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THE

House of Assembly Debates

(OFFICIAL REPORT)

SESSION 1958

HQUSE OF ASSEMBLY
Tuesday, 9th September, 1358.

Pursuant to the adjournment, the House of Assembly
met at 12 o’clock noon today.

PRESENT

His Honour Mr. K. N. R. HUSBANDS (Speaker);
Mr. J. E. T. BRANCKER,(Leader of the Opposition);
Hon. M. E. COX, (Minister of Trade, Industry and Labour);'
His Honour Mr. L. E. SMITH, J.P. (Deputy Speaker);.
Hon. R. G. MAPP, (Minister of Communications, Works
and Housing); Mr. T. O. BRYAN, (Chairman of Com-~
mittees); Hon. F. E. MILLER, (Minister of Social Sers
vices); Mr. E. St.A. HOLDER; Mr. C, E., TALMA; Hon.
D. D. GARNER, (Minister of Agriculture, Lands and
Fisheries); Mr. C. B. SEARLES; Hon. L. St.A. THORNE,
(Minister of Education); and Mr. G. E, S. STRAUGHN.

Prayers were read.

MINUTES

Mr. SPEAKER: I have the honour toinform the House
that the Minutes of the last meeting are not yet ready for
circulation. )

PAPERS LAID

By command of His Excellency the Governor, Papers
were laid as follows:-

Hon. M, E. COX for Premier: The Civil Establish-
ment (General) (Amendment) No. 19 Order, 1958.

Hon. M, E, COX for Premier: Statement showing

Gross Customs and Excise Receipts for four months
ended 31st July, 1958.

Mrs. BOURNE esntered the House and took her seat,

GOVERNMENT NOTICES

Government Notices were given as follows:-

Hon. M, E. COX, for Premier: Resolution to approve
the Order endtled ‘“The Civil Establishment (General)
{Amendment) No. 19 Order, 1958".

Hon. M. E. COX: for Premier: A Bill to amend the

g Foreign Judgments (Reciprocal Enforcement) Act, 1937.

Hon. M. E, COX: A Bill to amend the Hotel Aids
Act, 1956,

QUESTIONS

Mr. BRANCKER: To enquire of the Minister of
Education:

Is it the intention of Government within the current
Session to introduce legislation for the purposes of -

(a) providing free hot mid-day meals for children of
public elementary schools in this island?

(b) providing free secondary education for children
whose parents cannot afford to pay for same, and
who are likely to benefit from such higher educa-
tion?

To enquire of the Minister of Trade, Industry and
Labour:-

Whether Government has made enquiries, since re-
plying to Questions asked by me (No. 18 of 14. 12. 54, and
No. 65 of11.10. 55), relative to employment of Barbadians
resident in the United Kingdom, in the Police Forces of
England and Wales?

2. Will the Ministry make active representations in
respect of the enrolment in such Forces of Barbadians
who are now resident permanently in the United Kingdom?

Mr. WALCOTT entered the House and took bis seat.

BILLS READ A FIRST TIME

On motions of Hom. M. E. COX seconded by Hon.
D. D. GARNER in each case, the following Bills were
read a first time:-

A Bill to amend the Foreign Judgments (Reciprocal
Enforcement) Act. 1937.

A Bill to amend the Hatel Aids Act, 1956.
12,25 p.m.

«Hon. M. E, COX: Mr. Speaker, 1 should like to make
a statement.

“The Government proposes to institute an enquiry
into the sugar industry of the Island with the following
terms of reference:-

To enquire into the economic state of the sugar in-
dustry of the island, and to make recommendations as to-

(1) the method of remumeration and the wage struc-
ture in the industry for (a) field workers, and (b) factory
workers;
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(2) the establishment of a provident fund for field
and factory workers in the industry and the payment of
severance pay in appropriate cases;

(3) the price to be paid to the grower for sugar cane,

2. The inquiry will be undertaken by Mr. A. F. Mc.
Kenzie, Agricultural Adviser to the Federal Government,
and is expected to commence on or about 26th September,
1958.

3. it is proposed, with the approval of the Honourable
House, to meet the cost of the inquiry from Head XXXI1,
Item 18.”

1 should just like to say that the House will remem-
ber that a Resolutibn for $2,000 came before it some time
ago when we were getting somebody to enquire into the
sugar dispute, and provision was made in that Resolution
for this inquiry. In view of the fact that the Addendum of
the Resolution did not set out clearly the purpose of the
vote for this particular item, we just want to make it
clear now that the inquiry will be paid for out of the $2,000
voted by this House earlier this year.

PRIVILEGE re GOVERNOR'S SALARY

Mr. SPEAKER: On the Adjournment of the House,
hon. members were debating a breach of privilege. The
motion was moved by the hon. junfor member for St. John
who is not in his place. If hon. members desire to continue
the debate on this motion, such a debate takes precedence
over all other motions, and hon. members will be indulg-
ing in their right to continue.

Mr. TUDOR: Mr. Speaker, since the hon. Mover of
this moton spoke on it, and since a very brief debate
which took place in this Chamber on that occasion, hon.
members will recall having read an explanation which
was given by the Barbados Advocatein its editorial column,
1 think it was two days after the motion was made.

It is true, Mr. Speaker, that this House generally
speaking, cannot take Parliamentary notice of whatappears
in a newspaper, although there are occasions such as the
one which now comes under our notice when some atten-
ton has to be paid. AsI understand it, the Editor of that
newspaper or the person writing for him in the leading
column, set out quite clearly what that newspaper and its
managers concefved to be the facts. They said quite clearly
that the statement complained of came to them by way of
a communique handed out from Government Headquarters
and they mentioned specifically inthat connection the Clerk
of the Executive Committee. The story goes on and most
of us arefamiliar with it. The Advocate accepted it in good
faith as they might have accepted almost any other com-
munique or Press Release coming from such a quarter.
Some hon. members may feel, it is true, that in all cases
due care and caution are to be exercised by newspaper
editors in printng releases from Government sources,
not so much because they doubt the authenticity of a par-
ticular communiqué, but merely because it is better to be
doubly assured that the particular bit of information bears
the imprest and stamp of authority. In that connection it
can of course be argued that the Advocate might well have
enquired a little further from its own reportorial staff as
to whether the statement alleged to have beenmade in this
House had in fact so been made. 1find it curious myself to
see why an important statement like that - important be-
cause it comes from such an alleged source - should not
have aroused some enquiry within the newspaper office
itself as to why the Reporters on duty in tliis Chamber on
that particular day did not carry it, and I think to that ex-
tent, and to that extent alone, the Advocate must take full
blame.

If an item appears in a newspaper which says that
the Premier of Barbados made such and such a statement
in the House of Assembly, it is pertinentfor the Managers
of that paper to see what reason there could be for their
staff not reporting it, and I do not think the Advocate can

hope to escape censure and blame for not enquiring long
before this House made a protest why it was that the par-
ticular statement or the report of it was not taken, so to
speak, from the Horse’s mouth; 1 mean no offence, of
course. If, Mr. Speaker, that is accepted by this House,
you can see therefore, that part of the blame must lie there;
part, but not all, I think the most serious portion of the
blame must lie with the Government itself, and particularly
with that Department of Government which has the duty of
releasing statements to the Press. 1 do not know how it
is done; I do not know whether it {s done through the Chief
Secretary, or whether an individual Minister directs his
staff to issue statements; I do not think the method of doing
it is very relevant here.

12.35 p.m.

What is relevant here is that the Cabinet is « ~mprised -
we are speaking of something which happenec about two
weeks ago - of six Ministers, five of whom at that period
were members of this Honourable House. It is inconceiv-
able that the Cabinet Secretarfat which includes, asI must
imagine, the Clerk of the Executive Committee and the
Cabinet Secretary, even if it were instructed to issue
such a statement and to pass it on to the Press, would
not as a matter of routine check either with the Clerk
of the House of Assembly or indeed with the Minister-
and, perhaps, it might even also be relevant to the issue
in view of what happened subsequently that the Cabinet
Secretary or the Clerk of the Executive Committee, again
as a matter of caution, would say to the Premier: ‘‘Well,
Sir, 1 am instructed to issue the Statement'made by youto
the Press on Thursday. Would you just look it over and see
if it i1s in order and whether it substantiates your views
and whether it is the exact text of what you said?’’ If not
to the Hon. Premier, it should have been done to the Min-
isters or Minister concerned.

The serious aspect of this matter is this, Mr. Speaker.
It is not that the Statement was prepared for the Premier
to be read by him and that he forgot, neglected or other-
wise omitted to make it. We may have our private judg-
ment and comment fo pass on that and we might ask in
passing, how did it happen that a statement of such im-
portance which was prepared for him, perhaps by his own
direction, should have been ignored by him? We can also
ask this which gives more ground for our charges. You
said that the Premier himself neglected to make the State-
ment. That was not drawn to the attention of the Cabinet
Office or whatever Department it is whose duty it would
have been in the normal course of events to release it to
the Press; therefore you can forgive the Advocate for
printdng it in good faith although they cannot escape their
share of the blame. You can alsoforgivethe Hon. Premier
for choosing not to make the Statement prepared for him
if he judged that the statement was not propitious; but you
cannot forgive everybody connected with him inthe Cabinet
Secretariat for not consulting one with the other to decide
whether any check should not be made, and you certainly
cannot forgive the Hon. Premier for not making it clear
since he has not made the Statement that the routine pub-
lication of it was to be held up. 1 think that is the crux of
the matter and when you take this aspect of it into consid-
eration you can see that there is some reason for the mo-
tion that the House considers it a breach of privilege.

Look at the matter from the House’s point of view.
See what an unfortunate trend of events has been set into
motion. Imagine the Government Printer seeing perhaps
for the first time on Thursday or Friday of last week, or
having it drawn to his notice, that statement made in the
House by the Premier (assuming that this House or indi-
vidul members had not noticed the discrepancy) and by
its being published in the records of the newspaper as hav-
ing taken place! Imagine the Government Printer receiving
the transcript of the debates of this House of that date
and feeling that that part of the debates or the record of
that statement had been inadvertently ieft out and there-~
fore deeming that it was his duty to putitin, Thatisa
situation which could well have arisen, After all, he is
not to know that there was inadvertence or wilful neglect
on somebody’s part; therefor®® you could not blame him
for that. His sense of duty and Zeal, if he had any, would




make him want to include it in the records of the House
and he would be within his right senses to do 8o as nobody
had said anything and nobody had raised any argument that
it had been wittingly or unwittingly left out. He perhaps

would have said to himself: ‘‘Here is my chance to put
the records straight by including ft in the debates,’’ and
he could not be blamed for it. It would not have been a
rash act on his part; it would be quite within his terms
of duty to see that the records have everything in them.
Sir, had that unfortunate circumstance come to pass, the
records of this House would have suffered distortion be-
cause they would have included an instance which in fact
had not taken place, and that is the heart and substance of
the breach of privilege - the fact that something was put
in the records as having taken place in this House when in
fact it had not taken place.

The motion therefore is based on this consideration.
It is not enough for the Government or for the Advocate to
say that they are sorry although both parties might have
quite possibly a good excuse for the inadvertence, because
this kind of thingis the sort of thing that, first of all, should
not happen at all: but even if ithappened it should certainly
not happen more than once and it should serve as a warn-
ing both to the newspaper and to the Cabinet Secretariat
and to the Ministers both individually and collectively, to
challenge for its authenticity everything whichis to be pub-
lished in the newspaper or to be issued over the broadcast
to see whether such statement {s based substantially on
anything that has taken place in this House.

With respect to the Statement itself, there is another
aspect of it which is equally serious. At the end of the
Statement, the Premier is reported as having said that
the change foreshadowed in the partcular bit of legisla-
tion would invo]ve an amendment to the Letters Patent.
May 1 remind|you that in the Statement that {s stated; but
to do the Hon. Premier justice, and to keep the record
straight, at no time during that debate when the Hon. Pre-
mier took part in it did he mendon anything at all about
possible changes in the Letters Patent. It was the hon.
junior member for St. John, the initiator of this motion,
who made mention of the fact that the particular proposed
legislation could not in fact become law because of that
constitutional difficulty. You get the second distortion
arising out of that statement. The first is that the Hon.
Premier made the Statement and the second comes at
the end of the Statement when ideas and opinions are writ-
ten in the alleged statement which in fact had never been
spoken by the person alleged to have made the Statement
to the House. That is a very serlous thing. The Advocate
cannot be blamed for that except of course to the extent
of wondering whether they did not feel it strange that their
Reporters carried nothing about that at all.

12.45 p.m.

How can a Statement be prepared to be issued - it has
not been issued, but released - with that distortion incor-
porating in it an opinion which was never in the mouth of
the person in whose name the Statement is being issued?
Here again, that would distort the records of the House,
because a Statement issued on the date on which it was
alleged to have been issued would have been issued after
the debate had taken place, and had it been printed in the
Official Gazette, it would have given the fmpression that
the Government had had its own mind made up about the
particular issue and had reached its conclusions apart
from anything which had been previously said. Inmy opin-
ion, that would have constituted a distortion of the records.

A breach of privilege of this House or indeed of any
Legislature, is a serious matter and hon. members would
have been doing less than justice to themselves if they
regarded it as being a routine party matter on which the
House should be divided, the majority holding one view
and the minority holding another view. By its very nature,
Mr. Speaker, a breach of privilege must affect the whole
House. It may well be that last week it was a Statement
released alleging that it had been made by the Premier
in the House; and a little time from now we could easily
have a similar case occurring in which the Government
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or any Minister or member of the Opposition, or Your
Honour or any member of this House, for that matter,
could very well be involved. Qur attitude in any such case
should always be the same. 1 can quite see that the Minis-
ters of the Government may feel a little uncomfortable
about supportng this motion, because they may argue
that, in some way, it reflects upon them. If the truth must
be told, Mr. Speaker, Iam afraiditdoes reflect upon them.

There is a part of the blame which they cannot escape,
however lenienta view we| may take ofit. Thejr part is just
this: the whole issue discloses quite clearly that there is
appareatly no firm guiding principle existing in the Gov-
ernment Secretariat {tself as to the principle on which
public statements are issued, especially statements which
deal with high policy.

For the future - they should know their business
better than anybody else - but it would be the best thing
for them if some firm rule could be laid down that the
Clerk of the Executive Committee mustnot, onany account,
even in routine matters which involve this House, do any-
thing or issue any statement unless he first consults with
the relevant Minister or with the Premier himself. Any
statement which is issued by a Minister of the Government,
however controversial it may be, so long as it does not
involve the House as a House, evenifit is inaccurate, can~
not possibly affect this House; it may affect individual
members of the House, but not the House so long as that
statement is not alleged to have been made in the House.
We do not say that the Government need do anything more
than they do about their general policy statements which
can be made without affecting anybody in here, but policy

{statements reflecting Government's point of view when
the House is involved, ought to be scrutinised very, very
carefully indeed.

The third thing which I want to say 1s this: the news-
paper made great play, as I understand ft, of the fact that
the Oppositon did not wait for the facts before moving the
motion, ] think that it is the greatest impertinence on the
Editor's part, even to suggest that. No newspaper should
be able to tell us how to do anything and to what degree
any hon. member should conduct his parliamentary busi-
ness; but in this particular case, the impudence is even
more startling. The nature of the facts or of the case was
such that we had to move the moton of privilege; we had
to do that, in order to get at the facts. Neither the Hon.
Premier nor any of the Ministers was in a position last
Tuesday to shed any light on the matter, and I feel that,
although 1 detected a certain unnecessary apprehension
on the part of the Premier and 1 believe of the Minister
of Trade, yet at the same time, they could not know the
facts untll they themselves found out in their own offices
how the Statement had been sent out. Therefore, nefther
the Opposition nor the Govermment in this one instance
could be blamed for speaking without knowing the facts,
because the facts could not be given from any quarter
in thei House. The facts had to come from the office of the
Advocate and the text of the motion was that the Editor
be requested to explain the source of the Statement; there-
fore, to argue that the Opposition should wait for the facts
is to beg the same question which we are setting out to
prove. That is why we reject emphatically and categoric-
ally the suggestion that we should have waited for the facts
before moving the motion.

Finally, in supporting this motion, 1 should like to
draw to the attenton of all hon. members of this House
how very careful we ought to be or how much we ought
to guard the privileges of this House. Some hon. mem-
bers seem to think that these matters are small; they
may think that since the Advocate has published what ft
calls an explanadon showing how they came to publish
that statement, that that suffices, I do not take that view.
You can overlook, if you wish to do so, individual neglig-
ences and omissions because, individually, they do not
amount to much; but taking the matter together, you can-
not escape the conclusion that this House has been very
wrongly served and very roughly used when it appears
in print that something has taken place in here when, in
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fact, it has not taken place,and each hon. member must
ask himself or herself how best we can avoid a repetition
of that unfortunate and disreputable episode.

12.55 p.m.

Where the blame lies, let it lie; but I think the whole
House, as a House, ought to make sure that if does not
happen again. So strongly do I feel on it that 1 find myself

standing and speaking in support of the motion moved by
the hon. jundor member for St. John.

Mr. WALCOTT: Mr. Speaker, on the last occasion
when we debated this matter, one of the Ministers moved
an amendment, and in moving that amendment, the Minis-
ter justified it by saying that he wasnot going to be caught
in a trap. Now I should like to Say .c.ccce..

Hon. M, E. OOX: On a point of order. I should like
the hon. member to quote me correctly. I am not a rat to
be caught in a trap.

Mr. WAL COTT: Maybe a trap is the most applicable
thing to describe you.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member cannot beaddress-
ing hon. members. 1 distinctly heard the hon. member
say ‘‘maybe a trap is the most applicable thing to des-
cribe you''. When he used those words, I could not imag-
ine he was speaking to me as Speaker of this House; he
must have been addressing some hon. member in this
Chamber. The hon. member must not address hon. mem-
bers in that way, but must always only be addressing the
Chair.

Mr. WALCOTT: 1 would like to know, Mr. Speaker,
from you now, when the hon. member got up and made
the statement he made, what you said as to the accuracy
of it. What did you say when he crossed me?

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member will sit. I had no
reason to say anything when the hon. member rose to
make a correction; so if the hon. member thinks he is
censuring me, he is sadly mistaken. The hon. member
will now continue to address the Chair.

Mr. WALCOTT: Mr. Speaker, the censureship of
any member of this Chamber comes from the electorate.
The hon. member rose to deny something he said on the
last occasion and ended by saying he was not a rat to be
caught in a trap. If the hon. member says he is not a rat
to be caught in a trap, my reply is that maybe a trap is
applicable to the hon. member.

Mr. SPEAKER: 1 want to make it clear to the hon.
member that whenever he is addressing the Chair, he will
confine his remarks to the Chair, andif he uses the second
personal-pronoun ‘‘you’’ after an hon. member has spoken,
1 must naturally take it that he is addressing that hon.
member and not the Chair. That is alll am trying to make
him understand and nothing else.

Mr. WAL.COTT: 1appreciate your lessons, Mr. Speak-
er, on how 1 should address hon. members. I started off
by addressing the Chair.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member need not try to get
away from it. When the hon. member said *‘you’’, was he
addressing the Chair? This House knows that he was not
then addressing the Chair.

Mr. WALCOTT: Mr. Speaker, I do not want to get
away from anything. Thieves have to getaway from things.
If you rule on something, 1 bow to your ruling; so it is
not a question of getting away from anything. What have
I got to get away from when the privileges of the House
have been abused?

I repeat that on the last occasion when this matter
was being debated the hon. member said that he was not
going to be caught in a trap by voting for something he
did not know. Those words were used by the hon. member
whether or not he likes them.

Hon. M., E., COX: On a point of order. I again state
emphatically that 1 never said anything about being caught
in a trap, and 1 am definitely sure that the records of this
House can show that.

Mr. WALCOTT: Mr. Speaker, there is nothing to
prevent an hon. member from getting up subsequently and
denying which he thought he did not say; there is no Rule
against that; but what ] am saying is that when the motion
was made, the hon. member said that he was not voting
for the motion made by the hon. junior member for St.
John because he did not know whatwas written, and he was
not going to be caught in a trap. What did he mean wher he
said that he did not want to be caught in a trap? It is quite
an understandable phrase; if something is done and you
are not clear about it, you should not support it until it is
made clear to you; but if someone takes offence at what 1
regard as ordinary terms, it does not matter to me. What
matters to me now is that a statement was made with the
allegation that the Premier had made it in this House.
Whether or not the Ministers like it, or whether it was a
statement they would have liked the Premier to have made,
is beside the point; the fact is that a statement was made
in the newspaper to the effect that the Premier had made.
it in this House. Hon. members felt that that was not a true
statement and the communiqu€ stated that it was made in
the House, which is not true.

1 agree with the hon. member for St. Lucy that what
has aggravated the matter is that the same newspaper in
its editorial columns, did not apologise for making the
statement, which in truth and in fact was not made in the
House; but if there is anybody who is hiding behind any-
thing, it is the newspaper hiding behind the communiqué
which came from the Government purporting tobea state-
ment made in this House and that the Editor of the news-
paper is duty-bound to publish it. Unlike the hon. senior
member for the City who spoke on the last occasion, I do
not care how high up or low downit came from; as long as
I am a member of this House,1do not care who is offended
by anything 1 say in here; it is absolutely immaterial to
me who is offended by what 1 say. If the amendment was
made by the Minister to shelter them from blame, 1 am
not going to be party to that especially after their imper-
tinent statement to the effect that we have no right to dis-
cuss something in here which in our judgment is a matter
of privilege, as if when we come here we have to wait on
the Advocate’s columns to decide whatis a breach of privi-
lege. It may sult Government to wait until such time, be-
cause it is like Fascist Italy where you have a system of
the people getting together toforma coalitionto perpetuate
their own power.

1.05 p.m.

1 do not want to tell any personhow to utilise their powers
nor am 1 attempting to usurp the powers of anybody, but
as a member of this Housel have a perfect right to discuss
this matter. What has been proven to be a fact now is that
this thing has reached the stage where some person in the
Government Department has asked some member of the
Government to make a Statement and that shows the type
of people whom we are dealing with in this island. That
Statement which was supposed to have been made in this
House was not made but was published in the Advocate, It
shows that the type of people with whom we are dealing
will go to the extent of lying and making a statement which
they know was not made in the House of Assembly at all.
I do not care who the Government Official is. Whoever is
that Government Official that can take orders to send some-
thing to a newspaper when he knows that its substance is
not true, he can commit a criminal offence too. No public
servant is in duty bound to carry out something which he
knows is not correct. Can you tell somebody to do some-
thing which you know is wrong and compel them to do it?
Here is a public servant saying that something was done
in the House of Assembly which he knew did not take place.
Along with that, the Advocate or the controlling elements
of the newspaper did not check with their Reportorial
Staff to see whether such a thing had taken place. Some-
times you hear the remark in here that you are talking
to the Press or to the Gallery. If the Ministers would not

o
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talk for the Press or the Gallery to hear them, then you
can say that it is unfortunate that the Press did not hear
what was sald and, may be, if you put Somebody on cath
it may be proved that the Statement might have been made
but the Reporter of the newspaper did not hear it. You can
very well see that one can go through a long examination
on the point that one did not hear it. You can get these
things happening if you go to court.

Sir, what we in this House know is that no such state-
ment was made at all and the Hon. Premier himself said
that no such statement was made by him. What is very re-
grettable is that on the front page of the daily newspaper
you have in very bold print that this statement was made.
So far as 1 am concerned, as anindividual it would not mat-
ter to me if something was printed afterwards in the Press
which was not spoken in the House but I am not in here in
the capacity of an individual. I am here to represent a con-
stituency, and in this General Assembly it does matter if
a Statement purported to have been made by the senior
Cabinet representative in the person of the Hon. Premier
appears in print, but really in truth and in fact such a
Statement was not made by him.

What the hon. senfor member for St. Lucy said is
something with which anyone must agree and that is that
such a Statement is likely to have found its way into the
Hansard of this Island and nobody would be able to say how
it got there. 1 too can see that the independence of people
who work in the Public Service is challenged. In this very
Chamber attempts are made by Ministers to do things in this
House with respect to its administratdon which happen
not to be their business whatsoever, and when you get a
situation like that, you do not know what else is going to
happen.

I will go further and saythatthe Statement which was
alleged to be made by theHon. Premier and the last article
published by the Advocate on that matter were more or
less adding insult to injury. Not only has the Advocate not
apologised for making the Statement which they know was
not true, but in that leading article they have gone on re-
cord saying that we have no right todiscuss it, which means
that they are free to publish anything as long as these
statements come from the Government and that there is
no breach of privilege as far as this House is concerned.

Sir, 1 think the time has come when this House being
a separate part of the constitution of this island should be
indicated. This House is one part of the constitutdon of

this island, the Other Place is another, the Cabinetin

recent times is another and the Governor another, there-
fore, if anything takes place at the Government Head~
quarters, Bay Street, which infringes on the privileges
of this House, every hon. member of this Chamber has
a right to get up and speak on it,

1 feel today that the hon. senior member for St. Lucy
did not go as far as he should when he was dealing with
the Advocate and 1 am speaking as regards what they
published in the leading article of their Sunday newspaper.
That is the sort of thing which we have to stand up against
and I intend to stand up against such editorials because
the Editor did not set about to make it quite clear that
the Statement which was published by them gave a wrong
interpretation of what had taken place in the House and
therefore constituted a breach of privilege of this House,

Now, Sir, no member of the Governmenthas said that
this was done in, error or that it was not intended as it
turned out to be; but, like the Advocate| the attitude of the
Government seems to be that this was a statement which
somebody rajsed in the House of Assembly and the Minis-
try went as far as to say that they are not gofing to be
caught in a trap. Well, Sir, I am very glad that nobody
was caught in a trap but the only body who seems to be
caught in a serious trap is the whole House because it
seems to me as If we are gradually surrendering our
rights to a newspaper. It seems to be working under the
idea that because you put certainpeople ona Board or two,
it automatically means that those people are part of the

Government and therefore any criticism of the Government
means a criticism of themselves. Sir, 1 am sadsfied in
my mind that this statement came from Government Head-
quarters at Bay Street and therefore the Government
should make an apology for it. The Advocate newspaper
unfortunately has not made any apology for publishing ft;
their whole attitude being, as was stated, that they do not
have to say from what source they got it, and even they
went as far as to say that we have no right to deal with
the matter. They said in words like these; why should we
worry with this matter? And it is on those grounds that
1 voice my disapproval. As 1 have said, 1 hold no brief
for the Advocate newspaper or for the Government.

Mr. MOTTLEY: Mr. Speaker, as I have said on the
last occasion when the motion was made for the vote of
censure - and incidentally 1 am speaking on the amended
motion - I would be rather reluctant to vote for the vote
of censure because 1 felt myself then that responsible peo-
ple like the Editor of the Advocate newspaper would not
have published such a statement without checking it.
1.15 p.m.

Apparently, it has turned out that I was right. Now,
what is most reprehensible in this entire matteris the fact
that this is a Statement which appeared in the Press pur-
portng to have been made by the Premier, and the Premier
himself on the floor of this House gave the lie to the Press
by saying that he never made that Statement. Then, of
course, the right of hon. members came into play and
that {s the right to raise the question of privilege, which
Your Honour rightly allowed, so as to find out how that
Statement got into the Press. I said then that I felt that
rather than have a vote of censure, the Advocate be called
upon to find out whence the statement came ~ I reminded
hon. members that it was still the right of & newspaper
not to disclose the source of its information or the source
of the writer, whether it is under a nom-de-plume, or
otherwise, of an article. Since then, we have discovered
in an artcle in the Press which is really not an apology
but a part of what we called for up to a point, that is;
‘“Will you tell us where you got this information from?"’
1 think that it has been made quite clear by the Editorial
in the Advocate that that information came from the Clerk
of the Executive Commitee. It was made clear that the
Advocate understood that the Statement had been made by
the Premier in the House on a particular date and it had
not been published,

The hon. senior member for St. Peter, in the course
of his remarks, wondered whether the Advocatehad checked
with its Reportorial Staff. I understand from the highest
authority that they did check with the Reportorial Staff
and they discovered that the Statement was not made, or
at least it was not made withany of the Reporters present.
However, it is possible, as has happened on several oc~
casions, that Statements can be made or might be made
in the House when the Reporters of the Advocgte or
other Press Reporters have changed late at night, or
early in the Session before the Reporters comein-
to the House. As a member of this House, I am accept-
ing the view that the newspaper published the Statement
purporting to have been made in this House in good faith
and they accepted it from such a high authority as the
Clerk of the Executive Committee. I accept the view, ]
repeat, that the Advocate published the Statement in good
faith, 1 feel that whether it was the Advocate or any other
newspaper, the newspaper could say: ‘‘These are the
facts; we got this Statement and we published in good faith.
It was not brought in to us from the street, but as a result
of a telephone call requesting that the statement be pub-
lished and as a result of a statement in writing from the
Clerk of the Executive Committee, we published that
statement’’.

1 should like to say that I have not got to defend the
Advocate. 1 do not agree with the Editorialin the Advocaze
where somebody has allowed them to blind themselves
to what was justice. It is the right of hon. members if
something purporting to be said in the House and it was




not said - it is the right of hon. members to question how
that Statement got into the Press. Nobody will take that
right from me. For the Editorial to end on that note could
only be so stupid and impertinent that it would tend to
prejudice the whole situation. What newspaper Editor,
seeing this note written from the Clerk of the Executive
Committee, would not have published that statement in
good faith? Let us assume that as a result of the debate
in this House - and there were certain confusing state-
ments made by the Premier and other Ministers over
there; one Minister was saying under what circumstances
a Governor could get his salary. Some of them said that
he would get it from the time he got on the boat or plane
and others said that no Governor could receive the salary
untdl he arrived in this Igland. I can quite see the reason
for this statement and above ali, I would like to say that
at no time did any member of the Government make any
reference to the Letters Patent. It was the hon. junior
member for St. John who made a statement about the
Letters Patent. If hon. members are not altogether ac-
quainted with the facts of a Resolution or a Bill, or any-
thing which they are putting forward and they make a
statement, though not wilfully misleading the House, I
think it is something to be admired if they would come
back to the House and correct that statement.

This statement which appeared in the Advocate came
from the highest authority - the Clerk of the Executive
Committee, If it is an offence to publish that statement,
I would say that the Advocate published the statement in
good faith, because they can produce in writing the fact
that the statement came from the Clerk of the Executive
Committee. What is more reprehensible than anything
else, however, is that the Premier said that he did not
make that statement. Both the Premier and the Clerk of
the Executive Committee are housed in the same building.
A meeting of this House was held on Thursday night; neither
on Friday nor on Saturday, did anything appear in the
Press about this statement. It is assumed that the Pre-
mier attends his office every day umless he is ill. No
statement was made that the Premier was ill or that he

was out of the Island. Let me show where the irresponsib-

{lity is; my critdcism is not that of a young man who must
do what the Chief Secretary or some of the Ministers tell
him to do. What else could Mr. Blackman do if he is told
by the Chief Secretary or a Minister: ‘‘Get this Statement
published in the Advocate’. In the same building where
everybody is housed, what happens? They telephone the
Advocare saying that the Premier made this statement;
if there had been any honesty of purpose, could they not
have asked the Premier: ‘‘Did you really make this state-
ment”’? Can you think of anything pointing to a greater
lack of honesty and a wilful disregard for the rights and
integrity of this House?

1.25 p.m.

The Premlier is in the same bullding and is seen by the
Chief Secretary and other Ministers. I have no doubt that
it was suggested to him that the statement should be made
in the House. Would to God, Sir, that when misleading
statements, though not wilfully, are made by any Minister
and it is discovered that they are wrong, that such an
attempt would be made on other occasions to clarify them,
because 1 remember well when the hon. junior member
for St. John made reference to the fact about not amend-
ing the Laws until you had amended the Letters Patent,
everybody over there laughed and sneered at him. What
is worse is that not one person went to the Premier and
asked whether he had made the statement, but they sent
it down to the Advocate saying that it was made.

Do you know whom we have to condemn here today,
Sir? Let me say here and now that we camot condemn
Mr. Blackman, the Clerk of the Executive Committee; he
could not have done it. It was the Chief Secretary or the
Actng Chief Secretary who telephoned the Advocate to

get this statement made. The Premier should have made °

the statement given to him, but his senior staff realised
that although the Premier is not a very able politician,
at least he shows signs of integrity and honesty. 1 can un-
derstand why he did not make that statement; he made
a conflicting statement before and he could not contradict
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himself in the phraseology which they used. I would not
be surprised if the Premier made a statement saying that
he was asked to make this statement, but that he was not
prepared to use the phraseology which they usedand there-
fore did not make it. As the hon. senior member for St,
Peter has said, what we have to be careful about and what
is likely to happen is thathaditnot been seen by any of us,
it might have got into the Hansard, because if people in
responsible positions can be dishonest enough to send a
statement to the Advocate saying that it was made, it is
not impossible that they would try to get it into Hansard.

I feel that the explanation made by the Advocate is
one which we should accept, with the exception of the end
of it. No matter how people may feel about individuals,
justice must prevail and you camnnot allow prejudice to
rule the mind in publishing a matter of this sort. There
is no need to censure anybody here, and I want to say,
like the hon. member for St. Peter, that neither the/Ad-
vocate Dor any other paper however much they may crit-
cise me, will cow me into giving away my rights or ex-
pressing my views on the floor of this House., Anybody
who takes upon himself the right to say that we should
not critdcise this matter, that it would be a waste of time
or that we would be making a mountain out of a mole hill
is either rude or dishonest. Suppose it was something re-
flecting the dignity of the Chair, would you have no right
to question it? When the hon. member for St. John said
that ;-u could not amend the Law until you had amended
the Letters Patent, everybody over there sneered and
jeered like hyenas. I am not voting for the motion to cen-
sure the Advocate because 1 accept their explanation.
What were they to do with a statement coming from the
highest authority? The Clerk of the Executive Committee
sent them something, but whom are we to censure? Mr.
Blackman sent this statement to the /Advocate saying that
it was published in the House. The Hon. Premier was not
in St. Lucia; he was not at Bathsheba, and even if he were
they could have telephoned him; he was inthe same office.
Is it not a direct attempt (8) to undermine his authority
and (b) to be dishonestaboutwhat transpiredin this House?
We have to censure those who are responsible for doing
it. Like the hon. member for St. Peter, I would say that
if they do that, they are capable of doing anything. As
soon as people are vested with a little authority, they
apparently lose all sense of balance and responsibility.

1 camnot imagine, Sir, that the Committee will vote
to censure the Advocate if we accept in good faith that
they published it as coming from the highest authority.
We do cridcise the Editorial, however, for having the
temerity to tell us that we should not question a matter
of this sort. I have been in here long enough to know, Sir,
that unless you watch things carefully - and this is no
reflection upon the Reporters or anybody else - you will
get things creeping into the Hansard that never happened
in this House. We have seen sttempts made here, and you
have been very strong over the interference or insertion
of anything in the debates. 1 am not interested in seeing
any report of what 1 bave said. The fact remains thatl
bave been elected here and that I did not pretend to be
a schoolmaster, an English scholar or a historian; 1 told
them that I was an ordinary citizen, so I am not one of
those pretentious fools who want to walk around. I will
not vote for censuring or for a Committee. I feel that
the people who should be censured are those who sent
down the statement, because they bad ample opportunity
for checking it. The Chief Secretary and the Minister had
sufficlent time to check with the Premier whether he had
made the statement and find out why it was not published.
1 camnot imagine the Reporters in this island leaving out
a statement; sometimes statements are made atthe begin-
ning of the meeting, but Your Honour grants the right to
make them at other times during the meeting; therefore
the Advocate acted in good faith. I am not speaking in de--
fence of the Advocate or any other newspaper, but can
you imagine the Clekk of the Executive Committee issu-
ing a statememt and the newspapers not publishing it?
The Hon. Premier realised that his authority was being
undermine and that he was being usedas a puppet Premier.
You want to run him around like a marionette instead of
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allowing him to put it in his own language. I do not blame
him.

1 am not supporting the motion of censure, neither
am I voting for a Committee to go into this matter, which
was raised to let the Government know that the Opposi-
ton was wide awake. We want the Government and the
Advocate to know that they must take no chances in al-
lowing things to appear in the paper, because there are
those of us who, although we do not take everything we
read in the newspaper, read certain things and do not let
them pass us.

1.35 p.m.

We want them to know that we had implicit faith in the
Clerk and the Reporters of this House., When all of us
on this side questioned them as to whether the statement
was made in this House and they said no and there was
no statement in the Minutes to show that such a statement
was made, there was no alternative for the Hon. Premier
to do than to get up and say that he did not make that
statement. He could say nothing else nor nothing else
could be said. Sir, I hope a thing like this will never occur
again and 1 hope that Your Honour will always from that
Chair support the rights and privileges of this House. Sir,
the position might have been the reverse in two ways.
This is no critcism of the Opposition; this is a critdcism
of this Honourable House.

The Adveocate has shown us its responsibility. It has
been able to show us that they had done no wrong and that
they got this statement from the nearest if not the highest
authority. Sir, I am not supporting the motion for the vote
of censure because the Advocate has given an explanation.
1 think that it is sufficient that it goes Into the records of
this House that we deplore the idea of the Government of-~
ficials not checking when they had opportunity to do so
before putting a statement like that in the Advocate. It is
not merely their causing that statement to be published
when it was not made on the floor of this House but they
could have done something which might well have under-
mined your dignity in the Chair by not checking up on
statements. Sir, | also think that no hon. member in this
House can be blamed; the person to whom you should
attach the blame is the person in the particular Govern-
ment Department, if he is Mr. Blackman, who caused this
statement to be published in the Advocate before checking
on it to see if it was made by the Hon. Premier.

Mr. BRANCKER: Sir, the amended motion proposed
by the hon. senfor member for St. Michael seems to me
to have this disadvantage that it recommends the appoint-
ment of a Committee of the House to consider an alleged
breach of privilege and report what action should be taken
thereon, but in view of what I believe is the considered
opinion of every hon. member of this Chamber and from
the statement pronounced from the Chair at the last meet-
ing that there is no question of it being an alleged breach
of privilege but beyond all reasonable doubt, it constitutes
a breach of privilege of this House; therefore, if we are
satisfied that a breach of privilege has been so committed
and as we have had our experience of Committees of this
House belng appointed but no action taken, and with our
experience of these Committees and the length of the time
they take to report and the fact that we soon are going into
recess, I do not think that the appropriate step to be taken
on this occasion ih respect of this breach of privilege is
to refer {t to a Committee and for that Committee to re~
commend the action to be taken.

So far as this particular newspaper is concerned, it
cannot escape censure because it is the only daily news-
paper of this island and throughout the proceedings of this
Chamber, from the beginning to the end, there are one
or more representatives of the newspaper reporting and
they were in a position to say whether or not this state-
ment had been made or whatever else had takem place
during the day in this Chamber. It, therefore, was the
duty of the authorities of this newspaper when they re-
ceived this statement from the Government Headquarters

to check up with their newspaper reporters and if they
had any confidence in them to ascertain whether or not
the statement was in truth and in fact made. As | have
said, they always have one or more reporters continously
on duty.

In consequence, I am going to propose as an amend-
ment to the motion proposed by the hon. senfor member
for St. Michael, the Deputy Premier, the following:- *‘That
the publicadon on page S5, column 5 of the issue of the
Barbados Advocate. newspaper dated 2nd September, 1958,
under the caption: ‘‘Governor Gets Half Salary on Em-
barkaton’’ constitutes a breach of privilege of this Hon.
House.'' That, Sir, {s my motion. We have in effect put
on record that the publicatdon was a breach of privilege
of this Chamber and as this is the first of this offence of
which we have taken cognisance, we just put on record
that a breach of privilege has taken place but woe be it
to that newspaper if it makes a second breach of privilege.

Mr. STRAUGHN: Sir, I take pleasure in seconding
the amendment moved by the hon. junior member for St.
Lucy. I do not know if I am in place to speak on it but
it is a fact that there was a breach of privilege and there
is no doubt about it whether our tempers rise or fall.
However, 1 do not think any member in this Hon. House
can tolerate, condone or in any way approve of a breach
of privilege of this House; therefore, we shall never do
it. I do accept the criticism that in this particular debate
there was confusion. I take it that this statement was a
kind of clarification. If it were for clarification, let it
have the right kind of communication. Let us just decide
that it was a breach of privilege and I do not think that
we need to take into account whether the Advocate was
right or wrong.

Hon. M. E. COX: Sir, before you put the question,
I just want to say this, Onthe last occasion when this mat-
ter was being discussed, 1 said then thatl was not prepared
to accept the moton as it stood when it was made by the
hon. junior member for St. John and I went further and
said that to my mind it merely wanted to enquire the source
from which this statement was made. I think I was jusd-
fied in saying that and more particularly since I have lis-
tened to the speech made by the hon. senior member for
the City. He is not prepared to censure the Advocate for
the publication but he is censuringthe Government or some
of the Civil Servants or the Chief Secretary.

Of course, the crux of the thing is as was spoken
by the hon. senlor member for St. Lucy when he said that
the hon. junior member for St. John brought out something
which no Minister brought out during the debate that has
sort of cleared the air by his pointing out that the Letters
Patent would have to be changed before we carry out this
Bill or before it could be put into force, I regret that the
hon. junior member for St. Josephwas not here or perhaps
was not listening when the Bill to amend the Governor's
Act was being debated, otherwise he would not have made
the statement which he made just now.

1.45 p.m.

Now, Sir, 1 should like to say that if there was con-
fusion of the interpretation of what we were saying on this
side of the House, the confusion was on that side. I parti-
cularly stated, in support of the Premier’'s motion, that
we would not be paying three salaries, as was suggested
or remarked by the hon. senior member for St. Lucy. I
pointed out and I made it crystal clear that the Governor
Designate would only receive salary when he got aboard
the boat or the plane, and he would be paid one-half the
salary unti]l he landed here.

The report states exactly what we said. The Chief
Secretary would be drawing full pay. As soon as the Gov~
ernor is on leave and the Chief Secretary -~~---

Mr. WALCOTT: On a point of order. Is the Hon.
Minister in order to go back anddiscussin detail a matter
which bas already been dealt with in the House?Is he in
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order to go back and say what he said then? Is the hon.
member permitted to do that?

Hon. M. E., COX: 1l quite understand why the hon,
member has interrupted me, but he forgets that the hon.
senior member for the City has referred to exactly that
to which I am now referring.

Mr. WALCOTT: On a point of order.

Hon. M. E, COX: The hon. member is only interrupt~
ing me.

Mr. WALCOTT: 1 only want to show you the net re-
sult of that, but 1 will leave the matter to Your Honour.

Hon. M, E, COX: The only thing which was not re-
ferred to from this side of the House was the question of
amending the Letters Patent. We had put the position as
clearly as possible; we made it crystal clear that the Gov-
ernor would receive his full salary only ~~-~~--

Mr. WALCOTT: I rise to a point of order. For the
last couple of weeks we have been sitting for a lot of things
from that side of the House. On every occasion that I have
risen on a point of order there is objection from that side
of the House. 1 want to know what Rule permits the Hon.
Minister to continue something which has already been
disposed of.

Mr. SPEAKER: It is my right and privilege to give
hon. members as much latitude as possible and to pull
them up when I feel that they have had sufficient latitude.
1 have always done that during my tenure of office. That
holds good for the hon. senior member for St Peter. On the
other hand, I thinkI have giventhe Hon. Minister a reason-
able ladtde in this matter; the Hon. Minister must not
be making what has already been dealt with a point of de-~
bate at this stage.

Hon. M. E. COX: I appreciate that. I should just like
to say that the only addition which was not made to what
we said on this side of the Table as regards the position
of a Governor who goes on leave oras regards a Governor
who gets ona boat a planeto come to Barbados or the per-
son who acts as Governor --- the only thing which we did
not say was that the Letters Patent would be changed. We
presumed that that was something which was not for us;
our duty was to getthe Bill passedand it was then & matter
for Her Majesty to change the Letters Patent.

As regards the modon which is before the House, I
have considered it, and after consultation with other mem-
bers of my Party, I will say that we would be willing to
agree to the amendment, butnotonthe same ground as that
on which the hon. senior member for the City spoke at all.
We do not accept anything which he has sald along the
lines on which he has spoken. We are not here to censure
any Governor or any Civil Servant for committing any
breach; we cannot do that. This is the ground on which 1
am prepared to support the amendment made by the hon.
junfor member for St. Lucy; that it is the duty and the
sole responsibility of any newspaper to make sure, before
it publishes anything, that what it publishes is correct and
that the publication is actually what happened.

We will all agree thatthere wasa misunderstanding:
we also agree that it was nothing which was done wilfully
and that it was just one of those mistakes which any nor-
mal human being would make. It is therefore on that
ground alone that we are prepared to agree to this very
mild moton. 1 repeat, however, that it is not that the
Government or any servant of the Government has done
anything wrong; that Statement was one which the Premier
was to have made but he did not make it. All the nonsense
which was talked as to why the Premier did not make the
Statement was not correct at all. That Statement was not
made and the Advocete newspaper shouldhave made sure
that the Statement was made in the House before it made
that publication. The newspaper should have made sure
that the Premier did, in fact, make that Statement in the

House before publishing it, even if the Government De-
partment concerned had sent the Statement to the news-
paper. All the Advocate had to say beforehand was this;
‘“We have nothing from the Clerk of the House or any
official record to show that this Statement was made in
the House and therefore we are not prepared to publish
it.”’ In that case, nobody could do the Advocate anything
for not publishing that Statement. As far as I can see,
it was the duty of the Advocate to make sure that the
Statement was actually made in the House before publish-
ing it.

1.55 p.m.

Again 1 differ from the hon. senior member for the
City, and I feel that theamendment made by the hon. junior
member for St. Lucy, the Leader of the Opposition meets
this partdcular case, and therefore, Sir, we on this side
are prepared to support it.

Mr. MOTTLEY: Mr. Speaker, speaking on the amend-
ment made by the hon. junior member for St. Lucy that
we regard this matter as a breach of privilege, 1 would
not have spoken again if the hon. member did not make
reference to the fact that we cannot criticise or censure
any Civil Servant.

Hon. M, E. O0OX: On a point of order. 1 did not say
we camnot criticise; anybody can criticise. I said we can-
not censure anybody.

Mr. MOTTLEY: I do not know what the hon. member
thinks he can do, but I know what I can do.. Let us analyse
his argument very carefully. The hon. member said I was
not going to vote for censuring becauselwas defending the
Advocate, If last week we said he was defending the Advo-
cate he would not have liked that. The hon. member said
that the Advocate went wrong and that they should have
first found out whether or not the statement was made in
here when it went to them. The Advocate said that they
received the statement from the Clerk to the Executive
Committee, but the hon. member says that is not good
enough, and they should not have published it without find-
ing out from the Reporters and the Clerk of the House.
The Clerk of the Executive Committee is closely associ-
ated with the Premier, because he works in the same build-
ing with him everyday. Was it nothis duty to find out from
him whether the statementwas made? Itwas the Advocate’s
duty to find out after Mr. Blackman told them it was made
and asked them to publish it, but let me say that] am not
defending the Advocate nor am 1 criticising Mr. Blackman.
1 hope that the Advocate will publigh that the hon. member
said that they should publish anything that comes from the
Governor-in-Executive Committee, so high an authority.

Hon. M. E. COX: 1 was talking about anything that
is brought before the Legislature. 1 am not saying that
they should not publish any statement from the Govern-
ment.

Mr. MOTTLEY: The hon. member qualified it. If a
statement comes from the Premier or from the Clerk of
the Executive Committee, it i{s the duty of the Advocate
to check it. Isn’t the hon. member being grossly unfair
to attempt that with the Clerk of the Executive Committee,
who is Clerk or Assistant Clerk to the Cabinet over which
the Premier presides? You cannot assume that because
they prepared a statement and gave it to the Premier that
it was made, and 1 am saying, Sir, that the way the motion
is worded constitutes a breach of privilege. I think any-
body would pass this motion because (a) the statement
was published in the paper, and (b) it was not made in the
House and therefore is a breach of privilege; butl am
not going to vote for this on the same grounds as the Hon.
Minister. He is voting for a breach of privilege purely be-
cause although it came from the Executive Commirttee, it
was the duty of the Advocate to find out whether it was
made, but he accepts no blame for those persons who
sent it to the Advocate, The hon. memberaccepts no blame
for the Clerk of the Executive Committee or the Chief
Secretary, but he wants to say thatwe camnot censure any-
body. Who camot censure anybody? Do you mean that
hon. members sitting over there cannot censure anybody?




Do you mean to say that I got elected here and I cannot
censure anybody in here? The hon. member forgets his
censuring and criticism of members in here, and that he
has practically run people out of here. The hon. member
wants to claim that everything that was said in the state-
ment was said in the House except for the point about the
Letters Patent. If that was done, why did you prepare a
Statement for the Premier to put inthe paper? Hon. mem-
bers over there confused themselves over the matter,
and I remember that in reply the Minister of Communica-~
tons said that the Governor on retirement would get his
salary and the Governor Designate would get his salary
as soon as he got aboard the ship. When the Hon. Minis-
ter of Trade said that, I got up and said that if that was
so, then we did not needd an amendment because that ap-
plies to every Civil Servant.

Hon. M, E, COX: On a point of order.I did not say
that the Governor would get his salary; I said he would
get half his salary.

Mr. MOTTLEY: 1 am sorry, the Minister of Com-

munications said that. Donotletus forgetthat the Premier
was in charge of the Bill, and you will recall that I told
the Premier that if he would give me the assurance that
he would not pay the Governor Designate a salary, I would
vote for the Bill against everybody over here, and he said
that he would tell the Secretary of State thattheGovernor
Designate would not draw one cent of salary until he came
to Barbados. That is recorded in the debate. The whole
issue became so confused that when it appeared in the
Press, naturally you tried to do something about it. How
therefore can the hon. member justify his reasons for
voting for what we consider a breach of privilege?
2.05 p.m.
Iam sufficiently analyticalto say that: (a) it appeared in the
Press; (b) it was not said on the floor of the House; there-
fore it constitutes a breach of privilege;but a breach of
privilege can be made in good faith and a breach of priv-
ilege in good faith is a different matter. The Advocate
did not walk down the street and said that this thing hap-
pened. It was not like that at all. They got the statement
from the Clerk of the Executive Committee. The Hon.
Minister said that even if the Advocate got the statement
from that source, before they published it, they could have
checked on it. He would not say thatthe Clerk of the Execu-
tive Committee who was responsible should have checked
with the Hon. Premier to see whether he had made the
statement. The truth is that the Hon. Premier did have
that statement to make in the House and he was not pre-
pared to make it as it wasworded.1 know that. It was pre-
pared to be made by him but it was not made. Surely the
Cabinet Secretariat could have enquired from him whether
he had made the statement. If the Hon. Minister believes
that the Advocate should have enquired, 1 say that the
Cabinet Secretariat could have enquired. Sir, I am sure
if you were on the floor of the House, you would be bound
to see it in that way.

Sir, I have made it quite clear that neither of the
motions would I vote for. 1 am satisfied that the Advocate
published that statement in good faith, but as this state-
ment was published and it was not stated on the floor of
the House, 1 do agree that it technically constitutes a
breach of privilege. I do hope that it would be a lesson
not only for the Advocate but for the officers in charge
of the Cabinet to check to see that statements are made
on the floor of the House. It is a fact that when you get
statements from the Chief Secretary or the Secretary of
the Cabinet that you seldom would question it.

Mr. WALCOTT: Mr. Speaker, I am asking for the
same privilege to speak on the amendment moved by the
Hon. Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member has that right.

Mr. WAL COTT: Sir, I agree with the Hon, Minister,
the Deputy Premier, and 1 hope that I may be able to shed
a lttle light from what I am going to say and that the Hon.

.Minister would not believe that he is above taking advice.

I agree that he should have made it clear and so justified
the positon. I will go further and say that the Advocate
must understand that the House of Assembly is not rum by
the Executive Committee. The House of Assembly is a
distinct body and although the Clerk of this House may be
small iIn stature, yet, he was the person who should have
been acquainted when it comes to the publication of any-
thing that takes place in this House because it is no point
to ask Your Honour; the Clerk is there for that purpose.

Sir, I agree with the Deputy Premier that before
the Advocate published any statement purported to be
made in this House of Assembly, they should have en-
quired but where I do not agree with the Hon. Minister
is that he is covering it up by saying that as long as it
was done in good faith, nothing wrong has happened.

Now, Sir, it is clear that the statement really and
truly came from the Cabinet. You cannot censure a Civil
Servant as the constitution stands; whenever you censure
a Civil Servant, it means that the Minister is responsible
for that Civil Servant, therefore, he must take the blame.
As 1 sald sometime ago in this House, the Minister of
Agriculture in the British Government had to resign from
the Government. He did not do anything, but the Civil
Servant had done it, and the Minister of Agriculture had
to take the blame. The first thing that should have been
done as soon as this question was raised was for the Min-
ister responsible to get up and say that it was a mistake
and as it was a breach of privilege of this House that he
was going to make an unreserved apology for the state-
ment reaching the Press. It is no point for the Minister
to come today after a long debate and the facts show that
a breach of privilege has been committed and saying what
he did. I hold no brief for the Advocate or for the Govern-
ment, but for parliamentary strictures which we should
maintain, Sir, only this year, the House of Commons de-
bated a breach of privilege in which a member was in-
volved and the House went against the member who was
claiming privilege. It does not matter that we are golng
against our own when it comes to a breach of privilege.
As regards privilege, there is a popular belief that if you
belong to a Party, the position of party transcends privi-
lege of this House. If our association or party alignment
is going to transcend privileges of this House, then, I say
we should tear up the Rules of this House. One of the
Ministers should have got up and made an apology and
that is why I say that the Minister should be big enough
on the last occasion to do that instead of fighting the issue
if he had known what he said today, and, of course, what
he said today are not facts which came to hand since we
met last Tuesday. He knew all of that last Tuesday night.

Sir, what was done on the last occasion was known
to them and knowing that it created a breach of privilege,
they should have made an apology then. What is the good
of fighting it out unti] you come down to the last ditch?

1 further blame the Government in thatif they wanted
a statement to be published as coming from the House of
Assembly and they wanted to get the veracity of their
statement, they themselves should have acted first and
should have consulted with the Clerk of the House. It is
no point the Hon. Minister saying now that the Advocate
should have checked with them. When a Minister takes
action on something it is dome with their collective re-
sponsibility but it was the Minister’s responsibility for
getting that statement down to the Advocare. The Minister
was responsible for that; therefore, he cannot now come
in the same breath and say that the Advecate should not
have published it before checking it. You too, were re-
sponsible ; therefore you should have checked and seen
whether that statement was made in the House.
2.15 p.m.

I would say that when the Press publishes a report
of something alleging or purporting to be something which
we have said and we did not say it, that is a different thing.
However, when you come to initlate something -~ 1 may
see in the newspaper a report purportingtobe a statement
which took place in the House, bus ifthe Government mem-
bers were not satisfied with the report which was made




by the Press, then a letter should have been written to
the Press explaining the matter. Before 1 sit down, 1
would like to say this: we are coming very close to the
point affecting Cabinet Government where Ministers have
to resign. If Ministers come to this House and admit that
a mistake was made by a Civil Servant, then that Civil
Servant has not made the mistake, but the Government
has made the mistake, and therefore the Ministers must
be prepared to pay the Parliamentary penalty for such a
mistake,

Let us not beat around the bush; it may be a matter
involving something which is more important than what is
now before us. When you discover that something was not
done as it should have been done, who1is going to be blamed?
The Ministers must be prepared to say that, in view of the
mistake having been made, they must go home. If we accept
the conventions of the United Kingdom, then a Minister
makes an apology onthe floor of the House for any mistake;
he accepts the full blame for whathas gone wrong. He says:
‘““ 1 am the person who is tobe censured.” The Prime
Minister of Great Britain has to answer for statements
which have been made in the United Kingdom; if a mistake
has been made, it is not Mr. Butler who has to be censured
for it; it is Mr. MacMillan who has to be censured for it.
The Ministers must say: ‘‘This is our responsibility and
we accept the blame for it even although it was done by
a Civil Servant. It should not have been done in that way
and we apologise to the House for any breach of privilege
which has been committed by someone else.’”” If itis a
breach of privilege in good faith by the person who did it,
then the Ministers did it.

1 will end by issuing a warning; 1 am warning the
House what we are coming very near to the border line
where no Minister will ever resign under any convention,
because you can very well see that nothing today can be
worked out by a vote. You have a breach of privilege ad-
mitted by the Minister on behalf of the Government itself
and he makes no apology for it.

Mr. TUDOR: Mr. Speaker, when I spoke to the sub-
stantive motion sometime ago, I was purposely very mild
and restrained, because what I wanted then most of all
was that whatever decision was reached by the House it
should be a unanimous one, 1 saw then that if we had di-
vided the House on the original modon, we would not have
got that unanimity. I asked the Hon. L.eader of my Party
whether, with the help of Your Honour and the Leader of
the Government, a formula could have been found which
would express the intention of the House as well as all
sentiment in this matter. I was glad when agreement was
reached between the Hon. Leader of the Opposition and
the Hon. Leader of the Government and a motion was
worked out which proved acceptable and it was shown to
Your Honour and to the House. So acceptable was that
motion , that it gained the allegiance of the hon. senior
member for the City who was not prepared to vote either
for the original motion or for the amendment last week.
However, since the Hon. Minister has spoken things which
were not clear to my mind are now clear to me, and it is
entirely in consequence of his speech that I am convinced
that the blame for this matter mustrest fairly and squarely
on the shoulders of the Executive Committee. If we say
only that a breach of privilege has been committed, they
might mean one thing by that, but 1 will mean by it that
the blame for this matter cannot properly lieentirely with
the Advocate. The Advocate is wrong in this respect, that
it has, in fact, published something concerning this House
which did not take place. We have argued that at great
length. If a Government Department sends a release to
the Press, I do not know exactly what the custom is with
regard to these things, butl cannot imagine that it would
be the normal thing for a newspaper Editor or the staff
of 2 newspaper to question the authenticity of it.

If, as 1 understand, ----
Hon. R, G, MAPP: On a point of order. Since this

matter concerns the House as a House, I think it is above
party and above all other comsiderations in view of its
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importance. I was not here for a great part of the debate,
but it does seem to me that a lot of misunderstanding
could be saved if I just ~---

Mr. SPEAKER: The hon. member is making a point
of order,

Hon. R, G. MAPP; I was just about to say that in
fairness to the Hon. Premier, there was a statement pre-
pared by him, but which the Hon. Leader of the House was
not allowed to make.

Mr. TUDOR: 1 do not think that the Hon. Minister
can read that Statement; he really rose on a point of order.

Mr. SPEAKER: The Hon. Minister cannot refer to
that statement because he has told the House that I bave not
allowed the Statement to be made. I should just like to in-
form the hon. members that if they want to conclude this
matter, they have only five minutes more to go.

Mr. TUDOR did not continue bis remarks..

Mr. SPEAKER: The motion reads as follows:-

‘“That the publication on page five (5) in the issue of
the Barbados Newspaper dated 2nd September, 1958, under
the Caption ‘Governor gets half salary on embarking’ con-
sttutes a breach of privilege of this Honourable House.'’

The question is that this motion do now pass. Hon.
members in favour of that will please say ‘‘Aye’’, those
against will please say ‘‘No’’. I think the ‘‘Ayes’’ have it

SUSPENSION OF SITTING

Mr. SPEAKER: It now being 2.30 p.m. o’clock,
this Sitting now stands suspended until 3.00 p.m.
2.30 p.m.

On resumption

Hon. M. E. COX: Mr. Speaker, 1 should like to draw
to your attention that there is no quorum, and ask that you
direct the Clerk to ring the Bell.

The Bell was rung and a quorum was obtained,

Hon. M, E, COX: Sir, 1 would suggest that we resume
Committee on the Natural Gas Corporation Bill.

HOUSE RESUMES COMMITTEE ON NATURAL GAS
CORPORATION BILL, 1958

Mr. SPEAKER: The next Order of the Day - Order
No. 2 ~ is to resume Committee on the Bill to amend the
Natural Gas Corporation Act, 1950,

Mr. SPEAKER left the Chair and the House went
into Committee on the Bill, Mrn BRYAN in the Chair.

cClause 8 was called and passed.
Clause 9 was called and passed,
Clause 10 was called,

Hon. M, E. COX: I beg to move that Clause 10 stand
part of the Bill.

Hon. D, D, GARNER: 1 beg to second that,

Mr. F. G, SMITH: Sir, 1 have an Order Paper which
shows me Order No. 1 which is to resume Committee on
the Bill to amend the Quarries Act, 1951. Has that Order
been postponed or what?

Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Speaker called Order No. 2.
Mr. F. G. SMITH: Doyoumean that you do not have to

tell the House of that? 1 think that you ought to have asked
leave to postpone Order No. 1 and to deal with Order No. 2.
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Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Hon. Speaker intimated to the
House that we deal with Order No. 2.

Mr. F, G, SMITH: The Hon. Leader of the House has
to ask permission to postpone Order No. 1 and to deal with
Order No. 2, and we wouldallagree:but do not just jump to
Order No. 2,

Hon. M, E, COX:I havetoask apology of the Commit~

tee for not applying for leave to postpone Order No. 1.1
should not allow you to lay the blame on the Speaker.
The question that Clause 10 do now pass was

put and resolved im the affirmative without divisiom
Clause 11 was called and passed.,
Clause 12 was called and passed.

The Schedule was called and passed,

On motion of Hon. M. E. COX, seconded by Hon,
D. D. GARNER, Mr. CHAIRMAN reported the passing of
the Bill in Committee.

Mr. SPEAKER resumed the Chair and reported ac-
cordingly,

On separate motians of Hon. M. E. COX, seconded
in each case by Hon. D. D. GARNER, the Bill was read

a third time and passed,

HOUSE RESUMES COMMITTEE ON THE QUARRIES
BILL 1958

Mr. SPEAKER: We are reverting to Order No. 1: to
resume Committee on the Bill to amend the Quarries Act,
19%8. Mr., SPEAKER left the Chair and the House re-
sumed Commitice on the Bill, Mr. BRYAN in the Chair,

Hon. M. E, COX: Mr. Chairman, speaking generally,
when this Bill was last postponed in Committee, certain
hon. members raised two questions: one was the question as
to whether the option should be given to the owners of
quarries to fence them, to put upa notice or to remove the
overhang., Some hon. members felt then that it should be
made compulsory for the quarry owner tofence the quarry
instead of giving him the option of deciding on the other
two or three points.

The second point was that some hon. members felt
that in these quarries in which soft stone is cut they
should be mechanised. The matter was postponed and, of
course, I should say that at the time I pointed out that a
provision was made under the Act which gave the Com-
missioner of Labour discretionary powers; in other words,
if the Commissioner feels that it is necessary to cause the
quarry to be fenced, he would instruct the owner so to do
and If he feels that the putting up of a notice is sufficient
to protect the safety of any person golngaround the quarry,
he will instruct the owner accordingly, and if he feels that
the overhanging cliff should be removed, he wouldalso give
instructions so to do.

3.15 p.m.

It may be necessary sometimes to remove the over-
hanging cliff and also to cause the quarry to be fenced. I
made that point clear at the time, and as to the second
point about the mechanisation of the quarry, I pointed out
that a hardship might be experienced by persons who
operate small quarries if this provisionwas putinto force.
A man may owp a quarter of an acre or half an acre of
land from which he cutsa few stonesand if he is compelled
to construct mechanical apparatus for the purpose of lifting
stones, according to the old saying; ‘‘the play may not be
worth the candle.”.

In that case, we may be preventing that poor man from
getting a little bréad from that source. I promised hon.,
members that I would go into thematter and I have done so;
1 invited owners of quarries and persons whowork in these
quarries to a meeting which 1 held and these points were
discussed at length. In the case of large quarries, I was
made to understand that there are two large quarries - one

w

at the Mount and the other at Chapel. As far as the Mount is
concerned, I have been told that that quarryis no longer in
operation and as far as Chapel is concerned, there is
absolutely no difficulty in getting out the stones. The road
is cut to the base and the lorry goes right down inderneath
the cliff; itis loaded from that pointand there is no queston
as to the holsting of the stones to the top of the surface. The
question to be resolved now, is whether or not we should
compel small people with small bits of land and who get a
little livelihood from that soil to construct this mechanical
apparatus. I am not in favour of that, especially, when it
comes to the question of putting that provision into
legislation.

As I have said, I have discussedthe matter with these
quarry owners and quarry workers.l hadabout elevenper-
Sons there, comprising quarry ownersand people whowork
inthese quarries, and therewas a unanimous decision that
the discretionary power which now exists in the Bill before
us and also in the Act which this Bill seeks to amend, is
quite satisfactory to them. As to the question of mechanis-
ing the quarries, all who were present at that meeting
agreed that it was not in the best interest either of quarry
owners or of the persons who work in these quarries to
mechanise them.

With that assurance, 1 have decided to bring back this
Bill or rather to carry on with this Bill as it now stands. 1
hope that hon. members will believe me when I say that I
have made every effort to get whatever information was
necessary or which I thought would be helpful to this Com-~
mittee from the gentlemen who came to the meeting, and as
I have said, I do not have toadd anything to that. The deci-
sion both of those who are quarry ownersand of those who
work in quarries was uninamous. In the first place, there
is no question of hoisting any stone; the lorry goes down to
the base of the quarry and the stoneis rolled on the lorry;
secondly, as to the question of mechanizingthe quarries, the
financial burden is too much for these small persons to
bear. 1 sincerely hope that I have been able to satisfy the
public on those two points.

Mr. WALCOTT: Mr. Chairman, I was not here when
this Bill was discussed, but whatl have now heard the Hon.
Minister say calls for a contribution from me. Quarry
legislation is a part of the Report submitted to the Govern-
ment on proposals for a Labour Code by the I, L. O, What
is strange to me today is to hear the Hon. Minister say
that he invited employers or owners of quarries and people
who work therein to a meeting, What I want to draw to the
attention of the whole Government is that in respect of the
Report of the LL.O, it is emphasized that wherever organ-
isatons representing workers exist, the point of view of the
organisations must be sought, and not the point of view of
the workers themselves; therefore it is not a question of
convening a meeting of the workers. 1 see that the Hon.
Minister of Agriculture is laughting, butthisisno laughing
matter; this is something of whichl madea study. We have
given our view as tothings inthis whole Labour Code and we
are expected to discuss them when it comes to the imple-
mentation of legislation. We have come to one point where
we are going ahead with quarry legislation.

Hon. M, E. COX: On a point of order. 1 am sure that
the hon. member will agree with me that soon after this
Labour Code was written, the Barbados Workers' Union
had a copy of it. We asked for comments to be made and
the Union wrote back to us accepting generally what was
in that Labour Code. All this Bill seeks to do is to put
into effect what Mr. Matthews has recommended.

Mr. WALQOOTT: That is not the point which I am
making. Subsequent to that, the Hon. Minister has said
that he had a discussion with owners of quarries and peo-
ple whoworkin quarries in commection with this amendment.

Hon. M, E. COX: On a point of order. I do not want
to interrupt the hon. member, but I should just like to
say that I did not discuss anything about this amendment
with the quarry owners. I said that there were two points
raised by the members of the Opposition; the mechani-




zation of quarries was not in the Report made by Mr.
Matthews, and the other point was that it should be laid
down compulsorily that quarries should be fenced instead
of giving the owners the option of declding what should
be done. That is something which members of the Op-
positon wanted inserted in the present Bill.

Mr. WALCOTT: What 1 am saying is that the Hon.
Minister sought the advice of the two sections of the
industry; he sought the advice of the workers, What I am
saying is that the Trade Union represents the workers.
3.25 p.m.

The hon. member said that he saw the workers and
the owners, but 1 am saying that whenever anything like
this wkes place, you should seek advice from the Or-
ganisations from which these workers come. In these
matters the hon. member should get the Organisation’s
point of view if he is satisfied that these people come
within the ambit of the Organisation,- and not go willy-nilly
to workers, because the Organisaton would have a general
over-all policy as far as the workers are concerned.

This is an old Clause which is taken from the pre-
vious Act, and I do not know if the lawyers can help me
here, because it reads as follows:-

‘*Every owner or occupler of everyquarry shall operate
the said quarry in such manner as not to cause any undue
risk of bodily injury to any person employed or working
therein’’. Then it goes on to the Penalty Clause. How are
you going to penalise a man in this Clause? What will
the Labour Commissioner do or say? The other Sections
are definite about overhanging roofs and things of that
nature, but this Section is so wide and vague.

I do not know from what has been passed already
whether there is anything stated about Workmen's Com-
pensation. I know that in the old Act people are entitled
to Workmen’'s Compensation, but what 1 would like to
know is whether you are giving licences to these people
irrespective of whether or not they have people working
for them who are insured, because there was an incident
in which a man working in a quarrv lost his life and he
was not insured.

I do not know if the lawyers can shed any light on
the first point I made as to how you can penalise a man
in this Section.

Mr. CRAWFORD: Mr. Chairman, with reference to
the observations of the hon. member with regard to the
mechanisation of quarries, 1 want to say a few words. The
Committee has been told that the Minister has had dis-
cussions with quarry workers as wellas owners of quarries
on this matter, and that in the case of the workers them-
selves, they claim that a hardship may be created on small
quarry owners if they were compelled to provide hoists
and so on, and then he named specifically two large
quarries, The Mount in St. George and Chapelin St. Philip.
He said that as regards Chapel, the lorries go down into
the bottom of the quarry and take out the cut blocks of
stone. I want to suggest to him that he could not have
spoken to a single worker at Chapel quarry in St. Philip.

I do not know what he has been told by workers at
the Mount, but I want to State most emphatically that 1
cannot conceive of a single worker, male or female, at
Chapel in St. Philip agreeing not to mechanise the quarry.
I am nothing at all to do with the Matthews’ Labour Code
in this respect, Mr. Matthews came here in 1956, and
it would be expecting much too much to expect Mr. Mat-
thews to know in detail the difficulties and obstacles under
which quarry workers work in quarries in Barbados. He
came here merely to suggest improvements in Labour
Laws or the insertion in our Statutes of Labour Legis-
lation for improving the conditions of workers where
such legislation did not exist.

As far back as 1952, the Minister may recall that ]
raised this question on the floor of this House. When the
debate ensued here in July, unfortunately I was out of the
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island for a few days, and therefore 1 could make no con-
tribution to it; but I am profoundly grateful to the hon.
senlor member for Christ Church (in which parish there
are also quarries), who, 1 understand, proposedanamend-
ment to this Bill which would compel quarry owners to
provide hoists and winches to bri,.ng up the quarried stone,
either quarried block stone or debris, marl, fine stone and
what not, because we have to bear in mind that if even as
he says lorries go down in the quarry for coral block
stones, the debris still has to be brought to the surface,
and this is done by women. If a quarry is supplying quar-
ried block stone and the lorries godowninto the quarry, if
that is practical, and transport the stones to the surface,
the marl and small stones and other materials dislodged
by cutting the block stones are brought to the surface by
women in baskets or some container, and I want to submit
to the Committee that it is inhuman to ask women to con-
tinue to bring loads of quarried marl or debris from quar-
ries on their heads to the surfaceallday in and all day out.

In answer to his point about small quarry owners
finding it a financial hardship to mechanise their quarries,
I should like to say that it is the small quarry owners who
provide the winches, If he goes to St. Philip tomorrow
morning to investigate the conditions in quarries adjacent
to Chapel which he says is the biggest quarry, he will dis-
cover that the small quarry owners like Mr. Rogers and
others provide.winches; and they do not cost any fortune.
Mechanising a quarry is not like mechanising a plantation;
allyouneedis some sort of fan belt or rope and block and
pulley with a container to haul the débris or the marl to
the surface, and 1 am telling him without the slightest
fear of contradiction that the small quarry owners in the
parish are more prone to mechanise than the large ones.
3.35 p.m.

Now, of the small quarry owners, I only mentioned the
name of Rogers because his name came to my mind. He
installed a winch: and if a small quarry owner like Mr.
Rogers could install a winch, well then, a plantation like
Chapel could install one hundred winches because the out-
put of Chapel quarry is about one hundred times more
than Rogers’ quarry.

The Hon. Minister must bear in mind that we must
not sit here and wait for a specific recommendation from
an expert. We have to use our owncommeonsense and allow
our own vision and humanitarianism to guide usas to what
is right and just for human beings in doing this job of
work. What I say most emphatically is that neither the
Minister of Trade nor any member of the Government could
have discussed this matter with the quarry workers of
Chapel because in the year 1952, the quarry workers at
Chapel asked me to come there purely to discuss this
question of mechanisation of the quarry at Chapel. After
discussing it with them, I came in here and tabled this
quesdon before the House and this question was tabled
on the 20th May, 1952;-

“To enquire of the appropriate member at the next
meeting: -

““In view of the general conditions under which the
majority of the stone quarries in the colonyare operating,
will the Govermment introduce without delay legisladon
to make it compulsory for all owners and/ or operators
of quarries beyond a stated minimum depth to provide
efficient mechanised assistance for the workers employed
to bring the stone and gravel to the surface?"’

In other words, if you get a quarry which is eighteen
to twenty feet deep, you may not need mechanised equip-
ment to bring the quarried stone or marl to the surface,
but the minute you are going down thirty or forty feet you
need it. 1 want to tell the Hon. Minister that there is not
every big quarry in which a lorry can descend to bring
out the quarried stone.

Therefore, Sir, 1 am prepared to support the amend-
ment moved by the hon. sendor member for Christ Church
because he himself knows that inhis constituency of Christ

—_—
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Church there are quite a few quarries - and I can think of
some deep ones in certain parts of that parish - and he
must have had the same experience whichl have bad in my
consttuency of St. Philip. I want to submitto the Commit-
tee that in this matter they should usetheir judgment. The
installation of a hoist or winch in the biggest quarry would
cost less than $100 to provide and it can be done in some
cases for $40 or $50. That sum does not represent any
deterrent to the smallest quarry owner and certainly in
the case of the large quarry owners or operators, the
amount involved is infinftesimal.

The Hon. Minister of Trade must bear in mind that
even if in order toavoidhavingtoinstall equipment certain
quarry owners said that their lorries could go down and
bring up the stone, that is not the beginning or end of the
story. 1 am prepared to meet the Minister on the spot at
Chapel any time he likes for him todiscover whether I am
right or I am wrong, because unless every single quarry
worker who worked at Chapel is no longer there and there
is now a breed of quarry workers completely inured to the
hardship of bringing stones from the bottom to the surface,
I am prepared to tell him that he will find that any informa-
tion he might have had about Chapel is absolutely incorrect.
The hon. junior member for St. George can talk with au-
thority about quarries in St. George, but I am prepared to
say to him without the slightest degree of contradiction
that since the smallest quarry owner in Church Village,
St. Philip, has installed mechanised equipment in his
quarry, there is even greater demand from the workers
at Chapel for similar assistance.

The Hon. Minister of Trade must also bear in mind
that this Government is supposed to be a Labour Govern-
ment. It does not propose to come down on the side of the
employer, be he small or large. In other words, if a small
quarry owner finds that it creates a hardship on hm to
install mechanical assistance, the Government is not sup-
posed to concern itself unduly with that because it is sup-
posed to protect the rights of the workers; therefore, if in
the Government’s opinion mechanised equipment is essen~
tial, whether it is a small or large quarry owner, it is the
duty of the Government to see to it that the conditions of
work in all quarries are whatis humanly tolerable and that
those conditions do not impose unfair hardship or any sort
of injustice on the people working in them.

Sir, the amendment proposed by the hon. senfor mem-
ber for Christ Church is quite in order; and provided that
you make it clear that over eight or ten feet a quarry owner
must have mechanised equipment - in other words, provided
you impose the qualification of depth, you cannot under any
conceivable circumstance impose a hardship on quarry
owners or operators.

Mr. TALMA: Mr. Chairman,I listened carefully to the
explanations given by the Hon. Minister of Trade who is
in charge of the Bill. When one considers it, the object of
this proposed amendment is to my mind the interest and
welfare of the workers and thatis of paramount importance.
It is for them that I made this amendment and 1 would con-
ceive that the Government would have in mind the welfare
and wellbeing of the workers over and above that of the
quarry owners. What {s more, the quarry owners would ex-
pect fair treatment fromthe Government: but if,|as the hon.
senfor member for St. Philip has said, providing mechani-
cal device would entail only a reasonable expenditure and
not anything beyond the means of the average quarry owner,
1 think that the interest and the welfare of the workers
should be taken into accountand we shouldallow the quarry
owners to bear the small cost ininstalling winches or such
mechanical devices.

3.45 p.m.

I do not care to question the Hon. Minister at this
stage as to the composition of the delegation of quarry
workers whom he consulted (Hon. M. E, COX: I can give
it to you.) but I presume that it was comprised of small
quarry owners not only from the parish of St. Michael, but
also from other parts of the Island incluiing the parishes
of St. George, St. Philip, St. Jolm and Christ Church in

which parishes I think the majority of the large quarries
are situated. If that delegation were truly representative of
the body of quarry owners and workers, well then, the
Deputy Premier’s explanation as to the hardship which
will be entailed by these workers will carry some weight;
but, speaking on my own behalf, I feel that the welfare of
the vast majority of quarry workers would out-weigh the
little financial expenditure which may be involved in set-
ting up a winch. After all, itis a question of human life,
human freedom and human excess of work.

1 feel that from our positdon in this House, 1 should
say this; the average quarry worker, whether it be a man
or a woman, would expect better treatmem from a repre-
sentative body such as this. I hope that the Hon. Minister
will see some wisdom in agreeing to a slight adjustment
of my amendment. I am trying to adjust my amendment so
as to cope with what the Hon. Minister has reported. 2
should like to imsert in my amendment the words ‘‘as
the Labour Commissioner may think fit’’ after the word
‘“quarry’’, so that the amendment will read as follows:-

‘‘Every owner or occupler of a quarry as the Labour
Commissioner may think fit shall provide the quarry with
a suitable winch or other device for the purpose of hauling
the quarried material to the surface......"”

If the amendment read like that, that would give the
Labour Commissioner a discretionary power. Where a
quarry owner is not required to use a winch, the Labour
Commissioner would not insist on the use of it, but where
the quarry owner is required to use this equipment, then
there would be the insistence on baving the use of such
equipment. My amendment in full will now readas follows:-

‘‘Every owner or occupier of a quarry as the Labour
Commissioner may think fit shall provide the quarry with
a sultable winch or other device for the purpose of hauling
the quarried material to the surface and duringthe opera-
tion of such winch or other device shall exercise or cause
to be exercised due care and caution for the safety and
welfare of the workers employed therein,'’

If the Hon.- Minister and the Government as a whole
were to accept that slight adjustment which puts a dis-
cretionary power in the hands of the Labour Commissioner
who is the official of the Government to administer this
Bill, then no hardship would be done to the small quarry
owners where it is not essential to have this device; but
where it is felt that this device is essential, this discre-
tonary power would be vestediathe Labour Commissioner
who would insist that the quarry owner install a winch or
some other mechanical device so astoprotect the workers
under these hard working conditdons. I donot think that any
hardship would be created on the small quarry owner if
the Government were to accept this amendment. I do not
see that any hardship could be meted out either to the
small quarry workers or to the occupiers.

I beg to move that amendment.
Mr. CRAWFORD: 1 beg to second that.

Hon. M. E, C0OX: I can quite see the point made by the
hon. senior member for Christ Church even although I do
not appreciate it. At the present time, we have Section S
of the Bill which provides for the safety of persons who
work in these quarries. As I have already pointed out, the
Labour Commissioner has the discretionary power to
compel a quarry owner to adopt such measuresas he con-
siders necessary for the safety or otherwise ofthe opera-
don of quarries. In reply to a point made by the hon.
senior member for St. Philip who bas admitted that the
lorry goes down to the base of the quarry and brings up the
soft stone when it is cut (Mr. CRAWFORD: In some -
quarries) fin some quarries, the hon. member says, 1
should Ilike to say that in some cases women have to bring
up the débris in baskets on their beads, and clearly they
are not cases which call for any mechanisation. I think
that the hon. member will appreciate that the same lorry
only needs a cart on itanditwill bring up the debris in the
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same way as it brings up the stone; it is therefore not
necessary to have this mechanisation. As the hon. member
knows, marl is not given away; it is sold and it realises
good money too.

As to the second point raised about this Government
representing the workers, we are not ashamed of saying
that with all the emphasis it cancarry; but as we have said
before, our whole point now is that we are not prepared
to make conditions so hard for employers that they will
find it impossible to hire workers. Thatis something which
we have to take into consideration. We are a Labour
Government as we will always be, but if Labour enforces
certain restrictions which make it impossible for em-
ployers to carry on, then neither employers nor labourers
will benefit from these restrictons. The point about our
being a Labour Government need notbe raisedin this case,
because, as a matter of fact, the amendment to this Bill
is as a result of the demand whichwas made by this Labour
Government for an expert to go into the whole conduct of
labour in this country with a view to drafting a compre-
hensive Labour Code for the benefit of the workers of this

country.

1 have polnted out, and I still maintain the view, that
1 do not agree with the hon. member who said that mechani-
cal apparatus or equipmentwill costin the neighbourhood of
$100 or anything like that. Some hon. members say that it
will cost about $40 or $50. An hon. member has said that
the small people who operate small quarries are those
who are willing and ready to install mechanical equipment
just as in the case of large quarry owners.
3.55 p.m.
If that is so and if youagreethat in their own interest they
are willing to install this mechanical equipment, then why
is it necessary to force them by an Act of the Legislature
to install this equipment when you have already said that
they are willing and ready to install the equipment? If they
can find the money to do it and it appears to them feasible
and reasonable, I am definitely sure that from the point of
view of convenience and speed they will install this equip-
ment. Again I repeat, if you force & man who is notina
positon to purchase this equipment - and he may be cut-
ting one or two dozen blocks a day and only getting a
royalty from it of so many cents - it means that he cannot
find the money to install the equipment, and neither the
worker nor the owner will getanything, and the quarry will
have to be abandoned.

The hon. member referred to Mr. Rogers. 1 should
Hke to tell him that Mr. Rogers is not a small quarry
owner. He is in the line with the big fellows.

Mr. CRAWFORD: Mr. Chairman, on a peintof order,
am 1 to understand the Minister is finished? 1 want the
Minister to understand that I spoke of Mr. Rogers as
being a small quarry owner in the contextof a comparison
with Chapel Plantation. I said that small quarry owners
like Mr. Rogers had installed mechanical equipment, but
a big operation like Chapel refused to do-it. That does not
mean that Mr. Rogers is a small quarry owner; it means
he is small with regard to capital.

Mr. F. G, SMITH: Mr. Chairman, itis really interes-
ting to see how the Hon. Deputy Premier puts his foot into
it. As a Socialist,I donot sharehalf the views he expressed
in that short speech today, as his argument is purely an
argument for exploitation, because it suggests that the in-
terest of the worker is not so important as to force em-
ployers to put in machinery. I feel that if youcanrun a
business and keep it going, you must not run it at the ex-
pense of the working-class of this country, and by that
1 mean that his argument 18 an argumentagainst minimum
wage legisiation. If 2 man is rumning a small business and
he cannot pay so much, wouldyoulethim contnue to run it
and pay starvation wages to people?’

Hon. M. E, COX: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order,
I am sure that could nat have been interpreted by this Com-
mittee. What I said had absolutely nothing to do with wages;
so the hon. member must not misquote or misinterpret what

M

I said. I wasdealing purely witha man who would be opera-
ting on a small bit of land, and if you forced him to put in
equipment which cost a lot of money andwhich he could not
purchase, the quarry would have to be closed down.

Mr. F, G, SMITH: Mr. Chairman, if a small quarry
owner is forced to put in machinery in the interest of the
man who is working in that quarry, and he finds it econo-
mically unprofitable, let him close that quarry. I would
not allow him to make his margin of profit to keep the
business open at the expense of the man who is cutting the
stones. That is how 1 seeitasa Socialist, and the Minister
need not tell us that that would make conditions so difficult
for employers in Barbados that they would have to fire
labour, because the employers are living happier today
under them than before; we know that., We know that con~
ditons are so prosperqus for employers today, that not
only can they continue to exploit the working class people,
but they are making more profits under the Labour Govern-
ment than they used to make under their own Conserva-
dve Government. I heard the hon. senior member for St.
George say that he could not buy five estates unless this
Government was in power.

Let us get down to the amendment moved by the hon.
senfor member for Christ Church. What harm is there in
accepting that amendment? I think the time has come as in
the sugar industry when you have to bring down mechanical
equipment which throws workers out of work to some ex-
tent, but you did it in the interest of efficiency. Similarly
with quarries, if it means efficiency and will ease the
workers, by all means put it in the Law so that it can be
carried out. You did not argue that you should not bring
down tractors and ploughs; therefore in the quarry industry,
whether it be a small or large quarry owner, he should be
forced by Law giving the discretion to the Labour Com-~
missioner to install mechanical equipment. 1 am interested
in the worker in any small or large quarry, the man who
is cutting six square feet or 100 square feet; so the mo-
ment an owner is making a profit, just as in the case of
goods passed on to the consumer, then let the increased
cost for puttdng in this machinery be passed on to the
builder. When they put money on food in Bridgetown, we
buy it; therefore the builder is buying the stones and you
should force a quarry owner to put in the equipment and
let him get his margin of profit. Do not tell me that you
will not force him to put in machinery on the grounds that
he is a small owner. Has he shown you his books to show
that he i3 a small owner? Ifheis doing it at the expense of
the worker, there is where you must draw the line,

I am taking the hon. senior member for St. Peter to
task, because with the Deep Water Harbour, more quarries
are going down in this country; so how can he allow the
Workmen's Compensation to remain as it is without prod-
ding Government? In addition to this, that should be on the
Order Paper by now. You are allowing people to bulld a
Deep Water Harbour, they are blasting stones and digging
quarries, but what would be your Workmen's Compensation
if a man gets killed in 2 quarry or working with the Deep
Water Harbour? Do not let us pass Legislationpiece-meal.
We talk about representing the workers; so let us get
down and do a job for them, instead of introducing money
Resolutions to increase the Governor’'s salary.

Mr. CRAWFORD: Mr. Chairman, all the points raised
by the hon. junior member for St. Andrew have been very
well taken, but 1 want totell the Minister this; I have heard
the hon. member talk sense in this House, but he has
never talked such utter rot; he has never descended to such
depths of absurdity as he descended today. If he were an
Eskimo from Lapland, from Iceland or from Greenland, 1
could understand him talking the rubbish he talked in here
today, but there is no excuse for a Barbadian to talk the
nonsense he talked this aftermoon. Imagine him getting up
and saying that when the lorry goes down to bring up the
quarried stone, they could put on a little cart to bring up
the marl.

4.05 p.m.

Hom. M, E. COX: Mr. Chairman, I rise on a point of

order. Surely the hon. member can credit somebody with
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more sense than that. I did not mean that the same time
the same lorry could be used as a cart to bring up the
marl.

Mr. CRAWFORD: You are talking more foolishness
now. A lorry cannot bring up stones unless it has sides.
This is the point. How do lorries operate? The Hon.
Minister is a Barbadian. If being a Minister means that
you are an Australian or a Hindustani, let us understand
that when you are a Minister, you do not know anything

. of the conditions in Barbados. The Hon. Minister should
know that a lorry that goes for block stones has nothing
to do with the quarry operation. What the Hon. Minister
does not seem to know is thatthe people who are employed
in quarries are employed purely for the purpose of bringing
out the marl and they are paid for it by the day. The wo-
men are paid by the men who cutthe stones and these men
have no lorries. What nonsense is the Minister talking?
Has he come from the Sahara Desert? A stone cutter gets
so much for cutting a stone. In cutting a stone, there is an
amount of marl. These quarry workers employ women to
clear away the marl so that they can cut more stones.
There is not a single quarry worker in St. Philip who has
got a lorry. What is the Minister talking about? He began
by saying that the Bill provides that a quarry is to be
operated without causing any undue risk or bodily injury
to any person therein. He went further and said that the
Labour Commissioner is empowered under the provisions
of the Bill to take action to ensure that the quarries are
operated in safety. That has nothing to do with the safety
of quarries. I do not know if I heard him correctly. This
amendment is purely concerned with relieving the burden
on the workers who are human beings who have to bring
the stone and the marl up to the surface. They are not
donkeys; they are not mules. In any civilised community,
should a Government tolerate sucha thing particularly after
it is brought to their notice? Sir, if the Hon. Minister of
Trade went to St. Philip, he could not talk that nonsense;
they would run him out. They have complained to me about
the intolerable hardship imposed on them by lifting up this
marl all day longand bringing it to the surface. It is merely
that you are transforming human beings into beasts of bur-
den and we are asking them as human beings, assuming
that they are, to put a stop to it.

Sir, the undue risk in a quarry is a different matter.
The quarry should be propped at certain points if certain
excavations are to be done. If that is not, done, you run the
risk of stones falling in and injuring the workers. I do
know that two men were killed some time ago on account
of that in a quarry in the Sherbourne area by the quarry
falling in because the quarry was not propped; but that is
a different thing entirely.

We always say that the people who work in the Gov-
ernment Service get certain exaggerated opinions in their
minds as to the cost of doing things and it seems to me
that this is a disease which affects certain people as soon
as they become Ministers. If the Hon. Minister for Trade
Industry and Labour had a Small quarry operating and the
people working in that quarry had asked him to install
mechanised equipment, do you mean to say that he would
not spend $50 on it? He comes in here and tells me that I
am talking nonsense because I said that this equipment
could be put in for less than $50. Sir, all you want are two
pleces of railroad iron and a pulley with & piece of chain
and block. When an empty bucket is going down, a full one
is coming up. You can install two such devices for $50.
The installation of mechanical devices of this sort in any
quarry is not Beyond the financial capacity of any quarry
owner and, as the hon. junior member for St. Anxdrew said,
if you could not install that, you should get out of the
business. The point is that the Hon. Minister of Trade is
so fond of drawing a red herring across the trail that he
cannot see the wolves from the sheep. Whenl say that Mr.
Rogers could provide & mechanical winch, how much so
then could Chapel? Is the Minister here to defend Chapel?
Chapel did not do it out of mere spite. At the time when 1
talked of it, Chapel was paying its workers less than what
the Mount was paying its workers and because the workers
at Chapel refused to cut any stone unless they got what
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the Mount was paying and because Chapel had to pay that
price eventuslly, the owners of Chapel refused to give the
workers the mechanised equipment which the Mount
workers were given.

As | have said, the quarryworkers have to pay women
to bring the mar] to the surface in order that they can get
the stone to cut. That is no concern of the quarry owner.
The Hon. Minister of Trade is completely misguided and
misinformed if he persists in maintaining the attitude
which he maintains now. He does not understand what we
are driving at and what he has said shows that he knows
as much of quarries in Barbados as he knows of a coal
mine in the Zaar or in the Rhineland. And that is not good
enough.

Sir, there is nothing at all wrong with this amend-
ment. It contains every single thing - justice, consideration
of humanity; and the fact that this is a Labour Govern-
ment, by the amendment taking all these things into ac-
count it should encourage you to support it and not even
to support it but to initdate it,

4.15 p.m.

This is not the first time that the Hon. Minister has
heard me raise this matter in this House; I raised it
in 1952 when I tabled a question in commection with it.
1 am annoyed to think that in 1958 he could repeat the
same reactionary arguments which he used to bring
forward In his refusal to support this amendment. To be
quite candid, I do not think that the mistake has arisen
on his part at all; what has happened is that he has been
wrongly advised.

Mr. WALCOTT: Some new arguments have arisen
with regard to this Bill and I must say that we are not
fortunate in having the debates printed at an early dme.
I did not know that this matter was postponed for any
amendment; there are some things which the Hon. Minister
should have corrected and 1 think that the hon. member
for St. Philip has corrected one of them. The Hon. Minis-
ter has said that the Labour Commissioner has a dis-
cretdonary power, but he has been quite correctly in-
formed by the hon. semior member for St. Philip that the
Labour Commissioner would not have any power whatso-
ever to deal with a matter such as this, because ftis a
question of the provision of safety. You cannot refuse to
give a man a Hcence because he doesnotinstalla winch
in his quarry or anything like that. 1 do not think that the
Hon. Minister should examine this question on the narrow
ground which he has emmciated a hardship being created
on the small man; I believe that any Socialist would agree
that fn any business emterprise where the capital forma-
tdon is small, it does not matter as to the sort of con-
cessions which you give.

The hon. introducer of this amendment states that he
wants to give the Labour Commissioner a discretionary
power in such circumstances as would seem fit. 1 quite
agree with the hon. junior member for St. Andrew that
the Hon. Minister has used a very dangerous argument
on the floor of this Houseand it comes closely on the heels
of a dangerous argument which was used by the Hon.
Minister of Agriculture last week. That argument comes
S0 close on the heels of the argument used by the Hon.
Minister of Agriculture, that I have to take him to task.
He said that they are not going to have anything which
forces the small man out of business, because eventually,
you are likely to create a situation where that man is
unemployed. This is a question where you are asking for
the provision of a mechanical device, not as & means of
putting people out of employment, but as a means of as-
sisting people in employment under certain conditions.
You hear the argument about people being put out of em-
Ployment, but why is it that people use machinery in
big employment like sugar factories and peopleare forced
out of employment? What can you do about that? They say
that you have to be very careful thatyou are not doing any-
thing which forces employers out of business; hut some-
times when an employer has forced people. out of employ-
ment, he is still in employment.
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1 am a Trade Unionist, but in my opinion1 would
advise that in any enterprise where a man is starting
business for the first time you should adopt an attitude
different from that which you would adopt where people
are employed in quarries in the manner inwhich they were
employed from the time that Adam was a lad. Do you not
consider that there are quarries which are in need of
equipment and that they should have this kind of equipment?
The Hon. Minister's statement is connected with a low
standard of Hving which is exemplified in this community
where you have a man holding on to a bucket or pushing a
handcart with a rope attached - the Hon. Minister is saying
that if that sort of thing is removed, then you are taking
food out of that man’s mouth. Last week, you bad this
back-~to-the -land talk which I criticised from the point of
view of outlook. Who would argue that a man should be
forced out of business? 1 ask; is it not sdll 2 primidve
method of asking people to work under present conditions in
a quarry and whether those conditions should not be re-
moved? There is international labour legislation dealing
with the way you operate a crane. (A MEMBER: How long
has he realised that?) Some hon. member has asked: how
long did I realise that? But what theydo not realise is that
you have to live and learn, but they have learnt everything’
already.

So far as Wwe are concerned, we could as well die now,
because they have not changed their outlook.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: The hon. member mustnot mind the
‘“Asides’’.

Mr. WALCOTT: I must mind them.

Mr, CHAIRMAN: I did not hear them and I will ask
the hon, member to keep to this Clause.

Mr. WALQCOTT: It seems to me that there is & matter
of serious partiality where you are going to get a situation
in which the members on the other side of the House can
speak as loudly as they like and nothing is said about that;
but when a member from this side says anything by way of
a joke, it becomes an interruption. I want to say that you
do not work on the basis of creating a hardship on the
small man, but on the basis of how you regard this amend-
ment. Did you have this amendment ten years ago? If you
have something before you today to be examined, are you
not prepared to examine this thing whichis now before you
or are you going to deal with antiquity? It is an ignorant
idea of having something to deal with today, but you look
back to 1938 when the issue did not arise.

The hon. member spoke about workmen's compensa-
tion. That matter was addressed to the Government twelve
months ago. We have written asking the Government about
workmen’s compensation. 1 spent quite a lot of ime on it
and I pressed thatit shouldberunon a basis different from
that upon which the Government s now running it. What is
serious, is that the Hon. Minister should make this state-
ment on the small-man basis. I believe that the Hon. In-
troducer of this amendment is a representative of the
small man; when he spoke about the small taxi man, he is
a representative of the small taxi man and the small
businesses.

4.25 p.m.

I doubt very much that he would bring an amendment
that would militate against the interest of the class he
represents: so 1 do not think it is done with the idea
of driving small men out of business, Thisis done with the
idea of relieving a little bit of the drudgery that exists in
the quarries. You have put in loudspeakers to make it
easier for everybody in here to hear. Will somebody ask
why you did not think of that before? When I came to the
House thirteen years ago, you did not bave loudspeakers.
The sun has not got any nearer to the earth, but several
places have been air-conditioned; so you camnot blame the
human brain for knowledge and improvement. If the hon.,
member sees something that can give assistance to quarry
workers, should the hon. member ask why he did not men~
don it before? Is it wrong? The philosophy of the Minister

of Agriculture seems to be not to put a small man out of
business, but soon we have got to get down in Barbados to
stopping this small man talk. Some people do not like the
Senate inquiries, but if we had some of the U,S, Senate
investigations here, some people would commit suicide.
What do you mean when you talk about a small man? You
mean a man who is doing business in a private way, but
lacks the vision of expanding andis content to make a little
money or a reasonable profit working on that basis. Some
people do not like joining with other people in a company.
It is one of those things with Africans, and that is why
Africans have not caught up with the world’s economic
situadon, because they have not reached the stage of put~
ting money with others and investing on a big basis.

I did not know that this amendment existed, and it
brings me to the point which 1 made to the Minister that
when you are discussing these matters, you should dis-
cuss them both with the employers and the workers, and
you are likely to arrive at a decision which is more in
keeping with what you desire. The Minister said that he had
examined this amendment which has been put forward, but
the net resuit is that it would force small men out of busi-
ness. 1 am saying that the hon. member’s amendment does
not intend to do that; it is intended for those businesses
which the Labour Commissioner thinks should have it.
Do you know that a man can go down in a well and there
is nobody to test the depth of it before he enters it? He
may descend into it and come back out dead. If somebody
initiates something, you should not say that it would hurt
the small man, because there are improvements whichyou
must have. A man nearly died digging up the road; we do
not have legislation which says that before a contractor
undertakes digging up the earth that there must be men
around who know safety measures; that man could have
killed twenty people.

My view of a matter like this is that you should
examine the amendment and see if it is reasonable and in
the interest of the worker. I was at Seawell two days ago,
and I saw one worker giving another man a prop with a
stone, rolling it on to some improvised thing, and I won-
dered how many they could roll away in a day. You kill
productivity on the basis of employing three more peoplel
I feel, Mr. Chairman, that if thereisa proposal to remove
drudgery from people without doing any harm to the in~
dustry, the Minister and the Government should examine
it. I do not think the Minister could mean that this amend-
ment would make the employer spend more and drive him
out of business. Are you saying, Mr. Chairman, that a man
should not be entitled to these things? A change of thinking
along these lines would be good, because we accept too low
standards as a way of life, and that is why when these
changes come about we cannot view them in the light in
which they should be viewed. 1 would be more concerned
when a big employer puts in a lot of equipment and 100
workers become redundant without the provision being
made for them, because if you do that through technical
improvement, you have to give them something to relieve
the shock. That is why I say, Mr. Chairman, that it is
necessary to examine these proposals.

I am sorry that] have to support it in this way, be-
cause it appears to me that the Government might have
been unwilling to pass the amendment if some of us did
not support it. If they are willing to accept this amend-
ment which does no harm to the Government, it seems
quite reasonable and can do no harm to the small quarry
owners.,

Mr. TUDOR: Mr. Chairman, the Minister of Trade
said after the proposed amendment was read out to this
Committee that he quite saw the point which the hon. mem-~
ber for Christ Church was making but did not appreciate
it; I think what he meant was that he appreciated it but
did not agree with it. It is a distinction with a difference.

Now, Sir, it may perhaps be thought that we are of-
fering this amendment merely because it is good politics
to do so. That could be true, hutit is true politics because
it 1s something which is in the interest of human beings;
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and since it is something beneficial, this Committee ought
to lose no opportunity of doing it. Any proposals to stop
women from puttng marl on their heads to trudge up the
sides of a quarry with it should have exactly the same
appeal as the proposal, for instance, to stop women from
climbing lorries with bundles of canes at crop time to
throw them on the lorry. If you speak of the dignity of
labour, you do not only mean the fact that people should
get remunerative work and enjoy it, you mean that the
work itself should be such as does not degrade.

There was a time some years ago when the Minister
of Social Services, the hon. junior member for St. George,
used to regale his audiences at public meetings with some
of the lesser known facts of slavery, and he used to point
out how the slaves in olden days used to dig through rock
with their bare hands to make the roads on which we now
walk and drive.

4,35 p.m.

Well, we all wept and sympathised with them and those of
us who could give him a vote, gave him one and he is
where he is now. He played upon the strength of the people
and upon our inward feelings and better nature, It is the
same principle today. The time has come when this Govern-
ment should not have to be pushed or exhorted to remove
all these restrictions and hardships on these people who
work in these dangerous occupations. It should rather be
the case that they initiate them with their opponents trail-
ing behind them. As it is now, we are put in the position of
having to make a song and a dance about something which
should be accepted as soon as it is stated. If it is true that
the Hon. Minister of Trade consulted opinion among the
small quarry owners,l think we should cry shame on him
for not drawing that to their attention because it is not
a matter on which he should ask their opinion; he should
be in a position to tell them that the Government feels in
the interest of themselves and the workers and the industry
itself that this particular device for bringing marland soft
stone to the surface should be instituted.

It has beenargued that it may put quarry owners out of
business because they might not be able to find the capital
to put in winches. I donotthink we heard the Hon. Minister
correctly. What has he the Development Board for?1 think
this would be a good case when they raised objection and
said that they were not able to put in these devices for
him to say immediately to them, so much we want you to
put in this particular device that we are prepared to re~
commend to the Development Board that they recommend
all these small quarry owners the necessary funds for that
purpose; therefore, the argument that they could not find
the capital could have been offset with the assurance from
the Government that the money would be forthcoming to
all of them who could not find it possible to do so finan~
cially; therefore, there would be no excuse and that is the
only way in which it should have been attacked by the
Minister.

Now, Sir, this amendment does not even say that
everybody must do it regardless of the circumstances.
From an administration point of view, it quite wisely leaves
a wide discretion to the Labour Commissioner to exercise
his own judgment in these matters and if after doing an
inspection it was discovered by him or his subordinates that
a particular quarry did not require it, that is covered by
the amendment. You cannot argue today that since a few
of the people are willing whenever itis conveniently possi-
ble to install this device that the House of Assembly must
wait undl they do it and, therefore, do not be in a hurry to
pass a law to make them do it. That is no argument at all
and it defeats the very purpose we have in mind. We feel
therefore, that'it is better to write the provisions in the
statute and to make it flexible enough by giving the Labour
Commissioner discretion to impose the regulation as and
when he thinks it fit to do so. Certainly we should make it
strong enough to serve notice on the quarry owners what
the intention of the Legislature is and it is the intention
of the Legislature that they pursue this practice. It is for
that reason the amendment has been urged.

I do not know how other hon. members feel but 1
know, for instance, that there is a considerable body of

opinion engaged in this particular industry in St. Philip
which feels very strongly on this matter, At once, I ima-
gine the Hon. Minister will say: what right has another
member to say what is felt or not felt in St. Philip. He
may say that every Tuesday but it is for this House of
Assembly to know how I fee] onthis particular matter. What
1 feel about it is that I would always like to be able to go
through St. Philip without let or hindrance and without
suffering the sneers and jeers of the hundreds of people
who would have g grievanceif we donot help them with this
equipment. For that reason 1 am voting for the amendment.

Hon. F. E, MILLER: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
make a point or two. The Bill which is before the House
seeks to provide safety measures for the protection of
the public at large as well as the workers in the quarry
industry. We are not now thinking of making proviston
for the economy of the industry; that is a different matter
and in several respects. The hon. senior member for St.
Lucy in discussing this amendment could have asked for a
diamond blade saw to take the stones out and a machine
spray to eliminate the dust which is found in the cutting of
stones in every quarry.lItisall right to make nice speeches
and to discuss about slavery but I would like to be sure if
hon. members want to be practical about this matter, It is
no use our making political speeches in here when we can
do so outside. You are thinking of a quarry 60 feet deep
and having one winch to remove stone. Whatwould you ex~
pect one winch would do? The hon. member is only dis-
playing a lack of knowledge of what he is talking about and
may be, a study of the industry.

Mr. CRAWFORD: Sir, before the Hon. Minister goes
off on a tangent, let me tell him that nobody suggested a
winch for removing quarried stone.

Hon. F, E, MILLER: That was the discussion. The
hon. senlor member for Christ Church introduced the
amendment to provide for mechanical equipment and the
hon. senior member for St. Philip as well as the hon.
senior member for St. Lucy talked of having a winch to
remove the stone from the quarry.

Mr. TUDOR: 1 never said anything like that.

Hon. F. E. MILLER: You talked about removing rub-
ble and marl from the base ofa quarry. Would you remove
marl and rubble from the base of a quarry without a winch?
(Laughtet)s

Probably, Sir, the hon. memmoer has now come around
to the folly of the whole idea. Primarily we are concerned
with the safety of a quarry andthe protection of people who
work in the industry. We are notnow concerned in this Bill
with the mechanics of the industry.

4.45 p.m.

Let us think of the small quarries. In the case of a
man who is operating a quarry on about a quarter of an
acre or half an acre of land and about ten to fifteen feet
deep, 1t is difficult to get the lorryto the base. The equip-~
ment of the quarry is a service to the worker and a small
quarry is difficult to operate, because of the outlay. Where
you have an individual operating on a half acre of land,
do you think it is reasonable that we should make it com-
pulsory by law that he should install expensive equipment
to say nothing of the maintenance and the recurrent cost of
the equipment? It is a question of the recurrent cost of this
equipment to the operator. If we want to get down to the
question of operating equipment, if we want to change what
are out-of-date and obsolete methods, that is something
which is entirely different; and we would need an entirely
different type of legislation from what we have here.

As regards the sugar industry, we cannot make a law
that a factory operator must buy a mill which will grind
so much an hour and on the same basis as a smaller man;
you cannot make that compulsory.

Mr. TALMA: I should like todraw the attention of the
Hon. Minister that I have inserted in my amendment addi-
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tonal words which wiil chuse thisprovisionnotto be made
compulsorily, but which will make ftatthediscretion of the
Labour Commissioner.

Hon. F. E, MILLER: If the matter is left to the dis-
cretion of the Labour Commissioner, is that not making it
compulsory? What discretion would the Labour Commis-
sioner have if he said that youmustput in some equipment
and you failed to do so?Isitnot farcial to say that there is
discretion given to the Labour Commissioner and there is
no means of enforcing it? That would come either through
the Magistrate or you give the power to the Labour Com-
missioner, but you would have to make it the law. Is that
right or wrong? For hon. members on the other side, 1
think it would be good if they would pay attention to safety
measures in a quarry, and that is the matter with which
we are primarily concerned. It is a question of providing
safety measures for the people who workinthese quarries

day by day.

Mr. WALCOTT: I do not think that the hon. member
should be allowed to get away with that. There are things
other than safety measures deglt with in this Bill. I have
said that in Barbados we are getting too much accustomed
to low standards and we are accepting them as if they are
something divine. In the same way the hon. member speaks
about that - if we had broughtdownan amendment affecting
places where food is sold, somebody would say that we are
running the small man out of business; but it did not mat-
ter how many people have to be run to the Hospital. The
cheap talk you will get is that you are running the small
man out of business, but nobody knows how many people
you are running to the grave. When you are dealing with
the question of removing a primitive idea - the hon. mem-
ber talks about putdng something ontwo sides of the lorry;
there is a law that no ship can set out to sea unless you have
a winch onthe sides; you puta winch not only for safety, but
you want to get away from this primitive idea.

This is not any new legislation to show that you are
creating a quarry industry; the mere fact that you are pass-
ing legislation for safety in these quarries is based on the
length of time during which these quarries were being op-
erated without these things. Does the hon. member not
know that there is an aspect of safety, that although you
have these things lifted in this manner, this provision
would be & means of safety? Do not let the hon. member
talk about driving people out of business; the very Trade
Union Act exists on the same ground. Ihear an hon. mem-
ber say that we do not live in 1870. The Trade Union Act
bas restrained trade, but it has prevented people from
trading in their own street will. The hon. member says that
from his examination, it would appear that this provision
will drive people out of business, but let us know the facts.

The quarry atthe Mount Plantation is a famous quarry
in this island. When the Minister of Labour referred to the
workers, I have to record that, in many instances, when it
comes to certain matters, workers would not press for cer-
tain things, because I say they have all accepted a low
standard of life. Sometimes you initlate something whichis
better for all the workers but they co not clamour for it
until they begin to use it. The hon. member says that if it
is something discretionary, you do not have to enforce the
law, but I should Ilike to say that there are things in con-
nection with which you give the Labour Commissioner a
discretion. What the Labour Commissioner would do in
some cases he would not do in other cases. You do not
define what you mean by safety. In this connection, this is
what was suggested by Mr. Matthews;-

““Upon receipt of an application for a licence to op-
erate a quarry, the Labour Commissioner shall satisfy
himself that the boundaries of the quarry in respect of
which licence to operate has been applied for are clearly
and easily defined; the applicant is in factin control of the
quarry and shall within seven days of receipt of the ap-
plication give notice in writing of such requirement as he
may deem necessary for the safety of persons employed in
such quarry and shall refuse a licence to operate until such
requirements have been fulfilled.”

4.55 p.m.

That is what Mr. Matthews recommended but you bave not
accepted it. He was even giving the Labour Commissioner
discretionary powers to decide on the necessary safety
measures for this. The reason for this is that there is no
list of definite safety measures which you can put down in
anyone’s life to say ‘these shall be the safety measures
for all tdme,’ because they vary from time to dme, and
it is infortunate that more attention is not paid to themn.
You give the Labour Commissfoner power to change them
from dme to time, because what you do today in a quarry
you did not do 25 years ago. What appears to be stupid
on behalf of the Government is that if they come down
with any Billanda suggestionhas been made by the Opposi-
don, they feel that they would be making the change for
members of the Opposidon. We do not work in a quarry,
and when you change legislation to make improvements for
people, you do it for the community which we represent.
If somebody says something and you realise thatit is good,
you should get'down t¢ doing it as quickly as you can. I do
not know why the Minister of Social Services should re-
gard this as a measure which would be difficult to adminis-
ter. What you have to find out is whether at the present
moment the industry as a whole requires this sort of
facility which you are providing, and thenyoumay see that
you can do it.

1 agree with members in a general way that it is not
the best thing to legislate for these things, but the mem-
bers on the other side like legislation, I hope you will see
that the suggestion is one in keeping with business, and
hon. members should realise that in process of time they
will have to pass legislatdon which appears to be hard on
people making money.

Mr. BARROW: Mr. Chairman, there is a reservation
which 1 have on the amendment which has been proposed by
the hon. senior member for Christ Church, and it is in
Clause 5 (1) where the Government has seen fit to intro-
duce something which 1is absolutely unnecessary for
reasons which I will explain, That error has been repeated
by the hon. senior member for Christ Churchin the amend-
ment which he proposed.

Clause 5 (1) reads as follows:-

‘‘Every owner or occupler of every quarry shall op-
erate the said quarry in such manner as not to cause any
undue risk of bodily injury to any person employed or work-
ing therein.”

Now, Mr. Chairman, as far as the present state of
the Law of Barbados is concerned, every owner or oc-
cupier of a quarry must operate such quarry or any other
business undertaking for that matter in such a manner as
not to cause any risk at all of bodily injury to any person
employed or working therein, and the only effect of a
Clause such as Subclause 1 of Clause Swould be to qualify
the nature of risk to which a person engaged in the quarry
may be subject. We are now talking about undue risk and
that is going to lead to legal complications, because the
present state of Law is that they myst operate it so as not
to cause any risk at all of bodily injury. You cannot qualify
risk and talk about undue risk; it means then that you are
exemptng quarry owners and quarry operators from that
ordinary duty of care which one citizen owes to another
citizen in the country, and I will go further and say that the
question of risk and the question of duty of care extend not
only to people employed in the quarry industry, but any
licensee or any person coming into close contact with the
workings of the quarry or the people workingin the quarry
from time to time. That is the state of the common Law of
Barbados.

If I go into a quarry, although I may not be working
therein, to speak to a friend, to observe the operations of
the quarry or to purchase a quantity of marl or sandstone,
and any accident happens to me as a result of the working
of that quarry, the quarry owner would have under the
normal process of the Law to pay me compensation for
failing to exercise that duty of care which every citizen
owes to another citizen, regardless of whether or not he
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worked in the quarry. The hon. senfor member for Christ
Church has repeated the error by stating in this amend-
ment that ‘‘every owner or occupier of the quarry shall
provide the quarry with a suitable winch or other device
for the purpose of hauling the quarried material to the sur-
face, and during the operation of such winch or other device
shall exerclise or cause to be exercised due care and cau-
tion for the safety and welfare of the workers employed
therein,”’ '

The latter part of the amendment is-completely
unnecessary; it is not only ummecessary, but is likely
to give rise to unnecessary complications, because wenow
seem in Barbados to be qualifying the ordinary duty of care
owed by one person to another in the question of employ-
ment. It may sound a bit pedantc to those who are un-
acquainted with the Law and those people who have not
come into close contact with the Law of negligence to which
I am referring. If we insert a provision like that in the
Statutes of Barbados, it appears tomethatany other mem-
ber of the public who may suffer any injuries as a result
of the working of a quarry may have put up as.a defence
that there is a Statutory duty to provide against risk of in-
jury in so far as employees and workmen are concerned,
but there is no such Statutory duty inrelation to the mem-
bers of the general public. Not that I am saying that that
would necessarily be a good defence as far as I am con-
cerned, but I can see where suchcomplications may possi-
bly arise, and therefore 1 would counsel the hon. senior
member for Christ Church not to fall into the same error
which the person who drafted this Bill has fallen into, and
to delete that part of it from the amendment which he pro-
poses.

On the general principles of this Clause, I do not
want to repeat anything that has been said by the hon.
members who have sat down, but I would like to say this:
the hon. senior member for St. Philip made reference,
I believe, to the Mount Quarry in St. George. It is high
time that we in Barbados examined the economic state
of quarries inthisisland. Tothe best of my information and
belief, the Mount Quarry is owned by a gentleman by the
name of the Hon. Gerald Lascelles; that quarry s owned,
in other words, by an absentee proprietor. It has recently
been closed down causing unemployment to a large number
of workers in this country.

5.05 p.m.

What the Government should do is to take over the land
which forms the quarry from the Lascelles’ family and
operate it as a model quarry so setting an example to the
other quarry owners and operators throughout the country.
1 would like to say that the question of the prohibited cost
of putting in a winch, as the hon. senior member for Christ
Church proposes, is not an argument which in this en-
Hghtened age we should be giving voice to in a democratic
chamber of this sort.

Suggestions have been made as to how any hardship
can be alleviated to these small quarry owners. Let me
say that any small quarry owner i{s some kind of land-
owner and he is eating his cake and having it too because
he is wasting the assets of this country everydme he ex-
cavates soll from the earth. He pays no specific tax for
excavating the soil of the country and he gets the fruits
from it and gives the miners justa small pittance for their
subsistence. .

The Government therefore has to seriously consider
the getting of royalties from these large undertakings, such
as Chapel and the Mount, and it should be enacting legis-
lation as is done in Jamaica in the bauxite mining industry
So as to rehabilitate the areas where this soft stone has
been excavated.

The junior member for St. George bas said that it is
not necessary to have a hoist or winch to lift the stone from
the earth on to the platform of a lorry but surely I beHeve
the Labouwr Commissioner under the amendment would
have some discretion to say which type of quarries would
necessitate the employment of a winch. There are many
quarries of this country which are of a considersble depth,
the approaches to the bottom of which involve your going
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down a very steep grade, but there are other quarries like
the Mount Quarry in which you can approach them from
the bottom along another road. There are contraptions
and devious things like caterpillars, small trucks and other
mechanical devices for lifting goods, which I believe have
been employed by the merchants for stocking goods, which
can be employed to lift the stone from off the surface to the
crane and on to the surface of the lorry and I think all
quarry -owners should avail themselves of such mechanised
equipment because {t i3 not my idea for a working man to
have calluses on his hand caused not only by using a drill
but then by having to g and lift these stones on to the plat-
form of a lorry. He does not get anything extra for that.
Why cannot you have these stacking machines?

‘I am saying this in all seriousness. When you con-
sider it, the quarry at Chapel, in the parish of St. Philip,
or the one at the Mount, ton for ton of earth excavated,
is more profitable than any gold mine in the Witwatersrand,
South Africa, which is the richest gold bearing area in the
world because when they lift 200,000 tons of earth out of
the Mount Plantation, they are getting more money out of
that than what they get out of Witwatersrand when they
lift the same tommage of earth, and the quarry owners over
here do not have one-fiftieth of the capital outlay as what
it takes in the gold mining area. Because of that alone,
you should be getting some sort of royalties out of them.

I wonder if the Government of Barbados is consider-
ing acquiring the Mount Quarry in that light. Here it is,
you have people taking out all the assets out of the land
and you are getting nothing. It is a fantastic situation.
There you have somethlng$but just becauseitis soft stone,
you do not consider the economy of it and the wasting as-
pect of it. Just as the people in other countries consider
gold mining, I think the ime has come when we should set
up a Commission to review the whole situation in so far
as stone quarrying is concerned. We can make a start
right now if we belfeve in the dignity of labour not only
by accepting the amendment but by taking over the Mount
Quarry even on the basis of a lease or on the basis of ac-
quisidon of the land under the Land Acquisition Act and
then installing thereall the innovatons and all the mechani-
cal equipment suggested by members on the floor of the
House. Certainly it would be a means of knowing the whole
economics of quarrying operations. We can also experi-
ment with slabbing stone by mechanical means such as
those which were done at Bayfield by a firm which carried
out certain experiments there a few years ago. 1 do not
think that the experiments received enough encouragement
from the Government because I do not think it was fully
appreciated that quarrying so to speak for soft stone and
coralline stone is the basis of the building industry in this
island, We are now importing a tremendous amount of ce-
ment from a neighbouring colony when we have excellent
bullding material and it is not put to the best advantage,
Sir, what we must ensure in this country is that the re-
sources which we have are not placed ata disadvantage
by having to resort to labour whichwe associate with pull-
ing lighter oars and Chapel slavery and that kind of thing,
I do not know of any human task which is more exacting
and more devastating in its effects on the frame of a per-
son than having to lift block stones and the quarrying from
the face of nature such bullding materials with an iron
drill.

Sir, in conclusion, I would like to suggest that the
latter part of the amendment by the hon. senior member
for Christ Church is unnecessary because it only em-
phasises something which has been already established
and which is a law of the island and, that is, that every
clitizen owes a duty to the othernot to be negligent, regard-
less of whether there is a contract of employment existing
between the person who is negligent and the person who is
injured. 1 suggest that you delete all the words after the
word ‘‘service.”

Mr. TALMA: Mr. Chairman, I am wiuing to accept
the amendment as proposed by the hon. junior member for
St. Jobhn. My amendment will then stop at the word
‘‘gervice.”

5.15 p.m.




Hon. M. E. COX: Before thatquestionis put, no doubt
the Hon. Minister of Social Services has explained quite
fully the purpose of this Clause and of the Bill as a whole.
As the Hon. Minister has pointed out, this Bill desls with
the safety eof the operation of quarries and not with the
mechanisation of querries. The amendment proposed by the
hon. senior member for Christ Churchhas somethingto do
with the mechanisation of quarries, or rather a part of the
amendment has something to do with the mechanisation of
quarries. The point was raised by the Hon. Minister of
Social Services in respect of the use of diamond saws, and
the use of these saws would relieve the people who cut
these stones much more so than the erection or installa-
tion of mechanical devices; because no doubt the drills
which are used by these people are heavy drills and the
cutting of stone on the whole is thereforea bit of drudgery
work. Since that point has been raised, I would be willing
to have a further postponement of this Clause so thatl can
go into the whole questidn in so far as these quarries are
concerned, This is no easy matter.

Mr. CRAWFORD: On a point of order. When the Hon.
Minister spoke about the mechanisation of quarries, not
much of what he said seemed to b; to the point. The
mechanisation of quarries would mean the actual cutting of
stone by machinery; the mechanisation of quarries will
mean, where the device is installed, large-scale machinery
for cuttdng the stone. If it is a question of using a diamond
saw, then that is not mechanisation. Letus understand what
we are talking about and do not let us be confused by the
stupidity of people who do not know what they are talking
about. The mechanisation of a quarry is an entirely dif-
ferent matter both from the provisions of this Bill and from
what the amendment of the hon. senior member for Christ
Church proposes. None of us would sit here and agree to
any mechanisation of the quarry industry, because it would
put people out of work entirely. I am amazed that a lot of
the tommy rot talk by the Hon. Minister of Social Services
could influence this debate, because if I thought so at the
time, I would have answered him.

Hon. M, E, COX: Surely, Mr. Chairman, that is not a
point of order,

Mr. CRAWFORD: If the hon. member wants me to
give way to him, I will do that and speak after him.

Hon. M, E. COX: I feel very strongly on the points
which have been made, but this is a matter to which very
serious consideration will have to be given before any de-
cision is taken on it. I do want to emphasise that, in my
opinion, it is much easier to getthe stone to the surface by
a rope than it is to cutthe stone with a drill all through the
day. Hon. members have not suggested that workmen could
get saws with which they could cut the stone.

Mr. BARROW: Ona point of order. So much did I men-
tion the question of extracting stone from the soil by some
means other thanhand drillingthatl was almost afraid, Mr.
Chairman, you were going to tell me that1 must stick to
the amendment, If I deal with the matter only in a cursory
manner, youwill understand thatl want to be parliamentary.

Hon. M, E, COX: That is something which we should
not stick in a Bill, because that would mean that every
quarry owner should be equipped with these mechanical
devices. (MEMBERS: What is wrong with that?) Not only
for cutting the stone, but also for lifting the stone from the
quarry. Everybody cannot work for money easily; some
people have to work hard for it. However, I am prepared to
agree to a further postponement of this Clausewith a view
to going further into this matter. I am prepared to accept
a postponement.

Hon. R, G. MAPP: Mr. Chairman, 1 beg to move that
the further consideratdon of this Clause be postponed.

Hon. L, St. A, THORNE: 1 beg to second that.

Mr. MOTTLEY: I am agreeing with the postponement,
but if there is one hon. member who, 1 know, will bear me

out, it is the Hon. Minister of Social Services to whom I
referred this question when I was a member of the Housing
Board.

5.25 p.m.

One thing 1 agree with in this is that the whole thing
should be taken in a comprehensive way. While] agree with
the amendment, whether or not you postpone it, I would
have voted for it with one slight furthier amendment. There
are quarries that can do withouta winch, and 1 was going to
suggest that quarries below a certain depth should have
a winch, no matter by whom they are owned. I agree with
the postponement for the reason that you should go into
this matter from every angle, because it is not only a
question of getting the stones out; it is a queston also of
quarrying them. The Minister of Soclal Services and I
raised the question when we were onthe Housing Board and
we suggested that Government should bring somebody from
Italy - that seems to be the best place to get an expert on
this matter - to go into this question of quarrying stones
here, because the presemt system is dying out, and with
the material we have, we should try some means of getting
it out easier. You camnot expect that a man of 23 or 24
years will go into a quarry and work as he did twenty-five
years ago; it is a very hard job, but it is very important to
Barbados if we must build houses that will last.

1 agree strongly with the postponement, because on
more than one occasion I have asked the Housing Authority
to send this up to Government, and in my speech on the
second reading of this Bill I raised the question of getting
a winch to get out these stones from the quarry as well as
the question of hewing the stones, because if you make a
survey you will find how much money we spend in the im-
portation of lumber to this island. I think ] have discussed
with the Minister of Social Services a type of drill for
these quarries. As a matter of fact, it will be recalled by
hon. members that one firm got down some machinery,
but it was found thatitwas the wrong kind and only suitable
for working in coal mines. It has been suggested time and
again that you want a dlamond saw; none of us know what
will happen, but we would like to see you get some me-
chanical unit that could get the stones out, and 1 believe if
you want to get any advice on that, you must go to the
country where you can get the best advice, and thatis
Italy, where you have people dealing with marble quarries.

1 am supporting the postponement but I would have
supported the amendment. I hope Government has not
moved the postponement because of the numerical strength
on this side. As I watch the smile on hon. members’ faces,
1 am convinced more than ever that this postponement is
merely palllative because they feel that the amendment
would have been carried; letus hopeitis not really that and
that they are genuinely interested in making a compre-
hensive survey of quarrying in this country with a view to
providing more stones, thereby building more substantial
houses and making it easier for the workers who must
toil day after day in these quarries, and consequently im-
porting less lumber. 1 have very much pleasure in second-
ing the motion for postponement whichl believe was moved
by the Hon. Minister of Communications, Works and Hous-
ing.

Mr. L, E, SMITH: Mr, Chairman, I am very pleased
that further consideration has been postponed, because
I know that the concrete block industry is being given pre-
ference over the soft stone industry. A soft stone quarry
owner approached me one day and asked if we could not
pass a Law to stop it, but I said that we could not pass a
Law to prevent a man from earning his bread. 1 always
felt that one of the hardest jobs in this country is cutting
soft stones, and if the Minister can see fit to implement
or introduce saws which will eradicate the drill system,
1 am sure this industry will be ableto stand up to the con-
crete block industry. Sometimes after the cutter has
formed the stone and goes to block it, it breaks in half and
he loses that stone, and in my opinion if he used a saw he
would be able to save his labour by not having these stones
breaking at the last moment. By this method he would not
get 80 much dust either, because the drill has to make a
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channel and that creates a lot of marl, while in the saw
system there would not be so much marl, and you would not
have to hire so many women to head it off.

As far as the winch is concerned, after a cutter has
cut the stone he will have torollit to the winch, unless the
lorry can go inside and he will only then have to lift the
stone. 1 am glad the Minister has seen fit to postpone this
for the purpose of mechanising the whole thing so that the
industry will be able to stand up to the concrete block in-
dustry, because there are very few stone buildings gofng up
because of competition with the concrete block industry. A
concrete building is much cheaper, but I do not know if it
will be able to standa storm as can a stone building.Until we
mechanise the quarry industry we will be doingno good, be-
cause the concrete block industry will surely killit, 1 hope
when the Minister returns with this Bill that he will have
every thing in order.

Hon. R, G. MAPP: Mr. Chairman, the last two hon.
members who spoke raised the point of cheapening the me-
thod of cutdng quarry stones.

Mr. MOTTLEY: On a point of order, I was one of
those two members and I never raised that point at all.

Hon. R, G. MAPP: The point of mechanising the cut-
ting of stones from these quarries has beentaken up by the
Ministry with the West Indian representative of the Inter-
national Corporation which administersTechnical Aid Pro-
grammes to the United States. I got in touch with him and
the matter was discussed with the Permanent Secretary,
the Manager of the Housing Authority and myself, and since
then, he has asked us to send some samples of stone to the
United States which we have done.

5.35 p.m.

The whole point is that it has not been lost sight of by the
Government and we are doing something about it. I do
hope in the near future that we would have a reply from
this Technical Aid so thatI can let this House know what
prospects they are in the future for introducing this me-
chanical device in quarries.

Mr. CRAWFORD: Mr. Chairman, just one smallpoint
1 want to raise. I was very pleased that the hon. senior
member for St. Joseph raised this question of soft stone
now being supplanted by concrete blocks. The hon. mem-
ber may recall that about three years ago 1 pointed out in
here that the Government was the biggest offender in this
respect because even for foundations the Housing Board
was using concrete blocks while the average bullder out-
side even if he built with concrete blocks would lay the
foundation with soft stone.

Sir, I am not amused or impressed by the Govern~
ment’s parHamentary dodge today because the motion for
postponement is only a parliamentary dodge. Sometimes
I wonder whether this is Parliament.or a Punch and Judy
show. Do you really believe that the hon. Minister who
was talking about mechanising the industry was one of the
same hon. members who opposed the amendment? They
got there and argued for hours ad lib that if you make a
small quarry owner furnish mechanical equipment, you
would run them out of business and now the Hon. Minister
is saying that they want the same small quarry owners
to mechanise the industry. 1 have never in my life heard
more tommy rot. When you sit down and listen to them
and see the asinine spectacle which they make of them-
selves every Tuesday --

Hon. M. E. COX: Mr. Chairman, I object to those re-
marks. They are unparliamentary.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am asking the hon. senior member
for St. Philip to withdraw the word ‘“‘asinine.’’

Mr. CRAWFORD: If ‘you want me to withdraw that
word, 1 withdraw it. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask you in
all seriousness and with all due respect to the Chair what
would be the appropriate word to apply to their attitude
here today. A mere $40-winch we were asking quarry

owners toinstalland the Government Bench is saying that
if you make quarry owners put it in, it would put them out
of business. Sir, it cost them over £20,000 toinstallthe
plant at Goddard’s and the land was leased from Dacosta
& Company. Well now, Mr. Chairman, let us assume that
the average small quarry owner would not attempt any
large scale mechanism scheme like that but certainly,
Sir, large scale mechanism or small scale mechanism
must be completely beyond the means of the small quarry
owner or operator if they cannot even put in a $40-winch.
All that it means is that the Government would have to
subsidise the industry, that is to say, the Govermment
would have to import the mechanical equipment and give
it over to the quarry owner or operator, large or small,
which might put possibly more people out of work.

The position is this. The Government can pursue
its further enquiries into mechanising the task of cutting
soft stone without prejudice by accepting this amendment
if, as the Hon. Minister of Social Services points out,
this Bill is purely concerned with safety measures. The
Hon. Minister of Trade and Industry professes towelcome
his enlightenment at persons engaged in quarries being
safeguarded from harm and injury. He went so far as to
say that it would be dubious. The Hon. Minister professed
to be very appreciative of his enlightenment that the same
Bill was purely concerned with the protecting of workers
in quarries.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am speaking to the hon. senior
member for St. Philip. We are now dealing with the ques-
tlon of postponement. I would ask you to refrain from
going into the principles of the Bill.

Mr. CRAWFORD:; What are we postponing?

Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am asking you to refrain from
making comments on the Bill itself.

Mr. CRAWFORD: What I am doing is to comment
on their motion for the postponement.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Stick to that.

Mr. CRAWFORD: Sir, I began by telling the Com-~
mittee that that motion was merely a parliamentary dodge
and should not be taken too seriously and 1 began to give
an explanation of that allegation. I am going on to say that
the Hon. Minister of Social Services said that he could not
accept our amendment because the Bill was only concerned
with the protection of workers from injury. Now, Sir, if
in this Bill you cannotinsertanamendment making it com~
pulsory to provide a winch, can youputin this Bill clauses
to mechanise the industry? It is as completely far-fetched.
They say that any proposal to mechanise the industry must
be the subject of an entirely new Bill.

I say, Sir, do not let them call for postponement;
throw out the Bill. They are not fooling us with their kind
of nonsense that you cannot in this Bill insert anything
for the mechanisation of the industry.

5.45 p.m.

They have found themselves in a completely inde-
fensible positon, because of the stand which they have
taken on the Bill. Our arguments were completely unan-
swerable and they cannot defend their case at all. Instead
of saylng so, instead of accepting the amendment and
admitting that they were wrong, they have resorted to all
sorts of parllamentary dodges so as to exculpate them-~
selves. In Parliament, dodges are sometimes to be ex-

but do not let them talk nonsense about the me-
chanisation of an industry and say therefore, thatthey will
postpone the Bill. We know that they are postponing the
Bill, because they do not want to accept our amendment,
and because they do not want to vote for it.

The question that the further consideration of this
Clause be postponed was put and resolved in the affir
mative withoss division.




Hon. M. E, COX: I beg to move, Mr. Chairman, that
you do now report progress andaskfor legve for the Com-
mittee to sit again.

Han. D. D, GARNER: 1 beg to second that..
The questios was put and agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN reported and Mr. SPEAKER re-
sumed the Chair and reported accordingly.

MESSAGE FROM THE OTHER PLACE

Mr. SPEAKER: 1 bave the honour to inform the House
that 1 have received from the Honourable the Legislative
Council a Messgae returning with amendments the Bill
to repeal the Public Officers’ Housing Act, 1952, to make
certain amendments to the Housing Act, 1955, and to pro-
vide for other incidental matters.

I understand that copies of the amendment are being
circulated as well as copies of the original section.

QUESTIONS

Mr. TUDOR: Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, atthe prop~
er time at today’s sitting of the House, 1 could not give
notice of my questions. 1 am therefore asking the leave
of the House to give nodce of those questions.

There being mo objectiom, leave was gramted the
bon. member.

Mr. TUDOR: To enquire of the Hon. Premier:-

Will the Minister state what moneys, if any, remain
fn the Rural Amenities Fund?

Will he further state what current or future projects,
if any, are to be financed from this Fund?

Will he consider issuing a *‘white paper’, setting
out the full details of past Expenditure from this Fund, as
well as the current and probably future charges upon it?

To enquire of the Hon. Minister of Education:-

Will the Minister state what the Government’s policy
is with respect to the following?

(a) Sixth form teachingin the grant-aided Secondary
Schools.

(b) The age limit for writingthe Barbados Scholar-
ship Examination.

/ To enquire of the Hon. Minister of Education:-

Is the Minister aware of the grave dissatisfaction,
now existing among Secondary School Teachers, with their
present salary levels, as compared with the levels in other
branches of the establishment?

Will the Minister consider the early appointment of
a representative Committe to investigate this dissatsfac-
tion and to make appropriate recommendations for salary
ndeu,stmem in the light of its findings?

To enquire of the Hon. Minister of Education:-

Will the Minister state what Certificates, if any, of
the London College of Preceptors, give their possessors
exemptions from the examination for Certificate ‘A" or
“B’ or both for Primary School Teachers?

Will he also state what qualification alternative to
Certificate ‘B"’ is adequate for the entrance of Primary
School Teachers to Erdiston College?

v To enquire of the Hon. Minister of Education:-

Will the Minister consider essing the financial dif-
ficulties of the Erdiston Students by withholding one-third

of their salaries, and not one-half, as now appears to be
the case?

’/’ To enquire of the Hon. Minister of Social Services:-

Will the Minister state whether there is a Chapel at
the Mental Hospital?

If the answer is in the negative, will he state what
provision, if any, exists for Religlous observance and
worship in that Institudon?

If the answer is in the affirmative, will he state the
dimensions of the Chapel, its location, and the number of
persons it can conveniently accommodate at any single
sitting?

To enquire of the Hon. Minister of Communications,
Works and Housing:~

Is the Minister aware that it is the desire of the re-~
sidents of Clinketts Housing Scheme in the Parish of St.
Lucy to own the lands on which their aided self-help
houses were constructed?

Will the Minister undertake to instruct the Housing
Authority to enter into negotiations with these householders
with a view to giving effect to their desire?

Will the Minister further direct the Housing Authority
to defray, from its own resources, all the necessary legal
expenditure arising out of the transfer?

Mr. Speaker, 1 desireanoral reply to these questions.
5.55 p.m.

Hon. M. E. COX: Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact
that we hope to have a longadjournmentfrom this evening,
we would ke to have these amendments passed today.
This is very important, because we want these public
officers in the meantime to get the loans which they so

long 'desired; so I am asking that the amendments to the -

Housing Amendment Act, 1958 be taken as the next Order
of the day.

Mr. SPEAKER: The Hon. Minister is asking leave
to take the amendments to the Public Officers’ Housing
Loans Act as the next Order of the day, and unless there
be any objection, leave will be granted.

There being no objection, leave was granted.
COUNCL AMENDMENT re PUBLIC OFFICERS

HOUSING LOANS ACT

Hon. R, G, MAPP: Mr. Speaker, copies of the amend-
ment have been passed to hon. members, and 1 should like
to say that it is simply a matter of drafting. 1 do not think
there is any fundamental change in the Clause which reads
as follows:-

‘‘On the coming into operation of this Act, there shall
vest in the authokity by virtue of this Act and without fur-
ther assurance all estate or interest in, or charge on,
any land, bullding, policy of assurance or gratuity, con-
veyed or assigned to the Governor-in-Executive Com-
mittee by way of mortgage for securing advances by way
of loans and interest and expemses under the provision
of the Public Officers Housing Loans Act, 1952 and all
other properties, rights, liahilities. and obligations of
whatsoever nature which immediately before the coming
into operation of this Act were vestedin or were the prop-
erties, rights, liabilides and obligations of the Public
Officers’ Housing Board or the Governor-in-Executive
Committee acquired or incurred under, or otherwise in
pursuance of, or for carrying out the purposes of, the
Public Officers’ Housing Loans Act, 1952, including any
monies standing at that date to the credit of the Public
Officers’ Housing Fund and any lands and hereditaments
acquired for such purposes.”

As 1 said, there is no fundamental change and I beg
to move that this amendment be now read a first dme.
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Hon. D, D, GARNER: I beg to second that.

The question was put and resolved in the affir-
mative without division.

On the separate motions of Hom R. G. MAPP,
seconded in each case by Hom. D, D. GARNER, the
amendment was read a second time and agreed to,

Hon. M. E. COX: Mr. Speaker, I am asking leave to
take Order No. 8 as the next Order of the day.

Mr., SPEAKER: The Hon. Minister is asking leave
to take Order No. 8 as the next Order of the day, and un-
less there be any objection, leave will be granted.

There being no objection, leave was granted,

THE WIRELESS TELEGRAPHY (AMENDMENT)
REGULATIONS, 1958

Hon. F, E, MILLER: Mr. Speaker, this is a very
simple amendment to the Wireless Telegraphy Act, and

it seeks to change from wired broadcasting as we have
at the moment.

Mr. SPEAKER: The Regulations have not been cir-
culated, and therefore the Hon. Minister may not proceed.

ADJOURNMENT

Hon. M. E., COX: Mr. Speaker, if the Hon. Leader
of the Opposition agrees, I think we can move the adjourn-
ment now.,

1 beg to move that this House do now adjourn until
‘Thursday, 9th October, 1958 at 12 noon.

Hon. D, D. GARNER: I beg to second that.

The question was put and resolved in the affir-
mative without division and Mr. SPEAKER adjourned the
House accordingly.

6.05 p.m.






