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FORCED MARRIAGE
IN HONG KONG:

What If “Yes” Isn’t Really “Yes™?

“Spectrum of Consent”

Consent
Freely given, informed, voluntary

Valid
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Coercion
No meaningful choice due to
threat, fear, or consequence.
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Conceptual visual by author. Informed by Sihombing [2024);
seg also Chantler et al. (2009), Ford et al. [2025).

Her timeline: “From childhood to marriage”

If the marriage ends in Divorce:

Conceplual visual by author. Legal distinctions referenced
from The Family Court Proctice 2024 (Black, 2024),

Feminist legal scholars: What law
names — or refuses to name —

Groom  Cultural matters. Law's categories do not just
Birth chosen  honour Guilt resolve disputes: they construct
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Consequence: Legal categories are
not purely objective; they reflect
dominant social power. What the law
calls “private” or “consensual” often
Problem: Law's “event-based” focus misreads forced marriage conceais Eubﬂfdf"at‘ﬂ" underneath
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Each stage contributes to the pressure behind her “yes.” The union was valid.

The law: Was there “consent” at that specific moment?
If the marriage ends in Nullity:
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Implication: The law’s failure to treat
gendered coercion and resistance as
political reflects its own gendered

Feminist theory: Consent is a process - situational and

intersectional . Rather than a free act of _

will. consent can reflect a lifetime of narraweci options, shaped because it new.rerahc:ulrd have happened:
; consent was compromised from the start. bi

by honour, duty, or gender roles kala, 2017). 1as.

The union was never valid

As future legal professionals, we must advocate for doctrinal reform
that reflects lived experiences of coercion — beyond what surfaces in the courtroom.
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