
THE 

PARLIAMENTA�Y DEBATES 
OFFICIAL REPORT 

[VOLUME l] 

PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE Fl�T SESSION OF THE 
FIRST PARLIAMENT OF GUYANA UNDER THE 

CONSTITUTION OF GUYANA. 

51st Sitting Tuesday, 21st March, 1961 

NATIONAL ASSEMBLY 

The Assembly aet at 2 p.m. 

Prayer• 

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair] 

Pre.mt: 

Bis Honour the ·Speaker, Mr. A. P. ·Alleyne 

Members of the Government 

•inisters

The Honourable L. Ii. S. Burnham, 
Dr. the Honourable P.. A. Reid 
the Do�ourable P.. S. d'Aguiar 
the Honourable N. J. Bisseaber 

'111e Bonourab]e R. E. Clieeks 
The Hoa urable E. F. Corre'a 
·The Honouabl e Mrs. W. ia 
The Honour• L. John 

'The Honourable J. Jorda 

- Prime Minister
- Minister of Trade
- Minister of Finance
- llinister of Information

(Leader of the House)
Minist,er of Local Government

- llinlster of Communications
Minister of F.ducatJon 

- Minister of Home Affairs 
- llinlater of �ricul ture and 

Natural Resources 
the Honourable W, 0. R. Kendall, C.B.E.,J.P. · llini ter of lleal th and Housina 
The Honourab]e C. A. Merriman, J. P. - Minister of Labour and Social 

Security 
The Honourable M. F. Singh - Minister of Works and Hydraulic:

·The lloaoarableS.S. Ramphal, C. M.G., Q,C. - Attorney-General and
Minister of State 



Parliamentary Secretaries 

Mr. D, 8. deGroot 

Mr. G. 8oW111BD 

Mr. O. E. ·CJ arke 

·Mr. P.. Duncan

.Mr. J. G. Joaquin, O.B.E •. , J.P.. 

Other Members 

Mr. w. A� filair 
Mr. J. Budhoo 
Mr. M, Kasim 
Mr, w. Cfirrington 
Mr. D. Muhraj 

- Parliamentary Secretary,
Prime Minister's Office 

- Parliamentary Secretary,
Ministry of Agriculture and 
Natural Resources 

- Parliamentary Secretary,
Ministry of Education 

- Parliamentary Secretary,
Ministry of Local 
Government 

- Parliamentary Secretary,
Ministry of Works and 
Hydraulics 

Mr. H.:Prasbad, J.P.
�tr. T •. A, Sancho 
Mr. R, C. Tello, Deputy Speaker 
Mr. J. H. 1homas 
Rev. A. 8. Trotman 
Mr. H. M. S. Wharton, J.P.

Members of the Opposition 

Dr. C. B. Jugan, Leader of the Opposition 
M?o Ao �BBe. 
Mro B. H. Benn 
Mro Mam Karran 
Mro R, Olandisingb 
-Mro H.J. M. Hubbard
Dr. Charles Jacob, Jr. 
Dr. F.. H. W. Ramsahoye 
Mro E. M. G. Wilson 

Clerk of the National Assembly 

Deputy Cl erk of the National Assembly 
libsent: 

Mr. C. V. Too-Chung, Parliamentary 
Secretary, Ministry of Finance 

Mr. R. G. B. Field-Ridley 

Mr. C. V. Nunes 

Mr. M. Hamid, J.P.

Mro J. R. s. Luck 
Mr. H. Lal!l 
Mr. M. Khan, J.P. 
Mr. v.: Ally 
Mr. L: Linde 
Mro R. D. Persaud, 
Mr. M. N, Poonsi 
Dr .. s. A, Ramjohn 
MI-. rd. llbagwan 

Mr. F. A. Narain 
Mr. M. B. Henry 

- on leave

- on leave

Mr. D. C. Jagan - on Jeave
Mr. E. M. Stoby 

Mr. s. M. Saffee. 

J.P. 



79 Debate on 21ST MARCH, 1967 Foreign r>0/icy 80 

PRESENTATION OF PAPERS ANO 

REPORTS 

The Minister of Finance (Mr. 
d'Aguiar): I beg to lay on the 
table Financial Paper No. 1 of 
1967 and to name Tuesday, 28th 
March, 1967, as the day on which 
this Papef'. will be debated.· 

PUBLIC BUSINESS 

MOTION 

The Assembly resumed the de
bate on the following Motion: 

''Be it resolved that this As
sembly approve of the foreign 
poli cy of the Government of 
Guyana and the a ction taken 
by the Government in the 
fi el d of fo reig n affair s 
si nee ·independence. 11• - [1l1e 
Prime Minister,] · 

Mr. Speaker: The Assembly 
will resume debate on the Motion 
before it.· When we conclii'ded 
last evening the hon.: Member, 
Mr.: Luck, had spoken for seven 
mj nu tes . · He may now proceed. 

�..r. Luck: The pivot on which 
all else must turn in our rela
tions with foreign countries is 
our relationship with our mighty 
northern neighbours, the United 
St�tes of America.· My party is 
not anti-American, nor would it 
wish that the Government of Guy
ana �hould pursue policies merely 
because they are anti-American. 

What shall be our relation
ship with the United States? 
Shall it be that of a satellite 
state, one of the numerous·states 

.around the world created by 
Amer_ican guns· and maintained 

against the wills of the peoples 
of those countries by American 
guns? Is that to be the rela
tionship? It is true, beyond the 
possibility of dispute,-that the 
presen� Government of Guyana owes 
its origin to the devious devices 
of the Central Intelligence Agen
cy of America. That having been 
done, this Government is now 
sovereign, or allegedly sovereign, 
and we on this side of the House· 
would like to see it assert its 
independence of the United States. 

We seek no quarrel with the 
Americ�s, but it is common know
ledge. that the policies being 
pursued by the United States have 
unfortunately led it into con
flict with many of the peoples 
who inhabit this globe. Yester
day I referred to the sad and un
fortunate colonial war the United 
States now wages in Vietnam. In 
this country, at least half of 
the population has cause for_ 
alarm because its present dan-· 
gerous position is the result of 
the plans and plotting of the 
Central Intelligence Agency. 
Even the Head of the Government· 
is aware of the great amount of 
interference in the political af
fairs of this country in which 
the Americans indulge. 

One would exp ect that a 
foreign policy statement by this 
Government would,- first ·of all, 
whi l e  a·tfirming friendship  
towards the people and Government 
of the United States, seek to as
sert our independence of the 
policies being pursued by that 
mighty-country. This should be 
stated clearly and with no bit
terness. 

What is happening in th1s 
country? Operatives of the C.I.A. 
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,,rom1 sect various racial o r
ganisations to deliver the other 
race to them. There is, known to 
the Government, interference on a 
large scale in the internal af
rairs of this country. I urgi 
the Government to let the United 
States know that its interference 
in this country must now end. 
For this to b� done there must be 
a more liberal policy which would 
tend to bring the divided people 
into a unanimous support of a 
Government. 

.A�ericans openly boast that no 
Government could exist in this 
hemisphere against their wishes 
as they have a.gents everywhere in 
Guyana who interpret these wishes 
to our people. 

2. 20 p.m. 

Since we are discus_sing foreign
affairs, I should like this 
Government to have:a parliamen
tary inquiry into the activities 
of that notorious organisation, 
the Central Intelligence Agency. 

As I prepared for this debate I pass on now to other mat-
I was conscious of a great deal ters. Yesterday, the leader of
of unreality in our discussions th is party announced, quite 
in this Assembly. We are debat- rightly, that we were in agree
ing as though we were truly inde- ment with the principles of the 
pendent and sovereign. We are foreign policy as outlined by the 
discussing our foreign relations. Prime Minister. But those are 
But the American doctrine for mere principles. When we look at 
this hemisphere conflicts with the application of-those princi
the concept of a free debate on ples, we see something vastly 
this matter in this Assembly· different. The hon. Prime Minis
Americans say quite openly that ter said that it is the aim of 
they will not tolerate Govern- this Government to ensure that 
ments in the hemisphere with there is peace on this earth, and 
which they disagree. They say that there is an end to the ex
this openly and herein lies the ploitation of man by man. But 
difficulty in comi�g t? some only today, 400 Vietnamese are
reas?nable accoDD11od�tio� with tpe'\alleged to have been killed by 
American people and their Govern- the Americans, and this Govern
ment. \ent has yet to state its posi-

I say once more that the 
party of which I have the honour 
to be a member doe� not pursue 
p.olicies which dertlle from an
enmity of the AmeriJan people.
What we seek for o$'selves is
what the Arnericans#f.hemselves
fought for in their War of Inde
pendence. I urge this Government
not to put the members of the
Opposition in the position that
they have to compete for the ap
proval of the Americans. This is
an old imperialist tactic. The

Lion on the Vietnamese conflict. 
There is no doubt that the Ameri
can action in Vietnam is a thrust 
at the heart of China. 

May I say that the support of 
the people of Guyana and, indeed, 
the support of the Government of 
Guyana would weigh but little in 
that momentous conflict in which, 
quite possibly, the destinies oft 
all mankind are being decided. 
Therefore, please believe that I 
do not indulge in any special 
pleading in this matter. But it 
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pains me to learn that those who 
expect all mankind to be agitated 
over the cruel oppression in 
Southern Africa, those who expect 
all mankind to be agitated over 
the oppr�ssion and intoleranee in 
Southern Rhodesia, turn a Nelson 
eye to the conflict in Vietnam� 
I do not plead for support of the 
Vietnamese people, nor i n de e d  
of the Chinese people. Those 
people will look after themselves 
well, but we expose ourselves to 
the shame and ridicule of the 
world when, in this terrible con
flict, we remain silent. We be
have as so many Guyanese when
choking and robbing is going on 
on the streets of Georgetown. It 
is a matter of bitter regret that 
those who, I know, deplore oppres
sion, turn a Ne�son eye when 
oppression is directed against 
other people. There can be no 
one among the following of the 
imperialists on that side who can 
defend the intolerable actions of 
the American Government. 

When I prepared this speech, 
1 knew how important it was for 
us, on this side of the House, to 
divert the hatred and the anger 
of the American Government from 
this party. I have thought at 
great length of what reasonable 
accommodation these people will 
come to, assuming that we do not 
_want to a.llo� them to decide, on 
their own account, the destjnies 
of mankind, and I ca.n really find 
no formula which these Americans

seem prepared to accept. However,
life is long and for our part, we
would seek any reasonable acco•
modation with these Americans, 
even to the extent of allowing 
them to do their foolishness, but 

•th ey must a t  least give the
people in this country a fair
chance to run their own affairs.

There is one other matter to 
which I should like to direct the 
attention of this House. Abroad, 
there is a so-called treaty for 
the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. If any single· power on 
earth had proposed that it should 
have a monopoly of such frightful 
weapons of destruction, it would 
surely have earned the ridicule 
of all 118.Dkind, as such a propos
al can only stem from a desire to 
dominate the rest of mankind. Is 
it any different if two powers 
now desire a nuclear monopoly? I 
would ask this Government to 
state i.ts posH.ion on this ques
t ion of proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. It is true that for us 
it is academic. But, as a philo
sophic question, is it right that 
two countries, acting separately 
or in collusion, should decide 
the destinies of mankind?

It is clear from what I have 
said that I cannot support the 
i�ea that nuclear weapons should 
re main  t he m o n o p o l y  of tw o 
powers. What I would support is 
that these weapons should be 
banned or we should �reate nu
clear free zones. If) as hwnan 
beings, we allow only two powers 
to have a monopoly of nuclear 
weapons, we would be yielding to 
them our destinies. What a re
markable difference it would have 
made to the Vietnamese confiict 
if on both sides there were these 
weapons! 

2.30 p.m. 

The hon. Minister of Finance 
(Mr. d'Aguiar) has not got the 
news yet, but today they have 
ceased bombing people because 
they are coJ11Dunists. Communists 
as such have bombs. I hate to 
believe that geo�raphy has im-
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posed upon us in this country the 
necessity to be silent on the 
great issues which confront man
kind. 1 would sish-the Ameri
cans to avert their anger from 
the honest people and the honest 
parties in this country. Let 
them try with the gangsters in 
Chicago. One thousand murders 
took place and there were not 
five convictions. Let them go 
there. 

This is a small country and I 
wo u l d  wish that we i n  this 
country wete allowed to settle 
ou r own affairs and come to 
su c h  accommo d ati ons as are 
·necessary for the public good,
free from American and other
interference. What I deplore
is the fact that our foreign po
licy is not directed towards thai
goal.: A Canadian was chosen a5
the Principal of the University
of Guyana because we have to get
Canadian money to build the Uni
versity. But do we have to have
the Americans or the British
choosing our ,Ambassadors and our
Ministers of State? They were
not chosen at Congress Place. Our
Minister of State and our Ambas
sadors are all known to reflect
their own personal views and it
is one of the ironies of fate
that the leading spokesmen for an
independent Guyana have been
chosen only because .i_hey opposed,
throughout their rltten lives,
the Independence of Guyana.

" 

I do not mind men making 
their way in life. Honestly, I 
congratulate them for they are 
all estimable fellows. Do we 
gain proper representation as an 
independent country by men whose 
sole dedication has been the 
interest of the imperialists, 

those who have power? If, by an 
analysis of the world situation, 
the members of this Government 
came to the view that the Ameri
cans were pursuing wise and just 
policies, then their clear sup
�ort of that Government would be 
Justified. But the truth is that 
their attitude is that "because 
we cannot beat them, we must join 
them". That has been the policy 
of the framers of this iniquitous 
policy. Is that a good enough 
policy for an independent Guyana? 

We would like to see a non
aligned policy, but what do we 
see? We find that the Soviet 
Union has been quite unable to 
establish an Embassy in this 
country and I predict that this 
will be established when the 
Sovie t Union speaks properly 
to the proper author ities in 
Washington. What a terrible 
state of affairs! Imagine that 
the establishment of relations 
with the Soviet Union.will be 
decided in Washington! That is 
the true position.: I expect 
that we will soon see - even 
Ca stro has predicted it - a 
Russian Embassy in this country. 

But what of the Chinese Em
bassy? As this House knows, I 
was privileged to be in China 
some while ago and while there I 
was treated very, very nice
ly. Ma y I ask t he members 
of th is Go ver n ment  what  on 
earth prevents them from trading 
with China when Canada carries on 
substantial trade with China in
volving millions of dollars? Why
have they stopped it? If they 
are non-a ligned why have they 
stopped it? It is on account of 
these important matters that we 
say that the lovely profession of 
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ideals which have been propounded 
by the Prime Minister are totally 
false. 

Mr. Speaker: Tillie! 

The Attorney-General aad 
Mi.ai•ter of State (Mr. Ramphal): 
This is the first occasion on 
which the Parliament of inde
pendent Guyana will be having a 
full-length debate on foreign 
affairs in its most general 
se nse. It is, there fore, a 
specially important occasion in 
the life of the House and of the 
country and it behoves us all to 
approach the many matters which
the debate must encompass in the 
manner in which you, sir, ex
horted at the start of the debate 
- with an appreciation of its
national significance. In parti
cular, it provides us in this
Honse, which is so often preoccu
pied with considerations of party
and, alas, oft ti.mes of personal
ities, with an opportunity to
rise above these levels of parti
sanship and to give emphasis to
the one interest in the area of
foreign a ffairs which is, or
should be, the concern of us all
and which is, or should be, para
mount to party - and that is the
interest of Guyana.

I do not mean to in.fer, of 
co urse, that we should always 
agree as to what particular 
policy best advances the national 
in terest. But if we a re all 
resolute in pursuing that in
terest and in sublimating all 
ot her loyalties to it then I 
think, Mr. Speaker, we shall find 
substantial areas of accord. For 
- let us have no illusions about
it - whatever differences may di
vide us in our do:aestic affairs,
at the level of international

affairs we face problems that 
confront us as one nation - as 
one political community - as one 
economic unit. 

2.40 p.m. 

We can only tackle them ef
fectively if we view them as 
national problems and remain 
mentally free to pursue practical 
solutions which will serve the 
national interest. This, after 
all, is the very essence of the 
principle of non-alignment which 
the Prime Minister yesterday 
enunciated as the basic princi
ple of our foreign policy. On 
the other hand, Mr. Speaker, if 
in approaching these problems in 
the area of external affairs we 
rellB.in so 1111Ch the slaves of the 
political philosophies that di
vide us in our internal affairs 
that we fail to see them in any 
other light, we shall almost 
certainly fail also to find solu
tions to them or to find solu
tions which will serve the na
tional interest. This, apparent
ly, is the course which the 
Leader of the Opposition would 
have us follow and his posture 
becomes a little ridiculous when 
we recognise the realities of in
ternational behaviour in the mid
dle of the twentieth century 
when those countries who are the 
chaapions of tlie political philo
sophies he -lfOUld have us apply at 
the domestiq level are themselves 
motivated piraaountly by national 
self-intere�t in their external 
affairs. This is another eX&mple, 
Mr. Speaker, of what the Prime 
Minister was talking about yes
terday when he cautioned that 
with international affairs we 
must always recognise that we are 
dealing with matters that are 
ne ver static b u� const_antly 
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changing. It may be, Mr. Speaker, 
that what some other Honourable 
Members on the other side need 
most to do is to face up to thP 
realities of change and abandon 
the old-fashioned postures of 
1920 radicalism. 

The Motion that the Prime 
Minister i..s moved, Mr. Speaker, 
seeks app,n"1"al of the Govermnent' s 
foreign policy and of the action 
taken by the Government in the 
field. of foreign affairs since 
Independence. In his speech, the 
Prime Minister dealt with the 
essentials of the Government's 
policy and, Mr. Speaker, I would 
not myself have thought that 
there was much room for disagree
ment in this House over that 
policy. For a small nation there 
are not many alternatives in the 
area of foreign affairs that are 
consistent with survival on a 
basis of self-respect. This is 
why, Mr. Speaker, the new nations 
- the developing nations, the
poorer nations, the smaller na
tions - have for the greater part
found a natural affinity with the 
policy of non-alignment and have
found it possible, within its
philosophy, to create a climate
of international opinion which
recognises their right to retain
freedom of action and to exercise
an independent judgment on the
great issues of world affairs.
But, Mr. Speaker, we do not ex
haust the discussiot:t with a dis
course on these basic themes of
policy and particularly since
this is our first debate on for
eign affairs, it is right that we
in this H-0use should consider a.nd
appraise not only the Government's
policy but the action that has
been ta.ken in its implementation.
It is with these matters, Mr.

Speaker, that I shall try to deal 
in the course of my speech; for 
when we have finished all our 
philosophical discourses on these 
matters of high policy - some of 
them, alas, so far heard from the 
other side of little relevance to 
Guyana - it is to the area of 
�ction that we must turn for an 
evaluation of our performance in 
what will soon be our first year 
of Independence. 

It has been inevitable, Mr. 
Speaker, that in the last ten 
months a great part of our ener
gies in foreign affairs should 
have been expended in the essen
tial tasks of organisation. It 
is true that a token start had 
been made before Independence 
with the establishment of a De
partment of External Affairs and 
over a period of years from 1962 
a number of our young people had 
attended courses in diplomatic 
training. There were important 
and helpful beginnings, but much 
more remained to be done and some 
of it could only be undertaken 
after we became fully responsible 
for Guyana's external relations. 
In the months that have gone by 
we have had to pay much attention 
to structuring the Ministry of 
External Affairs and creating the 
Diplomatic Service. This was our 
first task. 

A Diplomatic Service Mr 
Spea�r, is not merely one ;f th� 
attr1b�tes of sovereignty; it is 
essential to communication and 
comity between nations. Its 
establishment is therefore an in
dispensable feature of Indepen
dence and in a world in which 
such practical matters as finan
cial and technical assistance and 
trade fall increasingly to be 
regulated on a multi-lateral 



91 Debate on 21ST MARCH, 1967 Foreign ,>oJ icy 92 

nasis at an international level a 
Diplomatic Service becomes - and 
ha.s been shown in the la.st decade 
to have bP,come - of particular 
iaportance to a small nation 
striving to survive in an in
tensely competitive, and some
times hostile, international 
climate 

2. 50 p. m.

The development and main
tenance of good relations with

other nations and the securing of 
a share in the fruits of inter
national co-operation are respon
sibilities that Guyana now car
ries directly; only through a 
Diplomatic Service staffed by the 
most capable people and provided 
with the essentials of diplomatic 
life can these responsibilities 
be discharged with adequacy. On 
no account·can they be allowed to 
go by default. In 1963, the 
Plowden Committee in the United 
Kingdom considering Brita in's 
Representational Services had 
this to say on the question of 
the need for a Diplomatic Ser
vice. It said: 

"The problem of earning 
our living in the world has 
be come more difficult. It is 
now a major pre-occupation 
which influences all of our 
international a ctions and 
attitudes. An alert and 'e f
ficient diplomacy can exer
ciss an influence dispro
p o rtionat e to physic al 

strength." 

If this is true of Britain, 
wi th what greater force must 
these considerations not prevail 
with the small and economically 
weak countries who must survive 
in a world that is fiercely com� 

petitive and in which a primaeval 
self-interest remains the basic 
motivating force of all national 
endeavour. 

In approaching the tasks of 
organisation, we established 
certain criteria which have be
come the guide lines of our plan
ning. The first of these is that 
we were developing an institution 
to deal with the needs of Guyana 
in the middle of the twentieth 
century. This meant that while 
th ere was much that we might 
le arn from the experience of 
others, there were no stereotypes 
that we should apply in an auto
matic way and that we should not 
be deterr_ed by virtue merely of 
their novelty from pursuing ar
ra ngements that see me d  best 
suited to our needs and our cir
cumstances. The second criterion 
was a recognition of the limita-· 
ti ons imposed by our slender. 
financial resources - a recogni� 
tion that made it inevitable that 
we should establish only those 
Missions abroad that were re
garded as essential to the con
duct of our foreign relations, 
and that they should be trimmed 
to the scale of our resources and 
be designed to function within 
our means. There are, of course, 
�ertain minimum requirements that 
�re, as it were, the essentials 
of diplomatic activity and which 
it would be futile to dispense 
with if we expect our Missions to 
perform their basic tasks. 

The third criterion was that, 
recognising our limited financial 
resources and the limitations 
they impose both on the number of 
our Missions abroad and on the 
manpower with which they could be 
provided, there should be an 
emphasis on quality in the selec-
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tion of our diplomats whether 
they be the Heads of our Missions 
abroad or the young people now 
entering our Diplomatic Service, 
wh o will be our diplomats of 
tomorrow and whether they serve 
in the Missions abroad or in the 
Ministry at home. Inevitably, 
the Ministry of External Affairs 
has been obliged to recognise 
that in the recruitment of per
so_nnel. ours was not the only 
need, but I 1have no hesitation 
wh atever in asserting that we 
have laid the foundations for a 
sound and effective Diplomatic 
Service staffed by officers of 
competenc e  and ability. But 
more, we have in the last ten 
months - and to me, this a matter 
of very great importance and a 
source of much satisfaction - we 
ha ve seen the e merge nce of a 
Diplomatic Service with a sense 
of cohesion ·and loyalty working 
together as a team and committed 
to the service of Guyana. I be
lieve that we have in tb.e making 
in the officers of the Ministry of 
External Affairs and of the Mis
sions abroad a Diploma.tic Service 
of wl1ich this country will become 
increasingly proud. The process 
of organisation is a continuing 
on e and it is inevitable that 
over the years there will be need 
for expansion; but, guided by the 
cr.iteria to which I have already 
referred, that expansion will be 
controlled, and it will be re
sp ons ive to the·needs of the 
co untry. 

One aspect of the organisa
tional arrangements to which I 
wish specifically to draw atten
tion is the interesting experi-
ment we have made with Barbados 
on the question of sharing over
seas representation. I have al-

ready adverted to the fact that 
one of the major burdens of inde
pendence for.a small country -
whose resources, both financial 
and hum.an, must in any event be 
strained by the challenge of 
ec onomic development - is the 
high expenditure of both money 
and yersonnel involved in the 
establishment of Missions abroad. 
However carefully the organisa
tion and the budget are pruned, 
the cost of overseas representa
tion is high and daily becomes 
higher. 

There is, unfortunately, much 
loose and misinformed talk about 
luxurious living and extravagance 
in Capitals abroad> This type of 
irresponsible and highly unjusti
fied criticism does less than 
justice to our officers abroad 
whose emoluments and conditions 
of service compare unfavourably 
with those of most other nations 
- even of others from within the
Caribbean whose circumstances are
not dissimilar to our own. None
of us is so naive as not to know
that there are certain minimum
requirements and certain minimum
standards which Guyana 1 s repre, 
sentatives abroad must meet an1 
mainta.in and I sometimes wonder, 
when comments of this kind are 
made, - [Intecruptjons.J

Mr. Speaker: Hon. Members, 
you are interrupting the speaker 
on the Floor. 

TIie Attorney-General: I some
times wonder, when co11l11lents of 
this kind are made - or, as they 
more often than not are, merely 
p1.blished - whether those responsi
ble for making them are not fully 
a.ware that these arrangements are 
the necessary result of indepen-
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dence and that what this carping 
criticiS11 reflects is a dissatis
faction with independence itself 
which those who publish them feel 
constrained to cloak under criti
cism of this kind. 

3.00 p.m. 

Tmre is, of course, another type. 
· . of critic; such as the Leader of

the Opposition - from his speech
yesterday - who does not apparent
ly object to Guyana's Missions
abroad but merely to the fact
that they do not spend their time
propagating his particular brand
of politics.: Guyana's represen
tatives abroad are engaged in
promoting the interest of Guyana,
and it is surely time that those
who allow themselves the luxury
of such criticism made up their

. minds where they· stand on the J.m
portance of pursuing Guyana's in
terest for its own sake.· 

But, the point I wish to make 
is that despite this type of 
criticism it is Guyana that has 
le d the way among developing 
countries in pursuing arrange
ments for joint or shared over
seas representation with a view 
to minimising the costs of the 
Dipl0Jll1l.tic Service. This matter 
had plagued most of the new coun
tries and s� have actually con
sidered schemes of one kind or 
another for sharing these over
heads. With Barbados, we have 
taken these ideas further forward 
into reality. In London, for the 
first time, a single High Com
missioner has been accredited by 
two Governments - by Guyana and 
by Barbados - and Sir Lionel 
Lnckhoo serves both countries as 
Head of our respective Missions 
in London w�th corresponding 
savings to both Governments • 

In Washington and in Ottawa

we a.re experimenting with dif
ferent but related arrangements. 
With the concurrence and co
operation of the GoverDl!lent of 
Canada, it has been a.rra.nged tha.t 
Guyana, while not establishing a 
High Commission in Ottawa., will 
have in the offices of the Barba
do s High Commission t here a 
senior representational officer 
who will occupy a G� desk and 
who will be available for day to 
day contact with the officers of 
the Canadian Government and or-. 
ganisations and individuals in 
Canada in touch with the affairs 
of Guyana. This officer will

be responsible to our Ambassador 
in Washington who ha� already 
been accredited as High Commis

sioner to Canada also.· Corres
pondingly,:Barbados while having 
a High Commission in Ottawa will
not initially establish an 
em ba s sy in  Washington ,  but  
arrangements will be made for a 
senior representalional officer 
from the Barbados Foreign Service 
to occupy a Barbados desk in the 
Guyana Embassy working to  his 
Iigh Commissioner in Ottawa, who 
will himself have been corres-

. pondingly accredited as the Bar
bados Ambassador to Washington. 

In this way, by yo-operation 
between our Govermnents, we have 
each sought to avoid the over
heads of a Mission in one out of 
two  North American capitals, 
while ma.king use of the fa.cili
t ies estal>lished by the other to 
meet our necessary dipl01118.tic re
quirements there. These arrange:.. 
me nts must necessarily be re
garded as experimental. We have 
agreed that they will be reviewed 
from time to time in the light of 
experience, but .I believe that 
with continuing goodwill and good 
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relations between our two Govern
�ents, we should be able, not 
only to maintain these co-opera
tive efforts, but to expand them 
into other areas of representa
tion and, who knows, perhaps to 
interest other countries in them. 

Side by side, with the estab
lishmen t of  the Missions in 
London, Washington and New York 
and of the Ministry at home, we 
have been establishing and devel
oping our relationships with a 
variety of international organi
sations with some of whom we were 
li nked in  the p ast bu t only 
through Britain's membership . 
Th ese of cours e, include the 
United Nations itself, but also a 
variety of other i nternational 
organisations, now 23 in all, 
in clud ing the International 
Monetary Fund, the World-Health 
Organ i s a tion , the  Fo od and 
Agriculture Organisation, the In
ternational Labour Organisation, 
UNESCO, UNICEF, the International 
Rice Commission, the Universal 
Postal Union, the International 
Civil Aviation Organisation and 
the International Communications 
Convention. Membership of these 
bodies has been undertaken only 
after a thorough-going analysis 
of the  ben e�i ts, costs and 
responsibilities of membership, 
and only  on the basis of our 
assessment that our participation 
in them serves the interests of 
Guyana and that through such mem
bership we could in turn make a 
small contribution to the attain
ment of the lofty ideals of in
ternational co-operative action 
t�10,t inspire them. Such member-
ship means, of course .• that we 
shall be required to.take our 
share of the responsibilities of 
membership, that we shall need to 

attend their conferences and 
to share in their work. These 
responsibilities place a heavy 
burden oP �n a lre ady hard
pressed public service, but lhey 
are the concomitants of inde
pendence and their acceptance and 
discharge are inevitable features 
of our meabership of the com
munity of nations. 

Of such significance, also:, 
has been the establishment in 
Guyana of High Commissions and 
Embassies of C ommonwealth and 
foreign countries respectively. 
Through their presence here they 
help greatly in the despatch of 
business betwetn our Government 
and the Governments of their coun
tries. It would be a happy cir
cumstance if we could have recip
rocal Missions �stablished in all 
these countries, but alas, this 
is not possible and, particularly 
in these cases, the High Commis
�ion or Embassy here in George� 
town serves an even more· impor
tant function. We have welcomed 
too from certain·Colliillonwealth and 
foreign countries alike who have 
not established embassies here 
accreditations of High Commis
sioners or Ambassadors stationed 
in other places and it will be 
our aim in appropriate cases to 
simili;i.rly accredit our own Heads 
of Missions to countries in which 
we cannot for the time being have 
Mi�sions established but with 
whom we have particular rela
tionships.· 

3.10 p.m.

Turning from organisational 
matters to areas of action in ex
�ern�l affairs, it was perhaps 
1nev1table that our relations 
with our sister countries in the 
Caribbean shoul�_occupy much of 
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our time in the first year of In-. 
dependence. The Prime Minister 
has on several occasions (and· 
again yesterday) affirmed the 
importance which the Govern
ment attaches to the cause of 
West Indian unity and we have

mo re than ohce pledged o ur
se lves to the maximum degree 
of consultation and co-operation 
within the area in matters of 
common concern. Our declared 
policy has been unequivocally 
regional and the Government has 
lent its support to all practical 
proposals for the strengthening 
of regional links and the re
em ergence of -a West  Indian 
identity. The Government will 
continue these �fforts. 

The agreement for the estab
lishment of a Caribbean Free 
Trade Area which was signed at 
Dickenson Bay, Antigua, in Decem
ber 1965 was a tangible indica
tion of Guyana's seriousness in 
this regard. That agreement has 
already been fully debated in 
this House and I will not dwell 
upon its details here. We are 
now in the final stages of the 
preparations for the implementa
tion of the agreement and the 
start of the- Free Trade Area. A 
gre�t deal of work has been en
tailed in these preparations and 
they cover for Guyana a much 
wider field than they do for 
e ither Barbados or Antigua . 
Nevertheless, it is our hope that 
the agreement will be brought 
into force in the.very near 
future and that this first prac
tical step towards Caribbean 
econo11ic integration will soon be 
ta.ken. 

Guyana has never seen CARIFT! 
as an end in itself. In pa.rticu
la.r, we kve always attached the 

very greatest i.llportance to the 
widening of the Free Tra de Area 
to include the entire Common
wealth Caribbea.u and beyond. The 
accession clause of the i agreement 
has given expression to this in-
tention and we hope that it will 
not be long before other coun
tries in the Caribbean are ready 
to sit down with us in dis·cus
sions that will lead to this end. 
It is for this reason that the 
Government gave its full support 
to the Mission of the Incorporat
ed Chambers of Commerce of the 
Commonwealth Caribbean that 
toured the area recently under 
the chairmanship of Sir Garnet 
Gordon. The delegation found on 
the basis of a comprehensive sur
vey of the attitudes of Govern
ments that there was considerable 
support for the idea that there 
should be a phased freeing of 
tr ade in  the area, and thi s  
Government has indicated both to 
the Mission and to other Govern
ments that it is willing to take 
the initiative in convening a 
meeting of interested Governments 
to discuss the possibilities of a 
wider Free Trade Area. We have, 
therefore, been pleased with the 
indications that have been given 
quite recently in Trinidad of 
their interest in taking part in 
discussions of this kind and it 
will be our hope that such dis
cussions can be held in the very 
near future. 

But, Mr.: Speaker, the cause 
of Caribbean unity has been 
gi ven: p·ract ical s upp ort i n  
a numbe·:r of other important 
ways during the year. In the 
discussi:OltS between Commonwealth 
Caribiean Governments that pre
ceded the foi'Jla.l Conference that 
was held in Ottawa in July 1966 
between Canada and Commonwealth 
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Caribbean Governments a signifi
cant step forward was taken in 
the joint approach agreed upon by 
the Caribbe�n countries in most 
of the matters before the Con
ference. This accord was main
tained at tl�e meetings in Ottawa 
to a very substantial degree and 
it has been the Government I s 
policy i:n a.11 these matters to 
maintai• c�nsultation with the 
other Gmr•rnments in the area in 
the continuing action that has 
had to be taken. 

I have already indicated the 
novel but imaginative arrange
ments we have made with Barbados 
for sharing the overheads of 
overseas representation. But 
there is yet another field in 
which we have found it possible 
to co-operate in a practical way 
with Barbados in the area of ex
ternal affairs with a view to 
doing well what is required to be 
do ne and sharing between us 
th e costs incurred. I refer 
to the comp l i c ated  subje c t  
of Treatv succession which has 
proved avmajor problem for more 
than one of the newly independent 
countries. We have sought to ap
proach this question in a syste�
atic and methodical manner. To 
this end we are sharing equally 
the services of a distinguished 
international lawyer, Professor 
D:P. O'Connell, who, over·aperiod 
of two years' ·will act as a. con
sultant t·o both Go\fernments in 
our analyses of the many treaties 
to which we have each succeeded 
on Independence and in the est&b
lishment of an efficient a�d com
pr ehensive syste m of tr eaty  
registers. 

Professor O'Connell is perhaps 
the world's leading authority on 

tne question of Staie succession 
anft, with the aid of one of the 
research assistants working 
alongside counterpart lawyers in 
Georgetown and Bridgetown, we 
hope, perhaps for the first time 
among the newl y independent 
co untries, to carry out this 
important task in an ordered and 
comprehensive manner and to avoid 
the difficulties that have been 
encountered by others. That we 
are able to do so in co-operation 
with a Catibbean country whose 
needs are similar to our own is a 
practical demonstration of what 
can be achieved if there is trust 
and goodwill and an indication of 
how much more might be possible 
if such a measure of trust and 
goodwill were to become pervasive 
throughout the area. 

Finally, with regard to mat
ters of Commonwe�lth Caribbean 
concern it has been a source of 
gratification to the Government 
to see the islands of the Leeward 
and Windward group, other than 
Montserrat, advance beyond the 
strictly colonial relationship 
to that of Associated Status - a 
relationship which the Honourable 
V. C. Bird, the Premier of Antigua,
described with characteristic
practicability during the recent
ly concluded celebrations of that
is land as "Independence in
Association 11. 

3.20 p.m. 

These arrangements have been 
worked out between the Govern
ments of the Islands and the 
Government of the United Kingdom. 
They are novel in many respects 
and frankly experi1nental in most. 
In their working out a variety of 
problems not originally envi
saged may ye� be encountered; but 
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equally, and part1cuiarly with 
goodwill on all sides, they could 
herald the establishment of 111ore · 
sati!>f�ct2.!'Y reia.tionships not 
only between Britain and the 
Islands but between the Islands 
and the independent COlDllOnwealth 
countries in the area. This 
Govermaent will always be ready 
to give whatever assistance it 
can in the unfolding of  these 
relationships a.nd, in particular, 
in exploring new bases for closer 
association with the Islands. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, we be
lieve that there now exists a new 
and favourable climate for West 
Indian unity. No one can be sure 
exactly what patterns that unity 
might take an-d perhaps we should 
no t attempt to dra w up blue 
prints at this stage of transi
tion when_ so many new constjtu
tional relationships are just 
being established. But that 
there is now a climate that is 
propitious to regionalism few 
will deny. If we are responsive 
to it and sensitive to the many 
and changing moods of the area, 
if we try harder to understand 
the s pecial ·probl ems of our 
several countri es and to b e  
tolerant o f  each other's be
haviour in the search for solu
tions to them, if above all, we 
can suppress suspicion and re
place silence by dialogue, there 
is much that we might yet achieve 
that has eluded the West Indies 
for so long. 

Meanwhile, Mr. Speaker, we 
shall continue our quest for re
gional solutions and continue our 
collaboration in matters of com
mon concern.· Already, for exam
ple, the Caribbean Examinations 
Council is proceeding with its 
plan to standardise regional. 

exa111inations by having them set 
and marked in the area - arrange
ments that must be an important 
step towards curriculum harmoni
sation throughout the region and 
the eventual integration o f  
secondary and tertiary levels of 
West Indian education. We have 
already negotiated a more satis� 
factory basis for the admission 
of Guyanese students to the Uni
versity of the West Indies and it 
should not be too much to hope 
that we may yet evolve a planned 
approach to university education 
in the region with the University 
of Guyana being complementary to 
the U.W.I. and Guyana participat
ing in the regional establishment 
of those new disciplines - and I 
have particularly in mind legal 
studies - that can no longer be 
neglected. 

'� I have been talking, Mr. 
Speaker, about our relationships 
with the members of our West 
Indian family with whom we have 
grown up. While the colonial 
relationship lasted it was with 
these immediate relatives that we 
had our closest and most continu
ing contact, and we were to a 
large extent shut out from inti
m ate relationships  with our 
neighbours in the rest of the 
hemisphere. With Canada, it is 
true, we had enjo y ed a long 
friendship. The Canada/West 
Indies Agreement of 1925 and the 
trading patterns which it recog
nised aud strengthened, the 
visits of the Lady Boats which 
came to be such a feature of our 
com•nnication system with the 
outside world, and the work of
bodies like the Canadian PJ'esby
terian Mission here and of our
own young people in Canadian
Universities, most notably McGill,

_had served to establish close
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links between us during thi� 
period - bonds of friendship thai 
have been strengthened sincE 
Independence. 

With the United States, too, 
there was appreciable contact 
mainly through the many thousands 
of Guyanese living and working in 
the United States but for whom 
Guyana always remained home and 
through the training that so many 
�f our professional people have 
obtained in American Universi
ties; and, in this regard, we in
Guyana must always pay a special
tribute to the contribution that
Howard University has made to our
society. There were, of course,
commercial and trading links with
the United State s and contacts
with United States citizens
during the War when Atkinson
Field was built under the Leased
Bases Agre�ment - now no longer
applicable to Guyana. But, Mr.
Speaker, save for these contacts
with North America we lived in
almost complete isolation from
our other neighbours in the
hemisphere. A sprinkling of con
tacts in the Caribbean itself,
perhaps notably in Aruba and
C uracao, represented our main
point of reference with the non
British islands. Central America
was a region unknown. As chiJ
d�en in school we knew more of
the geography and history of
Europe than we did of Central and
South America. We· were a part of
South America and we looked out
ward to the Caribbean - naturally
enough - but without hardly ever
a glance over our shoulders at
our neighbours on the mainland.
We spoke English and cultivated
tastes for French and Latin when
all around .us spoke in the Spanish
tongue. �hese, Mr. Speaker, are

now matters of h1s�orical record 
and I refer to them merely to 
point out how much more remains 
to be. done in getting to know 
better the peoples of this hemis
phere. For, Mr. Speaker, there 
will, I think, be few today who 
look with any care at the inter
national scene that do not recog
nise to what extent the orga.nisa
t ion of world society reinforces 
the argument that geography alone 
advances that we should come to 
know better all the peoples of 
the Americas - recognising that we 
share with many of them the com2 
mon history of colonial rule and 
common problems that have been 
its legacy. 

The Government, Mr. Speaker, 
recognises in full.measure the 
need for these new relationships, 
particularly with Latin American 
countries, and I could do no bet
ter than repeat what the Prime 
Minister himself said in his re
ply to the speeches of welcome 
made on our admission to the 
United Nations on that great oc
casion on September 18 last when 
he declared that -

11 •si tu ated as we are
geagraphically on the Latin 
Amer ican co n t inent, we 
cherish the warmest feelings 
of friendship for our neigh
bours,. the Latin American 
nations, with whom we look 
forward to more than a life
time of meaningful coopera
tion." 

3.30 p. m. 

It is, therefore, a matter 
for deep regret that in this mood 
s.nd at this moment in the life of 
our young nation, our relation� 
ships with Venezuef.a should have 
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been so severely strained. The 
course of Venezuela's basic con
troversy w ith us is too well 
known to Members to need re
counting here. This House has 
already debated and approved of 
the Geneva Agreement negotiated 
on the eve of our Independence 
and which we felt heralded an 
era of better relations with the 
Government and people of Venezue
la and which we thought provided 
both opportunity and machinery 
for a resolution of the problems 
raised by Venezuela's complaints 
against Britain in respect of the 
Arbit ral Award of 1899. The 
Mixed Commission, established 
under the Geneva Agreement, has 
got down to its tasks in a busi
ness-like manner and has only 
last week, indeed only a few 
days ago, ended its fourth meet� 
ing here in Georgetown in an at
mo sphere  of c ordiality and  
goodwill. 

But the Ankoko incident has 
disturbed the tranquility which 
it was the aim of the Geneva 
Agreement to establish and main
tain arid it will not serve the 
purposes of friendship and good 
relations with Venezuela for me to 
be less than candid in deploring 
this unwarranted intrusion into 
Guyana territory. We cannot and 
we will not shut our eyes to this 
illegal occupation of the Guyana 
half of Ankoko island and all our 
efforts in so many areas to es
tablish harmonious relationships 
wi th Venezuela must fail to 
achieve their maximum good so 
long as this act of aggression 
continues. I have no wish, in 
anyt h i n g I s a y , _ t o i n f lame 
the passions within our society 
that have been naturally and 
justifiably aroused by this af ...,_ 
fair and the Government for its 

part is pursuing through diploma
tic channels, as the Prime Minis
ter has explained, all possible 
a venues that might lead to its 
resolution. We hope that our 
efforts in this regard will b� 
matched by an acknowledgment on 
the pa r t  of the Venezuelan 
Government of the need to remove 
this new area of discord and that 
we can expect a response to our 
initiatives for a resolution of 
the matter which pays due regard 
to the established principles of 
international behaviour that it 
is the function of the United 
Nations Organisation - of which 
we  are now both members - to 
uphold. 

Fortunately, we have moved 
some way from the days of the 
nineteenth century when gun-boat 
diplomacy held sway and inter
�ational bullying was really 
rewarded. Tod ay, the smaller 
nations of the world are reaching 
ou t to a collective security 
founded not on military agree
ments and defence pacts but on 
their solidarity and an effective 
use of their combined influences 
in the Councils of the world and, 
through those agencies, to the 
international conscience. 

Guyana is not without friends 
in this regard and it would be a 
mistake for anyone to suppose 
that we will be supine and silent 
in  the face of threats to our 
territorial integrity. I do not 
feel that at this stage I should 
say more on this particular mat
ter. We know that our cause is a 
just one and we shall continue 
resolutely our efforts to ensure 
respect for what is ours by right 
of every principle of interna
tional law and every tradition of 
international practice. 
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I have already explained the 
Government's acknowledgment of 
our involvement in the affairs of 
the hemisphere and more particu
larly of Latin America. It is 
inevitable, therefore, that we 
should have given consideration 
to our relationships with the 
Organisation of American States. 
In the ten months since Indepen
dence much effort has been de
voted to this question and we 
have been much assisted by the 
opportunities of consultation 
that we have had with Canada and 
with Jamaica and, more recently, 
with Barbados, in this regard. 

This exam ination is con
tinuing and it is good that this 
question should be receiving the 
attention of thou�htful people 
throughout the country at this 
time . The issue s that a r e  
raised are many and complex and 
they need to be approached with 
great care and to be considered 
by cool heads. There are some 
who are emotionally hostile to 
the notion of Guyana's membership 
of the O.A.S. Let me remind them 
that in this matter our main con
cern must be the interests of 
Guyana an d th at in  pursuing 
those interests emotion and dog
ma can never be a sensible or 
adequate substitute for sober and 
realistic appraisal and analysis. 
There are others, no less hast� 
�n their jud gment  wh6 talk 
glibly about our becomin� now 
a member of the O.A.S. 

In a very real sense we are 
living in a rapidly changing 
world. All around us·nations, 
large and small, motivated pri
mari ly by self -interest, are 
taking decisions and embarking 
up on p olicies which affe ct 

establisk&d r elationships and 
have an influence on the course 
of our own affairs. Wllere op
po rtunity exists we use o ur 
endeavours to protect our own 
interests by counselling tBose 
arrange.ants which will promote 
or at least ensure protection for 
them. None of us- any longer in 
the world, and this is true of 
large and powerful nations as it 
is true of the small developing 
nations, can avoid the rippling 
effect of the behaviour of others 
on the international scene. We 
are not and can never be free 
agents in the sense that we can 
pursue a given course of conduct 
irrespective of what is happening 
in the world around us. 

3.40 p.m. 

Each step we take is conditioned 
upon patterns of i�ternat ional 
existence to which we contribute, 
but of which no single nation is 
a determinant. 

It is essential, when con
sidering such a question as mem
bership of the O.A.S. that we 
should keep always· in mind these 
realities of international exis
tence and the misce llany of 
practical considerations they 
throw up. We must, therefore, 
take account of the very sub
stantial political considerations 
in volved, of the nature and 
effect of the specific rights· and 
obligations which membership of 
the inter-American system in
volves, of the financial con
siderations and the considera
tions for our economic develop
ment that arise with regard to 
the inter-American Development 
Bank and the related questions of 
bilateral financial assi stance, 



.111 21ST MARCH, 1967 Forei,n Policy 112 

'or .tie illplica.t!ons on. trade altd .· national 1>rocedures that. esta.b
de'Vel,opanj. ot potential aellber- . lished our present l>ounde.ry. 
sb.ip _<>f the Latin Ailerican Free Article !t of the Act of Washing:-
Tr6d e Ar-esa.., of the Cen.tral ton states:  · 
!Mrica.n Ct>llllOn Mark.et or of the 
La.tin •riC8.ll 009()n Pla.rket that 
•ay jet eaerge out of  present
disousf3ions.:

Amid all this, we 11111st take 
account of Britain's dialogue 
with Europe a.nd the possibility 
of her -entry into the European 
Col!lllon Market on teras which 
could have.the most far-reaching 
implications for our trade and 
for our economy general11'. We 

.. must t ake account, too, of our 
special relationships within the 
Caribbean, of the 110111entUJ1 to
wards regionalism, of the pros
pects of Caribbean economic inte
gration proceeding frOJt the start 
which has. already been made to 
t,}� Caribbean Free Trade .Area� 
These inter-locking considera
tions cannot be lightly or ea.s ily 
resolved or reconciled, and some 
of thea a.re in a process of tran
s1�1on. The Government t akes 
account of them all in its con
tinuing appraisal of our rela
tionships with.the O.A.S. and al
ways against the background of 
our wish to establish links of 
friendship and goodwill with our 

. neighbours in Latin America. 

But it would be wrong for 
me to give the impression that 
tbe decision is ours alone. In 
>articular, proceeding from a
Ve-.ezuela.n initiative, paragraph 

· 3 of .t� Act . of Was),ington !)f _ 1964
which.established procedures for 
th:e meabersh.ip of the 0 • .A.S.
excludes Guyana.from membership 
so long as Vell8Zuela continues on
the pa.th she ha,s chosen of see.k
ing to ignore or. at lee. 

.. 
st to 

nullify the ef fee ts of the inter-

n,that the ·coun cil of 
the Organisation shall not 
take any decision with re
spect to a request for ad
mission on the part of a po
litical entity whose terr i
tory, in whole or in part, is 
subject, prior to the date of 
this resolution, to the liti
gation or claim between an 
extra-continental country and 
one or more member states of 
the Organisation of American 
States, until the dispute has 
been ended by some peaceful 
procedure".· 

The Act of Washington does not 
in terms purport to amend the 
Charter of the O.A.S. Neverthe
less, the main object of the Act 
was to establish procedures for 
the admission of new members to 
the o.�.s. and it may be assumed 
that the rules of admission set 
out in the Act of Washington will 
be observed by the Council of the 
O.A.�. with regard to applications 
for membership from non-American 
States.· IQ �ny event, at the 
Second Special Confer�nce held at 
Rio de Janeiro in November 1965, 
it was agreed that the Charter 
should be revised to provide, 
inter alia, regulations for the 
admission of new members to the 
0.A.8. in accordanee with the
Act of.Washington. Pursuant to 
the Rio Conference, a Special 
CoDllllittee met in  Panama in  the 
first quarter of 1966 and drafted 
proposals for these a.inendlllents. to 
the Charter, .including an amend
ment dealing with the admission
of new mellb�rs, which incRr..l!o
rated the provisions of pa.rae:raph 
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3 of the Act of Washington w1tb 
only minor variations. These 
amendments were considered and 
approved by the Third Special 
Inter-American Conference recent
ly concluded in Buenos Afres, 
and paragraph 3 of the Act of 
Washington will find a permanent 
place in the revised Charter. 

I have already said that 
these exclusionary provisions of 
the Act of Washington proceeded 
on the basis o f  a Venezu elan 
initiative and I think it should 
be fully appreciated that the 
provisions were directed if not 
exclusively, at least spe�ifical
ly, to the exclusion of Guvana 
Thus when casting its affi�ativ� 
vote on the Act of Washington in 
1964, the Venezuelan Delegation 
ex pressly requested that the 
follow�ng statement be incorpo
rated 1n the· record - as it has 
been -

11 The De legation of 
Venezuela, at the time of 
casting its affirmative vote 
on the 'Act of Washington' 
states in the record and re
iterates the pending claim of 
Ven ezuela to part of the 
territoryof the entity called 
British Guiana. That claim 
has been formulated and re
iterate d to the United King
d om of Great B ritain and 
Northern Ireland on various 
occasions, among them, at the 
XVII, XVIII and XIX Sessions 
of the General Assembly of 
�he United Nations, at the 
headquarters of the Organiza
tion of American States, and 
at the meeting betwe�n the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs 
of Vene.zuela and that of the" 
United Kingdom, held in Lon-

don in 1963. The Delegation 
of Venezuela desires to state 
expressly in the record that 
it g i-..es its approval t o' 
point 3 of the operative part 
of the '·Act of Washington' in 
the understanding that this 
provision will apply both to 
th e present s ituation of 
Br itish Guiana and in thf 
event that this entity ob· 
t ains its independence with· 
out a prior settlement of tht 
V enezuelan claim having been 
made. 11 

Guyana does not Gomplain of thui 
being excluded from membership of 
the· regional organisation. Not 
being a member of the organisa
tion it is not for us to regulate 
the rules of membership. But we 
think that it should be clearly 
understood by all, particularly 
by all our many friends among the 
Governments and _pecple of Latin 
America that it is Venezuela's 
hostility to Guyana's membership 
expressed througb these provi
sions of the Act of Washington 
that constitutes the initial bar
rier to our membership to the 
D.A.S. _ Until such barriers are re
moved, the question of membership 
of the O.A.S. is substantial�y 
academic. In a letter addressed 
by the Head of the Guyana Delega
t ion at the Buenos Aires meeting 
to the Chairman of the Conference 
and the Secretary-General of the 
O.A.S., Guyana has specifically 
reiterated its acknowledgment 
that as an independent sovereign 
State in the Western Hemisphere, 
we have a special relationship 
with all other American States 
and has drawn the attention of the 
Conference and of the C�uncil of 
the O.A.S. to the exclusionary 
effect of the provisions of the 
Charter agreed up?.n by the Cor 
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ference •. Accordingly, when we 
have said all there is to say 
abou t the  p r o s  and c o ns of 
Guyana's membership of the O.A.S. 
- and it is right that these mat
ters should be examined on a con
tinuing basis - it remains the
case that, at Venezuela's in-

; stance, the door to the O .A. S.
remains closed to Guyana - at any

'rate for the time being.

?·SO p.m. 

In the field of Commonwealth 
affairs, Guyana has made a modest 

. but, I believe, effective debut. 
'At the last Commonwealth Prime 

Ministers' Conferenqe held in 
Lo ndo n j u st before our ad
mission to the United Nations, 
we were the youngest Common
wealth country and the newest 
member of the Commonwealth As
sociation·. Nevertheless, I think 
it is fair to say that·we played 
a full part in the work of the 
Conference and the Prime Minister 
made a notable contribution to 
its deliberations and its conclu
sions. The Conference, as hon. 
Members are aware, was primarily 
concerned with and was almost en
tirely overwhelmed by the vexing 
problem of Rhodesia. Guya�a's 
stand on the Rhodesian question, 
which was stated without ambigu
ity by the Priine Minister at the 
Conference, was that . fore� was 
the swiftest means of bringing 
the illegal regime in Rhodesia 
to an end and should be resorted 
to by the Unit_ed Kingdom, more
particularly, since voluntary 
economic sanctions reluctantl)' 
agreed upon at the earlier 18.f!:oS 
meeting baa proved to be 1n� 
effective" 

At London we expressed the 
firm view that the po licy of 
I 

sanctions, even if applied on a 
wider scale at the United) Nations, 
through its mandatory procedures, 
was not likely to contribute sig� 
nificantly to the overthrow of 

· the illegal regime, and we ex

pressed concern lest their net
effect might be to bring even
greater hards�ip to the African
population in Rhodesia and the
people of Zambia as a whole.
Nevertheless, Guyana shared the
view of all other Commonwealth
countries as expressed in the
communique of the Conference,
that all.Commonwealth countries
should continue to co-operate to 
the fullest extent possible in
the pursuit of the basic objec
tives agreed upon for Rhodesia,
notwithstanding differences-of
op in ion  among Commo nwealth
members as to the most effective
means of achieving them.

Guyana's stand on Rnodesia 
was placed on record by Sir John 
Carter in the very first state
ment made by Guyana at the United 
Nations in the Fourth Committee 
and Guyana was one of the co
sponsors of the resolution put 
forward by the Fourth Committee 
and ultimately adopted by the 
General Assembly calling upon 
Britain: 

"�o take all necessary 
measures including in parti
cular the use of force, in 
the exercise of its powers as 
the Administering Power to 
put an end to the i 11 egal 
regime." 

The Government continues to 
follow with anxiety the course of 
events in Rhodesia and its seri
ous repercussions on neighbouring 
Zambia. The basic objective in 
Rhodesia must be- the achievement 
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·of majority rule and there must
be no question of Independence
for Rhodesia before majority rule
has been attained, nor must this
same disaster be allowed to over
t a ke the coloured people of
Rhodesia through an indefinite
and indeterminate perpetuation of
de facto control in the hands of
the illegal Government. The
problem of Rhodesia is now a
problem of cpncern not only to
Britain with whom the main re
sponsibility of leading Rhodesia
to Independence rests, but to
Africa as a whole, to the Goll)l!lon
wealth and to the world. The
authority of the United Nations
has now been invoked and it re
mains to be seen whether the con
science of the wo rld can be
quickened to the point where ef
fective measures may be taken to
put an end to the outlaw regime
that now challenges international
society.

The situation in Rhodesia in 
September last year did not per
mit President Kaunda to at tend 
the Conference of CO'llllllonwealth 
Prime Ministers in London and it 
was therefore a source of great 
pleasure to the Govern•ent to 
re ceive Dr. Kaunda so•e weeks 
l�ter as part of his visit to the 
Americas. We hope that he took 
away with him from Guya�& the 
warmt h and friendship of our 
people for the people of Z�ia 
and our resolve to do whatever we 
co uld to be of assistance to 
Zambia in the fa.ce of its euor
mous problems posed for it b.1 the 
overthrow of eonstitv.tionalnle 
in Rhodesia. We look forward t.o 
thi! very cil.osest ooatbmi• ties 
wii.ll Zmnbie.. 

Finally, in what must in
evitably be an all too brief 
resume of our activities over the 
last ten months, let me just say 
a word about the United Nations 
itself of which we became the 
118th member on September 18, 
1966. In his speech in response 
to the enthusiastic welcome given 
to Guyana on our admission, the 
Prime Min ister  af firmed the 
Government's subscription to the 
Charter of the United Nations and 
of its faith in the organisation, 
and gave his pledge t h at it 
would be Guyana's aim to be an 
active rather t han a sleeping 
member of this great instrument 
of world peace and of world order. 
The 21st Session of the General 
Assembly was already in being 
when Guyana took its place. I 
think that it was as inevitable 
as it wa.s right that that Session 
fo r  u s  should be an  exp_lo
ratory -0ne. Nevertheless, our 
represent"tives p::trticipated in 
the work of all the me.in Commit
tees of the General Asseably · and 
laid the foundation for the con
tinuing work of our Per�anent 
Mission �.which, at the begin
ning of the year we were proud 
an d happy to welcome Mr. E.R. 
Br aithwaite as our PeM11anent 
Representative. 

Our.Penaa.nent Mission to the 
U.N. �stablished in New York is 
one of our three Missions over
seas and it is one to which we 
attach very great importance -
more particularly · since we cannot 
afford the establishment of 
Mi$sions in the very large number 
of countries with whom we have 
frietldly relations and would wish 
to keep in contact. As the 
Prime ttiaister explained, the 
ftiss.i•1i ii, ;�w York ,rovides. 
thse Gpf0l1.md,tie$ &ad we� 
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alr eady h ad good reason to 
acknowledge the wisdom of our 
decision in establ�shing it. 

Hon. Members would not expect 
me to attempt a resume here of 
the deliberations of the 21st 
Ass embly, but there are two 
particular issues which came be
fore the Assembly on·w hich I 
ought to say a few words. The 
first is the questlon of Ch}na' s
representation and the second is 
the vexing problem of South West 
Africa. 

Mr. Speaker: This sitting is 
suspended until 4.30 p.m. 

Sitting suspended at 4 p.p1 •. 

4.30. p.m. 

On res 1111ption 

1he Attorney-General: On the 
question of China's representa
tion there were eventually before 
the Assembly three resolutions. 
The first, a procf!ltural resolu
tion sponsored by the United
States together with 14 other
countries representing the�-.ain
geographical areas. · This pro
posed in eff eot that any proposal 
to change the representatiOD of 
China in the U.N. was an iapor
tant quest ion· within the -.eaning
of article 18 of the Charter. A 
second resolution sponsored by 
Albania and 10 other countries 
would have had the effect of 
seating representatives of the 
Peoples I Republic of Chin& in ·t1te 
U.N. anda.l.l its � and �1-
lini;: those of thelep�blic of 
Odna. A third resoi.ti01 � 
ed·bt ItaJ.y � ttwe ',ltlte.r.·-� 
tria ll'o,osed U. ••l� 

of a committee to look into all 
as pects of the  q uestion of 
China's representation with a 
view to s ubmitting its recom
mendations to the 22nd General 
Assembly. 

The first resolution, i.e
that the question· 11was an impor
tant question", was approved by 
66 votes to 48 with 7 abstentions. 
Guyana voted for the resolution 
on the ground that the issue be
fore the Assembly was one of 
fu ndamental importance which 
ought to be decided by two-thirds 
majority vote. In effect, what 
was at issue, having regard to 
the nature of the second resolu
tion, was not merely the admis
sion of the ·Peoples' Republic of 
China but the expulsion of the 
Republic of China, a founder mem
ber of the United Nations and a 
Permanent Member of the Security 
Council. The second resolution, 
i.e. the Albanian resolution for
unseating the Republic of China
was defeated by 57 votes to 46
with 17 abstentions. Guyana
voted against this resolution on
the ground th at it sought .to
treat the matter as one of cre
dentials only ignoring the reali
ties of international lite and
tlte fact that two quite distinct
nat ionaJ.. .entities .bad emerged out 
of the old China. since the United 
Nations was established -22 yea.rs 
ago. The third resolution pro
posing the investigating commit
tee was defeated- by 62 votes to 
j4 with 25 abstentions. Guyana 
a.bstalued on this resolution 
which'� incidentally, .was sup
ported by the O�ited States, 
w�h i.Jl our vi-ew sought to post
pone- t.ltt, pl"Gblem lierely and not 
to 0011$ t0'1 grips with •it in a 
••niagful way.
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The truth of the matter is, 
Mr. Speaker, that the General 
Assembly in its 21st Session was 
once more presented with making 
a choice between two unsatisfac
tory alternatives. Honourable 
Members may recall that when the 
Prime Minister dealt with this 
matter in bis opening speech be 
drew attention to the Albanian 
resol ution and invited hoi. 
Members to draw their own conclu
sions as to the motivations be
hind a presentation which vir
tually guaranteed the rejection 
of the proposal to seat the 
Peoples' Republic of China. This 
is another of the realities of 
international existence that we 
need to take account of when we 
try to interpret the East/West 
confrontation by traditional 
ideological concepts. It would 
not, I tbink, be wise for any of 
us to be dogmatic about the ques
tion of China's representation. 
The question bas been before the 
General Assembly for the last 16 
years, but it does not follow 
from this that a solution may not 
be in sight and it may be that 
before too long the United Na
tions will accept the reality of 
two Chinas - at least for so long 
as this remains a reality. 

4.40 p.m.

The second question is the 
matter of South West Africa. The 
administration -of South West 
Africa had originally been en
trusted to South Africa under a 
League of Nat ions Mandate of 
1920. When the Trusteeship sys
tem of the United Nations was. 
set up all the mandatory powers, 
e xcept South Africa, agreed to 
convert their mandated terri� 
tories into Trusteeship -system. 

South Africa formally refused to 
dp so in 1947. In 1950, the 
International Court of Justice 
expressed the view in an advisory 
opinion that South Africa con
tinued to have obligations under 
the Mandate and that the United 
Nations as the successor to the 
League of Nations had supervisory 
powers in respect of South West 
Africa. In 1960 Ethiopia and 
L iberia instituted proceedings 
against South Africa in the 
International Court alleging 
that South Africa by its racial 
policies in South West Africa had 
violated its mandate. In July 
1966, the Court, by the narrowest 
of margins, namely by the casting 
v ote of its chairman, rejected 
the application without ruling on 
the merits of the case on the 
ground that Ethiopia and Liberia 
had not established any right or 
interest regarding the subject 
matter o f  the cl aim. This 
decision of the International 
Court produced widespread dis
appointment in international 
circles and the matter eventually 
came before the General Assembly 
on a draft resolution sponsored 
by 54 Afro-Asian states providing 
for the establishment of an ad

hoc qomm.ittee which would recom
mend practical means by which the 
territory could be administered 
with a view to enabling its 
people to exercise the right of 
self-determination and the right 
to achieve independence. The 
resolution required the committee 
to report to the General Assembly 
at a special session convened not 
later than April 1967 and this 
resolution was eventually agreed 
to by the overwhelming vote of 
114 in favour with only South 
Afr i ca and Por tugal voting 
against and with Britain, France 
and Mal�wi ahsf.aining. In ad.di-
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tion to establishing the commit
tee, the resolution re-affirmed 
the international status of 
South West Africa, declared that 
South Africa had failed to fulfil 
its obligations in respect of the 
administration of the territory 
and the moral and material well
being and security of its in
digenous inhabitants, and decided 
that the Mandate was terminated 
and that South West Africa would 
henceforth come under the direct 
responsibility of the United 
Nations. 

Guyana, ot course, supported 
t he resolution and Sir  John 
Carter spoke in support of it 
during the debate in the General 
As sembly,· Today, which has 
been designated by the General 
Assembly as "International Day 
for the Elimination of Racial 
Di sc rim in a tion", the House 
would I am  sure allow me to refer 
to what Sir John -said on that 
occasion: 

"In our view, Mr. Pre
sident, South Africa through 
its many violations of the 
trust placed in it has.for
feited its mandate over South 
West Africa, and my Govern
ment feels that this 21st 
Session of the General Assem
b ly shou ld take im med iate 
s teps to bring about the 
withdrawal of South Africa's 
m and ate o ver South West 
Africa. Our interest is the 
people of South West Africa 
and we feel that failure by 

this organization to take 
effective action to guarantee 
freedom and self-determina
tion to these people will not 
only be an indictment to us 
all but also a comfort to the

racists and their support ers 
and admirers everywhere. 11, 

The report of the ad hoc com
mittee will come before a special 
session of the General Assembly 
which has now been convened for 
21st April of this year, that is, 
in exactly one month's time. In 
many ways the authority of the 
United Nations will be placed in 
issue if South Africa refuses to 
respond to the call made upon it 
by the resolution 11 to refrain and 
desist from any action, constitu
tional, administrative, political 
or otherwise, which will in any 
manner whatsoever alter or seek 
to alter the present internation
al status of South West Africa". 

As in the case of Rhodesia. 
it remains to be seen whether a 
single regime can at this stage 
of organised international effort 
be allowed to challenge inter
national society and to flout the 
international order in which man
kind everywhere has reposed its 
trust. Guyana will continue to 
play its modest part in respond
ing to this challenge and in up
ho lding the authority of the 
United Nations. I hope I have 
said enough to show that the 
Government in this particular 
area of external affairs has ap
proached these crucial issues of 
world order, at the level of the 
United Nations, with seriousness, 
with inte l l igence and with a 
sense of responsibility. 

And so, whether it be in the 
Caribbean with our'traditional 
West Indian Friends, or in the 
Western hemisphere of which, 
since Independence, we are so 
o bvious ly an integral part;
whether it be in the Commonwealth
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,n which we may now play a pur
poseful role in Gompany wlth old 
fri1c,r;rls, or tl , United Nat.ions 
wliere we' mu;;t, on a wider stage, 
w in respect and sup port for 
Gu:vana and make our own contribu
ti�n, however small, to the lofty 
ajms of the world organisation -
we have in these first ten months 
since independence made an effec-
1 ive, if �odest, start. In the 
area of external affairs, we have 
all eternity ahead of us. What 
we must do and what we have tried 
to do is to lay effective founda
tions on which we may build se
curely for the future. 

4.50 p.m. 

In these present efforts and, 
indeed, in all our endeavours in 
the future our most valuable and 
most lasting resources are our 
people, and I should like, before 
ending my speech to pay a tribute 
to the officers of  Guy ana's 
Diplomatic Service at all levels, 
and to all the many others, in
cluding those persons from out
side the Diplomatic Service who 
were members of our delegation 
to th e 21s t Session o f  the 
General Assembly, who worked with 
them and have, not merely with 
wil lingness al one, but with 
enthusiasm and devotion, helped 
in our total effort. To them 
all, I wish, on behalf of the 
Go vernment, to place on record 
our appreciation of the contri- · 
bution they have made to what, I 
suggest to hon. Members, has been 
a worthy start in the area of 
exter nal affairs since inde
pendence. [.4pplause. J 

Dr. flamsaboye: This Llovern
ment, in relation to f oreig n 
policy, must find its activities 

circumscribed by what is going on 
in other countries in this hemis
phere. It is true that other 
countries in the hemisphere are 
motivated by self-interest. But 
I am bewildered by the fact that 
in all its activities in relation 
t o  foreign policy, this Govern
ment does not appear to be moti
vated by self-interest for there 
are several things which demand 
urgent and pressing attention. 
There are things which demand a 
clear-cut statement of policy and 
thes e things  ar e not being 
tackled by the Government in the 
way in which they ought to be 
tackled. 

This country is being held to 
ransom by the United States and 
by Great Britain because it is 
clear that whatever assistance is 
being given by these countries is 
given on terms and if the terms 
are not agreed to, the assistance 
will not be given. I am con
vinced that we cannot, in our 
deliberate judgment, take de
cisions which we think are in our 
best interests. I think that the 
needs for compromise are of such 
weight that our own policy is 
over-burdened by considerations 
which relate to the satisfaction 
of the great powers, and if this 
is so, then at least some member 
of the Gov er n ment should be  
honest enough to let us know in 
this House. Let the nation know 
what are the things which cause 
our foreign policy to be circum
scribed. 

This Government is not trad -
ing with the East, it is only 
trading with the West and what
ever assistance it gets comes 
from the West. This appears to 
be the result of some deliberate 
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policy and we need to know for 
sure whether this is so. We need 
to examine the basis upon which

the Government has committed it
self to signing trade agreements 
with only the West, and taking 
aid from the West only. As I see 
it, this Goverill'lent must remember 
one important thing. The strength 
of the Government in foreign re
lations, among other things, is 
directly pr oportional to th� 
strength and unity of the country 
as a whole. 

When the Prime Minister was 
the Leader of the Opposition, he 
used to regale us with the need 
for unity.· Yet there is not, 
wi thin the insti t utions  of  
Government in this country, any 
institution in which the views of 
all sections of the population 
are reflected.· There ought to be 
a committee of foreign affairs 
and t he members· of tha·L com-
mittee should be members chos
en from b o t h  .si de s of t, his 
House. T h e  members  of t he 
Go vernment will find that if 
there is such an institution, it 
will be possible on some occa
sions to use it as a smoke-screen 
in order to rebuff pressures from 
outside.· They could always say, 
,rThe matter is not our responsi
bili t v alone. We �epresent only 
half �of the population and the 
other fellows represent the other 
half, and they must. have some sa�' 
in it, too. 11 

The Government. is definitely 
under pressure. Any Government 
which has to present a White 
Paper saying that the subsidies 
must be cut and several things 
must be done in order to prevent 
expenditure and save revenue is 
in difficulty. If you are in fi
nancial difficulty internally, 

and if you have to turn abroad 
for aid to solve your financial 
pr oblems, you must see that 
pressures will be put on you from 
the persons from whom you are 
borrowing. National unity at 
home is vital for a strong ex
ternal policy, and some attempt. 
ought to be made to get us out 
of the financial morass in which 
we are going further and further 
with every passing day. 

The Government ought to have 
pr esented  a White Paper on 
foreign policy so that we could 
see the policy we are expected to 
fol low , a n d  then  w e  would 
hav e been i n  a better posi
tio n  to debate this matter. 
[Interruption.] I cannot conceive 
of this Government conducting a 
debate on a question as important 
as foreign policy without setting 
forth a White Paper on it. How

ever, we are here discussing the 
question, and I only mentioned it 
because it would have made things 
�uch easier if we had followed 
another procedure. 

I wish to refer particularly 
to what I consider to be an im
portant facet of political life 
in this country. There is no 
doubt that the present Government 
is a creation of the United King
dom and United States Govern
ments. [Interruption.] In pro
viding that so-called solution to 
the Guyana question, the U.K. 
Government must have found it 
obvious that it would have had 
serious repercussions. 

5. 00 p.m.

It seems to me that so far as
the United Kingdom and the United 
St at es a r e  concern ed, this 
Government's only purpose is to 
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occupy the seat of Government to 
keep the P.P.P. out. The hon. Mem
ber Mr. Thomas said that..• In every 
other sphere of activity this 
Government cannot count on the 
friendship of these great nations 
in this hemisphere. The test is 
Ankoko. They have not said a 
word about the encroachment on 
Ankoko, and how could one expect 
them to say anything if one has 
any idea of the extent of British 
an d A merican inve stments in 
Venezuela? 

British and American invest
ments in Venezuela take up almost 
the entire amount of foreign in
vestments in Venezuela and if the 
push ever came to the shove they 
would prefer Venezuela and the 
investments there than the four
teen sugar plantations which 'they 
have here. Therefore, we are iri 
this position. ·we cannot worry 
with the doctrines of interna
tional law. The doctrines of 
international law have nothing to 
do with the Venezuela/Guyana 
boundary dispute and with the 
encroachment on Ankoko. 

The Venezuela boundary dis
pu te is the creation of people 
who wanted to embarrass the PJ>. ·P. 
Government in the early :yea.rs 
of its office in this country. 
This dispute was resurrected for 
the purpose of embarrassing the 
P.P.P. Government because it be
came clear that the P.P.P. was

likely to form the Government at 
the time when it arose. While 
the P.P.P. was in of fice this 
dispute was carried to consider
able proportions. 

In 1964, Venezuela's Foreign 
Minister, in a letter dated 4th' 
March to Sir Douglas Busk, re-

affirmed, in no uncertain terms, 
the deliberate intention of the 
Venezuelans to recover what they 
claim to have been their terri
tory which they l1ad been deprived 
of by the Arbitral Award of 1899. 
He- fu-r'ther said in his letter 
that they would leave nothing un
turned and that they would not 
stop in their efforts until they 
had recovered what was tantamount 
to stolen territory. They have 
not changed their opinion and the 
Venezue lans have p ut fo rward 
several bogus arguments for mak
ing a disp ut e  of this. The 
Venezuelans have produced every 
invalid argument they could have 
thought of. They said that the 
Tribunal exceeded its jurisdic
tion. They said that the British 
had changed the plans and had 
submitted false plans for the 
genuine plans while the arbitra
tion proceedings were going on. 

Every conceivable bogus argu
ment that could have been ad
�an ced  w as adv anced by  the 
Ven ezuelans in resurrecting 
tbis matter, so that so far 
as international law is con
cerne d, the Venezuelans are 
really not interested in that. 
Their argument that· the Tri
bunal sde a fraudulent award 
.is, i n  fact, a smoke-scr een 
for deep political subversion. 
They want to put that up as a 
front but, in fa.ct, they have 
taken a decision that they are 
going, in any event, to take that 
part of our country. They have 
taken that decision a.nd we are at 
the other end of the line. We 
should be able to say that the 
arguments are invalid and we :must 
look to our political friends who 
would help us to guarantee the 
territorial integrity of Guyana. 
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The hon. Attorney-General and 
ninist er of State  (Mr. Ramphal} 
said that we are not without 
friends. Would the hon. Prime 
Minister be prepared to tell us 
who are our friends and what they 
will be prepared to do to guaran
tee the territorial integrity� 
Guyana in the event that Venezuf
la decides to take by force that 
portion of the territory which 
she claims she has been wrongly 
deprived of? Let us know our 
posi t ion. My thesis is that as 
it is today the Government is 
quite friendless with respect to 
that issue and that so far as the 
United Kingdom and the United 
States are concerned, they have 
greater interests to preserve 
than the territorial integrity of 
Guyana . The time has come when 
this Government should try, at an 
early date, to press them to a 
c�mmitment to say whether they 
will be prepared to guarantee the 
territorial integrity of Guyana. 
If they are not prepared to do 
so, let the hon. Prime Minister 
te ll us. Let us know. This 
country really needs to be told 
the truth about what is happening 
with respect to the claim by 
Venezuela. 

We are told that the Mixed 
Commission is looking into soae 
matters but I aa sure, without 
knowing it, that the Mixed Com
mission can make no progress. 
From the document I read while a 
Minister, indicating the inten
tion and the feelings of the 
Venezuelans on this question, 
they are not going to be moved. 
Sir Douglas Busk received that 
letter from Venezuela's Foreign 
Minister. It commenced in the 
most damning language against 
the then Preaier of this country 
{Dr. Ja.ga.n) • Be was condemning 

Dr. Jagan for saying that we 
would not concede one inch and 
that we have no intention what
ever of entering into any negotia.
t ions on this question.: Dr. Jagan 
ha_d s aid that  S i r  D ou glas 
Busk received this letter from 
the Foreign Minister referring to 
this issue and asking him to make 
the necessary arrangements to 
have the letter communicated to 
Dr. Jagan. In the final para
graph he reasserted Venezuela's 
intention to take over some of 
our land. 

We must therefore realis� 
that the Venezuelans are serioas 
and that we have to be equally 
serious. We must not wait until 
they try t o  t ake t he tern.
tory, as they have taken Ankoko, 
before we begin to do something 
about it. We must know our posi
t ion now. We have fought from 
slavery and indentured service. 
We came here like cattle. Under 
the Roman Law slaves had no rights 
and even after abolition of slav
ery the freed slaves and the in
dentured servants were like mere 
cattle in this land. It was a 
hard and bitter struggle. There 
was great sacrifice. Meny men 
had fallen by the way before «e 
had reached the position we were 
at in 195!t 

While it is true that the 
Inde pendence of May 1966 was 
nothing more than a constitution
al manipulation, it did, in fact, 
bring us formal Independence. 
This was a great concession at 
the hands of the imperial power, 
but once they have given us they 
have put us in a position to 
carry our struggle against tyran
ny a little further. We must 
therefore realise that there is 
nothing to be lost bv trying to 
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press whichever friends we say we 
have into a commitment. This 
conunitment is a purely political 
commitment. 

Let us divorce commitments 
from doctrines of international 
law. What doctrine of inter
national law regulated what hap
pened in. �anto Domingo the other 
day? Wh�t doctrine of inter
national law could have prevented 
the State Department from saying 
that it is not going to have a 
Communist Government, or any 
Government it does not like, in 
this country? Do not tell us 
about doctrines of international 
law. Tell us the politics. The 
politics of the thing is that if 
we do not have friends to guaran
tee our territorial integrity we 
will lose our land. 

5.10 p.m. 

Therefore, it is your bounden 
duty to make such efforts and to 
indulge in such manoeuvres and 
exercises as to bring you that 
alliance which you need. That is 
the position. Let us not say 
that this is not so. The posi
tion as I see it is this: so far 
as this Government is concerned 
tbose people will give it a lit
tle loan to keep the Government 
go ing w hen it is absolutely 
necessary, but this Government is 
not prepared to take steps to 
guarantee our territorial rights 
in the face of pressures from 
abroad. I do not blame this 
Government for making use of the 
ac commod ation of t h e  g r eat  
na tio�s on  both sides of  the 
Atlantic. I understand that in 
th e context i n  w h ich i t  is  
operating it is necessary for it 
to work with this sort of accom
modation, but no matter how much 

accommodation this Government is 
getting it must tell the nation 
the true position relating to 
An koko. So long as you are 
fighting to keep our land, we 
will be with yon and will follow 
you in the struggle. You do not 
hi;tve to worry about that, because 
y0u have the full support of this 
side without reservations. Look 
around and you will see what is 
happening in this country. 

Take Surinam, for instance, 
and you will see that the people 
are coming over to our land. 
When the boundaries were being 
laid down somebody thought that 
it should be drafted in such a 
manner that the Surinamers would 
get the benefit of it.. Every day 
you can hear about trouble in the 
river. Although Surinam was a par
ty to settlement of the bound
ary between British Guiana and 
Dutch Guiana it still wants to 
forget .that and to claim a few 
thousand square miles of our 
land. That is rascality, but let 
us prepare to meet it. Let 
Surinam not find us unprepared; 
we must be on our guard. As it 
stands, there need to be some 
vigorous effort to have some 
rights over the river. We should 
have full rights and use regard
ing navigation of the river, and 
our people should not be arrested 
for being on either side of the 
river. The time must come when 
we will have to take serious 
action. 

For instance, if there was a 
Foreign Affairs Committee in this 
House to discuss matters, we 
would all know what is taking 
place. If this Government feels 
that its half of the population 
can go it alone, then that is all 
right with us. An.yway, I c�rrnot 
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concede tha� right-thiniing 
people could consider that  
course. Thi time has come for 
the establishment of a Foreign 
Affairs Committee, and the time 
has come for this country to 
resolve this dispute with Suri
nam. Surinam is now claiming 
certain rights with respect to 
the Corentyne River, and the 
rights claimed by Surinam are to 
the exclusion of our rights. 

We must remember that, so far 
as treaties are concerned, some 
people will deliberately, as a 
matter of political stunting, 
break them. That is the case 
with Venezuela and Surinam at the 
moment. When the boundaries were

sited and the marks were clear
ly defined, Surinam was a party 
to the arr angement and yet 
Surinam is asking for 10,000 
square miles more because it is 
said that the river does not run 
the way it was intended to run. 
Every conceivable.argument will 
be brought with respect to this 
matter, and we cannot leave our
selves in the position where 
we do not have the political 
strength to resist these inordi-
nate claims. 

My learned friend the hon. 
Attorney-General and Minister of 
State observed that this is a 
matter of diplomacy. I do not 
think so, and I do not think that 
things can be minimized by such a 
statement. We talk about diplo
macy and international law. To
day, more than ever before, we 
see that strong nations attack 
and dominate the weaker ones. If 
the weaker ones will not submit 
to their will, then they will use 
the gunboat. That is the posi
tion, and we must realise what it 
is to live in a world and with a 

foreign policy in which we are 
virtually friendless except for 
th e purpose of having a few 
sweets handed out to the Govern
ment. Some people have no re
spect for this Government. On 
any occasion when the hand of 
friendship is extended to this 
Government, that gesture is re
lated to keeping certain members 
in the seats of Government and 
for no other purpose whatsoever. 
Why should we allow ourselves to 
be used like this? 

It is true that we are not 
part of a great nation, but we 
ca n still work hard for the 
things we need. When the P.P.P. 
was in office it had initiated 
certain social changes whereby 
this country would be able to 
survive the hardships and tribu
lations which were likely to 
arise in the absence of foreign 
aid. The P.P.P. Government was 
an outstanding example of how 
effort could be made in this 
direction, if aid or promises of 
aid were actually refused. It is 
time that we should begin to re
consider what was the policy of 
the last Government and compa�e 
it wit h the policy of this 
Government in order that we may 
place ourselves in the position 
in which we were years ago. Let 
us try again to do something to 
help ourselves. · 

We know that, so far as the 
people in the imperialist coun
tries are concerned, the end justi
fies the means. [Inte.rruption. J 
So fa r as this Government is 
concerned, certain people will do 
anything which will enable them 
to remain in power so that they 
can take hold of the country. 
That is the position today. It 
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cannot be denied that the P.P.P. 
Government attempted to make 
social clia�es for the benefit of 
the country. Anyone acquainted 
wit h  o ur po l iii�al histor y  
will agree that trade, commerce, 
industry and the banking system 
in this country were in opposi
tion to the social changes intro
duced by the P.P.P. Government. 

It will be observed that this 
Government has brought back cer
tain portions of Kaldor's Budget 
in spite of what certain hon. 
Me mbers ha d to  say when the 
P. P. P. Government i_ntroduced a 
Budget containing certain recom
mendations by Mr. Kaldor. It has 
brought back the portion in rela
tion to capital gains tax. This 
Government has made itself bank
rupt; it _has put itself in a pre
carious financial position, and 
now it comes to tell us something 
about foreign policy! If, tomor
row, the banks in this country 
say that they want their money; 
if they recall their loans and 
refuse to grant extended credit 
to this Government, then the 
whole machinery -of Government in 
this country will collapse. If 
the banks recall the loans this 
co unt r y  will b e  in  serious 
trouble. We must first try to 
get national unity and a strong 
financial position before we can 
talk about a foreign policy. 

5.20 p.m. 

I have spoken about the two 
boundary disputes. I agree with 
·wv learned friend the Attorney
General and Minister of State
tha� it is necessary for us to
make friends of these people, peo
ple wbU> will shake our hands in
one wa-y and then do u s  in in

another way. It is still neces
sary for us to try. I agree that 
lt is very riecessary that we 
should be able to establish rela
tionships with the University and 
it is very essential we should 
seek their co-operation and gain 
support in extending university 
education. That too, has its 
limitations, Once we seek their 
support the whole principle comes 
to be, "What do you expect in re
turn? 11 

Mr. Speaker: Time! 

The Ministe r of Informa
tion (L e a d er of t he House) 
(Mr.· Bissember/: We had agreed 
to an extension. 

Dr. Ramsahoye: We must re
member that wl,en we get assis
tance in order to improve our 
university education there may 
be strings tied to the assistance 
and we would have to examine very 
carefully what we do in this 
respect. We must never forget 
that we have borrowed substan
tially from their institutions. 
Without the work they have done 
we would not manage our own in
stitutions in any substantial 
measure. Therefore, it is not 
only gratitude and tradition, it 
is in our own self-interest to 
se ek their co-operation and 
friendship in carrying our uni
versity education further. 

In this respect, I must say, 
here and now, that I will support. 
any measure which is intended to 
enable, by virtue of co-operation 
and participation, the establish
ment of a Faculty of Law in this 
country. It is essential that we 
should have lawyers adequately 
trained, at reasonable cost, to 
serve the people and to champion 
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the rights of the people. In an
y

system, whether it is socialism, 
whether it is capitalism, what
ever it is, it is necessary to 
have man's rights and obligations 
determined by law. It is vital 
there should be efficient and 
wel l-trained people able to 
serve. 

So far as our entering into 
other organisations is coneerned, 
other hon. Members have spoken 
and I only wish to say once more 
something about Britain's entry 
into the European Common Market. 
The United Kingd om is making 
fr antic effor ts t o  join the 
European Economic Community. 
Under the Treaty of Rome this 
great alliance will, for ex8111ple, 
be responsible for exporting 
sugar, not purchasing it., and we
must remember that if eircum
stances 1n England warrant it, 
En gland would be prepared, 
whether in 1972 or before, to 
jettison the Commonwealth Sugar 
Agreement if it finds it more 
profitable to associate with the 
European Economic Community on 
terms under which it would have 
to abandon  the Commonwealth 
Ag reement.  

Think of what will happen to 
us in this country. The world 
market price for sugar is about 
$93 a ton and they pay 1lS over 
$220 a ton. The cost of produc
tion in this couuti'y is about 
$160 a ton. Where woold we be if 
we did not have this preference? 
We may not .have it if Britain 
enters the COIIDlOn Market. This 
is 1967. As fa;r as I understand, 
this Agreemeut goes to 1972, but 
with the way international poli
tics works, we do not know how 
long this Agreement will last. 
.Therefore, we must. begin to plan 

no w for what will happen.if 
England enters  the European 
Economic Community and leaves 
Guyana and the West Indian ter
ritories. 

We talk about sanctions in 
Rhodesia. Sanctions cannot work. 
I agree with my hon.:and learned 
Friend in expressing congern over 
the Rhodesian sanctions. Sanc
tions cannot work because South 
Africa is assisting Rhodesia and 
the Uni te d  King dom will n ot 
tackle South Africa because two
thirds of the foreign investments 
in South Africa are owned and 
controlled by the British. The 
United Kingdom Government would. 
not care to tackle South Africa, 
because they would have to impose 
sanctions against South Africa 
�n4 they would be cutting their 
own economic throats if they were 
to at tempt to do this . 

These are the positions which 
have been taken and what I have 
been trying to say is that there 
is a principle behind all these 
dealings, behind all this talk 
about legality, the rule of law, 
and the hemispheric position. 
These nations a.11 get together be.;. 
hind closed doors and they try to 
do ea.ch· other in. I do not sa.y 
in the final analysis we nmy·not 
be done in, but I do ur_ge this 
Government that we should.only 
allow ourselves to be done in 
after a valiant and noble strug-
gle. [Applause.J

·. 

Mr. Bhagwau: I wish to ex
press my differences with the 
positions held by members of both 
parties and to point out that in 
all these vital issues there are 
no two opinion·s. We see this 
from the mere fact that it is 
possibl� to divide the world into 
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�o many parts and there are so 
many distinctions, geographical 
as well as qualitative, that I 
suggest that there is capacity 
for more than a third position in 
this country today. 

If we were to interpret what 
has been said by the Government 
we would run away with the idea 
that foreign policy has been 
determined in isolation from ih
ternal developments as well as 
from consideration of the inter
nal. political structure. This is 
a very unrealistic base from 
which to move in relation to our 
foreign affairs policy. 

Secondly, the Prime Minister 
has attempted in the course of 
his address to put new paint on 
an old house with the hope that 
this would suffice for rehabili
tation. This third point is that 
the Minister of State has not 
done us much justice in that he 
has given us a mechanical. presezi-
t at ion of details to serve ?,San 

addendum to the Prime Minister's 
openjng speech. In due course I 
will deal with some of the points 
made by him. 

With respect to the position 
of the People's Progressive Party 
I have differences with the ex
pressed views. What I find of 
greater importance than a mere 
statement of ideals and an ex
pression of objectives is the 
practical political position 
which the People's Progressive 
Party holds in this country. It 
is not enough in  the circum
stances of Guyana for the Prime 
Minister, Mr. Forbes Burnham, and 
the Leader of the Opposition, 
Dr. Cheddi Jagan, to make very 
br illiant  statements on  the 

foreign affairs of this country, 
for if you were to examine their 
positions and go beyond words to 
find out  w het her si ngly or 
together they could carry out 
these policies; you would find 
there is no basis for the execu
tion of their plans. 

5.30 p.m. 

The Prime Minister frequently 
attempts to project an image of 
neutrality but something very 
different is being practised. We 
should start to examine what has_ 
been done internally. The Prime 
Minister once made an excellent 
statement. He said that Guyanese 
can never expect a conservative 
pr ogramme or pol i cy by the 
Government. What is the posi
tion? Has there been any precise 
statement about the stages which

the Prime Minister envisages in 
the ultimate development of the 
country? Could he state clearly 
what is his post-independence 
policy, and what is his ultimate 
obj�ctive? He gave us a very 
reassuring statement but that is 
not satisfactory. If one would 
look at it from a conservative 
angle, he and Mr. d 'Aguiar wouJ d 
be wedded for the rest of their 
lives. 

Mr.· Sydney King once wrote an 
article projecting Mr. Burnham as 
the leader of the Guyanese revo
lution. Working on such a two
faced programme, one would have 
to do certain things internally 
to emphasise in every detail the 
independence from external con
trol. If you consider what has 
been happenin� in Guyana, it is 
not surprising that in foreign 
policy one finds that the imperi
al powers are constantly behind 
Guyana's door. For e_xa:mple,
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noLning has been done to remould 
Guyana's institutions. The Min
ister of Local Government sleeps 
on Local Government reorganisa
tion. There is no one at the 
moment who can formulate a radi
cal progra mme in Guyana. In 
fact, the present programme is a 
conservative one. 

There will have to be a 
rapid replacement of colonial 
oriented representatives, as "'el1. 
as representatives who h:1vc tar
nished themselves in their per
formances in the past. It meani 
that we will have to get an en
lightened and progressive uni
versity, not the "Canadian" Uni
versity of Guyana that we now 
have. We will have to have an 
independent university that is 
controlleµ in every respect by 
Guyanese, leading ultimately to a 
situation where the tutors are 
recruited locally or at least 
about 75% are recruited locally. 
Of course, we can only do that if 
the leaders of the Government and 
the Opposition were able to in
spire the people and mobilise 
them. It is doubtful wheth'er 
the performance of many of the 
Ministers in this Government 
warrants the mobilisation of the 
masses. It is not surprising 
that a lot of the initiative for 
local development had to come 
from foreign personnel who are 
highly skilled, but who had to 
build simple projects. We have 
to rely on the U.K. Overseas 
Programme to send people here·to 
show us how to set up  youth camps 
and so on. 

Another point we have to con
sider is independence of the 
trade unions. This independence 
llas to co� on the basis of self
?�li.ance at home. The Minister 

of Labour said that strikes occur 
because the trade union movement 
has been corrupted by external 
help. If trade unions are left 
on their own they cannot reor
ganise themselves, and that i£ 
why Taylor Woodrow would con
stantly have to put. the hammer 
on. If there is  no internal 
dynamism, you are going to have 
external subservience. You are 
going to have Guyana appearing 
always as a beggar at interna� 
tional doors. 

Dr. Ramsahoye spoke about· 
national unity. He spoke about 
external dependence. The United 
States of America- does not like 
Guyana because it has the seeds 
of revolution. Therefore, to 
suggest that the Americans are 
going to come here to guarantee 
our integrity is very puerile. 

5.40 p.m.

When we consider all these 
points we will find that the 
Government has not adopted any 
radical change at all, nor has it 
expressed any intention that it 
will accept this phase. We have 
had very objective isolated in
stances of qualified radicaliSlll

within a dominant framework of 
conservatism. These can be indi
cated by some genuine efforts -
in the field of co-operatives and 
Caribbean unity - which have been 
partially successful but which 
have been hampered because of 
political problems. I must say 
that enough money was not spent 
in the field of co-operatives. I 
shall have something to say about 
Caribbean unity later. 

· 
What ex�lains the Govern

ment's present foreign policy? 
The political situation in Guyana 
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definitely limits the capacity of 
ei ther  the Government or the 
Opposition to maintain an inde
pe ndent position in foreign 
affairs. The P.N.C. is in a 
numerically weak position, that 
is, it is not the largest party 
numerically in this country. It 
has to depend on the U.F. for 
support. This, in itself, poses 
certain contradictions and this, 
in itself, makes the Government 
as a whole very susceptible to 
imperialist control and opens the 
country wide to foreign interven
tion. Because of the numerical 
position of the P.N.C., it has 
had to seek an external ally, and 
that ally is the powerful United 
States of America. 

The conservative policies of 
the Government, on the other 
hand, automatically place it in 
the position where it can have no 
other allies but the conservative 
forces in the world. The conser
vative forces in the world today 
are definitely the U.S.A., West 
Germany, the United Kingdom and 
some other capitalist countries. 
I am talking in terms of the 
st ruggle for changes in the 
societies in various parts of the 
world. Whatever may have been 
the history of the U.S.A., the 
fact is that it has become in
creasingly conservative in its 
attitude about things at home and 
abroad. This Government cannot 
break from its allies unless it 
is in a position to reorganise 
the situation internally. 

Now there are two courses: 
either the P.N.C. breaks with the 
U.F. and goes and seeks an alli
ance with the P.P.P. thereby es
tablishing a greater strength of 
th e masses, solidifying the 

masses, building up their enthu
siasm and making them very aware 
o°f the problems posed by the im
perialists, or the Government 
will have to seek the alternative 
course of going above the heads 
of the P.P.P. and unifying the 
masses without the help of the 
P.P.P. The position is that the 
Government has not been attempt
ing to follow either of these 
courses.· It has not been at
tempting to find any common 
ground with the P .P .P. nor has it 
been attempting to cross ethnic 
barriers.· The Government has been 
consistently condemning certain 
people in this country, whether 
they belong to the P.P.P. or 
whether they hold radical posi
tions. It is pushing out the 
young radicals and pulling in old 
conservative elements. 

With respect to the cultural 
problem, which is the biggest 
problem in this country, the 
Government has not settled down 
to the fact that such a problem 
exists and that it needs a great 
deal of patience, determination 
and courage to try to make an 
opening towards the Indians who 
do not support the Government. I 
should like to hear from the 
Govermnent a clear statement of 
the policy it has pursued since 
it has been in office to solve 
the cultural problems in this 
country. The P.N.C. bas been 
unable to find allies in other 
sections of the commnnity because 
it has made no genuine effort to 
win allies from other sections. 

When we look at what has 
�tually been done we will find, 
of course, that the proof of the 
pudding is always in the eating. 
The Pri1te Minister says that a · 
policy of neutrality ka.s been 
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pu rsue d. Ile said that the 
Government has been acting with 
reasoned judgment in making deci
sions at the United Nations. 
What is the fact? There is an 
alliance with the United States, 
the Canadian Government and the 
British Government. The old im
perial powers have strengthened 
their position. There �as been 
no decolonisation at this level. 
We have strengthened all our re
lations with the imperial powers 
and there is now an imbalance. 
Diplomatic policy connections_ 
ha ve been  establ ished with 
western capitals only and all we 
have got is  a lot of  talk. 
Nothing concrete is being done so 
far as the public is concerned. 
Diplomatic relations have not 
been established with communist 
countries as well as those nor
mally referred·to as the Third 
World. 

I do not accept the Prime 
Minister's argument about the 
difficulties to decide which 
group we must join. I would 
think that the Prime Minister is 
well aware or" what is happening 
internationally and the choice is 
very simple. Countries like 
Africa, Tanzania, Malaya, Algeria 
and Egypt occupy very progressive 
positions internationally. I 
could not imagine that he would 
ever think of going to some other 
states in Africa to establish 
diplomatic relations. 

The Government has still re
stricted trade with the communist 
countries. Castro, whom this 
Government denounces so often, 
has himself established connec
tions with Canada, the United 
Kingdom and France and has broken 
away in a great measure from the 

restricted trade policy that was 
forced upon him in relation to 
the communist bloc. This Govern
ment does not even consider that 
it is in its international self
interest to bring down trade 
barriers and let us have a diver
sified trade policy that has some 
consistency with its declared 
9.ims of neutralism. 

The Government's policy with 
respect to Latin America is very 
contradictory. I should like to 
refer to the border problem with 
Venezuela. I admit - and in fact 
I advise - that when you are 
dealing with border problems 
blood should not rush to your 
head. Even countries with nu
clear capacity, stronger coun
tries, are more amicable than 
you are in their problems and 
disputes. We should not be  
booming guns and cannons and 
shouting from the roof tops. We 
must be able to follow a cautious 
po licy and try to  gain t he 
friendship of our Venezuelan 
neighbours but at  all times 
maintaining our dignity and em
phasising the justification of 
our position. 

5.50 p.m. 

I do not suggest that we bend 
over backwards to meet the terms 
of the Venezuelans, and I do not 
think it is consistent with our 
national dignity for the Govern
ment to have allowed the Venezue
lan warships to remain at the 
mouth of the Demerara River. So 
far as this country is concerned, 
Venezuela had COJIIPlitted an act of 
aggression when it occupied 
Ankoko. The Venezuelans have 
been giving us trouble for a 
number of years, yet we seem to 
be bending over backwards at all 
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times and putting ourselves in a 
humiliating position. In this 
context the Prime Minister has 
been treated with contempt. 

Here is where we will see 
whether the Prime Minister means 
what he says. Venezuela is cer
tainly distinct from the question 
relating to Cuba. Venezuela is a 
pu�pet of the American Govern
ment; its people are in revolt, 
and there is a revolutionary 
guerilla movement going on there 
at the moment. T he peasant 
masses in Venezuela are practi-

.cally starved; so far as I am 
aware, only the cities have been 
able to retain b�ight lights. 
Venezuela is not concerned with 
international affairs. Cuba has 
a courageous and riwical'Govern
ment, and the Cubans are trying 
to ·revolutionize their society. 
While it is {rue that Venezuela 
ma y have sent  this co untr y 
greetings on its attainment of 
independence, nevertheless, the 

'distinction between Venezuela and 
Cuba has to be noticed. We are 
be ndin g o ver backwards f o r  
Venezuela, while we are trying to 
berate Cuba. The Prime Minister 
cannot apologise/for this policy 
at all. 

What h�s changed in Santo 
Domingo since the Prime Minister 
went to the U.S.A. to warrant his 
statement that things do not seem 
as they appeared to be when he 
made his original statement in 
Santo Domingo? What can he say to 
;ius{dfy his recantation? He will 
have to explain this inconsisten
cy to this House. He tells us 
ab out neutralism and neutral 
politics in the world, and he 
must also tell us why he recanted 
on his statement in Santo Domingo 

We observe that the Govern
ment has been L1aking some posi
tive efforts to get CARIFTA 
going, and that is a good move. 
Any concrete move towards Carib
bean unity in the present cir
cumstances will be to the ulti
mate good of Guyana. I am quite 
positive that yQu can have no 
proper plan in the Caribbean un
le ss everybody agree s .  The 
entire region is faced with the 
same problems as Guyana. It is 
no good waiting for somebody to 
initiate Caribbean unity� Ask 
Eric Williams, Bustamante or 
Sangster about this matter. Un
less somebody makes a move people 
will just sit and wait on each 
other. -while this Government is 
pursuing a policy of unity in the 
Caribbean, we have the U.S.A. 
putting presscre on the Govern
ment to join the O.A.S. Dr. Eric 
Williams who used to champion 
Caribbean unity is now talking 
about assessing the O.A.S. The 
Canadians also want t.o join the 
O.A.S. The U.S.A. prefers a bloc 
in which it can dominate, control 
and dictate to the countries, and 
Caribbean unity will be under
mined. I should like the Prime 
Minister to tell us somethina 
about this matter. This Govern� 
ment wants Caribbean unity, but 
the U.S.A. is doing everything 
possible to get the Caribbean 
territories to join the O.A.S. 

I am advising the leaders of 
Guyana. to come together and call 
a conference i11l11lediately to dis
cuss the problems connected with 
Caribbean unity. Dr. Jagan, who 
leads t.he P. P. P. , has been making 
statements recently to the effect 
that he supports Caribbean unity. 
I understand that a certain 
amount of) inconsistency had 
developed when the P .P. P. ,f8.S in 

-
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power with respect to Federation 
of the West Indies. Let the 
Prime Minister call Dr. Jagan's 
bluff. 1 a.m __ sure that many other 
people in this country would like 
to see Caribbean unity become a 
reality. Let the leaders get 
together, discuss the matter, and 
�ork out a comprehensive plan for 
Caribbean unity that will lead to 
the integration of all Caribbean 
territories. 

Mr. Speaker: Time! This 
debate has to come to an end on 
Friday at 6.30 p.m. 

Dr. Jagan: l beg to move 
that the hon. Member be given 15 
minutes to conclude his speech. 

Mr. Ally seconded� 

Question put, and agreed to.

Mr. Bhagwan: The realities 
involved in Caribbean unity must 
be faced. I know that all of us 
have in our minds the question of 
Caribbean unity, but when it  
comes to the question of discus
sing it that is another matter. 
Some of us �hy away from the 
question of Federation. It is 
said that the P.P.P. did not want 
Federation. It has been one of 
the fundamental mistakes by the 
leadership of the P.P.P. that it 
turned its back on Federation. I 
want to point out that the Prime 
Minister is also making some 
fundamental mistakes in approach
ing not only Caribbean unity but 
the Ankoko issue. He must review 
the failures which have been 
pointed out to him. 

I feel that if we want to get 
rid of the trouble connected with 
Federation, then we must start 
discussing seriously and know 

where everybody st�nds. The 
members of the P.N.C. want Carib
bean· unity, and the members of 
the P.P.P. say that they are pre
pared to support it, but when it 
comes to matters of grave impor
tance we do not hear them. There 
must be unity before anything can 
be done. That is a problem which 
the last Gove.rnment had to face 
when it attempted to introduce 
certain social changes in this 
country.: Because of its weak

·position it fell down.

I would say that the effect 
fall these failures, the effect 

of Government's Foreign Policy in 
aligning itself with the reac
tionary ·Hements of the world to
day, is a very extreme cynicism. 
In fact the poems written by  
Martin Carter can do justice to 
the development today. He has 
written some very excellent poems 
describing what we are doing 
today. 

6 p.m. 

Everybody accepts dishonesty, 
everybody thinks that Jagan will 
act in a certain way and Burnham 
will act in a certain way and 
they must not accept any princi
ples. A current has crept into 
the society in which Burnham has 
become a god. It is only a ques
t ion of power, of being able to 
speak to the police, of having 
"big" friends. These are the 
criteria which operate at the 
moment. 

The "big" people in this 
society who have money are moving 
fast to make more money and while 
they are ma.Iring a lot of it, 
civil servants are doing their 
jobs mechanically. Workers are 
going on strike because they see 
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no hope. The unemployment prob
le m, the racial problem, the 
problem of frustration in jobs, 
all these probl�ms are going to 
explode at some stage. I hope 
that the leaders will prevent 
this explosion. An alliance with 
imperial powers has been holding 
back economic development. There 
is an influx of foreign culture 
of the worst sort. Some aspects 
of Amer'ttan culture, which can 

.certainly be considered morbid, 
have been taking over Georgetown. 
Ask the Minister of Education 
about it. Many organisations at 
the moment have direct connection 
with foreign elements and can 
only work if they get advice from 
some expert from the United King
dom, or if they get money from 
the United Kingdom. This is the 
external stimulus which is now 
aotivatfng the entire basis of 
political �evelopment in our 
country. 

I am advising this Govern
ment: it has to start changing 
its approach. It has definitely 
to break both with the conserva
tives at home and with the Ameri
cans, or else the masses in this 
country are ultimately going to 
end up in revolt against the sit
uation.· In fact, the masses have 
started taking ·a·hand now and it 
may be possible to force the hand 
of this Government and bring some 
sense into the leaders of the 
Opposition in this country. 

One positive development in 
the society today is that the 
workers have been rejecting a lot 
of trade union leaders, retllising 
that what has been handed out 
from the top is corrupt and is 
also designed to keep them in 
conditions of exploitation and 

subjection. The masses in this 
country are going to become fed 
up and will start rebelling 
against the present political set 
up. Only then will we get some 
sense knocked into the heads of 
our leaders. 

Mr. d'Aguiar: It has been 
said - and with this I agree -
that foreign policy should con
ta in w ithin it a measure of 
idealism and a measure of realism. 
I would suggest that the ideal 
that we should pursue in our 
foreign policy is the ideal of a 
good neighbour. we should develop 
a ' good-nei ghbour ' foreign 
policy. 

I do not believe it is possi
ble to conceive of any greater 
ideal than that. It does not 
mean that because we try to be 
good neighbours we must either be 
dominant or submissive. Good 
neighbours need ·not be one or the 
other. The more powerful per
sonality-need not dominate and 
the weaker one need not be sub
missive. It is undoubtedly the 
most sensible policy for any 
Government to pursue, the policy 
of 'good-neighbour'. 

I think that from what I have 
seen in the course of my overseas 
visits when I at tended Conferences 
of the Commonwealth and Con
ferences of I.M.F., which in
cluded representatives from near
ly every part of the Commonwealth 
and from almost the entire world, 
I have found that there is ample 
evidence of this Government's 
pursuit of the policy of good 
neighbourliness. 

First and foremost, we should 
be good ne ighbours w ith the 
Caribbean islands, with whom we 
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.have h istorical associations, and 
we should be good neighbours with 
our coutinental friends. I think 
Guyana is in a particularly happy 
position in that it cau unite in 
its foreign policy ideals with 
reality. Any foreign policy must 
contain a measure of realism a.nd 
when we look at the reality of 
geography we see that we are a 
part of the American continent. 
It is only sensible, therefore, 
that we play a neighbourly part 
in that continent, which includes 
North and South America, the 
Caribbean and Canada. This is 
where geography places us and it 
is only coDD11on sense to move for
wa rd and to  pr ogress in the 
geographica� sphere in which we 
ar e. We are  a part of the 
American continent. We are, in 
fact, a part of the richest con
tinent in the whole wide world. 
Why should we not try to us_e that_ 
position to the best advantage of 
the people of Guyana? 

The historical reality of the 
situation is that we are closely 
tied with the .history of the other 
former British West Indian Carib
bean islands. Here again, we ca.n 
pursue ideals and realisa at the 
same time. We can develop good
neighbourliness with these Carib
bean islands and we ca.n progress 
into the formation of Caribbean 
regi onalisa and the greater 
.Aaerica.n regionalisa. That, I 
think, is the future of foreign 
policy. We ·a.re in a transitional 
phase betwee n  being strictly 
aligned to the United Kingdom, 
which is so far distant a.nd fit
ting ourselves into a historical 
and geographical situation. We 
need to face the realities of 
geography and history and also 
the realities of trade. 

6.10 p.m. 

In 1966 we exported $182,000, 
000 - in round figures - of goods 
from Guyana. The biggest im
porter - $40 million - was the 
United States of America. The 
second biggest importer - $39 
million - was the United Kingdom. 
The third biggest importer - also 
$39 million - was Canada. The 
fourth biggest importer - $14i 
million - was Trinidad and Tobago. 
Tlierefore, the reality of our 
trade, just as the reality of 
anyone who does business, is to 
be friends and to develop greater 
friendship with our customers. 
The simple shopkeeper, I am sure, 
would try to be friends with his 
customers. The comiittee of any 
club will try to see that the 
members of the club are happy 
to gether, so that the trade 
reality is one that means we 
should retain special friendship 
with the people with whom we do 
the greatest amount of business, 
those who purchase the greatest 
amount of our products. 

The third reality that we 
have to face is politic. We are 
aligned with free de:aocracy. We 
are aligned with that type of de-: 
aocracy in which Elections are 
free and impartial, the type of 
deaocra.cy that does not exist in 
the countries to which the Oppo
si tion gave its allegiance. So, 
I siaply subait that our ideal 
should be one of neighbourliness, 
and this i deal can be come a 
reality because of our geographi
cal, historical, commercial and 
political situation. 

The hon. Leader of the Oppo
sition spoke about neutrality. 
He claims that we are not neutral. 
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I have not found him to be � 
neutral type of person. I have 
never heard him say one word of 
praise about any of the countries 
th at are our neighbours, the 
countries with which we have 
historical ties, and with which 
we do business. In my business, 
abroad, I have found that there 
exists a strong degree of good
will and friendship between our 
Government, for instance, and the 
Governments of Jamaica, Barbados 
and St. Luoia, and to a lesser 
ex tent - I would wish this 
"lesser extentn to be increased -
the Government of Trinidad and 
Tobago. It is clear to anyone 
who attended these Conferences 
that the image of Guyana has im
proved hundreds of times since 
the election of this Government. 
It is quite clear that our neigh
bours are our friends and we are 
the friends of our neighbours. 
Why should we turn back upon �Ms 
and pursue a policy of becoming 
enemies of our neighbours? I 
simply cannot understand the 
mentality that puts forward such 
a proposal. It is true that we 
have problems with Venezuela, but 
that is all the more reason for 
us to build up friendship with 
our other neighbours on the 
co_ntinent of South America. 

The question of the Organisa
ti on of A merican S tates was 
raised and my views are, putting 
aside the Amendment for Admission 
which the hon. Prime Minister re
ferred to, that there are good 
re asons for admission, and 
sef'":ious consideration should be 
given to our joining the O.A.S. 
Th e reasons w hi ch were put  
forward for joining the 0.A.S. by 
the Rt. Hon. Dr. Eric Williams, 
are, I think, worthy of careful 

consideration because they are 
based on sound logic. One of the 
reasons which he gave - and I 
quote from his speech as publish
ed by the Trinidad Government -
reads as follows: 

"The dominant note of 
the contemporary world is the 
developnent of regional asso-� 
ciatio ns. There is the Or
ganisation of African Unity 
in Africa, the Eu ropean 
Economic Community in Europe; 
and the United Kingdom is now 
making a serious bid to enter 
that community. There is the 
European Free Trade Associa
tion; there is the current 
interest of Australia and New 
Zealand in developing s�me 
form of association together 
with Malaysia and perhaps the 
Phillipines in the Far East. 11 

Then he went on to state that: 

11 • • • in the Western Hemi
sphere there is the Central 
American Co'mmon Market and 
there is the Latin America; 
Free Trade Association Treaty 
of 1960 look ing towards a 
Latin American Common Market,
and, as you are aware, it has 
recently been reported that 
Venezuela is getting ready to 
join that Latin American Free
Trade Association. 11 

There is another very impor
tant point. Dr. Williams pointed 
out that membership of the O.A. S. 
will provide military security, 
and he quoted Article 15, Chapter 
3 of the Charter of the O.A.S. 
which states that: 

"No State, or group of 
States has the right to in
tervene, directly or indi-
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rectly, for any reason wha�
soever, in the internal or 
external affairs of any other 
State. The foregoing princi
ple prohibits not only armed 
force hut also any other form 
of interference or attempted 
threat against the personali
ty of the State or against 
its political, economic and 
cultural elements." 

Theref ore, you are protec.ting 
your frontiers. At the moment we 
have the problem with Venezuela 
and our frontiers would be guar
anteed with a minimmn of military 
forces on our part, with c on 
siderable saving t o  us. 

He made a third point. He 
said that the ideals of the Or
ganisation of American States as 
they were amended at the recent 
C onference were completely in 
accord ance with the ideals he 
sought . I am s u re t h a t  our 
Government in Guyana seeks the 
same ideals. It is worthy per
haps, to quote what these ideals 
are. They come under the Revised 
Article 3, Chapter 7. 

"To accelerate their 
economic and social develop
me nt, in accordance with 
their own methods and proce
dures and within the frame
\l!_ork of the democratic prin
ciples and institutions of 
the system, the member states 
ag re e t o  d e d 1 c ate e Te r y 
effort to achieve the follow
ing basic goals:-

(a) Substantial and self
sustained increase in
per c apita national
product;

(b) Equitable distribution
of national income;

( C) 

(d) 

Modernization.of rural 
life and reforms lead
ing to equitable and 
efficient land-tenure 
s ystems, incr e a s e d  
agricultural productiv
ity, use of undeveloped 
land, diversification 
of production, and im
proved processing and 
marketing systems for 
agricultural products; 

Accelerated and diver
sified industrializa
t ion, e specially of 
capital and intermedi
ate goods; 

(e) Stability in the do
mestic price leve ls,
compatible with sus
tained economi� devel
op111ent and social jus
tice;

(f) Fair wages, employment
opport unities, and
acceptable working con
ditions for all;

{g) Ra pid eradication of 
illiteracy and expan
s ion of educati onal 
opportunities for all;

(h) Protection of man's
potential through the
extension and applica
tion of modern medical
science;

(i) Proper nutrition, es
pecially through the
acceleration of nation
al efforts to increase
t he pro d uction and
availability of food;

(j) Adequate h ousing for
a ll se ctors of t he
pop\tlation and 
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(k) Urban conditions that
offer the opportunity
for a healthful, pro
duc t ive, and f u ll
life. 111 

6. 20 p. m.

These are ideals which are 
entirely compatible with onr own 
ideals, the ideals of our people, 
and they are more easy to bring 
to fruition if we can join into a 
greater economic unit and estab
lish enormous markets because of 
the expanded Free Trade Area. The 
Agreement with Barbados and Anti
gua is, I submit, a mere begin
ning.• The end should be a vastly 
ex panded Free Trade Area from 
which the whole of this region 
could benefit so that all of its 
people could also share in the 
benefits. 

My submission is this: In 
Guyana we are in the happy posi
tion where ideals can be put on 
equal ground with reality. Our 
ideal is the establishment of a 
good neighbour policy. Basical
ly, o u r  neighbours a r e  the 
Caribbean islands, the continent. 
of America, Souta America, the 
United States and Canada. We do 
not seek to est.a.lish SWlllission

to 811,Y" one of those te�ritories� 
nor do we seek to do•inate any 
uil it, but we seek to be good 
neighbours a.nd our policy so far 
has been in that direction, as 
has been evidenced by the mass
go odwill we have achieved and 
which we now enjoy with the Prime 
Ministers of the other Caribbean 
territories. 

I feel that we do not have to 
go into high flights of dialec
tics and philosophy. We simply

have to bear in mind what St. 
Pa ul said: "Love your neigh
bour. 1

1 That is the right basis 
and the most simple one·• - We do 
not need to be great philosophers 
to understand that. It is the 
an swer for us and it is the 
answer for all the territories 
with which we are neighbours. I 
look forward to the day when the 
whole of this hemisphere is even 
more united than it is now l'i.Ild I 
would hate to see the day wnen we 
turn away from our neighbour� and 
look to some far distant country 
which can do no good for us. 

Mr. Chaadisingh: As we ap
proach the concluding stages of 
this debate on foreign policy -
th e first such debate in this 
Parliament since Independence -
we must take note of the fact 
that the Government has either 
been unable or unwilling to pre
sent a thorough, well worked out 
policy in advance for us to study 
and analyse. It strikes me that, 
in the foreign relations field, 
the Government's policy is per
haps of the saae order as prac
tised in the internal field - the 
policy of expediency, of gamb
ling, of •oving fro• one gamble 
to another. This, however, aay
be the a.ppeara.nce but frOII what 
we have heard in the actua.l de
bate - we have heard contribu
tions fro• the Prime Minister, 
the Attorney-General and Minister
of State and the Minister of 
Finance - it is quite clear that 
these aberrations of the Govern
ment have a basis in definite 
policy. It is this that we
should.try to analyse in the 
course of the next few minutes. 

I should also like to take 
the opportunity, at this stage, 
to call upon the Government to 
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periodically report to Parliament 
on its activities abroad. I have 
in mind the activities of the 
Government's representatives at 
the United Nations as one of the 
primary spheres of activity. We

have heard about the stand taken 
in respect of about three or four 
issues but, certainly, there must 
be many o ther issues which go 
before the U.N. body that would 
be useful to bring to the atten
tion of Parliament and also to the 
Guyanese people. I should like 
to give an example. I unrlerst.and 
that, recently, there were two 
new Conventions which the U.N. 
adopted - at least the initial 
st age - and these Conventions 
have to do with the retention of 
certain rights, the guaranteeing 
of political, social and economic 
righ�s and the concretising of 
th e Universal Declaration of 
Hu man Rights. 

We would like to know what 
our Government's stand is on sucl1 
matters and how our Government 
int en ds t o  implement these 
rig hts.  

Mr. Speaker: The Deputy 
Speaker will take over now. 

[Mr. Deputy Speaker in the

.chair] 

Mr. Chandisingh: We would 
like to know the Government's 
attitude on this question. We 
would like to know how it intends 
to implement these rights as they 
pertain to our local conditions, 
particularly bearing in mind the 
apparent move towards the abroga
tion of such rights in our land. 

The Prime Minister outlined 
the Government's foreign policy. 
He described in a general way th� 

ph ilosophy behind the Govern
ment's foreign policy. 

6. 30 p.m. 

We would agree, generally 
speaking, with its basic formula
tion, the question of principle, 
national self-interest, etc., but 
what we have to look at carefully 
is the implementation of things 
and the way in which such princi
ples are implemented in practice. 
We know, for inst ance, what 
Salazar has done in Portugal. 
Hardly any country in the world 
will take a different stand in so 
far as a general principle is 
concerned, with respect to the 
specific stands we have taken in 
relation to Sou th Africa and 
Rhodesia. This Government can 
hardly do anything else. We 
expect the Government to take 
such-a position, because there is 
hardly anyone, except a few die
hards, who would go against the 
re commendation of the United 
Nations in relation to South 
Africa and Rhodesia. But it is 
in other a reas where we look

forward to seeing a concrete, 
progressive stand by the Govern
ment. 

To put it another way, .i I 
would refer to the Prime Minis

ter's pronouncement o n  self
interest and say that Guyana's 
foreign policy should be directed 
to creating the most favourable 
conditions for the rapid advance 
of the Guyanese people. Practi
c ally this would mean that we 
would have to win genuine inde
pendence for Guyana both politi
cally and on the basis of econo
mic independence. Such, I would

imagine, would be the direct aill 
and objective of our country's 
foreign p��icy and we'should pro-
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vide conditions for the realisa
tion of these objectives. I 
would go further and state that 
these conditions could best be 
r ealised in circumstances of 
world peace. Secondly, in the 
context of the success of the 
struggle, to put an end to colo
n ialism �nd imperialism in all 
their forms; thirdly, these con
ditions fef!' our country's advance 
can best be pro moted by the 
ad vance af w o r l d  so cialism 
against world capitalism. Per
haps there are other fields which 
w ould facilitate our country's 
advancement, but these three 
seem to me to be the three main 
points which would provide condi
tions for our country's advance. 

Let us examine the record of 
this Government to date. First, 
let us take the question of 
world peac�. I know that many 
spokesmen of the Government have 
taken the line that Guyana is a 
small country with a small popu
l ation and, therefore, Guyana 
cannot be expected to play the 
�ale that s�per powers can play 
i� the quest1on of foreign policy 
with respect to world peace. 
G ranted that Guyana is a small 
c?untry, relatiyely speaking,
with a small population and cer
tainly cannot play the same role 
in the sense that it does not 
h ave the power of the super 
powers; nevertheless, it can make 
its voice heard in the interna
tional field on the vital matter 
of world peace. 

I am sure everyone will re
member the statement made by the 
famous Sovi e t  dip lomat which 
included the phrase "Peace is in
divisible". What affects areas 
in other parts of the world will 

also affect our country. What is 
our Government doing with respect 
to world peace? How is it play
ing its part in order to enhance 
world peace? What are the areas 
of world tension today? I would 
s ubmit that two areas mainly 
provide the centres of interna
tional tension: One in the E�st, 
namely the American aggression 
against Vietnam, and the second 
danger is the re-armament of West 
Germany with nuclear weapons. 
This will certainly have some
thing to do with the peace in 
Europe and in the rest of the 
world. 

Let us take the question of 
Vietnam. We have observed that 
this Government has said nothing 
about what is taking place in 
Vietnam. While it is true that 
other Governments have made their 
voices heard to the extent of 
calling for an end of the Vietnam 
war, this Government has remained 
silent on the matter. Everyone 
else has spoken out very clearly 
in this matter. Even the Pope 
has made a pronouncement on this 
question. Dr. Eric Williams has 
also spoken out clearly on this 
question, but this Government has 
remained dumb. This Government 
has to follow the dictates of its 
masters, the imperialists. This 
Government is trying to balance 
itself on the tightrope.: We saw 
the same thing taking place when 
�e were discussing the question 
of the two Chinas, and many other 
Governments are trying to walk 
the tightrope .. 

So far as Vietnam is con
cerned, we are told that both the 
Americans and the Vietnamese are 
responsible for what is t•king 
place in Vietnam today and they 
must take action to see that 
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peace is restored; but such a 
pronouncement merely condemns 
bot h the a g gress o r  and  the 
victims alike, and it does not go 
to the roots of peace and jus
tice. 

;With your permission, sir, I 
would like to quote from an arti
�le by Bertrand Russell, world
famed philosopher, which was re
printed in an American newspaper 
called Workers World on March 
17, 1967: 

nTo d emand of the 
Vi etnamese that they negot i -
ate with the United States is 
to treat equally the victim 
and the attacker. This can 
be c learly seen if we ask 

ourselves whether a demand to 
the Poles or Norwegians would 
h a ve seemed just -after the 
Nazi attack on their coun
tries! n 

6.40 p.m. 

On the question of negotia
tions, the Vietnamese have al
ready, in 1954, gone through ne
gotiations so why should they 
need to go through further nego
tiations in order to put a stop 
to the wa r, i n  order to have 
American troops withdrawn from 
Vietnam, or as a further step in 
order to end unconditionally the 
bombing of North Vietnam? 

Bertrand Russell also pointed 
out the reasons why the decisions 
of the previous negotiations were 
not implemented. This is what he 
said: 

"Quite 
1

apart from this 
basic issue; the right to 
self-determination; there is 
the history of the particular 

struggle in Vietnam. Negoti
ations already took place -
in 1954. The Vietnamese had 
defeated French colonialism 
after nine years of bitter 
struggle during which eighty 
per cent of the French colo
nial war was financed by the 
United States. Because of 
their belief that t he Geneva 
Agreements provided for fair 
elections, non-intervention 
on the part of foreign powers 
a nd eventu al unification 
through mutual consent, the 
Vietnamese agreed to divide 
Vietnam into North and South. 

nshortly afterwards, 
Eisenhower stated that anyone 
w ho k new a nything ab out 
Vietnamese affairs knew that 
HorChi-Minh would receive at 
least four out of five votes 
i n  a fair election. The 
elections were obstructed and 
the United States set up a 
regime in the South under the 
control of American officers 
p osing as advisers. They 
selected former police spies 
of the French occupation army 
who were hated and despised 
by ·the population. Ngo Dinh 
D iem, a wealthy Catholic 
land-owner from the North, 
was installed in power . The 
elections agreed upon in the 
negotiated settlements of 
1954 at Geneva were never 
held. U.S. officers and 
t r oops began to pour into 
South Vietnam in what oame to 
be known as America's 'secret 
war'. Hundreds bf thousands 
of Vietnamese were killed. 
Over eight million people 
were placed.J.n forced-labour 
camps ch�ra c t e r ized b y  
barbed-wire, torture and 

• II s tarvat1on. 
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He goes on -

11 1 t should be abundant· 
ly clear that the very pre
sence of the 'United States' 
t roops in Vi et nam is the 
grossest violation of pain
fully negotiated agreements. 
T o  ask the Vietnamese now 
after twelve years of torment 
to negotiate about the vio
lated negotiations while the 
violation continues is to in
sult them . . . 11 

In conclusion hP said -

"We must side with the 
Vietnamese who Jefend every 
value which the peace move
ment has espoused abstractly. 
The end of the war in Vietnam 
will depend on our capacity 
t o  speak a nd act clearly, 
aler�ing people to its ori
gins and motive force.'(, 

People like Bertrand Russell 
and other Governments are not 
afraid to challenge the injus
tice, the barbarity, the inhuman
ity of man against man practised 
by Americans in Vietnam. Our· 
Government is too timid to say 
anything about it, or if it does, 
will come out with some weak, 
a mbi guous statement, the net 
effect of which will be to tell 
the Americans, 1

1P lease continue; 
w·e just have to say this. You 
carry on, we are behind you. We 
will do nothing to arouse public 
opinion against you"1

• This is
the important factor: the genu
ineness of the Government's pro
nouncements on such matters will
depend on whether it will be pre
p ared to carry out public cam
paigns to arouse public opinion
against American intervention in
Vietnam.

Let me proceed to other seats 
of possible war in the world. 
Already there is intervention in 
Vietnam which at the present time 
is also being escalated. West 
Germany: What is the Govern
ment's attitude towards West 
Germany acquiring nuclear weapons 
either directly or indirectly, 
either individually or through 
some umbrella or collective or
ganisation, multilateral nuclear 
treaties, etc? We all know that 
the revanchists of West Germany 
a re hotting up their claims to 
territory in Eastern Europe which 
would long have been settled 
according to war-time agreements 
between powers . Clearlv our 
Government must have some p,olicy 
toward such revanchism. 

We do not say  that thP 
Goverrunent should try to create 
enmity all over the place. This 
is not the point we have made in 
this debate, but in the course of 
developing friendly relations 
with states, demonstrations of 
friendship must be accompanied by 
critical expressions where those 
states are concerned in the in
terest of world peace. 

Let us turn to another aspect 
of Government policy under the 
same covering of world peace -
the Government's attitude toward 
the People's Republic of China. 
We have he ard from the hon. 
Attorney-General and Minister of 
State that when the issue came up 
before the United Nations the 
Government abstained. - [Inter
ruptions.] - the Government 
voted against the resolution for
the admission of the People's 
Republic of China to its rightful 
place in the United Nations. 
Note the term "to its rightful 
place in the Uni�ed Nations 11• 
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This means, and it has meant in 
the past, that the Government of 
China was and is entitled to a 
seat in the United Nations, and 
not to a seat only but to a seat 
on the Security Council as one of 
the five major powers which had 
taken part in the war  against 
Fascism, Japanese militarism. On 
th at basis the Government of 
China has a right to occupy·that 
seat. The Prime Minister - to 
use his o�� term - suffers from 
myopia and will not see the 650 
to 700 million people in China. 
He only sees the fjve to twelve 
mjllio� people in Taiwan. 

This is what I meant when I 
said earlier on that the Govern
ment tries to give the appearance 
that it is walki� on & ti�t
rope, but the net result is that 
it  is aligning itself with im
perialism. In this case it is 
quite definitely refusing to play 
its part to allow the legitimate 
Government of China to take its 
right ful s eat in the United 
Nat ions. I am not speaking of 

y seat in the United Nations,
t along with Taiwan, and Taiwan

·. in the Security Council.

I should like to tu rn now to 
the second condition which facil
itates the development of our 
count ry and i ts people from 
colonial status, that is the 
success of the st�uggle against 
imperialism in all its forms -
against imperialism .. 

6.50 p.m. 

Let us take the policy of the 
Government. When it should have 
been defending democracy in the 
Dominican Republic, it shameless-

ly backtracked. The Prime Minis
ter condemned aggression in the 
Dominican Republic, a.nd then as 
we all know, he changed his mind 
and justified American aggression 
there. How could such a Govern
ment decide a question of foreign 
policy on the basis of such whim
sical views? Did the Government 
not study the situation before it 
made a pronouncement on the in
tervention? If the G overnment 
di d not study the situ ation, 
well, then, it was not doing its 
duty. From the trend of Govern
ment's policy, it is sutject to 
the dictates of its American 
masters, 

I have already spoken of the 
Government's lack of concern over
Vietnaa. Let us take the q11es
tio n of  non-interve ntion of 
states in the affairs of other 
states. This is one of the im
portant principles which has to 
do with the struggle against im-
perialism. What does the Govern
ment think? The Government can 
tell us what it thinks about 
Hungary. What is its policy on 
the declared objective? [The 
Pri•e Mi•ister: "What do you
think a.bout Hungary?"] The Prime
Minister is trying to be funny. 
[The Priae �,liaiste-r: "I am not 
being funny. What do you think 
about Hungary? 11J What does the 
Governmeni think about the United 
States' pronouncement that it 
retains the right to intervene in 
any country where it alone thinks 
it is neces s ary? Does the 
Government accept this policy? 
If not, has it said anythill!' in 
protest against this p�licy? 

The Prime Minister referred 
to the desire to develop rela
tion s with the co un tries o f  
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Africa, Asia and so on, the Third 
World.countries. Would the Prime 
Minister, in his reply, indicate 
which of these countries he in
tends to develop friendly rela
tions with? Does he mean coun
tries where the C.I.A. has set up 
its boys? Is the Government 
sincerely desirous of having uni
ty, particularly with those coun
tries which are forging ahead 
against neocolonialism? This is 
the only way in which it can 
bring about the movement towards 
genuine independence and economic 
freedom for Guyana. 

We heard that a tremendous 
achievement was made in respect 
of the Atkinson base. But what 
are the precise terms of the new 
�reement 7 This is what I should 
like to know because it is under
stood that the Americans reserved 
the right to use that base when
ever they wish. 

, 

Mr. Deputy Speaker: You have 
a minute to wind up. 

Mr. Chandisingh: The third 
point, sir -- [Interruption.] I 
will wind up if you insist. The 
third point that I listed among 
the conditions for development is 
the advancement of the socialist 
bloc in the struggle against 
w9rld capitalism. The reason for 
this is that, today, the social
i st bloc offers greater opportun
ities, both political and econom
ic, for development of the under
developed countries. The social
ist world is playing a very im
portant part in the world. 

Now, we should take into 
account that non-alignment does 
not mean praising the bully and 
his victim equally, or praising 

the just and the unjust as the 
Minister of Finance seems to 
think we ought to do if we are 
not taking sides. The whole 
question of non-alignment is not 
interpreted in this way. It is 
against intervention by imperi
alists, in the affairs of the 
underdeveloped countries, and it 
is against the use of agents and 
spies such as the C.I.A. and the 
Peace Corps. 

In seeing to it that aid is 
received in conditions where the 
industrial potential of t he 
country can be realised, agricul
ture can be developed along with 
industry.: This is the path that 
we have to take and this is the 
only genuine course that our 
country or any other underdevel
oped country can take in the pre
sent circumstances. 

7 p.m.

Mr. OefMlty Speaker: Time! 

Dr. Jagan: I beg to move 
that the hon. Member be given an.,.' 
extension of 15 minutes to cf 
tinue his speech. 

Mr. Linde seconded. 

The Priae Minister: We will 
give you 10 minutes. 

Mr. Deputy Spe aker: All 
right, you are getting 10 min
utes. 

Mr. Otantlisingh: I did refer 
to the question of military bases 
and blocs. This new agreement 
which the Government has made 
seems to be one which places our 
country in the camp of reaction 
because the U.S. illlperialists are 
in a position to use our country 
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for suppressing the progressive 
democratic movements developed in 
Latin America, to station planes 
or military equipment etc. at 
short notice, and to set up all 
the apparatus which can be used in 
any counter-revolutionary move 
against the rising national li
beration movement that is growing 
in Latin America. This is a 
shame so far as our country is 
concerned, and while perhaps we 
may say that the agreement may be 
an advance, it can hardly be said 
to be an advance in the context 
of the Government's policies. 

The Prime  Minister and 
others have referred to Cuba and 
Guantanamo. Why have they not 
moved against Guantanamo? May we 
ask this question: Would the 
U.S. have made an agreement with 
this Government to remove the 
99-year lease for the use of
Atkinson Field if the regime in
this country was one which was
vigorously pursuing a socialist
-policy, a policy of non-capital-
is t devel�pment? W ould the
United States have done so? We
say that the G�vermoent must go
juch further and terminate this
agreement now. It must declare
that it will not allow U.S. im
perialism to use our country for
the purpose of suppressing the
nationa.l liberation movement.

I should like to comment on 
the question of the O.A.S. It is 
true that th� Government, or one 
side of the Government, tries to 
give the impression that it can
not join in any case, but even if 
it could join it still has to 
consider it. The Prime Minister 
said that; then the Attorney
G eneral and Minister �f State 
carried it further and made it 
c lear that the intention is to 

Join as soon as the obstacles are 
removed and just now the Minister 
of Finance clinched the whole 
argument by definitely arguing in 
favour of joining the O.A.S. But 
we feel that the O.A.S. is again 
a tool, an instrument of U.S. 
imperiaiisw in this hemisphere. 

If the O.A.S. is such a 
democratic body designed to pre
serve collective security etc. in 
Latin America, why was Cuba ex
pelled? Cuba is a state with a 
different social system, a state 
which has advanced to a higher 
social and economic system, and 
it was expelled from the O.A.S. 
because of the possibility that 
it would "infect" the other coun
tries. A similar situation arose 
in respect of N.A.T.O. in Europe. 
When the eastern countries and 
the Soviet Union asked: "May we 
join your defence bloc if this 
is t o  pro tect the whole of  
Europe? Can we be members?" they 
were refused membership which 
showed that this was an aggres
sive bloc. 

The economic agreements are 
nothing but avenues through which 
American monopoly capitalism 
seeks to penetrate the economics 
of Latin America. We all know, 
from different reports from peo
ple from right, left and centre, 
that the Alliance for Progress 
has µot produced the results it 
claimed and many people in Latin 
America are worried about this 
question. Our Government should 
be concerned. I would say that 
the O.A.S. is nothing but a 
hangman's noose in so far as

countries like ours are concerned 
antl we should not, in these cir
cmnstances, permit our country to 
join the O.A.S. 
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I will now c ome back to the 
final 10int I want to make. I 
i us1, w,rnt to refer to the fact 
i,hat even European countries have 
been penetrated by American mon
opoly capitalism, and this causes 
uroblems in those countries. 
there was an art icle in the 
Graphic which showed that most of 
the factories producing cars and 
all sorts of o ther croods in 
England are controlled by the 
United States. A CanadiiJ.n paper 
call8d Ottawa Citizen points 
out - and I quote: 

"�n increa sing number 
of responsible Europeans .•.. 
feel ominously th reatened 
with the fate that has already 
befallen Canada, where 60 per 
cent of .foll produc'ti-i ve c,apac
i ty now is U.S.-controlled, 11· 

so we should not expect that this 
monopoly octopus is going to con
duct its foreign rela tions to  
crive the economic aid for devel
�l!ment that is not being given in 
other countries. The net result 

.... is the economic strangleheld on 
our country. Where the socialist 
world comes in is that it acts as 
an altern�tiv� to the slavish 
<fependence on capitalist westefn 
aid, and not only are the terms 
of such aici favourable but also 
the direction in which this aid 
is rriven. 

1\'hat we need is industriali
sation in those sectors which 
will make us economically inde
fendent - and by independent I 
do not mean self-sufficient -- and 
which can give our country and 
our Government the lever w ith 
which to control and speed up our 
advance. We need to change the 
terms of our trade and �11 of 

this can be done if our Govern
ment adopts  a genu inely non
ali�ned policy, if it adopts a 
policy of greater association in 
terms of sett in'.! up, as a fj rst 
step, diplomqtic missions or a 
diplomatic mission in the social
ist worlrl. 

7 .10 p. m. 

This would give you the oppor
tunit v to establish trade rels
tioILs.: technical relations, cultural 
relaiions �nd so on, and all of 
these things would hc1se the net 
c>ffect of �na1•ling us to escar,f? 
from tl1e oc-r,opus that is stran2-
li ng us today, 

The Prime ;finister (reply
ing): I am tempted to believe, 
from the �emarkss,.,by -r,he Opposi� 
tion that, so far as principle is 
concerned, t he re is no d if
ference between us, I believe I 
have heard two statements fro� 
the Opposition benches: (1) that 
it is necessary_in the pursuit 
of our foreign policy to regard 
the nation's self-interest; (2)
that in circumstances such as 
ours, undeveloped or underde
velop ed countr ies as we are, 
political pon-alignment is what 
is to be pursued. But I find it 
a little difficult to square this 
thesis by the Opposition with the 
examples which, with Houdinilike 
frequency and skill, they �nll 
out of a hat. 

Now, let us cons ider the 
criticism which h as been made 
wit h  respect to  China. Non
aligml!ent means that you do not 
automatically vote with either 
bloc; it does not mean that you 
aut om a tically vote wi th the 
Soviet bloc to show your inde
pendence. The n�ivete 0r the 
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dishonesty of the Opposition is 
alarming. I have al ready ex
plained.that in the Resolutions 
Committee one of the members of 
the U.N. had pressed that the 
resolution for Red China's admis
sion to the U.N. be a simple 
resolution. The Russian delegate 
intervened and opposed such a 
resolution adding another clause 
for the expulsion of the Republic 
of China which he knew would have 
the final effect of keeping Red 
China out. These infants in the 
Opposition will say things and 
adopt postures allegedly pro
gressive but they do not realise 
that this is a matter of high 
manoeuvring between the U.S.A. 
and the U.S.S.R. The U.S.S.R. 
refer s to the Chinese as the 
"Yellow Peril". We on this side 
of the House are not naive enough 
to believe that American imperi
ali sm is  non-existen t ,  b ut 
neither are we naive enough to 
believe that there is no such 
thing as Russian imperialism. 

Let us refer to a statement 
made by N yerere recently to the 
effect that it is the epitome of 
childishness to believe that 
there is only one type of im
perialism. Ask the Albanians 
about the_imperialism on the 
other side. But if it were left 
to the members of the Opposition, 
chanting in their naivete, glory
iIJg in their ignor&.nee, one would 
say that there is no such thing 
as imperial ism on the other 
side! They talk about N .A.T.0. 
N.A.T.O.·is obviously a military pact
between the Western European
nations. [Int er rup ti onJThe
Warsaw pact is one which is domi
nated by the Russians. Why was
there at one ti.Ile Polish resent-
. aent? Why at one time was the

Polish Minister of Defence a 
Russian, Marshall Rokosovsky? 

We  must understand that 
there are two super powers. We 
must also understand that in 
issues in which these two super 
powers are concerned they will 
endeavour to protect their own 
vital interests and that small 
countries like ours can only be 
like the ham in the sandwich. 
Let ·us be realistic. There has 
been posed this question: Why 
has not the Prime Minister made a 
statement on Vietnam? A state
ment on Vietnam was made by the 
Prime Minister at the United 
Nations. "In Vietnam, for in
stance, it is my hope, and I feel 
it is the hope of this Assembly, 
that an honourable and acceptable 
means will be found to substitute 
discussion around the conference 
table for the bullets on the 
battle field. 11 [An hon. Mem

her (Opposition): "Just like 
johnson. 11] 

Let .us apply what little 
brain power is left us on that 
side, and let us ask ourselves 
this: _ Could the Americans have 
ca r ried o n  the c am paign in 
Vietnaa without the connivance 
of the U.S.S.R.? Stop being 
children and naive! That is a 
fact. Can little Guyana get into 
the mix-up and start pontificat
ing, when the U.S-.S.R. has told 
the U.S.A. that the "Yellow 
Peri1 11 should be destroyed? We 
have heard a. great deal about the 
c onditions of trade with the 
U.S.S.R. Of course, I must add 
that Dr. Ramsaboye did not allude 
to Vietnam in his discussion and 
pontifications and things of that 
type 
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The hon. Dr. Jacob made the 
p oint that this Government has 
n ot sought Soviet aid, but has 
been content to accept aid from 
the Western powers. As far as I 
am aware, we are not discussing 
the question of aid at the mo
ment. In 1963 - let those who 
have any scintilla of honesty 
le f t  in them deny  this - a 
Russian Trade Team came here, and 
the Secretary of the governing 
party , the P.P.P., remarked; 
after useless discussion and bar
gaining, "these f ellows bar.'lain 
ha rde r  than General M otors 
executives. 11 

7. 20 p. m. 

Let them deny it if they 
w ant. [Interruptions.] I will 
ask Messrs. Del Conte and Taylor 
Woodrow ·about your dishonesty. 

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Do not 
be irrelevant, please! 

The Prime Minister: It is 
known that nothing came out of 
the b argaining betw een the 
Russian Trade Team and the then 
Government of British Guiana. It 
was admitted that the Russians 
were pushing a harder bargain 
tlian the r eprese n tat ives of 
General Motors would have pushed. 

This Government of Guyana has 
not refused to accept Russian aid 
if it is offered. I spoke to the 
Russian Ambassador in Bridgetown. 
We discussed the question of a 
Russian Trade Team coming here. 
I said, "We are interested. Let 
us know what you have to talk 
about, what you have to offer and 
we will discuss it. 11 One thing I 
made quite clear to him: that 
this Government will not tolerate 

. . . 

scholarships from the Russian 
Government to the People's Pro
gressive Party. What he said to 
me was, "We have stopped doing 
that". 

Let us examine those coun
tries. Let us not f ool our
selves. Let us examine the terms 
on which Russian aid is granted. 
The Russians, like the British, 
the Americans and all the big 
powers, are not philanthropists. 
They drive hard bargains. They 
see k ,  li ke  an y other major 
power, to tie �heir aiq. Let 
thi s be  clearly understood; 
sometimes with the Western powers 
technical a ssistance is not 
included as part of the deal or 
the loan.  Not s o  w ith our  
friends the Russians. This I 
h�ve on tha inf ormation of a 
representative of a Government 
who se c ou nt ry las received 
Russian aid.· We do not quarrel 
about the terms on which Russia 
gives her aid.· We do not quarrel 
about the-terms on which everv
bcdy gives aid. One has to try 
to get the best terms in the cir
cumstances. There is usually a 
clause, when Russia gives aid,
·about the gold standard. t'ow;
Russia is not on the gold stand
ard, but when she is distributine
largesse to these poor underde
veloped countries the clause is
put in just in case there is de
valuat ion. There is nothing
wrong with that, but why should
big men stand up here and try to
say that the terms of the Russian
assistance are the best in the
world. There are circumstances
in which we get better terms, one
way or another, and this Govern
ment is prepared to take assis
tance where tiie teI'JRS are satis
factory, and we will not be
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pushed•into positions and into 
postures. 

We hear about C.I.A. There 
is C.I.A. Every major power has 
an intelligence service. What 
happened to the frogman when 
Khrushchev went to visit the 
United Kingdom? What happened 
to the Russian intelligence ser
vice that Sekou-Toure threw out 
of Guinea? Small nations cannot. 
find the money, the means to keel! 
world-wide intelligence services 
but let us not get mixed up and 
behave as if one nation keeps an 
intelligence service and another 
nation is an angel. Every major 
nation has an elaborate intelli
gence service by means of which 
it seeks to pursue its own ends.· 

The hon. Member, Mr. Ranji 
Chandisingh, is no expert in 
logic. He said that a·great deal· 
of fuss had been made about the 
Atkinson Base and the return of 
the Base to Guyana, and in·the 
case of Guantanamo he makes no 
explanation. He merely says that 
the Americans made an Agreement 
to release our land and would not 
have done so if they (the P.P.P.) 
were in office, a Government 
which was pu�suing a socialist 
policy - according to him. It 
may be that his proposition is 
right, but let us examine the two 
positions together. He says, or 
implies, or infers, that the 
United States of America would 
not have given up th� Base or the 
right to reactivate the Base a.t 
Atkinson if there �re, according 
to his shibboleth, a progressive. 
Goverm11ent in Guyana. They would 
not give up the base in Cuba 
because it has a progressive 
Government, a sopialist Govern
ment. Now, the big socialist 
Government in Cuba cannot throw 

out the United States. but. little 
Guyana with a smaller. population 
than the Cuban army can fight the 
United  States according ·to 
Mr. Chandisingh's thesis! 

There is no doubt about ttle 
fact, when we pass over this 
childish argument, that the terms 
which Guyana negotiated, the con
ditions under which it got back 
its territory from the United 
States, lead to one conclusion: 
that the terms are much better 
than those that were got by 
Trinidad or Barbados or Jamaica 
or by any of the Caribbean tet

titories. The right of the 
American Government, under the 
new Agreement in specific cir
cumstances approved by the Guyana 
Government is to overfly having
filed a Flight Plan and to stay 
over in specific circumstances. 
Guyana does not lose its right to 
deal with any offence committed 
by any American personnel. The 
American Government further 
agree d that if there were to 
be circumstances in which any 
stop- over has to be made, it 
would remove such American per
sonnel as the Government of GuY!l,ll8, 
objects to. Further, the Ameri
can Government is prepared to pay 
for any facilities extended under 
the Agreement. 

Let us be realistic. RealiSDl 
is not cowardice. I would remind 
my hon. Friend of the remark by 
Enobarbus when he said that 
Antony was showing so much cour
age because he was frightened. 
That is the position in which 
they want to put us. We must be 
so stupid, so insensitive to the 
realities, that we must go, ac
cording to Jewish and Christian 
legend, with a little sling-shot 
to knock down Goliath. These are 
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the people who would lead our 
country! Fidel Castro cannot 
move them from Guantanamo! Guyana 
gets them to move out and to sign 
an Agreement, where, after seek
ing permission, they can make use 
of-certain services for which 
they would pay. Yet, says the 
Opposition, we have not acted in 
accordance with the national in
terest. 

7.30 p.m.

We were regaled by an analy
sis of what led up to the Vene
zuelan claim to five-eighths of 
our territory. It is not for me 
to argue  whether or not the 
analysis is accurate. It has 
been said that the U.S. Govern
ment inspired t.he Venezuelans to 
make this cla.bl. Without ac
cepting the accura cy of that 
an alysis, let us accept it for 
purposes of discussion. That 
position having been reached, the 
Venezuelans claimed that they 
were cheated in 1899. Our pre
decessors in office agreed with 
the British to an examination of 
the d ocument�, and sent one 
Mr. H.R. Persaud to exa.a:ine those 
docUlllents. I a. aS$lllling that he 

.. was. c8:Pable of e�mdning the-.._ 

Then there is the Geneva 
Agreement of February, 1966. In 
that Agreement, tlte-re is no con
cession by the Government of 
Guyana to the effect that there 
is a. dispute with respect to the 
border. There is a claim by the 
Venez�lans that the Award  was 
�u ll and v�id, n ot that the 
border was wrongly fixed. I have 
discussed this matter in this 
House. There a.re some who have 
ea.rs a.nd will not hear, and there 
are some who have eyes and will 

not see. The hon. Dr. Ramsahoye 
exclaimed that the Americans and 
the British have interests and 
investments in Venezuela which 
are more important to them than 
the integrity of the border of 
Guyana. I agr ee. The n ext 
point - another exclamation. 
Where are your friends? If the 
Americans are not our friends and 
will not help us, and the British 
are not our friends and will not 
help us, are you going to tell us 
that the Russians are going to 
help us? I concede that American 
and British investments and trade 
interests in Venezuela are great, 
and are such as to lead their 
Governments, in their self-
interest, _not to get embroiled in 
the affairs of Guyana. That is 
p robably an accurate analysis, 
b 11t wh y must the Government of'.
Guyana be bl&Ed for that? 

The Government· of Guyana pur
sues discussions in a Mixed Com
mission, it pursues discussions 
at a conference table, and it 
exchanges notes in the tradition 
of international relations. It 
is also· pursuing the friendship 
and seeking to get the favourable 
interest of other nations at the 
United Nations, in the Common
wealth, and in the Caribbean. 
What more can we do in the cir
cumstances? To criticise the 
Governaent's stand, you must be 
in a position to offer an alter
native· which makes sense in the 
physical circumstances of the 
present. 

But there can be no other. 
Russia has decided. Let us say 
we go to losygin and say: "This
a.rch-imperialist Johnson and the 
arch-i•perialist Wilson have 
investments in Venezuela which 
a.re such that they would not help 
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us." I>o you remember the situa
ti on way back in 1962 when 
Ke nnedy as ked Mr. Castro to 
remove his missiles? Mr. Castro 
said: "i[ am not removing th�m"·. 
B� M r. Krushchev wrote Mr.

Kennedy and said:  "Dear Mr.

President, I have decided to 
remove my missiles by my men on 
my boats from Cuba"•. They were 
put there by one super power and 
another super power said: "Look, 
you had better remove them 11 • and 
the two super powers reached 
agreement. 

Is the suggestion being made 
that, in the circumstances, we 
must seek Russian aid? Even if 
we sought it we will not get it 
because Russia said that she will 
not be embroiled in this hemis
phere a«ain.: Must we not, -there
fore,· use what abilities we have 
at our disposal, what pressures 
can be brought to bear? Must we 

_not seek to enlist where we can 
have world opinion on our side? 
It seems to me that it is nothir:g 
short of disloyalty to be making 
a song and dance over the Ankoko 
affair, f.or what illll)ression do 
you give the Venezuelans but that 
there is division in Guyana. 
There is the Opposition making 
noises about Ankoko and enjoying 
itself at the expense of the 
Government over an invasion of 
our territory. [Mr. Luck: "We 
demand a positive policy over 
Ankoko. 11] The capacity to use 
wor.ds is not coincident with 
literacy. What more positive 
policy is required than this? 
The Guyana Government has stated 
categorically its intention that 
the territory which was formerly 
known as British Guiana should 
remain the territory of the na-= 
t ion cf Guyana," 

7.40 p.m. 

According to the maps which were 
drawn and signed by the Commis
sioners for Venezuela and Britain 
in 1904, Ankoko is divided into 
two parts - the eastern part be
l onging to Guyana, the w�&tern 
part belonging to Venezuela'. and 
we have never moved from that 
position. I would not mention 
that certain people in the pre
vious Government - the "Gasolene 
Constitution" man - drew wrong 
maps. "'

We have not accepte!Ven
ezuela's proposition either that ,, 
the Award was void or that the 
territory up to the left bank of 
Essequibo is Venezuela territory. 
We have not accepted the Venezue
lans' more recent contention that 
the entire island of Ankoko is 
theirs, but we have decided to 
sit down- and talk. [Interrup-

t ion. J The infants will say that 
we must  not tal k. Do what? 
Mobilise all the sling-shots in 
Guyana? That is what the Opposi
tion would do. Mobilise thea! 
Let us move down and invade! 

I submit that 'it is neces
sary, in this context, to realise 
that there are physical and Jia
terial realities. I am sure th.at 
there can be no doubt about this 
fact: that the Opposition's 
thesis really is "Let us say that 
we are non-aligned but let us, on 
the other hand, take every op
portunity to lambaste the West." 
The Government, on the o{her 
hand, when it says that it is 
non-aligned pursues this course 
to its logical conclusion. 

It is noteworthy that in 
opening this debate, and during 
the course of the speech of the 
hon. Attorney-General and 'Minis-
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ter of State iMr. Ramphal), the 
Gover n ment never attempted to 
call anyone imperialist or non
imperialist. It is noteworthy 
that there are on record a number 
of instances on which the Govern
me,t of Guyana has not vot�d on 
th� s ame side as  the  major 
Western. powers. It is note
worthy - if I may just add a 
final point - that for all the 
one-sidedness of the accusations, 
Russia's and the trade of the 
el,l!l'tern bloc,.with South Africa in 
diif.),monds has increased over the 
last few years and China's trade 
with South Africa has also in
c reased. Guyana's trade with 
South Africa is nil. The U.S.A. 
t rades with South Africa. The 
West German Govern11ent trades 
with Rhodesia. The Guyana 
Government does not trade with 
Rhodesia or South Africa. At 
least on this occasion the posi
tion of the Guyana Government i& 
different from the position of 
both of the major powers, of both 
of the super powers. 

It has been suggested that we 
should start pontificating on 
reva.nchism in West Gennany. We 
would not like to see another 
Hitler a.rise in GeT11a.ny but in 
the areas in the ·associations 
where we a.re represented the 
question of Germany revanchism 
has not been raised. It has not 
been raised at the United Nations 
o r  at the Commonwealth Prime
Ministers Conference. Are we
gratu itously to come ou t and
start pontificating? Of what
benefit is that to us? We have
strong views on the rebirth or
possible rebirth of Nazism but
(a) the question ha3 not a.risen
in any of the forum in which we

have representation; {b) we do

not see that any purpose CP'1 lit 
served by ou1· devoting our ener
gies and our efforts to pontifi
cn.ting and delivering philosophi
cal treatises on a question or 
which we can have little or no 
�ffect. The people who are to 
iecide whether or not there is 
going to be another Hitler are 
the Russians an� the Americans; 
not even the Chinese will have 
any say in that. 

Question put. 

Or. Jagan: Division! 
4ssembly divided: 4yes 21, 

Noes 12, as follows: 

.'lyes ;,voes 

Mr. Wharton 
Rev. Trotman 
Mr. Mahraj 
Mr. Kasim 
Mr. Budhoo 
Mr. Blair 
Mr. Joaquin 
Mr. Duncan 
Mr. Clarke 
Mr. Bowman 
Mr. deGroot 
Mr. Singh 
Mr. Merriman 
Mr. Jordan 
Mr. John 
Mr. Correia 
Mr. Cheeks 
Mr. Bissernber 
Mr. d'Aguiar 
Dr. Reid 

Mr. Bhagwan 
Dr. Ramjohn 
Mr. Linde 
Mr. Ally 
Mr. Khan 
Mr. Luck 
Mr� Wilson 
Dr. Ramsahoye 
fa. Hubbard 
Mr. Chandisingh 
Mr. Chase 
Dr. Jagan - 12 

Mr. Burnham - 21 
Motion carried. 

.4.DJOU'l?NM'e'NT 

Resolved, 11That this Assembly 
do now adjourn until Tuesday, 
28th March, 1967, at 2 p.m." 
[Mr. Bissember.J 

Adjour ned accordingly at 
7. 40 p.m.
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