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On 13th December 2015, the Great Britain China Centre (GBCC) held a workshop entitled 

Transparency and Rule of Law in Shenzhen, China. The workshop was jointly organised by the Centre 

for Common Law at Renmin University of China, the China Behavior Law Association and Shenzhen 

Lawyers Association. It covered the topics of legislative and judicial transparency and was attended 

by a select guestlist of 50 legislators, policy-makers, jurists and lawyers.  

A number of experts from the Chinese legal and judicial community participated in the event 

including high-level representatives from the Law and Politics Committee of Communist Party of 

China, the China Law Society, the Supreme People’s Court, the Supreme People’s Procuratorate, 

Shenzhen Justice Bureau, Shenzhen Lawyers Association, Tsinghua University and others, in addition 

to Renmin University Professors HE Jiahong, SHI Yan’an and JIANG Dong. Chinese experts were 

joined by UK counterparts, the Rt Hon Lord Justice Bean, the chairman of the Law Commission of 

England and Wales, and eminent barrister, Robert Seabrook QC. HE Jiahong, the Director of the 

Centre for Common Law, served as the moderator for the event. 

SUMMARY 

ZHANG Mingqi, the Vice-President of the China Law Society, alongside JIANG Xilin (Head of the 

Shenzhen Justice Bureau), GAO Shu (President, Shenzhen Lawyers Association) and Professor HE, 

provided the opening remarks. Together they welcomed guests to the workshop and emphasised 

the importance of legislative and judicial transparency to the development of the rule of law in 



China. The experts highlighted the great progress China has already made in the last 40 years, but 

acknowledged that there is still work to be done. 

The first session addressed transparency in legislation. HUANG Taiyun (Director, Institute of Law and 

Politics, Law and Politics Committee of Communist Party of China) urged for a more scientific 

approach to be taken in the formulation of laws, in order for them to be easily implemented. 

Speaking on public consultation, he also stressed the need for a scientific and democratic decision-

making mechanism to select comments for inclusion in the post-consultation reports. He cautioned 

that “an unjust trial is worse than ten crimes”. Professor WANG Chenguang (Tsinghua University) 

spoke from personal experience, describing transparency in Chinese legislation as more of an 

“opaque glass box” as opposed to the “glass box” ideal. Professor SHI Yan’an (Renmin University) 

addressed the openness of criminal law-making. He advocated timely public consultations to allow 

for expert feedback to be properly considered. He compared open legislation to the realisation of 

democracy. Ms HU Jihua (Vice-President of the Implementation Behaviour Society, China Behavior 

Law Association) detailed a number of measures already in place to increase transparency in the 

legislative process and Lord Justice Bean described methods the UK judiciary have used to ensure 

the independence and transparency of the legislative body, the Law Commission. 

In the first discussion of the day, questions raised by audience members focused on judicial 

interpretations. GAO Shu (President, Shenzhen Lawyers Association) sought lawyers’ participation in 

consultations on judicial interpretations. Lawyers from the Association followed him in requesting 

training for lawyers and face-to-face consultations on judicial interpretations especially of civil law. 

Another lawyer suggested that announcements might be made on China Central Television inviting 

the public to give feedback on new legislation via the internet, to increase public involvement in the 

legislative process. Representatives from the Supreme People’s Court responded to concerns. 

The second and third sessions were devoted to judicial transparency. Robert Seabrook QC opened 

the afternoon by asking colleagues the methods China uses to protect the accused in a matter of 

national security, this being a problem the UK judiciary is currently grappling with. YANG Jianwen 

(Researcher, Judicial Reform Office, Supreme People’s Court) agreed with Mr Seabrook that there 

were cases in which open trials were undesirable; however, that being said, open trials remain a 

requirement of open justice. He raised issues surrounding the suitability of witness protection 

systems in China. Representing the Supreme People’s Procuratorate, XIE Pengcheng (Deputy 

Director, Institute of Procuration Theory), summarised the ways in which the internet had 

contributed to the work to improve procuratorial transparency. He recognised a need to diversify 

channels of information and to attain full commitment from within the procuratorial system to 

promote open prosecuting. GAO Xiaoli (Judge of the 1st Circuit, Supreme People's Court) described 

judicial transparency as a tool to guarantee the fairness and impartiality of justice and ZHANG Xinze 

(Deputy Director, Judicial Reform Office, Supreme People’s Procuratorate) further discussed 

transparency in the procuratorates. GAO Shu again reinforced the ways in which lawyers could 

contribute to transparency. JIANG Jihai and HAN Wei, both of the Supreme People’s Court also 

expressed their opinions. 

After the formal speeches, lawyers from Shenzhen Lawyers Association again contributed strongly to 

a lively discussion, lobbying for more favourable and transparent conditions for lawyers in the 

judicial system, and encouraging easier and more open channels of communication between the 

different arms of the justice system. One lawyer complimented the reports of the Law Commission 

of England and Wales, voicing a desire for something similar to be made available to quote in 

Chinese rulings.  



Professor HE Jiahong delivered the closing remarks, commenting that the workshop had exceeded 

his expectations and that it will take a long time to digest the day’s discussion. He concluded that 

open justice and transparent legislation was necessary to reflect people’s interests and ensure public 

happiness; its purpose is to guarantee fairness and impartiality. He questioned the practice of 

scientific law-making by remarking that the Magna Carta was not drafted according to scientific 

principles, yet  

“sometimes principles executed in the ancient world are more relevant and better 

formulated than those of today.” 

Professor HE conveyed his gratitude to GBCC and other supporters of the workshop and welcomed 

further collaboration in future.  

The workshop contributed in a strong way to developing and enhancing important working 

partnerships between GBCC and the China Law Society, Shenzhen Lawyers Association and other 

stakeholders in China’s legal and judicial community. 
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