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2.10 p.!71. 

OATHS 

The oath of allegiance and 
the oath of office were made and 
subs�ribed by Mr. Mar cellus 
Feilden Singh. 

PRESfNTATION OF PAPERS 

ANO REPORTS fTC. 

The following Paper was laid: 

Survey of Rice Market
ing Board and Rice ·De velop
ment Company by Urwick, Orr 
& Partners Inte rnational 
Limi te d. (12th Au gu st, 
1966), [Minister of Trad e, 
Shipping and Civil Aviation,] 

PERSONAL EXPLANATIONS 

APOLOGY BY THE PRIME MINISTER 

Th e Vriae Mi nister (Mr. 
Burnham): At yesterday's sit
ting of the House when you had 
made a Ruling with which I, per
sonally, disagreed, I permitted 
my personal conviction to gain 
ascendancy over what is my clear 
duty as a Member of this House 
and Head of Government, and that 
is, at all times to accept with
ou t question i n  public, the
Speaker's Ruling. I did make a
remark, sir, whic� was within
public hearing, and which �as
over heard by members  o f  the
public •. 

I should like to assure you, 
si� that I concede I was in 
error, and that Member� of this 
House, in my opinion, should by 
no word or action contribute or 
show any disrespect for the Chair 

or the House. I did apologise to 
you personally in your.Chambers 
during the short suspension which 
you t ook, after the misunder
standing took place. But since 
my remarks were made within pub
lic hearing, after reflection I 
considered it my bounden duty to 
make my apologies in public and 
in this House, lest there be any 
misun der standing. I want to  
assure you, sir, that my  �polo
gies are without reservation, and 
I hope that I shall never be 
considered one who seeks toques
tion the param ountcy·of the 
Speaker, and the fact that he 
controls the House. I assure 
you, once again of the a?sence of 
reservation in my ap?logies. 

MOTIONS RELATING TO 

THE BUSINESS OR SITTINGS 

OF THE ASSEMBLY ANO 

MOVED BY A Ml NI STE.R 

lbe Leader of the House (Mr. 
BissemberJ: I move i.hat the pro
ceedings on the National Security 
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Bill 
be exempted from the provisions 
of Standing Order 9 in order that 
the sitting may continue until 
midnight; 

Question put, and agreed to. 

PUBLIC BUSINESS 

BILL - SECOND READING 

NATIONAL SECURITY 

tMISCELLANEOUS PROVISION�) 

BILL 

The Assembly resumed con
siderJl.tion of a Bill intituled: 
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"An Act to make pro
vision for divers matters 
t ouching on National Secu
rity." [1be Minister of Home 
Affairs.] 

Mr. Speaker: Wnen the Ad
journment was taken at midnight, 
the hon._ Mr. Persaud had spoken 
for 18 minutes. 

Mr. Persaud: When the Ad
journment was taken last night, I

wa.s pointing out to the House 
that people in this country are 
losing faith and confidence in 
the Judiciary. I also seized the 
opportunity to cite a particular 
case where the court was ad
journed in New .Amsterdam and the 
Judge came to Georget own for 
direction. 

Recently, there was another 
incident in our courts where a 
Judge of this land used the law 
rela t in g t o t h  e S t  a t  u t e o f 
Limitation to rob a poor widow of 
her money. From a legal stand
point th is i s  correct,  but 
morally it is s can dalous for a 
Judge s itting in the courts of 
this country to do such a thing. 
It is for this reason and other 
reasons that are well known to 
many people in this country that 
we have our res ervation s with 
respect to this Bill that is be
fore the House, and in partic1r 
lar, the Tribunal --

The Prime Minister: fo a 
point of order. Under Standing 
Order No. 35 (5) and (8) it is 
stated: 

(5) 

Provisions) Bill 

"No Member shall impute 
improper motives to any 
\1ember of either Chamber 
of the Legislature." 

(8) "The conduct of the
Governor or Officer ad
ministering the Govern
ment, \!embers of ei ther
Chamber of the Legisla
t ure, Ju d ge s  of the
Supreme Court or other
persons performing judi
cial functions shall not
be raised except upon a
substantive motion moved
for the purpose. 11 

I submit that not only is my hon. 
Friend out of order, but he is 
scurrilously attacking members of 
the Judic iary in this Hous e .  
[Mr. Luck: "He i s  saying only 
the truth."] 

Mr. Speaker: A po int o f  
order has been made. I uphold 
the objection. The hon. Member 
will refr ain from mak ing such 
remarks. 

Mr. Persaud: We would like 
to be satisfied that there is a 
Tribmal for justice. We must 
be satisfied, as citizens of this 
land, that we will get justice. 
I have no intention of imputing 
improper motives to members of 
the Judiciary, and that is why 
last night when your Deputy was 
presiding, I made the point that 
if there was a substantive Motion 
before the House, I would have 
named the Judge. I was merely 
stating facts that are known to 
the people. 
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11ae Priae Miaiater: To a 
point of .order! 

Mr. S peaker: If the hon. 
Member persists in doing that, I 
will ask hi• to discontinue his 
speech. 

Mr. Peraaad: In a recent 
issue of the Catholic Standard

there is a he adl ine e ntitled ,  
"Dilemma. of Democracy". In that 
article, while the journal tried 
heavily to s upport t his Bil l  
which is befo re t he B o us e ,  i t  
expressed great reservations. 

2. 20 P·••

In the Catholic Standard of 
November, 1966, it is stated: 

"I t seems to u s  that 
the coun t ry must go along 
v.i th th i s Bi I l , re pu gn an t 
though some of its featu res 
are. It certainly could have 
b een a great deal wor�e. 11 

This is a clever attempt to sup
port the Bill; nevertheless, the 

Catholic-Standard, a newspaper 
owned by a religious body, has 
reservations abo u t  t h is Bill 
before the House. 

Onh· a few davs aizo a �ember 
resigned f r om t h is Na t i on a l  
Assembly, and· h� mentioned this 
Bill as one of the re asons why 
he decided to resign. Be said 
that he could n�t support this 
Bill. Be could not support the 
Bill because in his party• s man
ifesto - the U. F. manifesto 
this is what is written: 

"Th e r e is always a 
danger that a Government may
use the pretence of reason
able limitation as an excuse
for suppressing the freedoms 
al together. 11 

I have said that there are a 
nuaber of inci°dents and cases 
that could be cited to support ay 
argument and t he reservations 
that we on this side of the Bouse 
entertain that justice will not 
be given by anv political tribu
nal. The Catholic Standard wants 
us to trust the Governaent in the 
hope that the Go vernaent will 
adai.nister th is law justly for 
all. 

Take the case of Dr. Oiandra 
of the Ma.haica Hospital. This is 
a very recent case . I have been 
informed that someone had stolen 
something from the institution; 
the police was called in to in
vestigate the aatte r, and the 
police fe.L t that a prosecution 
should have been brought against 
the person involved. 

Mr. Speaker: '-liat has that 
to do with the aatter before the 
House? 

Mr. Persaad: �e have been 
asked to trust that this law will 
be administered justly. Tile aea
bers of the Opposition are argu
ing that this law will be misused 
by the Government, and I aa cit
ing incidents to show where the 
Goveromen t h as d i  s cr i ain ated 
against m any people and every 
effort has be e n  m ade by t h e  
Governmen t to c->ndone cert a in 
things. \'hat I aa saying is re-
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levant to the debate. We are 
satisfied and convinced, like 
many people in.this country in
cluding Dr. Richmond, that the 
Government will misuse this law. 

In this very House we were 
given the assurance that the 
people of this country could 
bring any matter before the 
Ombudsman and that he would be 
p ermitted to investigate all 
matters. We said that the office 
of Ombudsman was very important 
but what is the position of th; 
Ombudsman today? This officer 
has no office; we do not know 
where he works. Is it true that 
this officer will be given the 
office which should have been 
given to the Leader of the 
P .P.P.? 

The hon. Attorney-General is 
a learned person, and he knows 
that this Bill has serious poli
tical implications in it. These 
political implications must be 
taken into consideration when 
dealing with important matters in 
this House. This Government, as 
a matter Of duty, should endea
vour to create in the minds of 
the popul ation of this country 
that justi ce will be upheld. 
This Governm ent's record has 
shpwn that this is  not an easy 
m atter and that justice will 
be for some and injustice for 
others, 

We cannot support the Bill 
before the House. I wish to join 
with the h on • L e ad e r o f th e 
Opposition (Dr. Jagan) in urging 
the hon. Minister or Home Affairs 
'Dr, Reid) to withdraw it, because 

it will not do the country any 
good. In a previous Security 
Report several names were cited 
as being associated with acts of 
terrorism. I can remember some 
of those names very clearly: 
Philippy, Chippy Graham and so 
on. It is significant to remem
ber that these people are today 
closely associated with the hon, 
Prime Minister. Chippy Graham 
is still in charge of security 
for the P . N. C, 

This Bi�l, according to the 
hon. Minister, aims at creating 
laws to p rot ect the nation al 
security of this coun try. How 
can the Minister argue in favour 
of this? Th e re i s e v id en c e 
against the P.N.C. A report was 
presented by the police and it 
indicated that certai n p eople 
were involved in illegal acts. 
Today thos e  very p eo p l e  are 
closely a s so c i at e d w i th t h e 
Governmen t. How can certai n  
people believe what this Govern
ment says? How can the Opposi
tion believe what this Government 
says? I am charging the Govern
ment �ith discriminating against 
a certain section of the communi
ty, wbo are the detainees? wbo 
are the terrorists named in the 
report submitted by the police? 
But who are  the det ain ees -
Ramlall and others? It shows 
clearly that this Bill has been 
brought here to suppress certain 
people. 

I want the hon. Minister of 
Home Affairs to tell this House 
when he will return the guns to 
their legitimate owners. I make 
this point because I am informed 
th&t the Government h as decided 



7 #ational Security 22ND NOVEMBER, 1966 <•iscellaneoua 1338 
rrovisions) Bill

to deprive certain o wners of 
their guns perm anently. I am 
also info rmed that in a short 
while the Government will pursue 
a policy of redistributing fire
arms to certain people. We are 
very suspicious of the Governaent 
in this matter, because we feel 
that when the distribution takes 
place it will be a question of 
giving a:ras only to the support
ers of the Governaent. 

Mr. Speaker: Tiae! 

Mr. Ba•i•: I beg to aove 
that the hon. Member be given i5 
minutes to conclude his speech. 

Mr. Ally Seconded. 

Ques tiicn put, arrJ negatived. 

11ae Miaiater ef Agriealtare 
(!ir. John): In my contribution 
to this debate I propose to deal 
with four points. First, I shall 
seek to show t h at preventive 
detention does not bear the hall
mark of a particular ideological 
content. Secon dly, I wish to 
show that the theory that pre
ventive detention is repugnant to 
the rule of law has been exploded 
by modern jurists. Thirdly, I 
shall seek to show that, contrary 
to much o f  what bas been said  
here, there are many more coun
tries that have the same form of 
preventive detention that we have 
been made to understand from the 
trend of the debate should not 
exist here. 

2.30 p.m .

Fourthly, I shall deal very 
shorily with the question of the 

definition of aaauni tion as set 
out in this Bill. I would like 
to refer to an article on 11J us
tice and State Security" in the 
Journal of the International Gnt
mission of  Jurists. In it the 
question of preventive detention 
has been discussed very fully. 
It raises this point -

"Any Government, what• 
e ve r  it is, whatever its 
political form, however it 
came to power, must tackle a 
number of impe rative tasks: 

1. It must maintain order.
This task for a govem•
ment is so f undaaental
that theologians take it
i nto consi dera tion ia
assessing the legitimate
power of the state and
th� obedience that is its
due.

2. Any government m ust ea•
liUre tlae proper f-eti••·
ia« .r the pahlie aer•
vieea for which it is
responsible and v.hicb are
necessary for the anooth
d evel opme nt of s ocial
life in the aociety which
it governs.

3. Any government must obvi
ously ensure the sunival
of the nation, its inde•
pen dence and its autonomy
as a nation, and there
fore must use all lawful 
means against those -.hose 
a cti vities coul d b ring
abou t the extinction of
the nation, its annexa
tion to a foreign country
or its enslavement.
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4. Any government mu st pro
tect its owa authority 
-d safety.. If this v.·ere
not so it -.oul d di sappea�
or at least be paralysed
and would be unable t o
carry out its functions .

s. The stat e must eas•re
justice, the Rule of Law
which is the findamental
r equire ment of any or
ganized.society. 11 

Members who have contributed 
to this debate, not only here but 
elsewhere, have sought to make 
out as though preventive deten
tion is something which exists 
only in o ne o r  two countries.  
Indeed, t he hon. Member,  Mr .  
Ashton Chase, who offered twenty
one points,  which I have con
veniently reduc ed t.o three o r  
four-it is just a matter of sub
division - also wrote an article 
in the Iii rror of Monday, November 
14, where he did not make twenty
one points; he made nine. Among 
the nine points that were made in 
that article was one that nowhere 
else except in Kenya and iu the 
first days of South Africa and 
Rhodesia, is there such a law. 

Unfortunately, I do not think 
the hon. Member has done much 
research. I wo ul d  r e f e r  to  
another article in the Journal of 
the International Commission of 
Jurists, Winter 1964. The arti
cle deals with the rule of law in 
Somalia and the merits and de
merits of preventive de tention 
were being analysed. On p�e 294 
there appears this statement: 

Provisions) Bill 

"Pro•isions relating to 
p reve n ti v e de te n t i  on a r e 
found, in some form or other, 
in most of the English-speak
ing count ries such as th e 
United Kingdom, • .  

I know that will su rprise  
many and I shall deal wi th the 
relative legislation in a short 
while -

" •.• India. Pakistan , Ceylon,· 
Canada, ll.anna, Australia, �ew 
Zealand and Malaysia . The 
main reason fo r re tai ni n g  
pro,risions relating t o  pre
ventive detention is that the 
security of the State is not 
on l y th r e a t e n  e d b y w a r -
prospects of v,ar are nowadays 
far re m o te - b u t  als o b y  
s ubve rsion, dis orders and 
nat i onal cala mities; and 
everywhere it is recognized 
that preventive detention is 
a necessary evil and has come 
to stay. The question to be 
considered is - how to impose 
reasonab le restrictions on 
the exercise of the powers of 
preventive detention?" 

I refer to this - I have not 
dealt yet wi th the Preventive 
Detention Act of  Indi a, but I 
thought I would deal with this 
because i t  is important to re
move much of the misunderstanding 
that has been brought out here as 
to the existence of preventive 
detention and any feeling that 
p reven ti v e de t en t ion i s on 1 y 
limited to countries that have a 
particular type of ideology. 
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It might surprise the hon. 
r,lembers who are propounding this 
to hear that the Northern Ireland 
Government which is responsible 
for security in its own province 
has power to order the arrest of 
any person; and to hold that per
son without trial for as long as 
it likes, subject only to the 
detainee' s right to appear before 
a special committee of lawyers 
who sit in camera, are appointed 
by the Minister of Home Affairs, 
and make their report in secret 
to that Minister. That is North
ern Ireland; that is the Special 
Powers Act. It does not matter 
by what name the Act is called, 
because a rose by any other name 
is just as sweet. Whether it is 
a Public Security Act, or a Pre
ventive Detention Act or a Spe
cial Powers Act it does not mat
ter. [Interruption.]

Unfortunately this only came 
to light in Ireland when a few 
stones were thrown at the car of 
the head of state a few months 
ago. When the judges looked at 
the preventive detention order 
and went back to the Act it was 
found that the provision does not 
exist only in time of war. The 
latest body to be proscribed 
under the Act, which has hitherto 
been exclusively used against 
pe-0ple  host ile  to Ulster's 
British connection, is the Ulster 
Volunteer Force. It goes on to 
say that the Government of the 
Irish Republic - that is Northern 
Ireland - has almost identical 
powe rs o f  detention withou t 
trial, which it has used against 
it s own ultra-patriots. Some 
have argued that if you live in a 
country in which a tolerably 
large minority of people disagree 
with the basic premises of the 
consti_tuti?n, a.nd are prepared to 

use force to changiit, such 
powers are necessary. 

That is to answer the argu
ment which has been brought here 
and to explode the theory that 
preventive detention is repugnant 
to the rule of law, That atti
tude of mind is changing today. 
Jurists no longer argue that . 
They say you must bring about the 
sort of conditions to ensure that 
preventive detention operates 
without f ear. 

In comparing various Acts on 
preventive detention both in some 
territories I have called and in 
some other territories, I am sure 
hon. Members will be convinced, 
at the end of this debate, that 
we have gone very far in endeav
ouring to ensure that preventive 
detention, as introduced, will be 
made to work under conditions in 
which they need have no fear. Of 
course, hon. Members have chosen 
a few other countries where pre
ventive detention exists. Per
haps they do not know that the 
Constitutional Amendment Act of 
Malawi of November, 1964, pro
vides for preventive detention 
and there is a right of review 
every six months. Here it is 
three. Our regulations provide 
that you may arrest or confine a 
man for eigbt days without an 
order being made if an officer 
has reason to believe he is like
ly to act in a manner prejudicial 
to the security of the state. 

2.40 p.m. 

I am only mentioning this in 
order that hon. Members may see 
how far we have gone to endeavour 
to make the operation of the sys
tem reasonably certain. I ca.n 
assure hon. Members that the 
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power which we seek to vest in 
the Minister of Home Affairs will 
be used only after matured de
l�beration and where the exigen
c1es of good order and tran
quillity demand. 

Much has been said about the 
position in India. Members could 
not deny that preventive deten
tion exists in the Indian Repub
lic. Some Members seem to think 
that i t  was only a war-time 
measure. Perhaps if they had 
read Indian legal history they 
would have known that preventive 
detention, in one form or anoth
er, has existed for a long number 
of years, and certain parts of 
the Ordinance were substantively 
enacted. This was enacted in 
1950 and it has been re-enacted 
from time to time. It was not 
there,'as one Member said; as a 
war-time measure only. That is 
wrong, and I am sure that there 
are other aspects of the position 
in India that hon. Members have 
not ,,adverted to because whereas 
here the only person who is en
titled to make a Detention Order 
is t he hon. Minister of-Home 
Affairs,_ in India, ther.e is a 
large category of persons who can 
exercise preventive detention 
right away; it is not exercised 
at the high est le vel of the 
Gover nment. 

Preventive detention in India 
can be exercised by magistrates, 
assistant district magistrates, 
the Commissioner of Police for 
Bombay, Calcutta or Hyderabad, 
co lle ctors for the State of 
Hyderabad. T"µe ambit of the per
sons who can enforce preventive 
detention under the Indian Con
stitution is much wider than that 

which we have in this Bill. That 
is one of the several ways in 
which what we have here differs 
quite a lot from that which takes 
place elsewhere. We are forti
fied, from the history of the 
security position as given by the 
hon. Minister of Home Affairs, 
that it is important to have such 
"I. law on our statute-book. 

Mention was made about the 
Constitution. The framers of the 
Constitution made provision for 
inserting the law of preventive 
detention •. Other countries have 
gone furth er and amended the 
Constitution and then proceeded 
to pass the law of preventive 
detention. The Constitution was 
there to be studied. Hon. Mem
bers knew that this Bill was 
coming up so they had quite a lot 
of time to exercise their minds 
over it. In other words, this 
Government is not bringing some
thing, as members of the Opposi
tion say, conceived in haste. 
T hey knew, from the time the 
Constitution framers drafted the 
Constitution, that there was 
ample scope within the ambit of 
the Constitution for the Govern
ment to introduce a law of pre
ventive detention, when and if it 
became necessary to do so. To my 
mind, therefore, there should be 
no reason for complaints. 

Some hon. Memb ers have 
strayed into various fields. One 
hon. Member said that he sus
pected the Government might want 
to incarcerate him. I think we 
ought to allay his fears. This 
Government will incarcerate no 
one if he behaves himself. One 
hon. Member said that, rather 
than making laws for the security 
of the State, we must sit down 
and concentrate upon economic 
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co-operation between the various 
sectors of the populace. The 
security of the State is very 
often sine qua non to an economic 
move-on. 

We must have peace and traJ}.
quillity in this country. This 
Government is sure that it has 
laid the basis for greater peace 
which will bring about thio under
standing that it is really seri
ous in maintaining its duty and 
its responsibility to the nation. 
I do not have to repeat what I 
have already read in this article 
about the duties that a Govern
ment owes to the people and to 
the State. I hope that hon. Mem
bers will come around to see the 
reason and the wisdom behind the 
measure which has been propounded 
here today. 

I desire to deal with one 
last point because I de not think 
we ought to make this debate too 
long; hon. Members have convinced 
us of their intention to prolong 
the debate. The point I would 
like to deal with is the defini
tion of the word 11 ammunition" in 
the Ordinance. This point was 
made by one lawyer and one or two 
laymen. I was very surprised 
that my hon. and learned triend 
made that point because all he 
has to do is to look at the Explo
sives_ Ordinance, which has been 

on o ur statute-bo ok for the
last s�ven years, and he will see
over 100 items that are defined
as explosives. At the end of the
Ordinance it  is stated that,
apart from the 100 odd items that
are defined as explosives, any
othe,r item or thing which the
Governor in Council deems as ex
plosive will be explosive.

In matters of internal secur
ity you have got to ensure that 
you.cover everything because 
this is something that you cannot 
play with. That is why it has 
become necessary to make the de
finition of the words "ammuni
tion" or "explosive" in the Or
dinance as wide as possible so a.s 
to ensure that people do not, by 
small technicalities, gel. out of 
the way of the law. If hon. 
Members ,will only take a simple 
look at the definition of the 
word "explosives" in the Explo
sives Ordinance, they will see 
that the position has not been 
very different there where the 
entire page defines it and, at 
the end of it, it is stated \that 
anything which is pubJ.ished in 
the Gazette and which is deemed 
to be explosive shall be added to 
the list. 

That is i:i,ll I wish to add to 
this debate and I ask hon. Mem-. 
bers on the other side to support 
this Bill. 

Mr. Hubbard: The Bill before 
us is a piece of legislat�on 
which is pennitted by our Consti
tution. This Constitution is a 
document devised by rascals for 
manipulation by rogues. It is 
therefore not surprising that

we are now engaged in discussing 
restrictions on the liberty of  
the ind1vidual which even the 
tyrannical British were afraid 
to include formally in norm.al 
law. 

2.so p.m.

Sir, this Constitution is a 
strange document. It is almost as 
strange as the measure that we 
are asked here to pass. For in
stance, the drafter of this leg-
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islation - [llae Priae Miaister:
"·Draughtsman."] The man who 
wrote this Bill also wrote the 
Constitution which gave away 
countless acres of l�nd to the 
British. No doubt he would write 
the law to give away Ankoko. 
[The Priae Minister: "Fenton 
wrote that. 11] 

One of the puzzling things is 
that they should have incor
�orate d into this so-called 
National. Security Bill, p rovi
sions for the control of explo
sives. It is the kind of hodge
podge drafting that we expect to 
come out of the Attorney-Gener
al 's office - the office which 
had the distinction of putting a 
Bill before this House with five 
foolscap pages of Amendments. 

Our Explosives Ordinance is 
antiquated. It needs revision. 
We had a United Nations Expert 
working on it for a long time and 
one would have expected that, on 
the basis of the advice of that 
expert, we would have had a com
prehensive law dealing with ex
plosives and ammunition' and be
ing as punitive as possible over 
the movement and control of ex
plosives. I, myself, in the days 
when the hon. Minister of Home 
Affairs was hoarding detonators 
in his;yard, was very concerned 
over .the slack manner in which 
the Government·permitted explo
sives to'be handled and carried, 
and I was the one who got the 
United  Nations Expert to give 
priority consideration to this 
question. 

At present., we do not have a 
new Explosives Ordinance, we have

to turn to the National Security 
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Bill. If I remember well, one or 
the anomalies of the Explosives 
Ordinance was the fact that a man 
was able to carry a large quant i
ty of gelignite or dynamite with
out having a licence, and people 
in all innocence might look to 
the Explosives Or dinance for 
guidance, since it is a substance 
necessary for mining, and then 
find themselves trapped by the 
�ational Security Bill in which 
they do not expect to find any
thin� relating to their indus
trial activith s. This is again 
typical of-the Government's ac
tion of going behind the pawn
broker'·s screen to do everything 
it wants. It is a testimony to 
the great influence that the 
leader of the United Force has 
over the members of this Govern
ment, that they should adopt his 
professional techniques in the 
business of the Government. !The 
Priae Minister: "Be of good 
behaviour.·"] 

Quite apart from other things 
that have been mentioned, I am 
disturbed over the obvious care
lessness with which the drafting 
and the preparation of this Bill 
have been handled. In the Explan
atory Memorandum of the Bill, it 
is stated  in the last Clause 
which is Clause 7 , as follows! 

"Finally, clause 36 of 
the Bill provides that in the 
event of conflict between the 
provisions of the Bill and 
any othe r law , except the 
Constit ution, the provisions 
of the Bill will prevail." 

But when I look at the Bill, sir, 
there is no Clause 36. It is 
spirited away behind the.pawn
broker's screen and no longer 
exists, and this is what we.are 



,9 llational Security 22ND NOVEMBER. 1966 (•iscell-.eous 1350 
Prov,iaiona) Bill 

paying $4,000 a •onth for; $4,000 
a month ·to a aa.n who canno t be 
·sufficiently careful when he is
proaulgating provisions to de
prive the people of their liber
ty. He cann(!_t even get right a
reference to a Clause. I under
stand that, in te ras of today,
people are now saying that he is
worth aore than $4,000 a aonth.

The other things that worry 
ae abo ut t h i s B i l l  are n o t  
necessarily its aechanics. Let 
us not forget that all that is 
proposed here:, and ·worse, have 
b een enforced throughout the 
period o f  the l i f e  o f  t h i s 
Go-wrnaent. When I oppose t. his 
Bill I• not t�nlting of ay ow 
liberty:. ()Ir. Wne&: "You are 
just n ot thiaking. "] I aa not 
thinkiug of the liberty of ay 
coarades who are dedicated to 
bringing a be t ter.life to the 
people of this country because the 
better life that we have created 
is cleaF· for all to see when they 
coapare the fall in their living 
standards of today. We mist JI in 
assessing the reasons for this 
legislation:., ask ourselves-why 
the Governaent has been iapellecl., 
first of all., to get constitu
tional authority for enacting 
preventive detention. 

3 P•••

· Secondly, the Governaeat is
wri.ting_preventive detention into
the ordinary law of this country; 
so that we have this anoaalous 
situation where courts require 
that charges aade against indi vi.
duals llUSt be proved; they require 
that p ersons who accuse others 
aust appear before the courts and 
have their accusations tested by 
exaaination, cross-exaaination 
Md re-exaaillation; they require 

that evidence should be tested_. 
by the production of other evi
dence; they require that tJae 
accused person should bow all of 
the facts relating to the charge 
that is laid against nia, md all 
of that paraphernalia. 

Now, in the saae ordinary law 
we are creating a parallel system 
to what aust be called inj•stice 
-.here persons are lteld ia detea
tion. They are told tlte reason 
why they have beea aeld ll detea
tion JI bot they are not. COllfroat.ed 
with their accusers; t]aey do llOt. 
then know their acc•sers. a.ad 
they are given DO opportui.t.y to 
test evidence winch is pat. before 
the court. lere yo• Jaave two 
principles whiclt are ia direct. 
confiict. 

The Governaeat. ltas arg•e d 
that i n  cert a in t.ia es  it. i s  
necessary to have aea.snres wldclt 
go beyond the pro,,i_sions to wJai.clt 
we uor aally refer as j•stice. 
The Govenment claias tJlllt tlel"e 
are tiaes when it is •ecessary to 
forestal l action tltat is s•s-

_.pected., or things tltat lli.glat. 'be 
undertaken so as to_ saf egaarl'l tile 
g eneral population fraa t.Jae � 
reasonable• soaetiaes aalicioa.s. 
ainority. I agree tJaat tltis is

necessary and tltat all St.at.es' 
constitutions provide for s•clt 
circnastaaces. 

It is set o.t ia o.r C.0.st.i
t.tion that where there is ·war.f' -
or mere there is a tJa:reat of w.r, 
and where tw-ilirds of all t.Jae 
Pfeabers of this Jational Assel,ly 
pass a Resolution declaring t1tat. 
de110Cratic instit.tions are salt
verted ., the• Regulatio.•�- .-ay .lt,, 
aade and all sorts of legislatioa 
can be brought into force. It. is 
a little difficult for -.s to 1111-
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derstand why the Ministers should 
want to substitute one thing for 
anothe r. T he y  have all the 
powers already. They had some of 
my comrades in prison, but they 
have released them. Having re
leased them and declared that the 
situation has improved, they can 
go no further. They now come and 
ask us to give them powers which 
are far more sinister because 
such powers will give them less 
trouble. 

Now, the.scheme in this 
legislation is to do two things; 
it is to safeguard good order, 
good Government and public safety 
and, apart from that, .if you 
examine the Bill, you will see
that there are several separate
provisions in respect of explo
sives. There is the question of
safeguarding democratic institu
tions not defined anywhere in the
Bill. 

When there is a threat to 
democratic institutions, it is to 
be the function of a tribunal, 
where the majority of  its members 
are to be appointed by the Prime 
Minister - one Chairman to be 
appointe.d by the Chancellor, and 
the two members to be appointed 
by the hon. Prime Minister will 
have a majority vote - to deal 
with certain matters. That is to 
say that the Prime Minister's 
nominees can override the others. 
In the other case there will be 
nominations by the Chancellor, 
but there is a distinction and 
there is also a difference. Why 
is the Government seeking to in
troduce these absurd provisions? 

This Government has been in 
office for not quite two years. 
It is , I think, a little over 
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twenty-three months since the 
Government has been in office, 
but in that period of time the 
economic position of this country 
has declined disastrously. Th� 
cost of living has gone up. The 
cost of living, according to the 
c onsumer retail pr�ce index 
figure, rose by 7.8 points in the 
pe riod of  t h e  life of th is 
Government; in the period from 
1958 until the end of-1964 the 
c0nsumer price index figure rose 
by 10.9 points only; so that the 
retail consumer price index 
figure reflects the terrible 
pressure that has been put upon 
the ordinary people. 

There are among the working 
class a number of what are known 
as respectable working people 
whose dollar has shrunk so much 
that, instead of buying a pound 
of beef on a Saturday, they have 
to buy a quarter pound of beef. 
They are afraid to go and buy it 
themselves and they have to get 
others to buy it for them. 

3.10 p.m. 

The fact of the matter is 
that the economic situation of 
the country has deteriorated so 
disastrously that the Government 
feels it necessary to invest it
self with special powers in order 
to prevent the hungry working
class people from getting at it. 
Since this Government came into 
office the discontent, the frus
tration, the disillusionment of 
the working people has grown so 
grea t that we have had more 
strikes in the period of this 
Government's lifetime than we 
have ever had in any comparable 
period of the life of any Govern
ment, even including the Interim 
Government which was graced by 
the Attorney-General's father,  
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his cousin and his aunt and was a 
Gilbert and Sullivan farce. 

The Government's administra
tion of this country has been so 
terrible that the Sugar Producers' 

·Association has felt that it is
within its right and duty now to
bring forward an anti-strike rule
which it bas not used since 1953.
In 195'.3 the Sugar Producers'
Association felt that it could
not apply the rule any longer as
it produced too many worries, but
under this Government, which is
so benevolent to expatriate capi
tal� it gives to sugar, free of
charge, the land which belonged
to us - the Sugar Producers' Asso
ciation does not feel that it is
necessary for it to observe the
o rdinary norm s of industri al
relations. The Government has
so mismanaged the affairs of this
country that, in a country like
ours where there is no sophis
t icated mP,ans of trading and
where people usually use currency
for moving goods, the currency
in circulation at the end of 1964
was $47! •illion in banknotes.
The last publication revealed it
was now a little over $27 million.

These are inescapable sign
posts of the decay of the economy 
of this country. Also, many 
people who have not yet felt 
sufficiently afraid to run have 
put wings upon their cash and 
sent it out. I notice that one 
of the apologists for the Govern
ment in today's newspaper was 
recommending that exchange con
trol should be re-established so 
as to curb what this gentleman 
picturesquely referred to as 
"vagrant dollars". The rascal 
dollars have gone already and the 
re11Rining vagrant dollars are now 
to be restrained. 

When I was a l itte boy 1 
read a tale of a man who did not 
lock up his horse and after the 
horse had run away he wanted to 
lock his stable. We on this siJe 
of the House ·have advised the 
Government. The Government b as 
not taken our advice. By reject
ing our advice it has to come to 
the House and seek this kind of

reprt,ssive and punitive legisla
tion. What is disturbing, is 
the quality of the persons who 
will administer these provisions. 
We have beard of the Cendrecourt 
affair. I have with me the text 
of a communicat ion from the 
chairman of the clerical section 
of the Transport Workers Union -to 
the general president of the 
union, Mr. Carrington, to the 
general secretary of the union.,_ 
to  the I ndustrial  Rel ations 
Officer at the Transport and 
Ha rbours Departme nt, to the 
President of the Federated Union 
of Government Employees and to 
the Ombudsman. I think it would 
ornament this record and illumi

nate our minds. Have I your per
mission, sir, to read it? 

Mr. Speakers Yes. 

Mr. llabbadt It begins: 

"Dear Brothers, 

Be cause of the wide

spread publicity and distor
tion of facts, I think i t  my 
.iuty to make this report to 
you. The Eveninl Post head
line d it as a 'National Dis
grace', but I would pr efe r to 
refe r  to it as a •' Flagran t 
Denial of Justi ce'. Le t me 
begin from the beginning.· .. 

About 8.00 p.m. on the 
8th August, 1966, (exactl.Y 
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eight (8) days after Cendre
c ou rt had assumed duty as 
Acting A�sistant to Mirine 
S u perin t en d e n t), at t h e  
monthly Statutory Meeting of 
the Central Executive of the 
Transport ·workers' Uni on ,  
the· Marine Sections reported 
that Cendrecourt was hostile 
t o  Mar in e P ersonn el.  I

irmnediately promised to in
vestigate this report." 

llr. Speakers I am sorry to 
interrupt you, but bas the letter 
any bearing on this legislation? 

Mr. llalt .. r•s I subait there 
is a general be aring because 
there is profound disquiet out
side about the possible aisuse of 
this Bill. The Catholic body has 
said that it trusts the Govern
ment, but the Bill can be mis

used.· It is therefore relevant 
that when extraordinary powers 
are given to any person or any 
body of persons that one should 
satisfy oneself as to the recti
tud�1of those persons who are to 
exercise those powers. For-that 
reason the letter. is relevant. 

Mr. Speakers Proceed. 

11r.-llidt�ard1 I quote again -

110n' the 9th August, I 
visited Cendrecourt a t  his 
Office and told him of this 
allegation which he denied. 
I further expressed the view. 
tha t  he, having worked for 
many years as Purser on all 
the Department's Services 
should not find it difficult 
to understand the members of 
the ships' crews. 

On Sunday September 
r 1 • at a m e eting . 0 f the 

Marine Sections, the- question 
of victualling, overtime, and 
footwear for Marine Personnel 
was discussed; Cendrecourt' s 
hostility was discussed and 
many floor members laid great 
emphasis on his strike break
ing activities in 1963, and 
also his political associa
tions. 

I am happy however to 
record here, that a Senior 
Offic er· of the Marine Execu
tive vehemently protested the 
inclusion of politics, etc., 
and threatened to withdraw 
from the meeting. 

As you are well aware, 
strike action was taken on 
the 12th Se ptember, 1966. 
When I was on the way to the 
Acting Minister of Conmunica
tions, Mr. R. Jordan, to dis
cuss the "2 Hour Strike" by 
Clerks on the overtime issue, 
I t r i e d to i n c 1 u de th re e 
other matters for discussion 
with the Minister, but the 
President refused to allow it 
because they were not proper
ly ventilated at Management's 
level. l- .admitted that I was 
wrong aid f congratulated the" 
President for reminding me of 
the correct procedure. 

At the Monthly Statu
tory Me eting held on the 
evening of 12.9.66, a letter 
dated 12.9. 66 from the Marine 
Section w as read outlining 
the reasons for the strike 
which were -

1. Overtime for Officers.
2. Victualling of Crews.
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3, Footwear !or Marine Per• 
sonnel and the removal of 

Cend reco ur t. 

When the Chairman 
called for the ratification 
of the strike action, I en
qu ired if the normal proce• 
d ure was adhered to concern
ing Cendrecourt's mat t er, 
that is, was this matter dis
cu ss ed a t  Br an c h  H e ad's 
(Mar i n e  S u p erin t en d en t) 
level? lbe reply given, g ave 
me the impression that there 
was no pro per discu ssion at 
this level. Here I nnst men
tion that the recognized pro
cedu re when there is a break
down, or disagreement between 
the Sectional Represen tatives 
and t heir respective Branch 
He ads this fact. h as t o  be 
su bmitt ed in writing or b y  
verba l report to _. " 

3.20 p. ,n. 

Mr. Speaker: I am sorry, but 
I cannot see that this letter has 
any bearing on this matter. Dis
continue the letter. 

Mr. Ha.._.d: I will not read 
the whole thing , I w ill read a 
part of it. 

Mr. Speaker: Discontinue the 
letter. 

Mr. Baltltartl: As you wish. 

Mr. Speaker: I think you1· 
time is up. 

Mr. Raa Karraa: I be g to  
move that. the hon. Member be 

iven an extension of 15 minutes 
�ontinue his speech. 

Mr. wn ... aeconded. 

Question put, and neaativecl . 

Mr. Wil•••• I rise in op· 
position to the National. Security 
Bill. The Minister tried to tell 
us why such a •easure is neces
sary. Hon. Members on this side 
of the House gave several reasons 
why the measure is unnecessary. 
Anyhow, I shall try to put myself 
on the Government' s side - [A• 
h••• Mea•er (Govern•ent); "Are 
you crossing the Floor now?"] -
and give two reasons why the 
Government feels that the Bill is 
necessary. The first reason is 
this: The Govern•ent cue into 
office by fraud, so it is sus
picious and feels that it will

be removed. It is suspicious of 
everyone around it. But the 
Government  should give back 
what it has stolen. The •e•
bers of the Government feel that 
they •ust try to secure the•
selves against any re•oval • 

Secondly, this Government is 
carrying on the affairs of the 
country in such a aa.nner that it 
is becoming increasingly unpopu
lar so it is afraid that the peo
ple will  remove it by force� 
w'hen I say "people", I •ean the 
supporters of the Govel'Dllent, so
the Gove:rnaent •ust safeguard it
self against such an eventuality. 

For. what purposes will this 
Bill be �sed? We lniow what the 
Government has been doing all the 
time under the ·emergency. In the 
first place, this Bill is going 
to be used against the political 
opponents of the Govern•ent. It 
is going to be used against those 
who cannot see eye to eye with 
the Government, those who have 
the courage not to stoop, those 
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who have the courage to align 
themselves with some other party 
or organisation outside of the 
Government. In short, as the 
situation now stands, this Bill 
is going to be used, in the first 
instance, against the members, 
supporters andsympathisers of 
the People's Progressive Party. 
There is no other purpose for 
which it can be used at present. 

What did we see as soon as 
this Coalition Government was 
formed? We saw that Chip py 
Graham and other detainees who 
belong to the P.N.C. were re
leased. A ll the P.N.C. sup
porters were released and most of 
the P.P.P. supporters were left 
behind. If the members of the 
Government had thought that the 

'time- had come when persons must 
be released, one would have ex
pected that they would have re
leased.everyone. They released 
their supporters and did not 
impose any restrictions on them. 
Are they saying that the members 
of the P.P.P. were detained jus
tifiably but that the members of 
the P.N.C. were detained wrong
fully?. 

Since it is the same authori
ty that detained both P.N.C. and 
P.P.P. supporters, then they were 
all detained �rongfully and a 
working-class Government, coming 
into power, should release every
one without any restrictions 
whatsoever. The fi les were  
there; there must have been some
thing that the Security Police 
reported on the P.N.C. support
ers. If the Government denied 
what the Security Police said 
about the P.N.C. supporters, then 
it sh ould also deny_ what the 

Provisions) Bill 

Security Police said about the 
P�P. P. supporters. This inform.a.-. 
tion came from the same source, • 
and if the information as far as 
the Government's supporters are 
concer ned is wrong, th en it  
should also be considered wrong 
as far as the P. P. P. supporters 
are concerned. 

What d i d  we fin d? This 
Government has been in office for 
nearly two years and it is only 
recently that all the detainees 
have been released. Up to now, 
about eight of the former de
tainees are still under restric
tions of various sorts, irritat
ing restrictions which deny them 
the right of freedom of movement, 
freedom of association. 

We can come to no other con
clusion than that this Government 
is goh1g to· exercise the powers 
which it seeks through this Bill 
in a partisan manner. That is 
clear from its behaviour since it 
assumed office. The Government 
is in a hurry to get this Bill 
passed because, as I said before, 
of its rising unpopularity. The 
Government's supporters are be
coming disgruntled and unhappy. 
There are strikes and rumours of 
strikes. This Government is not 
happy about this situation with 
so many strikes from its own 
supporters. The Prime Minister 
is the President of the Guyana 
Labour Union, and iet his union 
is carrying out strikes to under
mine the economy of his Gover� 
me11.t. He cannot be happy- about 
this., He is saying/ "But we 
are not going to·pass any legis
lation to restrict your right to 
strike; that is your fundamental. 
right.". 
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This is a clandestine way of 
bringing about a situation where 
t he workers are g oing to be, 
c hained and that is why they 
wil l  not be able to exercise 
their freedom. [Mr. Merriman: 
11 .You were wearing a chain fol' 
a long time. Where is it?": 
Another re a son why they are 
bringing forward this measure 
is the disil lusionment on the 
part of their supporters. There 
is need now to divert the peo
p le's a ttention from what is 
the true situation in the coun
try. That is one of the tech
niques of tyrants, of despots and 
of Fascists. The people's atten
tion must be diverted from the 
real situation, from the suffer
ings. 

This Bill is going to give 
the Government power to create 
a lot of scapegoats just as  
this Go vernment is using the 
Ankoko a ffair to  divert the 
people's attention from the true 
situation, from the rising cost 
of living and from the rise in 
unemployment. People are starv
ing. They are suffering. The 
,children roam the streets. [Mr. 
Wharton1 "Where?''] Go about the 
streets  and you will  see the 
children naked and wandering 
about. They h�ve no clothes to 
wear. They ha ve no food. They 
a lmost ha ve no homes. Yet the 
Go vernment is going to employ 
Welfare Officers to carry naked 
and hungry chiltlren to school! 
This is not going to fool the 
people . This sort of trickery 
will not succeed for long. You 
can fool some of the people some 
of the time but not a ll the peo
ple all the time. This Bill that 
you are bringing to stifle the 

expression �f the Opposition will 
not succeed for long. 

I wish to read from a book 
entitled, The FBI' Nobody Knows by

Fred J. Cook. It gives an exa.m:
ple of how informers- are used to 
ge t pe o ple detained . [Mr., 
Bisseaber: "Where is the book?"] 
Here it is. [The Priae Miaister, 
''•Page?"] Page 151. .[The Priae, 
Minister: "Author?"] Fred J. 
Cook. [Mr. joa•ain: "Para
graph?''] Yesterday, the Minister 
of Home Affairs asked us for in
creased provision for security. 
We want to lmow what he is going 
to do with this money. Now, I 
quote: 

"The unravelling of the fan
tasy began --

ribe Prine Minister: "You are 
not reading from  the book.,"] 
This (indicating a typewritten
sheet) is from the book. [Laugh
ter.] 

"The unravel ling of the 
fantasy began with the ex
posure of Denis Healy. The 
government's star informer, 
it developed, had been rather 
well paid for informing. At 
first he had been put on the 
payroll at a salary of $25 a 
week; later, as his informa
tion got better, he had been 
paid $75 every two weeks. 
His wife, too, had been com
pensated. In a ll, it was 
admitted, the FBI had paid 
out some Sl,300 to the Healys 
since the previous October 
10 - 1 compensation, it was 
explained, to reimburse theni 
fo r time l ost from their 
regular jobs and to pay them
for expenses they had in
curred in aiding the govern
ment." 
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[MR.WILSON] taken on their. own initiative 
and those they had undertaker 
on Healy's active stimulatiPn 
a nd encouragem ent became 
b lurred ." 

[Mr. Kendall: ".what does that 
filean?"] It shows how people have 
been paying others to m anufac
ture evidence t o  get peopl e 

Even the ammunition used in tlie 
,, rifle pr ac'tii ce which the FBI 

filmed had been obtained, not bv 
the plotters, but by Healy. 

d eta.ined. 

Jt goes on:-
" These de t a  i 1 s s u g -

gested the possibi lity that 
the Healys might have i n
formed,' for pay, but more 
damagin g was Healy's admi s
si on that in  his enthusiasm 
for the cause he had aided 
and pushed' the plotters on
ward in their plot, helpi ng 
to create some of the evi
dence against them. 

The matter of the ar
se na l t h e  p lo t t ers h a d  
am assed was a key i t em .  
Hea�y testified that he had 
gone to his National Guar d 
commander and had obtai ned 
his cooperation (Healy under
stood the FBI had paved the 
way for t hi s) to let hi m 
'borrow' rifle and machi ne
gun ammunition to give to the 
Otristian Fronters. Even the 
ammunition used in the riflP 
prac�ice the FBI had fi lme� 
had been obtained not by tht 
p lotters but by Healy. He 
ha d used FBI funds to pur
chase i t. He had used FBI 
funds, too, he conceded to 
treat the conspirators well; 
they had dined on pheasant at 
S2.50 a head and had been 
supplied liquor - all courte
sy of the FBI. 1be testimony 
at this poi nt began to take 
on the odious overtones of 
the activit ies of an agent 
provocateur. The liee be
tween t he wcti vities the 
Cliristian Fronters had under-

This is one of the methods 
that this Government intends.to 
use in order to put people in 
trouble, people whom they believe 
to be their, enemies. Now that I 
have come to the question of the 
people, I would say that with all 
of these machinations you cannot 
destroy the people , the peopl£ 
a.re indestructible. 
3.40 p.m. 

They are plotting to destroy 
the P.P.P. and its supporters, 
but they must realise that the 
people are indestructible .  I 
have an extract here of a speech 
or address given by  the hon. 
Prime Minister in June 1963 at 
Bourda Green when he was refer
ring to the use of force. At the 
back of this "Preventive Bill" is 
the intention to use force to 
rule the people . They do not 
want to r ule by a concensus, 
although they are always talking 
about consultative democracv. 
Here is what the hon. Prime Mi°ii
iste r said about the use of 
force: 

"Force has never sub
dued a nation that �oes not 
want to be subdued. Thou gh 
it may subdue men for a ti me 
it is not a permanent means 
of subjugation." 

This Bill is not based on the 
philosqihy which relates to t}le,:,e 
words. 
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That is why it is our conten
tion that this Bill has been in
troduced because this Government 
is afraid. The members of the 
Government, having stolen our 
seats from us, now have to use 
force to kee p them selves in 
power. They will have to use 
force and introduce some sort of 
machinery in order to �eep the 
people quiet. 

I have been carrying on an 
institution since the time of my 
incarceration without cause. 
This B ill will only be used 
ag�jnst the enemies of the P.P.P. 
and innocent people. [Dr. Reid: 
"The enemies of the P ."P. P.? 11] I
am sorry, I should have said the 
members of the P.P.P. and the 
people associated with them. I 
really mean the eri'emies of the 
Government and the supporters of 
the P. P.P. It will be used 
against per sons who are not sup-
porting this Government. 

For instance, let us take 
Raj paul, who was the head of the 
Displaced Persons Association. 
As a displaced person, he decided 
to lead other displaced persons 
to get their rights. That is why 
he was·detained on the occasion 
of Her Majesty the Queen's visit 
along with myself. Let me refer 
to a Crusade publication dated 
13th June, 1966. In this publi
cation the Crusade for Civil 
Rights warned the peo ple about 
what is going to take place in 
this country. I quote: 

"It will be agreed by 
all f reedom lo vin g people 
that the restrictions and the 
curfew imposed upon the re
le ased men is a degr ading 
curtailment of their RIGHT OF 
MOVE\\El'-."f Ar\D ASSOCIATIO:'<I. It 

Provrmions) Bill 

is als o  a bombastic show of 
power ·which reveals a PUERILE 
MENTALl'IY on the p art of the 
Government." 

The hon. Minister will have 
the p ower to say how a man must 
be punished and where he must be 
carried. He can say whether a 
man should be put in a dark room, 
in a pond of water and so on. I 
someti mes ca rry my chain to 
demonstrate and warn people about 
what is waiting for them. I want 
to sh ow them that the Minister 
has th e power to put t hem in 
chains. I wish to say that.this 
Crusade will see to it that the 
p-eo ple are  warned. We will
crusade against the Bill, and we
will invite Guyanese to become
watchmen. We must sound t he 
alarm and make them beware of 
the thief who steals our rights 
and tries to rob us of everything. 

The publication goes on to 
state: 

"As watchmen or vigi
lantes it is our responsibil
ity to sound the alarm when 
the t hief (di ctatorship, 
fascism) steals or attempts to 
rob anyone of us of our Civil 
liberties - Guyana Cru sade 
fo r Civil Rights invites you 
to join its Vigilante Service 
by c arrying our -.igil s " 

The Crusade sets itself up as 
a watchman for �he people. We 
will sound the a.lam to the peo
ple. We will earry_ out our exer
cise every week. We lmow that it 
will worry yo u and we may be 
detained,  but the crusade's 
philo so p hy will live on - the 
people are-indestructible and the 
idea is growing. 
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I should like to give a word 
of advice to the Government. It 
may be called a prophecy or pre
diction, but I know what is going 
to happen. I am one of the old
est Members of this House, and I 
think I can look into the future 
and tell you what is going to 
happe n. The  me m b e r s  of the 
Government a.re going to have all 
of these repressive measures; 
they will push a man until he can 
go no further; they will stifle 
the expressions of the people by 
driving fear into them, but after 
a time there will be an explo
sion. 

·� 

-Anyone who knows anything a.bout
psychology will tell you that 
that. is t. rue. I f an individual 
Ca.nilot express-

0

h'1s dissatisfac
tion, 'the ,time will come when he 
can bear things no longer and he 
will explode. One day the nation 
will explode, an� those who are 
sit ting on top <J'f{ the machinery
of oppression will be in trouble. 
If you sit on a powder keg and it 
e xpl<1des, you know what will 
happen .  I am warning  t h i s  
Government not to suppress free
dom of m�vement. Do not rule by 
fear. Even the hon. Prima Minis
ter s_aid that force will only 
succeed for a time. 

3.50 p.m._ 

When people feel that they 
cannot stand the repression any 
more they will explode and then 
they will come into their rights. 
Will this Government heed this 
warning? Will members of the 
Government let better counsel 
prevail and withdraw this atro-

cious Bill? Will they let Guya
nese live in freedom and love? 
This Bill is not informed by 
love; it is informed by hatred 
a nd repression. My appeal to 
members of the Government is that 
they withdraw the Bill and let 
consultative democracy prevail. 

Mr. Speaker: I shall call on 
the hon. Ministe r to reply if 
there are no more speeches. 

Mr. Lall: Article 1 of the 
Declaration of  Hu man Ri ghts 
states quite clearly that human 
beings a.re born free and equal in 
dignity and rights. They are 
endowed with reason and con
science. All persons should act 
towards one another in the spirit 
of brotherhood. May I ask if 
this repressive Bill is project
ing the spirit of brotherhood? 
Mey- I also ask if this iniquitous 
Bill is designed to suppress the 
conscience of the nation? I want 
to warn the members of the Gov
ernment that the conscience of 
a nation cannot be suppressed by 
closing the prison door on it. 

. This Bill is 4esigned to sup- ' 
press the militancy of the work
ing claJs people in Guyana. It 
is designed'. to suppress the mili
tant trade union ·leaders. People 
do not strike because they like 
to strike, but_beca.use they a.re 
exploited by people like the 
sugar producers, Booker Bros., 
Sandbach Parker and Company. If 
I aa permitted.to take time off 
to quote from the trade union 
press, we shall see where mili

tant leaders a.re being put behind 
bars because they make represen-
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tations on bebal f of workers 
'Wlitbout fear or partiaiity. 

One hon. Member said that 
there was a similar Bill in India 
and i n  other c ountri es, but 
wherever suppressive aeasures 
exist, whether in Africa, Russia 
or Cuba, true and God-fearing 
people criticise such measures. 

r bad the honour to  meet 
Mr. Daupe when I was in Europe. 
He is the General Secretary of 
the All-Indian Trades Union Con
gress. He is a feeble person, 
but he is strong in spirit and 
in will-power. Because he and 
other trade union leadersdeaon
stra.ted against the high cost of 
livin g i n  In d i a ,  they were 
arres t ed b y  Indira Gandhi• s 
Government and put behind bars. 
True trade union leaders all over 
the world have t o  raise their 
voices �inst the suppression of 
civil liberty, and that is what 
is happening here in Guyana. 

The Bill is designed to sup
press the freedom and liberty of 
the. people of Guyana, in particu
lar the freedom of the working 
class people and their aili tant 
leaders. I would like to give r. 
word of advice t o  the present 
GoveI'Dllent. 

Sittina suspended at 4 p.m. 

4.37 p.m. 

On resumption 

Mr. Lall: I was showing, 
from this paaphlet, how sup{lres
sive aeasures have been used, in_ 

all parts of the wrld, by Govern
m ent s that have no regard for 
members of the working cla.ss __ o_! 
their leaders. These aeasures 
are used to suppress the liberty 
of the people. 

In South Africa, in Rhodesia., 
we saw where the rule of law was 
suspended. The Ian Saith regiae 
in Rhodesia bas banned the civil 
liberty of the people by taking 
away the rights of foul" aillion 
Africans. But this has not d8Wl
ted the spirit of the Rhodesian 
people. They are still tightina 
back the Sad th regiJle 110st vehe
aent�y. 

4.40 p. fl'• 

In South Africa we observed 
that the dignity of  huaan beings 
is be ing put on tri�l.. The 
spirit of the South Africans was 
not daunted, They a.re continui� 
their struggle_ an� you can be 
sure that at the end they will 
win out. Their· struggle aight 
be long and dreary, but beyond 
every d a r k  c l oud there is a 
silver lining and so long as the 
people a.re fighting ailitantly to

maintain their honour and their 
liberties, they will win in the 
long run. 

Now, in Guyana., then British 
Guiana, duri�g the perio d_ -of 
1953 - 1 957, we saw h o w  the 
British soldiers and local police 
were bounding the people like 
dogs. But 1his· did not d eter 
the spirit of the Guyanese peo
ple. They fought the oppression. 
That was the "·marking  tia e" 
period. Soae of us were\gaoled, 
soae of  us were detained. But 
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the stniggle did not stop, and no 
BiE, no matter how suppressive 
it is, can stop the vanguard of 
the people from marching to free
dom and liberty. 

In South Africa they are 
locking up trade union leaders 
under the pretext that they are 
carrying on acts of communism. 
These boys must find some excuse 
to lock up and detain militant 
leaders. I have in my hand here 
the manifesto of the People's 
National Congress. Maybe the 
11 late11 Member of Parliament and of 
the U.F., Dr. Richmond, saw the 
handwriting 0n �he wall. He 
stood up like a very good gentle
man, not like my  fri e n d  Mr. 
Cheeks, and showed his opposition 
to the Bill. I wish to  q uote 
from page 2 of The New Road -
"The New Road to Detention-. JI 

"The Pe ople's Nat ion al 
Congres s refuses to be part 
of this mime, this exercise 
in cynical entertainment. 
Our Party really wants to 
build a new Guyana where a 
man is a man and not a miser
able creature hunted and 
penned in an inglorious spot. 
The P.N .C. wants t o, and if 
given the opportunity, will 
establish • new and free 
s ociety." 

This is the new and free society 
the P.N.C. is establishing now , 
by su ppressing the will of the 
people by this legislation. 

In the place of the National 
Security Bill, I thought they 

would have brought the Severance 
Pay Bill on which all of us had 
agreed in this House. It is now 
two years and nothing has been 
done to est�blish that Bill. If 
that Bill were established, it 
would mean that people who have 
h ad ye ars of service, whether 
they were wrking with Government 
or private employers, would have 
to be given a lump sum when they 
are t hrown out of their jobs. 
Proper reasons w ould have to be 
given before they could be thro\"in 
out of t°heir jobs, and if they 
were thrown out, they would have 
to be given severance pay. But 
instead of this Severance Pay 
Bill we have the National Secu
rity Bill. 

The National Security Bill is 
designed to thwart the militancy 
of the w orking: class of this 
country. The doors of liberty 
and freedom are now being bolted 
and barred in the faces of the 
Guyanese people, and if these  
doors h ave  t o  be  o pened by 
force, let them remember who made 
the challenge because, as I have 
said before,. the people will be 
on the march. No punitive legis
lation can suppress the will of 
the people. 

We have had $imilar legisla
tion in the United States of 
America where the agents of the 
F.B.I, were u sed against the 
wnrkers and their leaders. 

4-50 p.m. 

I want to quote from Page 121 
of a bo ok called The F. B.I.

Nobody Knows. This book w as 
written in 1922 when the railroad 
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workers went on strike in America 
because their wages were cut by 
15 per cent. It states: 

"The only • proof' that Burns 
ever acduced was one indispu
t a ble f act - that there were 
a growing number of s erious 
stri kes by American workmen. 
To the typ e  of pro business 
mentali ty that viewed every 
str i.ke as an evidence o f  ram
p ant radicalism, no o ther 
•proof' was re a lly ne eded.
From this astigmatic vi ew•
p oint, the events o f  1922
must have �e emed justi fica
t ion for the howls of alarm. 

The nation was in the thro es 
of a depression. Jobless �en 
walked the str e ets by the 
milli ons . Harding 's battle
cry, 'Back to n o rmalcy,'

brought the derisive t au nt
from The N ation that the
President was now_le arning
'slowly and p ainfully! wha1
sho uld have be en p at ent,
'that you cann o t  turn back
the hands of time • • • ' 11

Although suppressive measures

were used in 1922 in America, the 
workers were still on the march 
and little by little the then 
Pfesident and his Government rea
lised that they could not turn 
back the hand of time, The same 
thing can take place in this 
count ry. I have s aid before 
that, no matter what suppressive 
measures you may use, the will of 
the people will still remain on 
the march forward, 

The F.B.I. spent thousands of 
dollars to obtain true informa
tion as well as false informa
tion. Despite the amount of 
money voted for that purpose, the 
workers still remained on  the 
march. That is exactly what is 
happening in Guyana today. The 
hon. Minister of Home Affairs 
will be g iven p ower over and  
above the supreme a uthority of_ 
this country, and when he speaks 
he l ays emphasis  on certa in 
words. He is the supreme being in 
Guyana today. 

If we were to examine this 
.. Bill carefully we would see that 
the appointment of a tribunal is 
only a farce, because the •hon. 
Minis ter  has the overriding 
power. What are we doing with 
justice in this country'l We have 
several Judges in this country, 
but if the supreme commander (the 
Minister of Home Affairs) says 
to lock up C heeks he ·will be 
locked up. It is quite clear 
that the duties of the tribunal 
will be completely void. The 
person who drafted this piece of 
legislation should be sent back 
to school or to the schools of 
law, because justice must appear 
to be done, 

This Bill is g1V1ng all the 
power in the world to the hon. 
Minister of Home Affairs. Why 
are you giving one. man so much 
power? Even Christ consulted his 
disciples, but in this case if 
the "Doctor of jail or detention" 
says that you must go to that in
glorious pen known a s  Sibley 
Hall, then nobody can save you. 
The tribunal can 11.alc.e 1-rha.tever 
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recommendation it wishes, but the 
hon. Minister of Home Affairs is 
not obliged to accept it because 
he has overriding authority. 

My advice to this Government 
is to withdraw .this measure. If 
the hon. Minister has a soft spot 
in his heart, he should withdraw 
the Bill. It will be an indigni
ty for the Speaker to sit in his 
Chair while such a piece of leg
islation is passed in this House. 
Let us have legislation in this 
House that w ill be nefit the 
working-class people. We are 
only here for a time; we shall 
pass through this w orld but 
once, and anything �e can do to 
save our working people from ex
ploitation and poverty we must do 
now. 

5 p.m. 

I appeal to m embers of  the 
Gover nment to save themselves 
from this piece of dishonourable 
legislation. If they do not wish 
to save their souls it is a mat
ter for them. For the sake of 
justice, for the sake of fair 
play, for the sake of the dignity 
of the human being, I appeal to 
them to withdraw this measure. 
When they shall have done so they 
will have done a service to tht. 
coDDDunity. Freedom and liberty 
are cherished by everyone. That 
is why we have the courts 'of law. 
Every man must have the right to 
defend himself when accused, b ut 
under this Bill we  are seeking 
to introduce a measure whereby 
the nornal practice will be sus
pended and power and authority 

will be given to one individual. 
It does not matter who the indi
vidual is, power goes to one in
dividual. For God's sake let u� 
preserve liberty and freedom in
this country. Do unto others as 
you w ould they should do unto 
you. For that reason, I advise 
the Government to withdraw the 
Bill and I thank y ou, sir, for 
the latitude you have given me. 
[Applause,] 

Mr. Saffee: I am not inter
ested in the propaganda value of 
the Bill. This might be very 
appealing to some people. I am 
not i nterested in deliveri ng 
political punches. My approach 
to this measure is based on a 
realistic and practical outlook. 
I want to assume that the Govern
ment has introduced this measure 
in all sincerity and earnestness 
to provide security for the na
tion as a whole. [Hon. Members
(Government): Hear, hear! 11] As 
far as I am concerned the safe
guarding of the security, freedom 
and liberty of all the people of 
this c ountry, is necessary. 
Every precaution should be taken, 
and m ust be taken, to provide 
that security. 

What I am concerned about is 
that the measures that are being 
taken to provide this security 
are n o t b as e d on d em o c rat i c 
principles. I am not opposed to 
the powers that will be vested in 
the Minist er of Home Affairs. I 
am not against any individual, 
but what I consider .a flagrant 
transgression of democra ti c 
princ iples is that this Bil l  
gives too much authority t o  one 
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man. Whether a man be blac k 
or ye llo w, whether he be the 
hon. Dr. Reid or the hon. Mr • 
Bissember, it does not matter. I 
am considering the principle that 
an individu al is  being given 
power under this Bill to say who 
is to be de�ained, when he is to 
be detained and where he is to be 
detained. Nobody will be able to 
question the ·Minister's decision. 
This principle I do not support. 

Let me assume that the Min
ister of Home Affairs is a rea
sonable man; he is a Guyanese and 
he has the country• s interest at 
heart and will not attempt to use 
these powers which are given to 
him to arrest Guyanese and to 
detai n them.  But let me ask 
what assurance can he give to 
this House and to the people of 
this country that if he resigns 
or dies, �he man who succeeds 
him will not use these powers 
which are to be vested in the 
Minister of Home Affairs to de
tain people wrongfully? What 
guarantee has he to give this 
House and the nation as a whole? 

Are we not aware that people 
in th is country have diverse 
political opinions and diverse 
political vi e ws?  Are we no t 
aware that political philosophies 
that differ from each other are 
being propagated in this country? 
What will happen if certain peo
ple get into power and this law 
is there? Would they hesitate to 
use i t  a gainst people whose 
polit ical vi e ws differ from 
theirs? The Government tells us 
that this law is necessary and 
will not be used unless the situ-

ation needs it, but when it is on 
t he statute-boo k 1t becomes a 
pennanent feature. This I am 
opposed to, because as I said it 
cuts across democratic princi
ples. It cuts across the concept 
of democracy as we understand it_ 
in this country. Why does this 
Government put a damper on free
dom and 1 i be rty? The  o th er 
course is open to it. What the 
Government is doin,g is to aake 
emergency measures a permanent 
feature in this;country. 

5.10 p.m. 

This GoverRment is trying i.o 
put on our Statute-book emergency 
laws, laws which are used only 
when there is an emergenc�, when 
ther� is a threat to the peace 
and security of the nation, when 
Government needs extraordinary 
powers to deal witn an extra
ordinary situation. This Govern
ment is going to make permanent 
laws which should only be of a 
temporary nature. This is wrong 
and cuts across democratic prin
ciples. 

We have been told by the hon. 
Minister of Home Affairs, in his 
opening remarks - I have no "(\Qubt 
that the hon. Gentleman is sin
cere in what he says - that a man 
must not be allowed to use his 
personal freedom to interf ere 
with the freedom of others. I am 
totally in agreement with this, 
but this is the wrong way of 
tackling the problem. Let the 
nonnal course of the law operate. 
Why should we substitute an indi
vidual for the courts of this 
country? It is rather unfortu
nate for our young nation to 
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start promulgating Jictatorial 
laws which do not belong to a 
democratic society. 

If there were a threat to 
security, if there were explo
sions and violence, if people 
were sabotaging and blowing up 
buildings, I would have been the 
first person to ask the Govern
ment to take the necessary steps 
to deal with such a situation. 
But I cannot give my support to a 
measure which will make such laws 
a permanent feature of the laws 
of this land. 

All the people and all the 
political leaders of this country 
should strive more earnestly to 
widen our limited reservoir of 
goodwill and harmony. Where are 
we go ing? What are we doing? 
This young nation, just suffering 
the pangs of birth, is going 
through very difficult times. 
Will we help in any way by trying 
to create a situation whereby 
that limited goodwill and harmony 
which exist will deteriorate 
further? 

As I see it, there are people 
of different political views and 
there are different political 
parties in this country. The 
other day I was listening to a 
political meeting at Bourda Green 
and I overheard one person tell
ing another that the Bill is a 
good Bill, but that the man in 
whose hands the Bill will place 
power, is a man who cannot be 
trusted. The other night I heard 
one person telling another that 

this is the right Bill because 
the Government has got to lock up 
all the communists in this coun
try, and that unless it has the 
power to lock them up, it cannot 
do so. People associated with 
different political parties react 
differently to the measures in 
this Bill. I suppose they have, 
very good reason for reacting 
differently. 

What do we do? Are we help
ing in any way? Are we trying to 
improve the· political climate? 
Are we trying to improve the sit
uation generally? If the leaders 
of the political parties and the 
Members of this honourable House 
choose to tell me that, general
ly, there is peace, quietness and 
harmony in this country, they 
will be deceiving themselves and 
their countrymen as a \\hole. We 
must face reality. The situation 
in this country needs greater 
harmony, goodwill and understand
ing. We do not need laws which 
will create further distrust, 
disharmony and fear in the com
munity. �s I said before, this 
is a young country. We have many 
difficulties to face. Let us 
lead this country on the road to 
progress and advancement. Sup
pressive laws which  give un
limited powers to a Government do 
not help a country. They have 
failed and they will always fail. 
People will continue to oppose 
oppressive laws which trespass on 
the freedom and dignity· of men. 

South Africa is a glaring 
exam�le. Today the whole world 
is opposed to what is happening 
in that country, a country which 
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has, on its statute-book, dis
criminatory and suppressive laws 
against one section of the com
munity. This country does not 
need oppr essive la ws. This 
country does not need laws which 
will send people into concentra
tion camps. This country needs 
goodwill which will help the peo
ple to come together, talk over 
their differences, and see bow 
b est they can get on with the 
job of nation-building. 

I cannot support this mea

sure because it is a suppres
s ive measure. I cannot sup
port this m easure because it 
will intensif y  the fears of 
a cer t a i n  set of people i n  
this country. Th�s is some
thing which all of us are con
scious of. Our country is di
vided. It is no sense fooling 
ourselves; this is a fact. We 
must have the courage and under
standing·to face realities, and 
this measure will in no way alle
viate the fears of a certain 
section of the community. As a 
Guyanese I should like to see an 
improvement - not a deteriora
tion· - in the situation. I want 
us to move forward. This measure 
will certainly have an adverse 
effect on the racial situation. 

s. 20 p. m.

It was clearly said that one 
section of the community is in 
power. It is said openly in the 
streets, all over the place, that 
that section is using its posi
tion to discriminate against the 
other sect ion. This sort of 
thing only gives further ammuni
tion, it does not help. It only 

creates more opportunities for 
those who are interested in cre
ating bostili ty. Oppressive laws 
will not help us. They will 
create further suspicion in the 
community. Already there is a 
rising tide of fear and anxiety. 
I want t o i • p r e  s s u po n the 
Government that this is a fact, 
and it must have the courage, it 
must have the perspective to look 
into this problem realistically. 
If it does, it will certainly 
move forward. 

I know there are many who will 
tell us about the rascalities of 
"the Americans, and the rascali
ties of the British. They will 
tell us all about the tyranny, 
the v illainy which goes on in 
the western part of the world, 
but they will not tell us what 
happens in places such as Cuba 
and China. But we bear it over 
the radio, and we read it in the 
magazines. In Cuba , people 
who ar e not sympathetic w ith 
the Government are thrown behind 
bars, they are destroyed. Some

of them run away. We must have 
the picture of both sides. 

I want to be realistic , I 
want to face facts, I wa.nt to 
show that I look at these things 
with an open and impartial mind. 
We hear a lot about the glories 
and splendour of Cuba. We bear 
a lot abo ut progress in that 
country. But we do not be ar 
about the bad things. I, for 
one, do not quarrel with a aan 
because of his political philoso
phy, but under no circumstances 
will I support dictatorship of 
the Right or dictatorship of the 
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Left. I believe in democratic 
ideals and democratic!principles. 
I b eliev e i n  parlia m e nta ry 
democracy. The people must ha;e 
the final say about who should be 
in power, and so on. We do not 
want to have on our s tatute
book, laws which put power into 
the hands of one man who will be 
able to say who should be locked 
up. This smacks of com munism. 
This is what is happening in 
Cuba, and this is alien to our 
society. Why do you try to im
plant such destructive elements 
in our society? This is dicta
torship ! This Bill will give 
dictatorship to an individual and 
this cuts across democratic prin
ciple s. T h is is what I am 
opposed to. 

I have a copy of an of ficial 
bulletin is sued by the British 
Information Services in .George
town. What people are looking 
forwar d to today is what the 
leaders of the nation tell them 
from time. to time. The:v are 
looking forward to the fulfilment 
of these promises and if they do 
not see the fulfilmeii t of the 
promises that have been n.ade, and 
are still being made from time to 
time, then doubts and suspicion 
are bound to step in. I wish to_ 
quote a section of Mr. Burnham' s 
speech w hich appears in this 
bulletin - I am afraid there is 
no number on the page - under the 
heading Official Opening Speech 
by Mr. Anthony Greenwood at the 
Independence Conference, which 
was held in London, 1965. I 'quot"e:

"The Draft Constitution 
contains several provisions 
in enshrin ing the independ-
ence of the Judiciari and the 
enshrinement of humarr rights, 
bat it,is not so much what is 
written in the C onstitution 
as the spirit in which it is 
worked that counts, and as we 
c u t t h e p o 1 i t i c a 1 c h"3. i n s 

w h ich h av e  boun d us to 
Britain in the past, we still 
take w,ith us the legacy of 
the democratic concept while 
we embark upon building our 
new nation, a nation in which 
we  hope to abolish poverty, 
unemployment • 

Here it is, 'we are given the 
assurance that further steps will 
be taken to protect our liberty, 
our huma1;1 rights. It is not, as 
the Prime Minister said, what is c 
written in the Constitution, but 
it is the spirit how the Consti
tution works. This is what we 
are looking forward to, sir. You � 
said that you are dedicated to 
the preservation of democratic 
rights, human rights. Today, we 
have before the National Assembly 
a Bill which is going to take 
a��y human rights, a Bill which 
�111 give the Goverrunent absolute 
power, a Bill which will  wipe 
away those rights which you, as 
Prime Minister of the country, at
the Indepe ndence Conference, 
s aid that you would strive to 
maintain .. We are now asked to' 
pass a Bill which will destroy 
those rights which you, yourself 
pledged to protect. 

5.30 p.m. 

This is what I am against. I 
am against the trespassing on the 
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rights of the citizen. I ask the 
hon. Prime Minister to review 
w·hat he has sa'i d, and to give 
further consideration to the 
measure before the House. .This 
Bill cuts across what he himself 
has said at  the Constitutional 
Conference when we were asking 
the British Government to get out 
of this country and let us take 
over our responsibilities. Do 
not let us go back on our words. 

The people are looking upon 
the Prime Minister as a man who 
told the British Government that 
he was out  to  protect civil 
liberties and human rights •. He 
must not tell us now that.it was 
only a matter of words. We want 
to see the spirit of the Consti
tution in everything that is done 
in this country. It is not mere
ly a question of what is written 
on paper; it is a question of 
whether the Prime Minister is 
prepared to 1i ve up to what is 
written on pap er. I hope that 
the leaders of the nation will 
endeavour to 1i ve up to what is 
written in the Constitution, and 
put everything into practice. 
Let them put into practice the 
spirit that is so necessary to 
move this nation forward. 

I repeat that this Bill cuts 
across the Government's own pro
nouncement. When our Prime Min
ister went before the United 
Nations, he told the world that 
the country was moving forward; 
that substantial normalcy had re
turned to the country and so on • 
If you tell the world that the 
country is moving forward rapidly 
�nd the people are returning to 

normalcy, why are you now saying 
that we should have a Preventive 
Detention Act under which you can 
detain people and put them  in 
prison? That is what the Prime
Minister said, and this Bill cuts 
across his own pronounceaent. 
The Ambassador to the United 
States, Sir John Carter, has also 
spoken about things returning· to 
nonnalcy. 

Mr. Speaker: The hon. Meaber 
has exhausted his time. 

Mr. Persaud: I beg to move
that the hon. Member be given 15
minutes more to  comp lete hi� 
speech. 

Dr. Raajoha seconded. 

Question put, and Bg,reed to. 

Mr. Saffee: They have told 
the world that things have gone 
back to normalcy , and now the 
hon. Minister is telling us that 
we must have detention laws. The 
()eople outside who may be inter
ested in investing in this coun
try will have to think a.gain. I 
know that the Government is try
ing to get people to invest money 
in this country, but if it in
trod uc es a Detention Bill it 
will have an adverse effect on 
the people who desire to invest 
money here. 

At the moment we are facing 
a heavy depression in this coun
try. Any man in the street will 
tell you that something is wrong 
with our economy. I am not an 
expert in economics, but I know 
that somet hin� is wrong. The 
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Government has experts at its 
disposal, and people with the 
necessary expertise should advise 
the Government that something is 
radically wrong with the economy 
of this country. Everyone knows 
that there is an economic depres
sion in this country. What is 
responsible for this? This type 
of contradiction will not help 
us, because the people who desire 
to invest·money in the country 
may change their minds when they 
hear that the Government is in
troducing measures to d etain 
people. Some people will be in
clined to believe that the con
try is not stable and that things 
are contrary to what the hon. 
Prime Minister and the Ambassador 
to the United States said in the 
U.S.A. 

I have mentioned these things 
in order to bring to the Govern
ment• s attention that what it 
proposes to do here will not only 
create doubts in the minds of 
people locally, but will also 
prevent outsiders from investing 
money in .this country. The 
Government should give further 

consi deration to this measure 
which it is trying to make law, 

I have here a copy of what is 
called the Universal Declaration 
of Human Ri ghts. I shall quote 
from the preamble of the Declara

tion: 

"Whereas recognition of 
the inherent dignity and of 
the equal and inal ien able 
rights of all members of the 

human family is the founda
tion of freedom, justice and 
peace in the world. 

Whereas disregard and 
c ontempt for human rights 
have resulted in barbarous 
acts which have outraged the 
conscience of mankind, and 
the advent  of a world in 
which human beings shall en
joy freedom of speec h and 
belief and freedom from fear 
and want has been proclaimed 
as the highest aspiration of 
the common people, 

Whereas it is essen
tial, if man is not to be 
compelled to 'have recourse, 
as a last resort, to rebel-
1 ion a gainst tyr anny a nd 
oppression, that human rights 
snould be protected by the 
rule of law, 

Whereas it is essential 
to promote the development of 
friendly relations between 
nations, 

Whereas the peoples of 
the United Nations have in 
the Charter reaffirmed their 
fa ith 1.n fundamental human 
rights, in the dignity and 
worth of the human person and 
in the equal rights of men 
and women and have determined 
to promote social progress 
and better standards of life 
in the larger freedom. • 11 

This is human liberty, and 
people all over the world have 
striven for ages to defend and 
prote ct and preserve these  
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• things. If any attempt is made
to destroy human liberty or hum an
freedom, then there is bound to

• be opposition to it. This is the 
time for those who are believers
in freedom, in democracy and in 
the rule of law to get up and

, expre ss in n o  uncertain terms 
their opposition to this Bill. 

I do not support this measure 
because it cuts acro ss the very 
fabric of our society. I am a 
firm beli ever in the democratic 
wa y o f  life, fn d emo era.tic 
i deals, and in the parliamentary 
s ystem of Governmen t. I hate 
dictatorship either by the Right 
or by the Left._ I have a copy of 
a book b.ere entitled "Freedom of 
Democracy 11. 

5, 40 p� m. 

> I wish to quote from this
book, Freedoa and Democracy. It
i s  a quotation from the great
En glishman . Burke.

"Liberty is a good to 
be improved, not an evil to 
be lessened. It is not only 
a bles sing of the first 
order, but the vital spring 
and energy of the State it• 
self, which has only so much 
vigour as there is liberty in 
it. II 

In the circumstances I cannot 
support a measure like this., It 
is against my concept of democra,
cy., I list six reason s fo r the 
rejection of the Bill.; One, the 
Bill is ill-timed. The situation 
in the country, as clained by the 
Government. itself, does not. war- -

• rant. t.he use of t.hese powers.
Two, it vest.s a.rbit.rary powers in
the h ands of one in divi dual.

Three, it subst.it.ut.es an indivi
dual for t.he Court.s. If a person 
is charged with an offence he 
must. have t.he libert.y t.o go to 
the Court.s t.o have t.he ma.t.t.er 
tried by JD impartial judg�. 
Under t.�is law, t.his w ill not 
11appe n, fo r  t.he M1nis te r · will 
have t.he power t.o detain a person 
for three months. Four, the Bill 
lays a. founda.t.ion for dictator
ship. Five, it.gives peranency 
to emergency powers, which are 
not.normally needed unless there 
is a. grave threat to the peace 
a.nd security of the nat.i.on. Fi
nally , this measure will drill a 
dangerous hole in the fabr ic of 
our socie t.y. 

I a.m sure �hat if this Bill 
- is passed it will lay the founda
tfon for deterioration in la.wand
order. I a.m not opposed to, Dill'"
do I have any a.cri•ony towards,
t.he individual in whose hands
t.his power is t.o be placed, but
he cannot control a sit.nation
like this fo:r: ever, and who knows
-w ho will replace hi•? It is
therefore wrong to give power to 
a.n individual. It cuts across
democratic princ iples as we un
derstand· them. [Applame�J

Mr. Jagaa: We have heard 
fro11 the;Minister of Boae Affairs 
�-�he Minist�r of Agriculture 
that )�ere a.re pr0\1.sions in Aet.s 
in o t her coun t ri es which a.re. 
similar to the provisions in-this 
Bill. We sho•tld consider .not.. the 
question of" whether there are 
simil a r  p ro v isi ons in other 
countries, but.. whether the condi
t.ions in our country today war
rant the int.roduc�ion of these 
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pro\�sions. There is no doubt 
that there are pre,•entive meas
ures in  other c ountries, bu 
there is, too, no doubt that w 
do not find similar protlsions in 
many other countries. For in
stance, in England, during timE 
of war there has been emergenc� 
legislation enacted for limited 
periods of time, but emergency 
regulations were repealed SOOli 

after the termination _of_the war 
and regulations dealing with pre
ventive detention were also re
pealed immediately the war ended. 

We have heard from the hon. 
Minis ter of Agriculture about 
the rule of law. He said thaL 
the conception of the Interna
tional Commission of Jurists on 
the rule of law had watered down. 
One of' the fundamental principles 
in all democratic societies is 
.that an individual is presumed to 
.be innocent unless the contrary 
can be pro\'ed. The Minister is 
not here, but I am sure he would 
agree with me Lhat during peace
tiine a measure such as this would 
be regarded as contrary to the 
rule of law. 

A preventi\'e detention Act 
gives to a Minister executive 
powers which, during a crisis, 
should only be exercised by the 
executive. The whole concept of 
preventive detention, as I have 
said, is that it cuts across the 
funda mental principle that a 
person who is accused of a crime 
has to  be brought before the 
Courts, where he should be prO\'ed 
guilty. The alternative to that 

Provisions Bill 

is that· the indivudual must es
tablish h!.s �orence. 

Much has been sa�d about. pre- • 
ventive detention in India. May 
I be permitted to quote passages 
from this book, ent.iLled Fl.61.da
mental Rights in India, and writ
ten by Alan Gl edhill. I quote ' 
one sentence deal ing with pre
ventive detention: 

"No offence is prove d, no 
charge for mu lated, and the 
justification of such deten
tion is suspicion·or reason
a b 1 e p r.o b a b i 1 i t y , an d n o t 
criminal conviction, which 
c an only be warranted by 
legal evidence." 

Mav 1 also, as 1 am dea..l�ng 
wi Lh Lnis book, ::; i c.e ano :.her pas-
sage. Preventive dec.ention has 
t.aken away the powers of Lhe 
Courts. Instead of judges and 
juries, in cerLain cases, being 
given the power to  dee.ermine 
whether a person is innocent. or 
guilLy, now the p ower will be 
given to a Tribunal composed of 
members of the judiciary or such 
members who are qualified to be 
judges. 

5. 50 p. rn.

On page 61 of this same book,
dealing with the resc.riction of 
freed om of as s ociati on, the 
author states: 

'
1 It was held, bnth 1n 

the Madras High Court and on 
appeal in the Supreme Court, 
t hat the Act, eve n as a
mended, was unreasonably re
strictive of the Right of 
freedom of association. The 
Supreme Court said that to • 
impose restrictions withoul 
allowing their grounds to bs 
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tested by judicial inquiry 
was strong evidence of un
reasonableness. A summary 
and largely one-sided review 
o f  gro unds b y  an Advisor�
Board was no substitute for
judicial inquiry."

'rhese are some of the principles 
of t.he rule of law. 

During the d eba�e on �he 
Labour Relations Bill in 1963, 
t.he hon. Minister of Housing and 
Reconstruction (Mr. Bissember), 
who w as then a member of t.he 
Opposition, also had cause t.o re
fer tot.he rule of law. He cited 
a passage from a book entitled 
Cuba and the Rule of Law which 
was published by the Internation
al Commission of Jurists. The 
passage that the hon. Ministe� 
c ited appears on Column 1986 
of th e Hansard of 19th April, 
1963. n reads as follows: 

"The Commissi on is 
dedicated to the support and 
advancement of the Rule of 
Law. It has def ine d  this 
term as· 

fhe principles, insti
tutions and procedures, not 
al�ays identical, but broadly 
similar, which the experience 
and traditions of la��ers in 
d ifferent countries of the 
w o rld, often having them
s e lves varying politic a l  
structures and economic back
ground, have shown to be im
portant to protect the indi
vidual from arbitrary govern
ment and to enable him to 
enjoy the dignity of man. 

In this perspective, 
the Rule of Law emerges as a 
dynamic concept which should 

be employed not only to safe
guard an� �1vance the civil
an� political rights of the 
individual in a free society, 
b ut also to promote soci�l, 
economic and cultural condi
tions under which his legiti
mate aspirations may be rea
lized." 

Apparently, Members on the other 
side have now forgott.en about. the 
rule of law which t.hey so.oft. en 
spoke about. when they were in t.he 
Opposition. 

Let us look at provisions in 
t.his Bill which will enable t.he 
M!.nist.er t.o de�ain persons on 
suspicion without trial. May I 
r efer, first of all, to Clause 
4(1) of the Bill which states: 

" 4. (1) Subject: to the pro• 
v isi ons o f  section 6. the 
Mini.ster may, if satisfied 
with respect to any person 
that, with a view to prevent• 
ing him acting in any manner 

prejudicial to public safety 
or public o rder or the de•
fence of Guyana, • • • "

I will just. st.op t.here for a 
minut.e. The Him.st.er is only re
quire d t. o  b e  sat.isfi ed, not. 
"reasonably sat.isf ied". My hon. 
and learned Friends on t.he ot.her 
side will agree  wi  t.h ae t.hat. 
t.here is a dist.inct.ion bet.we,u a 
person b eing sat.isfied and a

person being reasonably sat.is
fied. In support. of ay proposi
tion, may I cit.e a passage which

deals wi t.h t.his •t..t.er. 

As I have said, in England 
also, during t.he war, t.here were 
pro,�sions for prevent.ive det.en
t.ion. A person was det.ained and, 
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as a consequence of his deten
r.ion, he subseuuenLly broughL an 
action for wrongful l.lllprisonment. 
The case I wish LO re fer Lo is 
Liversidge v. Anderson. MosL of 
my hoh. and learned Friends will 
remember Lhis case very well. 
This case is referred Lo in The

All England Law Re.ports 1941, 
Vol. 3. JusLice ViscounL_Ma.ugham, 

· dealing wHh Lhis provision, re
ferred LO Lhe provision as H was
in 1947. This appears on page
34 7 of t.his book:

"lfhe Secretary of State 
if satisfied with respect to 
a particular person that with 
a view to preventing him 
,at'ting in any manner prej u
dicial to the public safety 
or the defence of the �ealm 
it is necessary to do so may 
(inte� alia) make an order 

.d irecting th a t  he be de-
tained. 111 

Your Honour will observe that he 
only then used the words "if 
satisfied". Defence Regulation 
18B that was in force during the 
last war, however, reads as fol
lows: 

"1f the Secretary of 
Stat� has reasonable cause to 
believe any person to be of 
h ostile origin or associa
t ions and that by reason 
thereof it is necessary to 
exercise control over him he 
may make an order against 

that person directing that he 
be detained. 11 

Dealing wHh Lhe difference 
of words ViscounL Maugham says 
Lhis on page 348 of Lhis book: 

"The third observation is 
that the words 'has reason-
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able cause to believe' are 
not without a probable mean
ing. It may well have been 
thought desirable to draw the 
attention of the Secretary of 
State to the fact that, in 
certain cases, and in par
t icular in cases in which he 
was considering the serious 
step of deprivin� a person of 
his liberty for an uncertain 
period, he must himself have 
considered whether there was 
reasonable cause for forming 
the belief which would-j usti· 
fy his action. On the other 
hand, I suppose he might be 
'satisfied' of some fact by 
the report of one �f h is 
s ubor d inates i n  whom h e  
placed complete confidence." 

You will see that there is a dif
ference. Previous to 1939, when 
Regulation 188 was enac ted in 
England, they had only used the 
words that the Secretary of State 
had to be sa tis fi ed. But that 
was subsequently changed to state 
that the Minister must have rea
sonable cause for suspi cion. 
Now, it is important because if 
a p erson has to qu estion his 
detention, there is that dif
ference which may tend to be in 
his favour. 

6 p.m. 

If -we move to  Clause 5 ('I), 
it is stated that: 

"!Any person in respect 
of whom a'detention ordet is 
i n  f or c e  m ay be arrested 
w ithou t  w a r r a n t  b y  any 
policeman and may be detained 
in such place an d such condi
tions as the Minister may 
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from time to time direct .. . " 

These are very sweeping powers. 

The Minister has also re
ferred us to the Preventive De
tention Act in India, but if the 
Minister were to go through that 
Act, he would see that there is 
no such provision for conditions 
as stated in this Clause. Under 
the provisions in this Bill, l

person can be detained and his 
detent,ion can continue if -tbe
Tribunal so recommends. That is 
under Clause 6 (1).

Clause 6 (2) reads as fol
lows:-

11!fhe references in sub
sect ion (1) of this section 
to a period of three m onths 
include references t o  any 
lesser periods that am ount in 
t he a g grega te to three 
m onths: 

Pr ovided that no two 
such lesser periods shall be 
aggregated for this purpose 
if the period between the 
expiration of the fir3t and 
the c om m en cement of t he 
s econ d is m o re than one 
inonth. 11 

As I understand that prov1s1on, 
it means thad the Minister could 
detain a person for 32 days, re
lease him, pick him up the very 
next day, detain him for another 
two months, release him another 
day and continue in that manner, 
thereby preventing the whole in
tention of the Tribunal. My hon. 
and learned Friend, the Prime 
Minis ter may say that no one 
would act in that way . [The 
Prime Minister: . "The Bill does 
not provide for that. A month 

has to elapse before you can pick 
him up again. l'J We are coming to 
that. If we m ove further -
[[be Priae Minister: "If you do 
not have a month in between, you 
would get three. It is a question 
of mathematics, not law. "=i 

rrnder Clause 6 (3) it is 
stated that once a Tribunal hes 
recommended that a person should 
be released, he should not be de
tained again within six mo�ths on 
the same grounds, so it follows
that after the six months he 
could be detained again on the 
same grounds. I have said and I 
.rill show that, under the Clause 
dealing with restriction, the 
whole usefulness of this Tribunal 
that would be established under 
section 7 of this Bill could be 
avoided. 

The h on. Member Mr. Oscar 
Clark said at a meeting - it was 
reported in the Chronicle - that 
the Tribunal would.be ma.de up of 
members of the Judiciary. This 
is not so. Maybe he did not read 
the Bill or he was trying to mis
lead his audience. Under Clause 
7 (2) - if I may read it for the 
benefit of my hon. Friend - it is 
stated as follows: 

"The Trib unal shall

-c onsist of a chairman and

tw o other members w-h9 shall
be app ointed by the Cllancel
l or from am ong persons ... who
are Judges of the Supreme
Court of Judicature or who
are qualified to b� appointed
as Puisne Judges of the High
Court. 1

1 

The hon. Member Mr. Bo-.....a,,.id, 
"Well?" apparently, he has not 
seen the d istinction either. 
[Mr. Bo-waan: "No . 11] Listen and 



1399 National Security 22ND NOVEMBER, 1966 (•iscellaneous 1400 

[MR. JAGAN_I 

Under the provision, tLe Chan
cellor has the right to choose 
the members from the Judiciary, 
or he need not choose any person 
from the Judiciary. 

We have also seen tba.t, under 
Clause 5 (2), a detainee would be 
permitted to be represented by a 
legal adviser. I thought that 
the draughtsman would have been 
present when this aspect of the 
matter was being debated. As I 
have said, under Clause 5 (2) it 
is stated in no uncertain terms 
that the legal adviser for the 
detainee should be there to re
present him at the heari-ng. But 
let us move to Clause 9 (3) and 
see what is to be enacted. It is 
my submission that Clause 9 (3) 
is contrary to what is stated in 
Clause 5 (2) - that the detainee 
would have the right to be repre
sented at the hearing. Clause 9
(3) reads as follows:

"The Tribunal shall,
from such proceedings before
it as shall he held for the
purposes of subsection (1)
of this section,· exclude any
p erson n ot being the de
tainee, who shall be present
at the proceedings, or his
legal represe ntative or a
policeman having custody of
the detainee • • • "

It goes on to mention other per
sons who may be excluded. There
fore, when one reads Clause 9 (3) 
which states that, at a hearing 
where the person is to be tried 
before this Tribunal his legal 
representative may be excluded, 
what is the use of stating in 
Claus e 5 ( 2) that the person 

Provisions) Bill 

would be allowed at the earliest 
opportunity, without delay, to 
co�ult a legal adviser of his 
choice who would be able to re- •
present him? 
6.10 p.m. 

Surely, something is wrong in 
the provisions of Clause 5 (2) 
and Clause 9 (3). We have heard 
so much about this tribunal. Let 
us for the sake of argument say 
that the tribunal has heard the 
case of a detainee, and has ruled 
that there. is not sufficient 
cause why this person should be 
detained. Under this provision, 
when it becomes' law, the person 
detai ned would have to be re
leased. But look at the power 
the hon. Minister of Home Affairs 
has a fter the detainee is re
leased by the tribunal! If the 
tribunal has decided that there 
is not sufficient cause for the 
man to be detained, under Clause 
12 (1) -

"The Minist er may, if 
satisfied with respect to any 
person (whether the Tribunal 
has given any report in his 
f avour in accordance with
subsection (1) of section 10 
or not) that, with a view to 
preventing him from acting in 
a ny man ner prejudicial to 
public safety or public order 
or the defence of Guyana, it 
is necessary so to do, make 
an order for a!l or any o f  
the following purposes, that 
is to say -

{a) For securing that, except 
in so  far as he may be 6 
permitted by the order, 
or by such authority or 
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person as may be speci
fied in the oTder, that 
person shall not be in 
any such area in Guyana 
as may be so specified. 11 

Even i f  t h e  T r ibunal has  
decided that there is not suffi
cient cause for any person. to be 
detained, the Minister under 
Clause 12 (1) can have him taken 
up and res tricted to  ce rta i n  
areas. The Minister can direct 
that such a per s on sh ould n ot 
enter any area in Guyana that is 
excluded in the order. The Min
ister may decide to do anything 
he likes. If he is satisfied that 
the Tribunal should not have rele
ased a detainee, all he has to do 
under Clause 12 (1) is to put the 
man under restriction and send 
him to some remote area. This is 
a very serious piece of legisla-
tion. [Mr. r.heeks: "Conditions 
in this country make that neces
sary."] It is obvious that the 
hon. Minister of Local Government 
has not read this Bill. The Min
ister can send a detaim�e any
where he likes. Ke can send hi• 
to the western part of Ankoko. 

Mr. Speaker: Time! 

Mr. Chaadisiagh: I beg to 
move that the hon.  Member be 
given 15 minutes to complete his 
speech. 

Mr. Raa Lrraa seconded.

Question put, and negatived. 

Mr. Luck: I rise to oppose 
the passage of this Bill because 
I see in it n ot a mere prelude 
to tyranny, but I see tyranny it-

self. l'len of conscience ·are re
volted by the thought that per
sons can b e  de tained w ith out 
cause being shown, and only a 18D 
of paltry spirit would supp or<. 
arbitrary detention without trial 
of any hu11an being. It augurs a 
poverty of spirit. 

On behalf of this Bill, it is 
being urged that these powers of  
preventive detention w ill be 
exercisable under the scrutiny 
of a Tribunal. This reainds ae 
that the Tribunal is very siailar 
to a previous Tribunal appointed 
in this co untry  in t he y ea.r 
l954 - the powers are identical; 
the proced ure i s  the s aae. I 
refer to the Tribunal set np by 
the Britis h G overnaent in this 
country in 1954 under the then 
emergency laws. I t  h ad at its 
head Sir Peter Bell. Other aea
bers of the Tribunal were co•
prised of Carlos Goaes, a proai
nent Catholic, Mr. Raapersaud, or 
some such responsible Indian, and 
another person. 

At the tiae the lawyers in 
the P.P.P. decided that the per
sons who were. then in arbitrary 
detention would not go before the 
Tribunal. On the  a dvice o f  
Mr. L.F.S. Burnhaa of the _P.P.P.� 
sl.rongly supported by Kr. Rudy 
Luck, we t.ook a unaniaous deci
sion that w� would have nothing 
to do with the diabolical Tribu
nal.• What the Coaaission w as 
called upon to do was farcical, 
and it must be recorded in the 
history of this country in soae 
paper that Mr. Burnhaa took the 
new quite explicitly that the 
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appearance of any person before 
such a Tri bunal w as a n  u t t e r  
waste of tiw:. 
6:20 p.m. 

We attacked the Tribunal on 
many grounds. The main ground 
was that, even if the men who 
comprised the Tribunal we  re of 
the utmost integrity, their pow
ers were v ery l imit ed and the 
procedure before it, where a man 
had to prove himself innocent of 
charges, the prec ise nature of 
which he did not know, was per
verse. Mr. B urnham, a;s I said 
before, refused to have anything 
to·do with a Tribunal, the proce
dure before which was so perverse 
and so diabolical and acted on 
this view when defending Martin 
Carter and Rory Westmaas. 

We are now told by the same 
gentlenan that a Tribunal so con
posed would defend the liberty of 
Lnt subjee; t. Sur ely  t his is  
evidence o f  c o nf us io n  in  the 
thinking of  Mr. Burnham? What
ever may be hils confusion, I will 
tell hon. Members that, in the 
former cas e, w e  at tacke d t he 
Tribunal and the upshot of it was 
that one week after th e first 
meeting of the T_ribunal, Mr. 
Carlos G?mes resigned and stated 
his reasons in public.· Hon. Mem
bers will be surprised to  know 
that Mr. Carlos Gomes, a pillar 
of the Church at a time when com
munism was a live issue, not a 
dead one as it now is, came out 
into the open and said he refused 
to have anything to do with_such 

a farcical judicial. enquiry. He 
said this "publicly not privately. 

Mr. Burnham, as he was be
fore, was be tter than the Mr. 
Burnham of today, as everybody 
knows. He was clearly right at 
that time. Mr. Carlos Gomes was 
clearly". right, when he said that 
people wer e locked up with no 
chance of defending themse lves 
and that he would have nothing to 
do with so irregular a procedure. 
This Tribunal is even worse than 
the one set iip previously. 

With your permission, sir, I 
should like t o  read a p as s age 
from Dr. R ichm ond's mem orable 
letter of res i gnat ion, which 
appeared i n  Tues day's M irro r.

Whatever may be Dr. Richmond's 
shortcomings - and, of course, he 
is a typical middle-class Guya
nese with all the limitations of 
that type of person and of that 
upbringing - his letter I would 
wish to ha ve rec orded f or all 
posterity. I read from page 4 of 
the Mirror:

11 1 op pose p reventive·
deten tion because it poses a 

grave threat to the freedom 
of the individual, because it 
is contrary to our national 
intere st  an d our national 
unity; I oppose it because it 

is not necessary. 11 

The truth is that, in this 
short passage, Dr. Richmond has 
spoken all there is to say on  
this Preve ntive Detention Bill. 
It is unnecessary; it is contrary 
to our national i nterest and to 
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our 11&tional unity; it poses a Si tting suspended at 6.30 

grave thre at to the freedo• of p.m. 
• the individual.

In the course of ay speech I 
have dealt with the Tribunal b.e

cause this, I feel, was the .trap 
used to conviace the ae•bers of 
the United Force that they would 
have soae say in the arbitrary 
locking up of people. They be
lieve tba.t because of the origin 
of the judiciary -they will have 
s<>11ething to do with decisions. 

The work of the Tribunal will 
be wholly farcical. Anyone who 
wants to d o  s oae research will 
fil)d that Kr . Li n d e n  F or b es 
Saapson Bu rnha.a, i n  the ye a r  
1954, aainta.ined that the proce
dure before such a Tribunal wa.s 
wholly perverse and an appearance 
before it �s a total waste of 
tiae. He s o  a d v i se d M artin 
Carter a.nd Rory Westll8.as. 

One gentleman, who had been 
detained without any charges be
ing laid, did appear before the 
rribunal a gain st our adv ice. 
When he app ear e d  bef ore the 
Tribunal, one of the charges he 
bad to answer, charge,s which were 
held against hi• to justify his 
detention, was that he knew Dr. 
Ja.gan. Mr. Bu rn ha• knows of 
this. 

That was the Tr ibuna l of 
1953, and believe it or not that 
11&D's illprisoruaent was upheld by 
the Tribunal. There were thir
teen charges an d the on ly one 
tha.t could stand was that the aan 
knew Dr. Jaga.n. 

8.15 p.m. 

[Mr. Depaty Speaker in the
Chair] 

On reausption -

Mr. Depwty Speaker: WIien the 
suspension was talren the hon. 
Member Mr. Luck was speaking. 

Mr. Lack: I regard the poiDt 
as well ta ken, an d very well 
111a.de, that this Bill violates, if 
not the le tter, at lea st t he 
spirit of the Fundaaental Rights 
Clause in o ur C o ns titut i on. 
Clause 16 (1) of the Bill 81l)Owers 
a poli ceaan above the rank of 
inspector to sea.rch any preaises 
at a.ny tiae. Certainly, I regard 
Clause 16 (1) of this Bill as a 
violation uf the Constitution. 
This is  connected with the con
tin_ua.tion of the eaetgency until 
such t;iae as this Bill is passed. 

You wi ll recall I have said 
before, in this House, that the 
prediction that the eaergency 
will continue to a given tiae is 
itself evidence of a violation of 
our constitution al right an d I 
cannot help wondering whether, in 
a very short while, an intelli
gent Gu,anese will n ot observe 
with equal justice, as was ob
served by a ve ry inte llig ent 
Russian, and I use the words of 
the Russian: "Every country has 
its Constitution; ours is abs o
lutism aoderated by assassina
tion." 
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I take t he opp o s it e vi e w
from that advanced by members of 
the Government. I say that free
dom is a very tender plant and, 
in these emerging countries, it 
needs the most careful nurture . 
We are emerging from a nightmare. 
At the best of times, in the best 
circumstances, and with the ut
most care, freedo m  stands in 
danger in this country. Ours is 
a society dominated by intoler
ance, and the only thing we can 
tolerate in this country is in
tolerable wrong. Guyanese, by 
and large, are very intolerant, 
but, due t o our her ita ge of 
slavery, it was a condition of 
survival that we should learn to 
tolerate wrongs. 

It is precisely because of 
the past di visions in our coun
try, of the deep suspicions, of 
the previous hatreds and wrongs 
on both sides, that we ought not 
to seek to establish an absolute 
Government in this country - and 
this is absolutism personified. 
I am sure "that the hon . Prime 
Minister read the book - I have 
said it before; it is the book he 
used for his Guiana scholarship -
about the benevolent despots. 
What a mi�fortune for this coun
try that his young and plastic 
mind should have been nurtured on 
such vile food. There is no such 
thing as a benevolent despot. 

8. 20 p. m.

I have already adverted to
the deep SU$picions and, indeed, 
hostilities which prevail in this 

uountry. In support of this I 
desire to quote a very apt pas
sage from the very excellent New

English Bible, text published by 
Oxford and Cambridge. This is 
from the Gospel according to St. 
Paul, Romans I: Ver se 29. Let 

. us understand what is going to 
happen just now. This is what 
St. Paul said to the Romans: 

"They are fille d wi th 
every kind of injustice, mis
chief, rapacity, and malice; 
they are· one mass of envy, 
murder, rivalry, treachery, 
a�d malevolence; whisperers 
and scandal-mongers, hateful· 
to Go d, insolent, arrog ant, 
and boastful; they invent new 
kinds of mischief, they show 
no loyalty to parents, no 
consci ence , no fi d elity to 
their plighted word; they are 
without natural affection and 
w ithout p ity. The y  kno w 
w ell enough t he just de
c r e e  of  Go d, t hat those 
who b ehave like this de
serve to die, and yet they 
do it; not only so, they ac
tu ally appla u d  such prac
tices." 

The appositeness tif this quota
tion is justified. It is made 
c l ear when half the country 
thinks this of the other half. 
Let us not fool ourselves. Just 
as Jordan of Wismar said these 
words applied to the P.P.P., so 
it is clear that the·P.P.P. be
lieves these words are amply 
justified, bnt in relation to the 
P.N.C. In such a situation, in 
such a country, do we proceed 
under a cloak of unjust laws to 
seek the establishment of the 
dominance of merely a section of 
the country over the other sec-
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tion? Do we do this? Do we seek 
to make an absolute dictatorship 
based only on the leadership of a 
faction? 

For myself, I do not believe 
that the powers conferred on the 
Minister of Home Affairs, and on 
the Government, should-be en
trusted to any man, however wise, 
for again in the words of St. 
Paul in his memorable Epistle 
to the Romans at,verse 10: 

1
1 There is no just man, not 

one; 
No one who understands, no 
one who seeks God. 
All have swerved aside, al] 
alik e have be come debased; 
There is no one to show kind
ness; no, not one. 

Th eir throat 1s an ope n  
grave, 
They .use their tongues for 
treachery, 
Adders' venom is on their 
lips, 
And their mouth is full of 
bitter curses. 

Their fee t  hasten to shed 
blood, 
Ruin and misery lie along 
their paths, 
They are strangers to the 
high-road of peace, 
Arld reveren ce for God does 
not enter their thoughts. 11 

The power hereby claimed, 
clearly ought not to be exercis
able by anyone, much less this 
Government. As I said oefore, 
this country literally hangs in 
the balance. No reading of his
t or� can justify the arro�ant 

assmnption implicit in this Bili 
that the people who support the 
P.P.P. will be cowed, will be 
brow beaten, will be conquered by 
this Government. There can be 
nobody who reads history who can 
come to such a false conclusion. 
What the n is t he purpose of 
bringing this Bill? Again I 
adopt Dr. Richmond's argument that 
this Bill is contrary to national 
unity. Those who support this 
side of the House will rem�mber 
to their dying days the _ineffec
tiveness of the police to give 
them protection. This ineffec
tiveness in times past amounted 
t o  the gravest dereliction 0£ 
duty. Do you expect those who 
support this party on this side 
o f  the House not to have deep
thoughts, a sense of grave wrong,
when they find that the police
are now so very active and so
very efficient? Those of us �ho
work for Guyana must work towa.l'ds
an identity of interest between
the major races in this country,
and anybody who does not do this
is a traitor to Guyana.

The possibilities of mischief 
i n  this country are endless. 
Evil-�inded persons can make a 
hornet's nest in the lives of the 
people of this country. I some
times wonder whether the purpose 
of the whole exercise in this 
country is not to let the whole 
world lmow what dire effects from 
c i vi 1 di s co rd flow. I loo k  
around and I see hard-hearted 
men, vile traitors to the cause 
of this country promoting the 
most vicious tyranny, rampant 
racialism. The interest of this 
country cannot go forward on the 
basis of permanent division of 
the races in this country. It 
c annot go forward as a Police 
State when only one s ide of 
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the country has confidence in the 
policemen. This is siaple com
mon sense. 

Mr. Depaty Speaker: You have 
another minute. 

Mr •. Lack: So, serious are the 
•istakes in this country that I
soaetilles wonder whether powerful
nations are not keeping in re
serve the gravest civil discqrd
in th is country as a •eans of
sabotaging Afro-Asian unity. May
I say this: I believe that the
union of the Afro-Asian coun
tries is an indispensable requi
site.

8.JJ p.m.

Mr. De,•ty Speaker: Time! 

Mr. Raa �arraa: I beg to 
move that the hon� Me.ber be per
mitted to speak for half an hour. 

Mr. Depaty Speaker: I have 
the Speaker's record before me, 
and I have to be guided by it. 
Anyway, is it agreed that the 
h on. Kea ber should speak for 
another  15 •inutes? 

Question put, and negatived. 

Mr. Liade: "Except the Lord 
build the house, they labour in 
vain that build it; except the 
Lord keep the city, the watchman 
waketh but in vain." Hon. hem
bers have referred to the Consti
tutions of aa.ny countries - India 
for instance - and pointed out 
that restrictio:ns do not prevent 
violence. There is evidence to 
show that no ma.n-1118.de legislation 
can prevent violence. [Ila.. Mea• 
lters (Government): "We cannot 
hear you."] 

frovisions) Bill 

Actually a very confusing 
state of affairs e�ists here. 
The hon. Minister of Hoae Affairs 
does not seem to know what he is 
doing. Is he aware of the every
day occurrences in this country? 
A l•ost every dal people are 
choked and robbed m the streets, 
and I a• sure he wil l r e ad 
about these things in his files. 
ls it due to  arro�ance and 
conteapt that the Governaent aust 
proceed with this Bill? Since 
this  is  a c ontroversial o r  
national is�e, let us deal with 
i t  in a nationa.l way. Let us 
take a referendum and let the 
people decide whether they want
a Natione! Security Bill or not. 

The hon. Prime Minister has 
indicated.to ae that provisions 
are made in the Constitution for 
a referendum; therefore, let the 
people decide the matter. I am
sure that the people would prefer 
freedom - freedom from fear, and 
freedom to walk the streets in 
peace. The people are afraid to 
walk with money in their pockets; 
they are also afr aid to walk 
without money, because they will 
be beaten when the choke-and-rob 
boys find thea without money. It 
seeas as though we are at the end 
of our tether and do not know 
where to turn. 

Last night I took up a book 
written by Billy Grahaa entitled 
Time is Running Out. [B-. lea= 
lters (GoverDllent): "We cannot 
hear you ."] 

Mr. Depaty Speaker: Can the 
hon. Member come a little nearer, 
so that we m.y hear him. 

Mr. Line: Last night I took 
up a book written by Billy Grahaa 
entiUed Time is Running Out. and 
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I quote: "Where are we going?''. 
The scripture can answer these 
questions, and I should like to 
refer to scripture in order to 
answer these questions. 

Mr. Bi.sseabers The Shorthand 
Writer cannot hear you. 

Mr. O.ases Bon. Meabers on 
that side are making too auch 
noise. 

Mr. Depaty Speakers Will the 
hon. Member speak a bit loader, 
so that the· Shorthaod Writer can 
record his sp?ech; he can com� 
nearer, if he wanb t.o, 

Mr. Claa•es Be should speak 
from his seat. 

Mr. Li••es I wi 11 read from 
Isiah 59, verse 14: 

"'And judgment is turned 
away backward, and justice 
standeth afar off: for truth 
is fallen in the street , and 
equity cannot enter." 

The hon. Minister says that 
this Bill is to promote justice, 
but it is contrary to our nation
al int eres t. [Boa. Me••er• 
(Government): "We cannot hear 
you. '1] I will turn to the scrip
ture and read from James, Chap
ter 5, in order to show the rea
son for certain things. 

8.40 ,,.,.. 

"'Go to now, ye rich 
men, weep and howl for your 
miseries that shall come upon 
you. 

Your riches are cor
rupted, and your garments are 
motheaten. 

Your gold and silver 
is cankered; and the rust of 
th em shall be a wi tness 
against you, and shall eat 
your flesh as it were fire. 
Ye have heaped treasure to
gether for the lut days. 

Behold, the hire of 
the labourers who haTe reaped 
down your fields, which is of 
yo u k ep t  back by fraud, 
crieth: and the cries of 
them which ha•e reaped are 
entered into the ears of the 
Lord of sabaoth. 

Ye ha•e li•ed i n  
pleasure o n  the earth, and 
been wanton; ye haTe Dour• 
ished your hear ts, as in a 
day of slaughter." 

No doubt it is in the in
terest o f  your rich Aaericar 
friends that this Bill is intro
duced so a.s to silence the oppo
si tionl 

This GoverD11ent insists that 
there is tranquillity. If there 
is tranquillity, why should we 
lta.ve a Bill like this? Let me 
read clause 4 (1): 

"Subject to the provi
sions of section 6, the Min• 
ister may, if satisfied with 
respect to any person that, 
with a view to preTenting him 
acting in any aanner prejudi
cial to public safety or pub-
1 ic order or the defence of 
Guyana, it is necessary to 
provide for his preTentive 
detention, make an order -

(a) directing that he be de-
ta;n�d: n

What right has an:i"Minisi�r 
to do �37 Who aade him  a. 
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judge? This Bill will have re
percussions. I a.sk hon. Me.hers 
to vot e agains t it because we 
want peace and tranquillity in 
this C(,,d)ltry. [Applause.] 

•• a- &arr.as History has
a way of repeating its elf. To
night .e. see the hon. Minister of 
Home A ffairs trying· to enact 
legislation, which in theory and 
in fact is Ju.s t as fal se and 
vulgar as. the theory enunciated 
by his predecessor in history.· 
The only difference is that in 
the case of the first Ptoleay, 
his co ntention was false, but 
nevertheless it was aca.deaic.. It 
took a large nuaber of intelli
gent people ·to the scaffold. 

In this case, our friend 
across the Table: is initiating 
legislation which contains the 
means fo r aaki!)g arb it rary 
assaul.f.s on the liberty of aen. 
The.first o bservation I should 
like to aa.ke is· that limitations· 
are to be put on freedoa. But 
what about pl'Operty? Absolutely 
nothing is done in that direc
tion. The hon. Attorney-General 
hastalready conceded, by trans
port,\ 90.000 acres of the COllJl

try' s land to the ·sugar produ
cers, the head of which body, ,on 
will reaeaber., sat at this Table 
and pJ"OIIPted the- then Leader of 
the Opposition on the introduc
tion of tJae irystea of propor
tional representation. Senator
Anthony Tasker sat here and pro
pounded tJae theo ry of propor
tional representation, and tJae
British Gcwenaent, the Americans 
and our friends across the Table 
�w an opportunity to defeat the 
Guyanese peopTe and to inst all 
theasel ves. 

Should a severe crisis arise 
in this country everyone will be 
required to defend the nation 
against it and, according to the 
<::c:>nsti�ution, adequate coapensa
bon w1.ll have to be paid for 
da.llage. But is any cOll(>ensation 
offere d in this Bill for the 
liaitation of f reedoa? [Inter
ruptions.] I know that .hon. Mea
bers on the other side can only 
speak from their seats. If, for 
instance, the lauds belonging to 
Deaba are required, then the 
taxpayers will have to aa.ke full 
coapensation proapt ly, but no 
provision is aade in.this Bill 
for the maintenance of those who 
will be incarcerated under this 
aeasure. 

Here we have the philosophy 
of the ric h  and the weal thy. 
Malan, Verwoerd and such Fascists 
would turn in their graves if 
this Bill had any reference to 
proper.ty. I a• su. re •Y hon .  
Friends on the other side would 
not like to disturb the dead and 
therefore, in this Bill, \hey 
have subscribed to the theory of 
Fascism. 

It is interesting t o  k now 
that the hon. Kea ber who is  
piloting this Bill in the Assem
bly - a Bill for national securi
ty, it is alleged - is the sa.11e 
person ·who entered this Challber 
via Hansard, thus preceding his 
physical entry. I q_uote fro• a 
speech by the then Preaier and 
Minist er of Deve l o p a e nt an d 
Planning. This is what he said 
about the hon. Minister. 

llr. Dep•ty Speakers From 
what document are ,ou quoting? 

Mr. R•• larraaa Froa Han
sard. 



1417 National Security 22ND NOVEMBER. 1966 (•iscelleneoas 1418 . 
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d&te? 

llr. n- brr-I Thursday, 
28th March, 1966. I read fro• 
column 1487: 

11 I recall also that on· 
one occasion, just �e(ore the 
riot took place, when leaving 
the Public Buildings I s aw 
the same indiYidual standing 
at the back door where mf car 
was parked, and he struck my 
car and me personally with a

picket. This •as not an 
ordin ary indiYidual but a 
leading member of the P.N.C., 
who was a candidate for the 
Pomeroon Ri..-er."' 

The hon. Minister (Dr. Reid) 
entered this Chaaber via. llansa.rd 
before his physical entry. This 
is the type of individual who is 
piloting this Bill and who will 
have control over the freedo• and 
t he lives of citizens. It is 
t.he same individual who stored 
detonators in his yard for use 
a gainst the  saae people for 
who• he now directs arbitrary 
punishment .  Be very nearly 
killed his poor innocent wife. 
The hon. Minister, whose heavy 
hand- will adllinister the provi
sions of this Bill, has already 
shown what he can do, yet the 
Governnent entrusts hia with such 
wide powers. 

B.�· P•"1•

It will be interesting also 
to know what he has already done 
towards the freedo• of a section 
of the Guyanese people who- were 
protesting and taking legitiaate 
action to protest against arbi
trary rule. I refer. to the case 
of the rice fanaers who caae out-
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side this very Public Baildings - · 
to pro test against tlae taking

, away of the rice industry fro• 
the rice producers. Police dogs 
were let loose on the• ud they 
were surrounded and iatiaidated 
by policemen. Bot long ago, lihen 
the Rice Marketing Boa.rd W arade 
a. decision fixing the price of
rice, and it was forwarded to IIJ'
friend t he hon. Minister of
Trade, Shipping and Civil Aria
tion (Mr. Kendall) - I do not
know ho w those subjects got to
gether - it was a.lleged tliat he
called the Cbairllan of tJae ILM.B.
and told hi•, in no ••certain
tel'IIS, what a. fool Jae vas and
that the aatter should he recoa
aitted.

•• ... ty Speaker: I sh,ald
like to refer to Standi.Bg Order 
48(1) which states: 

·• On the secmad reading
of a Bill a deba t.e lll&J arise 
coYer ing the general merits 
and principles of tlte bill.• 

A discussion of the perso�ty 
of the aover of the Bill is JtOt. 
peraitted within tlais scope. 

Mr. •- Karr-a I s1tould 
like to refer to Cla1ISe 5, s•b
section 3 of this Bill: 

.. ( 3) Without. prejadice t.o 
the .generality of tlae �ers 
conferred on t.he· lliai� · � 
subsection (1) of dais sec
t.ion, t.he Minister aay giYe 
directions -

(a) as to the int.eraal •-
ageaent. of ..t o�se
in connect. ioa •it.k aay
such place as aeat.ioaed
in that. subsect.ioa;
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(b) as to the maintenance,
discipline and punishment
for breache s of disci
pline of detainees;

(c) in writing authorising
the taking of a detainee
to any place where the
Minister is satisfied his 
p resence is required in
the interests of justice,
or for the purpose of any
public or other inquiry
or in the public interests
or in the interest of
t he detainee."

I 811 contending that the hon. 
Minister of Home Affairs is not a 
fit and proper person to- exercise 
these powers having regard to the 
use of hi� powers with respect to 
incidents at the R.M.B. and out
side thesePublic Buildings. I 
submit that I have not trans
gressed the Standing Orders of 
this House. 

Further, I wish to say that, 
after· the Minister had directed 
the Chairman of the Rice Market
ing Board to recommit a matter 
which had already been decided 
upon, the rice farmers of this 
country, comprising a large sec
tion of this country's popula
tion, having solicited the assis
tance of the meabers of the 
R.M.B. and not to be stea.m-rol
lered by the Minister of Trade,
Shipping and Civil Aviation, went
to the R.M.B. to express their
disapproval and to protest very
peacefully by picketing. But
what occurred? Eighty of them
were arrested, taken to prison,
and kept there until midnight.
My hon. Friend Mr. Chase defended
thes in court.

They had to go to Leguan and 
various parts of the country and 
then return, on various occa
si ons, to appear b efore the 
courts. Eventually they were 
acquitted, b ut they suffered, 
physically and financially, to a 
very great extent. I fear - and 
many people in this country also 
fear - that the arbitrary powers 
given to my hon. Friend, the 
Rinister of Hoae Affairs, under 
this Bill, will be abused as 
these two incidents have shown. 

But what did our Prime Minis
ter say about peaceful picketing 
when he was on this side of the 
House? Perhaps if I quote froa 
the Hansard, the hon. Minister of 
Home Affairs and his colleagues 
on that side would see what was 
the feeling of the hon. Prime 
Minister when he was Leader of 
the Opposition. I quote Column 
1485 of the Hansard of 28th 
March, 1963: This is w hat Mr. 
Burnham said: 

"For some time it has 
become a tradition in this 
country which, as far as I 
recollect, dates right back 
into the 40's, for persons or 
groups to put forward their 
points of view, or to show 
their dissatisfaction with 
one situation or another, or 
th eir disappro val o f  one 
measure or another, by peace
ful demonstration and the 
ca rry ing of pl acards or 
pickets. As I was entering 
this Chamber this afternoon 
originally I saw a number of 
person s carrying placards 
which indicated that they 
were protesting against what, 
to them, appeared to he an 
unreasonable refusal on the 
part of �he Government to 



1421 National Security 22ND NOVEMBER. 1966 (•iscellaneous 

Provisions) Bill 
1422 

hold a by-election for the 
constituency of Houston. 
They were also protesting 
against what they considered 
the undemocratic attitude of 
this Government in not per
mitting radio time to persons 
other than Members of the 
Go vern.nen t. 

Maybe I can say defi
nitely that there are some 
among st us here who agree 
with those protests. There 
m a y  be others who do not 
agree at all. There may be 
others who, as private indi
viduals, agree, but because 
of certain other considera
tions cannot openly or veT
bally express their disagree
me nt. The poi nt is  not 
whether or not the objec
tions, the protests or marks 
of disapp�oval are justified; 
it  is whether the people of 
Guiana have lo�t their demo
cra_tic right to e xpress by 

peaceful picketing one point 
of view or another." 

I commend this Hansard. Further, 
I ask the hon. Minister of Home 
Affairs and his colleagues to re
consider whether what was said in 
March 1963 does not apply to the 
citizens of this country today. 
Has the situation changed merely 
because.there has been a change 
in the Government? One would 
1 ike to see the tradition, so 
long a cqu i re d ,  so long won, 
maintained. But it seems to me 
as if several things have changed 
irrevocably for the worse, as we 
have s een in t he case of the 
R.M.B.

In no part of the country -
except at the Ministry of Works 
and Hydraulics and in certain 

other Governmen� institutions -
are there less earnings than at 
the R.M.B. Of course, hundreds 
of people have been laid off at 
the Ministry of Works and Hydrau
lics. I refer to this Ministry 
because I am sure, as night fol
lows day, that this Bill will be 
used to harass not only rice far
mers but the employees of this 
and other Ministries. After all.,
we have a tr3dition which these 
puppets of imperialism. are bent 
on carrying out, as has happened 
in the sugar industry, where 
there has been police persecution 
and shootings. 

I warn the citizens of this 
country today that these glorious 
puppets of imperialist rule, who 
have i ntro duced this serious 
measure allegedly-for the securi
ty of the country., are going to 
uphold the tradition of the im
perialists and will shoot them 
down and lock thea up whenever 
they feel like doing so. 

9 P•JII• 

In the instance to which I 
referred earlier, the aa.gistrate 
released all these people with 
very caustic comments, but the 
fact is that they have not been 
compensated either fo r their 
time, humiliation or aanhandling, 
or for the money which they had
to spend to retain lawyers.

This is the saae hon. Minis
ter who last night had the temer
i ty to stand up in this House and 
suggest that I was 1nvolved in 
destroying Arthur Abraham and 
sending his innocent childr�n to 
he aven. I ·thought tha t the 
Standing Orders and the Rules of 
this House would enfo rce. his 
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apology immediately. However, I 
leave it to him to apologise when 
he ncAt gets up on his hind legs. 
We all know that A1thur Abraham 
was sacrificed, possibly for two 
reasons, one, that he was an em
barrassment to the hon. Minister 
of Finance who then had been 
found with secret documents and 
who went to the Governor before 
his de parture.to the U.K. and 
told him that he did not want to 
leave these shores to go to the 
Constitutional Conference while 
under a charge. He was sure that 
the police would not charge him 
because the then Security Chief 
was playing with somebody close 
to him, but he was not sure that 
the Director or Public Prosecu
tions would not have taken action 
against him for having secret 
documents. As I said, Arthur 
Abraham was a threat to the hon. 
Minister of Finance because he 
felt that Arthur Abraham, who had 
charge of the do cuments found 
in his possession, might reveal 
ho w h e  camP. by them. S ome
body had to be found so after 
Mr. Abraham was sent out of this 
world, a Member of this Parlia
ment was picked up and detained 
without trial so that no effec
tive blow could have been struck 
against the Fascist dictatorship 
that lived on from that day to 
the present time. 

It was alleged that I had 
something to do with Mr. Abraham's 
death. Has no mention been made 

•of the nume r ous names that
appeared on that document, copies
of which have been seen by so many
people? Has no mention been made
of Mr. Fairbairn of illustrious
fame, and of Chippy Graham? Has
any mention b�en made of the

chaps who traversed this country 
from one end to the other killina 
innocent people? This was during 
the tenure of office of the hon. 
P r ime M inister as Mayor of 
Georgetown. I want to tell vou 
what went on and what is 1 ik�lv 
to go on. When the prisoner; 
were given bread, they found it 
had pieces of soap in it. That 
is what they were given to eat. 
I fear for the future of the 
people in this country. 

��en the hon. Prime Minister 
sat as the Mayor of Georrretown, 
a Town Constable in the perform
ance of his duty arre sted a 
policeman in plain clothes, but 
when the Town Council br ought 
action against this policeman the 
matter was dropped. �en I drew 
it to the attention of Governor 
Luyt, he said a settlement had 
been effected. But that·is the 
sort of thing that has been going 
on and will continue to go on in 
this country, particularly with 
the passage of this Bill. 

I read two subsections of 
this Bill and my hair stood on 
end when I read them. Clause 5 
(3) (b) reads as follows:

11 as to the maintenance, dis
cipline and punishment for
breaches of dis cipline of
detainees. . 11 

Imagine the hon. Minister saying 
that a Member of this House has 
been responsible for a criminal 
offence and he has to be charged 
for breaches of discipline! 

Clause 5 (3) (c) reads as 
follows: 

"in writing authorising the 
taking of a detainee to any 



1425 National Security 22ND NOVtMBER, 1966 (•iscellaneous 1426 
Provisions) Bill 

place where the Minister is 
satisfied his pre sence is re
quired in the interests of 
ju stice, or fo r the purpo s e  
of any public or other in 
quiry �r in the public inter
est, or i n  the interests of 
the detainee . • .  11 

Do you know what flashed across 
my mind? Lumumba! It was an 
order similar to this that took 
him out to his doom! 

Serious things ai'e ahead and 
this Bill will apply not only to 
people like us on this side of 
the House, it may well apply to 
you, sir. It can apply to any
one. I remember a night long ago 
when a colleague of mine, Mr. 
Jardim was taken a�ay to deten
�ion. I heard about bis deten
tion the night at 10 p.m., and 
I went to make arrangements for 
a watchman or someone to protect 
his ��fe and children, consider
ing the very abrupt removal of 
this man from his home. I was 
driving through Bel Air Park to 
go there. I met a policelll8.n and 
asked him where Jardim lived and 
he directed me. The next dey the
Minister told me, "Last night at 
2 a. m. you were in front of Pro
f esso r Arthur Lewis' house.· You 
were there ior illegal purposes. 
Yo u must behave yourself." 
[Lauf!hter. J This is not a aatter 
for laughter. 

9.10 •p.111. 

You cannot say that I did 
not warn the population about 
these things. Most of us have 
records already and we know what 
is in �tore for us, but .I a• 
still warning those who have a 
lot to lose. This is only Cain's 
hand made long to stretch to any 
corner of this country and bold 
people. 

It was a bit refreshing to 
hear the hon. Minister of Agri
culture aa.king his contribution 
to this Bill. I can now see the 
reason why he was prevented fro• 
speaking last night when be ap
proached the Prime Minister who 
was then sitting .in the chair of 
the Minister of Co .. unications. 
The Minister of A griculture said 
that be supported the Bill be
ca use o f  Go verna ent's con
cern over the protection of peo
ple and the preservation of it
self. If this measure fs going 
to be used for the protection and 
preservation of the Governaent, 
then a very serious state of 
affairs exis ts. 

One would have thought that 
any Government would protect it
self by its actions; by the pas
sage of laws beneficial to the 
colllllunity and so on. When the 
hon. Minister of Agriculture gets 
on th e Floor of this House and 
tells us that this aeasure is 
necessary for the protection and 
preservation of the Govel'Dllent, 
then God help us. 

Mr. Depaty Speakers Your 
tiae is up! 

Mr. U.��•r•: I beg to aove 
that the hon. Meaber be given 15 
ainutes to coaplete his speech. 

llr. Lael seconded. 

Question put. and ne,ati.ed. 

Mr. lleaas This country is a 
vast country which needs a great 
deal of developaent. Those who 
were opposed to the P.P.P's ad
ainistration, even though the ad
ainistration was not entirely 
P.P.P., could not help recognis
ing the econoaic and social de-
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velopment in this country. Dur
ing the periods 1957 - 1961 and 
1961 - 1964, with all of the dif
ficulties put in the way of the 
then Oovernment by those who were 
opposed to certain propositions, 
improvemen t could be seen. I 
refer ·.to the Labour 'Relations 
Bill and one or two other matters 
to whi ch certain peop le were 
opposed, but one could not but 
recognise that in every field of 
human endeavour there was con
siderable improvement in this 
country. No one with any sense 
of honesty could doubt the pre
sence and the implementation of 
the economic schemes in the coun
try at  the time. I refer to 
drainage and irrigation schemes 
large and small; the acceleration 
of agricultural development; the 
improvement of social and health 
services; and, if I may use the 
word, the "escalation" of educa
tional opportunities for the 
broad masses of the Guyanese peo
ple from primary to university 
education. 

During those periods the cost 
of living was contained to what 
it.was seven  years ago. All 
t_hrough those periods opposition 
continued unabated and freely by 
the vested interests and those 
who-were paid or dup ed. The 
then Governm ent was made the 
principal enemy of the country in 
spite of the positive direction 
of its programme. Today the cost 
of living is extremely high in 
this country. 

The present Government - the 
coalition of the P.N.C. and the 
U.F. - has been in office  for 
almost two years. Unlike the 
previous administration it has 

I 

the full support and backing of 
the British and United States 
admini stra tions,  and it has 
started with the support of one 
of the most powerful sections of 
the Guyanese community. It may 
be s a i d t hat t he C o a 1 i t i o n 
Government opened its innings 
with the goodwill of many. 

It is true that there will be 
difficulties in any administra
tion. I know what the p revious 
administration had to face, and 
for t hat reason the Coalition 
Government deserves my sympathy. 
However, there are still many 
more positive things to be done 
in a country which is underdevel
oped a nd shows many signs of 
backwardness in many places. 

9. 20 p. m.

The Government still has an
opportunity to carry out agricul
tural development and drainage 
and irrigation schemes. It still 
has an opportunity to do some
thing for the health services 
which are  in g rea t nee d of  
assistance. The Government still 
needs to look into the serious 
problems of the standardisation 
of textbooks and the spiralling 
rise in the cost of living, which 
problems throw great burdens on 
the people of this country. 

If we are to take the members 
of the Government at their word, 
on the attainment of Independence 
they ha_d t his to say in  the 
Throne Speech. I read from page 
2: 

"At home , a seve n -year 
develo pment pr ogramme has 
been drafted, and approved by 
the Legislature. This pro
g ramme which promises the ex-
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penditure in the public sec

tor alone of approximately 
$300 million is aimed at in
creasing rapidly and signi
ficantly the gross national 
product and national income 
per capita and laying the 
foundations of a strong and 
economically sound Guyana 
where want, poverty and un
employment will be abolished. 
The productivity of our na
t i on will have to  b e  in
creased considerably and the 
fruits of this productivity 
fairly divided. There will 
be place neither for exploi
tation nor sloth. 

"The successful execu
tion of this programme is de
pendent upon the enthusiastic 
and intelligent co-operation 
of all sections of the nation 
and community.'' 

Here we have the Government's 
call for "the enthusiastic and 
intelligent co-operatio_n of all 
sect ions of the community". It 
appears that in order to secure 
this "enthusiastic and intelli
gent co-operation of the communi
ty" the community will have im
posed upon it a Bill of this na
ture which threatens to take away 
its fundamental rights and free
doms. 

This, it seems, is to be the 
means by which the Government 
hopes to secure the enthusiastic 
and intelligent co-operation of 
the people in order to carry out 
the development programme. In 
spite of these words, these hopes 
and these statements, what do we 
find 7 What is the background to 
the Bill? Because of the misun
derstanding of the cultural back
ground of a section of our people 

and the psychological attitude 01

others,  the very difficulties 
which emanate from our economy 
and, if I may be generous to say 
this, because of the misunder
standing or failure to·recognise 
the very nature of imperialism, 
the w h ol e  Guyanese  society, 
rather than being in a period of 
consolidation after Independence, 
is like a tortured brute running 
from pillar to post trying to 
destroy everything that comes 
into its way. 

We are told that workers are 
being laid off, and that this is 
due t o  financial problems. We 
know that the strike movement in 
Guyana is beyond the wil dest 
dreams of trade unionists in  the 
most highly developed countries. 
We know that though the Govern
ment made propositions through 
the Agricultural Loans Bill for 
assistance to agriculture we are 
yet to see some positive step in 
this direction. We know that 
there is fear from top to bottom 
in the sugar industry and there 
is, too, an inability to settle 
outstanding problems. We know 
that t he cos t  o f  living is  
spi�lling to  such an extent that 
the Government has been forced to 
set u p  a Committee, which Com
mitte e reported even though it 
received no memorandum and then 
came back to ask for memoranda in 
order to write another report. 
We note that in this confusion 
the Guyana Trades Union Council, 
which supports the Government, 
has publicly stated its intention 
not to go before this Committee. 

We note that crime is on the 
increase, so much so, that the 
hon. Minister of Education, 
speaking to a group of graduate 
teachers -
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Mr. Deputy Spe•kers The 
hon. Member has been speaking for 
too last 15 minutes� exactly 
fifty per cent of his allotted 
time, and I cannot see the rele
vance of his speech to the Bill. 
I know that you have the neces
sary experience and I hope that 
you will be a little more rele
vant •. 

Mr. Benn: I am glad you 
recognise �hat I have the neces
sary experience. Crime rate is 
rising so rapidly that the hon. 
Minister of Education said that 
"choke and rob" activities were 
due p rimarily to our system of 
education. Lastly, the Govern
ment has announced a threat by a 
foreign power over the sovereign 
rights of this country. In this 
predicament, in this period when 
ther� is inability to move for
ward as they had hoped, the mem
bers of the Government have tu 
find scapegoats. The scapegoats 
that they have sought and found 
are their opponents, or persons 
whom they imagine to be opponents, 
persons whom the Minister of Home 
Affairs declared had been burning 
between the period of 1962 to 
1964. 

9.3U p.m. 

It is ne cessary f or the 
Government to bring this Bil_l to 
let the people of this country 
feel that the problems of this 
countr y a re  n ot du e t o  t h e  
Government's failure to d o  what 
it hoped to do, but because of 
other people and other things. 
In this predicament, one cannot 
help f ee li n g  s o r ry f o r  the  
Government in its confusion, and 
one dan remember the cry of de
pression, pessimism and despair 
that emanated fr om a distin
guished theologian when he said: 

Provisions) Bill 

"Oh wretched man that I am, for 
the good that I would that I do 
not, and the evil which I would 
not that I do". 

The Government spends time 
extending the'emergency, detain
ing and releasing people, and 
taking credit for releasing them. 
The Government spends time in 
pushing around some trade union
ists, as in  t he case of the 
G.A.W.U., and the M.P.C.A., in 
choking the rice in.dustry and, by 
imposing the measures in this 
Bill, it has found an opportunity 
to hide its errors. 

History has a queer way of 
repeating itself, and if we cast 
our minds  back to the rise of 
Fascis m in Germany, we wo�li 
recognize that the rise of Hitler 
was helped by conditions - econ
omic and social conditions and 
depression - like those obtain
ing in Guyana, perhaps even worse 
conditions because they had just 
been defeated in war. It was 
this attitude of depression on 
the part of the· people, who had 
nothing to use as a sheet'4tnchor, 
that g ave A dolp h Hi tler  the 
opportunity to rise up and.become 
too ma.ste_rJ of that country. 
Guyana, to some extent, is faced 
with similar conditions. 

We are told by the Minister 
that this Bill is not going to do 
anybody any harm unless he has a 
guilty mind. A statement that 
comes very often from the other 
side is: · "Do nothing, fear  
nothing. There is  nothing to be 
afraid of as the Bill is in the 
interest of the people." But the 
Nazis\also said this when they c 
promulgated their Fascist la,w and 
this law, inci denially , was 
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described as a law for the pro
tection of the people. With your 
permissi on, I s h o u ld like to 
quote from a book named Hitler, A
Study in Tyranny by. Al.an Bullock 
to show that the· s ame words used 
by the hon. Minister were said 
by Hitler when he s poke before 
the Reichstag. This appears on 
page 269 of this :book:· 

"The Government (he declared) 
will only make use of these 
powers in so far as they are 
essential for carrying out 
vitally necessary measures. 
Neither the existence of the 
Reichstag nor that of the 
Reichsrat is menaced. The 
position and rights of the 
President remain unaffected. 
It will always be the fore
most task of the Government 
to act in harmony with his 
aims.· The separate exi.stence 
of the federal States will 
not be done a way �ith. The 
rights of the Churches will 
not be diminished, and their 
r elationship to the State 
will not be modified: The 
number of cases in·which an 
internal necessity exists for 
having recourse to such a la� 
is in itself·a limiied one. 
All the more, however; the 
Gover.nmen t insist upon the 
p assing o f  the law. They 
prefer a clear decision." 

In promulgating the law the 
Nazis said the same thing that, 
u nwittingly perhaps, was- said 
yesterday by our Minister of Home 
Affairs when he moved the Second 
Reading of this Bill._ :O n page 
273 of this book, referring to 
t heir attitu de to the trade 
unions, the' Nazis 'iromised� in the 
following \\'Ords: 

"Workers! Your institutions 
are sacred to us National 
Socialists. I myself a� a 
poor peasant's son and under
stand poverty, I myself.was 
seven years in  on e of the 
biggest industries in Germany 
and I know the exploitation 
o f  anonymous capitalism. 
Workers! !·swear to you w� 
will not only keep everything 
which exists, we will build 
up the protection and rights 
of the worker even further." 

These are the promises the Nazis 
made to the German people, ·to the 
churches, to the trade unions, 
indeed, to every section of the 
G�rman people. 

Today the members of this 
G overnment make these same

promises to the people, telling 
them that while they sharpen this 
knife to cut their throats, tll.ey 
must not be afraid. It.8.l>pears 
that th e Government does not 
recognise that l_arge sections of 
the Guyanese people· are against 
this measure. It appears that 
the Government feels that, be
cause it is able to use its ·dogs 
to silence the Opp osition, ·all 
sections of the e0111111Dity-are. in 
favour of t'his Bill.· This is not 
so.. There is absolutely no need 
for this.Bill at this·tble& 

My hon. Friends on this side 
have spen� a great deal of tble 
expl_aining why this Bill is un:
ilecessary·. The Goverilllen.t is 
wondering how to do things •ore 
p·osH.i vely, how to� .::__1t,rr y  out 
schemes, and how to lulfil'many 

. of its recent _pr(llises to 'bring 

. happiness and joy to the b ro8Cler 
sections of the Gu_yariese p.eople.: 
There is ·so much t.o be done. If 
the Government . could o-nly settle 
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the problem of the sugar workers, 
if it could only settle the pro
blem in the rice industry, -if it 
could only settle the problem 
of the spiralling cost of living , 
it would be making a greater con
tribution to the development of 
this iountry. But no, we are 
told that we must be happy, that 
this Bill is in our interest and 
that we have nothing to fear. 

9.40.p.m. 

This type of talk fools no 
one and as I said some months ago 
when I spoke on the extension 01 
the emergency, many people wh� 
today feel that this Bill will 
not affect them will wake up one 
day to find that it is �oo tate 
and it may raally be s�}d· T?o 
late shall be the cry. It 1s 
easy to make jokes about a seri
ous lila.t t er such as the p romulga
tion of a Bill which threatens to 
take awav the liberty of the in
dividual. 

The hon. Prime Minister is 
wont to say that all �ver the 
world this type of leg1slat1on 
exists.' The hon. Prime Minister 
has always said, _"Dci not tel� me 
anything about thos� countr1e?. 
Let us deal_ with our own cond1-
t ions." Cfhe Priae Mi�i�ter:
i'As1c Nunes. "J The hon. M1n1st.er
of Home Affairs read a quotat1on 
to show that in highly developed 
� ount r ies· it is easy for the 
Governments to spend la�g� sums 
of money to track down cr1mmals. 

Mr. Deputy Speaker: You have 
another minute. 

Mr. Benn: We cannot see with 
other people's eyes. The condi-

tions in this country do not call 
for this law, and I call upon the 
Government to take steps to bring 
relief to the people, rather than 
t ake steps which will give the 
people the impression that the 
Sword of Damocles is hanging over 
their heads. 

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Your 
t ime is up. 

Mr. Nunes: I beg to move 
that the hon. Member be g�ven 
another 15 minutes to cont1nue 
his speech> 

Mr, Ally seconded. 

Question put, and negatived. 

Dr. Ramsanoye: A people who 
have been long subverted tend to 
lose their moorings after they 
h ave achieved their freedom. 
This Bill is evidenceithat, in 
this country today, 5 months 
after Independence, this Govern
ment as guardian and trustee of 
the ri�hts of the Guyanese peorle 
is los1ng its moorings. The B1ll 
itself is an in terrorem exer
c is e; it is the result of a 
studied perpetration of rascality 
on the part of the British Govern
ment. 

In 1961, the Constitution 
granting this country internal 
self-Government was drafted, arid 
in that Constitution there was 
provision for protection �rom 
arbitrary arrest or det�nt10�. 
The provision was conta1n�d.1n 
A rticle 4. In that prov1s1on 
which carried certain exceptions, 
there was no power to pass legis� 
lation for preventive detention. 
If preventive detention had to 
become law, it had to become law 
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in pursuance of another Article 
of  the Constitution granting 
emergency powers. 

When this Coalition Govern
ment went to Britain in 1965 to 
negotiate the Independence Con
stitution, the British Government 
actively conspired with it and in 
the end it created an institution 
the Constitution of which inclu
ded articles to provide that laws 
may be passed for prevent ive 
detention in this country. The 
relevant article of course, is 
drafted so that preventive dete.:i
t ion could be legislated for 
in almost unrestricted terms, for 
article 5 of the Constitution of 
Guyana states, among other things, 
that: 

"No person shall be de
prived of his personal liber-

• ty save as may be authorised
by law in any of the follow
ing cases, that is to say -

(k) subject to the provisions
o f  the next fol lowing
paragraph, for the p ur
poses of his preventive
detention."

This is a serious inroad. If 
certain fundamental changes in 
the status and position of this 
country did not take place on the 
25th May, 1966, this country by 
virtue of her connections,with 
Great Brita.in would have had to 
adhere to the Statute of &,.rope. 
Article 15 of the Statute of 
Europe had provided that where a 
territory.acted in derogation of 
t hat article, a report had to 
be ma.de to the Council. 

When Independence was coming, 
the U.K. Government knew that 
that safeguard, a safeguard which, 

almost 8JIIOUDted to a safeguard of 
public opinion for reasons which 
I would not give, would have to 
be taken a.way because Guyana-was 
to become independent, and could 
no longer be a country adhering 
to the Statute of Europe. There 
was a court dealing with human 
rights established under that 
Statute. The British resolutely 
refused to allow cases froa Great 
Brita.in to go to the Council of 
Europe at Strasbourg, and as a 
result, territories adhering to 
B rita.in were also denied the 
right to go to the Council of 

. Europe at Strasbourg in cases in
voi ving violations of funda:mental 
rights. Brita.in, of course, had 
to do this because it had to have 
people imprisoned in Kenya, in 
Central Africa, in Nigeria, and, 
of course, in British Guiana. a.s 
it then was. 

9.50 p.m.

Brita.in would not allow the 
Court at Strasbourg to inquire 
into violations of fundamental 
rights. Despite mounting pres
s ure from countries in Europe 
it would not allow the Court 
to deal wi. th these nt ters. For 
a ll these years we have been 
denied the right to go to the 
Council of Europe. To add a 
poli tical insult to what has 
already been doue paragraph (k) 
has been included in this one
sided Constitutiou. 

Is� .that this is a studied 
exercise in political ra.scality. 
The U. IL Governaent would not 
have done this unless it was pre-

. paring for these present condi
tions. That is why this country 
is in a condition of peace and 
public tranquillity while this 
legislation is being passed. It 
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i� being passed because of a pre
v�ous arrangement •a.de that it 
will be put. on the statute book. 
The J!et>ple int.be U.K. have their 
o� U1te1:sts t? be protected by
this leg1sl&tion. This is a
political exercise; this legisla
tion is not being enacted to deal
with public order and breaches of
the peace. No one on this side
of th-e House will ever believe
that. This legislation will be
plaeed on the statute book so
lhai. whenever it becomes neces
sary it ca.n be used as an instru
ment for the suppression of the
poli tica.l Ot>posit ion.

.. This country is not Malawi.
This country is not a country 
w here, upon going in to inde
pendence, there was not even one 
native lawyer, as has happened in 
some states of Africa. This is a 
country with educated people, wi. th 
a fairly advanced legal pr ofes
sion; it has a Police Force and a 
Defence Force. No one can tell 
us  that in  this S11all area of 
o ver !00 ailes of coastl an d
security could not be dealt with
without sacrificing_ the liberties
of the people. No one in his
right seJ1SeS would believe that.
No OJ1e would believe that in a
country as -.dvaced as this, it
is illpossihle to aaintain securi
ty in the absence of this Bill.
It is not fa.tr, becanse it is not
intended to ,t"Otect the security
of the State and to do all the
things we have heard.

This Bill will be kept here 
for a 110re sinister purpose, so 
that when the aounting voices of 
protest begin to rise and spread 
they can be silenced. It is be-

ing enacted because opposition 
will. b� taken. so .long as certain
condi hons e:nst in this country. 
�f thP- Government will not change 
its ways, then the people will 
oppose what they feel is wrong. 
Therefore instruments are neces
sary to suppress the pe')l)le. 

It is a privilege, at this 
particular tiae of our country's 
history, to be able to say a few

words of dissent. The instruaent 
is the main thing in this politi
cal configuration. We will see 
whether the pro•ise which has 
been given will be kept. We were 
told �hat this legislation is 
only going to be used to protect 
the security of the State, public 
peace and public order. We will 
soon see whether it is going to 
be used fo r poli.tical repression 
and suppression. 

These emergency powers are 
dangerous powers. There is no 
authority or body in this country 
that can convince this Govel'Dllent 
that this is so. Quite recently 
the Chief Justice of India had to 
make csrtain observations which I 
think hon. Meabers of this House 
will do well to listen to. 

The Chief Justice of India, 
Mr. Gajendragadkar, had this to 
say: 

"When we come a�ross 

orders of this kind by which 
citizens art: deprived of the 
f�ndamental rights of liberty
without a trial on the ground 
that the emergency proclaimed 
by the Pre sident in 1962 
s till contin ues an d t h e  
p ower s  conferred o n  t h e  
appropriate au thority by the 
Defence of India Rules justi
fy the deprivBtion of su ch 
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liberty, we feel rudely di� 
t urbed by the thought that 
the con tinuous exercise of 
the very wide powers con
ferred by the Rules on the 
several authorities is likely 
t o  make the conscience of 
these authorities insensi
tive; if not blunt, to the 
paramount requirement of the 
Constitution that even during 
an emer gen cy the freedom of 
the Indian citizens cannot be 
taken away without the exis
tence of justifying necessity 
specified by the Rules them
s elves. The t e ndency t o  
t reat these mat ters i n  a 
somewhat casual and cavalier 
manner which conceivably re
sults from ihe continuous use 
of such unfettered powers may 
ultimately cause a serious 
threat to the basic values on 
which the democratic way of 
lffe in this country i s  
f ounded. 11 

Suffice it  to say that po 
Judge in this country, in my 
opinion, will come out in these 
teI'lls against this or any sillilar 
legislation for very different 
reasons, because·-"judges in t his 
country a.re not in any way in
sulated fro• terror. I do not 
bl•e thea. If we want judges to 
be independent, then we aust in
sulate the• froa terror. 

In this country, as far as I 
can see and as.far as I can re
meaber, since that •e•orable 
Friday in 1962, no one is in
sulated fro• terror. It  is of 
para.mount iaportance that the 
members of the judiciary should 
be independent and be able to 
give their judgments wi thout 
fear. If that is to be so, theu 
they •ust be protected and be 

:i.ble to give their judgments in
the light of the la.w and the Con
stitution which they are called 
upon to administer, and such 
judgments should be able to 
c ommand the genera l consen
sus of feeling and opinion on 
the legal side. 

Make no •istake about it, the 
same laws that are being intro
duced here have been interpreted 
differently fro• country to coun
try. In Bul'lla in 1950 the Co1t
missioner -of Police brought a 
case against an individual under 
section 5 of their Public Order 
legislation, ·and the Statute was 
construed by the Supreae Cour 
of Buraa -

Mr. Depaty Speaker: This 
sitting is  susp ende d for 15 
minutes. 

Sittin, suspended accordingly 

at 10 p.m.

10. 22 p.m.

On resuaption 

Mr. Dep.ty S,eaker: I as
sume that the hon. Ke•ber, Dr. 
Ramsahoye , will continue bis 
speech. 

Dr. 8-salteye: I was ref er
ring to the case of Tinsa Kaw 
Naing v. Collllissioner of Police, 
which was decided in 1950. The 
case is ore in which the Buraese
Public Order (Preservation) Act 
was being construed. In that 
country the provision authorising' 
preventive detention was couched 
in the saae language as clause 4 
of the Bill which this Governaent 
now proposes, in that it says the 
Minister may, if satisfied, make 
an order. 
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In Burma, the judges of the 
Supreme Court were told that 

Jllowing the English decision in 
Liversidge v. Anderson, it was 
not open to them to make any 
objective enquiry as to whether 
the Comais.sioner of Police was 
satisfied before he detained,.- but 
the judges of Buraa said that 
where the rights of the subject, 
which shall be  held so sacred, 
were in question they could not 
shri,k fro• their duty of en
quiring into the aaterial on the 
basis -of which the Co-issioner 
of Police aade his order. In 
that case they released the de
tainee. In India, in the same 
year, in Gopala.n v. Ma4ras, ln,dian 
judges held the other way. 'They 
held that the test was subjective 
and that the Courts were in no 
position to review it. 

I cite these t"WO exaaples to 
show that in . the saae way as con
stitutional rights and liberties 
may be eroded by process of 
judicial construction, it is also 
possible for judges, who are de
termined to protect the liberties 
of ·the subject, to go the other 
way as they did in Burma.

So far as the context of this 
country is concerned, I have 
spoken of the necessity for judi
cial insulation froa terl'Qr be
f ore you can expect judicial 
activity which ldll go along this 
pattern. In Ireland, earlier in 
this century� there was liluch con
troversy about preventive deten
tion and the construction· of the 
laws relating-to preventive de
tention. The Irish Constitution, 
that is, the Constitution of the 
Republic of Ireland, provides 
among other things that 3: citizen 

shall not be depriv,�d of his per
sonal liberty except in accord
ance with law. In that country, 
legislation was introduced in 
1924 providing for arbitrary de
tention for temporary periods. 
In that case the Act was to last 
six months. Mr. Justice Pim had 
this observation to make in the 
case of R. O'Connell v. Military 
Governor of Hare Park Camp. It 
is reported in 1924 2 IR at page 
104 that Mr. Justice Pim thought 
that -

11it would be possible • • •  
to argu� successfully that a 
p er m an ent law giving the 
Executive power t o  deprive 
any citizen of his liberty 
without trial was contrary to· 
the spirit of Article 6, and 
therefore a violation of the 
Constitution; but that is a 
very different thing from a 
.temporary law made in abnor
mal times and for a temporary 
purpose." 

Article 6 had provided that 
no citizen should be deprived of 
h is personal liberty save in 
accordance wit h law and that 
judge was clearly of the opinion 
that Parlia.aent passing a law 
could not have been sufficient to 
deprive a person of his personal 
liberty. This is significant, 
but in that case he allowed it to 
pass because he said it was a 
temporary measure for a temporary 
purpose and in abnormal times. 
If he had to consider the consti
tutionality of this Bill, there 
is  no doubt whatever that he 
c ould not have uJ)helcl it. 

Though the item to which I 
refer gives power to enact laws ,; 
relating to preventive detention, 
the spirit of this Constitution 
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could not. allow laws of this na
ture to be enacted in times of 
peace, eighteen months at a time, 
renewable at annual intervals 
thereafter. The Bill v iolates 
the spirit of the Constitution 
and there is certain judicial 
opinion which wi 11 be against an 
exercise of this sort. _That is 
not all. Other judges in Ireland 
have, of course, upheld preven
tive detention, but judicial 
opinion has also been the other
way.

10.30 p.m. 

In the case o.f The State v.

Lennon and A.G. in Ireland. re

ported in 1940, a man named Burke 
was arrested and taken to deten
t ion barracks in Dublin� for  
offences against the State Act, 
1939, The Minister of State had, 
of course, authorised his deten
tion. His brother obtained a 
conditional order of habeas cor
pus and, in the cou.rse of his 
judgment, that great Judge, Gavan 
Duffy, had these observations to 
m ake in granting the order of 
habeas corpus. 

11 Th e M i n i s t e r h a s to be 
'satisfied'. There must be 
countless occasions in the 
official life of a Minister 
of State on which he has to 
be satisfied as to particular 
facts before taking a partic
u lar course, occasions on 
which nobody would for a 
moment expect him to act ju 
dicially in order to be sa
tisfied; otherwise the daily 
routine of administration 
would become impossible. But 
under s.55 the Minister, who 
may·be any Minister of State, 
is not exercising any normal 

function of his office; he is 
exercising a most exceptional 
statutory power, and a man's 
liberty depends on his exer
cise of it. The authority 
conferred on a Minister by 
s .55 is an authority, not 
merely to act judicially, but 
to administer justice, and an 
a uthority to ad minister 
criminal justice and condemn 
an alleged offender �ithout 
charge or hearing and without 
the 'aid of a Jury. The ad
ministration of justice is a 
p eculiarly and distinctly 
judiciai function, which from 
its essential nature does not 
fall within the executjve 
power and is not properly in
cidental to the performance 
�f the �ppropriate functions 
of the executive; cons�quent
ly a law endowing a Minister 
of State, any Minister, with 
these powers is an invasion 
of the judicial domain and a� 
s uch is repugnant to the 
C ons ti tut ion • • • In my 
opinion, the saving words in 
the declaration that 'No 
citizen shall be deprived oi 
his liberty save in accor
dance with law' cannot be 
used to validate an enactment 
conflicting with the consti
t utional guarantees. The 
o p i n io n  of M r. Ju s t i c e
Fitzgibbon in Ryan's Case is
relied on • • • but it does
not apply, in my judgment, to
a Con s titution in whi ch
fundamental rights and con
stitutional guarantees effec
tively fill the lacunae dis
closed in the polity of 1922.
The Constitution, with its
impressive Preamble, is the
Charter of the Irish People,
and I wil l  not whittle it
away. 11 
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Then there was an appeal; but the 
Supre�e Court refused to enter
tain the appeal, holding that it 
did not lie against the granting 
of an order of habeas corpus.
Subsequently, the Irish Govern
J!lent ,passed another law and the
judges 'then upheld it •• I refer
to this to s�o� that ju�icial 
m inds have been divided from 
coun try to country on  these 
questions. 

It is not easy for one to say 
that�. law of this nature is con
stitu�ional or that it is not 
constitutional, for in matters 
like these one never knows where 
the judges wili turn.: Of course, 
in this country we know.. We have 
no difficulty for the reason I 
have given.. But let us not for
get that thi� Bill itself is a 
grave inroad upon personal liber
ty, and the manner in which it 
h as 'come  to life can only be 
gleaned.from a further examina
tion of the articles of the Con
stitution itself. 

The Constitution, of course, 
starts with a preamble. The pre
amble is s hort but· it is, of 
course, no less impressive. It 
acknowledges reverence for the 
Deity but, may I remind\Members 
of the House, so does the Consti
tution of South Africa where 
God's guidance is as ked for in 
the policy and practice of Par
liament. It affirms the entitle
ment of all men to the fundamen
tal r ights and freedoms of the 
individual. It recognises that 
the said rights and freedoms are 
best established and secuced in a 

democratic society founded upo .... 
the r ule of law . It further 
states: 

11 Now. therefore, the follow
ing articles, which make pro
vision for the ·government of 
Guyan-a as s uch a _democratic 
society, shall have effect as 
the Constitution of Guyana." 

Looking at th is preamble, one 
gets a guide to the spirit, and 
now one sees these inroads by way 
of p_reventive detention. 

I have referred to the Con
stitution of Europe, and particu
larly to article�:5, 7, and 16 
where derogation ·from article 5 
is only permissible in certain 
instances of war and emergency. 
Let us understand my position. I 
do no t say that, in times of 
emergency, a Government must not 
have power, in the interest of 
peace and security, and that a 
Government should not have power, 
if it is necessary, to imprison 
people if the public peace is to 
be preserved. But anyone who has 
any grasp, however feeble, of the 
legal system of this country - if 
of no other - \\Ould know that, in 
the laws of this cou�try, in a 
single day laws of this nature 
could be promulgated. A State of 
Emergency could be declared from 
the Cabinet Room and receive its 
signification from the Governor
General. Any Attorney-General 
who is ready and willing to deal 
with these subjects must have the 
Emergency Regulations permanently 
on his files. He can send them 
to the printers and have them re
leased. Let us realise that, in 
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this country, within a matter of 
hours, we can have laws to pro
vide for preventive detention. 

O u r  argument is that this 
Bill is a violation of the spirit 
of the Constitution; it is a de
nial of fundamental rights of the 
people. To have a Bill like this 
in times of peace and tranquil
lity, when the courts, the Police 
and the Defence Forces are func
tioning, and clearly denying a 
man access to the normal courts 
of the land, where he can have 
his rights determined by accusa
toriai process, after putting up 
his defence - -

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Time! 

Mr, Bisseaber: I should have 
indicated that, with the agree
ment of the hon. Leader of the 
Opposition (Dr. Jagan} two exten
sions will be given to the hon. 
Leader and the hon. Members Dr. 
Ramsahoye and Mr. Chase. 

Mr, Deputy Speaker: The hon. 
Member may proceed. 

Dr, Raasahoye: I do not, for 
one moment, wish in this House to 
challenge the opinion of those 
who think that this legislation 
is co nst it  ut ional and righ t. 
There is  another place where 
points of a purely tec�nical 
nature could be raised. I wish 
to ask this Government, the hon. 
Attorney-General and his legal 
advisers, to look once again at 
the very provisions which allow 
them the right to draft laws for 
preve n t i v  e de tent ion t o  see 
whether they really have an accu-

Provisions) Bill 

rate grasp of the ;meaning and 
purport of the various provisions 
of article 5. Maybe the Govern
ment is sure of its ground. May
be the Government feels that, 
whatever case may be propounded 
before the courts, it could not 
succeed, in the present circum

stances. 

I think it is necessary for 
the members of the Government to 
read, again and again, the provi
sions of this article, to see its 
various implications and  the 
numerous technical points which 
arise out of the article itself 
and out of the provisions of the 
3ill. 

10.40 p.m. 

Th e Bill as draft ed h as 
c ertain provisions wh ich are, 
in part, borrowed from the great 
Republic of India. The Statute 
of Europe provides that where a 
man is detained, the grounds for 
his detention have to be commu
nicated to him promptly. Under 
article 22 of the Indian Consti
tution, the grounds of detention 
must be communicated to a person 
when he is detained and there is 
no circumscription of this provi
sion that the grounds must be 
communicated to the person. 

1n this Bill I notice there 
is a provision that the.grounds 
for detention must be given but 
that no defect of any kind in the 
statement of the gr ounds shall 
invalidate the order. Let us 
look at arti cl e 5 (3) which 
states that:i 
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"Anv person who is 
arrest ed or detained shall be 
i�formed as soon as reasona
bly pract icable, in a lan
guage that he understands, of 
the reasons for his arrest or 
detention and shall

1
be per

mitted, at his own expense, 
to retain and instruct with
out delay a legal adviser of 
his own choice, being a per
.son entitled to practise in 
Guyana as an adv ocate or  
solicitor, and to  ho ld com
munication with him. 11 

This is a further act of rascali
ty  evidenced in paragraph ( 6). 
It states: 

"Nothing in the p rovi
sions of paragraphs (3) and 
(4) of this art ic le shall
apply to any person arrested
nr detained by virtue. of the
provisions of any la• provid
ing for preventive detention
except in so far as the pro
visions of the said paragraph
( 3) r equire that he shall be 
p ermitted to retain and in
struct a legal adviser and to 
hold commun ication with him." 

In other words, the reason 
for a mn' s arrest does not a_pply 
if he is taken under �reventive 
detention. ·W.hy this - reve-rsal 
from the India;n Constitution? Of 
course the hon .. Attorney-General 
and his legal adviser know why. 
They must have read the Constitu
tion of India and they must hav.e 
read how seriously the Indian 
Supreme Court feels about cases 

when the grounds are vague or 
when supplementary grounds were 
introduce d, because in -all such 
casei. the detainees were re
leased, That is why they have 
decided to c lose the gap. In 
times of peace this Bill should 
be scrapped. Do not come here in 
conditions of peace and tran
quillity and make such serious 
provisions concerning fundamental 
rights. It is a sad thing. This 
legislation would be interpreted 
t o  grant wide powers to the 
Governme'Q.t. It will be used to 
punish people for other offences 
in the last resort, and men would 
be convicted by what the Minister 
believes,what he thinks. When I 
say that I do not mean in the 
line of subversi ou or b reach of 
the p eac e; I mean that in an 
i deologi c al sen se. 

Many arguments have been 
raised that this power is being 
put in the hands of one man in a 
country which is so sharply di
v i ded. But the  reason  thi s  
is b eing done is that the sim
ple poli tical principles have 
not been followed. One should 
never believe that constitutional 
guarantees are upheld by j udge·s 
acting alone. Const itution al 
guarantees are upheld when they 
t ake deep roots in the min ds

of the entire body po liti c . 
Everybody 1111st be for the Consti
tution. One half of the popula
tion must not feel that the con
stitutional guarantees will be 
upheld for the other half but not 
for them� 

W hen the P.P.P. w a s  in  
Government from 1961-1964, the 
hon. Prime Minister used to talk 
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�out a national c o nsensus . 
There is every reason why he 
should seek a consensus now. But 
he does not bother. This Bill is 
being railroaded in this House. 
Every effort has been made to 
have it passed as quickly as pos
sible, for what reason nobody 
knows! This Bill is a most im
portant document in the legal 
history o f  this House and this 
n ation. I say it is a serious 
thing because it is being passed 
in conditions of peace and tran
quillity. It is no use telling us 
that you have to guard the inter
est of all and therefore sacri
fice the rights of a few. You 
have a legal system. You have a 

-system by \-.hich men could be
charged by the police if they are
guilty of offences. · -in England
people are brought to justice
before the ordinary courts of the
land.

The hon. Minister of Agricul
ture referred to Australia. In 
Australia there is only preven

tive detention where immigration 
la ws have to be upheld by the 
Courts. It is the same-in Canada 
and the same in New Zealand. But 
it is a mark of incompetence for 
p eople  to seek to have these 
powers in times of peace. 

10.50 p.m. 

I have said over and over 
again while we have been debating 
extensions of the emergency that 
the use of these poy;ers perpetu
ally must tend  to mak e the 
Government insensitive, and they 
must tend to make policemen, who 
are supposed to make inquiries, 
short-circuit investigations, for 
they find it much easier to do 

t h ings  th is w ay than to go  
through the hard task of the or
d inary procedure. These are the 
dangers in having legislation of 
this nature. We must not forget 
that this legislation is setting 
up p ar allel tribunals: the 
courts on one side and the tribu
nals on the other side. There is 
provision in the Constitution for 
the enforcement of fundamental 
rights and freedoms. 

It is not necessary for the 
Government to use this type of 
legislation. There are provi
sions in the Bill of Rights that 
can be used in the courts. There 
is also Article 19 of the Consti
tution, and Rules can be draft�� 
to provide procedures whereby 
people can approach the courts. 
I n stead of dei ng t his, t he 
Government is going to erode 
fundamental rights. How fantas
tic! Then we hear clamours for 
more and more power. This is a 
c l ea r  a buse  of l egislati ve 
power. Why do we have a Bill 
of Rights? The Bill of Rights 
is intended among other things 
to prot�ct a citizen from the 
abuse of legislative as well 
as executive power. However, 
so f ar as preventive deten� 
tion is concerned, once that Tri
bunal is established,. a man can be 
detained for no longer than three· 
months unless the Tribunal has 
reported before the expiration of 
the said period of three months 
that there is, in its opinion, 
sufficient cause for such deten
tion. That is the only safeguard 
a detainee has. When we consider 
and analyse everything, that is 
the final analysis that we arrive 
at. That is all the safeguard 
that we have in this co untry 
against the abuse of legislative 
power. 
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T�:is: 'Bill. is foreign to the 
spifit' of the Constitµtion, and 
it 1S �f��ti.�g inr,O!l,!iS in the 
per:,so��l liberty of th� citizen 
which'. _will certainly lead to pro�- -
oce.tion. I would consider this 
Bill as an act of political prov
ocation, de·spi,te, the, fact that 
there may be a claaour for it on 
the other si de of the House. 
Rea:soh 111tst on refle-ct ion pre
vail. So�.· people, a t  lea.st, 
even :·tboqgh . they have to vote 
aga.j..nst· t\!,l!if consciences, must 
rea.l,ise .'t.AA,t.. legislation of this 
natu�� i$ ,lj.,ke a ca.nee� which 
ea ts a.! .the yery t0:0t of our 
soci�t;y •. Why llUSt aen live with 
th.is ,typ,e 'Of legislation ha.nging 
over thdr heads? . _ ·. 
. 

.I,' d'o' �t>t care who dnfted
tlrls Bill'� -· Whoever drafted tii1s 
Bili 1 -.f'.Jiave realised that the 
ci'e&t.iW powe.-s of a �:tion aust 
be sul>j�t· to terrible 'restn.ints 
waen .. h� to live under coadi
tiQnSof fep wJdch a Bill of this 
n&W! __ � enguer. To tell a 
•an.who is 'detained that he has
the right to couult his counsel
at _his e>Wll expense is a farce._
Suppose lie ea.nnot &fford to have
counsel?: Bas

1

the hon. Attorney
General ever been to a court to.
see a � . floundering a.nd try
ing to present hjs ca.se? Do you
think, tJ1a;t, .. � layaan can properly
present his case? [Aa .... lea
lter (Governaent): "Soae la.yaen 
can present a case better than 
some lawyers."] Do you really 
think that a layBl!Ul can properly 
present his case in courts fol
lolflng F.ngli sJ,i, procedure wi tho�t 
legal assisua.nce7 

I have heard criaina.ls cross
examine witnesses much better 

Provisions) Bill 

than some counsel; I have heard 
criminals making better submis
sions and speeches than some 
counsel, but I am not here to 
make a joke about this serious 
ma.tter. 'What I am saying is that 
in t he normal course of human 
activity the layman will flounder 
if he attempti to present his 
case in a court following English 
Rules and Procedure without ade
quate legal assistance, and that 
when we are dealing with Consti
tutional guarantees this Govern
ment should bo r row f rom the 
U. S.A. just like i t  bo r rows 
money. Let the hon. Attorney
General say what he thinks about 
this imtter. 

I know that in the Supreme 
Courts of the U.S.A.. a man ha.s a 
right to be repres�nted by coun
sel. If a. 11BI1's rights are gtling 
to be infringed upon, then do not 
tell him that  he must obtain 
counsel at his own exp�nse. If 
he cannot afford the expense of 
securing counsel, then he will 
certainly be left at the mercy of 
th e Government. If we have 
liberty in our bones, we cannot 
sit here and erode the Constitu
tional provisions in this lll8.W1er. 

We have had expe�ience in 
this sort of thing. Governor 
Luyt, as he then was, used this 
power to stop the Constitutional 
machinery of the last Government 
from functionin� in June, 1964; 
he used it to imprison� without 
charge or  trial, members of the 
Legislative Assembly; he used it 
because be intended to break the 
Government at that point, and he 
intended further to divide 
Guyanese people so that in their 
weak �tate they could be pounced 
upon b7 iaperial�st vultures. 
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He-se� the example which, of 
course, this Govermaent would not 
have failed to follow. 

Governor Luyt bas now gone to 
· South Africa to teach the theory
of  what he practised here. He
must haye been a great man to
ha ve go t t hat job in South
Africa. He has done a good job
here for the British Govel'n:Ient.
Our duty now is to create condi
tions so that the people he has 

divided aay live together in
unity.

This law is intended'' to .. be a 
piece of political. bl.aclana.il. '· W'e 
k� that �t will be_ �ed to ja
pnsoµ people. We lqww wha.t th� 
�ove�aent ' u.s�d .,�o dt whe� � \ 
1mpr1soned peop:J.f�. lt �i;ed to 
interrogate 'thelli · and give all 
sorts of proais�s in order to get 
infol'll8.tion. �ird-degree mea-,:.: 
-ures were being u sed t o  get
inforaation. There i s provision
in thi s Bill to lock up a man a.no
then set him free before the
three-month period so that he
will not have td go before the
Tribunal.

11 p.m. 

This is it: blackmail. No 
provision is made in this piece 
of legislation foT the hardship 
which detainees must suffer when 
they are pulled away from normal 
conditions of life with all their 
obligations and co�itments. Let 
us bear from the Government what 
concrete proposals they ,intend to 
make and let us have it set out 
in law for everyone to be able to 
interpret what conditions the 
Government proposes to have the 
incarcerated men live under. We 
do not wish the·se things to be in 
the Minister's discretion. Let 
u s know that the Minister will 

make a law telling us under what 
conditions these men will be 
obliged to live. · · · 

We  cannot for one moment 
countenance the provisions of 
this Bilt: They are unreason
able; they are unnecessary; they 
seek to erect a banner of.despo
tism in a colJ#try where -a wilder
ness is beiiig created from the 
point of v,f ew of ideological 
thought. This Government could 
willingl y'create a physical 
wil,_4erness in thi s  country; 
this Go ver�aent will will
ingly ,s;t.�.lti

f
y,.all p_r9cesses .if

it thinks by ,.<loing so. it could 
r�n perpetually in po�r. But 
where does it'. ,get _the �at ion? 
Where d�es it-, get the p:eople? 
What go<>;d will;· it do ,to us if we 
ha�e to· live:iii conditions of 
dist17USt and d.i,s.tress? 

· We have heard this clamour
for power 1 an1l'·iaore power. We 
have se�n illJjOrtan:t matters left 
unatt�nded;to; we have:•een 
democracy sacri'fieed and funda
mental rights· ud freedoms ridden 
roughshod over by men greedy and 
lusting for power. flµ.s is :a sad 
liloaent in the history  of this 

couiltry. This iis the period a. t 
which aen in Europe, accustomed 
to govern the. whole world from 
Westllinister, will be able to say 
that a.11 the techniques have 
woMd; this is the tine a.t which 
they could Slt4Y ,tha� democra,cy is 

not llfl.de for us. Now they must 
be 1!.aving their triumph� Ever
thing they have planned has 

worked. They have a belief - and 
aake no mistake about it - that 
demcracy is only founa. in Anglo
Sa.J1Dn institutions, and we have 
118.de- it true by our own default. 
No one will ever, believe that we 
ha.ve t�e capacity to live as 
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fr ee men. No o ne will ever 
beli

°
eve that we can run this 

. cc.mtry without. wartime powers in
peacetime.: No one will believe 
that we are capable of govern
ing this country as they govern 
England, Australia, New Zealand 
and Canada. We have brought it 
all on ourselves. We have proved 
their point and we have proved 
their point by our own default. 

It is not true that we cannot 
provide the leadership in a coun
try like th is to lead the people 
towards the creation of free in
stitutions. It is not true at 
all. It is that we have re
nounced our own independence; we 
have decided not to assert our
selves. The leaders of this 
country have themselves to blame 
for not having the people united 
in a connnon consensus. This has 
come about, but the blame is not 
even at all, because some powers 
are greater than ever and ele
ments are fighting it. It is a 
pjty. I never expected to see 
the day when legislation of this 
n a ture  would be  put on t he 
statute-book of this country. I 
do not feel now that it is impos
sible for the people of Guyana to 
govern themselves without re
course to these extraordinary 
m easures. 

History is being made. We 
all will stand at  the bar of 
judgment. Whatever use is going 
to be made of this piece of 
legisl&tion we shall soon see. 
Whatever reasons were advanced to 
the United Kingdom, which reasons 
they must have eccerted for the 
variation of their provisions of 
the 1961 Constitution, we shall 

soon know, but it is a fundamen
tal truth that ideas are much 
more explosive than policy. This 
is a lesson which the hon. Minis
ter of Home Affairs appears not 
to grasp. People will begin to 
use these powers. Already you 
are using these powers; already 
you are preventing men from going 
to places where they can get work 
a nd from living where they �an 
get accommodation suitable to 
them; already, I suppose, you are 
planning to lock up more people 
by passing this legislation. 

By doing this, members of the 
Government certify to the exter
nal world that peace and tran
quillity can only exist in con
ditions of dictatorship and des
potism. Let me remind all those 
who  speak that they probably 
s pea k only f or themselves . 
Whether the people of this coun
try will ever have a chance to 
raise their voices through the 
ballot-box against measures of 
this nature, and other measures 
which will come, we do not know. 
�1bether elections in this country 
will be fair if held, we do not 
know. We know what happened in 
this country between 1962 and 
1964, and we know how the affairs 
of this country were settled 
across the seas by men who had 
only an economic interest. We 
could have exercised a better 
judgment, but the time is too 
late. 

Those of us who feel that we 
are doing right should be wished 
good luck, but this Government 
a lready ha s a long history of 
manipulations against the rule of 
law. Preventive detention, re
striction of movement, detention 
under inhuman conditions, are all 
sins this Government has com-
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mitted. This is the last straw! 
We cannot sleep over our funda
mental rights; we must assert 
them. Now is the time to assert 
them. Let us not believe· that we 
can only assert ourselves when we 
are inspired from outside. Let 
us realise in our own interest 
that a country like this, situ
ated as it is, with a population 
disposed as it is, with a Govern
ment established as it is, �ould 
have done better if only the 
members of the Government wanted 
to try. The fact that they are 
not trying is the fault of no 
one. The fact that they seek to 
rush this piece of legislation 
through, at this time, without 
any consultation is a matter for 
them. But we on this side must

raise our voices in protest at  
this new incursion upon the de
mocratic freedoms. 

I have been to conferences 
abroad and I have heard men talk 
about freedom and talk about the 
rule of law. I have taken my 
seat with them and they have de

b ated these matters for days. 
Yet this country is at the feet 
of a despotism which violates 
every concept which the rule of 
law embraces and we hear nothing 
from theni •. 

11.10 p.m. 

They talk about Cuba, they 
talk about Spain, and they talk 
about South Africa. The same 
thing is happening_ in Guyana and 
no  one says anything in those 
centres of the world where those 
democrats are supposed to be 
f ound .  But when the day of 
reckoning comes, they will make 
no excuses for having neglected 
this land. 

Provisions) Bill 

This Government grasps these 
powers with clamorous attitudes. 
It is grasging for political 
power to exercise arbitrary and 
despotic power. We know what 
happened between 1962 and 1964. 
We understand. We do not forget 
how it was motivated and how it 
started. We do not forget what 
Dr. Richmond said recentl_y about 
occurrences in 196!. These are 
fundamental truths. It was from 
those days that democracy in this 
country began to sag and those 
people who have always wanted to 
make sure that democracy should 
not exist in this country, are 
now in agreement with this !Bill. 

One last thing I wish to say 
is this: never mind this vic
tory, the power still rests with 
the people. A new ba.�tle is�
ing to be fought and I sincere"ly 
hope that this process which is 
now being .set into practice, will 
be reversed in the interest of 
the good name of our country. 
[Applause.] 

The A..uaraey-Geaeral (Mr. 
Ramphal): There were moments, 
Mr. Speaker, during the speech 
of my hon. and learned Friend., 
particularly towards the ena 
,f his speech, when, much as I 
11.dmired the rheto ric, I was
�ound to feel, as I suppose all 
hon. Members were moved to feel, 
that he had wandered into � 
mythical land and had be2UJl to 
speak on an imaginary Bill. 

Throughout history one of 
man'l; most challenging problems in 
his pursuit - as it bas been our 
pursuit in Guyana - of an or
dered society has been the need 
to reconcile the freedom of t-lle 
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i�dividual, the liberty of the 
citizen, with the liberty and the 
freedom of all other individuals 
and the legitimate interests of 
the society as a whole, of which 
the individual is but a part. In 
the course of history there have, 
regrettably, been some notable 
occasions on which mankind has 
lapsed inglorious in this pur
suit. The history of our own 
times.is replete with examples of 
totalitarian regimes, whether 
they take the form of Fascist 
d ictatorships of the Right or 
communist tyrannies of the Left, 
in which even the pretence of 
reconciliation - of holding the 
balance fairly between the rights 
of the individual and the in
terest of the society - has been 
abandoned altogether. The attain
ment of  that balance and the 
achievement of that reconcilia
tion are the ven essence of demo
cratic Governm;nt and it is in 
their pursuit that the Govern:.. 
ment brings this Bill for the 
consideration of this honourable 
House. 

Guyana's Constitution recog
nises this central theme of con
stitutionalism. Several hon. and 
learned Members and several hon. 
Members have already referred to 
the basic opening chapter of the 
Bill of Rights in our Constitu
tion which expresses this pursuit 
of balance in an ordered society. 
The hon. Minister of Home Affairs, 
in moving the Second Reading of 
th is Bill, and my h on. and 
learned Friend Dr. Ramsahoye, in 
his speech a moment ago, quoted 
from this section. The language 
of this pro vision emphasises 
that, in guaranteeing to the in
dividual rights and freedoms 
which have bP.come his by virtue 

of bib human personalit� which 
has been acknowledged universal
ly, they should adhere in the in
dividual. 

The Gonstitution, therefore, 
and inevitably, must subject 
these rights in the language of 
the Constitution with respect for 
the rights and freedoms of ot:tiers 
and for the public interest and 1 
in their enumeration in the Con, 
stitution, it is essential, it 
one is to define the rights of 
the individual with any particu
larity, as 'mankind certainly, 
since the last war, has thought 
it fit in the interest of the in
dividual to seek to do, to attach 
to them limitations, being again 
in the language of the Constitu
tion, designed to ensure that the 
enjoyment of those rights and 
freedoms by any individual does 
not prejudice the rights and free
doms of others. or of the public 
intere st. In t_he very act 
of decl�ring and enshrjning the 
rights of the individual, the 
Constitution of Guyana recog
nises) and in this we are by no 
means unique, that there will be 
occasions in the affairs of the 
country on which those rights and 
those freP.doms will need to be 
subordin�te to the interest of 
the country as a who le. Anyone 
who reads the provisions of our 
Bill of Rights with care, and 
those who are familiar with these 
ma tters, will r ecognise the 
degree to which we have paid the 
closest attention to the prece
dents of other countries and of 
conventions, as the European 
Convention, to which a great deal 
of very distinguished and learnec 
time has been devoted. 

11. 20 p. m.

Anyone who reads this document
with care will appreciate how 
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great �n effort has gone in�o 
this business of crystallising in 
o ur Constitution, a balance be
tween the rights of the individu
al and the legitimate interests
of the State.

I have sa id that in doing 
this we have been neither novel 
nor original. Ever since the end 
of the last war great energy has 
been devoted to this very diffi
cult and complicated question,and 
some of the world's most liberal 
spirits have been involved in 
this exercise. This particular 
issue was based on the balance of 
the r i�his o f  the indiv idual 
�ainst the interests of the 
State. One occasion on which 
this question was specially con
sidered was at the International 
Congress of Jurists in New Delhi 
in 1959 and few have expressed 
better the need for realism in 
striking the balance I �ve b�en 
talking about than the Prl.Dle Min
ister of India, Mr. Jawaharlal 
N ehru,in his speechinaugurat ing 
the Congress. lf I may be per
mitted to read a few short sen
t ences from that speech, they 
will, I think, illustrate ade
quately what this great man,

speaking not as a lawyer but as 
a public figure familiar �ith 
the basic problem of balancing, 
had to say to that international 
gathering. 

"The Rule of Law re
quires many other things; 
e qual treatment, no racial 
discrimination and all that. 
Yet, we know that all of this 
takes place, and therefore it 
is outs ide the pale of law. 

1he Rule of Law requires that 
individual rights should be 

protected, and they should be 
protected, of course; and as 
our Attorney General pointed 
out to you, our Constitution 
in India lays special stress 
on the rights of the individ
ual. And if I may say so, it 
is not our Constitution only, 
but the whole backgroun� of  
our ancient law also says
SO. 

II 

Now, in protecting the rights 
of an individual, no law permits 
that individual to function in a 
prejudicial manner aga inst his 
�eighbo ur. The l�w i� �uppo�ed 
�o curb th e preJu d1c1al 1n
siincts of the individual. Some

line has to be drawn somewhere 
and the line may vary otherwise 
the individual would become a 
menace to society, or a group may 
become a menace to society. I am 
merely putting before this dis
tinguished audience some diffi
culti es that arise beca-use we 

lived m obviously cba.nged, times, 
and t imes change with amazing 
rapidity. As Mr. Nehru said on 
that occasion: 

"All this leads one to 
think that the Rule of Law,

which is so important, must 
r un closely to the Rule of 
life. It cannot go off at a 
tangent from life's problems 
and be an answer to problems 
which existed yesterday and 
are not so important today. 
It has to deal with today's 
problems." 

I shall have 110re to s031 at a 
later stage about the manner in 
which the Govermaent of India has 
dealt and is continuing to deal 
with some of the problems of to
day. It is in furtherance of 
these ideas that our Independence 
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Constitution has f'aqed ,;quarely 
the problems of preventive· deten
tion. Acknowledging how impor
tant a weapon this system has be
come in the armoury of a demo
cratic society against those who 
would destroy its basic character 
and institutions, the Constitu
tion has set out to impose re
strictions of its own which have 
two related and yet separate pur
poses, related 1n the sense that 
they both deal with this funda
mental question to which I have 
referred, separate in that they 
are in a sense. Complementary.· 
[Interruption] I was saying that 
the Constitution has set out to 
impose restrictions of its own 
which, on the one hand, recognise 
the legitimacy of le�islation 
providing for preventive deten
tion and, on the other, circum
scribe the power of this Parlia
ment to so provide by requiring 
its compliance with a variety of 
procedural and substantial safe
guards written in the Constitu
tion itself. 

In this regard, and in rela
tion to the experiences of other 
Oountries in their reconciliation 
of the requirements of the rule 
af law with the necessity for 
preventive detention authority, 
nothing is perhaps more relevant 
than the fact that it arises out 
of the basic precedence to which 
attention was paid when the Con
s_titution of Guyana was being 
drafted, namely, the Constitution 
of India. We have heard it said 
that the provisions for preven
tive detention �thorised by vir
tue of the Constitution of India 
arose out of the problems of par
tition. They, of course, arose 
out of those problems only in

part. They came at the end of 
. the period of emergency which 
partition created in that vexed 
area of the world, and I think I 
can do no better than to read 
from a do cument on preventive 
detention which I shall have need 
to refer to later in my speech. 
It was published in a Journal of 
the International Commission of 
Jurists and written by a man who 
was a Judge of the distinguished 
Supreme Court of India. He spoke 
about the considerations on which 
the Indian legislation proceeded. 
He talked about the problems of 
1artition and the problems of 
transition through Independence 
and the· aftermath of war. 

Mr. Luck: 
order. ls the 
General quoting 
the reference? 
"Shut up."] 

To a point of 
hon. Attorney
and can we have 
[Mr. Bisseaber: 

The Attorney-General: I 
thought I had made it clear that 
I was reading from the Journal of 
the International Commission of 
Jurists volume 391, page 94 -
and perhaps my hon •. and learned 
Friend, if he chooses to take 
interest in the matter may take 
notice of this reference. 

� ••.• The afterma th of the 
war had also driven herds 
of men • homeless, desperate 
and reckless · into the coun
try over the borders of Assam 
and Bengal. And above all, 
disrup t iv e·communist ele• 
ments, bent on violence and 
the overthrow of law and 
order by striking at vital 
necessities of government 
like railways, .tele graphs, 
post offices and the police, 
and by endeavouring to suborn 
rhe army began to raise their 
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heads. It was also f ound 
that in some isolated areas 
witnesses were either ter

rorised or killed so that the 
normal function of the courts 
in certain c lasses of cases 
could not continue. lbe new
ly formed independent govern
ment of India decided there
fore that it could not afford 
to t ake risks and that a 
pe rio d o f  s t ab i lity  was 
essential if the countr y 
was to settle down." 

11.30 p. m. 

In the course of the debate 
hon. Members referred to the Pre
ventive Bill of India and said 
that our Bill was different, I 
should like to  say that Sardar 
J�llabhbhai, patel defended the 
Indian Preventive Deten tion Bill 
in the following words: 

"The majority of de
tainees are Communists. Our 
fight is not with Communists 
or-those who believe in the 
theory of Communism but with 
those whose avowed object is 
to create disruption, dislo
cation and tamper with colllllu• 
nications, to-suborn loyalty 
and make it impossible for a 
normal government based ow 
law to function. Obviously 
we cannot deal with these 
people in terms of ordinary 
law .-• •  When the  law is 
flouted and offences are com
mitted there is the criminal 
law which is put in force. 
But where the very basis of 
law is sought to be under
m in e d  and a t t e mp t s  are 
m ade to create a stat� of 
affairs in which, to borrow 
the words of the father 
of our Prime Minister 'men 

would not be men and law 
would not be law' we feel 
justified in evoking emer
gent and extraordinary laws 
••• There are also anti
social elements raising -their 
heads ••• \\1ien you say civil 
liberty should not be inter
fered with I endorse it. I 
appreciate �hat i s  civil 
liberty but I hate c ;iminal 
liberty to commit violence 
against innocent peoples; to 
remove rails from the railway 
tracks and wreck trains and 
kill those in them; to dis
locate communications; to set 
fire to public property; to 
attack warders in jail and 
ki ll them; to att ack the 
po lice.'' 

Let us, therefore, have an 
end to this talk about constitu
tional impropriety and violations 
of the rule of law. The provi
sions of the National Security 
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Bill 
that deal with preventive deten
tion, that is, the provisions 
of Part II of the Bill, pay the 
closest possible respect to the 

- mandates of the Constitution and,
as I shall show later, go far
beyond what is required by the
Consti tution in throwing up
shield s in pro tection of the
individual. Ind,eed, I noted with
some interest recently that the
official p u blication of the
Opposition Party was good enough
to recognise that the B ill -
while criticised in other re
spects by the writer - coul:d not
be said to be in violation of
the Constitution. _Let it there
fore be  acknowledged that tlie
measure which is now before the
House seeks to do no more, indeed
it does somewhat less, than is
specifically authorised by our
national Constitution. Perhaps
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wli:1t hon. Members opposite are 
now indulging in is a rather cir
cuitous procedure for advancing a 
case for vet another con sf it 11-

t ional a�endment which their 
s elf-imposed absence from the 
London Conference deprived them 
of the chance of putting forward 
- though they have never before
challenged the propriety of this
provision.

The Minister of Home Affairs 
in introducing the Bill has quite 
properly reminded this House of 
the events of the not very dis
tant past and has drawn the at
tention  of hbn. Members and, 
through the proceedings of this 
House, - let us continue to be 
realists - of the community, to 
the dangers of complacency and 
the need to  guarantee for the 
society as a whole - and this 
applies to every single Guya�ese 
whether he lives at Skeldon or 
New Amsterdam, at Mahaicony or 
Buxton, in Georgetown or Leguan, 
in the Pomeroon or in the Rupu
nuni - and whose dearest wish is 
to live in peace with his neigh
bour, to bring up his family free 
from f ear and distrust and to 
pursue his work in the knowledge 
that he shall reap its reward -
to guarantee for the society the 
maintenanc e of the p eace and 
stability we have now achieved 
and to deter  any who may be 
tempted, for whatever motive, to 
turn us on the road back. That 
there are those among us who may 
be so tempted few in this society 
will deny - after all the threats 
of the Tri-continental Conference 
were as explicit as any in Mein 
Kampf itself - and the Government 
owes a n  obligation  to other  
citizens when it lifts the pro-
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tective mantle of the emergency f· 
provisions to ensure that there 
remains, albeit dormant, adequate 
authority to deal swiftly and • 
effectively with threats to the 
safety of the p ublic  and the 
maintenanc e of order. 

And when authority of this 
nature is being taken so that all 
men of peace in the society could 
walk free and without fear it 
comes strangely from some hon. 
Members opposite who are in other 
contexts and in other places full 
of praise f-0r regimes that have 
used imprisonment, banishment and 
exile without trial to crush not 
only the freedom of the individu
al but the very human spirit 
itself - it comes strangely from 
these gentlemen to hear a protest 
that the heavily circumscribed 
authority conferred by this Bill 
in absolute compliance witn the 
requirements of the Constitution 
is inimical to the society and 
contrary_ to the rule of law. 

11.40 p.m. 

These hon. Members say that 
these provisions are inimical to 
the society and contrary to the 
rule of law. They are inimical,
yes, but only to the interests of 
those whose will it is to subvert 
the society�· [Applause(Govern� 
ment) .J - and they are contrary, 
yes, but only to the designs of 
those who are willing to take 
advantage of and abuse the forms

and institutions of our democracy
and the procedures of our legal 
system. I say in all seriousness 
that no amount of argument, of 
sophistry, or of rhetoric could 
ever justify the right of a hand
ful of men and women to destroy 
for a whole community the chance 
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it has won to rebuild the nation
al edifice in which all Guyanese 
may dwell in peace. 

No r has our society been 
unique in finding it necessary to 
uphold the authority of the state 
and to reserve the power of pre
ventive detention as a deterrent 
against people of this kind. A 
large number of coun tries have 
found it necessary to take, and 
often to use, such powers, and 
even m ature socie ties, whose 
social and political conditions 
have produced stability over many 
years, have found it necessary to 
adopt the machinery of preventive 
detention when basic national in
terests and the survival of the 
society seem to be in peril. 

To a long established society 
this threat to survival, this 
peril, may  seem suf ficiently  
clear and  present to justify the 
asswaption of powers of preven
tive detention only in time of 
war, and very large societieE 
have sought, and used, these 
powers only on these occasions, 
but to a small and to a young 
society, whose social.and politi
cal pa tterns are still being 
evolved and whose basic institu
tions are still being raised, 
that peril to survival. aq exist 
in nol'IIBl time·s much more than in 
times .of war, and the time of· 
transition over the period of in
dependence aakes such a society 
particularly vulnerable to a de
gree that longer established 
societies can never be. 

Then, there are threats that 
particular societies face that 
others do not. A society, for 
exaaple, that is cleft by racial, 
tribal or other sectional inter
ests, is particularly vulnerable 
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to the excesses and machinations 
of those who are prepared to ride 
these differences in pursuit of 
their own inglorious ends. 

So, too, are societies faced 
with the problem of containing 
groups within their midst who are 
dedicated to the overthrow of 
democratic institutions them
selves and, worse still, where 
that dedication is an apostolic 
propagation of alien creeds, and 
where those who indulge in this 
evangelism are in receipt of 
material assistance and support 
from outside the society. [Ap
plause (Govermnent.)J 

Two such countries, within 
the Commonwealth itself, have 
been the Federation of Malaya and 
the Republic of India. In our 
own times we have seen Malaya 
with its special coaaunal prob
lem, posed by large Ma lay and 
Chinese coaaunities, and threat
ened at one time by Coaaunist 
penetration from the north and, 
at another tiae, by a nationalist 
confrontation froa the south, 
come to grips with this-basic 
problem of the need to deter 
those who would overthrow the 
state itself. 

When, arising out of the 
�ala.aitous eae�ency in Malaya 
that ended in 1960, Malaya found 
it necessary to guarantee the 
peace that it had fought so hard 
to win, it did this principally 
by enacting its Internal Security 
Act. If I aay read again froa 
the Journal of the International 
Co•ission of Jurists for the 
Winter 1961 on the subject of 
preventive detention .in Mala.ya, 
this is  what the commentator 
said: 
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'"With the end of the 
St a t e of Eme rgen c y, the 
Emergency Regulations, which 
gave the Executive far-reach
ing powers of detention and 
�upervision lap sed. The 
Internal Security Act was 
enacted to give the Federal 
Government the powers of pre
ventive detention and super
vision which the Government 
considered necessary to com
ba t s ubversion and o the r 
forms of organised violence." 

The provisions of the Bill we are 
debating today in this House fall 
very far short of the authority 
taken by the Government of Malaya 
to protect the integrity of that 
state in 1960. 

What Malaya did in 1960 was 
itself merely a reproduction of 
the proc e sses  that had bee n 
adopted across the Straits of 
Malacca in 1949 by the New Repub
lic of India. Faced as India was 
by the problem of partition, by 
the problems of independence and 
its traditions, India recog
nised - and I have already drawn 
attention to the provisions of 
the Act and the considerations on 
which it was passed in the lan
guage of Jawaharlal Nehru - that 
it was necessary for the machin
ery of preventive detention to be 
enforc ed if the calm that had 
been produced by 1949 was to pre
vail and the new state was to 
preserve its integrity for the 
great destiny to which it was so 
obviously committed. 

It is unnecessary for me to 
do more by way of reference to 
the considerations which led the 

Indian Government to take this 
course. Much has been said about 
the size of India. India is, of 
course, a large country of very 
many millions, and numbers there 
quite obviously do not have the 
same meaning that they have with 
us, but I draw an opposite con
clusion on this disparity between 
the size of India and the size of 
Guyana, between the many millions 
of Ind ia and our hundreds of 
thousands. No amount of ration
alising can erase the fact that 
the central Government of India 
and the Governments of the states 
of Ind ia - but  p erhaps  more 
notably- the state of Kerala -
faced as they w ere with  the  
threat of a total1tarian com
munist regime, had to make con
stant use, long after the pro
blem of partition had passed, of 
these powers to save the states, 
the Republic and the ordinary 
peaceful, decent people of India 
from.those who were prepared to 
destroy th� and their society. 

11. 50 p.m.

One does not need to go back 
to the earliest examples after 
partition to establish this. Not 
many years ago, towards the end 
of 1962, many hon. Members on 
both sides of the House will re
member, Detention Orders had to 
be made in India against a large 
number of persons associated with 
the Indian Communist Party, in
cluding members of the party's 
Politbureau,. More recently, 
over 800 persons were detained in 
India for their activities in 
connection with the sa.me_organi
sation. Let it not therefore be 
pretended that preventive deten
tion in India is a left-over from 
the problems of partition. 
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1 have mentioned the examples 
of Malaya and India because I 
think it ��uld be acknowledged 
universally that these two coun
tries represent a bastion for 
democracy in one of the most 
troubled areas of the world. The 
Government of India, in particular, 
under the inspiration of Gandhi 
and under the leadership of Nehr"i1 
for so many years of its early 
life, and then later on under the 
leadership of Mr. Shastri and now 
Pandit Nehru's daughter, Indira, 
has been steadfast and resolute 
in its determination to keep 
India the democratic and free 
society that the Constitution of 
India ordained. and there are few 
anywhere in the world - and I 
ask: Are there any ·here today? -
who will say that when these great 
Indian leaders found it neces
sary, in the pursuit of democra
cy, to take and to exercise these 
powers of preventive detention, 
they were demonstrating traits of 
dictatorship, totalitarianism, or 
any of the other epithet s  of 
abuse that have been hqrled at 
this Government in the course of 
this d ebate. Let us bear in 
mind - and, when the time comes, 
we shall document this at length, 
if necessary - that the powers 
which are being sought in this 
Parlia ment fall short of the 
authority which has been sought 
and has been used by the Govern
ment of India. 

A great deal has been said, 
both inside and outside of this 
Parlia ment,  of the degree t o  
which the Bill fetters the power 
of the executive in relation to 
the exercise of the powers of 
preventive detention. I acknowl
edge that there is a sense in 
which it is regrettable that it 
should be necessary to enact pre-

venth� detention .legis�ati�lu, and no amount of l1beral1sa.t10�
in the terms of the provisions 
avoids the occasion for regret 
altogether. But the fault here 
lies within the society itself 
for it is out of the conditions 
of the society that the need for 
the legislation arises and we 
must all hope, and work towards 
this end, that it will itself 
help to create the conditions out 
of which it may become possible 
to enable the Bill to lapse and

. be terminated without recourse 
having been made to its use. 

But when the good faith of 
the Government in bringi�g for
ward the legislation is being 
questioned, when allegations are 
being hurled that the Bill repre
sents an attempt by the Govern
ment to take to itself autocratic 
powers - my hon. Friend allows 
himself the extravagance of say
ing 11 Poiice State" - when it is
suggested, in some way that I 
have not been able to comprehend, 
that this Bill seeks to destroy 
the Opposition and prevent elec
tions, then it becomes relevant, 
it becomes_ necessary to examine 
the provisions of the Bill; to 
desist from talking in areas o.f 
generality, and to see whether it 
is the case that the Government 
has sought to assume the maximum 
power available to it under the 
Constitut.ion and to avoid all 
challenge �fits exercise of the 
authority it has taken l>y exclud
ing, as far as is constitution
ally possible, all possibility of 
restraint, or whether, in fact, 
in framing the provisions of the 
Bill, the Government has taken as 
little authority as is necessary 
to protect the interests and wel
fare of the whole co11J11Unity, and 
ha� even, within the limited 
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-;cope ct' Ute provisions, imposed 
restraJ.Dts of one kind or another 
designed to safeguard the indivi
dual, on whom the powers are be
ing exercised, against abuse or 
ex ces s of authority. It is, 
therefore, to these �atters of 
major importance in the provi
sions of the Bill itself that I 
sugges\ the attention of this 
House ought to be directed and 
that we sh ould cease to concern 
ourselves, in this for um; with 
uninformed vituperation. It is 

t herefore, to these questions 
that I should now like t.o turn. 

ADJ:OURNMENT 

Resolved, 11That this Assembly 
d o  now adjourn until Wednesday, 
23rd November, 1966, at 2 p.rn. 11 

[Mr. Bissember.� 

Adjourned accordingly at 
12' midnight. 


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32
	Scan_2.PDF
	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32

	Scan_3.PDF
	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14




