























Christian impact on government, constitutional development,
and the most priceless asset of the secular Christian heritage —
English Common Law.

If we are involved in a struggle to the death, then we must
quickly equip ourselves to take our part. This booklet provides
some of the essential equipment, but the fate of New Zealand
ultimately rests upon those dedicated Christians who have the
will to take part in the struggle.

David Thompson,
July, 1985



PART L.

THE SOURCE OF "RIGHTS”

INTENT OF THE ACT

Any legislation or discussion on “human rights” must be
~--faced by a recognition of the source of such “rights’’. The
Human Rights Commission Act clearly states, in-its introduction
that it is ‘““An Act to establish a Human Rights Commission and
to promote the advancement of human rights in New Zealand in
general accordance with the United Nations International Coven-
ants on Human Rights’’.

For any worthwhile comment upon the New Zealand Act, or
the Covenants themselves, we must return to their source; the
pedigree of the Covenants must be closely studied.

ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS

In 1946 a special agency of the United Nations called the Hu-
man KRights Commission began studying proposals concerning
human rights. On December 10, 1948, the General Assembly of
th United Nations adopted and proclaimed the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights. It appears that this document was
not designed to invite nations to become signatories, but was
produced as a set of general principles - a public statement of
good intentions - which all peoples and nations were urged to
promote by teaching and education.

Our Human Rights Commission Act, however, was not derived
from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, but from the
International Covenants on Human Rights. It may be confusing
but it is essential to understand the difference. While the Dec-
laration serves as a broad outline of principle, the Covenants, to
which New Zealand is a signatory, are a set of rules as to how the
human rights proclaimed in the Declaration should be applied.

Considering then, that the Declaration is the promise, while
the Covenants are the practice, why is the wording of the Cove-
nants quite different from that of the Declaration? In fact, the
Declaration promises one thing, while the Covenants, which were
supposedly to implement the promise, ensure something sub-
~+~qtially different!



SOVIET INFLUENCE

The results of the efforts of the UN Human Rights Commis-
sion were published in two Draft International Covenants; one
dealing with Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, the other
with Civil and Political Rights. The final drafts of these Coven-
ants were both ratified by the New Zealand Parliament.

However, a range of different people were involved in drawing
up the Drafts of the Covenants from the original Declaration.
Some of these were from the Soviet Union. The Soviet influence
is unmistakeable. So unmistakeable, in fact, that it almost seems
that a large part of the Soviet Constitution is repeated word for
word in the Draft Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights! If this is true, then it means some of our legislation has
been based upon the Soviet Constitution!

The Soviet Constitution deals with the right to work, the right
to rest and leisure, the right to health protection, the right to
free education, the right to housing, and to social services. The
Covenant, in almost the same language, also guarantees each of
these. A fuller comparison is published in the Appendix.

RIGHT TO PRIVATE PROPERTY

In many ways the Universal Declaration is similar to the Sov-
iet Constitution. There are, however, some important differen-
ces. Article 17 of the Declaration guarantees the right to private
property. This, of course, is missing from the Soviet Constitu-
tion. The Communists do not recognise the right to private pro-
perty - all property belongs to the People - the State.

In this lies the major difference between the Universal Declar-
ation of Human Rights, and the International Covenants on Hu-
man Rights. Although the right to private property is guaran-
teed in the Declaration, no-where does this specific right appear
in the Covenants, which were supposed to reflect the Declaration.

It can, then, be claimed that the Covenants more accurately
reflect the spirit of the Soviet Constitution than the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. That is, the New Zealand Human
Rights Commission Act has indirectly, been drawn from the Sov-
iet Constitution, not the Declaration of Human Rights!

It may be significant that the UN Human Rights Commis-
sion, which drew up the Covenants, was first Chaired by Mrs
Franklin Roosevelt, whom the United States Un-American Activ-



ities Committee identified as having been associated with 56
Communist-front organisations. Dr Charles Malik of Lebanon
was later a Chairman of the same commission as Mrs Roosevelt.
Writing in the ‘“United Nations Bulletin® (1/9/1952) he said:

“I think a study of our proceedings will reveal the am-
mendments we adopted to the old text under examination,
responded, for the most part, more to Soviet than to Wes-
tern promptings. . ...

“The concept. of property and its ownership is at the
heart of the ideological conflict of the present day. It was
not only the Communist representatives who riddled this
concept with questions and doubts; a goodly portion of
the non-Communist world had itself succumbed to these
doubts. A study of this particular debate will reveal the ex-
tent to which the non-Communist world has been Commun-
istically softened or frightened.”

Abraham Lincoln confirmed the Western view of the right to
property:

“Property is the fruit of labour; property is desireable;
it is a positive good in the world. That some should be rich
shows that others can become rich, and hence is just en-
couragement to industry and enterprise.”’

The Soviet view, however, is much different. The “Commun-
ist- Manifesto” states:
“The theory of the Communists may be summed up in
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the single sentence: ‘abolition of private property’.

It hardly seems likely that the Soviets would have agreed to
allow the guarantee of private property to be enshrined in either
of the Covenants. They did not.

While the Universal Declaration may have been described as
acceptable - with some reservations - the International Covenants
are totally unacceptable as documents upon which to base New
Zealand Legislation. :

THE “SPIRIT OF THE LAW”

Thus far, it could be said that objection to the Human Rights
Commission Act and the International Covenants on Human
Rights is based upon the letter of the law - their close resem-
blance to the Soviet Constitution. More important than this is
the spirit of the legislation. It must have a philosophical source,
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and we must study the pedigree of it’s philosophical source.
This source could be said to provide the authority for the Hu-
man Rights Commission Act.

The preamble of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
recognised that ‘‘the inherent dignity and the equal and inalien-
able rights of all members of the human family is the foundation
of freedom, justice and peace in the world . . . . . ”

During the final debates on the Declaration of Human Rights,
in 1948, the representative for the Netherlands rose and said:

“I only want to stress one particular aspect which, to our
great regret, has not obtained due recognition in this docu-
ment. I am referring to the origin of these rights. The fact
that man’s rights and freedoms are based on his Divine ori-
gin and immortal destiny, the fact that there is a Supreme
Being who is the fount of these rights, increase their value
and importance. To ignore this relation would mean the
same thing as breaking a plant from the roots, or building a
-house and forgetting its foundations.”

This not only applies to the Declaration, but to both the Cov-
enants as well. The preamble to both the Covenants contains the
following:

‘

. .. Considering that, in accordance with the principles
proclaimed in the Charter of the United Nations, recogn-
ition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable
rights of all members of the human family is the foundation
of freedom, justice and peace in the world, Recognising that
these rights derive from the inherent dignity of the human
person. . ..”" (Emphasis added).

This goes directly to the core of the problem. In those count-
ries that have borrowed from the British legal system, the auth-
ority for legislation has not been the “inherent dignity of man”
but the unchanging Law of God. In many countries, like the
United States, government cannot grant “rights” to citizens —
rights are presumed to be ‘God-given. The American Declaration
of Independence says that men are ‘“‘endowed by their Creator
with certain inalienable rights.”” The Declaration of Independence
did not even presume to state which were those ‘“certain inalien-
able rights.”

The U.S. Bill of Rights does not grant ‘“‘rights” as such; it is






sisting that these “‘rights” were God-given. The British historian
Sir Arthur Bryant, writes in his ‘“‘History of England’’:

“It was not Langton’s wish to see the Crown overthrown,
the law ignored, the realm divided, the Barons petty tyrants.
What he wanted was that the King should preserve the laws
his predecessors created. And it was to the law that the
Archbishop appealed, not only of man, but of God. For it
was the essence of mediaeval philosophy that God ruled the
earth, and that men, and kings above all men, should fur-
ther His ends by doing justice, or it was not in Christian
eyes, justice at all.”

AMMENDMENT CONFIRMS HUMANIST BASE

The Human Rights Commission Ammendment Bill confirms
that the original legislation does not reflect the traditional Christ-
ian approach to law. Section 7(a) of the Ammendment Bill
states: “Nothing in this section shall apply to preferential treat-
ment based upon religious or ethical belief . . .”” Not only is
religious belief catered for, but also lack of religious belief. That
is, the humanist attitude of atheism is catered for in this Bill,
which reflects the philosophical sources of the Act.

The Humanist Manifesto II (1973) states:

“. .. In the best sense, religion may inspire dedication to
the highest ethical ideals . . . . We find insufficient evidence
for belief in the existence of a supernatural . . . . As non-
theists, we begin with humans, not God, nature, not deity .

. We appreciate the need to preserve the best ethical
teachings in the religious traditions of humankind . . . We
can discover no divine purpose of providence for the human
species . . . No deity will save us, we must save ourselves . . .”
(Emphasis added).

Note that, as does the Ammendment to the Act, the Humanist
Manifesto stresses the ethical, rejecting divinity. There is noth-
ng in any part of the United Nations Charter, the Universal Dec-
aration of Human Rights, nor the Covenants on Human Rights,
to indicat~ ~ny observance of God’s law. The emphasis is upon
the “inhe....t dignity of the human person ... ” which is the
view of the humanist. In this sense, the Human Rights Commis-
sion Act can be demonstrated to be based on atheism.



EMBODYING HUMANISM IN L/

Again the Communist influenc
theory states clearly a rejection 0. :cugrussy soyovivis wa vy veap
er-natural deity as the Humanist Manifesto puts it. The huma
ism of Soviet law is explicitly highlighted in the ‘“Young C~~m
unist” No 10 (October 1959), the organ of the Young Cc...m1
nist League:

“Parents must be made to answer for any anti-social, re-
ligious education of the children in the family. This respon-
sibility must be not only of a moral but also, if the interests
of the State require it, of a legal nature. Our public and our
legal organs must step in to protect children who become
the victims of spiritual and moral violence from their par-
ents, and must protect the freedom of conscience of the
young generation. The child itself, being entirely depend-
ent upon the parents, cannot do this. We must help it. This
is demanded by the genuine revolutionary humanism of Sov-
iet law and the high principles of Communist morality.”
(Emphasis added.)

This merely confirms that humanism is the legal “religion” of
the Soviet Union — and that atheism is the basis for Soviet law.
Why is it that the UN Covenants on Human Rights reflect the
humanist viewpoint? Probably because the Communists had a
hand in the drafting of the original United Nations Charter!
Alger Hiss, the aid to President Roosevelt, who had a part in
drawing up the UN Charter was subsequently exposed as a Soviet.
agent. A former Director-General of the UN Educational, Scie
tific and Cultural Organisation, (UNESCO) Sir Julian Huxle
while not a Communist, was an atheistic philosopher, a member
of the Marxist-inspired Fabian Socialist Society, and a militant
humanist. Huxley was a signatory to the 1973 ‘“Humanist Man-
ifesto” already quoted, and held the vision of a one-world state
as his ideal. Under Huxley, UNESCO envisaged the destruction
of children’s love of country and patriotism as a first
wards a one-world state.

HUMANISM AND “WORLD LAW”

It is not widely known that the concept of *‘}---ar
now being promoted as a kind of ‘“‘alternative relig._..".
Supreme Court has ruled that conscious Humanists can
regard their collective opinions as a religion for tax-exen













A HERITAGE BETRAYED

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

The next most important aspect to be examined is the power
that the Human Rights Commission can exercise under the Act.
A close examination of these powers will demonstrate that the
Act plays a major role in the destruction of our traditional legal
system, inherited from the British.

Section 5 of the Act outlines the functions and powers of the
Commission: )

(4) “The powers and functions of the Race Relations Con-
ciliator under the Race Relations Act 1971 shall be vested
in the Commission but, except where the Commission other-
wise decides, shall be exercised by the Race Relations Con-
ciliator and his Deputy and officers and employees.”

That is, the Human Rights Commissioners also have all the
powers of the Race Relation Conciliators should they decide to
assume them. In Part III of the Human Rights Commission Act,
(Remedies Against Unlawful Discrimination) the procedures are
layed out for dealing with cases of unlawful discrimination. This
involves the investigation of a complaint, attempt at conciliation
between parties investigated, and finally measures for Civil proce-
edings.

Although, under Section 15 of the Act, it is unlawful to dis-
criminate against any person by reason of that person’s sex, mar-
ital status, or religious or ethical belief, exceptions can be made
if, for example, a person of a specific sex ‘“‘is a bona fide occupa-
tional qualification” for an employment position.

Taking part in the Seminar on Human Rights in December
1978, Mr T. J. McBride said it-was important to note:

“ ... If a defendant wishes to argue that his conduct
comes within one of the many exceptions, the onus of pro-
of is on him to prove to the satisfaction of the Tribunal
that this is so . . . This amounts to a complete reversal ~f
the normal position in civil proceedings.”

That is, unless he can piuve his innocence, the defendant is
automatically guilty. This is diametrically opposed to all the












s0 to speak, is a new ‘race’ law which is the most dangerous
kind of new censorship and restriction on free speech ever
enacted here — backed up by a new kind of court with
frightening powers. How this all came about is also disturb-

ing.

“The incitement section of our Race Relations Act 1971
prohibits (among other things) the publication of matter
with intent to excite ill will against a group here on the
grounds of colour, race or ethnic or national origins of
that group. .

“Those words ‘with intent’ are crucial. For example,
overseas news or filmed matter, perhaps favourable to one
group, may be insulting to another. Was it published or
shown with intent to incite ill will against the latter group
here ? If so, the maximum punishment is three months’
jail or a $1000 fine.

““In 1977 we passed the Human Rights Commission Act.
The publicised aim was laudable — to prohibit discrimin-
ation on the grounds of sex, marital status or religious or
ethical belief. But only a search of the schedules at the
back of this Act would reveal that it added to the Race Rel-
ations Act yet another incitement section.

“This new section 9A omits the words ‘“‘with intent”; so
it is unlawful if the matter published or shown is ‘insulting’
and ‘likely’ to excite ill will against the group — regardless
of the intention in publishing or showing it.

POWERS “QUITE STAGGERING”

" Mr Nordgren gives his own description of the powers of
the Tribunal:

“It can receive evidence not admissible in a court of law,
exclude the public from the hearing, and prohibit any report
of the proceedings. It can make various orders against a
defendant, and also award each ‘aggrieved’ person up to
$1000 damages for humiliation, loss of dignity,-and injury
to feelings.

“Now hear this: When the Human Rights Commission
sues on behalf of the group, the total damages award can
depend on the size of the group because each aggrieved




























