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[ Abstract] The principle of parliamentary privileges in Hpng Kong has gone through
three stages of evolution; the stage of absolute non-intervention by\cétrts during its early estab-
lishment and development; the stage at which courts kadsvestablished preliminary jurisdiction o-
ver parliamentary affairs but had no power todecide the\spécific way of exercising the privile-
ges; and the stage at which courts can conductiecessary reviews of the privilexed affairs. With
the development of statutory corstitution around the world, the conngtatior of parliamentary
privileges has been transformed byl thie concept of statutory cohstitusion; and courts have been
conducting increasingly\fregirent review of traditional parliaméritary affairs. Under the Basic Law
of the Hong Kdng Special Administrative Region ;\Hong Kong courts have gradually established
a non-interventions principle through a series of judicial decisions, so as to ease the tension be-
tween constitutional review and thé\principle of parliamentary privileges. The degree of Hong
Kong courts’ deference to (otheér hranches of power under the Basic Law is essentially deter-
mined by the divisigii“of\powers and functions between the courts and other branches of power
under the statutory counstitutional system. The exercise of parliamentary privileges should be
based on the explicit provisions of the Basic Law. When there is a conflict between parliamenta-
ry privileges and the constitutional requirements of the Basic Law, the courts should change

their position from that of non-intervention to that of constitutional review under the Bas ic Law.
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