
TAIWAN: AN NHRI ON THE HORIZON 
Covenants Watch and Taiwan Association for Human Rights1 

 

1. Context 
 

The year 2015 was definitely not a year of business as usual. Many disturbing events 

took place; and society experienced a long stretch of political unrest. It was the year 

following the ‘Sunflower’ (parliament occupation) movement, and the polls showed 

that the ruling KMT government support level at a historical low. During the local 

elections in the end of 2014, the public already showed their anger through their votes, 

and the KMT only managed to keep one mayor among the six major cities. However, 

the government didn’t change any policies or make any concessions. President Ma 

Ying-Jeou still decided to meet with the leader of China Mr. Xi Jin-Ping in Singapore, 

without any public support, which again raised protests from civil society.  

 

Another major controversy in 2015 was the revision of the guideline for the textbook 

for high schools, which was criticised as non-transparent as the Ministry of Education 

refused to reveal any information related to the revision process. The revisions 

re-interpreted Taiwan’s history, causing a lot of disputes and raising protests among 

high school students, teachers and NGOs. How the revisions were made, the related 

documents and records, and the list of the decision-making members: all this 

information was hidden by the government. Owing to that, the Taiwan Association for 

Human Rights (TAHR) took legal action against the Ministry of Education (MOE) for 

its lack of transparency. TAHR prevailed in the first trial. However, the MOE appealed 

and still refused to release the documents. Many high school students from different 

cities protested in front of the MOE for many days and got no response. Some high 

school students climbed over the wall of the MOE and tried to occupy its premises on 

the evening of 23 July 2015.  

 

A dozen high school students (under 18 years of age) and three journalists were 

arrested almost immediately after they entered the office, and brought to the police 

station to record statements; which lasted from midnight till morning. Many NGOs 

1 Covenants Watch: Yibee Huang (CEO), yibee.huang@gmail.com; Song-Lih Huang (Convener), 

songlih@gmail.com. TAHR: Eeling Chiu (Secretary General), eeling@tahr.org.tw.  
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condemned the arrest of journalists and the backward attitude of the government 

regarding the freedom of the press. After that, many students were sued by the MOE 

and charged in the juvenile court. One of the students even committed suicide on 31 

July 2015. 

 

In 2015, 15 cases were prosecuted on the charge of participating in assemblies or 

protests: 9 of them were found guilty and 16 persons were sentenced to imprisonment. 

Among these cases, only one was prosecuted for offending the Assembly and Parade 

Law, others were prosecuted by Criminal Law. This documented the fact that people 

participating in parades are still easily criminalised.  

 

Another case was the Hua-Kuang community. The government wanted to tear down 

the houses in that community for urban development. Residents and their supporters 

held a candlelight vigil the night before the scheduled demolition. The police suddenly 

blockaded the area and forbade anyone from passing in or out of the area, leading to 

conflict. Five supporters were sentenced to 50 days because they shouted slogans or 

scuffled with the police. Another protester, Mr. Wang Chung-Ming was sentenced to 

three months imprisonment on two convictions: for protecting old trees and his 

participation in the vigil. 

     

Besides, the Korean workers who came to Taiwan to protest the closing down of a 

Hydis manufacturing facility, following merger by a Taiwanese corporation, were also 

deported in June 2015; and forbidden to re-enter Taiwan because of their participation 

in a protest. This act shows that foreigners’ rights to peaceful assembly and 

demonstration are not protected in Taiwan.  

 

About 50 people who were injured by the police during Sunflower Movement tried to 

sue the police, but so far only one case received compensation from the government. 

On the other hand, about 130 people were prosecuted by the government for breaking 

into the Executive Yuan. The newly elected government dropped charges, but 20 

people are still on trial because of public offence charges.     

 

In addition to the assembly and parade issue, in some cases people were punished 

simply because they demanded their own rights. For example, the male policeman who 

wanted to keep his long hair and fight for his gender identity was subject to 18 counts of 
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disciplinary charges by the authorities and finally was removed from his duties and lost 

his job. A fire-fighter, who participated in a march which criticised the overtime 

working issues of firemen, was punished with 42 charges and was dismissed in 

September 2014. The fireman tried to get a remedy through the judicial system but he 

lost the lawsuit in 2015. It raised serious doubt as to whether the judicial system can act 

as a guardian for human rights.       

 

On death penalty issues, Taiwan executed six death row convicts on June 2015. Two of 

them might be innocent and one was still in the process of petition for a retrial. In recent 

years, whenever a murder case happened and is reported by the media, the Taiwan 

Alliance to End Death Penalty (TAEDP) became the scapegoat of blame, with the 

public denouncing them for causing the crimes! They get telephone calls in foul 

language and with threats: some even smashed eggs and threw paper money (which is 

offered to the dead) at the TAEDP office. As the death penalty has not been abolished 

as yet, the atmosphere and the environment make human rights work more difficult.  

 

Among the human rights violation in 2015, we have not observed any reflection or 

correcting mechanism within the government. Leaving aside the Executive Yuan itself 

which is the major violator, the judicial system or Control Yuan didn’t play any 

significant role in promoting and protecting human rights either. Pursuing remedies for 

human rights violations was out of reach for the public. There are eight constitutional 

interpretations by the Judicial Yuan this year, but none of them mentioned international 

human rights conventions. Although the newly elected President Tsai Ing-Wen has 

promised to establish a national human rights institution (NHRI), there is still no clarity 

on its final structure and scope as explained below. 
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2. Establishment of an NHRI 

 

Legal basis  

What is the legal foundation for the 

establishment of the NHRI? 

The legal foundation can be an Act of 

Parliament or through amendment of the 

Constitution. All the six proposals for 

establishment of an NI that are being 

considered (four by the Presidential Office 

Human Rights Consultative 

Committee—POHRCC and two by the 

Legislature) provide the legal foundation 

of the NI through an act of parliament. 

What is the motivation for 

establishment of the NHRI?  

There was a wave of efforts to establish the 

NHRI in the early 2000s, following the first 

transition of governmental power from the 

KMT to the DPP. However, the proposal 

based on the work by the President’s Office 

faced resistance from the Executive Yuan, 

the Control Yuan, and the Legislative Yuan. 

The efforts waned after a few years.  

 

In 2009, the Implementation Act (to 

domesticate the two Covenants on Civil 

and Political, and Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights) was enacted. The 

government prepared the State Reports to 

the ICCPR and ICESCR pursuant to the 

UN reporting guidelines in 2011-2012, and 

two committees composed of independent 

international experts were established to 

review the State Reports. The Concluding 

Observations and Recommendations were 

officially presented to the government on 1 

March 2013.  
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An NHRI was recommended for 

establishment by the review committees as 

a mechanism to promote human rights. 

Afterwards, a 5-member task force was 

established within the POHRCC to oversee 

the process. A separate CEDAW state 

report review committee in 2014 urged the 

Taiwan government to establish a national 

human rights institution promptly. 

 

With the joint efforts of the member 

organisations of Covenants Watch, 

President TSAI Ing-wen (then the 

presidential candidate of the Democratic 

Progressive Party) publicly announced on 9 

December 2015 that she would promote the 

establishment of a national human rights 

commission if elected in the 16 January 

2016 national polls. On 23rd July 2016, 

under the renewed leadership of Vice 

President Chen Chien-Ren, the POHRCC 

for the first time adopted a resolution to 

urge the President’s Office to submit ONE 

draft among the four POHRCC proposals to 

the Legislature for deliberation as soon as 

possible. 

Selection and Appointment 

What is the selection process for new 

members of the NHRI?  

In the draft law, the members are to be 

nominated by the President and approved 

by the Parliament. In the parliament there 

can be public hearings at the discretion of 

parliament members to initiate public 

participation and scrutiny. The proposed 
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selection process was clear and transparent, 

but only the two legislators’ proposals 

permitted public participation in the 

nomination procedure.  

What are the qualifications for 

membership? Is the assessment of 

applicants based on predetermined, 

objective and publicly available 

criteria? 

The members are to meet one of the three 

requirements: (1) having worked as a 

member of an NGO with particular 

contribution to the advancement of human 

rights, (2) a scholar with specialty in human 

rights, (3) a judge, prosecutor, lawyer or 

other person affiliated with the legal 

profession. The criteria were predetermined 

and publicly available, but there remains 

some room for interpretation, as for 

example, the “particular contribution to the 

advancement of human rights”. This is left 

to the discretion of the President during 

nomination and the parliament’s decision to 

endorse. 

Does the law provide that the 

composition of the NHRI must reflect 

pluralism? 

 

 

All the versions of draft law, with the 

exception of the one proposed by the 

Control Yuan, included pluralism in terms 

of gender, ethnicity, and areas of expertise. 

No specific indication was given to 

commissioners with the identities of or with 

particular mandates for minorities and 

vulnerable groups such as indigenous 

peoples or persons with disabilities.  

Does the law provide for a fixed term 

of office, of reasonable duration?  

A term is for 6 years, and there is a clear 

process for removal or impeachment. 

Removal and impeachment cannot take 

place unless the member of the NHRC is 

penalised by criminal law, impeached for 

misconduct as a governmental official, or 
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has a severe mental disability. 

What is the policy on secondees or 

appointments to the NHRI by 

government? 

1. As required by the two bills (in Article 

5) that are being considered in the 

Legislature, in both of which Covenants 

Watch has played a pivotal role, the 

commissioners are prohibited from 

participation in any activities of political 

parties, government, or public enterprises, 

including serving in a formal position or as 

consultant.  

2. In the POHRCC drafts (Article 4), the 

qualification of commissioners are human 

rights NGO workers or scholars. They 

cannot be political party or government 

appointments. 

3. The Control Yuan has proposed that 

all the 29 ombudsmen will serve as human 

rights commissioners at the same time. 

Are there elements of the state that are 

beyond the scrutiny of the NHRI? 

The NHRC can start the investigation on its 

own initiative or act upon a complaint: it 

has access to documents, witnesses, and 

locations. In the draft bills of the NGO and 

POHRCC, no elements of the state are 

beyond the scrutiny of the NHRI. There 

were no exceptions or limitations on 

“national security” grounds, and no 

exclusion of armed forces, police, prisons, 

etc. 

 

3. Key Efforts or Initiatives 
 

The recent action toward establishing the National Human Rights Commission (NHRC) 

was primarily a response toward the Concluding Observation and Recommendations of 

the review of the initial State Human Rights Report in 2013. The action of the 
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POHRCC and the large-scale, high-profile civil society advocacy within and outside 

the bureaucracy was the driving force. This has to do with the first wave of the civil 

society movement for the setting up of an NHRC just before the year 2000, when DPP 

first took presidential office. One of the members in that movement became a key 

figure in the POHRCC, while other members continued to work with human rights 

legislators to keep the momentum going. 

 

With the election of the new legislature (which took office in March 2016), the 

strategies of NGOs remained essentially the same. The difference is that the political 

environment became much more receptive to human rights discourse and civil society 

activists, as many DPP legislators, particularly legislators-at-large, were themselves 

activists. This change has yet to be evident in the executive branch of the government, 

although President Tsai did express her support for human rights during the election 

campaign.  

 

The strategy for the new government actually began during the campaign, when 

Covenants Watch gathered member NGOs including TAHR, TAEDP, scholars and 

lawyers to draft the “Recommendations on Human Rights Policies for the New 

Government”; which were passed on to the DPP HQ through a human rights lawyer. 

One of the major points in the Recommendation was the establishment of the NHRC. 

The DPP responded favourably through public announcement of some of its human 

rights policies on Human Rights Day, 2015. As expected the establishment of an 

NHRC was among them.  

 

In contrast to the slow motion within the government, Covenants Watch reviewed and 

updated the civil society version of the NHRC bill (first edition in 2002 and revised in 

2008), and sent a Bill to the Legislative Yuan through Legislator Yu in December 2014. 

The Bill never made it to the plenary session, because of blocks by KMT lawmakers. 

Covenants Watch made minor modifications of the bill and asked Legislator Yu to send 

it to the Legislative Yuan in May 2016. 

 

As discussed in the 2015 ANNI report, in preparation for the establishment of an 

NHRC, the POHRCC convened four panel sessions of consultation between May and 

July 2014. The major points of debate were: (1) The possible overlap and even conflict 

among governmental bodies, especially the power of investigation. It is argued that the 
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power of NHRC to conduct investigation would create conflict of jurisdiction between 

NHRC and the judiciary system, or between NHRC and the Control Yuan. (2) Some 

scholars insisted that the NHRC does not fit into the traditional division of power: 

legislative, judiciary, and executive. (3) Some insisted that it would require a 

constitutional reform to put the NHRC in the constitution, to give it legitimacy. Others 

thought that a parliamentary act is quite enough. (4) Some insisted that the Control 

Yuan can play the roles of the NHRC, and there is no need for a new institution. This 

view was not well received, partly because of the dismal track record of the former. (5) 

There is no consensus on where to put the NHRC within the governmental structure. (6) 

It was mentioned that the government had gone through a series of downsizing in recent 

years, and it is not the right time to talk about creating a new institution.  

 

These issues were not resolved, as neither the government nor the POHRCC took any 

action to enhance communication. Even if the NHRC received majority support in the 

Legislature, there is definitely a need to have more communication on these issues. 

Covenants Watch has suggested that Legislative Yuan (LY) hold a formal public 

hearing on these issues before the bill is discussed within the LY. That hearing should 

be chaired by the Judiciary and Statutes Committee, rather than by individual 

legislators. NGOs should also make presentations to the convener of the above 

Committee. 

 

Now that the term “human rights” does not carry a negative connotation in Taiwan 

anymore, or at least so it appears, there is a need to go into details about the power of 

the NHRC and its relationship with the parliament, the judiciary, and the Control Yuan. 

The time has come that ideological rhetoric (such as preserving the traditional 

governmental structure) can be put aside, and space made for matter-of-fact discussion. 

Apart from the public hearing by the LY, an international conference might be helpful; 

particularly, emphasis could be placed on the best practices of NHRC in other countries, 

in terms of its structure and its functions. 

 

4. Evaluation of Efforts 

 
The strategy to approach the new government during its election campaign turned out 

to be effective, at least in the initial stages, for example, to get the draft bill through the 

POHRCC, where it has been long stalled (see below). However, new strategies have to 
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be deployed to prepare for the next stages:  the President’s Office, the Ministry of 

Justice, the Legislative Yuan, and the formal preparatory stage.  

 

The NGOs in Taiwan have yet to devise clever and effective ways to use international 

support as leverage. Despite the support that Covenants Watch and TAHR enjoy from 

Forum Asia, it is unclear how experts in the Asia-Pacific region can facilitate the 

establishment of an NHRI in Taiwan. NGOs in Taiwan need to explore the new 

government’s interest in the possibilities of “human rights diplomacy”, and how to link 

that interest to the NHRC momentum. 

 

5.  Status of Previous Recommendations 

 
The greatest change between 2016 and the previous year was the transfer of power from 

the Chinese Nationalist Party (or Kuomintang, KMT) to the Democratic Progressive 

Party (DPP). The ‘Sunflower’ Parliament Occupation Movement in March 10 2014 

garnered increased attention of the public, especially the younger generation, towards 

democracy and operations of the government. In addition, the coalition of the Umbrella 

Movement in September 2014 and the disappearance of five people associated with 

Causeway Bay Books, also in Hong Kong at the end of 2015, spurred people’s 

awareness concerning the importance of safeguarding human rights in Taiwan. 

 

The outcomes of the 2014 municipal elections and the 2016 presidential and 

parliamentary elections indicated a significant change in Taiwan’s political landscape. 

Although the DPP assumed office between 2000 and 2008, the KMT has always held 

the majority of seats in the parliament (Legislative Yuan) since 1949. This situation 

changed following the inauguration of the 9th Legislative Yuan in March 2016. For the 

first time, the DPP held more seats in the Legislative Yuan than the KMT by a ratio of 

69:35; with five New Power Party (NPP) legislators and four People First Party (PFP) 

legislators. Ms. Tsai Ing-Wen of the DPP became the first female president of Taiwan 

on 20 May 2016. 

 

The Presidential Office Human Rights Consultative Committee (POHRCC) seemed to 

be the highest authority on human rights policy in the government during President 

Ma’s administration (2009-2016). As early as 2013, the POHRCC formed a 5-member 

task force to study whether Taiwan should establish an NHRI, and the organisational 
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design of the NHRI. As the issue of an NHRI had been discussed in Taiwan since 1999, 

a consensus on a commission-type of institution seemed to have been formed over the 

years. The remaining issue was where to put the NHRC within the government 

structure in line with the requirement of the Constitution.  

 

The task force had several rounds of consultations with academics and NGOs in 

2013-2014. They came to the conclusion that an NHRC should be established. But as to 

the organisational design, the task force  was divided on three proposals: (A) To set up 

a completely independent institution not attached to either of the Executive, Legislative, 

or Judicial Yuans nor affiliated with the Presidential Office; (B) An NHRC set up 

organisationally “under” the Presidential Office, but where the President has no 

influence over its functioning; (C) An NHRC set up in the Executive Yuan.  

 

These proposals were received by Vice President Wu as early as June 2014, but the VP 

insisted that more research and consultation was necessary. The year 2015 passed by 

swiftly, and not much attention was given to the NHRC. To explain: all types of media 

were filled everyday with discussion and gossip surrounding the presidential campaign. 

Although on the surface, the meeting between President Ma Ying-jeou and Chinese 

President Xi Jinping on 7 November 2015 in Singapore seemed to be a breakthrough in 

cross-strait relations, the tension between the two countries was higher than ever. 

Domestically the KMT trailed behind the DPP in both the presidential and 

parliamentary elections.  

 

A separate proposal by the Control Yuan (a collective ombudsman system) was sent to 

the POHRCC in January 2016. It should be mentioned that the Vice-President of the 

Control Yuan is also a member of the POHRCC. This proposal (D) would have made 

all members of the Control Yuan (each member has ombudsman duties) simultaneously 

as NHRC commissioners. The justification made by the Control Yuan for its proposal is 

the claim that more than half of the complaints it receives are human rights complaints, 

and therefore all that is required is its institutional and operational expansion. So in 

effect this proposal just tags the name of the NHRC beneath the Control Yuan, and no 

progress would have been made for an independent and effective national human rights 

institution that is in full compliance with the Paris Principles.  

 

This year, two parliamentarians handed in new NHRI proposals to the Legislative Yuan. 
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One was Legislator Yu Mei-Nu: she has been working with Covenants Watch and 

TAHR on an NHRI bill in recent years. Her bill was to set up the NHRI under the 

Presidential Office, a modification of the same bill she sent in 2014, which was 

prevented from entering its first reading by KMT legislators. The other was Legislator 

Koo, who used to be the President of TAHR himself. His proposal was to set up the 

NHRI in the Control Yuan, but his proposal would require that 11 of the 29 Control 

Yuan Members become full-time NHRC Commissioners, and about a third of Control 

Yuan staff will be re-assigned to the NHRC. In effect Koo’s proposal would split the 

Control Yuan into two functioning units. Both bills passed their first readingin the 

parliament in early July.  

 

Great expectations were placed in President Tsai’s new administration. The new 

government kept the existing POHRCC (whose term ends on 9 December 2016), but 

appointed three new members to the POHRCC, including SL Huang, the Convener of 

Covenants Watch. The first POHRCC meeting chaired by the newly elected VP Chen 

took place on 22 July 2016. Huang submitted a motion to discuss the establishment of 

an NHRI in that meeting, which was endorsed by the 5-member task force. In the 

meeting which spent about 2 hours on this issue, VP Chen endured several efforts by 

conservative POHRCC members to postpone any concrete action (by asking for the 

setting up of sub-committees for further research, analyses, and planning). The 

chairman’s determination to reach a conclusion was met finally with a unanimous 

agreement among members that it is imperative to set up an NHRC compatible with the 

Paris Principles as soon as possible. 

 

Regarding the organisational arrangement, among the 4 proposals (A. independent, B. 

under the Presidential office, C. under the Executive Yuan, D. the Control Yuan) being 

considered by the POHRCC, the one to put the NHRC under the Executive Yuan was 

deemed unfit. Although the POHRCC has never used voting to make decisions, VP 

Chen nonetheless asked members to express their approval of the remaining three 

proposals, and the committee has formed a list of preferences. Proposal B (under the 

Presidential Office) was on top of the list, while the Control Yuan was the second. 

 

This seemingly simple decision has moved the establishment of the NHRC a giant step 

forward, since in President Ma’s administration the question of institutional design 

remained a hurdle for further discussion. 
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The next steps should be: 

 

1. The President gives a clear indication to the secretariat (the Department of 

Justice-DoJ); 

2. The DoJ drafts a proposal to the Executive Yuan, which in turn sends it to the 

Legislature; 

3. The Legislature discusses three proposals: one by the government, one by 

Legislator Yu (which is a version of the Bill prepared by Covenant Watch), and 

another by Legislator Koo. 

4. The Legislature passes the law to set up the NHRI (hopefully before 

10thDecember 2016). 

 

Covenants Watch has filed a request to meet the Vice-President, to push the process 

forward, but a date had not been set at time of writing. At this meeting the time-frame of 

the processes described above should be clarified. Thereafter it should also become 

clearer as to the ways and means in which the final stage of the campaign for 

establishment of a national human rights institution in Taiwan can be supported 

internationally. 

 

6. Strategies 
 

As explained in section (4), the priority of preference of the three proposals under 

consideration at POHRCC has been ranked. The Presidential Office should then 

instruct the Ministry of Justice to hand in one NHRC Bill to the Legislative Yuan. Two 

bills (by Legislator Yu and Legislator Koo) are already in the Judiciary and Statutes 

Committee, so in the end the three bills will enter the debate in the Judiciary and 

Statutes Committee of the LY. If the Presidential Office should decide not to adopt the 

proposal by Control Yuan, the Control Yuan is legally entitled to send its own proposal 

to the LY (although, the likelihood is low, judging by the weak political will of the 

Control Yuan). 

 

The NGOs prefer to put the NHRC under the presidential office (proposal A and 

Legislator Yu’s), because it fits better to the governmental structure under the current 

constitution. The completely “unattached” version of institutional design could 
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potentially work, but officials from various departments of the government had 

expressed serious doubt about the legitimacy of such an institution. Of the two versions 

of the Control Yuan, the one proposed by Legislator Koo could function as an 

independent and effective NHRC. The three designs at least have the potential to 

function independently and comply with the Paris Principles. 

 

The one proposed by the Control Yuan itself would most likely be ineffective, and it 

probably would not be compliant with the Paris Principles on three counts: (1) The 

members of the Control Yuan have to meet stringent legal and/or academic criteria to be 

nominated, and thus are not likely to include the diversity of civil society; while the 

staff are also civil servants without much diversity. (2) The organisational practice of 

the Control Yuan has been to investigate and discipline public servants against unlawful 

conduct, and to use existing law as the ultimate reference; the members and staff are not 

used to harbouring doubtover whether there are flaws in the laws themselves. (3) The 

Control Yuan has not been serving as a portal of international human rights norms and 

instruments in past decades. 

 

Further, the design would likely be ineffective on two other counts: (1) All members are 

part-time commissioners, and the staff will also likely be handling Control Yuan and 

NHRC complaints at the same time. (2) The Control Yuan has not enjoyed the 

reputation of an independent and effective institution. This drawback becomes lethal to 

the new NHRC as it relies on a high ground of morality to exert its power of persuasion 

and public education.  

 

Now that the Presidential Office has demonstrated political will (judged by VP Chen’s 

attitude in the meeting on 22ndJuly), Taiwan has crossed the first hurdle.  

 

Strategies to move towards an NHRC compatible with the Paris Principles should be 

based on the stages above that are to follow: 

1. Presidential Office stage: 
The focus should be on preventing making a bad choice of which among the competing 

proposals should be adopted. Civil Society Organisations should try to prevent 

proposal D of the  Control Yuan from being selected. Covenants Watch will directly 

lobby Vice-President Chen to explain why a national human rights institution in 

compliance with the Paris Principles cannot be established if the Control Yuan’s 
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proposal is accepted. This meeting will be in addition to others  to brief high level 

officials on this issue. 

2.  Ministry of Justice stage: 
a. The focus should be on communicating with the MoJ so that the institutional 

design conforms to the Paris Principles. Civil Society Organisations could work 

with legislators at this stage; 

b. Request to meet the staff of MoJ and check if the proposed articles fully comply 

with the ICC-SCA General Observations (adopted in Geneva in May 2013); 

c. Monitor the qualification of commissioners; 

d. Monitor/confirm whether there is adequate arrangement for budget and personnel; 

e. Visits and workshops by international experts to boost the MoJ’s efforts, as well as 

to prepare for the upcoming stage. 

3. Legislative Yuan stage: Depending on the choice in Presidential Office of the 

versions. 
a. Although the DPP has majority seats in the Legislative Yuan, it is important to 

prevent KMT legislators from smearing the concept of an NHRC. Probable attacks 

may come from different directions: redundancy, expansion of president’s power, 

and constitutionality. 

b. Ask the chairperson of the Judiciary and Statutes Committee in Legislative Yuan 

to hold public hearings. 

c. Press conference to boost public’s attention on NHRC.  

Preparatory stage: 
a. Again, monitor/confirm with MoJ whether there is adequate arrangement for 

budget and personnel. 

b. Start discussion on key documents of the NHRC, such as the “working method” 

which will partially determine the relationship between NHRC and the Parliament, 

the courts, and media. 

 

7. Conclusion and Recommendations 

 
President Tsai’s administration has demonstrated stronger political will towards the 

establishment of an NHRC than her predecessors in government; and prima facie the 

envisaged institution will conform with the Paris Principles. 

 

However, the public is not informed enough about the reason to establish an NHRC, its 
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functions and achievements. The opposition party may use this fact to construct attacks 

on the idea of an NHRC and the international human rights system in general. 

 

With a very strong will, the Legislative Yuan might be able to pass the NHRC Act, but 

the idea of an independent and effective NHRC may not go through the whole process 

unscathed, for example, the NHRC may be criticised as redundant or ineffective, and 

the budget/personnel requirement may be compromised. Damages can be minimised if 

the government can deliver carefully crafted position statements. 

 

A. Recommendations to the Government of Taiwan: 
(1) Start the publicity and awareness process among the general public; 

(2) Prepare a bill on NHRC with more ambition for democratisation of Taiwan 

and dignity of its people; 

(3) Begin developing the “working method” of the proposed NHRC. 

 

B. Recommendations to the International Community 
(1) Support the efforts in Taiwan by sending a delegation of Commissioners and 

other experts from the region in November/December 2016, to meet with all 

concerned parties and resolve any remaining apprehension and confusion on 

the role and functions of a national human rights institution.  

(2) Demonstrate clearly in its meetings and interactions with stakeholders the 

value and importance of a national human rights institution in Taiwan. 

(3) Support civil society organisations and initiatives for the advancement of 

human rights and democracy in Taiwan through a range of means including 

moral, financial and technical support. 

*** 
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