVRQHQFU\SWLRQDVDVDIHJXDUG

:KLOVW HQFU\SWLRQ PD\ LQGHHG EH XQEUHDNDEOH LW GRHV QRW IROORZ WKDW
HQFU\SWHGGDWDZLOOQHFHVVDULO\EHVDIHJXDUGHG$VDUHFHQWUHYLHZSXWVLW³WKHVWUHQJWKRI
DQ HQFU\SWLRQ DOJRULWKP RIWHQ KDV OLWWOH WR GR ZLWK WKH DFWXDO VHFXULW\ RI HQFU\SWHG GDWD´
7KHUHDVRQJLYHQLVWKHJURZLQJUHVRXUFHIXOQHVVLQXVLQJWHFKQRORJ\IRULOOHJDOSXUSRVHV)RU
H[DPSOH
³5HFHQWO\ DQ DXWRPDWHG WHOOHU PDFKLQH ZDV SODFHG LQ D PDOO LQ 1HZ
<RUNE\VRPHSHUVRQVZKRKDGSURJUDPPHGWKHPDFKLQHWRH[WUDFWWKH
FXVWRPHU¶ V 3,1 DORQJ ZLWK WKH DFFRXQW QXPEHU IURP WKH PDJQHWLF
VWULSHRQWKHEDQNFDUGDQGUHWXUQDQXOOWUDQVDFWLRQ7KHWKLHYHVZHUH
WKHQ DEOH WR ZLWKGUDZ DQ\ VXPV WKH\ GHVLUHG IURP WKH XQVXVSHFWLQJ
EDQNFXVWRPHUV¶  DFFRXQWV  0DNHUV RI $70 PDFKLQHV LQVLVWHG WKDW
SDVVZRUGV DQG RWKHU GDWD PXVW EH '(6 HQFU\SWHG WR SURWHFW DJDLQVW
FULPLQDOVDQG$70PDFKLQHVDUHLQIDFWOLFHQVHGIRUH[SRUWZLWK'(6
HQFU\SWLRQ  7KH UHVXOW ZDV WKDW FULPLQDOV WRRN WKH LPDJLQDWLYH DQG



expensive route of building a phony machine to get the data they
wanted.”12

12

Draft Report on Impacts of Telecommunications and Encryption Technology on Law
Enforcement and Intelligence Collection: Assessment, Options, and Recommendations,
attached to memorandum of US National Security Council, 19 November 1993, collected in
Electronic Privacy Information Centre, 1995 EPIC Cryptography and Privacy Sourcebook:
Documents on Encryption Policy, Wiretapping, and Information Warfare (Diane Publishing,
Pennsylvania, 1995), at page C-46.
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Chapter 10
Other approaches to regulating intrusions: licensing

Summary
10.1
This chapter examines the possibility of licensing as a means of
controlling surveillance and interception. The two possiblities considered are the
licensing of surveillance equipment itself and the licensing of private detectives.

Recommendations
10.2
We do not recommend the licensing of surveillance equipment. We
consider the question of licensing of private detectives beyond our terms of reference
and make no recommendation on that option.

Licensing of surveillance equipment
10.3
Chapter 3 considered Hong Kong licensing restrictions on the possession or
use of surveillance devices are imposed by section 8 of the Telecommunication Ordinance
(Cap.108). We noted that a wide variety of scanners and receivers are available in Hong
Kong, apparently sold on the understanding the buyers are tourists and the equipment will
be exported. Some 50 shops are reported to be selling surveillance equipment in Tsim Sha
Tsui and Central alone.1
10.4
In view of this apparent lack of effectiveness of existing
controls on the availability of surveillance equipment, we are unable to
recommend the enactment of any additional legislative controls along
these lines.
10.5
An additional reason is that our proposals target surveillance whenever it is
conducted by a “sense-enhancing, transmitting or recording device”. This would
encompass not only the comparatively specialised apparatus regulated by the
Telecommunication Ordinance but also ordinary items such as tape recorders and
binoculars. It is plainly unrealistic to endeavour to impose a licensing regime in respect of
such items.

1

South China Morning Post, 21 October 1995.
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/LFHQVLQJRISULYDWHLQYHVWLJDWRUV
3ULYDWHLQYHVWLJDWRUVWKH8QLWHG6WDWHVH[SHULHQFH

7KHUHJXODWLRQRIVXUYHLOODQFHUHTXLUHVDFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKHQDWXUHRIWKRVH
ZKR FDUU\ LW RXW  6XUYHLOODQFH PD\ EH XQGHUWDNHQ LQ WKH IXUWKHUDQFH RI VSHFLILF SXEOLF
LQWHUHVWVDQGZHKDYHSURSRVHGVSHFLILFVWDWXWRU\WHVWVIRUWKHVH,WLVUHOHYDQWWRFRQVLGHU
WKHDFWLYLWLHVRIDVHFWRUZKRVHZRUNZLOORIWHQHQWDLOVXUYHLOODQFHDFWLYLWLHVQDPHO\SULYDWH
LQYHVWLJDWRUV  8QOLNH VXFK SXEOLF LQYHVWLJDWLYH ERGLHV DV WKH SROLFH RU WKH ,QGHSHQGHQW
&RPPLVVLRQ$JDLQVW&RUUXSWLRQKRZHYHUWKHUHLVFRPSDUDWLYHO\OLWWOHGLVFXVVLRQRIWKHUROH
RISULYDWHLQYHVWLJDWRUVLQ+RQJ.RQJ)XUWKHUPRUHWKH\DUHQRWVXEMHFWWRLQVWLWXWLRQDOLVHG
GLVFLSOLQDU\UHJLPHVDVDSSO\WRRIILFHUVLQODZHQIRUFHPHQWDJHQFLHV$FFRUGLQJO\ZHKDYH
H[DPLQHG VWXGLHV HOVHZKHUH ,Q WKHLU VXUYH\ RI 8QLWHG 6WDWHV SULYDWH LQYHVWLJDWRUV 6DP
%URZQ DQG *LQD *UDKDP 6FRWW SRLQW RXW WKDW SULYDWH LQYHVWLJDWRU LV LQ WKH EXVLQHVV RI
JDWKHULQJDQGVHOOLQJSHUVRQDOLQIRUPDWLRQ0XFKRIWKLVZLOOEHREWDLQHGE\FRYHUWPHDQV
7KH DXWKRUV LGHQWLI\ WKH IROORZLQJ DUHDV DV FRPSULVLQJ WKH PDLQ DUHDV RI WKH SULYDWH
LQYHVWLJDWRU¶ VEXVLQHVVLQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV


)DPLO\ODZ/LNHWKHSUHVHQW+RQJ.RQJODZPDQ\VWDWHVLQWKH8QLWHG
6WDWHVKDYHDIDXOWEDVHGV\VWHPRIGLYRUFH3DUWQHUVDUHWKHUHIRUHPRUH
GLVSRVHGWRVHHNYHULILFDWLRQRIDGXOWHU\DVLWZLOOIDFLOLWDWHWKHLUHVFDSLQJWKH
PDUULDJHDQGRULPSURYHWKHLUEDUJDLQLQJSRVLWLRQUHJDUGLQJWKHVHWWOHPHQW
$QRWKHU DUHD LV ORFDWHDQGUHFRYHU RSHUDWLRQV FRQFHUQLQJ FKLOGUHQ
NLGQDSSHGE\RQHRIWKHLUSDUHQWV





3HUVRQDOLQMXU\ZRUNHUVFRPSHQVDWLRQ³/LIHVW\OHYHULILFDWLRQV´LQYROYH
WHVWLQJ WKH FODLPV RI YLFWLPV DERXW WKH H[WHQW RI LQMXULHV VXIIHUHG DQG
GLVDELOLWLHV VXVWDLQHG  )RU H[DPSOH D ZRPDQ FODLPHG D UHFHQW RSHUDWLRQ
KDG OHIW KHU QHDUO\ SDUDO\VHG DQG PDLQO\ UHVWULFWHG WR D ZKHHOFKDLU
)ROORZLQJ PHGLFDO GRXEWV YLVXDO VXUYHLOODQFH ZDV LQVWLWXWHG DQG VKH ZDV
REVHUYHGJDUGHQLQJDQGJHQHUDOO\JHWWLQJDURXQGXQKLQGHUHG





3UHMXGJPHQW DSSUDLVDOV 7R GHWHUPLQH ZKHWKHU D GHIHQGDQW LV ZRUWK
VXLQJ DQ LQYHVWLJDWRU PD\ EH KLUHG WR ORFDWH EDQN DFFRXQWV UHDO HVWDWH
VHFXULWLHVDQGPRWRUYHKLFOHVRUIROORZLQJMXGJHPHQWWKHVXFFHVVIXOSDUW\
PD\UHTXLUHWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQ





)LQDQFLDO EDFNJURXQG LQYHVWLJDWLRQV 'LOLJHQFH DGYLFH LV SURYLGHG WR
FRPSDQLHVFRQWHPSODWLQJHQWHULQJLQWRDFRQWUDFWZLWKDQRWKHUFRPSDQ\RU
LQGLYLGXDO RQ WKH DGYLVDELOLW\ RI D ORDQ D PHUJHU DFTXLVLWLRQ IUDQFKLVH RU
RWKHU DUUDQJHPHQW  2QH SULYDWH LQYHVWLJDWRU LQ WKLV DUHD UHIHUUHG WR WKHLU
UROHDV³UHDOO\DFWLQJOLNHDVXSHUVRSKLVWLFDWHGORDQRIILFHU´






3ULYDWH(\HV&LWDGHO  







%DFNJURXQGLQYHVWLJDWLRQVRQSROLWLFDOFDQGLGDWHVILJXUHV$SROLWLFDO
FDQGLGDWHPD\ZLVKWRXQHDUWKVFDQGDOSDVWRUSUHVHQW2QHLQYHVWLJDWRU
XQGHUWDNLQJ WKLV ZRUN DVVHUWHG WKDW WKH DFWLYLW\ UHVHPEOHG WKDW RI
LQYHVWLJDWLYHMRXUQDOLVP





,QGXVWULDOHVSLRQDJH2EWDLQLQJSURSULHWDU\LQIRUPDWLRQE\FRYHUW PHDQV
PD\IDFLOLWDWHVLJQLILFDQWSURILWV$ FRPSDQ\PD\TXLFNO\UHOHDVHSURGXFWV
HPXODWLQJWKDWRILWVFRPSHWLWRUEXWDWDVLJQLILFDQWO\ORZHUSULFH7KHORZHU
SULFH PD\ UHVXOW IURP WKH FRPSDQ\ QRW KDYLQJ KDG WKH KLJK GHYHORSPHQW
FRVWV LQ UHVHDUFKLQJ WKH QHZ IHDWXUHV  ,QVWHDG WKH LQQRYDWLRQV KDYH EHHQ
GLVFORVHG WKURXJK LQGXVWULDO VS\LQJ  6XFK VS\LQJ PD\ EH DQ ³LQVLGH MRE´
LQYROYLQJDQHPSOR\HHRIWKHFRPSDQ\


7KH DFWLYLWLHV RI SULYDWH LQYHVWLJDWRUV PD\ RYHUODS WKRVH RI WKH SROLFH 2Q
RFFDVLRQV VXFK DV ZKHUH GUXJV DUH GLVFRYHUHG SULYDWH LQYHVWLJDWRUV ZLOO H[HUFLVH WKH
FLWL]HQ¶ VSRZHURIDUUHVWDQGGHWDLQWKHSHUVRQXQWLODSROLFHRIILFHUKDVDUULYHG3ULRUWR
WKDWH[SODLQVRQHLQYHVWLJDWRU
³:H GRQ¶ W JHW WKH SROLFH LQYROYHG LQ WKH EHJLQQLQJ  <RX EHFRPH D
OLDLVRQRUDJHQWIRUWKHSROLFHRUGLVWULFWDWWRUQH\DQG,GRQ¶ WZDQWWR
KDYH DQ DJHQF\ UHODWLRQVKLS EHFDXVH WKHQ ,¶ P HQFXPEHUHG ZLWK WKH
0LUDQGD ULJKWV UHTXLUHPHQW LQ LQWHUYLHZLQJ SHRSOH DQG DOO WKH RWKHU
UHVWULFWLRQV RQ VHDUFK RU VHL]XUH RU SULYDF\ WKDW UHODWH WR WKH SROLFH
)RU H[DPSOH LI ,¶ P ZRUNLQJ ZLWK WKH SROLFH , ZRXOG KDYH WR WHOO
VXVSHFWVWKHLUULJKWVGXULQJDQLQWHUYLHZEXW,GRQ¶ WKDYHWRGRWKDWDV
DSULYDWHLQYHVWLJDWRU %XWWKHQDIWHUWKHIDFWLIWKHUHLVDFULPH
LQYROYHG,FDOOWKHSROLFH,IZHIRXQGFRFDLQH,ZRXOGWHOOWKHFRSV
RXUGLVFRYHU\DQGDVNWKHPWRPDNHDQDUUHVW´

$V LQGLFDWHG E\ WKLV TXRWH WKH SROLFH DUH VXEMHFW WR DGGLWLRQDO OHJDO DQG
GLVFLSOLQDU\FRQWUROVQRWDSSOLFDEOHWRSULYDWHLQYHVWLJDWRUV7KDWDSSURSULDWHQRUPVPD\QRW
LQSODFHLVLQGLFDWHGE\WKHIROORZLQJFRPPHQWRIRQHLQYHVWLJDWRU
³7KHUHDUHUHDOO\QREODFNDQGZKLWHDQVZHUV,QVRPHZD\V,¶ P DOO
IRU SHUVRQDO SULYDF\ DQG SURWHFWLQJ WKH LQGLYLGXDO ZKLFK LV ZK\ ,
ZRQ¶ WWDNHFHUWDLQW\SHVRIFDVHV%XWLQRWKHUFDVHV,¶ PLQIDYRXURI
WKHSXEOLF¶ VULJKWWRNQRZDQG,WKLQNWKHULJKWWRJHWWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQ
QHHGVWREHWKHUH7KHVHDUHTXHVWLRQVDOOSULYDWHLQYHVWLJDWRUVFDQHQG
XS ZUHVWOLQJ ZLWK DQG XOWLPDWHO\ , WKLQN LW ERLOV GRZQ WR \RXU RZQ
SHUVRQDO PRUDOLW\   , SHUVRQDOO\ FKRRVH WR WXUQ GRZQ FDVHV ZKHQ ,
WKLQN,¶ PEHLQJDVNHGWRJHWLQIRUPDWLRQWKDW¶ VLOOHJLWLPDWH%XWWKHQ
LWV XS WR HDFK LQYHVWLJDWRU WR GHFLGH ZKHUH WR GUDZ WKH OLQH DQG








6DP%URZQDQG*LQD*UDKDP6FRWW3ULYDWH(\HV  
%URZQDQG6FRWWRSFLWDW



whether he’ s going to draw it. And its not always easy to decide when
to draw it. There are all these forces debating these issues, and even
they can’ t always decide. ”5
10.9
In the United States many states impose a licensing regime on private
investigators. In California, for example, 6,000 hours apprenticed to a licensed investigator
is the minimum required.6 This licensing requirement is supplemented by other controls. In
California, regulation is exercised by the State Department of Consumer Affairs. In
addition, professional groups within the field, like the California Association of Licensed
Investigators, are working on increasing the professionalism and ethics in the field.
Private investigators in Hong Kong
10.10
In addition to local companies, several large international private
investigation firms now operate in Hong Kong. Kroll Associates reports that much of its
workload is in sweeping for the secret listening devices which are readily available in the
territory.7 In addition, presumably some or all of the above activities engaged in by United
States companies are also undertaken here. Accordingly, the proposals contained in this
paper will, if adopted, significantly impact on the activities of private investigators. In
particular, if they involve surveillance or the interception of communications as defined in our
proposed offences, it will be an offence to proceed without a warrant. It will be recalled
that we have not proposed that only government bodies be entitled to apply for
authorisation. On the contrary, we specifically envisage that private investigators may apply
for a warrant where a relevant public exception is applicable, such as the prevention or
detection of crime.
10.11
Unlike the position in the United States, private investigators in Hong Kong
are not required to be licensed. As to whether private investigators should be
subject to a licensing requirement, we consider this issue to be beyond our
terms of reference and we make no recommendation.

5
6
7

Ibid, at 72.
Ibid, at 218.
Sunday Morning Post, 2 January 1994.
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&KDSWHU
6XPPDU\RIUHFRPPHQGDWLRQV


:H GR QRW UHFRPPHQG WKH FUHDWLRQ RI D JHQHUDO FULPH RI WUHVSDVV
>SDUDJUDSK @  ,QVWHDG ZH UHFRPPHQG D UHJXODWRU\ IUDPHZRUN IRU WKH FRQWURO RI
SK\VLFDOVXUYHLOODQFHFRPSULVLQJWKUHHFULPLQDORIIHQFHVDORQJWKHIROORZLQJOLQHV
 HQWHULQJ SULYDWH SUHPLVHV DV D WUHVSDVVHU ZLWK LQWHQW WR REVHUYH RYHUKHDU RU REWDLQ
SHUVRQDOLQIRUPDWLRQWKHUHLQ>SDUDJUDSK@


 SODFLQJ XVLQJ RU VHUYLFLQJ LQ RU UHPRYLQJ IURP SULYDWH SUHPLVHV D VHQVHHQKDQFLQJ
WUDQVPLWWLQJRUUHFRUGLQJGHYLFHZLWKRXWWKHFRQVHQWRIWKHODZIXORFFXSLHU>SDUDJUDSK
@


 SODFLQJ RU XVLQJ D VHQVHHQKDQFLQJ WUDQVPLWWLQJ RU UHFRUGLQJ GHYLFH RXWVLGH SULYDWH
SUHPLVHVZLWKWKHLQWHQWLRQRIPRQLWRULQJHLWKHUWKHDFWLYLWLHVRIWKHRFFXSDQWRUGDWDKHOG
RQWKHSUHPLVHVUHODWLQJGLUHFWO\RULQGLUHFWO\WRWKHRFFXSDQWZLWKRXWWKHFRQVHQWRIWKH
ODZIXORFFXSLHU>SDUDJUDSK@
³3ULYDWHSUHPLVHV´LQWKLVFRQWH[WPHDQVDQ\SULYDWHUHVLGHQFHWRJHWKHUZLWKLWVLPPHGLDWH
FXUWLODJH JDUGHQ DQG RXWEXLOGLQJV  EXW H[FOXGLQJ DQ\ DGMDFHQW ILHOGV RU SDUNODQG  ,Q
DGGLWLRQLWVKRXOGFRYHUKRWHOEHGURRPV EXWQRWRWKHUDUHDVLQDKRWHO DQGWKRVHSDUWVRID
KRVSLWDORUQXUVLQJKRPHZKHUHSDWLHQWVDUHWUHDWHGRUDFFRPPRGDWHGVFKRROSUHPLVHVDQG
FRPPHUFLDO SUHPLVHV DLUFUDIW YHVVHOV DQG YHKLFOHV IURP ZKLFK WKH SXEOLF DUH H[FOXGHG
>SDUDJUDSKVDQG@

&RPPXQLFDWLRQV VKRXOG EH VDIHJXDUGHG IURP LQWHUFHSWLRQ RU LQWHUIHUHQFH
LQFOXGLQJGHVWUXFWLRQRUGLYHUVLRQ LQWKHFRXUVHRIWKHLUWUDQVPLVVLRQ>SDUDJUDSK@,W
VKRXOGEHDQRIIHQFH
 LQWHQWLRQDOO\WRLQWHUFHSWRULQWHUIHUHZLWK ZKHWKHURUQRWE\PHDQVRIDWHFKQLFDOGHYLFH
D FRPPXQLFDWLRQ WUDQVPLWWHG E\ D GLVWDQFH FRPPXQLFDWLRQV V\VWHP  'LVWDQFH
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVV\VWHPVZRXOGHQFRPSDVVQRWRQO\WHOHFRPPXQLFDWLRQVV\VWHPEXWDOVR
PDQXDOV\VWHPVVXFKDVPDLO>SDUDJUDSKVDQG@


 LQWHQWLRQDOO\ WR LQWHUFHSW RU LQWHUIHUH ZLWK D ³FRPPXQLFDWLRQ´ E\ PHDQV RI D WHFKQLFDO
GHYLFH ZKHWKHU RU QRW WKH FRPPXQLFDWLRQ LWVHOI LV PHGLDWHG E\ PHDQV RI D WHFKQLFDO
GHYLFH SURYLGHGWKDWWKHLQWHUFHSWLRQFRXOGQRWKDYHEHHQHIIHFWHGZLWKRXWWKHXVHRID
GHYLFH>SDUDJUDSK@
³,QWHUIHUHQFH´ IRU WKH SXUSRVHV RI WKHVH RIIHQFHV VKRXOG LQFOXGH GHVWUXFWLRQ RU GLYHUVLRQ
>SDUDJUDSK@



$ZDUUDQWVKRXOGEHUHTXLUHGWRDXWKRULVHDOOVXUYHLOODQFHRULQWHUFHSWLRQRI
FRPPXQLFDWLRQVIDOOLQJZLWKLQWKHVFRSHRIWKHSURSRVHGRIIHQFHVSURKLELWLQJWKHVHDFWLYLWLHV
>SDUDJUDSK@$OODSSOLFDWLRQVIRUZDUUDQWVIRUVXUYHLOODQFHRULQWHUFHSWLRQVKRXOGEH
PDGHWRWKH+LJK&RXUW>SDUDJUDSK@

7KH VROH JURXQGV IRU LVVXLQJ D ZDUUDQW DXWKRULVLQJ LQWUXVLRQV VKRXOG EH
HLWKHUWKDWLWLVIRUWKHSXUSRVHRISUHYHQWLQJRUGHWHFWLQJVHULRXVFULPHZKHUH
 WKHUHLVSUREDEOHFDXVHIRUVXVSLFLRQRIWKHWDUJHWDQG


 WKHLQIRUPDWLRQLVQRWUHDVRQDEO\DYDLODEOHE\OHVVLQWUXVLYHPHDQV >SDUDJUDSKV 
DQG@
RUWKDWLWLVIRUWKHSXUSRVHRIVHFXULW\GHIHQFHRULQWHUQDWLRQDOUHODWLRQVLQUHVSHFWRI+RQJ
.RQJZKHUH
 WKHLQWUXVLRQLVOLNHO\WREHRIVXEVWDQWLDOYDOXHLQIXUWKHULQJWKHVHSXUSRVHVDQG


 WKHLQIRUPDWLRQFDQQRWEHUHDVRQDEO\REWDLQHGE\RWKHUPHDQV>SDUDJUDSK@
³6HULRXVFULPH´VKRXOGPHDQHLWKHUDQRIIHQFHSXQLVKDEOHE\DWOHDVW\HDUVLPSULVRQPHQW
RU DQ RIIHQFH SXQLVKDEOH E\ DW OHDVW  \HDUV LPSULVRQPHQW ZKHUH WKHUH LV DQ HOHPHQW RI
EULEHU\RUFRUUXSWLRQ>SDUDJUDSK@
³6HFXULW\´VKRXOGLQFOXGHVDIHJXDUGLQJWKHVWDELOLW\RIWKHORFDOILQDQFLDOV\VWHP>SDUDJUDSK
@

$ ZDUUDQW VKRXOG EH LVVXHG IRU DQ LQLWLDO SHULRG RI  GD\V DQG UHQHZDOV
VKRXOGEHJUDQWHGIRUVXFKIXUWKHUSHULRGVRIWKHVDPHGXUDWLRQZKHUHLWLVVKRZQ DFFRUGLQJ
WR WKH VDPH FULWHULD DSSOLHG WR WKH RULJLQDO DSSOLFDWLRQ  WR FRQWLQXH WR EH QHFHVVDU\
>SDUDJUDSK@

,Q FLUFXPVWDQFHV ZKHUH LW LV LPSUDFWLFDO EHFDXVH RI WKH XUJHQF\ RI WKH
VLWXDWLRQ DV ZKHUH OLIH LV DW ULVN  WR REWDLQ DSSURYDO IURP WKH FRXUW EHIRUH LQLWLDWLQJ DQ
LQWHUFHSWLRQ LW VKRXOG EH SHUPLVVLEOH WR DSSO\ WR WKH FRXUW H[ SRVW IDFWR IRU D ZDUUDQW
>SDUDJUDSK@

$XWKRULVDWLRQE\ZDUUDQWVKRXOGEHDYDLODEOHWRVDQFWLRQLQWUXVLRQVE\ERWK
SXEOLFDXWKRULWLHVDQGSULYDWHFRPSDQLHV>SDUDJUDSK@

3URYLVLRQV VLPLODU WR VHFWLRQ  RI WKH 8QLWHG .LQJGRP ,QWHUFHSWLRQ RI
&RPPXQLFDWLRQV$FWVKRXOGEHDGRSWHGLQFOXGLQJWKHLPSRVLWLRQRIDUHTXLUHPHQWWKDW
WKH ZDUUDQWLVVXLQJ DXWKRULW\ HQVXUH WKDW DGHTXDWH VWHSV DUH WDNHQ WR DFKLHYH FRPSOLDQFH
ZLWK WKH VWLSXODWLRQV VHW RXW DW SDUDJUDSK  >SDUDJUDSK @  6XUYHLOODQFH DQG
LQWHUFHSW PDWHULDOV VKRXOG EH LQDGPLVVLEOH DV HYLGHQFH UHJDUGOHVV RI WKHLU UHOHYDQFH



>SDUDJUDSK @  7KLV SURKLELWLRQ VKRXOG H[WHQG WR ERWK DXWKRULVHG DQG XQDXWKRULVHG
VXUYHLOODQFHLQWHUFHSWLRQRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQV7KHSURKLELWLRQVKRXOGFRYHUQRWRQO\WKHIUXLWV
RIVXUYHLOODQFHEXWDOVRGHWDLOVRIPHWKRGVXVHG>SDUDJUDSK@

:HUHMHFWDVLPSUDFWLFDOWKHVXJJHVWLRQRILPSRVLQJDUHTXLUHPHQWWRQRWLI\
DQ LQGLYLGXDO ZKR KDV EHHQ VXEMHFW WR VXUYHLOODQFH RU LQWHUFHSWLRQ RI WKH FHVVDWLRQ RI WKDW
LQWUXVLRQ>SDUDJUDSK@

$ -XVWLFH RI $SSHDO VKRXOG EH DSSRLQWHG DV WKH VXSHUYLVRU\ DXWKRULW\ WR
UHYLHZWKHLVVXHRIZDUUDQWVDXWKRULVLQJVXUYHLOODQFHRUWKHLQWHUFHSWLRQRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQV
7KHDSSOLFDEOHFULWHULDVKRXOGEHWKRVHRIMXGLFLDOUHYLHZ>SDUDJUDSK@



7KHVXSHUYLVRU\DXWKRULW\VKRXOGEHHPSRZHUHGWR
UHYLHZFDVHVDWWKHUHTXHVWRIDQDJJULHYHGLQGLYLGXDO>SDUDJUDSK@DQG





H[DPLQHZKHWKHUWKHZDUUDQWZDVSURSHUO\LVVXHGDQGZKHWKHULWVWHUPVKDYHEHHQ
FRPSOLHGZLWK>SDUDJUDSK@


7KHVXSHUYLVRU\DXWKRULW\VKRXOGIXUQLVKDQQXDOO\DFRQILGHQWLDOUHSRUWWRWKH
*RYHUQRU DQG D SXEOLF UHSRUW WR WKH /HJLVODWLYH &RXQFLO  7KHUH VKRXOG EH D VWDWXWRU\
UHTXLUHPHQWWKDWWKHIROORZLQJPDWWHUVEHFRYHUHGLQERWKUHSRUWV


WKHQXPEHURIZDUUDQWVDXWKRULVHG





WKHLUDYHUDJHOHQJWKDQGWKHLUH[WHQVLRQV





WKHFODVVHVRIORFDWLRQRIWKHVXUYHLOODQFHLHGRPHVWLFEXVLQHVVHWF





WKHW\SHRIVXUYHLOODQFHGHYLFHXVHG





WKH QXPEHU RI SHUVRQV DUUHVWHG DQG FRQYLFWHG DV D UHVXOW RI WKH VXUYHLOODQFH RU
LQWHUFHSWLRQ>SDUDJUDSK@


&RPSHQVDWLRQVKRXOGEHSD\DEOHIRUXQDXWKRULVHGLQWUXVLRQV,QDGGLWLRQWR
GDPDJHVIRUDFWXDOORVVVXIIHUHGLQOLQHZLWKWKH3HUVRQDO'DWD 3ULYDF\ 2UGLQDQFHWKHUH
VKRXOG EH FRPSHQVDWLRQ IRU LQMXUHG IHHOLQJV  3XQLWLYH GDPDJHV VKRXOG EH DYDLODEOH
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Annexure
Breach of confidence

1

Introduction
1
The consultation paper focuses on a comprehensive statutory scheme for the
regulation of surveillance and prescribes a procedure for obtaining authorisation to engage in
surveillance. Failure to obtain proper authorisation is a criminal offence. The paper does not
consider the question as to whether surveillance should, in addition, be treated as a civil
wrong. In its report Breach of Confidence2 the English Law Commission considered the
role of the duty of confidence in protecting improperly obtained information. The
Commission noted that “it is a glaring inadequacy of the present law that ... the
confidentiality of information improperly obtained, rather than confidentially entrusted by one
person to another, may be unprotected.” The Commission recommended that this situation
be redressed by treating improperly obtained information as being impressed by a duty of
confidence. The Commission identified the following situations as ones where it is
reasonable to impose the duty:
“(i)

1

2

A person should owe an obligation of confidence in respect of
information acquired in the following circumstances:
(a)

by unauthorised taking, handling or interfering with
anything containing the information;

(b)

by unauthorised taking, handling or interfering with
anything in which the matter containing the information
is for the time being kept;

(c)

by unauthorised use or interference with a computer or
similar device in which data is stored;

(d)

by violence, menace or deception;

(e)

while he is in a place where he has no authority to be;

(f)

by a device made or adapted solely or primarily for the
purpose of surreptitious surveillance where the user

Much of the text of this annexure was prepared by Professor Raymond Wacks, a member of the
sub-committee. The members of the sub-committee are indebted to Professor Wacks for his
contribution to this part of the consultation paper.
Law Commission Report No. 110 (Cmnd 8388)
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would not without the use of the device have obtained the
information;
(g)

by any other device (excluding ordinary spectacles and
hearing aids) where he would not without using it have
obtained the information, provided that the person from
whom the information is obtained was not or ought not
reasonably to have been aware of the use of the device
and ought not reasonably to have taken precautions to
prevent the information being so acquired.

(ii)

An obligation of confidence shall be imposed on a person who
jointly participates in the acquisition of information if, though he
did not use any of the improper means listed in paragraph (i)
above, he personally acquired the information and he is, or ought
to be, aware that the information was acquired by the use of any
such improper means by his fellow participator.

(iii)

An obligation of confidence should not arise in accordance with
paragraph (i) above where the information has been obtained by
a person in the course of the lawful exercise of an official
function in regard to the security of the State or the prevention,
investigation or prosecution of crime or by a person acting in
pursuance of any statutory provision so far as the information
has been disclosed or used for those purposes or for any purpose
expressly or impliedly authorised by a statutory provision.”3

2
The Law Commission explains that it would be beyond its terms of
reference to deem unlawful the use of any surreptitious surveillance device, and such a
measure would be additional.
3
Items (f) and (g) are most directly relevant to our terms of reference. The
distinction is made between devices primarily designed for surveillance purposes, and those
lacking that specific purpose but which may nonetheless be so used e.g. binoculars or tape
recorders. In both cases, the Commission recommends that the duty of confidence apply,
provided that the information would not have been acquired without the use of such a
device. However, the recommendation accommodates the fact that only in the former
situation should it be assumed that the person from whom the information is obtained is not
aware of the device’ s use. Professor Wacks has identified a difficulty of the clause is that it
is potentially restrictive:
“by prescribing a catalogue of specific forms of conduct there is a
danger, especially in an area which is constantly undergoing
technological change, of new methods of intrusion developing which call
3

The Law Commission No 110, at para 6.46.
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for legislative adaptation. A preferable analysis (suggested by the
Scottish Law Commission) is to refer in a general manner to the
acquisition by illegal means or by means which would be regarded as
improper by a reasonable man.”4
4
Whichever formulation is adopted, also relevant is the public interest
defence in breach of confidence cases. Under the Law Commission’ s proposals:
“It should be for the defendant to satisfy the court that there was a
public interest involved in the relevant disclosure or use of the
information.”
5
On 12 March 1985 the Home Secretary announced the Government’ s
intention to legislate:
“The Commission recommends that people who obtain information by
‘ improper means’ - which includes the use of surveillance devices, as
the Hon Gentleman knows - would be subject to an obligation not to use
or disclose information. If they did so, they would be civilly liable to an
action for breach of confidence. That approach has, I believe, the
considerable advantage of concentrating on the real mischief -that is,
the use to which information obtained is put. It provides the victim with
a direct means of redress. I am able to announce today that the
Government intends to introduce legislation based on the Law
Commission’ s proposals. This will offer people an important and wholly
new safeguard in an area of legitimate concern.”5
6
By 1990 legislation had still not been introduced and the Calcutt Committee
declined to generally endorse the Commission’ s proposals, without adverting to this specific
recommendation. That Committee’ s terms of reference were limited to “activities of the
press”. But other commentators have continued to urge the adoption of the draft clause
quoted above. James Michael reviewed the disparate recommendations of the Younger
Committee (1972), Law Commission, and the Calcutt Committee. The Younger
Committee (whose terms of reference were restricted to the private sector) included a
recommendation that it be a civil wrong “to disclose or otherwise use information which the
discloser knows, or in all the circumstances ought to have known, was obtained by illegal
means. ” James Michael concluded that:
“of the three proposals, the Law Commission’ s draft bill was the most
carefully thought out [it represented 8 years of work] and the
Government should not need a nudge from Sir David Calcutt to carry
out the undertaking given by Leon Brittan when he was Home Secretary
to legislate on the basis of it.”6
4
5
6

Raymond Wacks, Personal Information, at p 263.
Quoted by James Michael in New Law Journal, May 4 1990 p 635.
Solicitor Journal, 31 July 1992 p 744.
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7

Similarly, Patrick Milmo wondered:
“why the current demand for legislation to counter press intrusion on
privacy cannot be met by [the Law Commission’ s draft] Bill rather than
the vaguely formulated and controversial new law of privacy proposed
by the Lord Chancellor.”7

Recent developments in the law of confidence
8
The difficult question is whether, a third party, C, who intercepts a
communication between A and B is liable to either A or B for breach of confidence. Where
confidential information is acquired by the use of ‘ reprehensible means’ (electronic
surveillance, spying, and other forms of intrusive conduct), the authorities suggest the third
party is not liable when he uses it. The apparent explanation for this ‘ glaring inadequacy’ 8
(which means that if confidential information is obtained by improper means, it receives less
protection by the law than if it were confided to a party who was under an obligation not to
use or disclose it) is the absence of a relationship of confidence between the party who
wishes to keep the information confidential, on the one hand, and another party, on the
other.
9
But this may be a difficult position to defend. Thus, it has been argued9 that
in these circumstances the defendant, since he knew that the information was confidential
(why else would he be surreptitiously obtaining it?), is under an imputed duty no different
from that which applies to the ordinary recipient of confidential information.
10
Some breach of confidence cases lend support to the view that protection is
not confined to consensual disclosures of confidential information. In Lord Ashburton v
Pape,10 the Court of Appeal, in a decision which involved the breach of confidence by a
solicitor’ s clerk, referred to its power to enjoin the publication of information ‘ improperly
or surreptitiously obtained’ . More significantly, the Supreme Court of Queensland, in
Franklin v Giddens11 allowed an action for breach of confidence where the defendant had,
in the absence of any confidential relationship, stolen genetic information in the form of
cuttings from the plaintiff’ s unique strain of cross-bred nectarines. Dunn J said:12
“I find myself quite unable to accept that a thief who steals a trade
secret, with the intention of using it in commercial competition with its

7
8

9

10

11
12

New Law Journal, November 19 1993 p 1647.
Law Commission Report (note 1 above), paras 5.5 and 6.28. See generally Raymond Wacks.
Privacy and Press Freedom (London: Blackstone Press, 1995), Chapters 3 and 5.
G Jones, ‘ Restitution of Benefits Obtained in Breach of Another’ s Confidence’ (1970) 86 LQR
463.
[1913] 2 Ch 469, 475; approved in Commonwealth of Australia v John Fairfax & Sons Ltd
(1980) 147 CLR 39, 50.
[1978] 1 Qd R 72.
Ibid, 80.
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owner, to the detriment of the latter, and so uses it, is less
unconscionable than a traitorous servant.”
11
A persuasive case in support of the contention that the eavesdropper may
be caught by the action for breach of confidence is the important decision in Francome v
Mirror Group Newspapers Ltd13 where the Court of Appeal granted an injunction to
restrain the defendants from using information that had been obtained (by parties unknown)
through the use of radio-telephony. The case conflicts with the judgment in Malone v
Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis (No 2)14 in which Sir Robert Megarry VC
declined to make a declaration that telephone-tapping by the police was a breach of the
victim's right of confidentiality in the conversations. In his view, an individual who divulges
confidential information cannot complain when someone within earshot overhears his
conversation. In the case of telephone conversations:
“The speaker is taking such risks of being overheard as are inherent in
the system ... In addition so much publicity in recent years has been
given to instances (real or fictional) of the deliberate tapping of
telephones that it is difficult to envisage telephone users who are
genuinely unaware of this possibility. No doubt a person who uses a
telephone to give confidential information to another may do so in such
a way as to impose an obligation of confidence on that other : but I do
not see how it could be said that any such obligation is imposed on those
who overhear the conversation, whether by means of tapping or
otherwise.”15
12
He was in no doubt that ‘ a person who utters confidential information must
accept the risk of any unknown over-hearing that is inherent in the circumstances of the
communication’ .16 Relying on this dictum, the defendants in Francome argued that the
plaintiffs had no cause of action against them or the eavesdroppers for breach of an
obligation of confidence. The Court of Appeal rejected this contention on the ground that in
Malone the court was expressly concerned only with telephone-tapping effected by the
police for the prevention, detection and discovery of crime and criminals. Fox LJ
distinguished the two forms of intrusion in the following terms:
“Illegal tapping by private persons is quite another matter since it must
be questionable whether the user of a telephone can be regarded as
accepting the risk of that in the same way as, for example, he accepts
the risk that his conversations may be overheard in consequence of the
accidents and imperfections of the telephone system itself.”17

13
14
15
16
17

[1984] 1 WLR 892.
[1979] 2 All ER 620.
Ibid, 376.
Ibid, 376.
[1984] 1 WLR 892, 900.
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13
In other words a telephone user’ s ‘ reasonable expectation of privacy’ may
be vindicated when the eavesdropper turns out to be a private individual, but not when it is
the police acting under lawful authority. And it has been suggested that this judgment suffers
from a ‘ fundamental misconception’ :
“That because equity acts in personam it responds to some personal
dealing between the parties so that the eavesdropper is in a quite
different case to the confidant. But what the maxim indicates is that
equity responds to unconscionable conduct by the defendant; this may
but need not flow from any consensual dealing with the plaintiff.
Accordingly, it requires no great effort, no straining of principle to
restrain the activities of the eavesdropper.”18
14
The absence of a relationship between the parties has not inhibited the Hong
Kong courts from imposing liability for breach of confidence. In Koo and Chiu v Lam,19
the Hong Kong Court of Appeal recently held that a medical researcher was under a duty of
confidence in respect of a questionnaire that had been prepared by a ‘ rival’ research team
and which, by the appellant’ s admission, he had used formulating his own questionnaire. It
is unfortunate that there is no clear evidence as to how the appellant obtained access to the
respondents’ questionnaire. Penlington JA, commenting upon the trial judge’ s finding that
the appellant had obtained the information ‘ surreptitiously’ , remarked:
“He did somehow come into possession of the document, and he must
have known it was confidential because of the amount of work which
had gone into its preparation. It had not been given to him by the
persons whose information it was and again he must have realised he
was not entitled to use it.” 20
15
This dictum takes the law considerably further than both Franklin and
Francome for in those decisions the ‘ surreptitious taker’ acted contrary to law (theft and
an offence contrary to the UK Wireless Telegraphy Act 1949, respectively). In Koo,
Penlington JA emphasised that the finding of ‘ surreptitious obtaining’ did not extend as far
as theft which, he said ‘ cannot be supported by the evidence’ .21 But if surreptitious taking
extends to the mere fact that the appellant ‘ did somehow come into possession’ of the
questionnaire with the knowledge that it was confidential, the Hong Kong Court of Appeal
appears (by accident or design) to have grasped the nettle and embraced the notion of
receipt-based liability, albeit under cover of surreptitiousness rather than unconscionability.
16
Some caution is, however, required. First, the actual finding, at first
instance, that the information was imparted in circumstances imposing an obligation of

18
19
20
21

Meagher et al (note 28 above), p 827. See Wacks, Personal Information, pp 256-9.
Civil Transcript No 116 (1992).
Ibid, 30.
Ibid, 29.
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confidence (the second Saltman limb) was not challenged upon appeal.22 Secondly the
rival teams of researchers worked at the same university which implied a ‘ course of
dealing’ between the parties during which the appellant arguably became aware that the
questionnaire was confidential. This could, to some extent, approximate to a relationship of
confidence on orthodox principles.
17
The decision is plainly not one of a stranger stumbling across a diary in the
street. Nevertheless, assuming it is correct, the judgement demonstrates the utility of the
breach of confidence action where the strict requirement of a prior relationship is relaxed. It
does not, however, remove all the obstacles in the path of the protection of ‘ privacy’ , for
the finding that the appellant knew that the information contained in the questionnaire was
confidential was derived less from the nature of the information than from his personal
experience, and the limited relationship between the parties.
18
Nevertheless, to catch the eavesdropper, the Younger Committee
considered legislation necessary:23
“We think that the damaging disclosure or other damaging use of
information acquired by any unlawful act, with knowledge of how it was
acquired, is an objectionable practice against which the law should
afford protection. We recommend therefore that it should be a civil
wrong, actionable at the suit of anyone who has suffered damage
thereby, to disclose or otherwise use information which the discloser
knows, or in all the circumstances ought to have known, was obtained
by illegal means. It would be necessary to provide defences to cover
situations where the disclosure of the information was in the public
interest or was made in privileged circumstances. We envisage that the
kinds of remedy available for this civil wrong would be similar to those
appropriate to an action for breach of confidence.”
19
One difficulty with this approach is that the Younger Committee rejected the
introduction of an action for unwanted publicity; the only remedies considered necessary in
cases of ‘ public disclosure’ were the action for breach of confidence and this one which
will only assist the plaintiff where the information was acquired unlawfully. This means that
where, say, a journalist obtains personal information lawfully, the plaintiff will have no
remedy. But should unlawful means be employed, an action may lie, subject to the proposed
defence of 'public interest'. In other words, in the view of the Younger Committee, the only
circumstances under which a civil action would lie where there has been disclosure of
personal information are where the means used to obtain the information were unlawful. And
this confuses the interests in issue in ‘ intrusion’ with those that arise in ‘ disclosure’ . Since
the availability of remedy is, prima facie, made dependent upon the use of illegal means, the
question of whether there has been an intrusion becomes a crucial criterion in determining
whether the plaintiff has a remedy at all. This factor ought not to be of primary importance in
22

23

One is bound to ask ‘ why not?’
divergence from existing authority.
Younger, Para 632.

The decision of the trial judge represents a significant
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cases of disclosure. Equally, unlawful means ought not to be permitted merely because the
eventual disclosure is justified. The two questions should be kept separate.
20
The Law Commission recognise that there is an important distinction
between the imposition of an obligation of confidence in the normal case, and in the case of
improper acquisition, when they state:24
“There is undoubtedly a considerable difference in nature between on
the one hand the obligation imposed on a person for breaking an
undertaking to another to keep information confidential and, on the
other, an obligation imposed on a person as a result of his having used
improper means to gain information which may, indeed, be so secret
that the plaintiff has never entrusted it to anyone, not even in
confidence. Nevertheless, we believe that it is possible to encompass
both forms of behaviour within the framework of our new statutory
tort.”
21
They conclude that the common feature in both cases is that the receiver of
information is in a position where it is reasonable to impose a duty of confidence upon him.
They therefore propose a number of situations 25 in which the acquirer of information should,
by virtue of the manner in which he has acquired it, be treated as being subject to an
obligation of confidence in respect of such information acquired in the following
circumstances:

24
25

(a)

by unauthorized taking, handling, or interfering with anything containing the
information;

(b)

by unauthorized taking, handling, or interfering with anything in which the
matter containing the information is for the time being kept;

(c)

by unauthorized use of or interference with a computer or similar device in
which data are stored;

(d)

by violence, menace, or deception;

(e)

while he is in a place where has no authority to be;

(f)

by a device made or adapted solely or primarily for the purpose of
surreptitious surveillance where the user would not without its use have
obtained the information;

(g)

by any other device (excluding spectacles and hearing aids) where he would
not, without using it, have obtained the information, provided that the person

Law Commission Report, Para 6.30.
Ibid, Para 6.46.
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from whom the information is obtained was not or ought not reasonably to
have been aware of the use of the device and ought not reasonably to have
taken precautions to prevent the information being so acquired.
22
This approach is potentially restrictive: by prescribing a catalogue of specific
forms of conduct there is a danger, especially in an area which is constantly undergoing
technological change, of new methods of intrusion developing which call for legislative
adaptation. A preferable analysis (suggested by the Scottish Law Commission)26 is to refer
in a general manner to the acquisition by illegal means or by means which would be regarded
as improper by a reasonable person. This has the advantage of anticipating advances in
electronic surveillance technology. The English Law Commission would impose automatic
liability ‘ without qualification’ 27 for the use of confidential information upon a person who
obtains such information with the assistance of a device which is ‘ clearly designed or
adapted solely or primarily for the surreptitious surveillance of persons, their activities,
communications or property’ .28
23
They draw a distinction between such devices and those, such as binoculars
or tape recorders, which are not in themselves designed primarily for that purpose, although
they are capable of being so used. In the case of the latter, liability for the subsequent use or
disclosure of the information should arise only if the subject was not or ought not reasonably
to have been aware of the use of the device and failed to take precautions to prevent its
acquisition.29 This would seem to be a sensible distinction.
24
The Scottish Law Commission would impose an automatic obligation on a
person not to use or disclose any information so acquired ‘ however trivial it may seem to an
outsider’ .30 The obligation is therefore not dependent on the nature of the information
acquired; it is not restricted (though, in practice, will normally relate) to confidential
information. While consistent with the general concern to prevent intrusive activities (and not
merely their consequences), this proposal again demonstrates the different objectives of the
control of intrusion, on the one hand, and the protection against the misuse of personal
information, on the other. The former extends beyond (but may accommodate) the present
concern with confidential information and, a fortiori, personal information, and is, of course,
in any event, more satisfactorily dealt with by the criminal law or by administrative control.
25
No obligation of confidence should be imposed upon a ‘ surreptitious taker’
by virtue only that he used illicit means to obtain the information. Liability should always rest
upon general principles of unconscionability; the fact that improper means were necessary to
acquire the information is persuasive in deciding whether the defendant had constructive
knowledge, but is not an inexorable rule of law.

26
27
28
29
30

Scottish Law Commission, Breach of Confidence (Scot Law Com No 90, 1984), Paras 4.36-41.
Law Commission Report, Para 6.35.
Ibid.
Ibid, Para 6.38.
Scottish Law Commission, Para 4.38.
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26
To what extent, if at all, is the fact of intrusion punished by the action for
breach of confidence? As in the American jurisprudence, the English case law suggests a
tendency to confuse intrusion and disclosure. In Malone, the plaintiff's telephone had been
tapped by the Post Office under a warrant signed by the Secretary of State; Malone being
under suspicion of handling stolen goods. In the course of his judgment, Sir Robert Megarry
VC, having adverted to Lord Denning’ s ‘ just cause or excuse’ formulation for the public
interest defence,31 remarks that ‘ the question is ... whether there is just cause or excuse for
the tapping and for the use made of the material obtained by the tapping’ .32 This is to
confuse the two issues.
27
In Francome, the Court of Appeal upheld the granting of an interlocutory
injunction to prevent the defendants from disclosing information concerning the jockey Peter
Francome which had been obtained by telephone tapping. An important distinction between
this decision and Malone is that in the latter the defendant was both the intruder and the
potential discloser, whilst in Francome the intruders were not a party to the proceedings.
Thus, maintaining the rigid and logical distinction suggested above, the only pertinent
question here is whether the Daily Mirror received the information subject to an obligation
not to disclose it to others. Again, the fact of the tapping does figure in this assessment, but
only in so far as it might determine what reasonably constitutes unconscionable behaviour.
28
The analysis of Sir John Donaldson MR is in this respect correct. That he
realised that intrusion was not in issue is clear from his comment that the question at trial ‘ is
likely to be whether the defendants can make any, and if so what, use of the fruits of [the
illegal tapping]’ .33
Reforming the law
29
In its Report on Breach of Confidence, the Law Commission advocated
the creation of a statutory tort of breach of confidence. Having concluded that, under the
existing principles of the equitable action for breach of confidence,34 the plaintiff has no
protection where information is surreptitiously taken from him (as opposed to his having
imparted it to another in circumstances imposing an obligation of confidentiality35), the
Commission proposed that if information were so acquired, the ‘ surreptitious taker’ and
any person obtaining the information from him, with knowledge, was under an obligation of
confidence by virtue solely of that surreptitious taking.36
30
This approach conflates disclosure and intrusion; the fact of intrusion is the
basis upon which disclosure is to be prevented or compensated. And the Law Commission
31
32
33
34
35

36

See Fraser v Evans [1969] 1 QB 349, 362.
[1979] Ch 345, 377.
[1984] 1 WLR 892, 895.
See Saltman Engineering Co Ltd v Campbell Engineering Co Ltd [1963] 3 All ER 413.
In Para 5.5 of the Report, the Law Commission states: ‘ It is a glaring inadequacy of the present
law that ... the confidentiality of information improperly obtained, rather than confidentially
entrusted by one person to another, may be unprotected’ . The reasoning by which the
Commission reaches this conclusion is set out in paras 4.7-4.10.
This proposal is embodied in clause 5 of the draft bill (ibid, Appendix A).
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propose no separate sanctions against intrusion itself. 37 In clause 14(1)(b) of their draft bill,
the Commission define recoverable damages to include those in respect of ‘ any mental
distress, and any mental or physical harm resulting from such distress’ in consequence of the
defendant's breach of confidence. This explicit restriction of those damages to distress
suffered in ‘ consequence of the breach’ 38 suggests that, along with the narrowness of the
Commission's terms of reference mentioned above, it is highly unlikely that the Commission
envisaged an enhancement of these damages by virtue of additional distress caused by the
intrusion.39 The Law Commission Report proposed no sanction for the act of intrusion per
se, preferring, as is logically consistent with its terms of reference, to use the intrusion as a
springboard from which to attach an obligation of confidence to prevent or compensate
disclosure.
31
In its report, the Calcutt Committee40 recommended that three forms of
physical intrusion should be criminal offences, namely:
(a)

Entering private property, without the consent of the lawful occupant, with
intent to obtain personal information with a view to its publication;

(b)

Placing a surveillance device on private property, without the consent of the
lawful occupant, with intent to obtain personal information with a view to its
publication;

(c)

Taking a photograph, or recording the voice, of an individual who is on
private property, without his consent, with a view to its publication with
intent that the individual shall be identifiable.41

It proposed a public interest type defence to these offences.42
32
Just as the Law Commission concentrates exclusively on disclosure, so the
Calcutt Committee directs its legislative recommendations at intrusion, leaving disclosure to
the regulation of a newly formed Press Complaints Commission.43 The prospect of
confusion between the two issues is thus obviated.

37

38
39

40
41
42
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Though this may be readily explained by reference to the terms of reference of the
Commission’ s enquiry. The relevant term asks the Commission to : ‘ consider and advise what
remedies, if any, should be provided for persons ... who have suffered loss or damage in
consequence of the disclosure or use of information unlawfully obtained and in what
circumstances such remedies should be available’ . (ibid, Para 1.1)
Clause 14(1)(b) of the draft bill.
This view is supported by para 6.106 of the Report where the Commission confine its analysis
to ‘ mental distress’ suffered as a result of the breach of confidence.
Calcutt Report.
Ibid, para 6.33.
Ibid, para 6.35. The defences are : ‘ (a) for the purpose of preventing, detecting or exposing the
commission of any crime, or other seriously anti-social conduct; (b) for the protection of public
health or safety; or (c) under any lawful authority’ . This approach was again proposed by the
Calcutt in his Review, with minor alterations (paras 7.1-7.26).
Ibid, paras 15.1-15.31.
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33
The National Heritage Committee44 recommend the introduction of a
Protection of Privacy Bill, one part of which concerns what the Committee call ‘ the main
civil offence’ , namely infringement of privacy45 and it is clear from the definition of that
offence that liability attaches to both ‘ obtaining and/or publishing’ personal information.46
Here, however, intrusion and disclosure are entirely separated, each, independently, giving
rise to a cause of action. But, again, it is to be regretted that a public interest defence is
proposed to apply both to acts of publication and to the obtaining of the personal
information.47 The bill includes provisions along the lines of the Calcutt Report for the
introduction of criminal sanctions against certain intrusive techniques.48

44
45
46
47
48

National Heritage Committee.
Ibid, para 48.
Ibid.
Ibid, and see para 55.
Ibid, para 52
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