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Part One:
General Comment

INTRODUCTION

1. The New Zealand Council of Trade Unions (CTU) is the internationally recognised central trade union centre in New Zealand.  It represents 30 affiliated unions with a membership of approximately 240,000. 

2. The CTU is affiliated to the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU) which is the international trade union centre for 221  affiliated national union centres in 148 countries representing 156 million trade union members. A resolution of the ICFTU Executive Board meeting  in Brussels on the 23rd November included the following statements:

The threat of terrorism is real. It threatens not only the lives of people, but also the values of democracy and open societies. People and those values must both be secure. The terrorist threat must not be used to justify measures that would erode essential democratic freedoms and processes.

……………..

The ICFTU opposes measures that, in the name of fighting terrorism, would have the effect of eroding fundamental human rights and civil liberties. It is the strength and vigour of democratic societies that will overcome the terrorist threat.

The struggle against terrorism is part of a larger fight for global social justice. Trade Unions must mobilise to fight fear with hope, dislodge oppression with freedom, replace degradation with dignity, and move from poverty to fairness. Liberty, democracy, equality, tolerance and justice for all people and for all peoples are among the most effective weapons against those who seek to destroy open societies and enslave the human spirit.

3. The CTU supports the sentiments expressed as being appropriate to take account of in relation to this Bill. 

4. The CTU Biennial Conference on the 15th October and  the National Affiliates’ Council at a meeting on the 29th November, representing all affiliated unions on behalf of 240,000 union members also resolved:

and finally in respect of the current global situation, we condemn and deplore terrorism, express our deepest sympathy for those affected by the tragic events of 11 September in the USA including many union members who lost their lives. We note further the devastating effect on workers of war, and urge that the United Nations should be the primary body to consider how the world as a whole reacts to recent terrorist attacks, (including measures against Afghanistan) alongside the significant increase in the flow of refugees. We observe that the dominance of multinational enterprises, linked on many occasions to aggressive US foreign policy, in the context of a global economy, creates the conditions of instability among the peoples of the world.  The conditions that will create peace and sustainable development require a recognition of the need for all people to receive a fair share of the world’s resources and opportunities for social and economic progress.

Addendum added by National Affiliates Council 29 November 2001

Noting the above, and the resolutions of the Executive Board of he International Confederation of Free Trade Unions dated 23 November 2001 and  the ICFTU-APRO Executive Board calling on the United Nations to take a prime role in the fight against terrorism, the CTU calls on the Government to promote a United Nations led solution beyond military action and to ensure that its commitment of New Zealand forces in Afghanistan  is only made in accordance with the constitution and resolutions of the United Nations relevant to this matter, to promote an international intergovernmental meeting to determine guidelines and coordinate responses to refugees from Afghanistan,  to contribute humanitarian aid and assistance where necessary, and to play a leadership role in promoting permanent solutions to the political and social conditions which have created the political instability

And further the CTU opposes measures which, in the name of fighting terrorism, would have the effect of eroding fundamental human rights and civil liberties, including trade union rights. 

5. The CTU strongly believes that the real solution to the conditions which gave rise to the September 11 tragedy lie in the economic and social inequality which have been brought into sharp focus by the anti-globalisation rallies around the world in recent years. But this assertion that world peace is dependent upon a fairer distribution of wealth is not new; it was acknowledged by world leaders at the end of the second world war  in the Declaration of Philadelphia  which was drafted (in part by our own Walter Nash) by the Western nations at the end of WW2. In reflecting on the appalling devastation of the war, and its origins in the economic, social and political instability of the inter-war years, they concluded that there could be

a. No peace without social and political stability

b. No social and political stability without fairer wealth distribution

c. No fairer wealth distribution unless the  inequality in the employer employee relationship is addressed.

6. Their solution was the promotion of international labour standards negotiated on a tri-partite basis at the International Labour Organisation as human rights under international law. Although more than 170 countries are members of the ILO, and have committed themselves under the 1998 Declaration of Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work to implement the rights to organise in unions, to collective bargaining, to equal pay and freedom from discrimination, and to eliminate forced and child labour, these principles are not observed in many countries. The continued resistance of many countries to these principles of fairness, and the failure of the WTO Ministerial meeting at Doha to accept any responsibility to address these issues in the context of trade, raises serious questions about the commitment to implement the principles in practice. The CTU, along with the union movement internationally, will continue to campaign for a fairer international trading system, including the observance in law and practice of minimum international labour standards, and views the provisions in this Bill, along with similar laws being implemented in other countries, as a potential  means for Governments to suppress  democratic rights associated with such campaigning and protesting.

7. The rationale for a Terrorism Suppression Act
 is stated to be a need to comply with obligations under article 41 of the Charter of the United  Nations, and in particular a need to comply with Security Council Resolution 1373.
   Resolution 1373 was passed in the evening of 28 September 2001, at a Security Council meeting which commenced at 10:50 p.m. and adjourned at 10:53 p.m.  

8. The resolution called upon member states to apply certain measures to counter “terrorism”, pursuant to Article 41.  That article provides: 

i. Article 41

ii. The Security Council may decide what measures not involving the use of armed force are to be employed to give effect to its decisions, and it may call upon the members of the United Nations to apply such measures. These may include complete or partial interruption of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio, and other means of communication, and the severance of diplomatic relations'':

9. New Zealand has always had a procedure for dealing with obligations arising under Article 41.  Those obligations are principally addressed by way statutory regulations promulgated under the United Nations Act 1946.   The Act provides the government with a broad power, subject to the supervision of the ordinary Courts pursuant to the rules of judicial review, to enact regulations which are considered “necessary or expedient” to enable measures to give effect to Security Council decisions under article 41.
  

10. The proposed Terrorist Suppression Act would substantially depart from previous practice in significantly dismantling important civil liberties and broadening the concept of “terrorism” to include activities that are widely considered to be legitimate in a free and democratic society.  Further, it would expose people not designated as terrorists, but who have dealings with people or groups who are so designated, or who might conceivably fall within that broad definition, to criminal liability and lengthy terms of imprisonment. 

11. What is proposed is a radical increase in the power of the executive (and in particular the Prime Minister of the day) at the expense of the citizenry and the Courts.  The ordinary requirements of justice are suspended, and many important human rights are breached.  

12. For those reasons, the New Zealand Council of Trade Unions opposes the Terrorism Suppression Bill. 

DESIGNATION 

13. At the core or this legislation is the concept of “designation”.  A person or group can be “designated” as terrorist without trial.   That is a very substantial departure from long established and internationally recognised standards of human rights.  

14. The consequences of such designation are very severe.  Property can be seized and held.  Those who have some connection with the person or group can be criminalised and subject to many years in prison.

15. It is necessary to address the procedure for “designation” in some detail so as to highlight its draconian nature.

16. The Courts are to have no role, or only very limited role, in the process by which persons or groups are designated as terrorists.  The designated person or group is not entitled to a trial, either before or after interim designation.  Instead of Court proceedings, designation occurs by way of a decision of the Prime Minister of the day.

17. The Prime Minister need only have good cause to suspect, in order to designate on an interim basis. For third parties it is immediately an offence to deal with the property of the person or group which has been designated.  It is also unlawful to give the designated person or group any money or property. Those offences attract seven years in prison (in the case where the offender knew of the designation) or five years in prison (in the case where the offender was reckless as to whether the group or person had been designated).

18. If an offender recruits another to a designated group, or participates in that group, the penalty is up to 14 years in prison.   

19. The above offences apply in relation to both “interim” and “final” designation.

20. No Court proceedings are required when an interim designation becomes a final designation.  What is required is that the Prime Minister of the day believes on reasonable grounds that the person or group concerned has planned or prepared a terrorist act, or threatened or attempted or carried out such an act.   “Terrorist act” is defined broadly.  The Bill, if enacted, will criminalise much legitimate activity and will label other activities which are merely unlawful as “terrorism”.

21. The repressive nature of those provisions is not ameliorated by any of the very limited review and appeal procedures.  Those are dealt with below. 

“TERRORIST ACTS” 

22. As stated above, the Prime Minister of the day is empowered to “designate” as a terrorist entity any person whom he/she “has good cause to suspect” as a terrorist, that is someone who has carried out or participated in the carrying out of one or more terrorist acts.   “Carried out” includes attempts, threats, planning and preparation.

23. “Terrorist act” includes many acts which are legitimate and/or should not be called terrorist at all. Further, the “in full or in part” qualification in Clause 5 (2) substantially broadens the ambit of the definition of “terrorist act”..

24. Under the Bill, the following acts could all be deemed to be terrorist acts:

a. Demonstrations which are not completely peaceful and which cause major economic loss (such as the New Zealand Waterside Workers Union demonstrations in 2000/2001, the internationally supported Maritime Union of Australia   demonstrations against Patrick’s Stevedoring in Australia in 1998, the 1981 Springbok demonstrations, the mass demonstrations which preceded the collapse of Eastern Europe; the mass “anti-globalisation” demonstrations which accompany World Trade Organisation meetings, G5 and APEC meetings throughout the world). In such situations the intention of the organizers might well be that the demonstrations should be peaceful but this can be changed by the unilateral action of a few individuals, by for example committing some minor infringement of the Police Offences Act. Or even by committing trespass.

b. Demonstrations which are not peaceful, and which seriously disrupt a facility which provides or distributes services. This would include port and/or transport services, and would include the 1951 Waterfront lockout protests and the Maritime Union of Australia   demonstrations against Patrick’s Stevedoring in Australia in 1998. It would also have included Springbok tour type demonstrations, and the CTU transport boycott against Fiji in 2000 even though that was an action taken in support of a democratically elected Government and against terrorists who had seized power by force of arms.

c. Action by trade union and worker organisations, both legal and illegal, in the interests of workers and their communities  (for example, actions to gain legal recognition, actions to gain the right to organise and bargain collectively, opposition to repressive government and workplace practices, opposition to structural adjustment programmes such as privatisation and labour market deregulation).

d. International resistance movements (such as the those which overthrew President Marcos in the Philippines, the revolutionary movements which opposed apartheid, decolonisation movements in East Timor and Bougainville and outlawed groups which fight other forms of oppression around the world).

e. Various forms of direct action that cause serious damage to property of great importance (such as attempting to fell the pine tree on One Tree Hill or damaging the America’s Cup).

f. Threatening to cause disruption by mass civil disobedience (such as in New Zealand during the Springbok tour, or anti Vietnam War demonstrations).

g. Protesting (“non peacefully”) against nuclear warships at Ports (for example, breaching the peace during protests against nuclear warships at ports, or blocking motorways.) 

h. Advocacy and dissent, consistent with the exercise of academic freedom, that is unlawful under criminal or civil law and endorses, promotes or incites non-peaceful action (academics have historically played a pivotal role in bringing about the downfall of repressive regimes, supporting progressive causes, and opposing unjust policies).

25. Under this Bill many of the above actions would not be merely illegal, but would be “terrorist acts”.  The organisations concerned would be “terrorist groups” and supporters or participants in those organisations would be liable to very heavy prison sentences.

26. Many will remember the lists of “communists” and the naming of “terrorists” and “traitors” produced and published by Prime Minister Robert Muldoon in relation to strikes and demonstrations in the 1970s and 1980s. “Terrorists” such as ANC supporters and Timor independence leaders were denied visas, and their supporters vilified.  This Bill raises the prospect not only of vilification but also of criminalisation.  Again, many New Zealanders (including MPs) provided financial support, directly or indirectly, to support such entities and their activities. 

27. Given past history it is reasonable to think that the provisions of this Bill, if passed into law, may be used in due course.

LIBERATION MOVEMENTS

28. There are very many examples of military actions which are not terrorist.  Similarly, there are many examples of terrorism which are wrongly carried out in the name of military action. 

29. The Bill makes no adequate distinction between a liberation war conducted to overthrow oppressive and totalitarian regimes on the one hand and terrorism on the other.

30. Because the Bill makes no such distinction, the question of who is a terrorist becomes a political one, not a legal one.  In other words, a terrorist is our enemy.  A friend who commits the same act is not a terrorist, but rather someone whose “excesses” should be “understood”.  Such an approach would in practice deem to be terrorists those whom the United States opposes.  A blind eye is turned to serious human rights violations by others including the United States itself and a number of its brutal and repressive allies (in more recent history, Indonesia, Philippines, Chile, Nicaragua and many others).

31. We are therefore opposed to the very disturbing theme of the Bill which makes the designation of “terrorists” a matter of politics rather than a matter of law.  Plainly, that is a very significant shift in New Zealand’s political/legal landscape, particularly in circumstances where “terrorism” is defined so broadly.  Such a shift has both domestic and international ramifications and consequences.  

32. On the domestic front, it places an oppressive power in the hands of the executive.    To empower the Prime Minister of the day to exercise a discretion as to whether or not to designate as “terrorist” a person or organisation or group (and the potential criminalisation of large numbers of people) is an extraordinary move which requires rigorous justification.  To the extent that it is proceeded with, such a power must be as minimalist as possible to achieve legitimate objectives, and must be consistent with the maintenance of a free and democratic society governed by the rule of law. It is   not a step to be taken lightly and certainly is not a decision that can be rushed.  That is so particularly in light of New Zealand’s recent history, both before and after 1984.

33. The notion of a “designated” terrorist has an echo earlier in New Zealand history.  In 1951, regulations were passed which introduced the notion of a “declared strike”
.   The parallel is that then, as now, it was the executive and not the Courts who made the declaration.  The persons affected were not entitled to a trial, but were subjected to oppression as a result of the executive’s declaration. 

34. The consequences of this type of legislation are not limited to the domestic arena.

35. In the international sphere, New Zealand and New Zealanders have laboured long and hard to carve out an independent voice in world affairs.  By passing this type of legislation, New Zealand is in danger of losing that independence, and becoming once again subordinate to big powers and their definitions of terrorism.  The Bill even goes so far as to require the New Zealand Prime Minister to accept as “conclusive evidence” information available to him/her from the Security Council or a committee established by it “unless the contrary is proved”.  As is well known, the Security Council is a forum of politics, not law.   The CTU therefore objects to provisions of the Bill which require the Prime Minister to accept as “conclusive evidence” any information from the Security Council or anywhere else.

36. Finally, the Bill’s approach to classified security information (upon which the Prime Minister may rely in designating a person or group as terrorist) is itself repressive.  The Bill provides that an organisation or person can be designated as a “terrorist” on information which need never be released to that person or that organisation. The ordinary rules of criminal discovery are not to apply.  Persons or organisations can be designated as “terrorists” and many others consequentially criminalised, upon information which need never be revealed. 

CONCLUSION

· In its current form the Bill is a potential blueprint for oppression and injustice, and serious violation of basic rights.

· The CTU therefore objects to the Bill.   Specifically and in summary:

· The definition of terrorism is too broad.  It includes legitimate dissent, legitimate protest and other “legitimate” activities which, while unlawful, are not terrorism.

· The Bill makes no distinction between acts of “terrorism” and legitimate military struggles against oppression.  Accordingly, legitimate national liberation movements are rendered illegitimate (if so designated by the Prime Minister of the day) and their supporters criminalised and subject to prison terms. 

· The Bill assigns to politicians a role which properly belongs to the Courts.  Neither the Prime Minister of the day nor the Minister of Foreign Affairs and Trade should designate persons or groups as terrorist.  That is a matter for the Courts, to be determined upon the evidence. 

· The Bill has repressive provisions enabling designation upon secret evidence.  That is repugnant to internationally recognised human rights and natural justice.  Any concerns about the confidentiality of evidence should be dealt with under appropriate rules for the suppression of evidence, and should be a matter of application and determination by the appropriate Court, not a matter of political judgment by the Prime Minister of the day.  

· The Bill is being rushed through the Committee.  There are already statutes in place which can sufficiently address any “terrorist” threat.  This Bill need not proceed any further without public debate.

Part 2:  Detailed Analysis 

1. What follows is a more detailed analysis, which further particularises the CTU’s objections to the Bill.  The CTU wishes to be heard on its submission, and to expand upon its objections to the Bill and to particular clauses.

DESIGNATION

2. The specific provisions regarding designations are at Part 2A of the Bill (clauses 17A - 17Z)

3. The CTU objects to clauses 17A and 17B which entitle the Prime Minister to designate entities as “terrorist entities” on the ground that he/she has “good cause to suspect” that the entity has facilitated or carried out a terrorist act.  The definition of terrorist act is so broad as to allow many legitimate and non-terrorist organisations to be designated.  Because “entity” is defined as including vague notions such as “group” or “unincorporated organisation”, the powers of the Prime Minister are very wide in scope.

4. The CTU objects to clauses 17C to 17E, and 17G to 17J, which deal with final designation.  The designation of entities as “terrorist” is a matter for the Courts, not the politicians.  In light of the wide definition of “terrorist act” the final designation provisions are draconian and unduly harsh and severe.  Clause 17 E, which requires the Prime Minister to take into account “classified security information” is particularly concerning in light of later provisions which prohibit access to that information.

5. Clause 17F further broadens the already unacceptably broad definition of “terrorist act” so as to include plans, preparations, attempts and threats.

6. Clauses 171 and J requires the reporting to the Police of the existence of property thought to be owned by “terrorists”.  This provision is repressive in light of the broad definition of terrorism and the other matters referred to in the body of this submission.

7. Clause 17K requires the New Zealand Prime Minister to accept as “sufficient evidence” information provided by the Security Council “unless the contrary is proved” is undemocratic and offends against New Zealand sovereignty.

8. Clause 17O makes it clear that the Prime Minister may not be compelled to provide reasons for designating an entity as a terrorist entity, where such designations relied upon “classified security information”.  That terms is very broadly defined (clause 17L).   The effect of those sections is to create an unacceptably draconian and oppressive power in the hands of the Prime Minister.

9. The provisions for review of designations are inadequate and ineffective.  While the Inspector General (a High Court judge) reviews designations, there is no right to call evidence, to require discovery or disclosure, or to have the matter heard by a Court.   The designated person or entity is not entitled to have access to the “classified security information” upon which the designation is based.    The normal rights to access to the Courts by way of judicial review are abolished (although the Government itself has asked whether there is a need for that approach).  The rights to have access to the reasons why a review by the Inspector General is unsuccessful are severely abridged (clause 17T(3)).   The right of appeal from a decision of the Inspector General is limited to a point of law.

10. A designation continues for 5 years.  However, the Attorney General may apply to the High Court to extend such designation.  The High Court is required to apply the lower standard of proof (civil balance of probabilities instead of the criminal beyond reasonable doubt standard.  Any “classified security information” may be examined by the Court but not the Defendant.    

“TERRORIST ACT”

11. The definition of terrorist act (clause 5) is too broad.

12. There are many acts which are intended to compel a government to act or abstain from acting, which are not terrorist acts.  Such acts are deemed to be terrorist acts if they result in  (or could result in) loss or damage or major economic loss, or disruption to infrastructure.  It is not enough to exempt such acts from the ambit of “terrorism” if they are “peaceful”.  There are very many acts which are not peaceful but which are legitimate and are not terrorism, as mentioned in the body of the submission.

13. In any event, some matters defined as “terrorist acts” (such as breaches of various conventions) are issues which can plainly be properly determined only by a Court after the hearing of evidence.   

14. The principal areas of concern are the type of acts covered by clause 5(2).  Clause 5(2) provides the basis for long prison sentences for persons who provide funding for, or participate in, activities that fall within that definition.  It is also the basis for designation of people and groups as “terrorists”.

15. There are no clear criteria to enable people to assess whether particular activities fall within the definition of “terrorist act”.  That is particularly concerning in light of the non-judicial process by which entities are designated as terrorists.  Notions such as “ideological, political or religious aim” are vague and subjective.  Broad wording such as “intention to compel a government or organisation” impose indeterminate liability and are open to abuse.  That phraseology would cover acts against racist, oppressive and totalitarian regimes.  It would also include most actions against international institutions such as IMF, WTO and many others.

16. An act is “terrorist” only if it is intended to have, in full or part, one of a number of outcomes.

17. One of those is serious “interference with” or serious “disruption to” an infrastructure facility.  It is a matter of historical record that legitimate protests have disrupted ports, roads and many other infrastructure facilities over recent years, both in New Zealand and elsewhere.  This Bill deems such disruption to be terrorism.

18. Similarly, damage to property of “great value” or “importance” is included in the definition of terrorism.  “Great value” is itself undefined.  “Major economic loss” and “major environmental damage” are also undefined, and therefore impose potential indeterminate liability.  The subjective nature of the designation process also lays a firm foundation for abuse and injustice.

19. The Bill is fundamentally flawed in that it seeks to define “terrorism” in an all-encompassing way, subject only to various defined exemptions, such as strikes.  Given the wide scope of powers placed in the hands of the executive, the proposed approach is not only undemocratic but is dangerous.

20. Ordinary acts are criminalised and heavy sanctions imposed.  It is not a credible response  to suggest that such powers, if put on the statute book, will not be used.

FINANCING OF TERRORISM

21. Clause 9 creates a new offence of either 14 or 7 years imprisonment, to:

“… directly or indirectly, wilfully and without lawful excuse, provide or collect funds intending or knowing that they are to be used partly or wholly to carry out the kinds of acts defined as terrorist acts or reckless as to whether they are to be used for that purpose”
22. The offence is not restricted to funding persons or groups who have been “designated” as terrorists.  The donor or collection agency are targetted and must themselves assess whether the recipient of funds fall within the broad definition of “terrorist”.

23. Under that provision, groups such as HART, Philippine Solidarity Groups, Latin America Committee could have been targeted as terrorist groups.  Donors to those groups would also have been criminalised.

24. The offence of “indirect” funding extends the ambit of the offence so as to criminalise what are normally considered to be humanitarian donations.

25. The effect of the provisions is to put the onus on donors to first ascertain in detail the purposes for which funds will be used.


DEALING WITH PROPERTY OF TERRORISTS
26. Clause 10A makes it an offence –

“…to deal with any property, without lawful justification or reasonable excuse knowing that it is owned or controlled directly or indirectly by a person who is at the time designated as a terrorist or an associated person or has carried out or facilitated a terrorist act; or to be reckless as to whether it is owned or controlled directly or indirectly by a designated terrorist or associated entity”.
27. Again, this offence is not restricted to persons or entities “designated” as terrorists.  Its target is persons or entities who are not so designated, but who deal with the property of designated entities or persons who have “carried out or facilitated a terrorist act”.  The onus is on the person concerned to discover what acts have been committed by the owner of the property with which they are dealing and then assess whether these acts might fall within the definition of “terrorist act”.  Property is widely defined.

PROVIDING PROPERTY OR FINANCIAL SERVICES TO TERRORISTS
28. Clause 10B makes it an offence to ”make or help make available, directly or indirectly, in any way or by any means, without lawful justification or reasonable excuse, any property or any financial, business or professional services knowing or being reckless as to whether the beneficiary is at the time designated as a terrorist or an associated entity or knowing that the beneficiary has carried out, participated in or facilitated one or more terrorist acts.”
29. This clause creates the same problems as those created by clause 10A.

RECRUITING MEMBERS AND PARTICIPATING IN TERRORIST GROUPS
30. Clauses 10A and 10E make it an offence to “participate in, or recruit another person to, a group or organisation knowing that it is at the time subject to an interim or full designation as a terrorist or an associated entity or has carried out or participated in one or more terrorist acts.”
31. This offence also raises the same concerns as clause 10A and 10 B.  It would be an offence, with a heavy jail sentence, to be a member of any organisation that had previously carried out an act which falls within the broad definition of “terrorist act”.

32. It would also be an offence to recruit another person to such an organisation.

MATTERS OF PROOF
33. In making or evoking a designation, the Prime Minister “may take into account any relevant information, including UN Security Council assessments and classified security information”.

34. As stated above under clause 17K the Prime Minister must treat UN Security Council assessments as sufficient evidence of the matters to which it relates unless the contrary is proved.  This repressive provision reverses the normal burden of proof.  The accused entity would have no right to access the UN Security Council information said to have been relied upon or, for that matter, the information upon which the UN Security Council assessment was based.

35. The definition of “classified security information” is unacceptably broad and the assessment required is unacceptably subjective.

36. The effect of such classification is to deny the subject of the information the ability to challenge the designation as a terrorist or associated entity despite the very severe consequences of such designation.

37. Clause 17O creates a serious risk of abuse of power by providing an exemption from the ordinary duty to disclose information upon which decisions are based.

38. Any absolute exemption from disclosure creates a firm foundation for the abuse of power, particularly in circumstances where judicial review is precluded by statute.


REGULATORY POWERS
39. Clause 23C provides a broad and draconian power entitling Cabinet to make regulations “providing for any other matters contemplated by this Act, necessary for its administration, or necessary for giving it full effect.”

40. In the context of this Act that power is draconian and repressive.


CONCLUSION
41. The Bill goes well beyond what is necessary to meet the requirements of United Nations resolutions.  It is true that other countries (and in particular the United States) have passed legislation which is more oppressive but that should not provide an excuse for the New Zealand Parliament to follow suit.  The CTU strongly opposes this Bill.







� Clause 1 of the draft Bill was amended by the Select Committee so as to rename it.  The name “Terrorism (Bombings and Financing ) Bill” was dropped in favour of “Terrorism Suppression Bill”.  We use that name throughout.   





� 	Attached


� 	In the last ten years or so, New Zealand has not been slow in following the dictates of he Security Council.   Under the United Nations Act 1946, the following regulations have been promulgated, all without significant public or Parliamentary debate:





United Nations Sanctions (Iraq) Regulations 1991


United Nations Sanctions (Yugoslavia) Regulations 1991


United Nations Sanctions (Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro)) Regulations 1992 


United Nations Sanctions (Somalia) Regulations 1992 


United Nations Sanctions (Libya) Regulations 1993 


United Nations Sanctions (Rwanda) Regulations 1994 


United Nations Sanctions(Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina) Regulations 1994 


United Nations Sanctions (Sierra Leone) Regulations 1997 


United Nations Sanctions (Eritrea and Ethiopia) Regulations 2000


United Nations Sanctions (Angola) Regulations 2001 


United Nations Sanctions (Liberia) Regulations 2001


United Nations Sanctions (Afghanistan) Regulations 2001





� 	See The Waterfront Strike Emergency Regulations 1951, SR 1951/24 r2.  Those regulations introduced very repressive measures which could be applied in the case of a strike “declared” (by politicians) to be one to which the regulations applied. 
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