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CONFIDENTIAL
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary 30 June 1986

IMMIGRATION OF HONG KONG BUSINESSMEN

The Prime Minister has now seen your letter of 27 June
to Charles Powell which gives further advice on Sir Michael
Sandberg's suggestion that British citizenship should be granted
to certain wealthy businessmen in Hong Kong in return for investment
here.

The Prime Minister is now persuaded, in the light of this
further advice, that we should not try to offer British citizenship
(outside the provision of the 1981 Act) as an encouragement
for Hong Kong businessmen to settle here. She agrees too that
the Home Secretary should explain the position to Sir Michael
in the way that he suggests in the penultimate paragraph of
your letter.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Tony Galsworthy (Foreign
and Commonwealth Office).

N L WICKS

William Fittall, Esq.,
Home Office
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27 June 1986

The Home Secretary and the Foreign Secretary have been
considering again the suggestion from Sir Michael Sandberg that
British citizenship should be granted t0 certain wealthy business-
men in Hong Kong in return for investment here. Your letter of 18
March reported the Prime Minister's views; and Colin Budd's letfer
of lﬂggril recorded that the Foreign Secretary had suggested a
decision should be left over until after the Governor had assessed
reaction in Hong Kong to the Nationality Order. The Governor has
now reported.

The Home Secretary recognises the strength of the points
which the Prime Minister has made. He would be reluctant to pass
up the opportunity of encouraging investment in this country. But
at the same time he would not wish to undermine the Government's
nationality policy, which is based on British citizenship

reflecting a person's personal links with this country. Nor, as
the PfTEE2ﬁTEEE?E?"KEE_EETHT‘WUUTH-he wish to undermine confidence
in the future of Hong Kong. This could well be the effect if we
were seen to be offering a refuge from future uncertainties to a

few particularly wealthy individuals.

The reaction in Hong Kong is, of course, crucial. The
assessment of the Governor of Hong Kong is categorical. He has
concluded, especially in the light of the Government's decision
not to grant British citizenship to the ethnic minorities, that to
grant British citizenship to wealthy businessmen would cause an
outcry in Hong Kong and be politically unacceptable there. (It
would in practice be impossible to keep such a decision
confidential). 1In the Governor's view, following the Government's
decision on the ethnic minorities, Hong Kong opinion would conclude
that an individual's wealth was of more importance than his
personal qualities or than any moral obligation to the ethnic
minorities. No mitigating factors relating to investment in the
United Kingdom or Hong Kong would carry any weight against these
objections. As the Governor has pointed out, we could not easily
confine the offer to Chinese businessmen only - there are also
Indian businessmen who might be equally willing to invest here in
return for British citizenship and to grant them British citizen-
ship would only stir up further the controversy about the treatment
of other members of the ethnic minorities.




. Having discussed this with the Foreign Secretary and having
taken into account the Governor's assessment of reaction in Hong
Kong, the Home Secretary is convinced that we should not tryto
offer British citizenship (outside the normal provisions of the
1981 Act) as an encouragement to Hong Kong businessmen to invest
here. However such an offer was presented it would be widely
interpreted in Hong Kong and elsewhere as an arrangement to sell

British citizenship to people who had no personal links with this
country.

The Home Secretary recognises, however, the strength of the
Prime Minister's point that while we want to encourage investment
in this country, we ought not to appear to be encouraging people to
leave Hong Kong. The Home Secretary believes this is best handled
in the way he presents the Government's response to Sir Michael
Sandberg. He will be seeing Sir Michael on 2 ﬂﬂlx when he will be
able to discuss this with him. e proposes to explain that our
legislation 1s framed on € basis that British citizenship is not
granted to people who are not settled and living here. While he
would be careful not to appear to encourage businessmen to leave
Hong Kong or withdraw their investments there, he would make clear
that there are recognised arrangements ermitting the entry and

eventual settlement 0 men who decide ey wanted both to
invegf inm and live here. ouch steéps couTd lead in due Course to
British citizenship under the terms of the 1981 Act, which provides
the Horrmm—%ﬂmmammake these points
wouIET-T3-?33-ﬁ3E%-EEE?EEETY'S'VTEWT'ﬁEkE'his response less helpful
than it need be.

The Home Secretary has agreed this approach with the
Foreign Secretary and would be grateful to know if, in the light of
the further information in this letter, the Prime Minister agrees
it should be handled in this way.

Mpws 7

W R FITTALL &

C D Powell, Esq.







MEMBERS OF LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
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28th April, 198;§f\ 1:/
Rt. Hon. Mrs. Margaret Thatcher, MP, X (

No. 10 Downing Street,
London SW1,

England.
=

Dear Prime Minister,

It was thoughtful of you to write to me about the
British Government's response to theé Legislative Council's
proposals on nationality. We welcome the decisions on
the passportendorsement and the settlement of ex-servicemen.
But you will not be surprised by our disappointment at the
failure to offer more immediate assurance to the non-ethnic
Chinese minorities.

S

I appreciate your generous tribute to the contributions
of the Legislative Council which I have passed on to my
colleagues.

With my best regards,

Yours sincerely,

4 \

| \*.

I

Legislative Council Building, 8 Jackson Road, Central, Hong Kong. #& # o [ /& 1 3 /A %% 7 & 3 Tel : 5-8440700




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER
23 April 1986
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I wanted to write to you personally about the response
we are giving to the requests put forward by the Legislative

Council on the Nationality Order.

We have considered very carefully all the points which
have been made and in particular those made in your letters
to me earlier this year. We have recognised the strength of
feeling in Hong Kong and we have been anxious to take it

fully into account.

We are today announcing our response to the Legislative
Council's requests. As you will see, we have met in full the
Council's request for a passport endorsement about visits to
the United Kingdom. We received many reports from the
Governor on feeling in Hong Kong about the issue and were
aware of the widespread concern. We have done our best to
meet that concern and to provide the necessary reassurance
which people in Hong Kong were looking for. We welcome
visitors from Hong Kong and the close contacts between
Britain and Hong Kong which their visits help to maintain.

We hope we have also been able to meet the views of many
in Hong Kong who thought that we should give special

recognition to former servicemen in Hong Kong who fought in




Hong Kong's defence in the Second World War. We hope

arrangements we have made will be seen as both fitting
imaginative.

We have not however been able to meet the request on
behalf of those British Dependent Territories citizens in
Hong Kong who are not ethnically Chinese. I know this will
be unwelcome news. But we have considered this very
carefully indeed and we hope that on reflection people in
Hong Kong will recognise the reasons which led us to our
decision and will come to see the value of the arrangements
we have already made to provide these communities with an

assured citizenship status as well as a continued home in
Hong Kong.

I should like to record my thanks to the Legislative
Council for the full and constructive contributions they have
made to impro?ing the nationality arrangements we are making
for people in Hong Kong. I believe the Government have
recognised this in our response to your requests. We are, as
you know, now laying the Nationality Order before Parliament.
We look forward to receiving the Council's continued
assistance and advice.

With best wishes,

The Hon. Lydia Dunn, C.B.E., J.P.




PARLTAMENTARY QUESTION FOR ANSWER ON 23 APRIL 1986

To ask the Secretary of State for the Home Department whether he is
yet in a position to respond to the requests made by the
Legislative Council of Hong Kong concerning the draft Hong Kong
(British Nationality) Order in Council.

MR _DOUGLAS HURD

The Government have carefully considered the requests made
by the Legislative Council and have held detailed discussions
with the Hong Kong government. We have also taken fully into
account the views expressed in the debates in Parliament in January
and in the Legislative Council, as well as representations put
to us by organizations and individuals in Hong Kong.

The Council’s first request was that we should provide an
endorsement in the British National (Overseas) passport making
it clear that the holder did not require a visa or entry certificate
to visit the United Kingdom. The Government will meet this request.
As we have made clear on many occasions, visitors from Hong Kong
are welcome to come to the United Kingdom. British Dependent Territories-

/citizens
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citizens do not have to obtain a visa in advance to visit the

United Kingdom. This is the position under the current

immigration rules and this Government has no intention of introducing
any visa requirement for such visitors. This is understandably

a matter of great importance to people in Hong Kong. In response

to their wishes, therefore, the Government have agreed that an
endorsement reflecting this position should be placed in the new
British National (Overseas) passports. The endorsement will read:

"In accordance with the United Kingdom Immigration Rules,
the holder of this passport does not require an entry certificate
or visa to visit the United Kingdom.”

A leaflet will be issued with each passport explaining the endorsement
and the position under the immigration rules.

The Council’s second request was that former servicemen in
Hong Kong who served in the defence of Hong Kong in the
Second World War should be granted British citizenship. The number
involved is about 270. In view of their particular service the
Government will meet the spirit of this request. It is not possible
under the British Nationality Act 1981 to confer British citizenship
on them all regardless of the nature of their service or their
present citizenship. But I will consider sympathetically applications
for registration as British citizens under section 4(5) of the
British Nationality Act 1981 from any who are eligible under this
provision because they are BritishiDependent Territories citizens
or other British nationals and because they served under the

/Government




Government of Hong Kong, for example in the Hong Kong Volunteers.
The number who might be eligible is likely to be about 60. I

am also ready from today to accept and grant applications from
any of the 270 or so former servicemen in Hong Kong together
with their dependants who wish to come to the United Kingdom for

settlement.

The Council’s third request was that those British Dependent
Territories citizens who were not ethnically Chinese should be
granted British citizenship rather than British Overseas citizenship
if after 1 July 1997 they would otherwise be stateless. There
are at present about 11,500 British Dependent Territories citizens
who might be affected by this provision. The Government has carefully

considered all the arguments put forward in support of this request,
but we have concluded that the granting of British citizenship

is not Justified in the present circumstances. We are satisfied

that we shall be able properly to meet the needs of these citizens,
their children and their grandchildren for an accepted citizenship
status and for a place to call their home. This will be ensured
through the guarantees of right of abode in Hong Kong after 1997
provided in the Agreement with the People’s Republic of China,

and through the provisions of British Overseas citizenship status

for any who would otherwise be stateless, down to the second generation
born after 1997, British citizenship would not strengthen the
position of these communities in Hong Kong. If however any British
national were in the future to come under pressure to leave Hong Kong.
we would expect the Government of the day to consider sympathetically

the case for admission to the United Kingdom.

/We believe




We believe our response to the Legislative Council has shown
that we pay close attention to the views expressed by the Council
and the people of Hong Kong and that, as a result, the nationality
provisions for Hong Kong have been clarified and improved. We
believe it would be right now to put in place the nationality
provisions which have been extensively discussed in Parliament
and in Hong Kong so that detailed planning work can continue without
delay. I intend therefore to lay the draft Order in Council before
the House in the next few days.







SECRET

PRIME MINISTER

MEETING WITH THE FOREIGN SECRETARY AND HOME SECRETARY,
22 APRIL

There are two subjects for discussion: /g;

1. Sikh Extremist Activity \

! ws IS A COPY. THE ORIGINAL IS
ETAINED UNDER SECTION 3 (4)
] SFTHE PUBLIC RECORDS AC!

There is also the wider question of how to deal with the Sikh

problem in our relations with the Indlans. The Foreign

Secretary had a dlfflcult passage on thlS subject during his
recent visit to Indze_but agreed a procedural device for
further discussions (in the person of Mr. Renton). Expulsion
of Libyans will encourage the Indians to renew pressure on us
to expel Sikhs even though the two cases are very different
(the Sikhs in question are either British or have a right to
residence). The Home Secretary has in hand a review of the

way in which existing deportation powers are exercised. He

wants to await the outcome of this before consi&E?Tﬁé the
introduction of new legislation.

> g British Citizenship for Hong Kong Businessmen

The Home Secretary is reluctant to take any special steps to

. i g
allow wealthy Hong Kong businessmen ready to invest in the

United Kingdom to acqulre 01tlzensh1p here. The Foreign
Secretary supports him. You pointed out the illogicality of

the Home Secretary's approach. The Government are trying to

persuade wealthy Hong Kong Chinese to demonstrate their
confidence in the future by staying on in the colony and

maintaining their business and investments there, when their

SECRET
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natural instincts may well be to move and transfer their funds
elsewhere. The Home Secretary's approach‘fuﬁé\counter to this
because it says in effect that we would be prepared to help
these people only if they move out of Hong Kong and come to
live here. We would thus be undermining confidence in the
future of Hong Kong and passing up the opportunity of

substantial investment in this country.

(C. D. POWELL)
21 April 1986

SRWACG
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Hong Kong: Nationality Order in Council

<OV, ¢

18 I have seen Douglas Hurd's minute to you of 16-April
on this subject, and Charles Powell's letter of 17 April
recording that you are content with what we propose. I have

a number of comments on the presentation of the Government's

decisions.
T ———

s The Home Secretary makes it clear, correctly I believe,

that we can expect continued strong pressure from the

ethnic minorities in Hong Kong over their request for

British citizenship. Our decision to reject that request
will need the most careful presentation if we are to
minimise the resentment that will inevitably be felt in
Hong Kong. I believe we should emphasise that granting
British citizenship would not in any way help these people

———
to do what they wish to do, which is to continue living and

working in Hong Kong. The Joint Declaration alread§'énsures

tﬁ;;—;ggﬂ¥*gy_gaéranteeing their right of abode after 1997.

—

Our most tenable argument, in terms of presentation in

Hong Kong, is that to grant British citizenship to the
ethnic minorities would be contrary to the principle

underlying the 1981 British Nationality Act that British

citizenship should reflect a close personal connection with

the United Kingdom. It would be very damaging if we

allowed it to appear that our principal concern was to keep

the non-Chinese Hong Kong people from coming to Britain -
R el e

though we could say that granting them British citizenship

T —

would have awkward implications for our wider policy on

nationality, for example by devaluing British Overseas

———————————
Citizenship in the eyes of its holders in many countries.

CONF IDENTIAL
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< ¥ The assurance we propose to offer (set out in the
last sentence of Annex C to Douglas Hurd's minute),

namely that any British nationals who came under pressure

to leave Hong Kong could expect the government of the dd§“

A
to give thelr case for admission to the United Kingdom

sympathetic consideration, will also be crucial

presentationally. That assurance must be made clear right

fggﬁ-?ﬁg—gﬁtset, including in our initial Parliamentary
announcement. We clearly cannot go further than is

proposed in seeking to bind future governments, but exactly
what we say on this point, in particular when we come to

the Parliamentary debates on the Order, must sound as
forthcoming as possible. Such words of comfort as we can
offer may help in reducing the level of disappointment

felt in Hong Kong among the ethnic minorities. My officials
are in touch with Home Office officials about a suitable

form of words for use in Parliament.

4. Tim Renton, as a member of OD(K) in his own right, has

seen this correspondence and concurs.

Y I am copying this minute to members of OD(K), to the

Chief Whips in both Houses, and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

Foreign & Commonwealth Office GEOFFREY HOWE
21 April 1986

CONFIDENTIAL







With the Compliments of the
Assistant Legal Secretary

MISS J L WHELDON

Attorney General’s Chambers,
Law Officers’ Department,
Royal Courts of Justice,
Strand. W.C.24 2LL

01 405 7641 Extn. 3229
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I(I‘(")Z:;&':‘lé;iifyi;)(;u on this subject should ATTORNEY GENERAL’S CHAMBERS,
THE LEGAL SECRETARY LAW OFFICERS’ DEPARTMENT,
ATTORNEY GENERAL'S CHAMBERS
ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE,

LONDON, W.C.i

Our Ref: 400/84/9

S Boys Smith Esq
Home Office 21 April, 1986

50 Queen Anne's Gate
London SW1H SAT

}Qi\/ St chw )

HONG KONG: NATIONALITY ORDER IN COUNCIL p
The Attorney General has seen the Home Secret§£y”é minute to the

Prime Minister of 16 April and the Prime Minister's response in
Charles Powell's letter of 27 April. He appreciates that it is for

colleagues to decide, as a matter of policy, whether to run the legal risks

which he has identified.

I am copying this letter to Charles Powell, the Private Secretaries to
menbers of OD(K), to William Austen (Government Whips, Commons),
Rhodri Walters (Government Whips, Lords) and to Michael Stark (Cabinet

Office).
7LV”§ S)/\(Rﬁe‘%> y

V/L«"-/ M»e )/lk-\ :

MISS J L WHELDON







SECRET

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWIA 2AH

21 April 1986

Li Kashing i
Thank you for your letter of 13 ﬂ@ril.

I hope you will understand if I give no more than a
provisional reply to your hypothetical question. Our
advice as to whether the Prime Minister should, if asked,
agree to receive Li Kashing would depend very much on
developments following the publication of the report of the
insider dealing tribunal in Hong Kong. So far as we are
aware there is no prospect of such a meeting before
publication.

Our inclination would be to recommend that the
Prime Minister should agree to receive Li Kashing. He will
remain an influential figure in Hong Kong. But if, in the
expected furore after publication of the report, Hong Kong
opinion concluded that his behaviour had been particularly
discreditable - and even more if, by his own behaviour or
statements in the course of that furore, he drew further
controversy upon himself - it might be more prudent to
recommend against a meeting with the Prime Minister, at
least until the fuss had died down.

I apologise if this advice is a bit "wait and see'".
But that is the nature of these things. I imagine that, as
on the last occasion, there will be time for consideration
of these issues before a decision has to be taken and
communicated to Y K Pao.

/)
U{pmjw A

(R N Culshaw)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esq
PS/10 Downing Street

SECRET







From: THE PRIVATE SECRETARY

Home OFFicE
QUEEN ANNE'S GATE
LONDON SWIH 9AT

2.\ April 1986

HONG KONG: LETTER TO MISS LYDIA DUNN

replies to letters of 3 January and 28 Febrydry to the Prime Minister from
Miss Lydia Dunn, Senior Unofficial Member/ﬁf the Executive and Legislative
Councils of Hong Kong (UMELCO). The letters concerned the three requests made
by UMELCO in connection with the Hong Kong Nationality Order in Council.

Your letters of 6 January and 7 March t;dgobert Culshaw asked for draft

The Prime Minister wrote to Miss Dunn on 20 afch undertaking to write to
her again once decisions on UMELCO's three reqyﬁSts had been made.

The response to the Legislative Council's proposals has been agreed by
OD(K) and will be made by way of an arranged Parliamentary Question on
23 April. It would be helpful if Miss Dunn could receive the Prime Minister's
letter just in advance of our announcement. The text of the letter would need

to be sent by telegram to the Governor of Hong Kong on 22 April so that he
could pass it to Miss Dunn.

I attach a draft of a letter to Miss Dunn which has been agreed by the
Home Secretary and the Foreign Secretary, together with a copy of the
Parliamentary Answer which will be given on 23 April. As you will see, we
think that a short and relatively personal letter is likely to be the most
effective way of helping the reception of our announcement. We cannot, of
course, expect that Miss Dunn will stop pressing publicly for British
citizenship to be granted to the ethnic minorities in Hong Kong, but we hope
the Prime Minister's letter will help at least temper the immediate response.

It would be very helpful, therefore, to know as soon as possible whether

the Prime Minister is content with the draft so that the FCO can inform the
Governor.

I am copying this letter to Robert Culshaw (FCO).

N g0 ik

W R FITTALL

Charles Powell, Esq




. Draft letter for signature by the PRIME MINISTER to:

The Hon Lydia Dunn, CBE, JP
Senior Unofficial Member
Legislative Council

HONG KONG

DRAFT HONG KONG (BRITISH NATIONALITY) ORDER 1986

I wanted to write to you personally about the response we are
giving to the requests put forward by the Législative Council on

the Nationality Order.

We have considered very carefully all the points which have been
made and in particular those made in your letters to me earlier
this year. We have recognised the strength of feeling in Hong

Kong and we have been anxious to take it fully into account.

We are today announcing our response to the Legislative Council's
requests. As you will see, we have met in full the Council's
request for a passport endorsement about visits to the United
Kingdom. We received many reports from the Governor on feeling in
Hong Kong about the issue and were aware of the widespread
concern. We have done our best to meet that concern and to
provide the necessary reassurance which people in Hong Kong were
looking for. We welcome visitors from Hong Kong and the close

contacts between Britain and Hong Kong which their visits help to

maintain.

/We hope we have




We hope we have also been able to meet the views of many in Hong
Kong who thought that we should give special recognition to former
servicemen in Hong Kong who fought in Hong Kong's defence in the
Second World War. We hope the arrangements we have made will be

seen as both fitting and imaginative.

We have not however been able to meet the request on behalf of
those British Dependent Territories citizens in Hong Kong who are
not ethnically Chinese. I know this will be unwelcome news. But
we have considered this very carefully indeed and we hope that on
reflection people in Hong Kong will recognise the reasons which
led us to our decision and will come to see the value of the
arrangements we have already made to'provide these communities

with an assured citizenship status /as well as a continued home in

Hong Kong.

I should 1like to record my thanks to the Legislative Council for
the full and constructive contributions they have made to
improving the nationality arrangements we are making for people in
Hong Kong. I believe the Government have recognised this in our
response to your requests. We are, as you know, now laying the
Nationality Order before Parliament. We look forward to receiving

the Council's continued assistance and advice.

\f\J K)v\ “b;‘“‘/ % W \{ 75

CW
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TIONALITY ORDER IN COUNCIL

16 copy of your memo to the Prime Minister on the Hong
have taken particular note of the considerations
timetable for laying and debating the Order and

you propose.

great help to us in the Lords if the Order could be

o5 & 3 'Y 1 5 ng 12 Ms
:ul"l_, il the week Vuvu\,ude';gD | £ iy . This

option of taking the Order through the Lords on
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I am copying this letter to the members of OD(K), the Chief Whip,

cLic

House of Commons, and to Sir Robert Armstrong.
%’o-s. -
/4

DENHAM

The Rt Hon Douglas Hurd MP
Secretary of State for the Home Department







10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 17 April 1986

DM gY«&Q\M ,

HONG KONG: NATIONALITY ORDER IN COUNCIL

The Prime Minister has considered the Home Secretary's
minute of 16 April dealing with the Government's proposed
response to the three requests from Hong Kong in connection
with the Nationality Order in Council which has to be made
under the Hong Kong Act 1985.

The Prime Minister is content that the response should
be on the lines proposed by the Home Secretary and agreed
by the Foreign Secretary.

The Prime Minister further agrees that this should be
announced by way of a Parliamentary Answer by 23 April and
that the order should be laid at the end of the month.

I am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries

to members of OD(K), to William Austen (Government Whips,
Commons), Rhodri Walters (Government Whips, Lords)

and to Michael Stark (Cabinet Office).
(.\r\}\/\(

(C.D. Powell)

Stephen Boys Smith, Esq.,
Home Office.
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Geoffrey Howe's minute of 22 January set out three requests ‘gL;w?#
from Hong Kong in connection with the Order in Council which we “&Ur
have to make under the Hong Kong Act 1985. I am writing now to “it):
seek your agreement and that of OD(K) dBlleagues to the way I K}%ﬁ)g
propose we should respond to the three issues, and to seek
agreement that the Nationality Order should be laid before the end
of the month and debated in the Commons and subsequently in theR
Lords in May. I have discussed and agreed the proposals with
Geoffrey Howe. C.Tﬁ\

(b fe

A draft Nationality Order was annexed to the White Paper we
published last October and which was itself debated in both
Houses. For the most part the terms of the Order itself seem to
have been accepted without criticism. The arguments now focus on

the three points raised in Hong—iong which have the unanimous
support of the Unofficial Members of the Executive and Legislative
Councils and of the Hong Kong Government, as well as that of
virtually every speaker in both Houses during the Parliamentary
debates in January, including speakers on our side.

The requests, which have now hardened into something like

demands, are that we should:

(a) provide an endorsement in BN(O) passports

Sec. indicating that the holder does not require an

S entry certificate or visa to visit the United
A
Kingdom; Ehat)

(b) grant British citizenship to the former
— — e,

v @) servicemen who fought—fh Hong Kong's interest

'_
during the Second World War; and




permit British Dependent Territories citizens who
are not ethnically Chinese and who could risk
R ]
statelessness after 1997 to become British
P i1

m N
citizens rather than British Overseas citizens.
"p

Hong Kong attaches the greatest importance to the passport
endorsement and I have considered very carefully with the Foreign
and Commonwealth Secretary and the Attorney General the political
and legal consequences of doing what Hong Kong have asked. The
issues are set out in detail in Annex A to this letter. The
conclusion which the Foreign Secretary and I have reached, is
that, despite the risks which the Attorney General has identified,
we should provide an endorsement in Eie BN(O) ﬁgésport on the

R e

lines reques ng _Kong. The endorsement should not say in
terms that it relates to the current Immigration Rules, but a
leaflet should be produced and issued with each passport recording
a statement which I would make in announcing the decision on the
lines of paragraph 8 of Annex A, with the amendment suggested by
Hong Kong in paragraph 9 of the Annex (but omitting the word
"whatsoever"). The leaflet describing the statement and the
endorsement in the terms I now propose are at Annex B.

The other two requests are dealt with in Annex C. As you will
see from that annex I believe we can provide sufficient help to
the ex-servicemen (of whom there are only about 270) to satisfy
opini;;-T;-ﬁgﬁb Kong. But I am convinced that we cannot grant
British citizenship with the right of abode here to the much

larger number of British Dependent Territories citizens from the

ethnic minorities in Hong Kong on whose behalf the third request
— e

is made (some 11,500 now but potentially many more before 1997).
R Y

The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary has accepted that we cannot
meet this third request, though we both recognise it has a good
deal of support particularly in the House of Lords.

_———

J

nase

This will all need very careful presentation. But while Hong
Kong can be expected to welcome our proposals for the
ex-servicemen and will, I hope, now accept that we have met their
wishes on the endorsement, they will no doubt feel bound to
continue to press the ethnic minority case, and we can expect




strong pressure to give way on this. We shall need to resist this
pressure, and to persuade our supporters that Hong Kong has had a

fair deal.

Hong Kong are becoming concerned about the time we have taken
to reach our conclusion on the Order, and there would be advantage
now in pressing ahead quite quickly. I understand it would be

helpful to the Foreign Secretary if we could announce our response

to Hong Kong's requests by way of an Answer to an arranged
Parliamentary Question by 23 April in time for the Foreign Affairs
debate. We shall then be able to deal with any immediate
follow-up in Oral Questions on 24 April when Jack Ashley has a
Question tabled. I understand it would greatly help presentation
in Hong Kong if the Governor could inform the Executive Council in

- » - -
strictest confidence of the impending announcement on the
h
afternoon of 22 April, and I think that would be wise.

——

We ought not to allow too long a period between announcing our
decisions and laying the Order, and we must resist any pressure to

QEEEF laying whiTé the issues are again discussed here and in Hong
Kong. I would hope therefore that we might be able to lay the
Order as early as possible in the week of 28 April. We should
then allow a week or two for our response to be digested, before
moving to debate the Order, perhaps in the weeks of 12 and 19 May.
Any longer than thié_zzll only allow pressure to build up in Hong
Kong and increase the handling difficulty in Parliament.

It is essential for the Order to be debated first in the

Commons. Providing we can secure it there, I doubt if the Lords
will seek to defeat it, but we might have to face a non-wrecking

amendment for example regretting the Government's failure to act
e ——— e gy

i ATy
on all of Hong Kong's requests. Such an amendment if passed would

be very embarrassing. I am sure we shall face strong criticism in

the Lords TM™support of the ethnic minorities, and I know that
their supporters in Hong Kong are placing great faith in
persauding the Lords to vote against the Order. It will be
important, therefore, to do all we can to muster enough support on
our benches in both Houses.




In order to fit into this timetable, it will be very helpful
to have the Committee's agreement to the proposals I have made by
lunchtime on 21 April. We should then be able to make the
announcement next week and to lay the Order - which will be the

same as the text published with our White Paper last October -
before the end of April.

I am copying this minute to the members of OD(K), to the Chief
Whips in both Houses and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

16 April 1986
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PASSPORT ENDORSEMENT

X Hong Kong argue that a statement in the new BN(O) passport
confirming that the holder does not require an entry certificate or
visa to visit the United Kingdom is of the greatest importance for
confidence in Government's intentions. In practical terms it is
likely, they argue, to make the passport more acceptable to other
countries. Satisfaction on this issue seems to have become a symbol

of th2 Government's willingness to take account of Hong Kong views.

2. The wording of a possible endorsement has been discussed at
great length between Home Office and FCO officials and
representatives of Hong Kong. The form of endorsement which, as a
result of these discussions, would meet Hong Kong wishes would read

as follows:

In accordance with the United Kingdom Immigration Rules the
holder of this passport does not require an entry certificate

or visa to visit the United Kingdom.

This endorsement would be placed in each BN(O) passport issued and

would be accompanied by an explanatory leaflet.

- An endorsement with this wording raises a problem concerning
imposition in the future of a visa rquirement by means of an
amendment to the Immigration Rules. No such changes are planned,
nor are they imminent. But the result of a general change in our
immigration procedures, for example stemming from European Community
developments, might require a future Government to impose a more
general visa requirement on intending visitors. While there would
be arguments, relating to considerations of confidence in Hong Kong
and the Government's commitment to Hong Kong people, for an
exemption for BDTCs and BN(O)s from Hong Kong from a general visa
requirement, a specific crisis could occur in Hong Kong which
necessitated the imposition of visas as the only way of seeking to
stem an inflow of people from the territory to this country. A visa
requirement might thus have to be imposed very quickly. The new

passports will first be issued in 1987, and will be valid for 10
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years. Thus they will before long have a validity that extends to
the end of the century and beyond. An endorsement which put a

future Government in a position in which it would have to introduce

primary legislation before the holders of these passports (but of no

other passports) could be made subject to a visa requirement could
therefore create a real problem for the future.

4. The advice of the Attorney General has been sought on the
proposed endorsement. His view is that if a future Government were
to introduce visas by an amendment to the Rules and if that
amendment were challenged by the holder of a passport containing the
endorsement with the wording set out in paragraph 2 above the risk
that a court would hold on proceedings for judicial review that the
rules amendment would amount to an abuse of power is not negligible.

. The Attorney General considers that this danger could be
reduced if the endorsement read:

In accordance with the current United Kingdom Immigration
Rules ...

The Governor has consulted the Executive Council in confidence on
this wording. Their reaction was hostile. They believe that an
endorsement referring to "current" Immigration Rules would arouse
suspicion of the intentions of a future Government. Some members

went so far as to suggest that it would be worse than no endorsement
at all.

6. The Governor has therefore asked Ministers to consider
whether legal caution is worth the political price of failing to
reach agreement on an issue on which expectations have been raised
and which has become crucial to confidence. 1In the Governor's view
unless conclusions are reached soon the affair will leave "a deep
sense of depression and abandonment". To produce an endorsement
with a preamble including "current" would cause widespread suspicion
that the Government later intended to change the Immigration Rules
to Hong Kong's disadvantage.

CONFIDENTIAL
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7. In the view of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office this
assessment must be a matter for considerable concern. Whether or
not this is entirely rational, the question of the endorsement has
become a crucial matter of confidence in Hong Kong.
Retention of confidence 1is essential if Hong Kong is to Dbe
administered affectively until sovereignity is restored to
China in 1997. Failure to meet Hong Kong's preference over the
wording of the endorsement, in particular if this was coupled with a
decision against the granting of British citizenship to ethnic
minorities, would significantly increase the prospect of

disaffection and instability.

8. The Government's decision on the endorsement must be
announced before the Nationality Order is laid. If the Government
accepts the form of endorsement which meets Hong Kong's wishes,
despite the political difficulties this could cause in the event
that it proved necessary to impose visas and despite the particular
risks the Attorney General has identified, the terms of the
announcement in Parliament could be designed to lessen the risks.

The announcement might be on the following lines:

As we have made clear on many occasions visitors from Hong
Kong are welcome to the United Kingdom. British Dependent
Territories Citizens do not have to obtain a visa in advance
to visit the United Kingdom. That is the position under the
current Immigration Rules. Of course_  in this matter as in
any other I cannot speak for the policies of future
Governments; but I can repeat that this Government has no
intention of introducing any visa requirement for such
visitors. This is understandably a matter of great
importance to people in Hong Kong. In response to their

wishes therefore the Government has agreed to place an

endorsement reflecting this position in the new BN(O)

passports. The endorsement will read:
"In accordance with the United Kingdam Immigration Rules the holder of this
passpor-t does not require an entrv ce-tificate or visa to visit the United

Kingdom."
A leaflet will be issued with each passport explaining the
endorsement and the position under the Immigration Rules.

CONFIDENTIAL
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9. The Governor has consulted the Executive Council in
confidence on this procedure. They considered that omission of
"current" from the endorsement would meet Hong Kong's requirements
and be acceptable to the Legislative Council. Where the
Parliamentary Statement was concerned, they queried whether with the

inclusion of "current" in the third sentence it was necessary to

continue with the first clause of the fourth sentence. Presumably
such a statement was not normally made in respect of other
executive acts, and to omit it would help to remove a likely source
of considerable concern in Hong Kong regarding HMG's future
intentions. They recommended strongly that the third and fourth
sentences of the draft statement be combined as follows:

"This is the position under the current Immigration Rules and
this Government has no intention[;hatsoever of introducing any
visa requirement for such visitors."

10. As indicated in paragraph 3 above circumstances could arise
in the future when the imposition of visas on Hong Kong had to be
contemplated. This would in any circumstances be controversial and
the endorsement would be cited in support of accusations of bad
faith. Reference to the third and fourth sentences of the

Parliamentary statement set out in paragraph 8 would help to counter
such accusations.

i3, The risk of challenge in the Courts by an individual passport
holder would remain. The Parliamentary statement could be quoted in
the explanatory leaflet,

In this way the fact that the possibility of future change
would not only have been drawn individually to the attention of
every holder of the passport with the endorsement. That could be

advanced in Court in rebuttal of the challenge to the validity of
the visa requirement.
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CONCLUSION

12, The risk of successful challenge would remain. The choice
between the wording of the endorsement necessary to meet the wishes
of Hong Kong and one containing the word "current" as preferred by
the Attorney General is not between a formula bound to fail in the
face of judicial challenge on the one hand and one proof from
challenge on the other. It is a matter of degree of risk. If an
endorsement worded to meeting Hong Kong's wishes is conceded the
risk of successful challenge is not negligible; a Parliamentary

statement on the lines set out in paragraph 8 above (as amended by paragraph 9) and

incorporated in an explanatory leaflet issued with endorsesd passports, would help,

albeit not decisively.

13. An endorsement restricted to "current" Immigration Rules
would in effect amount to rejection of Hong Kong's wishes, and in
terms calculated, however unjustifiably, to arouse suspicions about
Government intentions. It would carry an immediate political risk
in terms of bitterness and disaffection in Hong Kong, with a
detrimental effect on long-term confidence and on our ability to
administer the territory effectively up to 1997. 1If this outcome is
avoided by conceding the endorsement that Hong Kong have requested,
combined with the proposed statement and 1leaflet, a future
Government which had to introduce visas for Hong Kong would be
confronted by the choice of having to introduce primary legislation
or running a risk that the visa requirement imposed by Immigration
Rules changes would be held by the Courts to be an abuse of power
once an individual endorsement passport holder succeeded in getting
a case before the Courts. The crucial question for decision is
whether these possible practical and legal difficulties for a future
Government outweigh the immediate and certain political risk
implicit in a decision which runs counter to Hong Kong's wishes on

this point.

CONFIDENTIAL
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NOTICE TO BRITISH NATIONALS (OVERSEAS) ON VISITING THE UNITED KINGDOM
The endorsement on page of your passport reads:

"In accordance with the United Kingdom Immigration Rules the holder of
this passport does not require an entry certificate or visa to visit

the United Kingdom".

In explaining the purpose of the endorsement in Parliament on [date] the Secretary
of State said:

"As we have made clear on many occasions visitors from Hong Kong are welcome

to the United Kingdom. British Dependent Territories citizens do not have

to obtain.a visa in advance to visit the United Kingdom. This is the position
under the current Immigration Rules and this Government has no intention of
introducing any visa requirement for such visitors. This is understandably

a matter of great importance to people in Hong Kong. In response to their
wishes therefore the Government has agreed to place an endorsement reflecting
this position in the new BN(O) passports. A leaflet will be issued with each

passport explaining the endorsement and the position under the Immigration

Rules."

This leaflet sets out the position on the lines indicated by the Secretary of State.

The 1983 Immigration Rules provide that a passenger seeking admission to the United
Kingdom as a visitor must satisfy the immigration officer that the visit as stated
is genuinely intended. (Paragraph 17 of the Rules, reproduced below, sets out

the full requirements.) Most passengers seeking admission as visitors have little
difficulty in satisfying the immigration officer that they meet the requirements

of the rules for admission as a genuine visitor.

As the endorsement makes clear visitors do not require an entry certificate or

visa under the 1983 rules. The entry certificate is however available as an optional
facility if you wish to establish eligibility for admission as a visitor in advance.
Passengers with entry certificates do not then need to satisfy the immigration
officer as to their visit and may only be refused admission if the entry certificate
was obtained on false representations or if circumstances have changed. You may

apply for an entry certificate at the address below.

If you intend to stay in the United Kingdom other than as a visitor you should

obtain information on the entry requirements well before your departure date from

the address below.

[Address]

[Immigration Rules para 17]
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Outstending Tssues for the Zong Xong Nationelity Order: Note by the Ilome Secretery

1. FORMER SERVICEMEN

1. Hong Kong say that there are 270 former servicemen in Hong Kong who fought
for Hong Kong dﬁring the Second World War. There is a strong body of opinion
both here and in Hong Kong that the Government has a moral obligation to

give these people special consideration inview of their former service to this

country.

2. About 60 of the servicemen are eligible for registration as British citizens
under section 4(5) of the British Nationality Act 1981 since they are or may
conceivably become BDTCs who served the Crown under the government of a dependent
territory by service in the Hong Kong Volunteers. Section 4(5) is intended to

be used very sparingly and few of the 450 or so Crown Servants who have applied
from Hong Kong are likely to succeed. The key criterion is the applicant's
quality of service. It would be possible to conclude that the wholly.exceptional
service given by the former servicemen during the war, many of whom were prisoners
of war, provides sufficient grounds for granting them British citizenship under
section 4(5) of the Act. But to avoid resentment from other Crown Servants in
Hong Kong and applications from other servicemen in other parts of the world
(very few of whom would be eligible) we should need to make clear that the Home
Secretary was prepared favourably to consider applications from eligible
servicemen in Hong Kong because of the unique position of Hong Kong in the War

and now.

3. There is no present provision under the law which would enable British
citizenship to be granted now to the other BDTC servicemen who served in regular

units - and so not under the government of a dependent territory - or to those

who are not BDTCs.

4 It would be possible however to give an undertaking to accept those who might
wish to come to the United Kingdom for settlement, together with their dependants.
The numbers involved are small: some will be ethnic Chinese whc are unlikely

to want to come here and the rest may have wives still alive but would be unlikely
to have many dependants who would qualify under the Immigration Rules. The
implications for settlement figures are not therefore significant. But there

are of course many others around the world who have given similar service. There
would be a risk that a concession would lead to pressure from them for similar
treatment. A decision to grant such a concession would therefore require careful
presentation on the basis of the unique circumstances in Hong Kong.

1
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e At the risk of causing resentment among these and other Crown Servants

in Hong Kong I think I should offer to give favourable consideration to
applications for British citizenship under section 4(5) from the 60 or so former
servicemen who are or will become British Dependent Territories citizens,

and who are eligible to apply, on the grounds of their outstanding war service.

6. I am also prepared, though with some misgivings in terms of the precedent
set for ex-servicemen in other parts of the world to say that I would be prepared
from the date of the Parliamentary announcement, to accept for settlement any

of the 270 who wish to come and live here. The numbers likely to take

up this concession are small and the returns in terms of goodwill in Hong Kong

and in Parliament should be helpful.

NON-ETHNIC CHINESE

s The Government's current proposal is that any Hong Kong British Dependent

Territories citizen who does not acquire BN(0O) status and who has no other

rema s S —— i e

——— S As——————
form of nationality should automatically acquire British Overseas citizenship

on 1 July 1997. Similar provision is made for the children and grandchildren

of such persons if they would otherwise be stateless.

8. The non-ethnic Chinese community argue that that this is not adequate

=

because British Overseas citizenship does not give them a right of abode any-
———

where. They therefore maintain that it amounts to a form of statelessness.

M
They also argue that because, unlike the Chinese community in Hong Kong, they

will not be entitled to Chinese citizenship they deserve special consideration
———ie d————— et e FT @

from the Government; and they are concerned about the position of third and

subsequent generations.

9. The Government's views on this request were explained fully by Ministers
during the debates in Parliament in January. The communities concerned say

that they wish to continue to live and work in Hong Kong. British citizenship
could not give them the right to do this. The right of abode in Hong Kong

is secured by the Joint Declaration. Nor would the grant of British citizenship
prevent third and subsequent generations from becoming stateless, since the
British Nationality Act 1981 only allows the transmission of British citizen-
ship to two generations born overseas. British citizenship would not therefore

help meet the main concern of the minorities in Hong Kong.

v
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10. The only justification for giving British citizenship to non-ethnic

Chinese is that it would allow them to come to the United Kingdom after 1997
if things do not work'out well for them in Hong Kong. We suspect that this
is the real motivation of the people concerned. However, it is by no means

- 2 . >
clear that it would be right to grant such an insurance policy to this sector

e

of the community alone in Hong Kong.
————

11. To grant these people British citizenship rather than British Overseas
citizenship would also be contrary to the principles on which we
based the British Nationality Act 1981. Our critics in the United Kingdom
would seize nn our change of mind as proof that we accepted their view of the
worthlessness of British Overseas citizenship, and we would be urged to grant

British citizenship or the right to settle here to other groups of British

Overseas citizens.

12. The numbers potentially involved are considerable. There are currently
estimated to be 11,500 ethnic minority BDTCs in Hong Kong who might benefit
from the grant of British citizenship after 1997. But there is potential for

a considerable increase in these numbers between now and 1997. There are some

80,000 non-BDTC residents 1in Hong Kong who are or could become eligible for

. _am
naturalisation as BDTCs, and who might consequently benefit from any concession.

15,000 of these may not become settled; a further 11,000 are already British
D ——

o
citizens, and many more are unlikely anyway to seek British nationality. But

the potential remain, including 11,000 citizens of India and Pakistan. Unless

——

restricted in some way, the commitment up to 1997 is uncertain and may well

be much larger than the size of the present BDTC minority community.

13. There are two ways in which the future commitment might be limited. First
Hong Kong could restrict by administrative means the numbers granted natural-
isation from now on. But a conscious decision to introduce such restrictive
criteria to ensure that few if any applicants would achieve naturalisation
could give rise to unwelcome controversy and criticism about the way in which

the naturalisation provisions were being applied.

14. Alternatively it might be possible to set up a two-tier system whereby
the present community and their children (perhaps 12,000 in all) could acquire
British citizenship after 1997 but that those who become BDTCs from now on
and their children would acquire British Overseas citizenship. This course

is favoured by Hong Kong, but in our view it would be cumbersome and divisive,
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es it could lead to split families, and would be bound to produce a number

of hard cases.

15. Tke Home Secretary considers that the merits of the argument om both
nationality and immigration grounds point clearly to giving British Overseas
citizenship and not British citizenship to members of the ethnic minorities
in Hong Kong who might otherwise risk statelessness. An announcement to
this effect would be coupled with the reaffirmetion of the right of ebode in
Hong Kong guaranteed by the Agreement with the Chinese. TWe should add to
tkis an assurance that any British nationals who came under pressure to leave
could expect the Government of the day to give their case for admission to

the United Kingdom sympathetic consideration.

v
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SECRET

10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 13 April 1986

LI KASHING

Thank you for your letter of 11 April
about Li Kashing.

Sir Yue Kong Pao asked before his
last visit whether he could bring Li
Kashing with him so that the Prime Minister
could briefly meet and shake hands with
him. The Prime Minister agreed, on Foreign
Office advice. In the event Li Kashing
cried off because his mother was ill.

If Sir Yeu Kong revews his request,
would that advice now change?

C D POWELL

A. C. Galsworthy, Esq., C.M.G.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
SECRET
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

11 April 1986

Li Kashing

You may like to see the attached telegram from the
Governor of Hong Kong about Li Kashing's involvement in
insider dealing, which is likely to come out in public

“shortliy. .

—AS you know there will be a meeting between the Prime
Minister, the Foreign Secretary and the Home Secretary to
discuss this among other things on Wednesday 16 Aprir.

(A C Galsworthy)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esqg
10 Downing Street

CLOSED UNDERTHE
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION
ACT A

SECRET
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FM HONG KOMNG

TO AMMEDVIATE FCO
TELNO 1031

OF 081006Z APR:IL 86
'INFO PRIORISTY PEKING/D E Y O U FOR AMBASSADO!
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FOLLOWING STRICTLY PERSONAL FOR HUM, HONG KONG DEPARTMENT FROM /
GOVERNOR

INSIDER DEALING TRIBUNAL : INVOLVEMENT OF PROMINENT HONG KONG
CHINESE BUSINESSMAN AND CHINESE MAIMLAND COMPANY, EVERPRIGHT.

1. ‘IN NOVEMBER 1984 AN ‘INSIDER DEAL'ING TRIBUNAL WAS SET UP UNDEP

THE SECURITHES ORDINANCE (CAP. 333). 'FT WAS REQUIRED BY THE FINANC IAL
SECRETARY TO CONSIDER WHETHER CULPABLE ‘INSIDER DEAL\ING HAD TAKEN
PLACE BETWEEN 1 JANUARY 1984 AND 30 JUNE 1984 /N RELATION TO

THE SHARES OF -INTERNATIONAL CITY HOLDINGS (1CH) OR AMNY RELATED
COMPANIES. THE F-ENANCI:AL SECRETARY'S ACTION WAS TAKEN [N RESPONSE TO
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A PRIMA FACIE CASE HAV/ING BEEN BROUGHT TO HIS
ATTENTION BY THE SECURITIES COMMISSION. THE MEMBERS OF THE TRIBUNAL
(-WNCLUDING THE CHAIRMAN, MR JUSTICE CLOUGH) WERE APPOGINTED BY

THE GOVERNOR.

2. THE CASE AROSE FROM THE PURPORTED PURCHASE IN JANUARY 1384 BY
THE CHEERYBRIGHT COMPANY (:IN EFFECT EVERBRIGHT) OF EIGHT BLOCKS OF
FLATS UNDER CONSTRUCTION FROM ICH AND CHEUNG KONG HOLDINGS (CKXH).
EVERBRIGHT 1S A HONG KONG COMPANY, SET UP BY PEKING WITH MUCH
FANFARE N 1983, UNDER THE MANAGEMENT OF WANG GUANGYING (BROTHER OF
WANG GUANGME'l:, wIDOW OF THE LATE CPG PRESIDENT L1U SHAOCHI AND

ONCE DESIGNATED SUCCESSOR OF MAOD = DISGRACED DUR:IMNG THE CULTURAL
REVOLUTION BUT NOW REHABILITATED). THE SALE WAS A HEALTHY INFLUENCE
ON THE VALUE OF :ICH SHARES 3 BUT |'T BECAME KNOWN THAT THE SALE WAS
SUBJECT TO A 6 MONTH BREAK=CLAUSE ONLY ‘IN JUNE 1984 WHEN THE BPREAK
OPTION WAS EXERCISED BY WANG GUANGYING (EVERBRIGHT) LEADING TO A
DROP N ICH SHARE VALUES.

3. THE '"'INSIDER DEALING'' WAS ESSENTIALLY CONCERNED wITH THE SALE
OF ICH SHARES DURING THE PERIOD WHEN THE EXISTENCE OF THE BREAK-
CLAUSE WAS NOT PUBLICLY KNOWN: AND THE VALUE WAS THUS ARTIFICIALLY
MAINTAINED BY THE BELIEF AN THE MARKET THAT THE SALE TO EVERBRIGHT
WAS A FULL AND CONTRACTUAL ONE.

4, THE TRIBUNAL'S REPORT WHICH IS NOw READY 1S NEARLY 600 PAGES
LONG. AMONG THOSE NAMED BY THE TRIBUNAL FOR A HIGH DEGREE OF
CULPABLE INSIDER DEALING S LI® KASHING (K.S. L1) AS A DIRECTOR
OF STARPEACE, A SUBSIDIARY OF CHEUMG KONG HCLDINGS (CKH) (Lt 1S

[ckairman
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CHAIRMAN AND MANAGING DIRECTOR OF CKH). LI''S DEFENCE, THAT HE DID
NOT REALISE THAT A COMPANY COULD BE HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR CULPABLE
INSIDER DEALING: AND THAT HE DID NOT DISCOVER UNTIL JULY 1984

(AFTER THE REVOLUTION OF THE BREAK=CLAUSE) THAT C.H. CHOW, WIS
RIGHT=HAND MAN N STARPEACE, HAD DEALT -IN |CH SHARES IN THE RELEVANT
PER-1OD WAS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE TRIBUNAL. THE TRIBUNAL TOOK THE VIEW
THAT LI HAD GIVEN CHOW STANDING AUTHORITY TO DEAL N THE SHARES AND
SHOULD HAVE TAKEN ACTION TO {NSULATE CHOW FROM THE *YINSIDER'?
INFORMAT.1ON AFFECTING THE SHARE VALUES.

5., THE NAMING OF K.S. L1, PROBABLY HONG KONG'S MOST SUCCESSFUL
BUSINESSMAN, WHO HAS A COOD REPUTATION FOR BUSINESS ANTEGRITY,
wiLL CAUSE A GREAT FURORE WHEN THE TRIBUNAL PUBLISH THE|\R REPORT.
HE 1S THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN OF THE HONG KONG BANK AND DUE FOR RE-
ELECTION ON MAY 13, HE WKL TAKE T AS GRAVELY [NSULTING, 1T WILL
FEED HIS SUSPIC/IONS THAT T SPRINGS FROM HOSTILITY TO HIM IN THE
SECURITIES COMMISSION AND THE HONG KONG GOVERNMENT.

6. EVERBRIGHT AND WANG GUANGY ING DD NOT DEAL W SHAPES AND ARE
THEREFORE NOT NAMED. BUT REFERENCES TO THEIR FAILURE TO REVEAL THE
BREAK-CLAUSE AND APPARENT JNTENTHON TO REPRESENT THE PURCHASE OF
THE 8 BLOCKS AS FIRM RUN THROUGHOUT THE RERORT. THEY COuLD WELL
COME N FOR SUBSTANTIAL CRITICAL PUBLIC COMMENT EVEN THOUGH TO THE
DISCERNING AT wiLL BE OBVIOUS THAT THEY WERE '"INNOCENTS ABORAD''.
WANG GUANGYNG'S OPPONENTS N PEKING WILL REJOICE AT HIS
DISCOMFITURE: BUT SUSPICION OF HONG KONG'S FREE-WHEELING CAPITAL I'SM

witL BE FUELLED.

7. THE TRIBUNAL WILL PUBLISH THE IR REPORT ON OR SOOM AFTER 25
APPIL. THE HONG KONG GOVERNMENT wiLL MAKE NO COMENT ON T.

THE FINDINGS ARE A MATTER FOR THE TRIBUNAL NOT FOR THE GOVERNMENT.
4T wiLL BE FOR THOSE WHO OBJECT TO TS FINDINGS TO SEEK JUDICIAL
REVIEW *If THEY SO WISH.

8. THIS 'INFORMATION COULD BE MARKET SENSITIVE. PLEASE TREAT T ON
A NEED-TO-KNOW BASIS. THE PRIWATE SECRETARY wiLL NEED TOISEE 11
REF. FCO TELNO 617.

YOUDE

LimTED CorPi€sTo"
HO [ UKD MR P. KENT, BANK OF ENGLAND

s MR C. W. KELLY, H
- W L H.M. TR
i . HARDING Y TREASURY
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BRITISH CITIZENSHIP FOR HONG KONG CHINESE

We need to find a time in the diary when the Prime Minister

could discuss this subject with the Foreign Secretary and the

Home Secretary. It might, for instance, be done immediately
after some other meeting which both were attending. It is not
wildly urgent, but we ought to try to do it in the next 4/5
weeks.

Charles Powell

5 April 1986
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

1 April 1986
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We have seen copies of the exchange of letters between /Af
Charles Powell and yourself on the subject of wealthy Hong Kong
Chinese businessmen who wish to acquire British citizenship.

The Foreign Secretary's initial view is that, in addition to
the difficult question of principnle involved, we would create
major difficulties for ourselves, and for confidence in Hong

Kong, if we were seen as ”selllng” British citizenship to certain
wealthy Chinese. : AN

We have also consulted the Governor of Hong Kong. Given
the current extreme sensitivity of nationality issues in Hong
Kong, he finds it difficult to judge at present what the local
reaction would be to our granting British citizenship to these
wealthy Chinese businessmen. His advice is that if possible
we should defer consideration of the issue for a few weeks, and
examine it further in the light of reactions in Hong Kong to
the Government's eventual decisions on the nationality Order

in Council. Sir Geoffrey Howe believes that this would be a
sensible way to proceed.

I am copying this letter to Charles Powell (No 10).

Vors M
Cela Bdd

(C R Budd)
Private Secretary

W R FittallEsq
PS/Home Office







10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER March 1986

/ €cn //2147%‘

Thank you for letter of 28 February about the Nationality

Order in Council. I was most grateful for the appreciative

words about the debates in Parliament.

I am sorry that I am not yet in a position to give a
full reply to this nor your earlier letter of 3 January.
But we are looking very carefully into the points which you
raised and I am fully aware of the concerns expressed by your
members. I shall write to you again as soon as we have reached

decisions. I hope that this will not be too long hence.

With best wishes,

The Hon. Ms. Lydia Dunn, C.B.E., J.P.
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IMMIGRANTS FROM HONG KONG

The Prime Minister discussed with the Home Secretary this
afternoon her recent correspondence with him about granting

British nationality to certain Hong Kong Chinese businessmen.

The Prime Minister said that she found the Home Office
arguments against giving the businessmen citizenship
incompatible with arguments advanced by the FCO about the
future of the Hong Kong and Shanghai Bank. The businessmen
should, it was suggested, show signs of personal commitment to
this country before naturalisation while the Foreign Office
argued that the Hong Kong and Shanghai Bank should not be
permitted to move its Headquarters here for fear of

undermining the Hong Kong agreement.

The Home Secretary referred to his difficulties in
granting these rich Chinese citizenship when thousands of
Indians in Hong Kong were in an even more unprotected
position. The Prime Minister suggested that the Chinese
concerned should be given citizenship after, e.g. having been

resident for six months and having bought a house here.

The Home Secretary undertook to discuss the wider issues
involved with the Foreign Secretary and to report further to

the Prime Minister.

A/.LV(J-

N. L. WICKS

19 March 1986
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10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER

Thank you for your letter of 28 February about the

Nationality Order in Council.

Unfortunately there is little I can say at the moment
that will be new to you. After the debates in January, we

sought and are now evaluating further information on the

points you raised in your letter of 3 January. No decisions

have yet been reached but you may rest assured that we are

fully aware of the concerns expressed by your Members.

With best wishes,

The Hon. Ms. Lydia Dunn, C.B.E., J.
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 18 March 1986

Thank you for your letter of 13 March about the scope
for wealthy Hong Kong Chinese prepared to invest in this
country to obtain British Citizen passports.

The Prime Minister finds the Home Secretary's response
unimaginative. The Government is devoting a very
considerable effort to persuading wealthy Hong Kong Chinese
to demonstrate their confidence in the Hong Kong Agreement
by staying on in the colony and maintaining their business
and investments there, when their natural instincts may well
be to move out and transfer their funds elsewhere. The Home
Secretary's approach runs directly counter to this because
it says in effect that we would be prepared to help these
people only if they move out of Hong Kong and come to live
here. We would thus be:

(a) undermining confidence in the future of Hong Kong
and

(b) passing up the opportunity of substantial
investment in this country.

The Prime Minister cannot believe that this is a
! | sensible policy. She would be grateful if the Home
| Secretary would examine the matter again, with the Foreign
| Secretary, and then discuss it with her. 1In the meantime it
! awould be better not to reply to Mr. Sandberg.

\ I am copying this letter to Len Appleyard (Foreign and
\ Commonwealth Office).

CHARLES POWELL

W.R. Fittall, Esq.,
Home Office,

CONFIDENTIAL




Foreign and Commonwealth Office

London SWI1A 2AH

17 March 1986

Letter to the Prime Minister from Miss Lydia Dunn

Thank you for your letter of 7 March about a letter to
the Prime Minister from Miss Lydia Dunn, Senior Unofficial
Member of the Legislative Council in Hong Kong.

The Home Office are still considering their response
to the proposals previously put forward by Miss Dunn
in her letter to all MPs of 3 January: there is as yet
nothing substantive to add to what she already knows.
However we think a short interim reply along the lines of
the attached draft should be sent as a matter of courtesy.
Miss Dunn has written an identical letter to
Sir Geoffrey Howe which will also be acknowledged along

similar lines.

(Wb (frar

(R N Culshaw)
Private Secretary

C D Powell Esq
PS/10 Downing Street
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HONG KONG

Thank you for yo,uvr letter of 28 February about the

Nationality urder ip/ Council.

/
Unfortunat/e'ly there is little I can say at the

moment that \y/ill be new to you. After the debates in

January, , we sought and are now evaluating

further i7formation on the points you raised 1in your

letter of/ 3 January. No decisions have yet been reached

but you/may rest assured that we are fully aware of the

concerrys expressed by your Members.
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You sent us a copy of your letter of 21 January to Len Appleyard
following a meeting between the Prime Minister and Mr Sandberg, the
Chairman of the Hong Kong and Shanghai Bank. This followed Mr Sandberg's
meeting with the Home Secretary the previous day, when, as he told the
Prime Minister, he had asked whether a few very wealthy Hong Kong Chinese
could obtain British citizen passports. They wished to continue to live in
Hong Kong and manage their investments there, but were prepared to invest
very substantial sums (£15 million has been mentioned) in this country.

r. D March 1986

I am sorry not to have responded before this, but the Home Secretary,
recognising the value of investments from Hong Kong,, wanted to examine the
position carefully to see whether he could agree to Mr Sandberg's
proposal. He has had to conclude that it would not be right to do so. Mr
Sandberg's propoésal does not involve, as he impIied to the Prime nister,
merely overcoming some technicalities; the Home Secretary has to use the
powers given him by statute in a consistent and defensible way.

We cannot, of course, issue a British citizen passport to someone who
is not a British citizen and, as the Prime Minister will recall from
earlier correspondence about Sir Yehudi Menuhin, there is no provision for
conferring British citizenship as a gift or an honour. All applications
for citizenship must be considered under the provisions of the British
Nationality Act 1981.

It seems likely that the people to whom Mr Sandberg referred are at
present British Dependent Territories citizens. If so, under the 1981 Act
they have an entitlement to register as British citizensg if they haveﬁlived
in this country for five years and if they are not subject to any restrict-
ions on their stay, which means in effect that they are settled here under
the Immigration Rules. (Settlement is usually granted to businessmen after
four years in this country, and may be granted even though they have spent

only part of each year in the United Kingdom with the rest on business
abroad).

Provided someone was in this country on the date five years before
the date of his application for British citizenship, and on the same date
was free of immigration restrictions, the Home Secretary has discretion to
make exceptions to the requirement in the 1981 Act that the person should
have been free of immigration restrictions for twelve months before the
date of application and that he should not have been absent from the
country for more than 450 days in the five years before that date. But
Ministers made clear when explaining this provision to Parliament in 1981
that they would expect people acquiring British citizenship in this way to
have the genuine and strong links with this country which were shown by the

five years residence requirement and that they had made their home in the
United Kingdom.




The situation of the people Mr Sandberg has in mind seems to be
considerably outside these expectations. They could be granted British
citizenship now only if the Home Secretary was prepared to offer immediate
settlement in this country without the four year qualifying period, and he
was prepared to accept that the people need have spent no appreciable time
here in the last five years. In short, he would need to use his powers in
a way directly contrary to the manner Ministers had in 1981 announced that
they intended to use them. The Home Secretary does not consider it would
be right to act in this way. In view of the statements made in Parliament
in 1981 he would need to explain publicly why he was taking action contrary
to the policy then expressed and it would be very difficult to Justify. . It
could also cause considerable controversy in the context of the Hong Kong
Nationality Order (which, subject to OD(K)'s agreement we expect to lay
before the House shortly), particularly as the Home Secretary considers it
right to continue to resist the strongly pressed claims of some 11,000
British Dependent Territories citizens who are not ethnically Chinese who
want to become British citizens. It might in practice also be very
difficult to distinguish clearly, in terms relevant to the nationality
provisions, between these large groups and the people Mr Sandberg has in
mind. We could be accused of giving a privilege to rich men who do not
want to throw in their lot with Britain by living here, and denying it to
poor men who do.

The Home Secretary would obviously like to be as helpful as these
policy and legal considerations allow. He proposes, therefore, to write to
Mr Sandberg and explain what action people would need to take in order to
become eligible for British citizenship. He would make clear that business-
men from Hong Kong will continue to be welcome here and that there is
provision in our immigration arrangements under which they can qualify for
settlement. He would also make clear that while he can give no blanket
undertakings to groups of people, he would be ready to consider as sympa-
thetically as possible the use of his discretionary powers if any
individual among Mr Sandberg's contacts who had formed strong links with
this country through establishing themselves here were then to make an
application for British citizenship.

The Home Secretary recognises that this does not go as far as Mr
Sandberg wanted, but he hopes it will be possible to persuade him that it
would not really be practicable or any Home Secretary to give an under-
taking to use his powers in the blanket way Mr Sandberg has suggested, and
that he is willing to be sympathetic to individuals who have established
themselves here and who may be able to make out a particularly socund case.

I am copying this letter to Len Appleyard (FCO).

W R FITTALL

C D Powell, Esq.







RESTRICTED

10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 7 March 1986

HONG KONG (BRITISH NATIONALITY)
ORDER 1986

I enclose a copy of a letter to the Prime
Minister from Ms. Lydia Dunn, Senior Unofficial
Member of LEGCO, about the draft Hong Kong
(British Nationality) Order 1986. I should
be grateful for an early draft reply. This
should reach me by Friday 14 March.

I am copying this letter and enclosure
to Stephen Boys Smith (Home Office).

(Charles Powell)

Robert Culshaw, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

RESTRICTED




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 7 March 1986

The Prime Minister has asked me to thank
you for your letter of 28 February. She will

be considering this with her colleagues and

will reply as soon as possible.

(Charles Powell)

Ms. Lydia Dunn




MEMBERS OF LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
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28 February 1986

Rt Hon Margaret Thatcher MP
House of Commons

LONDON SW1A OAA

UK

Dear Mrs Thatcher,

Draft Hong Kong (British Nationality) Order 1986

I am writing on behalf of Unofficial Members of the
Legislative Council to thank you for the interest you have been
showing in the Draft Order and to tell you that the Draft Order
is still very much a topic of great concern here in Hong Kong.

Members were encouraged by the forcefulness of argument
and depth of knowledge about Hong Kong shown in the debates in
both Houses. We were impressed by the feeling of unease about
the Draft Order expressed by almost all MPs who spoke. We were
particularly struck by the unanimity in supporting our requests
of the Lords who spoke in their debate on 20 January and the
effect that this had in causing the Government to reconsider the
Draft Order and to seek ways of satisfying the requests. The
people of Hong Kong could not have asked for better proof that
they still have staunch and energetic friends in Britain whose
words are listened to. I think you will understand the great
sense of relief and renewed hope that touched all parts of the
community here when news of the debates reached Hong Kong.

Interest in the Draft Order continues in Hong Kong, and
there 1is much speculation about the outcome of the British
Government's deliberations on the views expressed on it. We have
received formal messages of support from most of Hong Kong's 19
district boards and numerous letters of sympathy and
encouragement from a wide range of organisations and private
citizens. We welcome the undertaking by Mr Timothy Renton during
his visit to Hong Kong in January that "providing a satisfactory
formula can be found, Her Majesty's Government will agree to the

osition being made clear in_the BN(O) passports" that the
olders of these passports will have the right to enter the

Legislative Council Building, 8 Jackson Road, Central, Hong Kong. % # & [ & 2 3 /\ 5% 37 ¥ & Tel : 5-8440700




United Kingdom without visas on bona fide visits. We hope that
an acceptable form of wording will be available well before the
revised Order is introduced into Parliament.

Since our motion on 8 January, which included the
request to make full British citizens the few remaining British
nationals in Hong Kong who fought for the defence of British
territory, we have learned from research carried out by the Hong
Kong Government that the total number of ex-servicemen is no more
than 270, and not 400, as was previously estimated. We hope that
the British Government will take account of this small number and
grant them full British citizenship.

You will, I think, have received a copy of a letter
from the Council of Hong Kong Indian Associations to the Home
Secretary dated 17 February 1986. I need make no comment on the
logical and powerful argument that the letter conveys, except to
stress that Members of the Legislative Council fully support the
Council's case and believe strongly that full British citizenship
should be granted to all Hong Kong BDTCs of non-Chinese origin
who have no other nationality. We have made it clear that the
Chinese majority in Hong Kong will not begrudge the minorities
this treatment, and this view has been echoed many times in the
past few weeks by prominent organisations and private citizens
throughout the territory. It is therefore quite misleading of
the Minister of State for Home Affairs, Mr Waddington, to suggest
that there will be a "knock-on effect" if this request 1is

granted.

It now remains for the British Government to find a
solution to this nationality problem that will satisfy Parliament
and put the worries and uncertainties of so many people in Hong
Kong to rest. We rely very much on you to help ensure this, and
we have no doubt that you will continue to strive on our behalf

for a just solution.
For your convenience I am enclosing a copy of my

original letter to Peers and MPs of 3 January 1986 and a copy of
my speech in the Legislative Council on 8 January 1986.

With very best wishes,

Yours sincerely,

Lydia DUNN
Senior Unofficial Member




MEMBERS OF LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
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3 January 188%6

The White Paper on the Draft Hong Kong
(British Nationalitv) Order 1886

I am writing to you on behalf of =all the
Unofficial Members of the Legislative Council to express
their deep concern on issues raised in this ¥White Paper.
mhat concern is shared by all Unofficial Members, both the .
22 appointed Members and the 24 elected Members, and

accurately reflects, I believe, the views of +he community
at large.

You may already have received reports about the
adjournment debate on the White Paper on the Draft Hong
Rong (British Nationality) Order 1886, which took place in
the Legislative Council on ‘the 4th December last. My
purpose in writing to you is to impress on you the
importance which LegCo Members attach to this draft
legislation and the deep sense of unease and

disappointment which they and many other pecple have about
the measures it proposes.

Their worries have focussed on (i) the
acceptability in countries around the world of yet another
unproven type of British passport, and (ii) the proposal
to leave stranded in Hong Rong nearly 10,000 people of

Legislative Council Buildine. & Jackson Road. Central, Hong Kong. &
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non-Chinese origin with a form of British citizenship so
circumscribed as to make it practically useless. There
has also been widespread sympathy for the claims by a
small group of former servicemen who defended Hong Kong on
Britain's behalf in the Second World War.

Acceptability of the BN(O) Passport

On the day of the debate we were assured by the
Hong Kong Government that it is the intention of HMG and
the Chinese Government that Chinese British Dependent
Territories Citizens (BDTCs) will be allowed to hold both
British National (Overseas) (BN(O)) passports and Special
Administrative Region passports after 1 July 1997 and that
the BN(O) passports will be allowed to state, albeit in an
indirect manner, that their holders have the right of
abode in Hong Kong. But doubts remain whether the BN (O)
passport will be of any practical use. These doubts will
persist until we see HMG take action to ensure that the
new passport 1is fully acceptable. This must include
negotiations with third countries to ensure that some 70
visa abolition agreements now applying to the BDTC
passport will also apply to the BN(O) passport. Equally
important, we must be convinced that the introduction of a
sixth type of British passport will not make it difficult
for Hong Kong people to enter the United Kingdom. They do
not any longer expect to be given a right of abode. But
they do expect to have an ungualified right to visit the
land of which they are nationals, and not to be harrassed
by immigration officials who question their credentials
and are suspicious of their motives. Measures should be
introduced to allow unobstructed and untroubled entry into
the United Kingdom by bona fide travellers from Hong Kong:
this could be achieved by words in the BN(O) passport
stating that the holder has permission to visit for the
duration of the passport or at least for a specified
period. This would help to make third countries less wary
of those who travel on the novel passport.




Those who are not of Chinese descent

There are in Hong Kong between 8,000 and 10,000
BDTCs who because of their race will not become Chinese
Nationals in 1997. To prevent them, their children and
their grandchildren from becoming stateless in 1997 the
Draft Order proposes that they should become British
Overseas Citizens (BOCs). This status gives them no right
of abode in Britain or anywhere else : their right of
abode in Hong Kong must derive instead from the laws of a
region which will be part of a country whose Nationality
Law is drawn up along racial lines. These people include
some 6,000 Indians and between 2,000 and 3,000 Portuguese,
Pakistanis, Eurasians, and people of other races. Most of
them were born here; many of them have grandparents who
were born here or brought here by British employers. They
have contributed to Hong Kong's wealth and diversity and
they regard themselves as loyal British subjects. They
have no wish to migrate to Britain or anywhere else, but
if they are left only with the choice of a citizenship
which gives them no home or of applying for Chinese
nationality in order to avoid statelessness, many of them
will leave Hong Kong well before 1997: this will be Hong
Rong's loss and Britain's shame. HMG must prevent this by
making available to these minorities full British
citizenship. Members of the Legislative Council are
convinced that the Chinese majority in Hong Kong will not
begrudge the ethnic minorities' special treatment.

Former Servicemen

Among those who will also be dispossessed in
1997 if this Draft Order is passed are fewer than 400
former servicemen, who fought for King and country in
defence of Hong Kong and in other theatres of war during
the Second World War. Section 4 of the British
Nationality Act 1981 gives the Home Secretary discretion
to register a Hong Kong BDTC as a British Citizen and to
waive the residential requirements if he has been in Crown
Service : the British Government should make it clear that
it will give sympathetic consideration to all applications
from these ex-servicemen. To deny them this consideration
would be to disown a brave and loyal group of people who,
more than anyone else, deserve Britain's gratitude, not
her indifference.




There is a good deal of lingering cynicism in
Hong Kong about the gradual erosion of the rights and
privileges of British subjects outside the United Kingdom
as a result of successive amendments in recent years to
the laws governing nationality and immigration. The
forthcoming debate in Parliament on the White Paper may be
the last opportunity for the British people to demonstrate
their special responsibility for Her Majesty's subjects in
Hong Kong at this time of transition from British
Dependent Territory to Chinese Sovereign territory.
Members of the Legislative Council have so strongly
advocated their three proposals because they believe that
acceptance of them will go some way to restore faith in
Britain's commitment to Hong Kong among those of her
subjects whose anxiety for the future is greatest.

Yours sincerely,

(Lydia DUNN)
Senior Unofficial Member
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DRAFT SPEECH BY HON LYDIA DUNN, CBE, LLD, JP
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL - 8.1.86

White Paper on the Draft Hong Kona
(British Nationalitv) Order 1986

Sir,
I rise to move the Motion standing in my name on the
Order Paper.

This Motion reflects the anxieties expressed in this
Council on the matter of the White Paper on the Draft Hong Kong
(British Nationality) Order 1986.

The substance of Unofficial Members' views is by now
well known both here in Hong Kong and in Westminster. I have
sent a letter to all Members of both Houses of Parliament,
which includes of course all Members of the British Government,

expressing our detailed views. For the record I am tabling a
copy of this letter.

Today I wish to make only two points. The first is
that the views of the Unofficial Members on this matter are

unanimous.

Unanimity among Members in historic times of an
entirely appointed Council was the rule rather than the
exception. Unanimity among Members of an entirely elected body
is rare. 1In our Council I am glad to say that unanimity is
neither so rare as to be astonishing nor so common as to be
unremarkable. On really important issues that affect
fundamentally the lives of Hong Kong people we are able to
reach agreement among a very diverse gathering of

representatives of the people.

On the matter of nationality we are unanimous. Our
views have received comprehensive support in the community

since they were published. It would be irresponsible for the
British Government to ignore them.

UMELCO




The second point I wish to make is that the action we
ask should be taken is action that can be taken by the British
Government alone and if it is not taken responsibilityv will

rest solely with the British Government.

This is nothing to do with the Joint Declaration. No

prolonged negotiations with foreian governments are reguired.

The decisions and administrative steps that we want taken are
for the British Government to take. They affect the rights and
privileges enjoyed by British nationals. Put simply we ask the

British Government

to allow British nationals holding British National
(Overseas) passports to visit Britain freely and to
make this right clear in the passports;

to make full British Citizens those British nationals
who are of non-Chinese descent;

to make full British Citizens those few remaining
British nationals in Hong Kong who fought for the

defence of British territory.

We consider that these modest requests are the very
least the people of Hong Kong can expect to see satisfied after
nearly a century and a half of British rule. They are totally
within the gift of the British Government. The Hong Kong
Government has a duty, as this Motion makes clear, to convey to
the British Government the strength of feeling both in this
Council and among the people of Hong Kong. It will do their
authority in this community no good if it falls on deaf ears.
We can only ask in this way because we are not represented in
Parliament. If our reguests are rejected, it will add to the
profound resentment felt by many of Britain's most loyal
subjects who will be seen by people around the world as a mean
and unworthy denial of the just claims of Britain's most

vulnerable and deserving nationals.

Sir, I beg to move.




CONFIDENTIAL

FCS/86/032

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE HOME DEPARTMENT

Hong Kong Nationality Order in Council

Thank you for your letter of 31 January.

—"

I am grateful for your agreement to look
carefully at the requests made by the Hong Kong
Legislative Council. It is indeed of great import-
ance that we carry Hong Kong opinion with us on this,
so far as is possible.

My officials are in contact with yours about
the wording of a possible endorsement in the BN(O)
passport. We were most grateful for your department's
agreement to the line taken by Tim Renton at his press
conference in Hong Kong, which indicated acceptance
of the principle of an endorsement subject to finding
suitable wording. This has done a certain amount
to calm sentiment in Hong Kong : but public opinion
there will be waiting very anxiously for an eventual

decision on the wording.

Hong Kong officials have now visited the UK
and provided your officials with further information
on the non-Chinese BDTCs and ex-servicemen. 1 fully
accept that these requests present great difficulties.
However it is also true that feelings in Parliament

are strong on both issues.

/1 would




CONFIDENTIAL

I would certainly like David Waddington to
be very positive about the 1likely international
acceptability of BN(O) passports during the next
Parliamentary debate on the Order. We clearly
cannot make formal approaches to third countries
until Parliament has passed the necessary legis-
lation, but we are committed to making every effort
thereafter to ensure that BN(O)s have the same rights
of access asare currently enjoyed by Hong Kong BDTCs.
I think that this is now generally understood in
Hong Kong but we will provide further briefing for
David Waddington emphasising this before the next
debate.

I look forward to hearing your further

conclusioms on all these points.

I am copying this minute to the Prime Minister,
to members of OD(K), John Wakeham, Bertie Denham, and

to Sir Robert Armstrong.

AN

<«

GEOFFREY HOWE

FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OFFICE
10 February 1986

CONFIDENTIAL







QUEEN ANNE'S GATE LONDON SWIH 9AT

31 January 1986

CB?NQ;

HONG KONG NATIONALITY ORDER IN COUNCIL

al
Thank you for your minute of 22’January about the impact in Hong Kong of the
debates on the draft nationality Order.

I share your concern. We must do everything we reasonably can to secure the
Order in March and to take Hong Kong with us. We do not want to weaken the
credit which we have rightly earned through negotiating the agreement; and I
fully recognise the need to keep Hong Kong's co-operation and good will for
the years ahead.

We can take some comfort, and perhaps credit, from the fact that the arguments
now centre on the three points you mention. Wwe always knew that nationality
would be one of the most sensitive and controversial matters following on from
the agreement, and despite the criticisms, no-one in either House seems to
have tried to re-open the fundamental questions of our arrangements for the
vast majority of British Dependent Territories citizens in Hong Kong. If we
can get the tactics right and we can reach some accommodation on the
outstandinng issues, we should have a reasonable prospect of having the
nationality arrangements in place by Easter as we have promised.

I agree, therefore, that we need to concentrate on the three requests from
Hong Kong. Our aim should be to try as far as possible to reach an
understanding with the Hong Kong Government and to be reasonably sure that the
Order will not flounder in Parliament for failure to do so.

We are already in touch with your officials on the possibility for endorsing
the passport. There are problems, and I do not myself believe that we can
dismiss the difficulties of appearing to bind future administrations, but
given the central importance of meeting the Hong Kong Government on this, we
must try to fnd some way of reconciling the various points of view,

I agree also that my officials should have discussions with Hong Kong
officials on the other two suggestions about granting British citizenship to
the non-ethnic Chinese minority who might otherwise be stateless in 1997, and
to ex-servicemen. At this stage the discussions must be without prejudice to
the final outcome, and I can see formidable difficulties in the way of our
meeting the wishes of the Legislation Council not least because of the
implications of our doing so for our wider immigration and nationality
policies.

/I hope

The Rt Hon Geoffrey Howe QC MP




I hope also that you might consider whether we can do anything more to provide
fuller reassurances about the likely acceptability of the BN(0) passport to
third countries. The point was made a number of times in the Commons, and I
am sure it would be helpful if we can strengthen the assurances that

David Waddington was able to give then.

I agree with you that we need to move quite quickly on all this, I hope,
therefore, that the detailed discussions with officials can be concluded
soon. I shall then write to you and colleagues again to seek agreement on the

way forward.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, to members of OD(K), John
Wakeham, Bertie Denham, and to Sir Robert Armstrong.

(J\’\-QJ\\,‘

Doy,







CONFIDENTIAL

B.07295

MR P%W%LL

Hong Kong Nationality Order in Council

With reference to my minute (B.07290) of 24 January,
I understand that Home Office officials are advising the
Home Secretary to reply to the Foreign and Commonwealth
Secretary's minute of 22 January by saying that he would
like to help on this subject if possible and by proposing
detailed discussions between officials of the two

Departments. The purpose of the discussions would be

to find a common position on the risk of having to

impose a visa regime on people in Hong Kong and on policy
in the 1light of that risk.

I suggest that the Prime Minister either should not
intervene in the correspondence at the present stage or
should intervene only to say that she would like to be
informed of the outcome of the discussions between the
two Departments and of the resulting recommendations for

policy.

~

/

[_Aadees

C L G Mallaby

27 January 1986

CONFIDENTIAL







CONFIDENTIAL AND PERSONAL

Hong Kong Nationality Order in Council
‘*” - et

I was stryck by a point in the Foreign and Commonwealth

Secretary's minute of 22 January to the Home Secretary. After
arguing the case for an inscription in passports to the effect
that no visas or entry certificates would be needed, the
minute says that the Government could impose a visa require-
ment if this became necessary. On enquiry, I found that
there appears to be a real difference between the FCO, who
think that circumstances requiring visas are at present
completely unforeseeable, and the Home Office, who think

that a visa requirement is a high probability. I am

exploring this further and shall look for a way round it.

2is I suggest that the Prime Minister might not react to
the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary's minute for a few

days.

N\

C L G Mallaby

24 January 1986

CONFIDENTIAL AND PERSONAL







CONFIDENTIAL

FCS/86/016

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR THE HOME DEPARTMENT

Hong Kong Nationality Order in Council

I am becoming seriously concerned about the
situation which is developing around the Hong Kong
Nationality Order in Council. You are I think aware
of the general background.

A tremendous head of steam has now built up
in Hong Kong on this issue. The Hong Kong Legislative
Council, supported by the Hong Kong Government, have
made three requests

(a) that we should grant British citizenship

to non-Chinese BDTCs if they become

stateless;

that we should grant British citizenship
to some 500 former servicemen who fought
in the Second World War; and

that we should agree to put an endorsement
in BN(O) passports indicating that holders
do not require a visa or entry certificate
to visit the UK.

As you know the senior Unofficial member of the
Legislative Council, Miss Lydia Dunn, has written to
all Members of Parliament about these requests. The
Hong Kong Council of Indian Associations have also
written about the non-Chinese BDTCs, and have sent a
small delegation to the UK which has in recent days
achieved considerable publicity for their cause.

/Debates have
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Debates have now been held in both Houses.
You will, I am sure, have received reports on these
from David Waddington and Simon Glenarthur. In the
Commons almost every speaker urged the Government to
make concessions, though a few on the Government
side suggested that to concede British citizenship
to the ethnic minorities would be wrong at this
stage. In the Lords, no-one spoke in favour of the
Government : most of the speakers favoured concessions
on all three of the Legislative Council requests, with
particular emphasis on the extension of British

citizenship to the ethnic minorities.

If we make no concessions on any of these
proposals, the Governor of Hong Kong has advised that
there will be an open confrontation between HMG and
the Hong Kong Legislative Council. We have managed,
not always easily, to come through the last three
difficult years in Hong Kong, including the period
of the conclusion of the agreement, without such a
confrontation : to fail now would be very damaging,
not least to the Hong Kong Government, and it would
undermine what we have achieved so far by the agree-
ment. If we make no moves, the Unofficial members
of the Hong Kong Executive and Legislative Councils
will not give up : they will send a delegation here
to lobby the Prime Minister, and they will lobby
extensively in Parliament against the Order. Since
it cannot be amended in Parliament when we put it
forward for final approval, they will ask for its
rejection. I therefore think that we need to

consider what moves might be possible.

/The Governor
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The Governor of Hong Kong has advised that of
the three UMELCO requests, the one which is held most
strongly is that relating to the passport endorsement.
If this were met, but the other two requests were not,
it is unlikely that there would be a confrontation
between the Legislative Council and HMG. From this
point of view therefore, the crux is the question of
the passport endorsement. This is an area where I
think that a move should be possible. David Waddington
and Tim Renton discussed this possibility before the
debates, and the former most helpfully agreed to take
the line in the debates that we would keep looking
for an acceptable formula.

I accept that it would not be right to put an
endorsement in a passport which gave a misleading

impression that the holder was not subject to the
immigration rules. However I believe that Hong Kong
would be satisfied with an endorsement which read :

"The holder of this passport does not
require an entry certificate or a visa

to enter the UK as a bona fide visitor".

This is a correct statement of fact. There is also
a clear implication that the bona fide status of
visitors can be checked by immigration officers. In
order to make sure that there was no confusion

among the holders of such passports, I would propose
that a leaflet be issued at the same time as the
passport advising the holder exactly what his immi-
gration status with regard to the UK is. This
leaflet could also explain the advantage of obtaining
an entry certificate, so that there would be no
suggestion of discouraging visitors from Hong Kong
from using this facility.

/It is clear
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It is clear that nothing less than an endorse-
ment in the passport will be sufficient to prevent a.
confrontation between the Legislative Council and HMG.
There may be some room for adjustment of the formula
of this endorsement, but I am bound to say that it
will not do any good in Hong Kong unless it makes clear
that prior entry clearance is not necessary for bona

fide visitors.

I understand that the main argument which has
been advanced against this kind of endorsement is
that, because it could not be removed from the passport,
it would commit future governments not to introduce a
visa or entry certificate requirement for visitors
from Hong Kong. I do not find this argument convincing.
The logical conclusion would be that no government
could ever put any endorsement in a passport in case
it made it more difficult for a future government to
change the law or practice : this would apply equally
for instance to right of abode endorsements.

The imposition of a visa or entry certificate

requirement for visitors from Hong Kong would be
difficult enough at any time : as you know, in response

to enquiries from MPs about whether visas would be
required, we have told them firmly that BN(O)s would

be subject to the same rules as BDTCs are subject to
now. But if there ever were a crisis, such as occurred
with the Tamils last year, I do not think that the use
of the endorsement I propose would make it significantly
more difficult for a future government to introduce

a visa requirement for BN(O)s from Hong Kong. It would
be necessary to announce that in view of the crisis the
rules were being changed and that notwithstanding the

endorsement visas would be required.

/To sum up
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To sum up on this point I think that by agreeing
to this endorsement we would lose nothing, and would
stand a very good chance of avoiding the worst of the
confrontation in Hong Kong which now threatens.

I can see that the moves which are requested
for the ethnic minorities and the ex-servicemen pose
much greater problems. From the strictly Hong Kong
point of view, given the Governor's advice, I would
not have felt justified in pressing you to make
concessions on them. However I am becoming concerned
about the Parliamentary situation, particularly in
the House of Lords. Although UMELCO may acquiesce
in failure to meet these requests, they are unlikely
to drop them publicly. If the Order, which is essential
to the implementation of the nationality provisions of
the Sino-British agreement, were to suffer a defeat in
the Lords, we should be severely embarrassed vis-a-vis
the Chinese Government. It would also be very damaging
to our relationship with Hong Kong. I therefore propose
that we should set in hand urgently more detailed
studies of the implications of concessions in the two

areas of the ethnic minorities and the ex-servicemen.

I understand that the Hong Kong Government are prepared
to send officials to London to assist in this. At the

very least, even if we decide that no concessions are
possible, this will demonstrate clearly the Government's
seriousness in reconsidering the position following

the two debates.

I hope very much that you can agree to these
proposals.
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I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister,
Members of OD(K), John Wakeham and Lord Denham.

-

GEOFFREY HOWE

Foreign & Commonwealth Office

22 January 1986
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 21 January 1986

HONG KONG : IMMIGRATION

When the Prime Minister saw Mr. Sandberg, Chairman of the Hong
Kong and Shanghai Bank, on other business this morning, he referred
to a problem which he had discussed the day before with the Home
Secretary, namely the position of four or five extremely wealthy
Hong Kong Chinese who wished to acquire British passports. The
people in question had immense wealth and were prepared to invest
substantially in the United Kingdom. He understood that it was
at the Home Secretary's discretion to allow people such as them
to acquire British nationality in these circumstances provided
they were prepared to live in the United Kingdom. The problem
was that the Hong Kong Chinese in question could not meet the
second criterion because they needed to be able to continue to
manage their investments from Hong Kong. It seemed absurd for
the United Kingdom to forego the opportunity of the substantial
investment in question on a technicality. The Home Secretary
had promised to write to him about it.

The Prime Minister said that she would seek the Home Secretary's
advice.

I am copying this letter to Stephen Boys Smith in the Home
Office.

Len Appleyard, Esq.,
Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
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SPEAKING NOTE

1. I am sending you across copies of Telnos 145, 146 and 149
just received from Hong Kong. From this you will see that
there is a prospect of unofficials sending a delegation shortly

to London to lobby the Prime Minister on nationality matters.

4

- 5 Draft order '~ in Council i-pleaéigiﬁg‘*nationalitj- W

arrangements from Hong Kong Agreement to be debated in
Parliament on 16 January. Briefly unofficials making three

demands:

Endorsement to be placed in the passport stating that
n0 visa or entry certificate to enter the

United Kingdom as a visitor.

Hong Kong minority communities (Indians, Portuguese etc)
to be given full British citizenship instead of British

Overseas citizenship.

Ex-servicemen in Hong Kong who are British Dependent
Territories citizens to be given full British citizenship

in recognition of their service.
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< ¥ At the moment Home Office position on all three negative,

P
thougﬂlare urging Mr Waddington not to shut .the door in the

debate: General line should be that purpose of debate is to
listen to views of MPs, after which GCovernment will decide

whether to change terms of order inm Council,

Kg L Forexgn Dffice can see vhy conceeciona"

,connunxtiel and ex—:ervicenen tre very difflcnlt._~
4g.that -concesnxon‘ eould be made vathout
 endorsement in passports. £n~c~u- bas  haaste

kY m{:WVM' Brson Z-M, tw&&-.\aﬁs o

8 Home Office objections are doctrinaire in nature.
Department intend to recommend as soon as MPs views have been
given in debate that Foreign Secretary should write to Home
Secretary urging a n this point, Letter will be

copied to you.

6. You will no doubt wish to ask Home Office to provide

briefing to Prime Minister in due course on this subject.
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. CONF IDENTIAL
FM HONG KONG
TO DESKBY 1410302 FCO
TELNO 145
OF 140920Z JANUARY 86
INFO DESKBY 150100Z PEKING

YOUR TELNO 85 : WHITE PAPER ON DRAFT NATIONAL ¥TY ORDER,

1. UNOFFICHALS REMINDED ME THIS MORNING AT THE EXECUT/MVE COUNCHL

MEETING THAT THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL WAS EXPECTNG A STATEMENT BY.
THE CHIEF SECRETARY TOMORROW ‘MM RESPONSE TO M¥SS DUNN'S REQUESTJ ;

FOR A REPORT ON THE PROGRESS OF HMG'S DELIBERATIONS CONTA@NE&THM
HER STATEMENT OF JANUARY 8 (MY TELNO 080).

POSITHON HMG WOULD TAKE ‘N PARL/IAMENT. ‘v ALSO dﬂFORMED THEM ﬂﬂ
STRACT CONFIDENCE OF THE POSITHON AS STATED ‘W PARAS 1 TO 4 TN
TEL UNDER REFERENCE. FOR REASONS WH.ICH WILL BE EVWDENT FROH M
T 4 DID NOT GWE THEM THE CONTENT OF PARAGRAPH B3

X .,f

B TS LT ok -‘, 5
'\,- .

2. EXCO UNOFFUOHFALS COMMENTED THAT 4T WOULD BE HELPFUL FaR“ME;
HMG TO KNOW THE POSITHON OF LEGCO UNOFF#CHALS. THEY WOULD NOTU
illﬁ“ﬁ DARTICUL ARl Y OF THE EMDADCEMENT 181 TUE AlecmAanTa = e




2. EXCO UNOFFICIALS COMMENTED THAT T WOULD BE HELPFUL FOR ME AND

gMG TO KNOV THE POSITION OF LEGCO UNOFFICIALS. THEY WwOULD MOT LET THE
Hﬁ!!, PAPTICULARLY OF THE ENDORSEMENT 1IN THE PASSPORTS, DIE. THEY
WOULD CONTINUE TO FIGHT FOP THE ENDCRSEMENT OF VISA-FREE ENTRY |If
NECESSARY BEYOND THE DEBATE ON THE WHITE PAPER. THEY CONTINUED

TO EMPHASISE THAT THIS WAS IN THE GIFT OF THE BR {1 T:}SH

GOVERNMENT.

3. WHETHER OR NOT THEY WOULD SEND A DELEGATION TO LONDON WAS AGAIN
AN OPEN QUESTION. THEY WOULD MEET ON THE MORMKIG OF FRIDAY 17
JANUARY TO REVIEW WHAT MINISTERS AND MEMBERS OF PARL:HAMENT HAD SAWD
IN THE DEBATE ‘N THE HOUSE OF COMMONS (EVEN THOUGH THE DEBATE TAKES
PLACE AT 3 A.M. HERE ‘T wiLL BE BROADCAST L'WE BY HONG KONG RAD¥0).
BN THE LIGHT OF THAT DEBATE THEY wiLL DEC‘¢DE WHETHER

(A) TO AWAIT FURTHER DEVELOPMENTS: OR

(B) TO SEND A DELEGATION TO LONDON E VTHER *WMMEDVATELY OR AT A LATER
DATE.

4L, THEY MADE CLEAR THAT |F THE DELEGATHON WENT TO LONDON kT WOULD
SEEK A PERSONAL ‘INTERVIEW WITH THE PRIME MINISTER. :}T WOULD NOT
BE CONTENT WITH LESS.

5. THE DISCUSSION WHLL BE CONTHINUED N EXCO AT 9.30 A.M. HONG KONG
TIME TOMORROW.

6. ON THE IMPL'WCATIONS OF THIS SHTUATION PLEASE SEE MY FT.

YOUDE

YYYY
HMLNAN 0497
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CONF}DENT 1AL /f) |
FM HONG KONG §é}47
TO DESKBY 141130Z FCO >
TELNO 146

OF 141040Z JANUARY 86
‘INFO DESKBY 150100Z PEKING

MY IPT : WHITE PAPER ON DRAFT NATHONAL#HTY ORDER.

1. THE STATEMENT THAT THE UNOFFICIALS WiLL NOT BACK DOWN ON THE
PROPOSITION THAT AN ENDORSEMENT REGARDING VISA-FREE ENTRY TO THE

UK SHOULD BE MADE IN THEIR PASSPORTS MUST BE TAKEN SERIOUSLY. ON

- WHAT THEY SAID THIS MORNING, PPOVIDING 1T WERE CLEARLY DEMONSTRATED
THAT THE CASE MADE FORP THE MINORITIES AND THE EX-SERVIICEMEN HAD
BEEN EXAMINED ON ITS MERITS, AND THEY HAD BEEN GHEN A FAIR HEARHNG
(AND NOT SMPLY TURNED DOWM OUT OF HAND), THERE WOULD BE GRUMBLUNG,
ILL-FEELING AND NO DOUBT SARCASM 'IM THE PRESS, ‘F THEY WERE NOT MET
IN FULL BUT | DOUBT |F THOSE ISSUES WOULD BECOME MATTERS FOR A
CONFRONTATION BETWEEN UNOFFICIALS AND HMG. (RESENTMENT AMONG THE
MINORITIES WOULD OF COURSE REMAIN) IF ON THE OTHER HAND THE e
UNOFF IC1ALS REQUEST FOR AN ENDORSEMENT -i1N THE PASSPORTS #5 REFUSED“*
A CONFRONTATION BETWEEN THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCHL OF HONG KONG 7 7
AND HMG WILL ENSUE.

W MINISTERS ARE REASONABLY POSFTHVE ABOUT THE POSSﬂﬁﬂlB"’U

ENDORSEMENT BEING MADE ‘W THE PARL-VAMENTARY DEBATE THE HNGF

DEBATE AND GO LATER TO PRESS THEIR CASE. #F THE HOLD*NG SH
READS NEGATHNELY OR ¢S ACCOMPANIED ONLY BY A ST%TEHE“T'BF

TELNO 85) THERE 45 A REAL CHANCE THAT THEY WiLL DECHDE 10 vﬂ.,mégf
I AMNAM AMT 2C¥ FAD A MEFETIMA WITH THF DD IMF MINISTER: AND HAVE THIS




- o o N

'LONDON AND ASY FOP A MEETING WITH THE PSIME MINISTER: AMD MA
DEC1S10% PUSLIC.

3. IT REMAINS MY STROMG ADVICE TO MINISTERS THAT THEY SHOULD SHOW

A POSITIVE ATTITUDE N THE DEBATE TOWAPDS THE ENDOPSEMENT. ‘\F

THEY DO NOT THE RISK OF A CONFROMTATION (SEE PARA 1 ABOVE) 1S HIGH.

4, ¥ CAN SEE THAT MINISTERS MIGHT BE DISPOSED TO AWAIT THE

OUTCOME OF THE DEBATE, BUT AS UNOFF ICIALS POINTED OUT -HF THIS

DECIS.HON IS NOT TAKEN MNOw, AND THE SITUATION S ALLOWED TO REACH

THE POINT WHERE A DELEGATION S SENT TO LONDON TO CALL ON THE |

PRIME MINISTER THERE WILL BE A POLITICAL PRICE TO BE PAID. THE
UNOFFICHALS WERE THEN REBUFFED THE SENSE OF RESENTMENT WiLL BE

SEVERE. F OM THE OTHER HAND T WERE DECIDED THAT THE P.M. SHOULD
COMCEDE WHAT MINISTERS HAD APPARENTLY NOT FAVOUPED AND WHAT COULD

NOT RE OBTAINED BY THE GOVERMMEMT OF HOMG KONG, THIS WOULD BE TAKEN = =
AS IMDICAT NG THAT UMOFFICHIALS, AND PARTICULARLY ELECTED UNOFFHCHALS, :
WERE IM A POSITION TO GET FROM LONDOM WHAT COULD NOT BE OBTA4NED
THROUGH THE GOVERNMENT OF HONG KONG. THE CONSEQUENCES FOR THE
REPUTATION OF HMG AND THE AUTHORITY OF THE HONG KONG GOVERNMENT: AND
THE IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURPE MAMAGEMENT OF THE LEGISLATHIE

COUNCHL wILL RE OEVIOUS.

5. EVEN TO SEEK TO DELAY THE SENDING OF A DELEGATION COULD BE
HAZARDOUS. YOU WiLL RECALL THE DEEPLY EMBEDDED BEL:HEF THAT MY
PREDECESSOP DISSUADED THE UNOFF ICVIALS FROM SENDING A DELEGATION
AT A CRUCIAL POINT IN THE LORDS DEBATE ON THE NATHONALATY ACT:
AND THAT THEY LOST THE OPPORTUNITY OF GETTING A FAVOURABLE VOTE

IN THE LORDS ON AND 4SSUE OF GREAT CONCERN TO THEM AS A
CONSEQUENCE.

YOUDE

& & |
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F¥ HONG KONG

TO DESKBY 1411307 FCOC

TELNO 149

OF 1410257 JAMUAPY 86

HiIFC DESKBY 1501007 PEKING (PEPSOMAL FOR AMBASSADOR)

FOLLOWING PERSONAL FOR WILSON, AUS ASIA FPOM GOVERNOP

1. YOU WILL SEE FPOM MY TELNO 146 THAT If WE ALLOW THESE ISSUES
TO GET TO THE POINT WHERE THE UNOFFICIALS AMNOUNCE THAT THEY ARE
SEMDING A DELEGATION TO SEE THE PRIME MIMISTER WE SHALL HAVE
PEACHED AN EXTREMELY TRICKY POINT N THE RELATIONS PETWEEM HONG
KCHG AND LONDON.

2. THE PRIME MINISTER WOULD SE ROUND TO RECEIVE UMOFF ICHALS. '\ HER
MEETING WITH THE UNOFFICIALS ON 19 SEPTEMBER 1984 (AT WHICH THE

PUS WAS PRESENT) SHE TOLD THE UMNOFFICHALS THAT THEY SHOULD NOT
HESTIATE TO SEEK ANOTHER VISIT TO LONDOM IF THEY THOUGHT THAT WAS
NECESSARY.

3. THE UNOFFICIALS ARE UNANIMOUS THAT T S WITHIN THE GIFT OF THE
BRITISH GOVERHMENT TC GIVE THEM THE EMDOPSEMENT THEY WANT. ON SOME
ISSUES T CAN BE ARPGUED THAT THE DIFFICULTY LIES WITH THE CHINESE.
ON THIS OME IT CAMMOT AND THEY WILL NOT BE SATISFIED WITH ARGUMENTS
AEOUT PRCELEMS WITH THE IMMIGRATION PULES. AS MISS DUNN SAID, *If
THERE IS A WILL THERE 1S A WAY.

L. W IT GETS TO THE POINT WHEPE THEY SEE THE PPIME MINISTER AND
THEY ARE TUPNED DOWM, THE SENSE OF PESENTHMENT AND RETRAYAL AMONG
EXCO UNOFF ICIALS wILL BE STPONG. THEY PUT THEIR MAMES ON THE LINE
IN FAVOUR OF ACCEPTANCE OF THE AGREEMENT IN SPITE OF THEIR
RESERVATIONS SEMICOLON THEY APE NOW LOOKING FOR A REC!HPROCAL
UNDERSTANDING FROM HMG ON THEIP CONCERNS.

5. MISS DUNN AND HER SENIOR COLLEAGUES 'IN LEGCO ARE TRY:ING THEIR
BEST TO KEEP TEMPERS DOWN AND TO AVOID A CONFRONTATION ARISING.
SOME OF THE ELECTED MEMBERS HAVE THE BIT BETWEEN THEUR TEETH. YOU
KNOW SIR S Y'S FEELINGS ON NATIONALITY #SSUES: ¢ WOULD NOT EXCLUDE
HIS VOLUNTEERING TO LEAD A DELEGATION. ‘\F HE DID THAT WOULD PUT
THE PRIME MINISTER N A VERY DIFFFCULT POSITHON INDEED.

YOUDE
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LORD PRIVY