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Premier promises to abide by justices' ruling on fingerprinting
Premier Frank Hsieh yesterday promised to abide by any ruling by the Council of Grand Justices on the constitutionality of a law that would require compulsory fingerprinting of 18.6 million Taiwan citizens.
Speaking at the beginning of the weekly Cabinet meeting, Hsieh also defended his insistence on “administration based on law,” saying that the principle was the best protection for human rights for the vast majority f the people. 
Hsieh was commenting on the brewing controversy over plans by the Ministry of the Interior to require all citizens 14 and older to be fingerprinted when they apply for the new national citizen identity cards that will be issued beginning July 1. 
The plan, based on Article Eight of the Household Registration Act, will require citizens to leave left and right thumb prints for digital files when applying for new identity cards. 
Pressured by a coalition of civic groups, the Democratic Progressive Party legislative caucus resolved Tuesday to petition Taiwan’s constitutional arbiter, the Council of Grand Justices, to determine whether Article Eight is constitutional. 
Human rights advocates, including members of presidential and Cabinet-level human rights advisory committees, have criticized the premier’s statements that the Executive branch will implement the program “based on law” beginning July 1 if the law is not revised by that time. 
The premier reaffirmed that “my commitment to human rights is no less than anyone else,” but declared that “the principle of administration based on law restricts government” and “in fact guarantees the human rights of the great majority of the people.”
The controversy was now a “legislative” matter, Hsieh said, noting that some lawmakers believed that the people should be willing to sacrifice some human rights and privacy in exchange for public order.
Nevertheless, Hsieh said he would respect the ruling of the Council of Grand Justices and that “if the grand justices believe it is unconstitutional, we will of course not do it.”
