CHINA (INCLUDES TIBET, HONG KONG, AND MACAU) 2016 HUMAN
RIGHTS REPORT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The People’s Republic of China (PRC) is an authoritarian state in which the
Chinese Communist Party (CCP) is the paramount authority. CCP members hold
almost all top government and security apparatus positions. Ultimate authority
rests with the CCP Central Committee’s 25-member Political Bureau (Politburo)
and its seven-member Standing Committee. Xi Jinping continued to hold the three
most powerful positions as CCP general secretary, state president, and chairman of
the Central Military Commission.

Civilian authorities maintained control of the military and internal security forces.

Repression and coercion of organizations and individuals involved in civil and
political rights advocacy as well as in public interest and ethnic minority issues
remained severe. As in previous years, citizens did not have the right to choose
their government and elections were restricted to the lowest local levels of
governance. Authorities prevented independent candidates from running in those
elections, such as delegates to local people’s congresses. Citizens had limited
forms of redress against official abuse. Other serious human rights abuses
included arbitrary or unlawful deprivation of life, executions without due process,
illegal detentions at unofficial holding facilities known as “black jails,” torture and
coerced confessions of prisoners, and detention and harassment of journalists,
lawyers, writers, bloggers, dissidents, petitioners, and others whose actions the
authorities deemed unacceptable. There was also a lack of due process in judicial
proceedings, political control of courts and judges, closed trials, the use of
administrative detention, failure to protect refugees and asylum seekers,
extrajudicial disappearances of citizens, restrictions on nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), discrimination against women, minorities, and persons with
disabilities. The government imposed a coercive birth-limitation policy that,
despite lifting one-child-per-family restrictions, denied women the right to decide
the number of their children and in some cases resulted in forced abortions
(sometimes at advanced stages of pregnancy). Severe labor restrictions continued,
and trafficking in persons was a problem.

Although most of the more than 300 lawyers and human rights activists detained in
2015 were released, 16 remained in pretrial detention without access to attorneys
or family members at year’s end. Four others were sentenced to jail terms ranging
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from three years to seven and one-half years in trials that foreign governments and
international human rights organizations said lacked basic due process. Wang Yu,
one of the most prominent lawyers detained during the crackdown, was released
after her televised confession, which circumstances suggest was likely coerced.
Many others remained under various restrictions, including continuous residential
surveillance at undisclosed locations. Public security officials continued to harass,
intimidate, and take punitive measures against the family members of rights
defenders and lawyers in retaliation for their work.

A new Law on the Management of Foreign NGO Activities inside Mainland China
placed foreign NGOs under the supervision of the Ministry of Public Security, a
move that indicated foreign NGOs were considered a “national security” threat.
Although the law was not scheduled to go into effect until January 1, 2017, many
foreign NGOs and their domestic partners began to curtail operations before the
year’s end, citing concerns over the law’s vaguely worded provisions. As a result,
an already limited space for civil society was further constrained. Individuals and
groups regarded as politically sensitive by authorities faced tight restrictions on
their freedom to assemble, practice religion, and travel both within China and
overseas. Authorities used extralegal measures, such as enforced disappearances
and strict house arrest, to prevent public expression of critical opinions.
Authorities continued to censor and tightly control public discourse on the internet,
and in print and other media. There was at least one widely reported
extraterritorial disappearance that occurred during the year.

Official repression of the freedoms of speech, religion, movement, association, and
assembly of Tibetans in the Tibet Autonomous Region (TAR) and other Tibetan
areas and of Uighurs in the Xinjiang Uighur Autonomous Region (XUAR)
continued and were more severe than in other areas of the country. In the XUAR
officials sometimes subjected individuals engaged in peaceful expression of
political and religious views to arbitrary arrest, harassment, and expedited judicial
procedures without due process in the name of combatting terrorism.

Authorities prosecuted a number of abuses of power through the court system,
particularly with regard to corruption, but in most cases the CCP first investigated
and punished officials using opaque internal party disciplinary procedures. The
CCP continued to dominate the judiciary and controlled the appointment of all
judges and in certain cases directly dictated the court’s ruling. Authorities targeted
citizens who promoted independent efforts to combat abuses of power.

Section 1. Respect for the Integrity of the Person, Including Freedom from:
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a. Arbitrary Deprivation of Life and other Unlawful or Politically Motivated
Killings

Security forces reportedly committed arbitrary or unlawful killings. In many
instances, few or no details were available.

In May environmentalist Lei Yang died under mysterious circumstances while in
custody in Beijing following a brief altercation with public security officials.
Authorities initially claimed 29-year-old Lei had suffered a heart attack, although
an autopsy determined the cause of death was suffocation. Lei’s body also showed
bruising on his arms and head. A subsequent investigation found that public
security officials had blocked the inquiry into the cause of Lei’s death. In June,
two public security officers were arrested on suspicion of “dereliction of duty.”
Subsequent reporting on the case was censored. In late December officials
announced that five law enforcement officers would not stand trial for Lei’s death.

In December, 58-year-old democracy activist Peng Ming died under suspicious
circumstances in prison. His family was unable to view the body, and authorities
denied his adult children permission to enter the country to collect his ashes.

In June, Tibetan Buddhist nun Yeshi Lhakdron of Kardze prefecture in the Tibetan
area of Kham, now administered under Sichuan Province, died in custody due to
torture, according to the Tibetan Center for Human Rights. Also in June a 40-year-
old man from Kardze who was detained on suspicion of possessing a gun died in
custody, reportedly due to severe torture (see the Tibet Annex for further
information).

Authorities did not account for the circumstances surrounding the 2015 death of
Zhang Liumao, who died suddenly in custody in Guangzhou after being detained
and charged with “picking quarrels and provoking trouble.” His family’s lawyer
found his corpse was bruised with apparent signs of torture. He had not yet been
tried at the time of his death. During the year Zhang’s sister, Zhang Wuzhou,
made multiple attempts to file lawsuits against the government over the
mishandling of her brother’s forensic report. Public security imposed a foreign
travel ban on her and detained her outside a Guangzhou courthouse in April. The
court eventually accepted the lawsuit.

A number of violent incidents in the XUAR resulted in multiple deaths. For
example, media reported that at least five persons, including two public security
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officers, died in May as a result of violent unrest sparked when an officer allegedly
shot and killed a Uighur prisoner in a juvenile detention center in Urumgi. Official
accounts of these events generally blamed “terrorists” or “separatists” and
portrayed incidents involving violence as terrorist attacks on community members
and security personnel. The government’s control of information coming out of
the XUAR, together with its increasingly tight security posture there, made it
difficult to verify reports (see also the Tibet annex for incidents of abuse).

Although legal reforms in recent years decreased the use of the death penalty and
improved the review process, authorities executed some defendants in criminal
proceedings following convictions that lacked due process and adequate channels
for appeal.

b. Disappearance

There were multiple reports of individuals detained by authorities and held at
undisclosed locations.

As of the end of the year, 16 individuals detained as a result of the July 2015 “709”
roundup of more than 300 human rights lawyers and legal associates remained in
pretrial detention at undisclosed locations without access to attorneys or to their
family members. The crackdown primarily targeted those individuals who worked
as defense lawyers on prominent human rights and public interest cases, including
the 2008 melamine scandal, the Beijing “feminist five” detentions, the Xu Chunhe
case, and cases involving the sexual abuse of young girls. The clients of those
targeted included jailed Uighur economist Ilham Tohti, members of unregistered
churches, and Falun Gong practitioners. The names of those who were still
detained at the end of the year are Li Heping, Xie Yanyi, Wang Quanzhang, Liu
Sixin, Xie Yang, Li Chunfu, Wu Gan, Lin Bin, Yin Xu’an, Wang Fang, Zhang
Wanhe, Liu Xing, Li Yanjun, Yao Jianging, Tang Zhishun, and Xing Qianxian.

Jiang Tianyong, a lawyer who advocated on behalf of the family members of the
“709” detainees, disappeared on November 21 in Henan Province. He
subsequently was placed under “residential surveillance at an undisclosed location”
on suspicion of “inciting subversion of state power.”

While several “709” detainees still awaited trial, some lawyers were convicted in
trials lacking due process (see section 1.e.), and others were released on bail from
formal custody after detentions that lasted, in many cases, more than a year. For

example, in August attorney Wang Yu was released from detention after the

Country Reports on Human Rights Practices for 2016
United States Department of State « Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and Labor



CHINA 3)

government released a video that many observers called a forced confession. In
the video Wang said she would no longer allow herself to be “used by foreign
forces.” Wang’s attorney learned about her release when he saw the televised
statement. Wang’s husband, law associate Bao Longjun, was released as well in
August. The couple was reportedly reunited with their son, Bao Zhuoxuan, who
had tried to flee the country via Burma in 2015, where he was intercepted by
government agents and returned to China. The couple’s lawyer and other friends
and associates were unable to contact them since their release from formal
detention, and reports indicated that they remained under some form of residential
surveillance and detention.

In March lawyer Zhang Kai was released from detention after seven months.
Zhang was known for his work defending Wenzhou Christian churches that faced
demolition or forced cross removals. He had been detained in 2015 on the eve of a
planned meeting with a prominent foreign diplomat. Zhang’s release also followed
a statement in which he “confessed * on state-run television to his alleged crimes
and urged other citizens “not to collude with foreigners.” In August, Zhang took to
social media to recant his earlier confession, which he said was made under
conditions of duress. Authorities responded by surrounding his family home and
threatening to rearrest him. Zhang remained under house arrest and was not able to
resume his legal duties.

A number of extraterritorial disappearances occurred during the year. Former
Southern Metropolis Daily journalist Li Xin, who fled to India in 2015 after
allegedly leaking documents detailing the Communist Party’s propaganda policies,
went missing on a train in Thailand in January and later reappeared in China in
custody of security officials. He told his wife by telephone that he had returned
voluntarily, but Thai immigration officials told the media they had no exit record
for Li.

Five men working in Hong Kong’s publishing industry disappeared between
October and December 2015. In addition to being Hong Kong residents, Gui
Minhai was a Swedish citizen and was taken while he was in Thailand; Lee Bo was
a British citizen taken from Hong Kong. Media coverage of the cases noted that
the men worked for Mighty Current, a publishing house, and its affiliate,
Causeway Bay Bookstore, which were known for selling books critical of the CCP
and its leaders. In a televised “confession” released by Chinese authorities in the
spring, Gui Minhai said he had “voluntarily returned” to China to “bear the
responsibility” for a traffic accident that supposedly occurred more than a decade
before. Another bookseller, Hong Kong resident Lam Wing Kee, was detained at
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the border crossing into Shenzhen in October 2015 and released after five months.
Upon his return to Hong Kong, Lam immediately recanted his televised confession,
saying it was scripted and recorded under extreme pressure. He also said he was
forced to sign away his legal rights when he was taken to Ningbo by men who
claimed they were from a “central special unit.” With the exception of Swedish
citizen Gui Minhai, the other detained booksellers were released during the year
but remained under surveillance, travel restrictions, and the threat of punishment
after returning to Hong Kong. At year’s end Gui remained in incommunicado
detention in the mainland.

The government still had not provided a comprehensive, credible accounting of all
those killed, missing, or detained in connection with the violent suppression of the
1989 Tiananmen demonstrations. The Dui Hua Foundation reported that Miao
Deshun, the last known political prisoner dating from the Tiananmen era, was
released during the year. Many activists who were involved in the 1989
demonstrations and their family members continued to suffer official harassment.
Chen Yunfei, arrested in 2015 for visiting the grave of a Tiananmen victim, was
formally brought to trial in July on charges of “picking quarrels and provoking
troubles.” Chengdu authorities subsequently postponed his trial without
explanation. In December a rescheduled hearing was also reportedly delayed after
Chen dismissed his lawyers, citing their harassment at the hands of local security
officials outside the courthouse. Others who attempted to commemorate the
protests and associated deaths were themselves detained or otherwise targeted. In
late May, seven activists who appeared in a photograph marking the massacre’s
27th anniversary were detained on suspicion of “picking quarrels and provoking
troubles.” They were released several weeks later. In June, Chengdu activists Fu
Hailu, Zhang Junyong, Luo Yufu, and Chen Bing were detained for allegedly
creating and marketing a liquor whose label commemorated the 1989 crackdown.
They faced charges of “inciting subversion” and were held in the Chengdu
Municipal Detention Center.

c. Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman, or Degrading Treatment or
Punishment

The law prohibits the physical abuse and mistreatment of detainees and forbids
prison guards from coercing confessions, insulting prisoners’ dignity, and beating
or encouraging others to beat prisoners. Amendments to the criminal procedure
law exclude evidence, including coerced confessions obtained through illegal
means, in certain categories of criminal cases. Enforcement of these legal
protections continued to be lax.
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Numerous former prisoners and detainees reported they were beaten, subjected to
electric shock, forced to sit on stools for hours on end, hung by the wrists, raped,
deprived of sleep, force-fed, and otherwise subjected to physical and psychological
abuse. Although ordinary prisoners were abused, prison authorities reportedly
singled out political and religious dissidents for particularly harsh treatment. In
some instances close relatives of dissidents also were singled out for abuse.

The problem of torture was systemic, according to a UN Committee against
Torture report released in December 2015 that detailed the extent to which torture
was embedded in the criminal justice system. While the UN committee
acknowledged some improvements, such as the broader use of surveillance
cameras during interrogations, the report stated that torture was “entrenched.”

A May 2015 Human Rights Watch report found continued widespread use of
degrading treatment and torture by law enforcement authorities. Some courts
continued to admit coerced confessions as evidence, despite the criminal procedure
law, which restricts the use of unlawfully obtained evidence. After examining
158,000 criminal court verdicts published on the Supreme People’s Court website,
Human Rights Watch found that judges excluded confessions in only 6 percent of
the cases in which torture was alleged and that all the defendants were convicted,
even in the cases when evidence such was excluded. Lawyers reported that
interrogators turned to less-detectable methods of torture. Confessions were often
videotaped; harsh treatment beforehand was not. Lawyers who attempted to shed
light on the problem of torture in the criminal justice system themselves became
targets of intimidation and harassment.

Family members asserted that rights lawyer Xie Yang was repeatedly tied up and
beaten during his lengthy detention in Changsha, Hunan Province. According to
reports leaked from the detention facility, at one point Xie required hospitalization
after he was beaten until he lost consciousness. As of December he was still in
detention. There were multiple reports that other lawyers, law associates, and
activists detained in the “709” crackdown also suffered various forms of torture,
abuse, or degrading treatment, including Sui Muging, whom public security
officers reportedly kept awake for days on end, and Yin Xu’an, whom security
agents repeatedly tortured in an attempt to extract a confession. The lawyers of
Wu Gan, another “709” detainee, also reported that Wu had been tortured
following their meeting with him at the Tianjin No. 2 Detention Center.
Guangdong attorney Sui Muging, who was detained in July 2015 and held under
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residential surveillance at an undisclosed location until the end of the year, was
reportedly tortured while in custody.

Members of the minority Uighur ethnic group reported systematic torture and other
degrading treatment by law enforcement officers and the penal system (see section
6, National/Racial/Ethnic Minorities). Practitioners of the banned Falun Gong
spiritual movement reported systematic torture more often than other groups.

The law states that psychiatric treatment and hospitalization should be “on a
voluntary basis,” but it has loopholes that allow authorities and family members to
commit persons to psychiatric facilities against their will and fails to provide
meaningful legal protections for persons sent to psychiatric facilities. The law
does not provide for the right to a lawyer and restricts a person’s right to
communicate with those outside the psychiatric institutions.

According to the Legal Daily (a state-owned newspaper covering legal affairs), the
Ministry of Public Security directly administered 23 high-security psychiatric
hospitals for the criminally insane (also known as ankang facilities). While many
of those committed to mental health facilities had been convicted of murder and
other violent crimes, there were also reports of activists and petitioners
involuntarily subjected to psychiatric treatment for political reasons. Public
security officials may commit individuals to ankang facilities and force treatment
for “conditions” that have no basis in psychiatry. In February, one domestic NGO
reported that it had tracked more than 30 cases of activists “who were forcibly
committed to psychiatric institutions in 2015, often without their relatives’
knowledge or consent.” For example, Shanghai authorities dispatched agents to
intercept petitioner Lu Liming when he was en route to Beijing to protest. They
detained him in a psychiatric facility, tied him to a bed for days, beat him, and
forcibly medicated him.

As of January 2015, the government claimed it was ending the long-standing
practice of involuntarily harvesting the organs of executed prisoners for use in
transplants. In August the official Xinhua News Agency reported 10,057 organ
transplants from voluntary donors were performed in the country in 2015, with
transplants expected to increase 40 to 50 percent in 2016. Some international
medical professionals and human rights researchers questioned the voluntary
nature of the system, the accuracy of official statistics, and official claims about the
source of organs. The country has no tradition of organ donorship, and its organ
donor system remained fledgling.
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Prison and Detention Center Conditions

Conditions in penal institutions for both political prisoners and criminal offenders
were generally harsh and often degrading.

Physical Conditions: Authorities regularly held prisoners and detainees in
overcrowded conditions with poor sanitation. Food often was inadequate and of
poor quality, and many detainees relied on supplemental food, medicines, and
warm clothing provided by relatives. Prisoners often reported sleeping on the floor
because there were no beds or bedding. In many cases provisions for sanitation,
ventilation, heating, lighting, and access to potable water were inadequate.

Adequate, timely medical care for prisoners remained a serious problem, despite
official assurances that prisoners have the right to prompt medical treatment.
Prison authorities withheld medical treatment from political prisoners. In April
prison officials refused requests to send ailing Guangdong activist Yang Maodong
(better known by his pen name Guo Feixiong) to a hospital for medical tests. To
protest his treatment, he went on a hunger strike, during which prison officials
reportedly force-fed him. Guo was also reportedly routinely tortured. In one
attempt to humiliate him, prison officials performed a rectal exam on Guo,
videotaped the procedure, and threatened to post the video online. In August
authorities transferred him to a different prison hospital, and he ended his hunger
strike.

Political prisoners were held with the general prison population and reported being
beaten by other prisoners at the instigation of guards. Some reported being held in
the same cells as death row inmates. Authorities did not allow some dissidents
supplemental food, medicine, and warm clothing from relatives.

Conditions in administrative detention facilities were similar to those in prisons.
Beating deaths occurred in administrative detention facilities. Detainees reported
beatings, sexual assaults, lack of proper food, and limited or no access to medical
care.

Administration: Authorities used alternatives to incarceration for both violent and
nonviolent offenders. According to the State Council’s 2016 White Paper on
Legal Rights, 2.7 million individuals participated in community correction, with an
estimated 689,000 individuals in the program as of September. The same source
reported an annual increase of 51,000 individuals in community correction
programs.
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There were no prison ombudsmen per se, but prisoners and detainees are legally
entitled to submit complaints to judicial authorities without censorship and request
investigation of credible allegations of inhuman conditions. The law states that
letters from a prisoner to higher authorities of the prison or to the judicial organs
shall be free from examination; it was unclear to what extent the law was
implemented. While authorities occasionally investigated credible allegations of
Inhuman conditions, the results were not documented in a publicly accessible
manner. Many prisoners and detainees did not have reasonable access to visitors
and could not engage in religious practices.

Independent Monitoring: Information about prisons and various other types of
administrative and extralegal detention facilities was considered a state secret, and
the government typically did not permit independent monitoring.

Improvements: In August the Supreme People’s Procuratorate published data that
favored an “education first” approach towards juvenile crime, specifically focusing
on counseling over punishment, according to the Dui Hua Foundation. The same
figures showed the number of juvenile arrests later dismissed by the court
expanded from 26 percent in 2014 to 29 percent in 2015.

d. Arbitrary Arrest or Detention

Arbitrary arrest and detention remained serious problems. The law grants public
security officers broad administrative detention powers and the ability to detain
individuals for extended periods without formal arrest or criminal charges.
Throughout the year lawyers, human rights activists, journalists, religious leaders,
and former political prisoners and their family members continued to be targeted
for arbitrary detention or arrest.

Role of the Police and Security Apparatus

The main domestic security agencies include the Ministry of State Security, the
Ministry of Public Security, and the People’s Armed Police. The People’s
Liberation Army is primarily responsible for external security but also has some
domestic security responsibilities. Local jurisdictions also frequently used civilian
municipal security forces, known as “urban management” officials, to enforce
administrative measures. Oversight of these forces was localized and ad hoc. By
law officials can be criminally prosecuted for abuses of power, but such cases were
rarely pursued.

Country Reports on Human Rights Practices for 2016
United States Department of State « Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and Labor



CHINA 11

The Ministry of Public Security coordinates the civilian police force, which is
organized into specialized agencies and local, county, and provincial jurisdictions.
Procuratorate oversight of the public security forces was limited. Corruption at
every level was widespread. Public security and urban management officials
engaged in extrajudicial detention, extortion, and assault.

Regulations state that officers in prisons face dismissal if found to have beaten,
applied corporal punishment, or abused inmates or to have instigated such acts, but
there were no reports these regulations were enforced.

In the absence of reliable data, it was difficult to ascertain the full extent of
Impunity for the domestic security apparatus, but anecdotal accounts of abuse were
common on social media and sometimes appeared in state media reports as well.
Authorities often announced investigations following cases of reported killings by
police. It remained unclear, however, whether these investigations resulted in
findings of police malfeasance or disciplinary action.

Arrest Procedures and Treatment of Detainees

Criminal detention beyond 37 days requires approval of a formal arrest by the
procuratorate, but in cases pertaining to “national security, terrorism, and major
bribery,” the law permits up to six months of incommunicado detention without
formal arrest. After formally arresting a suspect, public security authorities are
authorized to detain a suspect for up to an additional seven months while the case
Is investigated.

After the completion of an investigation, the procuratorate can detain a suspect an
additional 45 days while determining whether to file criminal charges. If charges
are filed, authorities can detain a suspect for an additional 45 days before
beginning judicial proceedings. Public security sometimes detained persons
beyond the period allowed by law, and pretrial detention periods of a year or
longer were common.

The law stipulates that detainees be allowed to meet with defense counsel before
criminal charges are filed. Some criminal defense attorneys stated that under the
2013 revised criminal procedure law, their ability to meet with clients improved.
In some routine cases, defense attorneys could arrange visits at any time and have
private meetings with their clients in detention centers. This generally did not
apply to cases considered politically sensitive.
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The criminal procedure law requires a court to provide a lawyer to a defendant
who has not already retained one, who has various disabilities or is a minor, or who
faces a life sentence or the death penalty. This law applies whether or not the
defendant is indigent. Courts may also provide lawyers to other criminal
defendants who cannot afford them, although courts often did not do so.

Criminal defendants are entitled to apply for bail (also translated as “a guarantor
pending trial’”) while awaiting trial, but the system did not appear to operate
effectively, and authorities released few suspects on bail.

The law requires notification of family members within 24 hours of detention, but
authorities often held individuals without providing such notification for
significantly longer periods, especially in politically sensitive cases. In some cases
notification did not occur. Under a sweeping exception, officials are not required
to provide notification if doing so would “hinder the investigation” of a case. The
revised criminal procedure law limits this exception to cases involving state
security or terrorism, but public security officials have broad discretion to interpret
what is “state security.”

The law allows for residential surveillance rather than detention in a formal facility
under certain circumstances. With the approval of the next higher-level
authorities, officials may place a suspect under “residential surveillance” at a
designated place of residence (i.e., a place other than the suspect’s home) for up to
six months when they suspect crimes of endangering state security, terrorism, or
serious bribery and believe that surveillance at the suspect’s home would impede
the investigation. Human rights organizations and detainees themselves reported
that this practice left detainees at a high risk for torture. Authorities may also
prevent defense lawyers from meeting with suspects in these categories of cases.

The law provides for the right to petition the government for resolution of
grievances, but many citizens who traveled to Beijing to petition the central
government were subjected to arbitrary detention, often by security agents
dispatched from the petitioner’s hometown. Petitioners reported harsh treatment
by security officials. In February officers from the Fuyou Street Station of the
Xicheng District Public Security Bureau in Beijing reportedly beat Qiao Zhigang,
the leader of a group of retired and disabled members of the military, and detained
many others who had gathered with Qiao to protest the government’s failure to
provide promised benefits and compensation.
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Authorities used administrative detention to intimidate political and religious
activists and to prevent public demonstrations. Forms of administrative detention
included compulsory drug rehabilitation treatment (for drug users), “custody and
training” (for minor criminal offenders), and “legal education” centers for political
and religious activists, particularly Falun Gong practitioners. The maximum stay
in compulsory drug rehabilitation centers is two years, including what was
generally a six-month stay in a detoxification center.

Arbitrary Arrest: Authorities detained or arrested persons on allegations of
revealing state secrets, subversion, and other crimes as a means to suppress
political dissent and public advocacy. These charges--including what constitutes a
state secret--remained ill defined, and any piece of information could be
retroactively designated a state secret. Authorities also used the vaguely worded
charges of “picking quarrels and provoking trouble” broadly against many civil
rights activists. It remained unclear what this term means. Authorities also
detained citizens and foreigners under broad and ambiguous state secret laws for,
among other actions, disclosing information on criminal trials, meetings,
commercial activity, and government activity. Authorities sometimes retroactively
labeled a particular action as a violation of state secret laws. A counterespionage
law grants authorities the power to require individuals and organizations to cease
any activities deemed a threat to national security. Failure to comply could result
in seizure of property and assets.

There were multiple reports of lawyers, petitioners, and other rights activists being
arrested or detained for lengthy periods of time, only to have the charges later
dismissed for lack of evidence. Many activists were subjected to extralegal house
arrest, denied travel rights, or administratively detained in different types of
facilities, including “black jails.” In some cases public security officials put
pressure on schools not to allow the children of prominent political detainees to
enroll. Conditions faced by those under house arrest varied but sometimes
included isolation in their homes under guard by security agents. Security officials
were frequently stationed inside the homes. Authorities placed many citizens
under house arrest during sensitive times, such as during the visits of senior foreign
government officials or preceding the annual plenary sessions of the National
People’s Congress, the G20 summit, the anniversary of the Tiananmen massacre,
and sensitive anniversaries in Tibetan areas and the XUAR. Some of those not
placed under house arrest were taken by security agents to remote areas on so-
called forced vacations.
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In early September security officials abducted rights lawyer Li Yuhan from the
hospital where she was receiving treatment for a heart condition and beat and
choked her when she resisted. She was told she would need to take a “vacation”
before the G20 Summit to ensure she did not cause trouble. She was held
overnight at an undisclosed location, where security officials denied her access to
the bathroom. She was released the next day without charges.

Despite being released from prison in 2011, activist Hu Jia remained under
extrajudicial house arrest during the year. Human rights lawyer Gao Zhisheng,
who was released from prison in 2014, remained confined under strict house arrest.

Pretrial Detention: Pretrial detention could last longer than one year. Defendants
In “sensitive cases” reported being subjected to prolonged pretrial detention. Many
of the “709” detainees were held in pretrial detention for more than a year without
access to their families or their lawyers.

e. Denial of Fair Public Trial

Although the law states that the courts shall exercise judicial power independently,
without interference from administrative organs, social organizations, and
individuals, the judiciary did not, in fact, exercise judicial power independently.
Judges regularly received political guidance on pending cases, including
instructions on how to rule, from both the government and the CCP, particularly in
politically sensitive cases. The CCP Central Political and Legal Affairs
Commission has the authority to review and direct court operations at all levels of
the judiciary. All judicial and procuratorate appointments require approval by the
CCP Organization Department.

Corruption often influenced court decisions, since safeguards against judicial
corruption were vague and poorly enforced. Local governments appointed and
paid local court judges and, as a result, often exerted influence over the rulings of
those judges.

A CCP-controlled committee decided most major cases, and the duty of trial and
appellate court judges was to craft a legal justification for the committee’s decision.

Courts are not authorized to rule on the constitutionality of legislation. The law
permits organizations or individuals to question the constitutionality of laws and
regulations, but a constitutional challenge may be directed only to the
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promulgating legislative body. Lawyers had little or no opportunity to rely on
constitutional claims in litigation.

Media sources indicated public security authorities used televised confessions of
lawyers, foreign and domestic bloggers, journalists, and business executives in an
attempt to establish guilt before their criminal trial proceedings began or as a
method of negotiating release from detention, such as the televised statements of
Wang Yu, Zhang Kai, and Swedish national Peter Dahlin. NGOs asserted such
statements were likely coerced, perhaps by torture, and some detainees who
confessed recanted upon release and confirmed that their confessions had been
coerced. No provision in the law allows the pretrial broadcast of confessions by
criminal suspects.

“Judicial independence” remained one of the reportedly off-limit subjects that the
CCP ordered university professors not to discuss (see section 2.a., Academic
Freedom and Cultural Events).

Trial Procedures

Although the amended criminal procedure law reaffirms the presumption of
innocence, the criminal justice system remained biased toward a presumption of
guilt, especially in high-profile or politically sensitive cases. According to the
March work report submitted to the National People’s Congress (NPC) by the
Supreme People’s Court (SPC), more than 1.2 million individuals were convicted
while 1,039 were acquitted in 2015. The low acquittal rate of less than 1 percent
has persisted for many years, although the overall number of acquittals during the
year rose from the 778 recorded in 2014.

In many politically sensitive trials, courts announced guilty verdicts immediately
following proceedings with little time for deliberation. Courts often punished
defendants who refused to acknowledge guilt with harsher sentences than those
who confessed. The appeals process rarely reversed convictions and failed to
provide sufficient avenues for review; remedies for violations of defendants’ rights
were inadequate.

Regulations of the SPC require trials to be open to the public, with the exception of
cases involving state secrets, privacy issues, minors, or, on the application of a
party to the proceedings, commercial secrets. Authorities used the state secrets
provision to keep politically sensitive proceedings closed to the public, sometimes
even to family members, and to withhold defendant’s access to defense counsel.
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Court regulations state that foreigners with valid identification should be allowed
to observe trials under the same criteria as citizens, but foreigners were permitted
to attend court proceedings only by invitation. As in past years, authorities barred
foreign diplomats and journalists from attending a number of trials. In some
instances the trials were reclassified as “state secrets” cases or otherwise closed to
the public. During the year foreign diplomats attempted to attend at least a dozen
public trials throughout the country. In many instances court officials claimed
there were no available seats in the courtroom.

Portions of some trials were broadcast, and court proceedings were a regular
television feature. In September, Zhou Qiang, the president of the SPC and head
of the judiciary, announced the debut of a website, the Chinese Open Trial
Network. It offered videos of more than 67,000 criminal, administrative, and civil
proceedings, including all open SPC hearings and some select lower court
hearings. The CCP leadership of the court involved, however, must approve the
streaming of every case.

In keeping with the CCP Central Committee’s Fourth Plenum decision to reform
certain aspects of the judicial system, the SPC issued updated regulations requiring
the release of court judgments online. The regulations, which took effect on
October 1, stipulate that court officials should release judgments, with the
exception of those involving state secrets and juvenile suspects, within seven days
of their adoption. These reforms, aimed at bringing greater transparency to the
judicial system, extended to some of the most sensitive political cases. The Dui
Hua Foundation reported that it obtained 117 judgments in cases involving state
security as of September 30, up from 80 judgments in all of 2015.

Individuals facing administrative detention do not have the right to seek legal
counsel. Criminal defendants were eligible for legal assistance, although the vast
majority of criminal defendants went to trial without a lawyer. According to the
State Council’s 2016 White Paper on Legal Rights, 4.7 million cases received legal
aid from 2012 to 2015.

Lawyers are required to be members of the CCP-controlled All China Lawyers
Association, and the Ministry of Justice requires all lawyers to pledge their loyalty
to the leadership of the CCP upon issuance or renewal of their license to practice
law. The CCP continued to require law firms with three or more party members to
form a CCP unit within the firm.
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According to Chinese legal experts and statistics reported in domestic media,
defense attorneys took part in less than 20 percent of criminal cases; in some
provinces it was less than 12 percent. In particular human rights lawyers reported
that authorities did not permit them to effectively defend certain clients or
threatened them with punishment if they chose to do so. Some lawyers declined to
represent defendants in politically sensitive cases, and such defendants frequently
found it difficult to find an attorney. When defendants were able to retain counsel
in politically sensitive cases, government officials often prevented attorneys from
organizing an effective defense. In some instances authorities prevented attorneys
selected by defendants from taking the case and appointed a court attorney to the
case instead.

Tactics employed by court and government officials included unlawful detentions,
disbarment, harassment and physical intimidation, and denial of access to evidence
and to clients. In June police beat Guangxi lawyer Wu Liangshu for refusing a
body search by court police when he filed a lawsuit with the People’s Court in
Nanning. Police suspected he was recording their conversations in court. Wu
emerged from the courthouse partially stripped with his clothes torn.

The government suspended or revoked the business licenses or law licenses of
those who took on sensitive cases, such as defending prodemocracy dissidents,
house-church activists, Falun Gong practitioners, or government critics.
Authorities used the annual licensing review process administered by the All China
Lawyers Association to withhold or delay the renewal of professional lawyers’
licenses. In April lawyer Pu Zhigiang was formally disbarred following the three-
year suspended prison term he was given in December 2015 for his online
comments critical of CCP rule.

In 2015 the NPC’s Standing Committee amended legislation concerning the legal
profession. The amendments criminalize attorneys’ actions that “insult, defame, or
threaten judicial officers,” “do not heed the court’s admonition,” or “severely
disrupt courtroom order.” The changes also criminalize disclosing client or case
information to media outlets or using protests, the media, or other means to
influence court decisions. Violators face fines and up to three years in prison.

Regulations adopted in 2015 also state that detention center officials should either
allow defense attorneys to meet suspects or defendants or explain why the meeting
cannot be arranged at that time. The regulations specify that a meeting should be
arranged within 48 hours. Procuratorates and courts should allow defense
attorneys to access and read case files within three working days. The time and
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frequency of opportunities available for defense attorneys to read case files shall
not be limited, according to the guidelines. In some sensitive cases, lawyers had
no pretrial access to their clients, and defendants and lawyers were not allowed to
communicate with one another during trials. In contravention of the revised
criminal procedure law (see section 1.d.), criminal defendants frequently were not
assigned an attorney until a case was brought to court. The law stipulates the
spoken and written language of criminal proceedings shall be conducted in the
language common to the specific locality, with government interpreters providing
language services for defendants not proficient in the local language. Sources
noted that trials were predominantly conducted in Mandarin Chinese even in
minority areas with interpreters provided for defendants who did not speak the
language.

Mechanisms allowing defendants to confront their accusers were inadequate. Only
a small percentage of trials reportedly involved witnesses. Judges retained
significant discretion over whether live witness testimony was required or even
allowed. In most criminal trials, prosecutors read witness statements, which
neither the defendants nor their lawyers had an opportunity to rebut through cross-
examination. Although the law states that pretrial witness statements cannot serve
as the sole basis for conviction, prosecutors relied heavily on such statements.
Defense attorneys had no authority to compel witnesses to testify or to mandate
discovery, although they could apply for access to government-held evidence
relevant to their case.

In 2015 the Ministry of Justice announced a rule that requires assigning lawyers to
convicted prisoners on death row who cannot afford one during the review of their
sentences. The number of capital offenses in the criminal code was reduced to 46
in 2015. Official figures on executions were classified as a state secret. According
to the Dui Hua Foundation, the number of executions fell to 2,400 in 2013, down
from a high of 24,000 in 1983. The drop reflected the reform of the capital
punishment system initiated in 2007, but the number of executions since 2013
stabilized or even increased. Dui Hua also reported that an increase in the number
of Uighur executions likely offset the drop in the number of Han Chinese executed.

Political Prisoners and Detainees

Government officials continued to deny holding any political prisoners, asserting
that persons were detained not for their political or religious views but because
they violated the law. Authorities, however, continued to imprison citizens for
reasons related to politics and religion. Tens of thousands of political prisoners
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remained incarcerated, most in prisons and some in administrative detention. The
government did not grant international humanitarian organizations access to
political prisoners.

Political prisoners were granted early release at lower rates than other prisoners.
The Dui Hua Foundation estimated that more than 100 prisoners were still serving
sentences for counterrevolution and hooliganism, two crimes removed from the
criminal code in 1997. Thousands of others were serving sentences for political
and religious offenses, including “endangering state security” and “cult” offenses
covered under Article 300 of the criminal code, crimes introduced in 1997. The
government neither reviewed the cases of those charged before 1997 with
counterrevolution and hooliganism nor released persons jailed for nonviolent
offenses under repealed provisions.

In August, four men were convicted of the political crime of “subversion of state
power” as a result of the 2015 “709” crackdown on public interest legal activism.
Zhou Shifeng, the founder of the Beijing Feng Rui Law Firm, was sentenced to
seven years for subversion. The media reported that prosecutors stated Zhou had
“conspired with foreign governments,” and Zhou reportedly confessed to his
crimes in a statement that some observers interpreted as a protest of the ruling. As
recently as 2012, Beijing municipal authorities honored Zhou with recognition as a
“Beijing Excellent Lawyer” for three straight years. His law firm was known for
its legal activism and had represented clients in high-profile cases, including the
2008 melamine milk scandal.

In August authorities sentenced democracy activist and unregistered church leader
Hu Shigen to seven years in prison for “subversion of state power.” The media
reported he pled guilty, and his was one of the longer sentences among those
detained during the “709” crackdown. In the same week, Feng Rui associate Zhai
Yanmin and Christian activist Guo Hongguo were also convicted of the same
charges, although both received suspended sentences.

In September the Beijing Municipal No. 2 Intermediate Court sentenced human
rights lawyer Xia Lin, who previously represented artist Ai Weiwei, to 12 years’
Imprisonment on charges of fraud. Supporters said that the charges were baseless
and that authorities targeted Xia for his efforts to support human rights activists.

Many political prisoners remained in prison or under other forms of detention at
year’s end, including writer Yang Maodong (Guo Feixiong); Uighur scholar Ilham
Tohti; anticorruption activist Xu Zhiyong; Wang Bingzhang; activist Liu Xianbin;
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Zhou Yongjun; online dissident Kong Youping; Roman Catholic bishops Ma
Dagin and Su Zhimin; pastor Zhang Shaojie; Falun Gong practitioner Bian Lichao;
lawyers or legal associates Li Heping, Wang Quanzhang, Xie Yanyi, Xie Yang,
and Li Chunfu; blogger Wu Gan; and many others. Nobel Peace Prize laureate Liu
Xiaobo remained in Jinzhou Prison in Liaoning Province. His wife, Liu Xia,
remained under surveillance and faced continued restrictions on her freedom of
movement.

Criminal punishments included “deprivation of political rights” for a fixed period
after release from prison, during which an individual could be denied rights of free
speech, association, and publication. Former prisoners reported that their ability to
find employment, travel, obtain residence permits and passports, rent residences,
and access social services was severely restricted.

Authorities frequently subjected former political prisoners and their families to
surveillance, telephone wiretaps, searches, and other forms of harassment or
threats. For example, security personnel followed the family members of detained
or imprisoned rights activists to meetings with foreign reporters and diplomats and
urged the family members to remain silent about the cases of their relatives.
Certain members of the rights community were barred from meeting with visiting
dignitaries.

According to the 2015 China Law Yearbook, in 2014 authorities indicted 1,411
individuals for “endangering state security,” an increase of 2 percent from 2013.
Based on figures in the report of the Supreme People’s Court to the 2016 plenary
session of the National People’s Congress, the Dui Hua Foundation estimated that
approximately 500 “endangering state security” trials took place in 2015, down
from approximately 1,000 in 2014, a decline believed to be due to the
reclassification of crimes. Offenses previously considered as “endangering state
security” were, starting in 2015, increasingly dealt with as “terrorism” and
“disturbing social order,” including a charge frequently used against activists
called “picking quarrels and provoking trouble.”

Civil Judicial Procedures and Remedies

Courts deciding civil matters faced the same limitations on judicial independence
as criminal courts. The State Compensation Law provides administrative and
judicial remedies for plaintiffs whose rights or interests government agencies or
officials have infringed. The law also allows compensation for wrongful detention,
mental trauma, or physical injuries inflicted by detention center or prison officials.
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Citizens seldom applied for state compensation because of the high cost of
bringing lawsuits, low credibility of courts, and citizens’ lack of awareness of the
law. Victims’ claims were difficult to assess because of vague definitions in the
law and difficulties in obtaining evidence of damage. Judges were reluctant to
accept such cases, and government agencies seldom ruled in favor of plaintiffs.

In some cases authorities pressured plaintiffs to drop their lawsuits. On May 1,
Chen Wenying dropped her suit against the Xinhua News Agency and China
Central Television (CCTV) for allegedly falsely accusing her son, labor rights
activist Zeng Feiyang, of committing fraud. Chen decided to withdraw the lawsuit
after she and her family began to receive threats from the government.

f. Arbitrary or Unlawful Interference with Privacy, Family, Home, or
Correspondence

The law states that the “freedom and privacy of correspondence of citizens are
protected by law,” but authorities often did not respect the privacy of citizens.
Although the law requires warrants before officers can search premises, officials
frequently ignored this requirement. The Public Security Bureau and prosecutors
are authorized to issue search warrants on their own authority without judicial
review. Cases of forced entry by police officers continued to be reported.

Authorities monitored telephone calls, text messages, faxes, e-mail, instant
messaging, and other digital communications intended to remain private. They
also opened and censored domestic and international mail. Security services
routinely monitored and entered residences and offices to gain access to
computers, telephones, and fax machines. Foreign journalists leaving the country
found some of their personal belongings searched. In some cases, when material
deemed politically sensitive was uncovered, the journalists had to sign a statement
stating they would “voluntarily” leave these documents behind in China.

In September the General Office of the CCP Central Committee and the PRC State
Council issued a directive mandating the establishment of a centralized “social
credit system” to evaluate the trustworthiness of all individuals and companies in
the country. Each person and company is to be assigned a score on the basis of
information collected from the internet as well as public records. The directive’s
goal is “to construct a credit-monitoring, warning, and punishment system” that
operates on the principle that “if trust is broken in one place, restrictions are
imposed everywhere.” It details a wide range of privileges that could be denied
and punishments that could be imposed for “trust-breaking” conduct, including
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subjecting individuals and companies to targeted daily monitoring, random
inspections, and possible arrest and criminal prosecution. The directive requires
that an individual’s score be considered when he or she attempts to establish a
social organization, and it singles out lawyers and law firms for restrictions if they
engage in “trust-breaking” conduct.

According to media reports, the Ministry of Public Security used tens of millions
of surveillance cameras throughout the country to monitor the general public. In
2015 the Beijing Municipal Public Security Bureau announced it had “covered
every corner of the capital with a video surveillance system.” Human rights
groups stated that authorities increasingly relied on video and other forms of
surveillance to monitor and intimidate political dissidents, Tibetans, and Uighurs.
The monitoring and disruption of telephone and internet communications were
particularly widespread in the XUAR and Tibetan areas. The Cybersecurity Law
passed in November codified the authority of security agencies to cut
communication networks across an entire geographic region during “major security
incidents,” although they have previously exercised this authority prior to passage
of the Cybersecurity Law.

Forced relocation because of urban development continued in some locations.
Protests over relocation terms or compensation were common, and some protest
leaders were prosecuted. In rural areas infrastructure and commercial development
projects resulted in the forced relocation of thousands of persons.

Property-related disputes between citizens and government authorities sometimes
turned violent. These disputes frequently stemmed from local officials’ collusion
with property developers to pay little or no compensation to displaced residents,
combined with a lack of effective government oversight or media scrutiny of local
officials’ involvement in property transactions as well as a lack of legal remedies
or other dispute resolution mechanisms for displaced residents. The problem
persisted despite central government claims it had imposed stronger controls over
illegal land seizures and taken steps to standardize compensation. Redevelopment
in traditional Uighur neighborhoods in cities throughout the XUAR resulted in the
destruction of historically or culturally important areas. Some residents expressed
opposition to the lack of proper compensation by the government and the coercive
measures used to obtain their agreement to redevelopment.

There were several reports of authorities confiscating traditional pastoral lands
from ethnic Mongolian herders for development in the Inner Mongolia
Autonomous Region. In August authorities in Shin-Barag Left Banner forcibly
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evicted ethnic Mongolian herders from their pastoral lands they had grazed for
generations under a legal contract with the government. Media and private sources
reported that paramilitary officers placed the region under a security lockdown and
detained 10 herders, charging one named Huubshalat with “separatism.”

Section 2. Respect for Civil Liberties, Including:
a. Freedom of Speech and Press

The constitution states that citizens “enjoy freedom of speech, of the press, of
assembly, of association, of procession and of demonstration,” although authorities
generally did not respect these rights, especially when they conflicted with CCP
interests. Authorities continued tight control of print, broadcast, and electronic
media and regularly used them to propagate government views and CCP ideology.
Authorities censored and manipulated the press and the internet, particularly
around sensitive anniversaries.

Freedom of Speech and Expression: Citizens could discuss many political topics
privately and in small groups without official punishment. The government,
however, routinely took harsh action against citizens who questioned the
legitimacy of the CCP. Some independent think tanks, study groups, and seminars
reported pressure to cancel sessions on sensitive topics. Those who made
politically sensitive comments in public speeches, academic discussions, or in
remarks to the media remained subject to punitive measures.

In late February prominent real estate developer Ren Zhigiang criticized President
Xi’s call for media outlets to display absolute loyalty to the CCP. In two social
media posts, Ren urged the CCP not to waste taxpayer money and opined, “Since
when did the people’s government become the party’s government?” The
government consequently stripped Ren Zhigiang of his social media accounts,
which had an estimated 37 million followers. The New York Times reported on
March 11 that Xinhua News Agency employee Zhou Gang issued an online letter
accusing government censors of silencing critics, apparently in response to the Ren
case.

Two weeks after President Xi’s visit to state media, anonymous authors posted a
letter online calling for him to resign “for the future of the country and the people.”
The authors claimed to be “loyal Communist Party members.” Authorities
promptly shut down Wujie News, the news website that carried the letter, and
detained journalists, such as Jia Jia, whom security agents apprehended at the
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Beijing airport en route to Hong Kong. According to contacts and news reports, all
Wujie News staff were later released.

In April online commentator Tian Li (also known as Chen Qitang) was tried for
“Inciting subversion of state power.” His verdict was suspended for a third time,
with no announcement made before the end of the year. The charges stemmed
from six political commentaries Chen had posted, three of which he had personally
written. The prosecution said the articles represented a “harsh attack” on the CCP.

In November, Liu Feiyue, the founder of the Civil Rights and Livelihood Watch
website, was detained on charges of “inciting state subversion” in Hubei Province.
He had been detained and released earlier in the year when he tried to cover the
CCP Central Committee’s sixth plenary session in Beijing.

Huang Qi, founder of the Tianwang Human Rights Center, was detained on
November 28 and formally charged with “illegally providing state secrets abroad”
on December 16. Authorities had long taken action against Huang for his efforts to
document human rights abuses in the country on his 64 Tianwang.com website.
Previously convicted of “inciting subversion of state power” and “illegally
possessing state secrets” in 2003 and 2008, he served five and three years in

prison, respectively.

Press and Media Freedoms: The CCP and government continued to maintain
ultimate authority over all published, online, or broadcast material. Officially, only
state-run media outlets have government approval to cover CCP leaders or other
topics deemed “sensitive.” While it did not dictate all content to be published or
broadcast, the CCP and the government had unchecked authority to mandate if,
when, and how particular issues were reported or to order that they not be reported
at all.

The government continued to strictly monitor the press and media, including film
and television, via its broadcast and press regulatory body, the State
Administration of Press, Publication, Radio, Film, and Television (SAPPRFT).
The Cyberspace Administration of China (CAC) regulates online news media. All
books and magazines continued to require state-issued publication numbers, which
were expensive and often difficult to obtain. As in the past, nearly all print and
broadcast media as well as book publishers were affiliated with the CCP or
government. There were a small number of print publications with some private
ownership interest but no privately owned television or radio stations. There were
growing numbers of privately owned online media. The CCP directed the
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domestic media to refrain from reporting on certain subjects, and traditional
broadcast programming required government approval. The SAPPRFT announced
that satellite television channels may broadcast no more than two imported
television programs each year during prime-time hours and that imported programs
must receive the approval of local regulators at least two months in advance.

In a well-publicized February 19 visit to the three main state and CCP news
organizations--the Xinhua News Agency, CCTV, and the People’s Daily--
President Xi said, “Party and state-run media are the propaganda battlefield of the
party and the government, [and] must bear the surname of the party. All of the
party’s news and public opinion work must embody the party’s will, reflect the
party’s ideas, defend the authority of the Party Central Committee, [and] defend
the unity of the party.”

In March the prominent Chinese financial magazine Caixin defied the government
by highlighting censorship of its online content. On March 5, Caixin published an
article pointing out how the CAC had deleted an interview with Jiang Hong, a
delegate to the advisory Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference,
because it touched on the issue of free speech. The CAC told Caixin editors the
interview contained “illegal content” and “violated laws and regulations.”

Both the SAPPRFT and CAC continued efforts to reassert control over the
country’s growing world of new media. In December the SAPPRFT announced
that commercial social media platforms like WeChat and Weibo are not allowed to
disseminate user-generated audio or video programs about current events and are
only supposed to distribute content from those that hold state-issued audiovisual
online transmission licenses.

Violence and Harassment: The government frequently impeded the work of the
press, including citizen journalists. Journalists reported being subjected to physical
attack, harassment, and intimidation when reporting on sensitive topics.
Government officials used criminal prosecution, civil lawsuits, and other
punishment, including violence, detention, and other forms of harassment, to
intimidate authors and journalists and to prevent the dissemination of unsanctioned
information on a wide range of topics. A journalist could face demotion or job loss
for publishing views that challenged the government.

Family members of journalists based overseas also faced harassment, and in some
cases detention, as retaliation for the reporting of their relatives abroad. In March
authorities detained the siblings of the Germany-based writer Zhang Ping after he
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wrote an article criticizing the government for its role in the disappearance of
journalist Jia Jia. The family members, detained in Xichong County, Sichuan
Province, were released several days later, and Zhang later publicly said he had
“cut off ties” in order to protect them.

Uighur webmasters Dilshat Perhat and Nijat Azat continued to serve sentences for
“endangering state security.” During the year additional journalists working in
traditional and new media were also imprisoned.

Liu Yuxia, front-page editor of the Southern Metropolis Daily, once considered a
bastion for relatively independent views, was dismissed in March after the headline
of one of the newspaper’s front-page stories about the burial of a prominent
reformer was seen as a veiled criticism of President Xi’s admonition that the media
“bear the surname of the party.” If the Chinese characters of the headline about the
sea burial were read vertically in conjunction with the headline about President
Xi’s call for loyalty by the media, as both headlines appeared in proximity on the
same page, the combined headline could be interpreted as “the souls of Chinese
media have died because they bear the party’s name.”

Li Xin, another former editor for the Southern Metropolis Daily’s website,
disappeared in Thailand and reappeared in China under detention after reportedly
seeking political asylum in Thailand. Yu Shaolei, who edited the newspaper’s
cultural section, also resigned in late March. Yu reportedly posted a photograph of
his resignation form on Weibo, citing his “inability to bear your surname.” One
Southern Metropolis Daily journalist was quoted as stating, “We think it won’t get
any worse and then it does. We are being strangled.”

Four of the five Hong Kong booksellers who disappeared between October and
December 2015 were released but remained under surveillance (see section 1.b.).
In June, Zhu Tiezhi, the deputy editor in chief of Qiushi, the CCP’s foremost
theoretical journal, reportedly hanged himself in the garage of the building where
the journal was housed. Media outlets reported that Zhu had been depressed by
ideological infighting within the CCP and was linked to Ling Jihua, one of former
president Hu Jintao’s closest aides, who became a prime target in President Xi’s
anticorruption campaign.

In December security officials in Gannan County, Heilongjiang Province, detained
and beat journalists Liu Bozhi and Liu Dun from China Educational News after
they investigated reports of financial irregularities in public school cafeterias.
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In July the state-controlled Chinese Academy of National Arts announced on its
website that it had removed the existing management of the monthly magazine
Yanhuang Chungiu, including its 93-year-old publisher and cofounder Du
Daozheng. The magazine was known as an “intellectual oasis” in which topics
like democracy and other “sensitive” issues could be discussed, and it had a
reputation for publishing views on politics and history that challenged CCP
orthodoxy. Observers saw the removal of Du along with several other senior staff
including Hu Dehua, the son of late reformist CCP leader Hu Yaobang, as a threat
to one of the country’s last strongholds of liberal thought. The magazine’s chief
editor Yang Jisheng quit in 2015 in protest of increasing censorship. Following the
forced reshuffle, Du suspended the publication on July 19, and it had not resumed
operations by year’s end.

In September journalists were attacked, detained, and expelled from Wukan, a
fishing village in Guangdong Province, as they tried to conduct interviews
following protests over alleged land seizures and the detention of the elected
village chief. Wukan was the site of protests in 2011 over land seizures and
corruption, to which the provincial government responded by allowing villagers to
elect their local leader.

Foreign journalists based in the country continued to face a challenging
environment for reporting. According to the annual Reporting Conditions survey
of the Foreign Correspondents’ Club of China (FCCC) conducted during the year,
98 percent of respondents did not believe reporting conditions in the country met
international standards. In addition, 48 percent of respondents believed working
conditions had stayed the same since the previous year, while 29 percent believed
conditions had deteriorated. Fifty-seven percent said they had been subjected to
some form of interference, harassment, or violence while attempting to report from
the country.

Restrictions on foreign journalists by central and local CCP propaganda
departments remained strict, especially during sensitive times and anniversaries.
Foreign press outlets reported that local employees of foreign news agencies were
also subjected to official harassment and intimidation and that this remained a
major concern for foreign outlets. The FCCC’s survey reported that 26 percent of
respondents described interference or obstruction by police or “unidentified
individuals” while reporting. Eight percent of respondents reported being
subjected to “manhandling or physical violence,” a 3 percent increase from 2015.
In addition, FCCC members reported physical and electronic surveillance of their
staff and premises.
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Although authorities continued to use the registration and renewal of residency
visas and foreign ministry press cards to pressure and punish journalists whose
reporting perturbed authorities, wait times were reportedly shorter for many
applicants than in previous years. Many foreign media organizations continued to
have trouble expanding their operations in the country due to the difficulty of
receiving visas for new positions. Government officials continued to require
regular meetings with journalists at the time of their renewals or after seeing
reports they deemed “sensitive,” at which officials commonly made clear to
reporters they were under scrutiny for their reporting. Security personnel often
visited reporters unannounced and questioned them about their reporting activities.

Authorities continued to enforce tight restrictions on citizens employed by foreign
news organizations. The code of conduct for citizen employees of foreign media
organizations threatens dismissal and loss of accreditation for those citizen
employees who engage in independent reporting. It instructs them to provide their
employers information that projects “a good image of the country.” Several FCCC
members reported local assistants had been summoned for meetings with security
officials that the assistants found extremely intimidating. One foreign
correspondent said security officials had called her local assistant a “traitor” and
asked her why she was willing to help the foreign press with its “anti-China bias.”

Media outlets that reported on commercial issues enjoyed comparatively fewer
restrictions, but the system of postpublication review by propaganda officials
encouraged self-censorship by editors seeking to avoid the losses associated with
penalties for inadvertently printing unauthorized content.

Censorship or Content Restrictions: The State Council’s Regulations on the
Administration of Publishing grant broad authority to the government at all levels
to restrict publications based on content, including mandating if, when, and how
particular issues are reported. While the Ministry of Foreign Affairs daily press
briefing was generally open, and the State Council Information Office organized
some briefings by other government agencies, journalists did not have free access
to other media events. The Ministry of Defense continued allowing select foreign
media outlets to attend monthly press briefings.

Official guidelines for domestic journalists were often vague, subject to change at
the discretion of propaganda officials, and enforced retroactively. Propaganda
authorities forced newspapers to fire editors and journalists responsible for articles
deemed inconsistent with official policy and suspended or closed publications.
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Self-censorship remained prevalent among journalists, authors, and editors,
particularly with post facto government reviews carrying penalties of ranging
severity.

The CCP Central Propaganda Department ordered media outlets to adhere strictly
to the information provided by authoritative official departments when reporting
on officials suspected of involvement in graft or bribery. Throughout the year the
Central Propaganda Department issued similar instructions regarding various
prominent events. Directives often warned against reporting on issues related to
party and official reputation, health and safety, and foreign affairs. The orders
included instructions for media outlets not to investigate or report on their own.
The CAC and SAPPRFT strengthened regulations over the content online
publications are allowed to distribute, reiterating long-standing rules that only
state-licensed news media may conduct original reporting.

The FCCC reported that it was still largely impossible for foreign journalists to
report from the TAR, other Tibetan areas, or Xinjiang without experiencing serious
interference. Those who took part in government-sponsored trips to the TAR and
other Tibetan areas expressed dissatisfaction with the access provided. Of those
who tried to report from Tibetan areas, 60 percent reported problems, while 44
percent had trouble in Xinjiang. Foreign reporters also experienced restricted
access and interference when trying to report in other sensitive areas, including the
North Korean border, coal mining sites where protests had taken place, and other
sites of social unrest, such as Wukan village in Guangdong Province.

Authorities continued to jam, with varying degrees of success, Chinese-, Uighur-,
and Tibetan-language broadcasts of the VVoice of America (VOA), the BBC, and
Radio Free Asia. English-language VOA broadcasts generally were not jammed.
Internet distribution of streaming radio news and podcasts from these sources was
often blocked. Despite the jamming of overseas broadcasts, the VOA, the BBC,
Radio Free Asia, Deutsche Welle, and Radio France International had large
audiences, including human rights advocates, ordinary citizens, and government
officials.

Overseas television newscasts, largely restricted to hotels and foreign residence
compounds, were occasionally subject to censorship. Individual issues of foreign
newspapers and magazines occasionally were banned when they contained articles
deemed too sensitive.
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Politically sensitive coverage in Chinese, and to a lesser extent in English, was
censored more than coverage in other languages. The government prohibited some
foreign and domestic films deemed too sensitive or selectively censored parts of
films before they were released.

In November the NPC Standing Committee passed a Cybersecurity Law
containing a provision that appeared to be aimed at deterring economists and
journalists from publishing analysis that deviated from official views on the
economy. Article 12 of the law criminalizes using the internet to “fabricate or
spread false information to disturb economic order.” In January authorities
blocked Reuters’ social media account on the Chinese platform Sina Weibo
following a report that the country’s securities regulator Xiao Gang had offered to
resign. The government stated that the Reuters report was not accurate, but a
month later state media announced Xiao had been forced out.

Authorities continued to ban books with content they deemed inconsistent with
officially sanctioned views. The law permits only government-approved
publishing houses to print books. The SAPPRFT controlled all licenses to publish.
Newspapers, periodicals, books, audio and video recordings, or electronic
publications could not be printed or distributed without SAPPRFT approval and
relevant provincial publishing authorities. Individuals who attempted to publish
without government approval faced imprisonment, fines, confiscation of their
books, and other sanctions. The CCP also exerted control over the publishing
industry by preemptively classifying certain topics as state secrets.

Many intellectuals and scholars exercised self-censorship, anticipating that books
or papers on political topics would be deemed too sensitive to be published.

Actions to Expand Press Freedom: The Ministry of Foreign Affairs began
implementing a new system for journalist visa renewals and press card issuance.
There were few complaints, but there was insufficient evidence to comment on the
situation at the year’s end. Delays persisted in the approval process to expand
foreign bureaus as well as visa applications for short-term reporting tours.

Internet Freedom

The internet continued to be widely available and used. According to an official
report released in August by the China Internet Network Information Center, the
country had 710 million internet users, accounting for 51.7 percent of its total
population. The report noted 21.3 million new internet users in the first half of the
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year, with approximately 191 million going online from rural areas. Major media
companies estimated that more than 500 million persons, mainly urban residents,
obtained their news from social and online media sources. According to the 2016
Chinese Media Blue Book, online media organizations accounted for 47 percent of
the country’s entire media industry.

Although the internet was widely available, it was heavily censored. The
government continued to employ tens of thousands of individuals at the national,
provincial, and local levels to monitor electronic communications and online
content. The government also reportedly paid personnel to promote official views
on various websites and social media and to combat those who posted alternative
views. Internet companies also employed thousands of censors to carry out CCP
and government injunctions.

During the year there was a steady stream of new regulatory efforts to tighten
government control of the online media space that had grown rapidly in the last
four years, including draft regulations on strengthening government control of
internet news services and online publishing.

The government’s updated definition of “internet news information” includes all
matters pertaining to politics, economics, defense, diplomacy and “other social
public issues and reports and comments of breaking social events.” Draft
regulations require that all news reports conform to official views, establish a
“dishonesty blacklist” system, and expand criminal penalties for violators.

In June the State Internet Information Office published a Circular on Further
Strengthening the Management and Control of False News, which prohibits online
platforms from publishing unverified content as news reports and strengthens
regulation on the editing and distribution of news on online platforms, including
microblogs and WeChat. The circular prohibits websites from publishing “hearsay
and rumors to fabricate news or distort facts based on speculation.”

During the year the State Internet Information Office reportedly strengthened
efforts to “punish and correct” false online news, reprimanding numerous popular
portals, such as Sina, iFeng, and Caijing, and calling on the public to help monitor
and report on “illegal and harmful information” found online.

On June 25, the CAC released New Regulations on Internet Searches that took
effect August 1. The regulations specifically ban search engines from showing
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“subversive” content and obscene information, longstanding prohibitions for local
website operators.

On June 28, the CAC released new Regulations on the Administration of Mobile
Internet App Services that also took effect on August 1. The new rules expand the
application of some requirements to app stores, such as Apple’s iTunes App Store,
and developers and require mobile app providers to verify users’ identities with
real-name registration, improve censorship, and punish users who spread “illicit
information” on their platforms. The rules prescribe broad and vaguely worded
prohibitions on content that “endangers national security,” “damages the honor or
interests of the state,” “propagates cults or superstition,” or “harms social ethics or
any fine national culture or traditions.” At year’s end authorities required Apple to
remove the New York Times English- and Chinese-language news apps from its
iTunes App Store in the country. At least three apps were known to have been
blocked since April.

In August the CAC called for an “editor in chief” system, ensuring that senior staff
are responsible for online editorial decisions contrary to the government’s wishes
or censorship guidelines. In September media outlets also reported the CAC had
launched a campaign to clean up the comments sections on websites, which a CAC
official described as an effort to make it easier for individuals to report illegal or
harmful content.

In April, GreatFire.org, a website run by activists tracking online censorship in the
country, reported that 21 percent of more than 40,000 domains, web links, social
media searches, and internet protocol addresses that it monitors in the country were
blocked. In addition to social media websites such as Facebook, the government
continued to block almost all access to Google websites, including its e-mail
service, photograph program, map service, calendar application, and YouTube.

Government censors continued to block websites or online content related to topics
deemed sensitive, such as Taiwan, the Dalai Lama, Tibet, the 1989 Tiananmen
massacre, and all content related to the Panama Papers. The Economist, for
example, was blocked in April after it printed an article critical of President Xi’s
consolidation of power. Many other websites for international media outlets, such
as the New York Times, the Wall Street Journal, and Bloomberg, remained
perennially blocked, in addition to human rights websites, such as those of
Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch.
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Authorities continued to jail numerous internet writers for their peaceful
expression of political views. In June authorities in Yunnan Province detained
citizen journalists Lu Yuyu and Li Tingyu on suspicion of “picking quarrels and
provoking trouble” as a result of their reporting. Li and Lu compiled and
catalogued daily lists of “mass incidents”--the official term for protests,
demonstrations, and riots--and disseminated their findings to the public via social
media platforms, such as Weibo. Public security officials reportedly beat Lu,
choked him, and twisted his arms until he was badly bruised. Reporters without
Borders stated that Lu and Li were among 80 detained citizen journalists and
bloggers.

In addition, there continued to be reports of cyberattacks against foreign websites,
journalists, and media organizations carrying information that the government
restricted internet users from accessing. As in the past, the government selectively
blocked access to sites operated by foreign governments, including instances
involving the website or social media platforms of health organizations,
educational institutions, NGOs, and social networking sites as well as search
engines.

While such censorship was effective in keeping casual users away from websites
hosting sensitive content, some users circumvented online censorship through the
use of various technologies. Information on proxy servers outside the country and
software for defeating official censorship were available inside the country, but the
government increasingly blocked access to the websites and proxy servers of
commercial, academic, and other virtual private network providers.

The State Secrets Law obliges internet companies to cooperate with investigations
of suspected leaks of state secrets, stop the transmission of such information once
discovered, and report the crime to authorities. Furthermore, the companies must
comply with authorities’ orders to delete such information from their websites;
failure to do so is punishable by relevant departments, such as police and the
Ministry of Public Security.

At the World Internet Conference in China in November, Ren Xianling, the vice
minister for the CAC, called on participants to embrace state control of the internet
and likened such controls to “installing brakes on a car before driving on the road.”
Xi Jinping opened the conference with a videotaped address in which he reasserted
earlier claims that the government exercised absolute control over the internet in
the country through “cyber sovereignty.”
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Academic Freedom and Cultural Events

The government continued restrictions on academic and artistic freedom and on
political and social discourse at colleges, universities, and research institutes.
Restrictive SAPPRFT and Central Propaganda Department regulations and
decisions constrained the flow of ideas and persons. In 2013 the South China
Morning Post reported that the CCP issued secret instructions to university faculty
identifying seven “off-limits” subjects, including universal values, freedom of the
press, civil society, civil rights, an independent judiciary, elite cronyism, and the
historical errors of the CCP. Some academics self-censored their publications,
faced pressure to reach predetermined research results, or were unable to hold
conferences with international participants during politically sensitive periods.
Foreign academics claimed the government used visa denials, along with blocking
access to archives, fieldwork, or interviews, to pressure them to self-censor their
work.

In 2015 then minister of education Yuan Guiren restricted the use of foreign
textbooks in classrooms. Domestically produced textbooks remained under the
editorial control of the CCP. In January, Reuters reported that the CCP Central
Commission for Discipline Inspection had set up a team at the Ministry of
Education that was “increasing supervision and inspection of political discipline”
with the stated purpose, among other things, of preventing CCP members on
university campuses from making “irresponsible remarks about major policies.” In
addition, schools at all levels were required to merge “patriotic education” into
their curriculum and extracurricular activities. The government and the CCP
Organization Department controlled appointments to most leadership positions at
universities, including department heads. While CCP membership was not always
a requirement to obtain a tenured faculty position, scholars without CCP affiliation
often had fewer chances for promotion.

In July, Chen Baosheng became minister of education, and one of his first acts was
to establish a Commission on University Political Education to strengthen
ideological discipline within the higher education system. At a press conference in
March, Yuan highlighted the centrality of political indoctrination in the education
system, declaring “the goal and orientation of running schools is to make our
students become people qualified to inherit and build up socialism with Chinese
characteristics.” The CCP continued to require undergraduate students, regardless
of academic major, to complete political ideology coursework on subjects such as
Marxism, Maoism, and Deng Xiaoping thought.
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In December, Xi Jinping chaired the National Ideology and Political Work
Conference for Higher Education and called for turning the academy into a
“stronghold that adheres to party leadership.” Xi stressed that “China’s colleges
and universities are institutions of higher learning under the Party’s leadership;
they are colleges and universities with Chinese socialist characteristics.” Xi
further asserted that strengthening the role of Marxism in the curriculum was
needed to “guide the teachers and students to become staunch believers in the
socialist value system.” Xi specifically called on professors to become “staunch
supporters of the Party’s rule.”

Authorities on some occasions blocked entry into the country of individuals
deemed politically sensitive and frequently refused to issue passports to citizens
selected for international exchange programs who were considered “politically
unreliable,” singling out Tibetans, Uighurs, and individuals from other minority
nationality areas. A number of other foreign government-sponsored exchange
selectees who already had passports, including some academics, encountered
difficulties gaining approval to travel to participate in their programs. Academics
reported having to request permission to travel overseas and, in some cases, said
they were limited in the number of foreign trips they could take per year.

Censorship and self-censorship of artistic works was common, particularly those
artworks deemed to involve politically sensitive subjects. In addition, authorities
scrutinized the content of cultural events and applied pressure to encourage self-
censorship of discussions. In March a cafe was effectively prevented from a
holding an event discussing online censorship in the country after security agents
threatened one of the visiting Chinese participants.

b. Freedom of Peaceful Assembly and Association
Freedom of Assembly

While the constitution provides for freedom of peaceful assembly, the government
severely restricted this right. The law stipulates that such activities may not
challenge “party leadership” or infringe upon the “interests of the state.” Protests
against the political system or national leaders were prohibited. Authorities denied
permits and quickly suppressed demonstrations involving expression of dissenting
political views.
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The law protects an individual’s ability to petition the government, but persons
petitioning the government faced restrictions on their rights to assemble and raise
grievances (see section 1.d.).

While the central government reiterated prohibitions against blocking or restricting
“normal petitioning” and against unlawfully detaining petitioners, official
retaliation against petitioners continued. This was partly due to central
government regulations that took effect in 2015 requiring local governments to
resolve complaints within 60 days and stipulating that central authorities will no
longer accept petitions already handled by local or provincial governments. The
regulations encourage all litigation-related petitions to be handled at the local level
through local or provincial courts, reinforcing a system of incentives for local
officials to prevent petitioners from raising complaints to higher levels. It also
resulted in local officials sending security personnel to Beijing and forcibly
returning petitioners to their home provinces to prevent them from filing
complaints against local officials with the central government. Such detentions
often went unrecorded and often resulted in brief periods of incarceration in
extralegal “black jails.”

Petitioners faced harassment, illegal detention, and even more severe forms of
punishment when attempting to travel to Beijing to present their grievances.

Citizens throughout the country continued to gather publicly to protest evictions,
forced relocations, and inadequate compensation, often resulting in conflict with
authorities or other charges.

Although peaceful protests are legal, public security officials rarely granted
permits to demonstrate. Despite restrictions, many demonstrations occurred, but
those motivated by broad political or social grievances were broken up quickly,
sometimes with excessive force.

In June authorities arrested Wukan’s popularly elected village mayor, Lin Zuluan,
on corruption charges. On September 8, Lin was convicted and sentenced to three
years in prison and fined 200,000 yuan ($29,000). Large numbers of villagers took
to the streets to protest what they considered bogus charges brought against Lin
because of his resistance to land confiscation by higher-level authorities.
Authorities deployed large numbers of riot police and used tear gas and rubber
bullets to disperse the protest. Public security forces reportedly beat villagers at
random, forcibly entered private homes to detain individuals suspected of
participating in the protests, and prevented anyone from entering or leaving the
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village. The authorities also reportedly detained, interrogated, and assaulted
foreign journalists, offering rewards for information leading to their detention. At
year’s end dozens of villagers remained in detention, and at least 13 individuals
suspected of leading the protest had been charged with crimes.

In July, thousands of citizens took to the streets in Lubu to protest plans for a new
incinerator plant. Local citizens were concerned the plant would contaminate
drinking water. The BBC reported that 21 protest leaders were detained, and other
media reports indicated that the protests turned violent.

Rights lawyers and activists who advocated for nonviolent civil disobedience were
detained, arrested, and in some cases sentenced to prison terms. In January a
Guangzhou court convicted Tang Jingling, Yuan Xinting, and Wang Qingying of
“Inciting subversion of state power,” citing their promotion of civil disobedience
and the peaceful transition to democratic rule as evidence. Media outlets reported
the men were also signatories of the Charter 08 manifesto advocating political
reform.

In April human rights activist Su Changlan stood trial at Foshan Intermediate
Court on charges of “incitement to subvert state power” for activities in support of
the 2014 Hong Kong prodemocracy movement. Five activists who gathered
outside the court in support of Su were detained briefly. Authorities detained Su in
2014 and had held her for more than two years without sentencing her. She was
refused a request for medical parole in September. Her husband reported being
under police surveillance.

Concerts, sports events, exercise classes, or other meetings of more than 200
persons require approval from public security authorities. Large numbers of public
gatherings in Beijing and elsewhere were not revived during the year after being
canceled at the last minute or denied government permits in 2015, ostensibly under
the guise of ensuring public safety.

Freedom of Association

The constitution provides for freedom of association, but the government restricted
this right. CCP policy and government regulations require that all professional,
social, and economic organizations officially register with and receive approval
from the government. These regulations prevented the formation of autonomous
political, human rights, religious, spiritual, labor, and other organizations that the
government believed might challenge its authority in any area.

Country Reports on Human Rights Practices for 2016
United States Department of State « Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and Labor



CHINA 38

The government maintained tight controls over civil society organizations and in
some cases detained or harassed NGO workers.

In January authorities detained a Swedish NGO worker, Peter Dahlin, on charges
of endangering state security. He had worked for an organization that trained and
supported activists and lawyers seeking to “promote the development of the rule of
law.” After being paraded on state television in what his friends and colleagues
characterized as a forced confession, which included an apology for “hurting the
Chinese government and the Chinese people,” authorities deported Dahlin from the
country.

On April 15, police detained 15 human rights activists while they ate dinner in a
restaurant in Guangzhou. The activists had planned to gather at the Guangzhou
Municipal Intermediate People’s Court the next day to show support for four
prominent activists who faced charges of subversion for expressing their support
for Hong Kong’s 2014 prodemocracy protest movement.

The regulatory system for NGOs was highly restrictive, but specific requirements
varied depending on whether an organization was foreign or domestic. Domestic
NGOs were governed by the Charity Law, which went into effect in September,
and a host of related regulations. Domestic NGOs could register as one of three
categories: a social group, a social organization, or a foundation. All domestic
NGOs were required to register under the Ministry of Civil Affairs and find an
officially sanctioned sponsor to serve as their “professional supervisory unit.”
Finding a sponsor was often challenging, since the sponsor could be held civilly or
criminally responsible for the NGO’s activities. All organizations were also
required to report their sources of funding, including foreign funding. Domestic
NGOs continued to adjust to this new regulatory framework.

On August 22, the CCP Central Committee issued a directive mandating the
establishment of CCP cells within all domestic NGOs by 2020. According to
authorities, these CCP organizations operating inside domestic NGOs would
“strengthen guidance” of NGOs in areas such as “decision making for important
projects, important professional activities, major expenditures and funds,
acceptance of large donations, and activities involving foreigners.” The directive
also mandates that authorities conduct annual “spot checks” to ensure compliance
on “ideological political work, party building, financial and personnel
management, study sessions, foreign exchange, acceptance of foreign donations
and assistance, and conducting activities according to their charter.” An editorial
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in the CCP’s official mouthpiece, the People’s Daily, explained how the CCP
intends to transform social organizations into CCP affiliates: “Social organizations
are important vehicles for the party to connect with and serve the masses;
strengthening the party’s leadership is the basic guarantee of accelerating the
healthy and orderly development of social organizations. We must fully bring into
play the combat fortress function of party cells within social organizations.”

In April the NPC Standing Committee passed the Law on the Management of
Foreign NGOs’ Activities within Mainland China (Foreign NGO Management
Law), which was scheduled to go into effect in January 2017. The law requires
foreign NGOs to register with the Ministry of Public Security and to find a state-
sanctioned sponsor for their operations. NGOs that fail to comply face possible
civil or criminal penalties. The law provides no appeal process for NGOs denied
registration, and it stipulates that NGOs found to have violated certain provisions
could be placed on a “blacklist” and barred from operating in the country.

Although the law had not yet gone into effect, some international NGOs reported
that it became more difficult to work with local partners, including universities,
government agencies, and other domestic NGOs, as the law codified the CCP’s
perception that foreign NGOs were a “national security” threat. Finding an official
sponsor was also difficult for foreign NGOs, as sponsors could be held responsible
for the NGO’s conduct and had to undertake burdensome reporting requirements.
Implementation guidelines and a list of permissible government sponsors were
released less than a month before implementation, leaving NGOs uncertain how to
comply with the law. Even after a list of sponsors was published, NGOs reported
that most government agencies had no unit responsible for sponsoring foreign
NGOs. The vague definition of an NGO, as well as of what activities constituted
“political” and therefore illegal activities, also left many business organizations
and alumni associations uncertain whether they fell under the purview of the law.
The lack of clear communication from the government, coupled with harassment
by security authorities, caused some foreign NGOs to suspend or cease operations
in the country, even before the law took effect.

According to the Ministry of Civil Affairs, by June there were more than 670,000
legally registered social organizations, public institutions, and foundations.
According to the Ministry of Public Security, in August there were more than
7,000 foreign NGOs. Many experts believed the actual number of domestic NGOs
to be much higher. Domestic NGOs reported that foreign funding dropped during
the year, as many domestic NGOs sought to avoid such funding for fear of being
labeled as “subversive” in the face of growing restrictions imposed by new laws.
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NGOs existed under a variety of formal and informal guises, including national
mass organizations created and funded by the CCP that are organizationally
prohibited from exercising any independence, known as government-operated
NGOs or GONGOs.

For donations to a domestic organization from a foreign NGO, the Foreign NGO
Management Law requires foreign NGOs to maintain a representative office in the
country in order to send funds or to use the bank account of a domestic NGO when
conducting temporary activities. Foreign NGOs are prohibited from using any
other method to send and receive funds under the law, and such funding must be
reported to the Ministry of Public Security. Foreign NGOs are prohibited from
fundraising and “for-profit activities” under the law.

Although all registered organizations came under some degree of government
control, some NGOs, primarily service-oriented GONGOs, were able to operate
with less day-to-day scrutiny. Authorities supported the growth of some NGOs
that focused on social problems, such as poverty alleviation and disaster relief.
Law and regulations explicitly prohibited organizations from conducting political
or religious activities, and organizations that refused to comply faced criminal
penalties.

Authorities continued to restrict and evict local NGOs that received foreign
funding and international NGOs that provided assistance to Tibetan communities
in the TAR and other Tibetan areas. Almost all were forced to curtail their
activities altogether due to travel restrictions, official intimidation of staff
members, and the failure of local partners to renew project agreements.

No laws or regulations specifically governed the formation of political parties. The
Chinese Democracy Party (CDP) remained banned, and the government continued
to monitor, detain, and imprison current and former CDP members. Activists Chen
Shuging and Lu Gengsong, who had been active with the banned CDP, were
sentenced to more than 10 years’ imprisonment on charges of “subversion of state
power” in June.

c. Freedom of Religion

See the Department of State’s International Religious Freedom Report at
www.state.gov/religiousfreedomreport/.
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d. Freedom of Movement, Internally Displaced Persons, Protection of
Refugees, and Stateless Persons

The law provides for freedom of internal movement, foreign travel, emigration,
and repatriation, but the government at times did not respect these rights.

While seriously restricting its scope of operations, the government occasionally
cooperated with the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR),
which maintained an office in Beijing, to provide protection and assistance to
select categories of refugees, asylum seekers, and other persons of concern.

The government increasingly silenced activists by denying them permission to
travel, both internationally and domestically, or keeping them under unofficial
house arrest.

Abuse of Migrants, Refugees, and Stateless Persons: There were reports that
North Korean agents operated clandestinely within the country to forcibly
repatriate North Korean citizens. According to press reports, some North Koreans
detained by Chinese authorities faced repatriation unless they could pay bribes to
secure their release.

In-country Movement: Authorities heightened restrictions on freedom of
movement, particularly to curtail the movement of individuals deemed politically
sensitive before key anniversaries, visits by foreign dignitaries, or major political
events, as well as to forestall demonstrations. Freedom of movement for Tibetans
continued to be very limited in the TAR and other Tibetan areas. Public security
officers maintained checkpoints in most counties and on roads leading into many
towns as well as within major cities, such as Lhasa. Restrictions were not applied
to Han Chinese migrants or tourists in Tibetan areas.

Although the government maintained restrictions on the freedom to change one’s
workplace or residence, the national household registration system (hukou)
continued to change, and the ability of most citizens to move within the country to
work and live continued to expand. Rural residents continued to migrate to the
cities, where the per capita disposable income was approximately three times the
rural per capita income, but many could not change their official residence or
workplace within the country. Most cities had annual quotas for the number of
new temporary residence permits that could be issued, and all workers, including
university graduates, had to compete for a limited number of such permits. It was
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particularly difficult for rural residents to obtain household registration in more
economically developed urban areas.

A 2014 State Council legal opinion removed restrictions on rural migrants seeking
household registration in small and mid-sized towns and cities. The regulations
base household registrations on place of residence and employment instead of
place of birth. The opinion exempts cities with large populations.

The household registration system added to the difficulties faced by rural residents,
even after they relocated to urban areas and found employment. According to the
Statistical Communique of the People’s Republic of China on 2015 National
Economic and Social Development published by the Ministry of Human Resources
and Social Security, 294 million persons lived outside the jurisdiction of their
household registration. Of that number, 247 million individuals worked outside
their home district. Many migrant workers and their families faced numerous
obstacles with regard to working conditions and labor rights. Many were unable to
access public services, such as public education for their children or social
insurance, in the cities where they lived and worked because they were not legally
registered urban residents. Poor treatment and difficulty integrating into local
communities contributed to increased unrest among migrant workers in the Pearl
River Delta. Migrant workers had little recourse when abused by employers and
officials. Some major cities maintained programs to provide migrant workers and
their children access to public education and other social services free of charge,
but migrants in some locations reported difficulty in obtaining these benefits due to
onerous bureaucratic processes.

Under the “staying at prison employment” system applicable to recidivists
incarcerated in administrative detention, authorities denied certain persons
permission to return to their homes after serving their sentences. Some released or
paroled prisoners returned home but did not have freedom of movement.

Foreign Travel: The government permitted legal emigration and foreign travel for
most citizens. Government employees and retirees, especially from the military,
continued to face foreign travel restrictions. The government expanded the use of
exit controls for departing passengers at airports and other border crossings to deny
foreign travel to some dissidents and persons employed in government posts.
Throughout the year many lawyers, artists, authors, and other activists were at
times prevented from exiting the country. Authorities also blocked travel of some
family members of rights activists.
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Border officials and police cited threats to “national security” as the reason for
refusing permission to leave the country. Authorities stopped most such persons at
the airport at the time of their attempted travel. In January authorities detained
journalist Jia Jia at the Beijing airport as he attempted to board a flight to Hong
Kong. They held him for nearly two weeks with no charges and interrogated him
about an open letter published online calling for Xi Jinping to resign.

Most citizens could obtain passports, although individuals the government deemed
potential political threats, including religious leaders, political dissidents,
petitioners, and ethnic minorities, routinely reported being refused passports or
otherwise prevented from traveling overseas. The passport of former political
prisoner and Falun Gong practitioner Wang Zhiwen was physically cancelled at a
border checkpoint as he attempted to leave the country.

Uighurs, particularly those residing in the XUAR, reported great difficulty in
getting passport applications approved at the local level. They were frequently
denied passports to travel abroad, particularly to Saudi Arabia for the Hajj, to other
Muslim countries, or to Western countries for academic purposes. Since October
authorities ordered residents in some areas of the XUAR to turn in their passports
or told residents no new passports were available. The passport recall, however,
was not limited to Uighur areas. Family members of Uighur activists living
overseas were also denied visas to enter the country.

Uighurs in the XUAR also faced restrictions on movement within the XUAR itself.
Although the use of “domestic passports” that called for local official approval
before traveling to another area was discontinued in May, identification checks
remained in place when entering cities and on public roads. Reuters reported that
authorities required applicants for travel documents to provide extra information
prior to the month of Ramadan. For example, residents in the Ili Kazakh
Autonomous Prefecture in the XUAR had to provide DNA samples, fingerprints,
and voice recordings in order to apply for travel documents, according a local
government newspaper in June.

In the TAR and Tibetan areas of Qinghai, Gansu, Yunnan, and Sichuan Provinces,
Tibetans, especially Buddhist monks and nuns, experienced great difficulty
acquiring passports. The unwillingness of Chinese authorities in Tibetan areas to
Issue or renew passports for Tibetans created, in effect, a ban on foreign travel for
a large segment of the Tibetan population. Han Chinese residents of Tibetan areas
did not experience the same difficulties.
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Exile: The law neither provides for a citizen’s right to repatriate nor addresses
exile. The government continued to refuse re-entry to numerous citizens
considered dissidents, Falun Gong activists, or “troublemakers.” Although
authorities allowed some dissidents living abroad to return, dissidents released on
medical parole and allowed to leave the country often were effectively exiled.

Emigration and Repatriation: The government continued to try to prevent many
Tibetans and Uighurs from leaving the country and detained many who were
apprehended while attempting to leave (see Tibet Annex). Some family members
of rights activists who tried to emigrate were unable to do so.

Protection of Refugees

Access to Asylum: The law does not provide for the granting of refugee or asylee
status. The government did not have a system for providing protection to refugees
but allowed UNHCR to assist the relatively small number of non-North Korean
and non-Burmese refugees. The government did not officially recognize these
individuals as refugees; they remained in the country as illegal immigrants unable
to work, with no access to education, and subject to deportation at any time.

Authorities continued to repatriate North Korean refugees forcibly, including
trafficking victims, generally treating them as illegal economic migrants. The
government detained and deported such refugees to North Korea, where they faced
severe punishment or death, including in North Korean forced-labor camps. The
government did not provide North Korean trafficking victims with legal
alternatives to repatriation. The government continued to prevent UNHCR from
having access to North Korean or Burmese refugees. Authorities sometimes
detained and prosecuted citizens who assisted North Korean refugees as well as
those who facilitated illegal border crossings.

In some instances the government pressured neighboring countries to return
asylum seekers o