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RESUMPTION

Mr. PRESIDENT: This Sitting is resumed.

SENATOR Mrs. J. P. ALLEYNE: Mr. President, I
am sure that last Wednesday and today are red letter days
in the lives of the members of this Senate, and it is indeed
an honour and a privilege to stand here today and speak in
this important debate. I am sure that many persons have
passed through these Chambers and have never had this
opportunity. It is therefore for me very humbling, not only
because it is the first TV debate but also because you are
giving input into the Constitution of a country.

Mr. President, Sir, to me, the Constitution is a
document that embodies not only the Supreme Law of the
land but speaks to the very heart and soul of the country,
and speaks to the very character of the country. It spells out
its beliefs and its individuality because, like an individual,
nations too have a unique personality. Nations too have
unique characteristics and just like people, God gives
nations unique characteristics so that a nation, like people,
can fulfil its purpose. Therefore, to my mind, you know a
country by reading its Constitution and so you have to be
very careful what is put into a Constitution.

I fully support the fact that the Constitution should
be a product of this Parliament. This is our Constitution. As
far as I know, Britain does not even have a written
Constitution. We have one. I entirely agree, as the
Commission has recommended, with the repatriation of our
Constitution.

When 1 go further into the recommendations, I
would like to say that I like the changes that are being
made to the Preamble. I think the changes seek to
modernise or for a better word, “Barbadianise” the

Preamble. It seeks to make it more relevant to our period in
history. After all, Sir, we have over 34 years of experience.
We know our history. We know ourselves as a people. We
know now how to honour our heroes. We understand and
have been practising fundamental rights and privileges. We
know also that God cannot be separated from governments
since he ordained it. We know, Sir, that society must be
founded on moral and religious values along with the rule
of law. We know, Sir, that we need to re-enforce these
facts. Nations must realise that they will never accomplish
their goals unless the people of the nation have a proper
foundation of character and thought.

In my opinion, a loss of principle and manners of a
people is the greatest threat to a nation. Sometimes it is
even a greater threat than foreign enemies. So I believe that
good moral foundation in individuals, in families, in
churches, in organisations and in government is the only
thing that will provide a strong base for a nation to stand up
under pressure, whether that pressure is internal or external.

Good laws do well, but good men do even better -
women as well. In the Preamble, I particularly like the
rededication clause. It makes me think that the nation
understands the point where it is at in this period of our
history, and so we are reminding ourselves that we need to
rededicate ourselves to the building of a democratic society
founded upon respect for moral and spiritual values as well
as upon the Rule of Law. I think that is a most fitting
rededication for us in this country today.

I think that we need in this country to get back to
teaching our people, both young and old, moral and
spiritual values. If we are going to say on the one hand that
we are a Christian society established on Christian
principles, God and his laws are not only to be written or to
be honoured; but God and his laws are to be obeyed.

I recall on Wednesday’s sitting that Senator
Williams spoke about prayers and the Bible being taken out
of the schools in the USA. I believe, Sir, that the reason
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why that is happening is that under God’s law education
squarely belongs to the Church, not to the governments. If
education stays under the Church then our children will be
educated in the proper principles. When you take education
away from the Church and you give it to the Government,
then the Government can teach our children what they want
to teach our children, which will be the way to proceed, the
way the world wants to teach our children to proceed.

I believe, Sir, that what has happened is that the
Church has abdicated its role as the educators of the nation
and that is what is happening. I fear, Sir, that it might not
happen today or tomorrow but with the generations that we
see coming that that, too, will happen in this country
because the generations coming might not be as morally
and spiritually thoughtful as we are in this generation
today. I have that fear, Sir.

I go on to the responsibilities of people and the
Government. I think it is a very important inclusion into the
Constitution. Sir, as a people of a country we always seem
to expect a great deal from our Government, but we never
as a people seem to realise that a great deal is also expected
from us as a people of a nation.

I quite agree with all the responsibilities that are set
out here as persons of a nation, and I also believe that along
with the right to vote all of us should be involved in the
politics of our country. All of us, Christian, non-Christian,
everyone, should be involved in the politics of our country.

As a matter of fact, Sir, I think that politics should be
the part-time profession of all citizens who want and who
are interested in protecting the rights and privileges of
ourselves as a free people and to help preserve that which
is good and fruitful in our national heritage. I can recall that
when I first became a Born-again Christian in 1997 I had
persons who said to me, “You cannot be a Christian and a
politician.” Sir, I beg to differ greatly, because you need
Godly people in politics. You need Godly people who will
sit at the heights within a country, not in positions of
power, but that we sit in positions of influence towards the
nation as a whole.

I turn now, Sir, to the rights of people. We know that
it is the right of a government to serve all men equally. We
know that mankind has the right to live, to worship, to
speak, to think, to work and to travel as seen fit. My words
might not be in correspondence to the words in the
Constitution but, basically, those are what our rights are as
people. We know that every individual, regardless of race,
class, gender or handicap is to be protected by Government
so that their rights can be exercised. I am sure that persons
in this Honourable Chamber and persons outside of this
Honourable Chamber would agree with me that
Governments of Barbados have never and do not condone

discrimination and prejudice or partiality in the treatment
of any person or persons.

We have managed to do it without changing and
abolishing our moral laws and I know that we can continue
to do it without having to change or abolish any of our
moral laws. I say that, because I want to make the point
that homosexuality is immoral. It may be the choice of
some of the individuals in our society but, it being a choice
of some individuals, does not make it right. At the end of
the day, it is not moral and it has, in my humble opinion,
no right in a Constitution of our country.

I know that one thing God has given mankind is
choice. All you have to do is to consider the consequence
or consequences and when you have taken consideration of
that consequence or those consequences then go ahead and
make your choice. If your choice is to be a homosexual,
that is your choice, but it is not the norm and it does not
belong in the Constitution of a country that says it is based
on Christian principles.

Under the heading of Head of State and Parliament, I
have heard members so far deal with the political aspect of
it. I have heard people deal with the psychological aspect
of it. I want to deal a little bit today with the spiritual aspect
of it. There are some of us who use our Bibles as
convenient quotations. When we want to find a quotation to
suit a time and subject, we can find a quotation but I want
to say today that the Bible is a reference book. You can
reference it for historical data or current data and you can
reference it for future data. There is absolutely nothing in
the Holy Bible that if you want to find a reference for that
you will not find. It is an all-encompassing, very important
book that persons should have.

Of course, Sir, I turn to my Bible and I read in the
Old Testament where you had the beginning of
monarchical forms of government and I found that when
we had those monarchical forms of government that they
were all under pagan rulers, all under heathens. I realise
that centralising a power is a pagan tendency of all the
kings we read of in the Old Testament. They were all
dictators. I came to Moses who came along and changed
that with laws that were humane, equitable, merciful and
respectful of the rights of women and slaves. That was the
first step of fundamental rights we found in this world.

The Bible has clearly shown that it was always
God’s plan to have civil governments like we do. We do
have civil government in this country today but we still
have a Queen. If she dies tomorrow, God forbid, we will
still have a young king who will still be reigning over us. I
find that the exalting of one man or one woman so greatly
above the rest cannot be justified on the equal rights that
are so signified in our Constitution today.
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I think, Sir, that God is giving us a great opportunity
now to right this wrong. I believe like Senator Collymore
that it should have been done since 1966 and I do not see
the necessity for us to prolong it. I also continued to read
on and I found that within the setting up of the civil
government that God also established seven crucial
elements to fit into the form of civil government.

I found that there was one bi-cameral national
legislature. There was also a second House in the
legislature known as the Sanhedrin. There was also a Chief
Executive or a Judge elected by consent of the people and
unable to exercise power without entering into the covenant
with the governed. There was also a written Constitution or
what you would know as a Covenant. There was also a
civilian militia or police force, an independent judiciary
and fair trial. There was a separation of the three branches
of government - executive, judiciary and legislature. That is
how God ordained it from the beginning and that is how I
believe that nations should be run.

As far as I am concerned, Sir, we who profess
Christianity in this country should have one king and that is
God Almighty to whom we pay homage both as individuals
and to whom we should pay homage as a nation. Our
sovereignty, in my opinion, lies within us not with
someone in another country. This change, as I said, is not
only political, it is not only psychological, but I think it is
also a spiritual awakening in the liberation of this country.

Before I run out of time, I wish to deal with the
Senate. Like Senator Newton I, too, wonder whether we
really function in the role of the Senate as we are supposed
to function. I understand that when you decide to serve
under the hat of a political party that you are collectively
responsible for the success of that party. When we say yes
when we are asked to sit in the Senate, we know that on the
side of the Government and on the side of the Opposition
that we are here to further the cause of either the
Government on this side and the Opposition on that side.
We know that we must be prepared to defend the policies
as a whole but, Sir, we have had some solid contributions
in this Chamber not only from the side of the Government
and from the side of the Opposition but from other
members who in my opinion could have helped to make
Bills that came to this Chamber much stronger. Sometimes
if it is even only in the drafting aspect of the Bill.

I do not believe that it is the intention of this Senate
Chamber - we are all too mature for that - to frustrate
Government’s work. I think that we have to be mature
enough in here to understand what is truly our role as
Senators in this Senate and to make sure that we function in
that role and in that capacity.

In my opinion, also, while the representatives
downstairs in the House of Assembly base their speeches

on ensuring re-election, in here, I find, that we bring a
wider representation of the community. I find that we speak
more on behalf of the different interests of the people
within the country. We have goodly Senators who speak on
behalf of the unions and on behalf of the agricultural
people. I think maybe sometimes I help the goodly
reverend on spiritual matters. I try my best what little I can
do to support him in this House. We have Senator
Collymore who speaks on behalf of BARF and also we
gain great knowledge from his experience having worked
within the civil service. We have Senator Goddard who
speaks on behalf of the business community because he has
that knowledge. From the Opposition we have a young
businessman who can speak on behalf of the entrepreneurs
or on behalf of the women of this country and on behalf of
education in this country. I cannot forget Senator Rickinson
who finds a way to speak on behalf of the nurses on every
single Bill that comes before this Senate Chamber.

11.25 a.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR Mrs. J.P. ALLEYNE: I think that we can
make a much greater contribution to this Senate Chamber if
we are allowed to function in the role in which we were set
up to function. Sir, I, too, believe like Senator Newton that
changing the numbers will not make a difference but that
we need to understand our role and function within our
role.

Sir, outside of this Chamber, I find that we do not
get the respect that we deserve as Members of the Upper
House of Parliament. I remember one day entering the
building to go to the debate of the House of Assembly and
a young policeman standing at the top of the stairs wanted
to know who I was. Sir, I am not that popular that everyone
in Barbados would know me but I would think, Sir, that if
you are going to send security people to Parliament that at
least they should know who are the Members of
Parliament, not for them to stop you at the top of the stairs,
because you can become embarrassed because when you
have to explain who you are and when it is expected that
you should be known by people who are the security in
Parliament.

Asides.

SENATOR Mrs. J.P. ALLEYNE: Yes, they come to
look after your security but they do not know who are the
Members of Parliament. Sir, I believe that we need to look
at that.

Sir, sometimes I go to a function and there are other
persons from the Lower House at the function who will be
referred to as Members of Parliament but I would be
referred to as a Member of the Senate. Sir, as far as I am
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concerned, we are all Members of Parliament but that is
only when I am recognised because sometimes I go to
functions and I am sitting in the front seat but I am not
recognised as a Member of Parliament sitting in the Upper
House.

I have been sitting in this Upper House since 1999
and the year 2000 is almost finished and still the people of
this country do not know who the Members of Parliament
are unless they are Members of Cabinet. We have got to be
more patriotic and nationalistic in this country. We have
got to know who our people are and who represents us in
Government in Cabinet and in the Senate. Sir, I know I do
not have much time but I want to get in a quick moment on
local government. As far as local government is concerned,
Sir, I am one who strongly believes that if you have
changed something from the past that you do not go back
to it.

Sir, I want to say in this Chamber that if local
government is going to help the constituency of St. John to
get roads, housing, light and everything else that the
representative is not doing for them, I would go for local
government. I do not understand why the people of St.
John paid their taxes like everybody else and have been
bypassed by the Democratic Labour Party and now have
not yet been serviced to my satisfaction by the Barbados
Labour Party. We pay our taxes in St. John like everybody
else in Barbados and if local government is going to help
change the situation in St. John, I will go for local
government.

Sir, I know that we have the Rural Development
Commission and Urban Development Commission but to
me, the politics need to be taken out of them if they are
going to function.

Sir, I know that my time is up and I do appreciate the
extra time given to me. On the whole I would like to
commend Sir Henry and the Commissioners on a job well
done. It must have been a monumental exercise. I also want
to congratulate the people of Barbados, those who have
taken the time to come out to the meetings of the
Commission and participate in these changes of the
Constitution.

Sir, before I close I would like to make two quick
comments. Sir, I find that when I look through the law
books that we have some antiquated law on our books and I
would really like to see a group of good drafting lawyers
set up to go through our laws and to recommend either the
removal or the change of those laws.

The second and last thing is a matter which really
hurts my heart. I have seen living past Prime Ministers of
this country treated like ordinary citizens when they have
finished office. Sir, all I am asking is that they be given the

social graces which were accorded to them when they were
Prime Minister. I am not asking that they continue to be
called Prime Ministers but at least they should be treated
with a little more dignity. I think that having served as a
Prime Minister, you have served the highest office below
the Governor-General and it is worthy of being treated

properly.

Sir, I would like to thank you very much for your
time, and I honestly pray that the people of this country
would make the right decision when they go to vote in the
upcoming Referendum.

I thank you, Sir.

SENATOR the Rev. L. W. B. ROCK: Mr. President,
I rise to make a contribution in this debate on the Report of
the Constitution Commission which has been laid in this
Honourable Chamber. In a sense, as I was reminded on
Wednesday, I have already spoken because I had the
privilege and the honour to be one of the Commissioners
responsible for preparing and presenting this particular
document.

Nevertheless, I want to make a contribution from a
slightly different perspective in that I want to share with
this Honourable Chamber, and with the wider public, some
of the considerations which inspired our discussions in the
Commission and which have consequently influenced the
decisions which were made and are recorded in this
document.

Sir, for me it was a wonderful experience to share in
the work of the Commission. It was most valuable and
informative and I cherished every moment and opportunity
which I had to participate in the discussions. In fact, I must
confess that when we were discussing points of law I even
felt a strong desire to study law; but it was only a desire.

Sir, it was a fantastic experience and I am sure that
my colleague here, Sir John Stanley Goddard will join with
me in saying that it is one which we will always remember.

11.35 a.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000,

SENATOR the Rev. LW.B ROCK: However, in
making you aware of these considerations which
influenced our decision, I want to recall what you have
read and what you have heard was very important for us. It
was, Sir, the desire of the Commission to hear what the
people of Barbados had to say about the governance of this
country. We wanted to hear the opinions exposed and some
of the feelings, the frustrations, the disappointments and
also the joys of our people when it came to the matter of
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the governance of Barbados and to this end, we sought
such by way of public meetings here and abroad.

We also listened to the persons who came before the
Commission, we read the submissions, and every opinion
that was expressed publicly or in private was recorded
verbatim and the Commission had these reports before
them to refer to. I think that it is important in stressing this
because people need to know that the Commission valued
every contribution that was made.

In seeking to listen to the people of Barbados, we
wanted to express our conviction that every citizen and
resident in Barbados is important; that what they had to say
to us was valued; that whether they belonged to a dominant
ethnic group or to a minor ethnic group, their contribution
was important. Whether they came from the lower strata of
the society or the higher strata of the society, their
contribution was important. Whether they were people who
were labourers, academics or directors, what they had to
say was important.

In listening to them, Sir, and in paying heed to the
contributions they have made, we, therefore, in this
document expressed what we believe to be the will of the
people. Consequently, we trust that the reformed
Constitution will express the will of the people as we have
gathered and gleaned from them their opinions and their
ideas and sought to represent them in the recommendations
which we have made. I think that this is very important. It
is so because it is to the extent our people feel valued, to
the extent they feel that they belong and what they have to
say is important that and will determine the way that they
responded to the reform Constitution.

In the contribution made by my colleague Senator
Collymore, he was able to say that in the Report he
observed that the submissions made were accepted and
reflected. I believe that the lowest person in the society
who made a contribution ought to be able to say also that
this reformed Constitution in which I contributed has
recorded the contribution which I have made. Thus, he or
she is able to say this is our Constitution, it belongs to us.
To the extent the people are able to express that ownership,
I believe that it will determine the way that they respond to
the Constitution and feel that they are important in our
society.

Associated with this sense of ownership, Sir, the
Commission wanted to ensure that people would
understand the Constitution. Requests were made to us that
the reformed Constitution should be written - particularly
in the chapters dealing with Citizenship and the Bill of
Rights, and for that matter, the other chapters in the
Constitution - to the extent that the legal terminology
would permit that the Constitution be written in language
that people could read and understand.

It is no good having a Constitution in which the
contributions of people are recognised but then they cannot
read it because of the nature of the language and the
phraseology. Part of the concern of the Commission was
that the Constitution is written in language and terminology
which the common person in the society could read,
understand, and, therefore, appreciate and value.

We believe, Sir, that the media has a very important
role to play in helping our people understand what is the
Constitution, what are their rights as citizens, what are their
rights as they relate to the responsibilities and the rights
which are theirs. The media, therefore, we believe should
play a very important role in helping the public at large to
understand, appreciate and to know what is recorded in the
Constitution when that document is completed.

We believe also that the opportunity should be
embraced in schools to teach and to help our young people
and children understand what the Constitution is about. It is
to the extent that they do so that they will really feel that
they are a part of this society of ours.

Also related to the sense of ownership of the
Constitution was what I would call the concern that
provision be made for people who believe that their rights
are infringed, to be able to have legal representation. We
guarantee people rights. We have a Constitution which says
that their rights are guaranteed. If citizens who feel, Sir,
that their rights are infringed, have no access to the courts
and to use the mechanism which will help them to have the
infringement of their rights redressed, then it is pointless.
So the Commission was concerned that not only should
people know what their rights are but they should have the
facilities to have those rights redressed when they are
infringed.

We believe that an important part of addressing this
particular problem is to give constitutional status to the
Ombudsman. We felt, Sir, in the Commission that the
Ombudsman has a very important role to play in the society
and that by raising the profile of the Ombudsman, by
providing him with the resources to do the work which will
enable him to represent the people of the nation, that the
Government would have made possible the access, as it
were, to a mechanism to help them when they feel that their
rights are infringed.

We, in the Commission, were all in agreement that
our present Constitution is a good Constitution. We felt
that it could be laid alongside the Constitution of any
country in the world and in some instances that it could be
placed above the Constitution of others. We were
convinced that we have a good Constitution. We realised
that we are living in changing times, that we are now a part
of a global village, that what is happening internationally is
impacting upon us, that we are sharing relationships with
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other countries and international institutions. Therefore, the
Constitution must give evidence to this and it must be a
living document. It must be something that is relevant to
the present and speak to the needs of the present society in
which we live. Therefore, as Commissioners, we sought to
preserve that which has served us well for many, many
years.

We sought to remove any areas of discrimination in
the Constitution. We sought to strengthen areas of
weakness and to enhance the Constitution so that it can
serve us in the 21st Century as we progress and as we move
towards the heights of nationhood to which we aspire.

11.45 a.m.
Friday, October 13th, 2000

SENATOR THE REV. L.W.B. ROCK: In looking
therefore at the Preamble, we sought to honour and affirm
the contribution which was made by those responsible for
the framing of the first Constitution. We sought to honour
their wisdom, their courage, their vision and to pay tribute
to all that they have done. We also wanted to include in the
Preamble, Sir, recognition of the institutions which are
being put in place to help our country in its development.
You will notice that in the Preamble, reference is made to
our national heroes and we see them, as is said in the
Preamble, as foremost among many others who are not
named but who have contributed immensely to this
country. In giving recognition to the sacrifice to the
commitment and dedication of those who have served us in
the past, we feel that the Preamble can serve to inspire and
encourage the citizens of this country.

In the introduction of the fundamental principles and
responsibilities, the Constitution Review Commission felt
that though they were not enforceable, yet there are
guidelines which placed in the supreme law of the land,
gave them the supreme importance and value which ought
to be given in our society. We recognise that they cannot be
enforced and the purist or the realist may say, what is the
point in including them in the Constitution if they cannot
be enforced?

Sir, we felt that locating them in the Constitution
makes a statement of their value and importance to us as a
people. We felt that locating them in the supreme law place
them where the Government can see them as guidelines in
the framing of legislation and as statements which say that
that is what we expect you to live up to. We believe that in
locating the responsibilities in the supreme law, we are also
drawing attention to every citizen in Barbados to say, “This
is what is expected of me as a citizen.”

While I am repeating what has been said before, I
think we need constantly to repeat it and say that we

emphasize what the rights of our people are and we need
equally to emphasize what our responsibilities are. Very
often, we focus upon the rights and neglect or ignore what
the responsibilities are. We need to bring to the attention of
the citizenry of our nation, the importance of fulfilling their
responsibilities if our country is to be the great place that
we want it to be.

Sir, I want also to say that in including them, I see it
as a way of placing ideals before us. One of the concerns
that I have in our society today is that we are focussed upon
what is real, and I am not saying that we must neglect the
realities of the situations and conditions in which we live.
Everybody is saying that you have to be realistic. These are
realities and too few of us are talking about ideals and too
few are concerned about the ideals which we need to
inspire, encourage and challenge us.

I see these principles and responsibilities in the light
of those ideals which we need to hold up in order to inspire
us to become the sorts of persons that we can become,
where we are our brothers’ and our sisters’ keepers and we
are responsible for one another. I enforce that point and the
ideals which inspired those of whom I spoke in the
Preamble. Sir, we need to hold up these ideals and to have
the fundamental principles and responsibilities located in
the supreme law as a way of saying that these are important
and let us subscribe to and support them.

I speak now to the retention of the Senate. It was the
consensus among Senators that the Senate should be
retained. I am not here just arguing for ourselves as could
be said, but I believe the ones who understand what is the
function of the Senate, in terms of its ability to review and
look clearly at some of the decisions and Resolutions made
by the House of Assembly, cannot dispute the importance
of this Chamber in the government of this country. I
believe, however, that we need to think seriously and
review the way that we function.

I am concerned that sometimes the contributions
which I would like to make are not of the standard that I
would want them to be because of the lateness in the arrival
of the documents so that I do not have the time to do the
research that needs to be done. I am concerned that
sometimes I get the impression that the Senate is perceived
as a rubber stamp to what happens in the Other Place. It is
not and I believe that it is the responsibility of Government
to ensure that the Senate fulfills the function for which it
has been established, namely, the Committees which are set
up, ought to be so facilitated that they can function.

Sir, I remember that in the orientation given to us,
we were told of the importance of the question. I can only
say that the present experience is that it is not important
because questions have been asked, they have been placed
and raised in this Chamber and it has taken months if not
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years to have an answer; and I am told that in some
instances some questions have not been answered. I repeat
when I say that if the Government is really concerned about
preserving our democracy and enabling Parliament to
function as it ought to function, then we must give attention
to the facilitation and the operation of the Committees so
that they can contribute to the work of the Senate.

I believe that there is a place for the Senate but there
are changes that are necessary to make the Senate effective
as a review body. I believe also, as was recommended by
the Constitution Review Commission, that the composition
of the Senate needs to be looked at so that the Opposition
can be afforded greater representation in this body.

Another area that concerned us which, I believe, is
vital for the security of our democracy and the trust and
confidence which our citizens must place in the
Government, is the area of accountability and transparency.
Again and again, we have heard on the call-in programmes
that the Reports of the Auditor General, laid before the
Parliament, seemed to be worth little. They are laid. What
happens to the recommendations that are made, are they
ever implemented? So, in the work of the Constitution
Review Commission we felt that we needed to strengthen
the office of the Auditor General as is recommended, and
to ensure that reports are not just made and laid before us,
but at the end of the day those recommendations are taken
very seriously and action is taken.

We were also concerned, Sir, that the opportunity for
greater participation by the people of this nation ought to
be given. I once heard a colleague of mine refer to
democracy as five minutes in the ballot box. It is more than
that, and it is to the extent that people feel they can
participate and share in the decision-making processes,
they will feel they are valued and that they belong.

11.55 a.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR THE REV. L. W. B. ROCK: It is for this
reason that while the Commission could not support the
revival of local government they felt that it was important
to find some mechanism which would afford greater
participation of the people in the decision-making process.
Thus, the peoples’ initiative is suggested as one where
groups, at the time of election, can make proposals and
serious consideration. This is not the only one, but I feel
that the wvery acceptance of the importance of the
participation of the people ought to move us to find some
mechanism which will facilitate that participation.

Mr. President, I left for the last, the question of the
Monarchy vis-a-vis the Republican form of government not
because I do not think it is important but because I fear that

we are in danger of reducing the whole matter of
constitutional reform to just this matter of whether we have
a President or not. To reduce all the work of the
Constitution to a question, whether we want a Barbadian or
a non-Barbadian as the Head of State is to belittle the work
of the Constitution Review Commission, and as it were, to
give to this particular issue the dominance which I do not
think it deserves. This is important, and I think that we
must so present the work of the Commission that
everything else is not obscured by this one particular issue.

I believe that this is a logical step from
Independence to what is being recommended by the
Commission. It is not merely cosmetic as some are
suggesting, but I think it is important for us because it is
the expression of the confidence in who we are as a people.
It is saying that for the past 33 years we have demonstrated
the ability to govern ourselves in a way that has placed us
on the world map as a country of distinction and it is also
saying that we have the capability of governing ourselves.

I must say this, Sir, and you can correct me if I am
wrong, that one of the most difficult points in accepting the
office of Senator was when I had to swear allegiance to the
Queen and heirs and successors. I do not say this
disrespectfully but there was something in me which
recoiled from it. It is not that I do not value the contribution
which has been made over the years when the monarchical
system was the system under which we were governed. I
believe that for us it is an important step which is saying
we value what we have received from the past, we are of
the maturity and we have the ability now to have one of our
own as the Head of State. The fact that those who have
been Governors-General over the past have served us with
such distinction ought in itself to be a testimony and give
support to this recommendation.

In closing, I want to say that I fully support - of
course it is part of my own work - and commend this
document and trust that we would move to the next step
where the recommendations will be implemented in a
reformed Constitution which will be our Constitution as
Barbadians.

I thank you.

SENATOR Mrs. P. E. RICKINSON: Mr. President,
I rise to make my contribution to the Resolution to take
Note of the Report of the Constitution Review Commission
and the Proposals and Recommendations set out therein.

I would like to start by saying that I appreciate the
work of the Commissioners but we live in a changing
world and anything I say should not be an indictment on
them because since the Commission met and gave its
Report in 1998, the nursing service has changed drastically,
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so therefore, there are some things that I need to bring to
light regarding the Constitution.

Mr. President, this debate has come at a time, in a
technological age, where a handful of people - which is
their right - are calling for the abolition of the Senate
without even giving the people of this country the
opportunity to listen to what happens in the Senate.
Therefore, 1 call upon Government to ensure that the
debates are broadcast at least over the radio for at least two
years before anybody is supposed to make a decision
whether or not to abolish the Senate. Of course, I do not
want it to be abolished, but I think the people should be
asked whether or not they would like it abolished; but they
need to make a wise choice and in order to make a wise
choice, they need information.

Now, with regard to what the commissioners
recommended for the Senate, I do not agree with only three
independent senators, Mr. President, and I will tell you
why. Today ‘the Whip’ has been removed which means
that both the Government and the Opposition Senators can
give their personal views. As I understand it, Mr. President,
when ‘the Whip’ is on, there is a caucus, and the
Government Senators and the Opposition Senators are
expected to toe the line. It is only the independent senators
who can come and give opposing views. Mark you, some
of them can go out of line, but it is at their peril. Therefore,
it is my view that the strength of the Senate lies in the
independent Senators who are truly independent.

I, therefore, recommend that the number of Senators
be increased from 21 to 23, with 12 Government Senators,
4 Opposition Senators and 7 Senators who are nominated
either by the President or the Governor-General which
could include a second, a third or a fourth party. Mr.
President, the Senate is only as good as the people that are
placed in it.

I now turn, Mr. President, to say a word or two -
because I do not have much time - about the Referendum.
Mr. President, I was one of those few people who appeared
before the Commission and gave an oral and written
presentation calling for a referendum on important national
issues, for example, changes in the Constitution, a Republic
and the type of President that we should choose.

Mr. President, when I was preparing for this debate,
I received the Referendum Bill ...

Asides.

SENATOR Mrs. P. E. RICKINSON: Okay, I cannot
talk about that. Mr. President, I will put it differently.
When I was preparing for this debate, and more recently, it
became my impression that a change to a republican status
is centred on one question, if we want a Barbadian to be the

Head of the State or not. I do not think that is right, Mr.
President. I think that is an insult to the intelligence of our
people and in the words of a calypso, “You are mekkin
mock sport at we”. I think we need to revisit that and get
questions from the people and have some of them
presented to reflect what is in the Review of the
Constitution to reflect a republican status.

Mr. President, I do not buy the fact that this was in a
Manifesto and, therefore, it should be implemented.

12.05 p.m.

Friday, October 13, 2000.

SENATOR Mrs. P. E. RICKINSON: I am informed
that a manifesto started to gain prominence in the 1961
election. It was a form of advertisement. The manifesto
often is brought out very late and many of us in this
country vote for personalities and not necessarily for one
party or another. I feel that if the time has come that we
have to vote for a manifesto, the manifesto should be
published in the newspapers so that all of us could have
access to it and decide whether or not we are going to vote
- well before the election, so that it can be read.

Mr. President, I now turn to the public service on
which I plan to spend most of my time in this debate. I start
with a quote from page 70, paragraph 12.15 and it says:

“It is the view of this Commission, unlike that

of the Cox Commission, that the size of the

teaching service establishment and the

complexities of its various specialist

functions merit the direction, attention,

and expertise which could be provided

by a separate supervisory Commission.”

That is excellent and I support that wholeheartedly,

Mr. President. It goes on to say:

“The Commission is, however, not persuaded

that the situation in regard to the health

services warrants similar treatment.”

Mr. President, I was not there. I am told that the
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Commissioners have made recommendations on the
strength of information put before them. For that, I am
grateful but somehow the information has changed and
there are new areas which now require us to have another
look to see if we need a Health Services Commission or a
Nursing Services Commission.

Mr. President, the Report talked about one
commission and several committees to look after specific
interests but that was not recommended. Had that been
recommended, Sir, I would not have any problem with it at
all. Since that has not been recommended and because of
what is happening in the health services today, I am calling
for a Health Services Commission with a special
department set up for nursing services. It is an unwise
government, Mr. President, that does not recognize that the
health services are far more complex and bigger than the
teaching services and warrant attention. I will give you a
few examples of the health services, Mr. President. They
are Barbados Drug Service, QEH, the Mental Hospital and
its clinic, the Geriatric Hospital and district hospitals,
polyclinics, satellite clinics, dental clinics, nutrition centre,
AIDS Information Service, Sanitation Service Authority
and many others and not to forget the troubled Greenland
Landfill and the St. Joseph Hospital that is under
investigation.

Mr. President, I am trying to reverse the thinking of
the Commissioners. No, I cannot reverse that. I am trying
to make a case for a Health Services Commission based on
the present crisis in health services and in particularly
nursing services. One example is the placing of the
prevention, control and treatment of HIV/AIDS under the
Prime Minister’s Office. I do not agree with that. It should
be in the Ministry of Health where it belongs backed up
with a Bureau of Health Education adequately staffed and
adequately financed.

Mr. President, from the first AIDS case that we had
in 1984, we knew that the only tools we had against HIV/
AIDS was education. Both Administrations have been very
slow to establish the type of education that we need to
prevent and control AIDS. The type of education is a
person-to-person education and I will give an example of
why I am saying this. When I worked in the Hypertension
Clinic, I met a gentleman who said to me that he moved out
of his wife’s bedroom because this hypertension is
catching. I had to sit him down and I said to him that
moving out will increase her blood pressure. You need to
move back in because it is not catching from the air. It took
me about 15 minutes to explain to him and this is the sort
of person-to-person education that we need regarding
HIV/AIDS. Sir, putting it in the Prime Minister’s Office is
not going to achieve that.

Sir, I must say that I agree to a roving Ambassador. I
was present at the conference and at this point I would also

like to support the Government in appointing Obadele
Thompson as an Ambassador For The Youth. It is an
excellent message and the right direction that you are
sending to the youth of this country. We need to send a
similar signal to the young people regarding HIV/AIDS,
Mr. President, as far as I am concerned. Before I go further,
I would like to congratulate Obadele and the other
Olympians on the excellent work that they have done for
Barbados. Special greetings from the nurses. Obadele’s
mother is a nurse, Mr. President. Andrea Blackett’s mother
is also a nurse. You see the wonderful network that nurses
are doing in this country.

Mr. President, coming back to the roving
Ambassador, I hope what I heard was a slip of tongue. It
will be a wrong signal to appoint someone who was over a
Ministry that is being investigated...

Mr. President: Senator, return to the
Resolution before the Senate.

please

SENATOR Mrs. P. E. RICKINSON: Thank you,
Mr. President, I will return to the Resolution. Mr.
President, I would like us to have a Health Services
Commission and a Nursing Services Commission to help
deal with the deteriorating situation in the health services
today. I will give you some examples.

Patient care services have deteriorated due to
management by remote control by the Ministry, due to
persons in the Services Commission who do not seem to
understand nursing coupled with political interference. In
the case of political interference, Mr. President, I support
fully the reversal of the 1974 Constitutional Amendments
as recommended at 12.28 on pages 71 and 72 of the
Commission’s Report. I also support the recommendation
that the Permanent Secretary should manage the Ministry
and the Minister is to exercise general direction and control
over the Ministry. Those are the very words of the
Commissioners that I support, and I will tell you why.
There seems to be some misunderstanding. This is in the
Report, Mr. President and I quote:

“The Permanent Secretary is to manage the

Ministry on pages 74 and 75 and the Minister

is to exercise general direction and control

over the Ministry.”

I will tell you why I quoted that. There were hand-

picked nurses to bring a strategic plan in the
Ministry of Health for nursing. The nursing educators and

the nursing assistants were left out. They came up with a
document for the Minister of Health to continue to provide
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national leadership for the development of nursing, not the
Chief Nursing Officer, but the Minister.

Throughout the document it is sending nursing right
back into the 1900’s with everybody else making decisions
for nursing other than nurses. It does not remove the
shackles from nursing and it has to be revisited.

Why do we need a Nursing Services Commission or
a Health Services Commission?

12.15 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR Mrs. P. E. RICKINSON: Because the
Health Services Commission is responsible for
appointments, both acting and permanent appointments.
What do we have? We have some non-nurse in the
Ministry of Health phoning an institution and getting a staff
nurse to go and take control of one of the geriatric district
hospitals without even having any experience in
gerontology and pediatrics when there are people within
the system who could do it.

We need people in the Service Commissions who
understand nursing and who would not make this type of
decision. I am calling for a Health Services Commission
with a nursing service department in order to give direction
and control of nursing, similar to what is being done for the
teachers. I have witnessed Senator Symmonds call for
teachers to be attached to the Commission and I would also
like to see nurses who understand nursing attached to this
Commission that I am asking for, Mr, President.

The Public Service Commission is responsible for
appointments. and I have had problems with repeated
supersession of nurses and up to now they have not decided
how persons should be appointed to acting positions. It is
in the General Orders how they should be appointed, but
one minute the General Orders are followed and another
minute the General Orders are not followed. Therefore we
need a service commission with a person who understands
nursing who will be able to make the correct appointments
and acting appointments.

I am talking now about this present Service
Commission. What has happened recently is that
appointments were made for the Principal Nursing Officer
of the Psychiatric Hospital and two Deputy Principals. On
the Board there was not a nurse. There was a doctor but
there was no practising nurse to interview those nurses for
the position. That is why I say that we need a Commission
to stop all of these things from happening, frustrating the
nurses and making them leave the Island and go elsewhere
or go into other occupations when we most need them.

Another problem why we need a special service
commission for health with a nursing service department is
the slow appointment of nurses. There are some nurses who
have not been appointed in the vacant posts and sometimes
when they are appointed they appoint the junior ones which
affects the nurses and frustrates the nurses for the simple
reason that seniority in the public service goes according to
appointments.

Some people who have contacts and friends can get
the appointment before others even though the others do
not have administrative reports. That is why we need a
special health service commission with a department for
nursing.

Another thing, Mr. President, is overlooking
substitutes. The principal nursing officers have a list of
people who they call in at short notice if there is a shortage
of nursing personnel. They have been loyal substitutes for
years, some for ten years. When appointments came up for
health aides they were overlooked. Some health aides have
resigned and they are still being overlooked, and it upsets
the nurses because the nurses who have trained and worked
with these loyal substitutes over the years whenever they
see me keep pointing out that this is not fair. It is the
Service Commission that is responsible for appointments
and also the Ministry of Health and that is why I want the
1974 reversal of the amendment to the Constitution to stop
all of this.

Mr. President, it is worse simply because there are
alleged requests for payment in kind or in money and for
sexual favours, and not in a nice way. They use the “P”
word. That is not good enough for our women. That is too
bad. This is realistic and what is happening. This is why we
need a health services commission with a nursing
department responsible for nursing; and it is needed all like
yesterday. They do not understand nursing.

For example, a new post recommended by the
Haynes Commission for Theatre Manager was advertised.
What was advertised? All sorts of things except the theatre
course to give them the skills to run the operating theatres.
Mental health was advertised. People with the management
course to run the operating theatres, a course that I took
since 1959 in England for one year could not apply because
they were not trained mental nurses. I ask you, Mr.
President, what has mental nursing have to do with training
and running an operating theatre?

This is what was done. They do not seem to
understand nursing, and that is why it is so important to
have a special department for nurses with a health services
commission. There is a crisis in management at the top and
the middle. When there is a picnic it seems the picnic is
more for the nurses than for the patients. You will find that
they will put on a skeleton staff. That is all right, we like
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the patients to have a good time but there are many more
nurses than patients. No problem!

When it comes to continuing education for the
nurses to be relieved for one day, and it is Service
Commission that gives the permission for the nurses to be
relieved, they put all sorts of blocks in the nurses’ way that
they cannot go. When it is time for partying, they can go.
They do not seem to understand the importance of
education and productivity in proper care management.

Mr. President, the letter is not written to these
managers. It is written to Service Commission, to the Chief
Personnel Officer, who is to give the decision for these
people to go to the continuing education seminars for just
one day and they cannot find it possible to put on a
skeleton staff to allow the nurses to go. That is what we
mean by conditions of service. It is not only money. It is
these types of things that annoy the nurses and make them
resign and go elsewhere, even though they do not want to

go.

Recently, for example, there was a nurse who got
into an institution to do a Masters in Geriatrics and
Gerontology and I was dealing with the matter trying to get
him to go. I was told by the Ministry of Health that they are
not thinking of training nurses to that level; but they sent
doctors. They train doctors to that level and more - post
graduates.

The nurse resigned and has gone back to England in
a area where we have an aging population. This is the
thinking. We have to change it. We need a health services
commission with a department of nursing service to change
all of these things, to unshackle the nurses and liberate
them so that they can do the work that they have been
trained to do. Also, there is lack of transparency in training.
Obviously, because the wrong people are being selected
because if they are making these types of selections they
are the wrong people. We need a proper selection process.

Last but not least, Mr. President, a few words about
the proposed nursing school at the Queen Elizabeth
Hospital while I am still on the Commission. The
Government made a decision that the Barbados
Community College should train nurses. The Queen
Elizabeth Hospital started a nursing school and I managed
to get that stopped for the simple reason that the conditions
of service were totally different.

The nursing assistants in the Barbados Community
College were not paid a stipend but the QEH were paid a
stipend. What happened is that you found that some of the
BCC nurses and the QEH nurses were not speaking to each
other on the wards and causing no end of conflict to the
detriment of patient care. I know because I was there. I was
a tutor. I now understand that they are trying to take that

backward step again to start back that training school at
QEH instead of giving the Barbados Community College
the resources needed to do all the training.

When training was going into the college we
recommended a College of Nursing. It was not done but we
accepted it in the College and so be it, but do not fragment
the training of nursing assistants.

What we did in the Haynes Commission was to
recommend nursing assistants to assist with the atmosphere
and inclusion of the BCC students in the QEH. I sincerely
hope that that will come to pass. That is a direction where
we need to go, not starting off another school.

Mr. President, I would like to say a word or two
about discipline. It is the province of the Service
Commissions. It is also presently the province of the
Council. What I would like to call for is that the councils
are set up under Registration Acts, for example, the
General Nursing Council, the Dental Council, the Medical
Council, et cetera. They are charged with the responsibility
to govern the institution including conduct, practice and
standards of education. These councils have the power to
censure the worker, to remove their names from the
Register, to put them back and to discipline them. They are
very powerful. It is not possible for one service
commission to police the behaviour of all the workers. It is
an impossible task.

What I would like to see is a whole series of
Registration Acts, including one for politicians and one for
civil servants, where persons could register and the
profession or occupation should be charged with at least
governing the behaviour and the education of these persons
at the professional or occupational level.

I would also like to see in each council a third of
people appointed by the Minister which includes consumer
interest and two-third appointed by the Minister on
nomination by the professional people themselves for the
occupation. While saying that, I do not want to see the
people being recycled as is done in the general nursing
council. If people are being recycled and they are making a
meaningful contribution to the development of the council,
yes. But they are not. Therefore, it is better for a person to
go to their peers and say why they want to be on the
council. This will go a long way in breaking the code of
silence that most professions and occupations practise
because each council would be asked to meet its
obligations by educating the public about its functions,
qualifications and registration: names of persons removed
from the Register are restored to the Register.

Mr. President, I feel that this will restore some of the
disappearing public trust that is so eloquently verbalised
over the call-in programmes when people rightly or
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wrongly feel that there is no other avenue for redress
against what they feel are the wrongs against workers or
professionals. It would also help to rationalise the code of
ethics because for the health services you just need one set
of guidelines and then one can add others for the various
specialities.

In effect, I would like to call for the establishment of
a health services commission with a nursing section. I
would also like to see a rural and urban services
commission and a statutory board commission.

I think we need to revisit the rural and urban services
which seem to perform some functions of local government
and which some people feel are too politicized. Some
people feel that a certain section of people with political
affiliations seem to be getting more of the benefit than the
population as a whole. In order to be transparent, we need
to revisit it and I am calling for a commission. Some people
are calling for a local government but something needs to
be done so that they can function properly. They are doing
excellent work.

Mr. President, I just want to say a word or two about
the Senate. I would like to call for permanent select
committees, one on justice, one on human resources
including a health committee, one on environment
including health and a public accounts committee. I am told
that in Trinidad a Clerk alone is assigned to service nothing
but the Public Accounts Committee and I feel that we will
have to employ more clerks and also more research
assistants. Thank you, Mr. President.

SENATOR C. K. LAURIE: Mr. President, I am just
a simple farmer. The Constitution is the work of lawyers
and it is difficult for ordinary people to understand.
However, Barbadians are known for their common sense.
They generally are conservative and resist change. We
have to appreciate that any resistance to some of these great
proposals that are being put is a normal part of the
Barbadian character.

Our job in the Senate, I think, looking at these
debates, is to try to bring the issues to the public so that
they can be made to understand what it is that we are trying
to propose. Take a look at the Head of State issue. Why is
this huge focus on this Head of State? Is the Queen the
Head of State or is the Governor-General the Head of
State? In fact, we only just got a letter from the Governor-
General saying he was at present attending a Heads of State
Meeting in St. Lucia. So who is the Head of State?

For the average Barbadian, the Head of State is the
Governor-General. The mind boggles that anything the
Queen does or says has anything to do with the average
Barbadian. She is not likely to be calling up and saying,

“Hi, CIliff, tell Owen to do so and so.” Nobody would
believe that. To me, it is a non-issue.

If we are going to have a referendum, then it must
not only be on this non-issue but we must include in that
Referendum things that have come up during these debates
both in the Lower House and the Upper House, things that
every citizen has a right to say what their opinion is, things
that affect our lives particularly.

A couple of minor comments on this Head of State
recommendation. It states that there should be a minimum
age of forty. There is no maximum age and I am suggesting
that we should set one like for the Chief Justice at seventy-
two. It probably would be a good idea to have a maximum
age also. It also recommends a seven-year term but there is
no point or position where this person can be re-elected. I
think that if you had a Governor-General appointed at forty
but in his mind he was forty-seven he is still a youngster,
but this guy may be a very useful person who is doing a
great job but the Constitution does not say anywhere that
he could be re-elected and I am suggesting that he should
be able to serve at least two consecutive terms.

A final thing that worried me in the
recommendations was a strange scenario. We have to look
at what could possibly happen and try to see where there
could be snags. What happens if the President dies in
office? According to the recommendations, the Prime
Minister and the Leader of the Opposition get together and
they try to find somebody to do the job. If they cannot
agree, the President of the Senate stays, if he wants to
accept the job. If he does not accept the job, then the Prime
Minister alone appoints the new President. I am a little
worried about that because the President of the Senate is a
political appointee.

We are not talking about the position right now. We
are talking about some time in the future when none of us
are here. This could happen that the Prime Minister’s
brother could be put up and the Leader of the Opposition
says he does not like that. The President of the Senate is
told, “You will say no.” And the Prime Minister appoints
his brother as the President. It is a strange way-out scenario
but what I am trying to get at is that I think that I would
like to see the Electoral College involved in this
appointment of the President. I do not think that it is good
enough that the Leader of the Opposition and the Prime
Minister decide on a President and it does not come to the
Electoral College. We have an Electoral College. Let it
work!

I think that they should submit this nominee even
though they both agree to the Electoral College and one
would assume that it would be very easy for him to get this
two-thirds number of votes. There was reference to a
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President elected by an Electoral College and it is not
actually so in the recommendations.

12.35 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR C. K. LAURIE: I think that that is
something we should revisit.

Sir, I have had the rare opportunity of being here in
the Senate for the second term for which I am very grateful.
The Senate is supposed to review and revise legislation and
Resolutions passed by the House of Assembly. What is the
construction of this Senate? A lot of people out there do not
even know. They do not realise that there are 21 Senators
of which there is a comfortable majority for the
Government of 12 Senators.

Asides.

SENATOR C. K. LAURIE: Yes, it is very
uncomfortable majority for people on the Other Side.

As pointed out by Senator Newton, we have seen
many cases where legislation has come here and there are
errors in the legislation, errors that we try to point out in
here. These are not political things, these are things that we
want to see our names go down on legislation that is good
and perfect. We try to make these corrections and, of
course, the whip is on and no matter what you say, this
legislation is going to pass and it becomes law. We are told
then privately that it was an error and that it will be
amended at some later date. Mr. President, this is not good.

I am going to make a way-out suggestion. How
about if this Senate were comprised of seven Government,
seven Opposition and seven Independent Senators? I know
that this would cause real confusion, but say we change the
rules in the Senate to say that we need a two-third majority
in order to block a Bill and send it back, all fourteen
Members, seven Opposition and seven Independents,
would have to vote against this piece of legislation in order
to send it back. If it then comes back to us a second time it
has to be passed. That is how it was with the House of
Lords, they could only delay it and ask for further review.

What would be the pros and cons of this situation?
Everything would be decided with a two-third majority so
the chances of it being defeated would be slim. It would
have to be very bad legislation for it to be defeated. We
know that legislation comes through here and it is
supported by both sides. How many times have we had a
Division? In the last six years I can think of four or five
times. Most of the time, the legislation just passes through
the Senate because it has the backing of everybody, as most
legislation should. The appointment of fourteen people on

this side means that the Governor-General would be able to
represent all the various sectors of the economy and the
Opposition would have seven people who could speak on
what they feel are the problems associated with any
legislation or Resolution and it would be a nicely balanced
Chamber. I do not think absolute majority is necessary at
all.

Mr. President, there are some recommendations on
the Committee system that it be expanded and properly
funded so that it can operate. Well, I should hope so. There
are five Committees of this House that have been appointed
on March 10, 1999. I am on two and they have not met, nor
do I expect that they will meet and that is very bad. I think
we must do something about it. There is no point in saying
that we will appoint Committees and they just sit there on
the Order Paper every time we meet. It is terrible because
we need a library but the Library Committee has not met.
We have a House Committee but it has not met. These
things must not be allowed.

We get reports from statutory corporations and other
Government organisations which are required by law to lay
their reports in Parliament. They are laid in Parliament and
nobody says one word about them. Some of them come in
here years late. We have Questions before the Senate and
Honourable Members have asked why is 1995 being
presented in the year 2000. We have not got the answer.
There are many reports that come in here years late,
nobody reads them or nobody asks why they are so late and
nobody says you have to do better.

I think this would be a great opportunity for the
Senate to appoint a Working Committee of the Senate to
take all of these reports, look at them, comment on them
and then actually have a day of debate on them ever so
often.

The Commission looked at the Right of Recall. The
idea of the Power of Recall as suggested by the late
Commissioner, Mr. Wendell McClean, is unlikely to
receive support from Members of Parliament because it
would mean that they would have to be held responsible to
their constituents rather than their political party
directorate. I think the people of Barbados should insist that
this question be put on the Referendum because it is the
people who would want to know if they need this Right of
Recall.

The People’s Initiatives was designed to accord to
electors a measure of original law-making power. This is a
wise and far-thinking idea. I like this approach and if
accompanied by the Right of Recall it is sure that our
system of parliamentary government will survive the
onslaught of the personal freedom movement that is
gaining momentum worldwide.
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I believe that the Battle of Seattle and the recent
man-in-the-street demonstrations on the rise in the price of
oil are indications of the start of a shift from people
allowing governments to rule them between elections
without ongoing solution. In future, governments will no
longer be able to state that they have been given a mandate
to rule and if you do not like it, wait until the next
elections. Those days are over.

Barbadians are super-conservative and will probably
be the last country in the world to demand a change in the
way they are governed, but a wise political party should see
the writing on the wall and the proposals for the People’s
Initiatives and the Right to Recall are moves in the right
direction.

In closing, Mr. President, Section 5.9.12 of the
Constitution states:

“It is the duty and responsibility of every person in
Barbados to promote harmony and a spirit of unity among
all the people of Barbados, transcending religious, sectoral
or racial diversities, and abstain from practices derogatory
to the dignity of the human person.”

I would draw this to the attention of Senator Mascoll
that he is in breach of our Constitution when he suggested
that a member of a racial minority should not be elected
President. Minorities are full citizens of Barbados and are
proud of it.

Mr. President, I thank you.
12.45 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000,

SENATOR C.LeR. TROTMAN: Mr. President, I
wish at the outset of my contribution to this debate to say
that I would wish to applaud the Commissioners who in my
view did an excellent job in submitting what is a fine
Report, including the Minority Report, of course, Attorney-
at- Law, Mr. King, the late Wendell McClean and Ms.
Melanie Newton.

I wish from the very outset, Sir, to note that the
Report is careful to refer to the Terms of Reference which
were set out in the letter that was given to the Chairperson
of the Commission. You would note, Sir, that among other
things which are set out to which the Commissioners
referred when they submitted their Report to His
Excellency, were their specific Terms of Reference, some
of which include the following. “To examine, consider and
enquire into the Barbados Constitution and other related
laws and the matters”.

Quite naturally, there are a number of issues which
they have referred to in this letter related to specific terms
of reference, and it would be much too lengthy in time for
me to refer to them all. I do wish to refer to this matter of
the Barbados Constitution and to the other related laws and
matters and to speak to those issues with your kind
permission, particularly, the matters which relate to other
related laws and other matters.

I am very conscious - indeed, other Members who
have spoken have been very conscious - that the time for
full treatment cannot be now and that provisions would be
made sometime later where, hopefully, there would be
more speaking time for much fuller discussion of the
issues.

Starting with the Constitution, I would wish, Mr.
President, to express some thoughts which I would wish to
make for myself and on behalf of the workers whom I have
the honour to represent. The first thought relates to the
matter of knowledge. The question of what it is that
informs and guides our satisfaction of any action which
there may be to effect change. The Constitution speaks to
this, Mr. President, and speaks to it in very strong terms. In
fact, the Constitution calls for schools to put on their
curricula provisions for having the Barbados Constitution
become part of what will be within the school’s training
programmes. Obviously, that will be something for the
future and furthermore it is something to be recommended
and to applaud.

I would think that Senator Forde, already with her
other colleagues, would be working very hard in trying to
find ways and means by which such a recommendation
might be given some kind of action programme even
before the consultation process is finished. I would support
such a recommendation as it looks towards the future.

Mr. President, in the now and the immediate future,
we still have to concern ourselves with the need for
information dissemination as well as for analysis of the
Report and the need for that dissemination to be done so far
as it is possible in a manner that concentrates on the issues
before us rather than seeking to politicise the issues and
make the question into another political football which, at
the end of the day, gains mileage for a political party but
does no good for the body politic of our country.

We sought, within my own organisation - The
Barbados Workers’ Union, to have our Political Action
Committee debate a particular aspect of the Report of the
Commission. The parties who were invited are leaders in
the labour movement and leaders in their own community
at the local level in the country. The result after a very
interesting debate was a virtual equality of vote for those
persons voting for, for those voting against and for the
abstentions.
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The issue that we were dealing with was the issue of
whether the question within the Commission’s Report
regarding the retention of the monarchial system of
Government should be addressed and whether we should
have a Referendum. These persons, many of them young,
many of them leaders, many of them well read and
understanding the issues, at least, at the comparable level
of the rest of Barbados, were so unsure of the issues, that in
a three-way vote, you could not tell who the winner was.

That speaks to the question that I have raised before
of the need which there is for a major information exercise.
If that is not done, what we will have is change that is
brought about, but change in which the public will not be
able to identify themselves nor the issues nor to relate in
the kind of meaningful manner that we should wish in
whatever results there may be.

That education, Sir, makes it very necessary for us to
go beyond that point and we must make the further point
that the Referendum question, when it comes, must not
reduce the issue to a popularity contest between who
resides in Buckingham Palace and who occupies
Government House. To reduce it to that level is to remove
the possibility for our Barbadian people to have an
opportunity properly to exercise their true democratic
rights.

I will not develop this more fully because I merely
wish to say that Senator Reverend Rock spoke very well to
the subject and I endorse the sentiments and I would not
need to take the time of this Honourable House to repeat
what he has said. We have to be careful to recognise that
the issue goes well beyond the issue of whether we want to
have the person who is Head of State to be a local person,
by that meaning a Barbadian, or a non Barbadian.

Another thought which is very important to me is a
thought raised by the Commissioners where they say in
their introduction in section (i)

“It has not been part of our Terms of Reference to
advise on the procedure to be followed for wider
consultation after our Report has been handed to Your
Excellency. This is a matter essentially for the
Government. No doubt the widest possible consultation
with the political parties, the social partners and with
Parliament is necessary, particularly since it is unlikely that
constitutional reform will be attempted again for some
decades.”

I wish to support this thought and on behalf of an
important element within that social partnership, referred to
in section (i), I welcome the sentiments and urge the
Government to stay with it even though it might be time
consuming.

I am aware, Mr. President, that there may be a
certain urgency, a certain drive to complete the exercise by
time limits which may be set. I believe that what is being
done is so important to the future of the country that the
Government, knowing that it is on the right road, having
already got the support of the other major parties in
Barbados, although the newspapers have made feel that
there is some difference in views within one of the major
parties on the subject, the Government knowing that it has
the views of Barbados, generally on the desirability, in
having the Constitutional Review take place, needs not
concern itself with the question of haste. It needs to
concern itself, rather, with the quality of the change which
may be effectuated as a result of this exercise.

Therefore, I would urge the Government to stay with
it and although the consultative process is time consuming
and sometimes even frustrating to planners that they should
continue with the consultative process.

12.55 p.m.
Friday, October 13th, 2000

SENATOR C. LeR. TROTMAN: Mr. President, as
the trade unions have done on other occasions and
regarding other issues which have not been totally labour
market issues, and as we have done with those other issues,
we would wish to include bona fide non-governmental
organisations in this social partnership discussion. We
restrict for ourselves discussion for trade unions’
employers in Government where we are dealing with
labour market issues because we believe that we have been
given that mandate by the kind of structures that we have
set up.

Sir, we have been satisfied that there are NGOs
which do an excellent job and which can be very
supportive to the country in many issues which are before
us in these dynamic times. We also believe that one of
those such issues is the issue of the future of our welfare,
the constitutional future.  Therefore, when the
Commissioners speak to the matter of partnership
consultation, I would think that we should extend that to
the widest possible meaning of NGOs.

Of course, I wish to make the point here that we
have some NGOs which cannot tell you when they had an
election or anything else that rhymes with it nor can they
tell you who elected or nominated the leader of the
organisation or where and how it manages to get
organisational funds. Sir, we would want to be very careful
to note that the point we are referring to is the bona fide
established organisations. However, for us not to do that,
we run the risk of having some organisations spring up
overnight to debate how many angels can dance on the
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head of a pin and insist that it has a right to be involved in
whatever discussions at whatever level there may be.

It is also, I think, not unreasonable for us to suggest
that the Referendum question of which we spoke earlier
should form part of that consultative process because since
there is no need to hurry and since the question of what
should be the Referendum could be assisted by the good
and good-faith recommendations of others, I see no reason,
Sir, why we ought not be in a position to have the widest
possible consultation.

My next observation relates to anti-democratic
provisions. The Commissioners in Chapter 1, paragraph
1.4, note that many of our citizens feel, and I am quoting
from them that,

“...the Constitution contains certain undesirable anti
democratic provisions.”

Mr. President, again we in the Labour Movement
support that contention. In fact, when we addressed the
Constitution Review Commission as it was sitting, we had
occasion to make certain observations to it, and we were
careful to impress upon the very Honourable
Commissioners our view that the Constitution, though it
spoke and spoke very well to the need which there was to
protect certain fundamental rights, failed to recognise that
trade union rights are human rights and fundamental rights
that had to be protected.

We spoke to the fact that although we are trying
within the Constitution to address the need which there is
to protect all elements, there still is a very clear indication
that private wealth has an element of protection in this
country - I know it is so in other countries as well but I
speak to Barbados - which is not counter-balanced by
protection for individuals. Although individuals sometimes
may get private protection at law in civil issues, when those
individuals associate together, the law does not give them
the kind of protection which is required.

Mr. President, the United Nations has spoken to the
generality of this issue in speaking to human rights and The
International Labour Organisation at the Conventions of
1997 and 1998. Successive Governments in Barbados are
very conscious of these provisions and protocols and have
spoken to them in beautiful theoretical terms and yet,
successive Governments have not brought appropriate
legislation to deal with anti-democratic provisions which
impact adversely on the workers at their workplaces.

I cannot deal as fully as I would wish with this
matter in this forum at this time but I believe that in the
upcoming consultative exercise, we will have the
opportunity to speak more fully to it. I do refer to the
legislation which should properly reflect a countervailing

responsibility that Governments would give to trade unions
which have the responsibility to ensure that the rights of
capital are not allowed to become unbridled and that their
action does not become so very effervescent and wild that
they fail to take the wider responsibility for the nation into
consideration.

Take for example a mad rush which they seem to be
on today by a particular business in Barbados to have
extraordinary mergers and the apparent lack of
consideration which there is in this building up of
excessive mergers, and the apparent lack of consideration
for the welfare of the community at large. Place that
against the great concern that successive Governments
have put in Barbados and out of Barbados the right to
protect intellectual property and ask yourself whether the
right to intellectual property is any more sacrosanct than
the right of a worker at his workplace to be protected
against an employer, against the misbehaviour of an
employer and then, Mr. President, answer the following
question that puts to you the thought that after that report is
adopted there still will be employers who will fire workers
for exercising their freedom to associate.

After this Constitution Review Commission’s
Report, there will still be employers in Bridgetown and in
other parts of Barbados who will hire people for 18 and 20
months but will never allow them to work for two years so
that they could qualify to get severance. Ask ourselves
whether they are not employers who, after this Report, will
take persons who have worked for them for 20 to 25 years
and will terminate their service having given them what is
supposedly adequate notice or will tell them that they have
given them wrongful dismissal and who by doing so,
would have cut off the expectations of people at a time
when they will not expect and cannot expect to get a job in
any other part of the economy. When you are fired at age
50 there are not many employers who are going to want
you otherwise unless you have skills that are extraordinary.

Having asked ourselves those questions, Mr.
President, ask yourself the further question whether
something could not have been done about these kinds of
atrocities long before this time. Then I would want to go
beyond that to say why is it that the report does not speak
more fully to the need which there is for us to excoriate
these kinds of evils from within the body politic of our
country and within the industrial framework.

1.05 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR C. LeR. TROTMAN: Why is it that we
are still today reviewing a new Constitution and yet within

that new Constitution the rights of so many thousands of
our workers are being trampled upon by the imprudent and
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the arrogant who use their money power as a means of
suppressing the rest of us?

Just a short time ago, Mr. President, you may
remember that there was an overseas company that set up
business here in Barbados which was advised by the
Labour Department to submit information regarding how
many workers it had so that it could be advised on the
matter of recognising the workers’ rights to freedom of
association. I dare not call the company’s name because I
have not served notice but it was on-shore here in Barbados
not off-shore, and that company refused to do so indicating
that it had to be shown the law which required it to present
that information. That company is still here but the owners
have changed and hopefully the attitude has changed, but if
that owner’s attitude has changed that does not say that
there are not several other people who feel that if they have
the right amount of money, that that right amount of
money, ipso facto, gives to that particular company a level
of authority and a right beyond anyone else’s if that other
person does not have equal amounts of money.

It is a kind of difficulty I know that the country is up
against even at the national level and at the level of
Government when it comes to treating with some other
countries as with the behaviour of the Organisation of
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
countries and the way that they would wish to treat our
levels of governance. We have sometimes to make the
point that because a country is a small country, that does
not give it small integrity, and because a man or woman is
a small man or a small woman, that does not give that
small man or small woman as a worker small rights;
because there are fundamental rights which are equal
before the law, equal, as my sister would say, before God
and, therefore, must be respected for all people, at all
levels, with the same degree of passion.

In this regard, Mr. Chairman, the minority position
of Commissioner King would hold very special relevance
for us. Mr. King’s admonition is timely particularly in light
of the current draft Employment Rights Bill. Mr.
Chairman, it is not a discussion of a tangent, if I do say in
passing that the Employment Rights Bill seeks to exclude
the Crown from responsibilities which are imposed on the
private sector. Although the Employment Rights Bill was
not yet written, Mr. King’s comments apropos that are very
apt and apposite, and I quote from him:

“Employment law should aim to promote equality
and equity in relation to the terms and conditions of all
classes of employees, private or public and not create
privileged regimes for some and not for others.”

To put that in very blunt language, we should all be
equal before the law. It is my hope that in the exercise for

consultation, we should be able very effectively to address
these issues before us.

I am very conscious, Mr. President, that whenever I
get up to speak, the clock starts to go faster. I would wish,
therefore, to draw your attention to page 73, subsections
12.41, 42 and 43 of the Report that is before us and to note
that there was some special attention made by the
Commission to the work of the Social Partnership. At
subsection 12.41:

“The attention of the Commission was directed to
efforts in train by the Social Partners of Barbados to
resolve industrial disputes and conflicts through a system
of tribunals based on the tripartite idea and the proposal to
apply such a system to industrial disputes both in the
Public Service and in the Private Sector.”

Subsection 12.42:

“The Commission is aware of the positive efforts of
the Social Partners in promoting industrial harmony,
increased productivity and greater economic development
through negotiated Protocols which have been hailed as
models of excellence in industrial relations practice.”

Subsection 12.43:

“The Commission is in no position at this stage to
make a recommendation on the proposed tribunal system
which is still under discussion but foresees no great
difficulty in such a system of arbitration being adopted so
long as the principle has been accepted tripartitely.”

I would believe, Mr. President, that it is very
important for us to take note of the comments of these wise
persons in that Presentation and to urge that the
Government should continue to recognise that as the
highest level of reporting by persons who were
commissioned to do an extraordinary job. The relevance
and the importance of looking at voluntaristic models for
dealing with dispute resolutions had been seen, examined
and complemented. We should recognise as we go forward
in Barbados that we have to look at the Caribbean Single
Market and Economy, our efforts should be to persuade the
rest of our region to follow our splendid example as a
nation and not to get side-tracked with issues which might
want us to go to North America or to some other country
which would want to have a much more legalistic system
for addressing problems between worker and employer,
employer and Government, worker and worker or perhaps
even union and union.

I believe, Sir, that I should wrap up at this stage
because I recognise that I do not have much time left. I
merely want to say in passing that I believe that the
Minority Report of Melanie Newton should be given
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ventilation in the consultative process which is to follow.
She made four observations, some of which may become
controversial but which must be addressed nonetheless. She
referred to the areas that need reviewing, being among
others, the avoidance of discriminating against persons
because of sexual orientation.

Though we may feel strongly on the matter, as a
nation, we have to recognise that the United Nations, the
International Labour Organisation (ILO), the World Trade
Organisation (WTO) and all other international agencies
with which we deal, do speak to the very important need,
as Senator Symmonds said on the previous day, of not
discriminating because of physical disabilities. It also goes
beyond that to talk of discrimination on race, sex and
sexual orientation.

We have, therefore, to be careful to recognise that
we do not discriminate on the basis of religion. We cannot
say that because we are Christians we should discriminate
against non-Christians. We have to be careful to recognise
that we are not lauding, applauding, commending or
approving persons who have a different sexual orientation
from ourselves, if we say that their rights must be
protected.

1.15 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR C. LeR. TROTMAN: I speak not of any
other issues related to the matter of sexual orientation.

Very quickly, Sir, I would wish to say that the
Senator has also spoken to the question of capital
punishment, and while not saying that she prefers not to
have capital punishment she is merely saying that the
matter must be ventilated because there must be the
possibility after persons are found guilty for some
consideration as to how they will eventually be treated. The
law now says that if it is first degree murder the person
must be given capital punishment.

The freedom of the Press, and I agree with her in this
one, must be in the Constitution and I disagree with the
suggestion that you have to be twenty-five in order to be a
member of the Senate. There are very many people who are
under twenty-five who are much wiser than many people
who are far older than twenty-five.

SUSPENSION

SENATOR THE HON. P.C. GODDARD: Mr.
President, I move that this Sitting be suspended for one
hour and reconvene at 2.15 p.m.

The question was put and agreed to and Mr.
President suspended the Senate accordingly.

RESUMPTION

Mr. DEPUTY PRESIDENT: This Sitting is resumed.

SENATOR G.E.N. BROME: Mr. Deputy President,
I rise to make a contribution on the Report of the
Constitution Review Commission. I am extremely proud
and happy to be given this opportunity to speak in this
important debate. Today, we in Barbados have come to be
among the most privileged people in the world with a free,
democratic environment which we have enjoyed for the
past hundred years. We have remained in this vein and do
intend to carry the message through.

In the year 1966 when Barbados became
independent perhaps we might have said that the changes
to the Constitution should have been made then. We have
been given the opportunity time after time because we have
been producing leaders of the same calibre.

The then Premier Barrow, prior to Independence,
went to England and fought for our freedom and
empowerment. As I said before, we have always enjoyed a
free democracy but at the same time Premier Barrow
thought that we were of an age that we could chart our own
destiny. We have exhibited that over the years.

I am extremely proud to be a Barbadian and today to
be connected to the Party which understands the need for
the changes that were necessary over the years and I am
proud to be able to make my contribution in this respect.
Not all of us get a part to play a hand in the Constitution.
This, for me, is a great responsibility and trust.

This Bill is about people out there, the lay people,
not about us in the Senate or in the Other Place. This Bill is
about Barbadians and other people who come to our shores
to enjoy our country and who one day may become a
citizen or live here for a while.

We have made some steps. The Right Excellent
Errol Barrow did as much as he could have, but the manner
in which he achieved is a lot different from how the
process is today. Not to say that he was a dictator but he
did not always trust the free decision-making of the public
and he almost singlehandedly made certain decisions.

Today the Constitution has been brought to us, the
people of Barbados, the laymen, and everyone can
participate. When we gained independence it was not
discussed among the people but in Parliament and
elsewhere. All of us in Barbados should be proud to have
an administrator as we have today. It is true that we are
wiser people today and that the present Prime Minister
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could not have gotten away with just the opinion of the
Commission who developed the Constitution. We had to
play our part in it. When I say “we” I mean the public. I
thought it imperative and fundamentally correct.

I said that regardless of what the consequences may
be I would abstain on whatever else. I would not have
supported anything else but a referendum because I have to
face the people and I should only do what is right. The
people expect me to say and do most everything that is
correct, especially being a Senator now, which is to hold
one of the highest offices in Barbados and the most
respected and dignified office in Barbados. I had to live up
to their expectations.

I have listened to all the Honourable Senators
speaking in this Chamber. The contribution which I have
heard coming from this Senate so far is superior to what I
have heard coming from the Lower House and it has been

extremely insulting for one to say that the Senate
plays no important role in public life of Barbados.

The Senate is important. It is not to say that I plan to
die in the Senate, but I plan to make my contribution
constructively for as long as I am given the opportunity to
serve here. Although in some instances some people might
prefer me in the Lower House but when I feel the dignity,
respect and integrity that is being exhibited in here I would
somehow rather remain here.

We have been through lots of changes but this must
be regarded as one of the most important and significant in
all of our lives, having been given the opportunity to make
a decision on our future. It is not just about the present.
Whoever wants to see benefits derived from this tomorrow
is out of his or her mind. This is for the next fifty to
hundred years. This will have a very long- lasting effect
and it must be honoured as far-reaching.

I would want every Barbadian to become involved
and to understand what we are doing. This is more
important than an election where you vote for people that
you like and not for people whom you think are capable of
representing you in the House of Assembly. When we vote
for a person we should not vote because we like them, but
because they have the ability and all the necessary qualities
you would wish to have so that those people can speak on
your behalf at any level inside or outside of Barbados.

Once upon a time, prior to 1966, we used to look
forward to Christmas to hear the Queen. Since 1966 we
look forward to hear our Prime Minister and Governor-
General. It is very important to us to hear our leaders, the
people that can identify with what is going on around us. I
think people would be out of their minds and I think that
England would be ashamed of us if we were to say no to

our self-governance. England does not want more
responsibility. They have their own problems. They have a
situation which they want to get rid of. I do not think that
they want much more to do with queens. We all have
queens around us. Our mothers are our queens. Our kings
are our dads.

We do need a leader, a Head of State, whom I
believe should be a Barbadian or should be living in
Barbados for a while who deserves such a high, important
and distinguished office. It goes to show that we have come
a long way. We do not have to wait or go to someone to
ask them if we should, if we could, when, where. We do
what we think that is appropriate.

In respect of the law of Immigration, I think some
attention must be paid to that. We must recognise that we
go to America, to England, to Canada and elsewhere and
we make a living which helps us maintain our families at
home. We must always treat other people that visit our
shores with respect. One of our tourists might become a
Barbadian citizen one of these days. Not all of them will
marry by convenience but they might marry because of
love for someone they meet here.

I believe that that marriage should not be allowed or
accepted too soon. It might prove to be unwise. We are
quite limited in space and in resources, but I know that
people love this place, despite some criminal acts of
thoughtless people. I guess in a developing country we can
expect all of these things, not to say that we will accept
them or tolerate them. A lot more can be done to protect
our country and to teach our people how to be civilised
citizens, how to perform in the country in which they are
born and how to help other people become civilised people.
We need people with skills. We need people who
appreciate who they are and would like to do something to
help others become like themselves.

Barbados is a wonderful place, a place where lots of
people have come from all sorts of countries and despite
whatever they left at home they say this is it, they want a
piece of land, a home. This is one of the greatest privileges
for a human being, to travel from place to place. For people
who come and buy land it is not easy. It may be as much
money as they may have to go and buy land in another
country.

I believe that with our limited land space the time
will come that our land will not be sold but leased. Leave
our land for our few people and Barbados will continue to
produce independent-minded people who would like to
own a piece of land. When all of our land has been sold out
in the next 20 years, all our agricultural land has been sold
for houses, how are we going to feed ourselves? When all
of the beach front has been taken up and taken away from
us for a few pennies, where are we going to go? Would we
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have to go to another country to enjoy life on the beach?
Will we have to become tourists in our own environment?

I think that we have to control the little bit of land
that we have left. Do not sell it! Lease it! Maybe one day
allow me the rights to have access to one of the posh
reserved beaches.

I think that there is a lot more that some of us in
position can do to help groom and create a new culture
because at present not much emphasis is being put on
development of human resources and more is on a quick
dollar. A quick dollar is extremely destructive.

We Senators have exhibited our skills and
capabilities and our concern for young people and I think
we should be given a better opportunity to serve. Some of
us not so young but willing and able still would never have
thought that the Senate should be done away with. It would
be a sad thing. We have enjoyed the Senate. It has served
us well and I think that we shall continue only to enhance it
and let it give us a better Barbados.

I think we have done our best to accept equality over
the years. A lot depends on us and how we see ourselves
and what we want to do for our country, what we want out
of the country. Equality in all aspects is no real
discrimination when it comes to employment. Probably it
exists a bit, but it is not all that evident because we all have
our preferences. We like this person for one thing or the
other and allow that person to have the upper hand. Over
the years, a lot has been done and there is a lot more to do.
You cannot expect us in here to do all of it.

I would like to commend the bravery of Erskine
Sandiford in the last Administration and at the same time
we had reached a point in the history of Barbados that we
thought was the worst. If it is one thing that he did, he did
what was right.

2.35 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR G.E.N. BROME: As a civilised
Barbadian, he could not have gotten away with doing what
he felt like doing. He had to do what was right and that was
to call an election and let the people decide. That was one
time in the history of Barbados that we were in fear.

Since 1993/94 we have enjoyed a sort of political
stability that almost never existed in Barbados before. We
have a Prime Minister who very seldom takes all the power
in his hand or operates a heavy hammer. He goes to the
people, he is willing to respect the wishes of the people, he
listens and he can only do what is right because we are
dealing with an intelligent set of people who have enjoyed

freedom over the years and would like to continue that
way.

Mr. President, I am endorsing the constructive and
good intention of the people on the Commission.

I thank you so much.

SENATOR D.D. MARSHALL: Mr. Deputy
President, distinguished colleagues, it is an occasion of
tremendous pride for me to speak on the question of the
Constitution Review Commission and its Report.

I was born just a few years before Independence and
so I have to admit that I was in no way at that time aware
of many of the discussions that would have gone on and the
events that would have preceded our Independence.
However, I am pleased to have been able to discover much
of the discussions and so on that would have gone on at
that time and I have to say that it is a regret that I was not
born a few years earlier so that I might have participated.

Mr. President, I feel I must begin by lauding the
work of the Commission. I agree wholeheartedly with the
comment of Senator Newton when she said that this Report
will form the basis of much of the learning that may go on
at the University of the West Indies, in and outside of the
law faculty, on the question of constitutional law. I would
also like to commend it to any student of Government and
politics and of civil society.

The Report represents, in my view, a very
comprehensive examination of our 1966 Constitution and I
must say that I enjoy reading it tremendously. I am sure
that my readings of it are not over and I also have to say
that I especially admire the dissenting view. I do not share
all of them, but I admire the dissenting views as given by
Commissioners Melanie Newton and the former Attorney
General, Maurice King. The public discussion on the
review of the Constitution seems to have honed in on the
subject of republican status. Perhaps it should not surprise
us since a shift from the monarchical system of
Government represents, in my view, the highest
achievement of Independence and our Constitution is really
perhaps the single greatest emblem of our Independence.

However, I am indeed disappointed that many of the
commentators, political, academic and business
commentators, have failed to look at many of the other
issues which are raised by this Constitution Review
Commission and for no other reason than to support the
existence of the Senate, I am happy to say that I believe
that in this learned body we have taken the time to examine
some of the things other than republican status.

I am also heartened by the fact that a tremendous
amount of interest has been placed in the work of the
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Commission. I believe in the Report of the Commission it
is stated that over 8 000 copies of the booklet were
distributed. I am also informed that numerous copies of the
Constitution were distributed, perhaps more copies than
were distributed in all the years since Independence.

Sir, on this point, I would like to reiterate the call for
a greater dissemination of information on these issues. It is
my view that in the same way that we spend numerous
sums of taxpayers’ dollars distributing all kinds of things, I
would really be pleased to know that a copy of this Report
could perhaps even be sent to every home in Barbados. I
would like to feel that every student in every aspect of our
educational system should have this Report in front of them
in some form. Perhaps we need to put in a few cartoon
characters and whittle it down for the people in our primary
schools but I believe that the content of this document is
going to be invaluable to all of our students when it comes
to understanding fundamental principles of governance and
those things that we hold dear.

I am sure that everyone would join with me in saying
that this Report should even find its way on the Internet,
not just for our own domestic purposes but for the purposes
of other people who might have an interest in it.

I must also compliment my learned colleagues in the
Senate who were involved in some way, perhaps one step
removed in the case of Senator Newton, in the working of
the Committee and I feel we must commend Senator
Reverend Rock and Sir John Stanley Goddard for the work
on the Commission.

This review took place at a time when in our history
we were perhaps more mature politically than at any other
time previously. It is that political maturity which allows us
in this millennium to examine the issues which were raised
by the Constitution Review Commission, the issues which
were raised at the meeting in the sobering light of self-
governance.

We have been governing ourselves as an
independent country for over 30 years. The historians say
that we have been governing ourselves for far longer than
that. I believe one of my learned colleagues made reference
to this being perhaps the clarion call for the American
Independence. Be that as it may, it is only when we start to
examine our institutions, whether those institutions be
physical institutions or whether it be an abstract institution
like a Constitution, it is only when we examine these things
that we begin to come to some good assessment of our
worth as a society and as a people.

I tried in preparation for this discussion today to find
a useful definition of Constitution and I have to say that in
one our foremost legal dictionaries, it is a six volume work
called Strouds Judicial Dictionary, the word “Constitution”

does not appear. I found that most surprising. Perhaps they
felt it necessary to stay away from trying to define a
document that is so slippery.

Therefore, I will not attempt to go where angels fear
to tread. I will say that the best definition of Constitution is
that we have used it as our guiding light since
Independence.

2.45 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000,

SENATOR Mr. D. D. MARSHALL: There are a
number of issues that I would wish to pay some personal
attention to. I would like to begin looking at three things
which, in my view, are inextricably intertwined. The issue
of the repatriation of our Constitution, the issue of the Head
of State and the issue of the Caribbean Court of Appeal. As
I said, these three things are, in my view, inextricably
intertwined because they represent the highest measure in
determining our Independence. They cannot be viewed
separately.

We have been independent for 30 years and had
some kind of self-governance for many years before that.
We have full control over our internal and international
affairs. We proclaim ourselves fit and proper persons to
govern this country of ours. Yet, we seem reluctant, Mr.
President to shake off fetters to self-governance. It
certainly boggles my mind how in today’s world
Barbadians feel that they have the right to reach the
pinnacle of achievement, we have dared, and I do mean
that word, to seek the Presidency of the United Nations, we
have dared to seek to head the World Health Organisation,
many people in our House of Assembly have served at the
highest level in international bodies, many Barbadians
served quietly at the highest level of international bodies,
but somehow when it comes to addressing issues which go
to the very core of “Barbadianism,” such as whether or not
a Barbadian should be the Head of State, we exhibit a
frightening form of timidity.

Let me deal, firstly, with the question of repatriation
of the Constitution. I promised not to get into too many
legalities. As for what this subject, repatriation of a
Constitution is, it is simply the concept that our
Constitution should derive from something within
Barbados. It should not derive its authority from outside of
Barbados.

1. If a person were to look briefly at the Barbados
Independence Order it begins with these words
and I find these words, most telling. “ At the
court at Buckingham Place, the 22nd day of
November 1966, present, the Queen’s Most
Excellent Majesty Council. Her Majesty, by
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virtue and in exercise of powers vested in her by
section 5 of the Barbados Independence Act
1966 (a) and of all other powers enabling Her in
that behalf, is pleased and with the advice of Her
Privy Council, to Order, and it is hereby
ordered, as follows:” - our Independence.

It is argued, of course, that freedom once conferred
cannot be taken away. The view, certainly has been
expressed, since achieving Independence and juridical
connection between Barbados and the U.K was broken
forever, that we were no longer subordinate to the United
Kingdom’s authority. I believe that the constitutional
lawyers do find themselves in somewhat of a quandary
because of the fact, what we called the limited ability of
Parliament. If we agree that a Parliament cannot limit itself,
it stands to reason also that a U.K. Parliament cannot limit
itself. Of course, those are just legal aspects of the issue.

For me, the question of patriation has to do with
defining my identity as a Barbadian, defining our place in
this world, developing our own value system and
strengthening the psyche which we all share as Barbadians.
It is a psyche that is strengthened as much by Obadele’s
coming third in the 100 metres as it is by taking hold of an
institution such as our Constitution and making it our own.
We must not fool ourselves that this is just some silly
Bajan issue.

My research leads me to believe, and it is quite clear,
that even in Canada, which had the benefit of a 1982
Constitution Order, by the Queen, this very debate is going
on even now and the Canadian authorities are receiving
daily expressions from citizens that their Constitution
should be Canadian and not in any way relying on U.K.
authority.

The issue of the Head of State must also be looked at
in tandem with the issue of repatriation. Again, I reiterate
that Barbadians have excelled in every field of endeavour
or, perhaps, almost every field of endeavour - Obadele is to
make the gold and we are sure he is going to do that in
Athens. Yet, we feel that the idea of having a Barbadian as
President we are not quite ready for.

I found the words of the learned Commissioners in
their Report to be very instructive. One page 42 of the
Report the Commissioners said this.

“The Queen of England, although much loved and
respected, it not a citizen of Barbados. Barbadians, with
very few exceptions, believe that our Head of State should
be a citizen of Barbados by birth or descent, who lives in
Barbados, has first allegiance to Barbados, and reflects the
values which Barbados holds as a nation.”

Mr. President, I can express it in no better way. Our
Head of State, I would like to think, would hold dear to her

or him my country above any other. I would like to think
also that our Head of State shares the very same values that
I do having been born and raised in the area of Charles
Rowe Bridge, St. George. I would like to believe that I
could as much identify with our Head of State as he or she
could identify with me.

We, therefore, cannot gloss over this issue of Head
of State and swallow up the minority views, very vocal
minority views, that we see appearing almost daily in the
Press. It surprises me, Mr. President, that there are
prominent Barbadians who by hard work and self-reliance
have done very well for themselves in this country. Yet,
they feel that our democracy will disappear if we became a
republic. They are positive that our very livelihoods would
evaporate if we were to become a republic. They have even
offered the view that tourists would no longer want to come
to Barbados if we became a republic.

I believe, Mr. President, that most Barbadians will
see the fallacies in those arguments and would recognise
that our value as a republic should be more based on a
sense of self than on a sense of external reliance on the
United Kingdom. It is also worthy to note that of the 53
countries in the Commonwealth, 31 of them are republics.
We are not charting any novel path when we go the route
of having a Barbadian Head of State in a Parliamentary
Republic.

While the question of the Caribbean Court of Appeal
is not canvassed in a very large way in the Commission’s
Report, like I said, we have to look at, in my view, at these
three things together. If we go the route of a republic, if we
have a Barbadian Head of State, if we repatriate our
Constitution, then it stands to reason that our highest Court
of Appeal must certainly be brought nearer to our hearts
and our homes than Her Majesty’s Privy Council.

In fact, in the merging environment, Her Majesty’s
Privy Council is not only an anachronism, it is also an
institution which continues to visit our concepts of law and
of justice with some tremendous violence on a regular
basis.

2.55 p.m.
Friday, October 13th, 2000

SENATOR D.D. MARSHALL: Our Senate, I
believe, has served Barbados well for many years and will
continue to do so with the sterling contributions of my
brothers and sisters in this Senate and beyond. I value
tremendously the commentaries of Independent Senators
and indeed the Opposition Senator on legislative issues. I
value their incisive comments on economic affairs from
time to time. I value their comments on matters of health
and on nursing, and we have to recognise that perhaps the
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greatest value in this body does not lie in our ability or
desire to change laws, it may not lie in our ability to tap a
peerless legislation on its knuckles, its importance perhaps
lies in the fact that we have an opportunity to speak
critically of those things which are important to us. We
cannot belittle the importance of the role which we have
been chosen to play.

I would like to say here that I am of the view that to
increase the qualification age to 25 would be a grave
mistake. We have been accused of alienating young people,
we have been accused of keeping young people out of our
political and administrative processes but yet still we tell
them at the age of 18 that they should get an ID card and
vote. If we are prepared to accept that at the age of 18 a
young man or woman has enough good sense and is
capable of discerning good from bad, proper from
improper, that they can vote in a general election, it seems
to me to be a contradiction in terms to say to them that they
however cannot serve in the Upper House except at the age
of 25.

Sir, a few brief words on the judiciary and
magistracy. Barbados has been held high across the world
as a country which follows the rule of law and it is only
where you have a strong and independent judiciary that the
rule of law will prevail. Our courts are relied on daily to
settle disputes between people and organisations. They are
often called upon to check abuses of power in whatever
form they may appear. I do not mean just Governmental
abuse, I mean administrative, and we therefore need to
eliminate anything which could impact on the
independence of our judges.

I am aware that the Constitutional Amendments in
1974 which gave the Governor-General the appointment of
judges on the recommendation of the Prime Minister,
received very heavy criticism. Governments have changed
since then with smaller and larger majorities but yet still,
despite the criticisms attended with this move in 1974, we
have not seen it fit to do anything about it.

It is without doubt that our judges have served us
well. T am not personally aware, as a lawyer or as a citizen,
of any challenges or any allegation that our judges have
been biassed, that our judges have followed any particular
political path. In fact, I sincerely believe that our judges
have too much integrity for that. However, the fact that
things may have gone well in the last 26 years, does not
mean, in my view, that we should sit back and hope that
things will continue to go well. I would like to commend
the recommendation of the Constitution Review
Commission on the question of the appointment of the
Chief Justice and of the other judges to this Honourable
House for support when the time comes.

I would also like to urge that the recommendations
in relation to the magistracy be taken into very serious
account. The work of a magistrate is increasing. They are
being called on to do many more complex matters. The
new Magistrate Court Act increases their jurisdiction limit
from what is now 2 500 to 10 000 and it is a shame really
that these judicial officers are not, in fact, treated as judicial
officers. Our courts are crowded and I would like to
suggest that we make more use of the magistrates in
dealing with many other kinds of issues which now come
before the courts and we will need to ensure that our
magistracy is protected in terms of its independence as our
judiciary is.

I have not been following my time, Mr. Deputy
President, so I really have no idea of whether I am
exceeding my limit or not.

Mr. DEPUTY PRESIDENT: You have eight more
minutes.

SENATOR D.D. MARSHALL: Thank you very
much.

Mr. President, we seem to have a view that a
Constitution is suppose to deliver a lot of goods. Not
necessarily goods in the material sense but the question has
been asked in this Senate by the Honourable Opposition
Senator, Senator Mascoll, whether or not this new
Constitution will deliver to us a new Barbados.

Sir, let me say at the beginning that Barbados may
have some imperfections but I was not aware that we
needed to have a new Barbados. In fact, I love dearly the
one that we have and there are many things that I would
hate to see changed but that particular attitude is
symptomatic of the way in which we approach many
things. Something is to deliver something for us, we rely
on a person to deliver, we rely on the United Kingdom to
protect, we seem to be spending so much time placing
reliance on people rather than ourselves.

Mr. Deputy President, I would suggest that the only
person or persons who can deliver a new Barbados to us is
ourselves. We cannot rely on any revamped Constitution,
we cannot rely on any old Constitution, we have to rely on
ourselves. We have one Constitution, we have over 300
different legislative instruments in the laws of Barbados,
countless others that are not contained in those volumes
and many, many hundreds of laws which have been
repealed.

I would want to argue that looking to the law,
looking to the Constitution, looking to the instrument will
take us so far and no further. We have to look to ourselves
and ask ourselves how we in our daily lives are supporting
our democracy, how we by the things we do are providing
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an environment that is safe for people to live, an
environment that is conducive to good worker practices. I
do not think we need to put those kinds of things in the
Constitution at all.

I am reminded of a song, and again it must be clear
to you, my fellow Senators that my memory is really poor,
which began, “If I can help somebody..” I do not
remember the middle part but I remember the end. “Then
my living shall not be in vain.” That particular writer is not
say, “If somebody could help me, then my living will not
be in vain.” He is saying, “If I can help somebody, then my
living will not be in vain.”

We have an obligation, it is the solemn obligation
placed on every citizen of Barbados to safeguard our
freedoms, to safeguard our livelihood and to rely on
ourselves to do as well in the future as we have done in the
past.

3.05 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR D. D. MARSHALL: The Constitution
will serve as a bulwark for democracy but it is not going to
guarantee democracy. The Constitution is our supreme law
but it will not ensure by itself that our citizens will follow
the law. Our Constitution sets out a framework for order in
our domestic affairs but it does not guarantee that we
would live our lives orderly.

The Constitution is there to reflect the values that we
hold dear, it is there as a beacon and it is there as a guiding
light. At the end of the day, our Constitution, whether we
change it or not, will not deliver for us a new Barbados.
That power comes from no none other than the collective
will of the citizens of these shores.

With that comment, Mr. President, I would like
again to laud the work of the Commissioners and I look
forward to continued public debate on the Report of the
Commission.

SENATOR LeR. H. McCLEAN: Mr. Deputy
President, permit me to take this opportunity to express my
sincere appreciation to the many persons who have in one
way or the other conveyed their best wishes to me on my
appointment to this August Chamber and also to you, Sir,
and the fellow Senators who have endeavoured to make my
sojourn comfortable in this new environment.

Sir, it is indeed an honour to be part of this historic
debate, to speak to the matter of the proposed amendments
to our Constitution. This country has pride of place in
being one of the oldest parliamentary systems in this
hemisphere. We can proudly boast of a parliamentary

system of governance that extends over a period of almost
four centuries. However, we are mindful of the fact that
over that period, our system of governance has continued to
evolve. Indeed, it is only since the advent of universal adult
suffrage that we can truly say that our governmental system
has taken into account the interest, concerns and rights of
all of our citizens. Prior to that, you are aware that those
interests and rights were reserved for a few and indeed a
very small minority of the population of this country.

In 1966 we took the bold initiative to sever our
political umbilical cord from Great Britain. However, we
failed to move out of the family house because the supreme
instrument by which we administer our affairs still remains
in London.

The framers of our Independence Constitution
operated in an environment that held many constraints for
them. They were faced with political opposition from the
Barbados Labour Party, they had to deal with the element
of distrust and concerns from amongst the citizens of
European extract and they had to deal with the uncertainty
of a people who were venturing into unchartered waters.

Sir, I must refer to the point made by Senator
Collymore when he alluded to the fact that the framers of
our Independence Constitution had to make some
compromises and they had to compromise on several
issues. As a result, the Barbados Independence Order of
1966 wherein lay the provisions which give effect to our
Constitution still resides in London.

In this regard, I think that when we speak of a
Constitution, I need to make mention of what I consider to
be an excellent definition of a Constitution by our former
Prime Minister Erskine Sandiford in his latest publication
“Politics and Society in Barbados” on page 60. He
mentions that:

“A Constitution is the essential pre-eminent, organic
law that sets out the nature, principles, purposes and
arrangements for creating and operating the system of
government in a country”.

It is that organic character of our Constitution that
makes it a living document and not one that is cast in stone
but is subject to change as the need arises and because of
that organic character, we must, from time to time, re-
examine our Constitution. However, such re-examination
should not be whimsical.

Before embarking on any steps to change our
Constitution, we must first ask ourselves some pertinent
questions. For example, what is wrong with this system of
governance that it requires a change? This question is not
only the concern of myself and others who may be in this
Chamber, but this question also came up when we in the
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Democratic Labour Party had consultations with some of
the fifth and sixth form students of this country. One asked
the question pointedly, what is wrong with the system now
that the Government needs to change the Constitution? We
cannot dismiss these questions. What we must do is to
provide the answers which can satisfy persons and allay
any concerns or fears that they may have.

How do we proceed to make the necessary change?
Most importantly, Sir, to what extent would such change
result in the improvement of the system of governance and
the advancement of the people of this country?

I hope, Sir, that when persons are taken up with the
idea of changing a Constitution, it is not merely that they
can write their name on history’s page but that they are
more concerned with what is in the interest of the society
as a whole. Sir, it is quite interesting and quite a
coincidence that we have an interesting parallel here
because the same persons who were critical and very vocal
with respect to the debate on the Independence Constitution
are very often now the ones who are most vocal with
respect to the debate on changing to a Republican
Constitution. I am in no way reflecting on the character of
any of the Commissioners who were simply carrying out a
function which, in my view, is laudable because we need,
as I said, from time to time, to review the Constitution, but
we must be certain as to why we are making the changes.

In this regard, Sir, when we speak of the advantages
or the advancement of the people which could be brought
about by any change of the Constitution, I must refer to
some comments made by the Honourable Senator Murray
when he spoke and in response to my colleague Senator
Mascoll. He made the point that - and in his words - it is
demeaning to reduce this debate to what material benefits
Barbadians would get.

Mr. President, there is nothing esoteric about a
Constitution. A Constitution is not intended to be a play-
thing for lawyers and politicians.

3.15 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000.

SENATOR LEROY H. McCLEAN: Whereas
Senator Laurie made the point that as a farmer he is not too
concerned about Constitutions and that is a thing for
lawyers, I beg to differ. The Constitution as the preeminent
law of the land must be of concern to all of us as citizens
and must be framed and fashioned in such a manner that
every citizen can understand what it is and what it stands
for, and what is in it for them. If the Constitution is all
about the people, and if we are going to make these
grandiose statements that the Constitution is about the
people, how then can we imply that material benefits of the

people should not form part of our Constitutional
arrangements. There must be provisions there which tell
people clearly what is in this system for me.

Sir, I would like to suggest that the point made by
Honourable Senator Murray is quite unfortunate because I
do not see how it could be demeaning to suggest that the
people should benefit in some way from the provisions of
the Constitution. That is what the Constitution is for. It is to
offer protection, guidelines for governance, and to establish
the relationship between those who govern and those who
are governed.

Therefore, a Constitution must speak to the needs
and the aspirations of those who are governed, and we must
forget about this idea that it is some special abstract
document that only certain people can understand and have
access to.

The Honourable Senator also made reference to the
1974 Amendments of the Constitution by the then
Democratic Labour Party Government. It is interesting to
note, Sir, that the 1974 Amendments were the major plank
in the 1976 election campaign of the Barbados Labour
Party. It is now 26 years hence and to this day not one of
those amendments made in 1974 has been changed. The
same amendments that were so iniquitous in 1974 are still
on our Statute Book. In fact, I heard Senator Murray and
Senator Williams speak to the point of reducing the powers
of the Prime Minister and they strongly opposed any
attempt to reduce the powers of the Prime Minister. Those
are the very powers that were conferred on the Prime
Minister through the 1974 amendments. I do not
understand the contradiction. On the one hand you are
saying that these 1974 amendments were so bad and on the
other hand you are saying that the benefits derived from the
1974 amendments should not be tampered with.

Mr. Deputy President, persons at least must be
consistent in their arguments. If they are not, they will
continue to confuse the people of this country. This is why
this debate and the whole issue of the amendments to the
Constitution seem to be bringing out inconsistencies among
the people themselves. Almost every citizen that you speak
to in Barbados will tell you they believe that a Barbadian
should be Head of State. Yet, when they are asked the
question pointedly as was done yesterday on one of our
radio stations, forty of them said “no” and twenty said
“yes”. I assure you that I believe very few politicians, if
any, had any input in that. I assure you, Sir, contrary to
what I may be hearing, I had no part in it. I assure you of
that. I felt it was important to hear what the people truly
felt.

Mr. Deputy President, sixteen years rule of the
Barbados Labour Party should have done something about
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the 1974 amendments if they genuinely felt that there was
something wrong with it.

Mr. Deputy President, I must admit that I am not
particularly moved by the arguments for or against
Barbados becoming a Republic. Where that is concerned, I
will be guided by the will of the people of this country. I
must say, however, that I do not believe that the present
system causes this great psychological damage for our
people that some of our people are implying. I do not recall
the last day that I woke up a morning and I said, “Boy, I
think that things are going to be hard today because the
Queen is the Head of State of Barbados.” I am sure that
almost every other Barbadian is in a similar position
regardless of what our status may be, be it high or low.
None of us attribute our status to the fact that the Queen is
Head of State of Barbados.

The average Barbadian is not very concerned and
pays little or no attention to the fact that the Queen is the
Head of State. As a matter of fact, as was said before, most
Barbadians accept or believe that the Governor General is
the Head of State of Barbados. Therefore, any change in
this regard would be purely cosmetic.

I must take the opportunity, Sir, to attempt to correct
a misconception which was raised this morning by the
Honourable Senator Laurie when he made reference to the
point made by Senator Mascoll about the minority
becoming Head of State. I think that Senator Mascoll spent
quite a bit of time explaining his point. The point that he
was making was that those persons who have been making
certain comments about the Queen as Head of State and he
also made reference to Pan Africanists that should a
minority become Head of State, there still would continue
to be dissatisfied. It was not at all the point that he was
making. Senator Mascoll was not in any way suggesting
that a minority should not become Head of State. He was
making the point that if that happens the people who are,
for example, I heard one person in a very despairing way
refer to Her Majesty and being ruled by this white woman
in England. Would you believe, Sir, that a person who
would make such a comment would be comfortable if a
minority became Head of State in Barbados? I think that
was the point that Senator Mascoll was making.

As I said before, Sir, I am concerned with the fact
that our Constitution continues to be a mere Schedule to an
Order In Council of the Parliament of Great Britain. I
believe, Sir, that is a matter which needs to be rectified as
quickly as possible. I would, therefore, agree to any
recommendation that the Constitution of this country
become an Act of the Parliament of this country and not a
Schedule to an Act in somebody else’s Parliament what is
commonly being referred to as repatriation or patriation,
whichever term may be correct to use at this time.

I am also concerned too, Sir, that the youth of this
country want to see meaningful change. They do not want
to see change merely for the sake of changing. They are not
merely concerned with symbolism. In this regard, some of
us went into the schools to speak to young people and some
very interesting points came out. Young people asked some
very searching questions.

3.25 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR LEROY H. McCLEAN: For example,
what advantages would there be if Barbados becomes a
republic and will the country be run any differently? Why
is the Leader of the Opposition here and not the Prime
Minister? The young people wanted to know why was it
that the Opposition was taking the initiative to come to
them to find out how they felt about any proposed changes
to their our Constitution and not the Government. Instead
what we see is that Government, after the fact, is now
seeking to enter consultation to talk to people and to get
their views in what appears to be a fait accompli. After you
have made up your mind and decided exactly what you are
going to do, you then decide, let me go and talk to the
people.

Worse of all, let me ask them a ridiculous question,
which, the best analogy that I can find for the question
which is being asked of the people of this country is like
asking a diabetic person, do you want food? Without
paying any regard to the fact that that person’s ailment
would require special types of food. We are going to ask
people, do you think the Head of State of Barbados should
be a Barbadian?

What are the details, what else is involved? As we
have heard from several speakers before we need to put
questions to the people which could bring out their true
feeling on how they believe this country should be
administered in the future. It is not good enough to simply
ask people questions which should have obvious answers
and which in no way would reflect their true positions.

Young people of this country, Sir, are asking what
are the advantages, as I have said, to change. They are
asking, would the Governor-General be chosen by the
people in the same way as the Prime Minister is chosen?
Many believe that they need to have a say as to who would
be the head of the state of this country. They believe that to
simply move from a person who is not a citizen of
Barbados to a person who is a citizen of Barbados as a
Head of State but doing nothing about changing the system
by which that person is chosen or determined, makes no
difference and it makes no sense to them. As I said before,
the question arose, what is wrong with the system? That, I
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think, is not for me to answer but for the persons who are
proposing the changes.

They have also asked, when the Constitution
changes, how will that affect the rights that we have now?
On this matter of rights, Mr. President, it was also
suggested by an earlier speaker that people expect the
Constitution to deliver too many things. The amendments
to this Constitution can only be meaningful if they are
aimed at the fulfillment of that section of the Preamble to
our Constitution which makes specific reference to the
distribution of the resources of this country. That section
which says that:

“Now therefore the people resolve that operation of
the economic system shall promote the general welfare of
the equitable distribution of the material resources of the
community by the human condition under which all men
should labour and their undeviating recognition of ability,
integrity and merit.”

Sir, the fathers of our Independence saw that the
material benefits of the people of this country were
important enough to be included in the Preamble of the
Constitution. Therefore, how could we now suggest that the
Constitution is not to deliver certain things for the people.
While I am on this matter of the Preamble to the
Constitution, I must agree wholeheartedly with the
sentiments expressed by both Senator Williams and a few
other Senators, with respect to the point made about the
inclusion of the supremacy of God in the Preamble to our
Constitution. I am very happy that the Commission has
resisted any attempts by persons who would want to
remove the mention of the supremacy of God from the
Preamble to our Constitution.

This country, Sir, has been built on a strong faith in
God. As has been said in our scriptures, the two great
commandments, love for God and love for your neighbour.
I would also like to say, Sir, a devotion and a love for
family. Love for God, love for your neighbour and love for
your family should be the three strong pillars on which any
society should be built. Therefore, I must agree with the
Commission when they rejected any attempt to remove
reference to God.

I saw where it was said that it could be offensive to
non-Christians. Mr. President, it is not only Christians who
worship God. I do not see how you can say that reference
to God is offensive to non-Christians. What about
Muslims, what about Jews, they also worship the same one
God regardless of what name. Therefore, there is no
offence to those religions. I strongly support that position,
Sir.

Mr. President, back to the matter of the rights of the
people. Again, the Commission has made the point that a

Bill of Rights must be put forward in a manner that is clear
that the average Barbadians can clearly understand. I
strongly support that position. I believe, Sir, that not only
should there be a Bill of Rights which simply spells out the
rights and freedoms of people, but I believe there must be a
clear indication as to what are the responsibilities of every
citizen. All citizens from the time they can read in primary
school should have access to a document which clearly
spells out for them what are the rights, freedoms and
responsibilities of every citizen of this country. It must not
be just hidden away in some document shrouded in legal
jargon that you need to go to the University to study in
order that you can understand it. It must be there that we
can all see and understand.

The British Parliament has just passed a Bill of
Rights which is in acceptance of the European Bill of
Rights. There 50 rights which underpin European life.

Mr. DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The Honourable
Member has two more minutes.

3.35 p.m.

SENATOR Mr. L.H. McCLEAN: Of those 50 rights,
15 of them deal with economic rights. So a Bill of Rights,
now, Sir, in a Barbadian context must speak to the
economic advancement of the people of this country and to
the enfranchisement of the people of this country. We can
no longer continue in a system which disadvantages the
majority of the people of this country. Instead, we must
advance to a system which uplifts every Barbadian and
gives every Barbadian an equal chance to own a piece of
this rock.

I thank you.

SENATOR Miss J.C. ODLE: Mr. President, one of
things that I always find challenging is what we called the
tail-end batsmen, or batswomen, as the case may be. In a
debate such as this, where we are working strictly from a
document by and large that we are seeking to take to the
public for discussion, that is, the Report of the Constitution
Review Commission, much of the material has already
been discussed and I think it is important that each one of
us take the opportunity to put our particular spin on it.

Sir, 1, like the rest, would like to laud the work of
this Commission. I am sure that it would have taken a
tremendous amout of time, effort, discipline and skill in
order to collect the information from across the landscape
of Barbados and from Barbadians abroad to compile this
very worthwhile document. So, I commend those who are
here seated and those who are not with us today.

Sir, I find that this is also an opportunity that
humbles me tremendously. Like other Senators,
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particularly Senator Brome, an occasion such as this comes
but once in a lifetime for most persons. It is, certainly, not
about writing your name on history’s page that we are
engaged in this discussion today, but I think that it is about
the rationale behind it. For me, it is particularly moving and
humbling because I could never have imagined that I
would have been instrumental in helping to develop by way
of discussion and input a policy that would govern a nation
and which would be a guiding light for many years to
come. I think that is no small chore and no small task. I
thank God that today I am able, Sir, to be one of those who
is involved in the process.

It is also important because amongst the
recommendations is a proposal to look at shifting from one
system of Government to another. This discussion today is
also a tremendous opportunity because it is being televised
and it is the second day of the first time for the Senate of
Barbados. Most people did not know what we did here,
where we are positioned and even if they could come and
listen to the debates. I think that it is important that they
recognise what goes on here and this debate being televised
is an ample opportunity to do so. I hope, Sir, that even at
this hour as the young children are returning from school,
that they turn on the television to Channel 8 and listen to
some of this debate.

It is also an opportunity, Sir, this Report of the
Constitution Review Commission, for Barbadians to, once
and for all, have an opportunity to hear what is contained in
a document that governs this country. I think that it is
something that most Barbadians, if I can be so bold as to
say, perhaps, never even thought about what was contained
in a document by which we live every day. In the United
States of America, they speak every day about their
Constitution. I do not think that in Barbados that we often
reference it at all in any of our daily lives.

One of the things I would want to look at is the
question of the repatriation of the Constitution. Senator
Marshall did a tremendous job in putting it in very
excellent lay man’s terms. As I said, as a tail-end batsman,
I still want to put my spin on it.

Technically, there has been no interference from the
monarchy, from the Queen, in the affairs of Barbados’
management to date. In theory, Sir, I think that it is
important to recognise that because our Independence Act
was brought about by an Act of Parliament in Great
Britain, any time they so chose they could repeal that Act.
It is highly unlikely, but if it is, indeed, written down, one
day, God forbid, if we do not do something about it by
virtue of amending our Constitution and utilising a
different methodology and repatriating it, they could one
day take away our freedom. Maybe, hypothetically, but
technically, Sir, they could do away with some of our
freedoms.

I feel, Sir, there is no fear in this. One thing that I
must say and there is no disrespect meant when I say this,
because in order to come and take up office in this
Honourable Chamber we must swear an allegiance, Sir.

I recall very well the first opportunity - and I was
given a second opportunity - to swear at Government
House in order to enter this Senate. When I had to swear
allegiance to Queen Elizabeth the Second, her heirs and
successors so help me God, I did not have any difficulty
with that part, because he guides all and every undertaking
that I have made in my life and I thank God today for the
tremendous measure of success and I give all credit where
it is due. The allegiance part, Sir, to the Queen and the
successors really resounded somewhat hollowly within my
psyche and I look forward to the day when we swear that
allegiance to somebody who is a national of this country,
who was born here.

I also want to suggest, Sir, that those who fear the
change that may come about once a referendum is
complete - I gather from my reading that a referendum is
not totally binding depending on what type of referendum
is structured and I will leave that to the lawyers to deal with
that - there is no need to fear this change. Indeed, those
who brought us to this stage so far, and I speak of the Right
Excellent Errol Barrow as he took Barbados into the
Independence, and I speak of th Right Excellent Grantley
Herbert Adams who thought about bringing about change,
neither one of those gentlemen was happy with the status
quo as it was and they pressed on and brought about
meaningful change. Over the following years, Sir,
continuous change has taken place for the better in this
country. Sir, this debate to amend the Constitution by way
of reviewing the proposals in the Report, Sir, is just another
initiative toward our further development.

There are those who ask the question why change.
Mr. Deputy President, this document is so comprehensive
that it would mean those who still need to ask that question
are not taking the opportunity of the documents that have
been prepared extensively for them. Even, Sir, a document
only dealing with the recommendations is available. For
those who may not have it I would like to highlight one or
two points. I am speaking under the item to deal with the
Head of State, page 42,

Paragraph 8.8.3.”In a republican system of
government, there is a more democratic basis for selecting
a Head of State, whether or not directly selected by the
people.” Paragraph 8.8.4 “the Head of State should be the
focal point of national unity and patriotism.” I do not think
that I need to explain that further. To me it is self
explanatory. Paragraph 8.8.5 “despite being an independent
nation, we continue to swear allegiance to the Crown, and
the people’s lands are described as ‘Crown lands’.”
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Mr. Deputy President, this is symbolic of a past era
and hardly represents the reality of Barbados today.
Senator Brome spoke about the preference for the leasing
of lands that may well have some merit, but I would not
want Barbadians, by and large, to imagine that a large
percentage of Barbadians do not own a piece of this island.
One of the things that this Barbados Labour Party
Administration and other Administrations of the Barbados
Labour Party, concentrated on was ensuring that
Barbadians had equal opportunity to own lands and to own,
particularly, by way of the Tenantries Freehold Purchase
Act.

3.45 p.m.
Friday, October 13th, 2000

SENATOR MISS J. C. ODLE: Sir, I am not going to
take time and dwell on that today but over the years
Barbadians have had opportunity in greater measure to
acquire and to own lands. One thing I will say that those
who own land, and Senator Broome spoke to this too, and
the Minutes will reflect a correction if necessary, about
selling out our lands for a pittance and for a short term
gain. Well, Sir, if you did not have it or if you did not own
it, how are you going to sell it and I too support that
proposal. I do not believe that any lands that I might have
and I have a postage stamp that belongs to me, I am not
parting with it. I recommend that those who have lands to
hold on to them because if you sell them, you have
yourselves to blame further down the line.

Mr. President, I would want to look at the
fundamental principles and responsibilities and with
particular emphasis on the responsibilities of persons in
this country. Sir, there are very many areas which many
citizens of this country fail to uphold. We have a National
Anthem and we have a National Pledge. I wonder when
last Barbadians who mouth the Pledge or Anthem really
thought about what it is we were saying. For example, in
the National Pledge and I will just read for you which says,

“And by my living to do credit to my Nation
wherever I go.”

Sir, that ‘wherever’ should not be interpreted as
overseas, it also means that right here in Barbados
wherever we go, we must by our living, do credit. That
means how you treat your neighbour, how you treat your
neighbour’s dog, et cetera, whether or not it is a tourist,
whoever it may be, how we treat them as we go along the
highways and byways of this country.

Our National Anthem holds us to be strict guardians
of our heritage and firm craftsmen of our fate. Sir, today’s
exercise is part of that craftsmanship. It is part of that
program that says we are ready and we are able to go on to

the next stage of our development. It does not surprise me
because many persons spend so much time watching
television, which is all well and good for relaxation, but we
do not spend any time developing ourselves in reading all
manners of things.

Somebody sent me an e-mail recently and how it
took the Lord’s Prayer really caused me to rethink too - and
that is the basis for this - we wonder when last people
really read the Pledge because we mouth and mimic our
Lord’s Prayer, and are we conscious of what it is we are
really asking our Lord when we go through the Lord’s
Prayer? Similarly, are we conscious when we speak to our
National Anthem and to our National Pledge? Pride and
industry must be returned to our daily living. Our value
systems and our morals must also be reflective of all that is
good, all that is honest, all that is pure in heart, Sir, because
all of this that we are doing today means nothing at all if
we do not believe it within our psyche that how we conduct
our daily living is an example for others to emulate.

Mr. President, I would want to look now at the
participation in the economic, political and social life of
Barbados. That comes under the heading of Fundamental
Principles and Responsibilities, page 22 and continuing.

Mr. President, for over the last 20 years there has
been much effort with regard to gender equity. Indeed at
Paragraph 5.9.9 it is outlined here as one of our
responsibilities,

5.9.9 “participate in the economic, political and
social life of Barbados;”

I must take this opportunity to laud the Barbados
Labour Party Governments past and present, for bringing to
the fore, issues that are directly related to the improvement
of the lot of women as partners in Barbados’ development.

Sir, that is far more than the Democratic Labour
Party seems to have ever done, because recent history will
remind us that they are paying lip service. Now, I laud and
welcome the newest Senator to the Chamber, but in a
scenario where you have a choice of two seats and you
have a vacancy, how is it that the Democratic Labour Party
did not see it as equitable to make that balance right in their
representation in this Chamber? The question that the
Democratic Labour Party women should ask themselves of
their leader is, are they really concerned about us as part of
the development process, not only in our party but also in
the landscape of Barbados. Sir, their posturing is as phony
and ridiculous as a black bird with peacock feathers stuck
on, and, Sir, you keep birds so you know how that will
look. One thing clear is that the Senator spoke of
consistency. One thing that they are consistent in is to
continue to keep the women who labour in that
organisation on the back burners. Ladies are you prepared
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for that? Sir, do you think the ladies could be satisfied with
that? I leave the question open to them.

Mr. DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I hope you are not
leaving it to me?

SENATOR Miss J. C. ODLE: To them, Sir.

We must recognise that there is a serious
misrepresentation of women at the elective level. That is
indisputable because as I speak today, Sir, I am in a
minority position in this Senate and the Other Place has a
smaller representation even than in this place. Technically,
there are no legal impediments to women’s participation, I
believe that is clear but we cannot dispute that there are
certain cultural and social norms that exist that preclude
women’s participation in greater numbers from the elective
political process.

Sir, I must ask the question and a reasonable one, I
think, how can politics and parliamentary practice possibly
continue to be defined and implemented with a
disproportionate number of men and women. I have the
answer there in my heart. Another question is, can politics
really meet the needs of society if women are not
sufficiently involved in defining and implementing it?
After all, Sir, we women represent at least 50 per cent of
the population of Barbados.

Asides.

SENATOR MISS J. C. ODLE: More than that, my
colleague here on the right says and another aside speaks to
merit, so I would want to suggest that there are many
women who are able. There are various methodologies for
redressing this imbalance and really can be studied and
should enter our discussions at a stage sooner rather than
later. I do not propose to give answers to the question today
but what I want to say is that the women of Barbados must
see ourselves, first and foremost as necessary and as able.
Yes, Sir, the merit factor will come into play here.

Sir, we believe that we are able to make that change,
because for centuries the women of this nation have
managed families, household budgets, shops in particular,
and many different things, so I would make the suggestion
that we are more than able. I just want us to recognise that
we must be willing, and I also want all women of Barbados
to think about that very carefully and seriously.

Sir, the Constitution speaks to tidying up a number
of issues including language and to be gender neutral and
that is quite a good and positive thing.

Sir, under Citizenship, the Constitution makes
provision for equal status for women with regard to
citizenship and immigration issues. There is one proposal

which has already been adopted and passed certainly
through this Chamber which gives the non national spouses
of Barbadian women equal treatment. I think that must
have passed fairly quietly. It was a long time in coming but
the point remains that this Barbados Labour Party
Administration brought it. I believe it was one of the few
remaining items that came out of the discussions that
would have taken place over 20 years ago when the
Consultation on the status of women was established and
also the Women’s Bureau. This was one of the last things
remaining to be implemented, and I think it was long past
due.

I would want also to spend a moment thinking and
making comment on the question of marriages of
convenience and sham marriages.

3.55 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR MISS J. C. ODLE: For a long time now,
as many as eight years, I believe, or maybe even longer,
people were saying to me all manner of things about
Barbadians who are marrying people for money. On that
note, Sir, any Barbadian who would engage in a spiritual
and religious bond with an individual by virtue of a
marriage ceremony is doing a grave disservice to
nationhood by trivialising and giving away citizenship, if it
is not based on the correct principles. This document
speaks in wider measure to it, but I would want to say that I
hope that the authority which has responsibility for
immigration would be so enhanced in its work that where
there is suspicion of a sham marriage, it could move in,
question and examine that marriage.

Many years ago, I remember seeing a movie called
“Green Card”. That was an exercise of a sham marriage. It
was a comedy, but it showed where the immigration
authorities could go in and ask all manner of questions of
the couple - separate not together - where it revealed that
they were engaged in a sham arrangement.

First of all, I think it is disrespect by the person who
is going to receive money for it. Secondly, we are talking
about doing it and giving away something as precious as
citizenship. Then to do that, I believe that is against the
biblical principles. Therefore, I hope the immigration
authority would be so strengthened on a sustained basis to
deal with any hint of that.

Of course, Barbadians have a very important role to
play in this regard. If we know of any person who is
illegally coming into Barbados and is hiding away long
enough so that they could make these marriage
arrangements, then it is up to us to report it. It is also our
responsibility to report when we know of instances where
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we would have seen all kinds of advertisements in
newspapers that are advertising for non-Barbadian talent
because it is said we do not possess such talent. Sir, what
rump and what rubbish.

I would recognise that there are not all areas of
experience that we may have, but I am really concerned
when 1 see, for example, by virtue of reading the
newspaper, an application for a work permit for a domestic
worker. I have already made the point that there are women
and men in Barbados who are more than able to take care
of any and every domestic chore, in any and every
household in Barbados.

What I will say is that I look forward to the day
when those who offer that type of service would see their
role as being vital. I will tell you now, my housekeeper is
vital to me because in order for me to do the services I do
in here and in my line of employment, I need that valuable
person taking care of my home. I want them to begin to see
it as a valuable contribution and not just as a menial task
with, of course, the attendant salary to support it. In the
same way that, for example, my job as a hairdresser is
important, Senator Brome’s job as an entrepreneur and
businessman dealing with food service is important, and
the nurses are important. Whatever label one gives, one
must expect proper remuneration for it, Sir.

Sir, under Citizenship at Paragraph 5.9.12:

“promote harmony and a spirit of unity among all
the

people of Barbados, transcending religiius, sectoral
or racial diversities, and abstain from practices derogatory
to the dignity of the human person.”

Mr. President, the practice of sexual harassment is
derogatory. Because there is not enough time to go into the
whole details about what is essential to harassment, how it
is identified and in large extent the measures, the cures and
the correction for that, I just want briefly to say that it has
the power to scar dignity, destroy self esteem and reduce
productivity of people and of a nation. In the long run, then
- and Senator Rickinson would bear me out on this - it has
the possibility to affect the health of the Nation.

Sir, none of these manifestations are desirable in a
developing Barbados. I say “developing”, because I do not
believe that we have reached the pinnacle. There is so
much potential that Barbados has and I have so much hope
and such passion for this “little rock” that sometimes I
wonder how we can contain it. There is no room for these
manifestations in a developing Barbados that is grappling
with greater issues of competitiveness and sustainability,
Sir.

We know that the World Order is so structured that
Barbados is not separated or isolated from many of the
changes that are taking place. We need every man and
woman in this country to feel a sense of self-worth, a sense
of value and, more importantly, have a sense of ability at
whatever they would wish to achieve in life.

Sadly, Sir, today, sexual harassment is not a crime.
According to the Statute Book, it is not a crime. I certainly
look forward to the legislation that has been promised
which will position sexual harassment as a distinct legal
wrong. It is important that individuals recognise they have
a role to play in the banishment of sexual harassment from
these shores. The trade union movement has its role to play
because we have the issue of sexual harassment in the
workplace. The private sector has its role to play because
across the length and breadth of countries where research
has been done on sexual harassment, it was found that even
police women suffer from sexual harassment. The point
must be made that women are more sexually harassed than
men. This happens also in the priesthood. There is not an
area of life where some element of harassment does not
take place.

Mr. President, I want to look now at Parliament and
needless to say, you know I will start with the Senate. Sir, I
am fully in support of the retention of the Senate. I do
agree with many of the recommendations put forward by
the Commission for its adjustment. I, like Senator Marshall
am not in favour, and I feel fairly strongly about it, of an
increase in the qualifying age to 25. I really cannot support
that element of the proposal.

Sir, at the age of 18 - and I have spoken to this in
this Senate before, never mind when I spoke to it before, let
me deal with it while I am dealing with it today - a person
can be held accountable in Barbados for anything and
everything. Senator Marshall and I believe Senator
McClean as well made the point, talked about age 18 as
being the age which gives one the right and ability to vote.

On the previous occasion when I spoke about it, I
was concerned about driving what I call a potentially
dangerous weapon, a motorcar. I know this very week,
there was a big discussion about how to improve your
driving skills and looking at issues to reduce the number of
fatalities on the road, because the number of fatalities on
our roads are too high. There is some reckless driving
going on out there. It is not predominately the 18 years old
who are responsible.

Sir, if at age 18 we are able to do all manner of
things, why not so too to sit in the Senate. We made the
point, and I agree to some extent, that age is a great
teacher, but I disagree that the input of the youth must be
trivialised. It is youthful and refreshing. I know many an
old person will tell you that you learn something new every
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day and that young people can teach you something. I am
not suggesting that I would want to see a Senate entirely
full of 18 years old. I am one who believes constantly in
that good and rich mix of age and of experience and
certainly of men and of women.

I wonder, Sir, if not allowing an 18 year old to sit in
the Senate if so chosen, because that is the process we use
at the moment, either on this side or as an Opposition or
independent Senator, is not some measure of discrimination

Mr. DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The Honourable
Member has one more minute to conclude her address.

SENATOR Miss J. C. ODLE: Sir, the Senate must
continue to be recognised as having that power of review.
While some feel that it is a trivial job, I disagree. I think we
are just lucky in Barbados today to have good and excellent
leadership which ensured that we did not have an overrule.

Sir, in speaking on the retention of the Senate, I want
to suggest that we should retain it and I want to thank Sir
Henry Forde and his able commissioners for a tremendous
job well done. I also want to urge every Barbadian to take
the opportunity to read the contents of the said document
and may it better enrich our lives.

I am indebted to you, Sir.

SUSPENSION OF SITTING

SENATOR THE HON. P. C. GODDARD: Mr.
Deputy President, I move that this Sitting be now
suspended for 15 minutes and reconvene at 4.25 p.m.

The question that the Sitting do now suspend until
4.25 p.m. today was put to the Senate and resolved in the
dffirmative  without division and Mr. DEPUTY
PRESIDENT suspended the Sitting accordingly.
4.05 p.m.

Wednesday, October 13, 2000.

RESUMPTION

Mr.
Bolden.

President, this Sitting is resumed. Senator

HIS HONOUR SENATOR C. L. BOLDEN: Thank
you, Mr. President. I find it extremely difficult to keep a
straight track of my contribution to this debate basically
since I have been placed so far in the batting order and so
many valuable points have been raised which in my
capacity as attorney-at-law I would like to analyze and
make certain suggestions.

First, I want to compliment the team who put
together these recommendations. I look at this document
itself at this point in time as a document for debate which
does not constitute the final document which will be
brought before Parliament on which we have to vote.
Therefore, this is a discussion document that I believe the
wider the discussion the better document will emerge in the
end.

First of all, I want to break a bit of tradition in that it
is not the general rule to criticize a maiden speech by a new
Member in Parliament, but Senator McClean has made
some statements which I believe in my own personal
capacity I have to refute. One of the statements that he
made was that there were serious objections from the
Barbados Labour Party to the constitutional document. He
said those same persons who were against the Constitution
debate are now instrumental in its review. I want to make
the Senate and the people of Barbados aware that those
statements are totally untrue.

Sir, I came back to Barbados in 1964. My first
exercise in politics was to become a member of the “Under
Forty”. At that time, the late Errol Barrow was involved in
discussion with the “Little Eight” Conference, the islands
of the Eastern Caribbean, with an attempt to form a new
Federation. That was broken off and he said we would
issue a White Paper and Barbados will go independent
alone. I was asked to joined a team of people including
persons who are in the Democratic Labour Party such as
Morris King and Philip Greaves. I can name the lot of them
who were members of the “Under Forty”. Our views at the
time were that Barbados should become independent - yes,
but it should become independent within a federation.
Nobody was against Barbados becoming independent. I
would like Senator McClean when he comes to this
Chamber and makes political statements to get his facts
right before he speaks. As long as I am in here, I am going
to pull him up on it.

Getting that out of the way, Sir, I want to deal now
with the document before the Chamber. There have been
several discussions about whether we should have a bi-
cameral system and whether we should dispose of the
Senate. Mr. President, I believe that there should be a
Senate but I firmly believe that the Senate must be allowed
to function in the system for the enhancement of the
society. For instance, the Senate can deal with Protocols
and the inter-Governmental relationships with other
countries. Having sat in the House of Assembly myself and
now in the Senate, I can say that there are many
international documents that come before the Chamber that
are never studied by MPs. They are really studied by
personnel in the Civil Service where a document is written
and it passes through the Parliament and comes to the
Senate and goes away. If you check today of the Members
in the House and the Members in the Senate, ask them what
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are in the Protocols dealing with CARICOM. I would say
less than 10 per cent can tell you because the work of the
Chamber in the day to day administration of Barbados
itself has increased to such an extent that Members do not
really have a chance to study the work there. Therefore,
these matters can start in the Senate and they can have time
to analyze them and then they can be dealt with. The
Senate has a very important role to play in the Assembly of
Barbados only if it is allowed to do that. It has to be the
will of the Government to do that.

Sir, I am going to break new ground here. Another
point is this. I have heard discussions across the Chamber
the last few days about beefing up the seats in the Senate.
Now if we look at the whole parliamentary structure and
when I came into Parliament, there were 24 seats in the
House of Assembly. Today, there are 28 seats in the House
of Assembly. There is discussion to add another two seats
to make it 30 seats in the House of Assembly, but the seats
in the Senate remain the same. If there is increased work of
representation in the House, why do they not increase the
number of seats in the Senate to accommodate the numbers
that are wanted?

Sir, I heard one Member speak about seven, seven,
seven. Senator Laurie, that is not looking at the entire
structure of Parliament because we must first understand
what is the position of the Senate, what are its legislative
powers and how those powers can be exercised vis-a-vis
the House and vice-versa. If you get to that, you would
know that 7,7,7 really cannot operate. I think that we need
to look at the Senate and give it a vital part to play in the
legislative structure of the country.

With that, Sir, I do not believe that we should get rid
of the Senate. What you are basically doing is getting rid of
your legislative experience. As one Senator has said, she
believes in a mixture of young and experienced persons.
That is what I think the Senate should represent, a mixture
of young people with new and invigorating ideas and a
mixture of the older heads who have experience to know
that some of these ideas, while they might be good
sounding, are unworkable in the society at the given time. I
believe that the increase in the number of seats in the
Senate might provide for the disparity between
Government and Opposition. I certainly believe that could
work and it would have a vitalizing effect on the whole
legislature.

I move now to the question of the Head of State.
Here again, I would like to throw out some numbers. If you
went down Broad Street this evening and asked a hundred
people how do we appoint the Governor-General, I believe
that less than two per cent would be able to tell you how.
Now people do not understand what happens in this and I
believe this is why we have so much confusion about why
do we want to have a Republic and why do we want to

have a President instead of a Governor-General. I believe
that it is us the politicians who are at fault.

Sir, I tried this morning to get from a Government
department the words that are used when we want to
appoint a Governor-General. Here again, I am going to
come back to this a little later. I was promised that I will
get back to you in a minute although that minute is ticking
up to now from about 10:30 this morning. They have not
arrived yet. We have been unfortunate in that we have had
five Governors-General since 1966. The hand of God has
removed four Governors-General. If it were so that the first
Governor-General was alive until now, he would still be in
office. That is why I say, if you went down Broad Street
and asked a hundred people in Broad Street how do you
appoint a Governor-General, practically none would be
able to tell you.

What the developers of this document are saying,
and what the proposal is that we have a Barbadian Head of
State who is appointed in Barbados and he serves a specific
time in office therefore giving other Barbadians the chance
to sit in that office. As it stands now, whenever you want a
Governor-General you go into some sophisticated language
that the Government of Barbados is pleased to recommend
to Her Majesty the Queen that we do appoint so and so to
be Governor-General. If the Queen and her advisers do not
like that, they come back with, “Would you please propose
another name?”. Another name goes up until those in the
United Kingdom accept the name you send up.

Therefore, the Government of Barbados can only
recommend somebody to be Governor-General. It has to
meet the approval of those in Britain before we appoint a
Governor-General. I see Senator Laurie twisting up his
face. He does not even know that is the truth. He does not
even know that is the way it is done. That is why I am on
firm footing when I say that 99 out of 100 people in
Barbados do not know how you appoint a Governor-
General. Life is living and we go on from stage to stage.

When Barbados became independent in 1966, as
Senator Collymore had said, if we had gone full blast there
would have been an outcry. All right, we have lived thirty
something years under that regime. We have to move to
another step. Now on that other step comes a new
Constitution; one that is promulgated in Barbados and
passed through the Parliament of Barbados by the people of
Barbados for the people of Barbados.

Sir, some Senators ask, what is in it for this person
and the next person? I also want to recommend to the
public of Barbados the Preamble. Now I heard a lot of
discussion on the Preamble and for my own good I went
back to the book “Words and Phrases” judicially defined
and this is what it says about a Preamble:
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“A Preamble to a statute is a preliminary
statement of the reasons which have made
the passage of the statute desirable.”

When we pass it through our House of Assembly, it
becomes a statute. Well, time has run so we need a new
Constitution and what I would like to say is this. Since we
are creating our own laws, this is also bound up in the
question of a Final Court of Appeal.

4.40 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

HIS HONOUR SENATOR C.L. BOLDEN: We
must be able to create laws to satisfy our own desires. I
would like to say that when the new Act comes to
Parliament with the new Constitution there should be a
clause which says the interpretation of this Constitution
shall have cognisance of the Preamble. If we did something
like that and we look at paragraphs 6 and 8 of the Preamble
of the Report of Constitution Review Commission, the
judges will be able in analysing or determining any clause
in the Constitution to look back at the Preamble to see what
was intended.

There are no framers of law, no draftsmen who can
envisage what will happen to us or how things will change
in the next 10 years from now. We must be in a position
that we can interpret this Constitution as the years go by to
the benefit of what we want because this Preamble would
be the outcome of all the discussions, all the papers, all the
testimonies that went before the persons who prepared this
document.

If one looks at paragraph 6 we are informed that the
sovereignty of the people and the nation of Barbados if
founded upon principles that acknowledge the dignity and
work of the human person, the fundamental rights and
freedoms of the individuals, the central role of the family in
a free society and the supremacy of God.

If we look at paragraph 8 of the Preamble of the
Report of Constitution Review Commission:

“Resolve that the social and economic life of the
Nation shall be so ordered as to promote the general
welfare by an equitable distribution of the Nation’s
resources, by humane and just conditions under which all
persons labour and by a proper regard for ability, integrity
and merit.”

Any time you claim to interpret any of the clauses in
the Constitution you will have to bear in mind what was
said in the Preamble and interpret that way.

In the United States, the President elects judges to
his benches who will foster his ideas and what he wants but
they still have to look up the Constitution. I do not see why
we cannot develop a sort of jurisprudence that looks at the
ambitions of the framers of our Constitution. It is not
political, it will not take away from anybody, it is just that
those who interpret the Constitution will bear cognisance to
what the Preamble says.

Mr. President, there are several other matters which I
would like to touch on. One of the things that bothers me
throughout the Constitution is the difference in ages of
retirement. I think that we need in general in Barbados to
decide specific ages for specific things but we need to
rationalise these ages. If you look at the judges, the
Supreme Court judges can go up to a certain age with an
extension to a certain age. The Court of Appeal judges go
to a certain age and the Magistrates must all retire at age
60.

I think we need to look at the rationalisation of aging
people. I do recall back in the 1970s when I was a Cabinet
Minister there was an actuarial report which said that by
year 2005 Barbados would not have enough working
people to maintain those on retirement and the then Prime
Minister Adams sent around documents to the civil
servants asking those who would like to retire early so as to
make room for others coming in. Now I am hearing the
opposite, that we should allow people to work until they
are 65.

I believe all of us in here will remember the problem
with the church. At one time the Supreme Court was
occupied with the dispute of one priest whom they say had
to go home at 60 years. He said no. Now I am hearing other
people saying, that 60 or 65 is too early for a priest to go
home. We have to settle what we want once and for all.

Here again, how are you going to settle these ages
when the NIS will tell you that you cannot get pension
before age 65 and when you retire at age 65 it takes them
six months before you get your first pension. This brings
me to what I said earlier.

I have heard talk about local government, that they
want back local government and some form of people
involvement, et cetera. I do not believe that we need local
government, I really do not believe in it. If you establish x
number of local governments, then there are administrative
expenses, you start chopping up the things that have to be
done and so many problems will arise. What I think the
Constitution has not addressed is the accountability of the
public service. We need a Committee, not only of
parliamentarians, because I fear that if you put all
parliamentarians on it they will be some fear in dealing
with the public service. I think you need a Committee made
up of Parliamentarians and other outside persons to deal
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with accountability in the civil service. I think that is what
is needed. It is not fair that the citizens outside must obey
the law and do what has to be done within a given time but
when you have to deal with the civil service you have to sit
down and wait time immemorial and there is nobody to put
a redress to this.

This is one of the biggest things that hurt me. You
apply to Town & Country Planning department to build a
little house in St. Philip. The law says that you should get
the decision in two months and after two months you can
ask that the Minister deals with it. How many people can
tell you that years go by and the people in the Town &
Country Planning department have pride in telling you that
your application has just come in there and that there are
things in there for four or five years that they have not
touched as yet. Whom do you complain to?

I can give you a better one than this. I note in the
document that it is recommended that Ministers must be
allowed to manage their department and that is something I
was calling for for years. How can you tell me I am
responsible for a Government department and I have no
control whatsoever over staff.

Let me give you a story. Back in the 1970s when we
were developing the polyclinics, the late Tomlin, the
architect, was working in the Ministry of Health with the
then Minister and he said, “Minister, if I must get these
through you have to work with me and approve these by
the end of tonight, we will work late into the night”. The
Minister turned to a civil servant and said, “Get me
something to eat and drink, I am working late”. She said,
“Not me, who are you talking to?” When it was reported to
Cabinet, the then Prime Minister said “Get a report and I
will send it to the Public Service Commission”. The
Cabinet Secretary said to the Prime Minister, “I want to tell
you that Ministers have no control over the staff”.

Mr. President, the public out there does not know
that all Ministers can do is write a note and if an answer
does not come back, there is absolutely nothing that the
Minister can do.

I have heard the public say that Ministers do this and
politicians do that but there is only one Minister of
Government that I know who knows where the
Government’s cheque book is kept and where
Government’s files are kept. There is no other Minister of
Government who I know that can tell you where to find a
file in a Government office. If you ask for a file, you have
to wait until it comes to you. If it does not come to you,
there is nothing you can do. You can report it to the
Permanent Secretary but if he does nothing, nothing can be
done. I am saying that the Constitution Review
Commission must look at how we can bring accountability
to the civil service.

I remember one Ministry of Finance in Parliament
said that if you are entitled to reimbursement of taxes and
you do not get it within a certain time, the Government
must pay a penalty. Ask how many times that has been
done. Let me go further. I go to court and win cases against
the Government, the court puts cost on the Government,
ask me when do I receive payment? I go to court and file a
case against the Government. By law, I cannot enter a
default judgement, ask me when the defence comes in.

4.50 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000,

His Honour SENATOR C.L. BOLDEN: Then the
public should understand, as the late Errol Barrow said,
they are an “army of occupation” - once they are in, you
cannot get them out. We are talking the new Constitution.
We must have these things straightened, it must be a two-
way street and the Government must be held responsible
like anybody else. The Constitution Review Commission
should take a careful look at that.

I do not see how we can move forward, when the
biggest employer, those who control the development of
the country, still carry a lackadaisical attitude regarding
what we do in the society. I say we must have an
accountability with penalties. If everybody pays penalties
then we must.

I see in the Report of the Constitution Review
Commission they talked about the Ombudsman, and you
must increase the office of Ombudsman. There, again, what
kind of ombudsman do we talk about? I must say that I
regret that with the lawyers who sat on the Constitution
Review Commission that they did not analyse the position
of Ombudsman. All over the world there are ombudsmen
but you get Ombudsman for specific jobs. Nearly every
university has an ombudsman, but he has a particular job. I
think that if you talk about an Ombudsman you must have
a specific Ombudsman for a specific job. There is no right
or reason to give any one man in Barbados that power that
he controls the entire Government of this country and the
people, no right whatsoever.

Let me tell something, I have said in here already,
how can you create a position of Ombudsman, hand it to a
senior civil servant to report on himself - because that is
what it is. Every Ombudsman we have had in this country
has been a senior civil servant who occupied the position of
not less than Permanent Secretary and if the Permanent
Secretary runs the department and does not run it
effectively there is something called a “Permanent
Secretaries Club.” Are you telling me that he is going to
retire and then condemn his own friends from the club that
he has just come from? He will not do that.
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I criticise the Report on that aspect. You must say
exactly what you mean by highlighting the office of the
Ombudsman, but if you have accountability in the civil
service you will not need an Ombudsman. Even the
Ombudsman goes in and gets nothing done and I have
examples of that. I had a case of a man who got a
judgement against the Government and they would not pay
him. We reported it to an Ombudsman and after about four
years he wrote me back and said that I have no case. Two
days before that I had a letter from the Attorney General’s
office telling me to send my claim.

When I talk about the Ombudsman, I speak from a
position where the facts are there to support me. I say this
now, I have asked the Ombudsman to meet me, face to face
over a live microphone, and he has refused. The public
must understand and know this. The public blames
Ministers of Government and Government for everything
that is not done. I heard Senator Trotman saying that we
must take some time with this. Let us tell the public the
truth, let us tell the public what is happening. Do not keep
blaming Ministers of Government for not doing things
when in truth and in fact they can only sit and wait until
papers are put on their desks.

When Senator McClean said that the children in the
school asked him what is going to happen, a Constitution
on the whole should improve what we do in Barbados to
the benefit of every one of us, not one sector or the other
sector. It should start by improving the status of every one
of us in the society.

I now come to The Judicature, Sir, chapter 11. I
came back to Barbados in 1964 and from the time I came
back to Barbados I have been asking that magistrates be
treated like judges. The present position is this. I walk the
streets and I hear people talk about you get in Parliament
and pass all these laws but yet still criminals out there
doing what they like. When they go before the magistrate
they get a slap on the wrist. When I talk to the magistrates,
I ask what is happening. Every magistrate will tell you “we
are in the firing line.” It means that - literally in the firing
line.

They have no security, no protection, they have
nothing that the judges have. You have a judiciary. Every
magistrate out there is still a normal civil servant. He can
be moved tomorrow back to the Attorney General’s office
where he goes back drafting. He has no security of tenure
as a judge. If we want to improve the situation, we have to
put a complete judiciary in place which involves the
magistracy and the judges. Give the magistrates the same
financial and other packages that are given to the judges
and then you will not have any squabble between what a
magistrate does and what the judge does.

Quite recently, I should not say this but I have to,
they have been trying to put together meetings between the
judges and the magistrates and I understand that they have
not been able to meet but once. I think that we need to look
at the whole thing and we need to get the new Constitution
in place.

I think that the young people out there should
understand that when we come with a new Constitution, it
is something developed in Barbados out of what is
happening in Barbados today. We must be able to develop
it in such a way that it lasts us for a long time because, as
usual, people do not like that you are tampering with the
Constitution. From the time people hear about amendment
to the Constitution, everybody feels that something is going
wrong.

Somebody asked me why do you want a republic?
You see what happened to the other republics? Until we
find a different name whereby we are our own bosses, so to
speak, we will have to move towards a republic. We must
tell the public that we will be a democratic republic.
Everything will continue except that we will appoint our
Head of State from among our own people and we will
limit the term which that person can enjoy the office of
President.

I support one other speaker here and I believe the
Head of State should be subject to two terms and it should
not be a question of option to renew. He should be
appointed for two terms. If we want to take it back from
seven years to five years, there could be two five-year
terms, for ten years. It gives sort of continuity.

I do not believe in the electoral system for the
Senate. It is a thing that brings us back to a situation where
every man jack has a section of the country to look after,
but if you have an elected Senate - I must say this. Having
sat in Parliament for 16 or 17 years, Parliamentarians, very
seldom, are able to speak as they would like to. They
always have to think about the vote next Election. There
are certain things that you would like to speak out against
when you are in Parliament. It might affect your good
constituents and therefore this is where the Senate comes in
because Senators should be free to speak on every topic
without having fear of favour because that is how we
improve a society. I do believe that if we take these things
into consideration we should go a long way.

Sir, the question of the Right of Recall. Again, in the
Minority Report you talk about a Right of Recall. A Right
of Recall is brought against a Member of Parliament whom
the public or his constituency feel that he is not doing well
enough. He cannot do any better if the civil service that
services him or if his Prime Minister who gives him the
money does not allow him to do it. So, you elect a person,
you give him certain responsibilities, he tries his best in
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there, you cannot see it because you cannot see what he is
doing, you want the Right of Recall. I think that we need to
analyse our society more, I think that we have to be more
open with the general public to let them know what is
happening in our society. Who controls what, how
Government works and I think questions like Right of
Recall will certainly not surface again.

I thank you Mr.
contribution.

President, and that is my

Asides.

SENATOR Miss C.Y. FORDE: Mr. President, I too
share the sentiments expressed by Senator Odle to be given
the privilege and the honour to be making my contribution
towards this very important debate at this the end of a
century, indeed, the dawning of a new millennium.

I want to touch briefly on some areas that would
have been registered by Senator McClean in order to justify
the reason why I think there must be changes to this
Constitution.

5.00 p.m.
Friday, October 13th, 2000

SENATOR MISS C. Y. FORDE: Indeed, when my
mother was a little girl, a slate was the most important
thing for them. When I became a student in the primary
school, a pencil and a book were the most important things
for me. Now, my grandchildren have technology. There is a
need for us to change.

Mr. President, there are serious breaches of the law
in many areas in Barbados. There are breaches in the
workplace, in households, people take advantages of other
people’s property and all kinds of strange things happen.
We know that Civics and many other subjects in the
classroom worked well for us preparing us for, I would say,
the Constitution of 1966.

Nowadays our young people are exposed to so many
other forms of media that they really are so inundated with
so many other things, they really do not have the time to
deal with Civics and the other things. We now have to
ensure that in school and within the homes that our children
get an opportunity to learn a bit more about how a country
is governed and what are the various components of pulling
together a Parliament, a Government, a Senate, whatever
the institution.

Mr. President, 15 years ago, I never thought that we
would have to have school attendance officers going into
the bus stand to pull out our children to get them into
school - never ever in our wildest dreams. I never thought

we would have to have the power to search amendment to
the Education Act in order for our children to be searched
when principals and members of staff recognise or are of
the opinion that these children are walking with weapons
and other devices that will create harm and bring the place
of work or the place of school into a danger zone. Those
are a few things that I would want to touch on to show why
there are to be changes within our society. As I go on, I
will be able to touch a number of other areas which I hope
will help to clarify some of the misunderstandings that in
the new Honourable Senator’s mind in order for him to
better come down to home ground to be able to understand
what is happening.

Sir, before I go further, I want to extend sincere
thanks and congratulations to, even though it is not my
duty, to CBC and the staff as well as the other media
houses for this wonderful, historic occasion where the
public of Barbados, the first time in its history, have had an
opportunity to see what the Senate Chamber is like and to
be able to listen to these extremely enlightening discussions
by people from all walks of life who comprise the Senate.

Mr. President, there are numerous things I would
like to make mention of but other Honourable Senators in
their wisdom and their rich talents have touched on them
therefore, I would like to divert to a couple of other areas. I
also want, before I lose the thought, to commend Sir Henry
Forde and his very brilliant team of Commissioners of
whom there are three here.

Aside.

SENATOR MISS C. Y. FORDE: Mr. President, they
are Honourable Senator Sir John Goddard, Senator
Reverend Rock and Senator Newton, whose daughter
comprised the membership of that Commission. I want also
to thank them for their commitment and dedication. Indeed,
yesterday Senator Murray was able to make mention of a
number of those areas and the number of times that those
various Commissions met to be able to get the thoughts,
feelings and passions of Barbadians to come to the fore to
be presented to us in these recommendations for the
Constitution.

Mr. President, all three political parties, the social
partners, the church, the youth, voluntary organisations and
citizens of Barbados generally, were represented at the
hearings and as far as I remember because I find that
Barbadians have very short memories, all three political
parties agreed that we need to have changes in the
Constitution and support a referendum.

Mr. President, therefore, overall locally and abroad
there were 265 oral submissions at public sessions and 208
written submissions. Twenty organisations submitted
memoranda on invitation by the Commission. The
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Commissioners were given the latitude, not only to solicit
information from locals in Barbados but indeed in the
diaspora where hundreds, indeed thousands of Barbadians
are, the United States of America, Canada, London to
mention a few. They want to remind us and I agree with
them that once they have been Bajans they are always
Bajans and they have a say in whatever changes should be
undertaken within their country, and I subscribe to that 100
per cent.

Other than that, the Commission also met on 112
occasions to conduct the business, consider the
recommendations and approve the Report. Sir, you know
that calls for a lot of extra time and commitment to be able
to submit a comprehensive document of the nature of these
two that have been given to us here today. I want to laud
the efforts of those wonderful individuals.

Mr. President, it is interesting to note that several
other Caribbean countries have, within recent times, made
effort to reform their Constitutions. These include Jamaica
in 1995, Dominica in 1999, Guyana between 1999 and the
year 2000, Belize in the year 2000 and there are several
others that are currently undergoing similar reviews. This
clearly indicates to me, Sir, that all over the world there are
tremendous changes that are impacting on people and their
lives and any Government that is listening would want to
make the various adjustments to be able to accommodate
the needs so those countries can continue to go forward
with the hope that the rights, privileges and needs of every
individual are taken into account.

Mr. President, our Constitution has served us well.
We need to work with law enforcement agencies to ensure
that the legislation is put into active use. We are all aware
that there are numerous bits of legislation on the Statute
Book but somehow every time we look around we can see
small breaches. Until these small breaches become really
large and ungovernable and then everybody says, where are
we going, this generation of vipers, all kinds of things are
being said about it, but the law is there only to be properly
enforced.

5.10 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR Miss C. Y. FORDE: Every time I come
into this Honourable Chamber, I speak about persons who
ride bicycles without lights, which is a small breach. Every
individual who rides a bicycle at night without a light, the
bicycle should be taken away from them because it is not
only endangering the life of other motorists or other
individuals but also the life of the bicyclist.

Mr. President, this is where we fall down in our
everyday living. Our laws must be properly enforced. In

1966 when Barbados made the bold step towards
Independence I was a young child and remember little of
the occasion now but my parents, who had limited
intelligence but who were extremely articulate, informed
their children as to what was going on.

You would appreciate, Sir, that there was limited
access to the media. There was limited
telecommunications. There were no telephones in the
neighbourhood and no money to buy a newspaper. There
was only the little Rediffusion box in the corner. I do not
mean to be advertising but that is the reality. Our parents
spent time talking to their children and educating them as
to what was going on and that registered in all of our
minds.

We must not forget to mention the very important
role that teachers then and now continue to play in helping
children to develop concepts from a good living, living
among other people and an appreciation for different
cultures. They also taught us about the various things we
know should happen within homes, schools and indeed the
church in order that our people can continue to climb the
social and spiritual ladder, to live together as one, despite
colour; class; creed; status; culture or whatever.

Mr. President, in 1966 when all Barbadians came
forward, even though they might have had little knowledge
as to what was happening, they wanted change. They
wanted Barbados to have all these symbols and these very
important things that speak of Barbadians having the
authority and the autonomy to work and to do things for
themselves in a manner that is independent.

Therefore, across the length and breadth of
Barbados, Barbadians felt proud to see the blue, gold and
black of our Flag. They felt proud to know that they did not
have to sing “God Save the Queen” nor stand in the sun for
Coronation for an entire day. They know now that they
have their own symbols and to pay attention to them. Sad
to say, in this the ending of the 20th century, too many of
our people have become complacent and no longer
recognise these symbols.

We attend various important functions where we see
people standing and doing all forms of things except
participating in the National Anthem while it is being
played. Indeed, I was most astounded about two months
ago to see people in another country - thank God it was not
Barbados - having their bodies draped in our National Flag.
For me, Mr. President, that is a sad time in our history. Our
flag should be held up in high esteem where wherever we
go in the world we should be able to say, ‘Barbados, we are
proud of you’. Our flag should be flying high not wrapped
around peoples’ bodies nor tied around peoples’ heads as
we see it being now done.
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If I am not mistaken, Senator Symmonds you will let
me know, is that desecration?

Mr. PRESIDENT: Please address the Chair, Senator.

SENATOR Miss C. Y. FORDE: I beg your pardon,
Sir. To take the flag to that level, I think, is very sad of us
as a very knowledgeable people in this the ending of the
20th century.

Mr. President, in 1994, the Barbados Labour Party
pledged its commitment to the reform of the Constitution. I
know that there are other political parties that made
mention of a Manifesto as not being a social contract. This
Barbados Labour Party treats its Manifesto’s pledges with
high respect. That was the pledge as is outlined, and this is
a document of the House already, in the 1994 Manifesto at
page 44. It speaks about the Referendum and the device
that would be used for changes in the system and so on.

Mr. President, the Manifesto of the 1971 general
election touched on aspects of the Constitution that needed
to be upgraded to suit the needs of individuals. I spoke
about citizenship and immigration because many people
suffered as a result of the various disparities - if I could call
it that - within the Constitution of Barbados. It refers to
blatant aspects of discrimination which have been cited. It
allowed men to pass on Barbadian citizenship to their
children born in wedlock outside of Barbados but denied
that right to women. Senator Odle would have mentioned
all of that already, non-Barbadian spouses of Barbadian
citizens where the male is given a right to citizenship but
not so for the female. These anomalies are now being
addressed, Mr. President, under a Barbados Labour Party
Government.

Mr. President, there were numerous amendments to
the Constitution over the years. Of course, these were done
to meet the changing needs in the environment. In 1974, we
know of the lowering of the age for registration from 21 to
18 years. In 1980, Expatriates Pensions Act came into
being. In 1981, there were recommendations from the Cox
Commission Report of 1979 section 41(a) to (e) regarding
the Electoral and Boundaries Commission which was
established. These amendments among others were
introduced throughout the 1980s and 1990s in order to
address what many considers to be undesirable and anti-
democratic provisions within the Constitution.

Asides.
SENATOR Miss C. Y. FORDE: Mr. President, I will
get a chance to deal with the Honourable Senator on

another occasion, so I will try to ignore the asides.

Mr. President, there is popular support for the Head
of State to be chosen by the democratic will of the people.

This system of Government should be a parliamentary
republic with the Head of State being the President who
will carry out a ceremonial role and not an executive one,
as far as my understanding of the reading of the document
goes. However, executive power, should continue to be
exercised by the Cabinet with the Head of Government
being the Prime Minister.

Mr. President, the great advantage of such a system,
as I interpret it, is that it replaces the Monarch with an
elected President while simultaneously retaining the
present relationship between the formal Head of State and
the executive arm of the Government.

Mr. President, this document outlines clearly a
number of other issues that I would like to touch on in the
limited time accordingly.

Mr. President, more of our citizens now than ever
before in the history of Barbados have had an opportunity
to go around to the various consultations across the
country, to participate and to have access to the documents
that will help to enlighten them about the Constitution.

Daily, I experienced challenges to the democratic
rules. Many of our people, particularly our young people,
display apathy toward voting. They do not know why they
should vote. They lump most politicians in one big pot.
There are difficulties with law and order. Many of them do
not have a feeling toward giving back to country, to service
or to the community. I think it is sad when we offer free
education, free health services, free textbooks in a sense,
free school meals and other free services across the length
and breadth of Barbados that our people do not want to
participate in the decision-making process because some of
them feel it would not matter if they do.

Indeed, we had an experience of that nature in St.
Peter in 1984 in the first by-election where people refused
to go out to vote because they did not think that their vote
mattered. Many of them believe that they are beyond
voting because whichever Government is the Government
of the day, they will get through. It is sad that our young
people are watching the older ones who have developed
those kinds of attitudes and they too do not want to come
out to vote or to come out to give representation at all
levels in a society where our parents and our foreparents
have sweated, have bled and have shed tears to put this
country in a stable position so that today we do not have to
look beyond us to worry about coups. We heard about the
Sydney Burnett-Alleyne “coup” and so on, but we do not
have to bother because our people, because of the character
and their commitment to the development of Barbados,
worked together to build this country.

5.20 p.m.
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Friday, October 13, 2000.

SENATOR Miss C. Y. FORDE: I think that we as
Senators, parents, members of families and leaders within
institutions in Barbados must make it our business not to
go for cheap political reasons to sixth-formers but indeed
across the length and breadth of Barbados in every
institution whether it is the old people’s homes, nursery
schools, primary and secondary schools or wherever it is,
to help educate Barbadians and to give them a better
understanding as to the important role that they can play in
helping to build a Barbados where people will not be
standing and pointing their finger at them and saying, “I do
not want to see him or her”, because they are only
functioning for cheap political reasons. Many of those
actions, Mr. President, have put Barbados in a sad position
where we have hundreds of females out there who would
like to come out and represent their country but have been
hurt so bitterly because of their husbands or their spouses
being involved at the mud slinging that takes place in
Barbados.

I am happy for the measures here today, Mr.
President, because I know that there are many other
individuals out there, as I said earlier, women included,
who can make a contribution but will not do it because
some of the politicians go out and do a lot of posturing. We
talk awful things about people’s families. We talk about all
kinds of things, Mr. President, that I will not even make
mention. I have too many people out there who respect me
and I respect that I will not even mention them. I think that
the integrity aspect of the legislation that is also mentioned
here would be a welcome exercise.

We know, Mr. President, that many of our
politicians in the past never came to the fore in public life
because they wanted to get rich. Many of them came
because they wanted to give service to country and I would
just want to call two or so names. The late Sir Ronald
Mapp is one in particular who when he came in people
said, “There is no money in this, Ronald. What are you
doing in here?”

He said that he had a service and commitment to
people who need to be enlightened and he served this
country at the highest level. Indeed, the late Sir Mencea did
the same. Therefore, there will be many others as well on
the other side of the political fence on the Democratic
Labour Party whom I know and respect because they came
into politics to serve.

Nowadays, Mr. President, it would seem to many
Barbadians that to go out and serve in politics you have to
be doing something underhand. You have to be getting a
kick-back. You have to be wanting whatever in order for
you to be able to serve your country.

Mr. President, I would like the rest of Barbados to be
able to develop a higher respect for politicians and for
Senators who work beyond the call of human duty and
come to these August Chambers to serve. Some politicians
are to be blamed for the criticisms. What annoys me most,
Mr. President, is some of the callers on the call-in
programme where many people now seem not to want or
not to know how to make judgments. As soon as one little
airy-fairy story comes on the radio, people do not search
for the facts and information that is really worthwhile, but a
lot of myths and impressions are being espoused on the
radio and politicians are seen as a big barrel of no-goods
and so on. I encourage more of our people to come forward
and to serve whenever we are pulled into mud slinging.
The Constitution will help us to build back that integrity
because there is a code of law that will have to deal with it.
I encourage Barbadians to move away from the mud
slinging and to edify and build up and lift up our people,
because without politicians and without persons who are
leaders in our society our youth will not have the role
models to follow. We must live by example if we want to
move.

I am encouraging a new kind of politician to come
forward and serve the country, not for cheap political
reasons, not for a salary but because they know that this
country needs more leadership if we are to go on. We are
passing on gradually, Mr. President. We are going on into
the old age section. We need the young ones now to step
into our shoes and to go forward carrying this country in
the Caribbean and the rest of the world on a pinnacle that
the rest of the world can recognize as Obadele did two
weeks ago when he brought home the Bronze to Barbados.
We need more of that happening so that people can give us
the respect that is due to us. When our fore-parents went
out there, they did it with dignity. They did not look at
materialism. Yes, they wanted to get a piece of the rock but
they wanted to get it honestly. They worked day and night
to achieve. Too many people want it quickly and want it
now but do not want to work honestly and hard in order to
achieve it.

Mr. President, as we continue to approach this new
millennium, we are looking at globalization and the
technological age and the impact that a number of other
things are having on our people. Indeed, there are
numerous advantages to be acquired from these two
important aspects but there are many disadvantages as well.
If we are really and honestly to look at our Constitution and
have it upgraded, then we need to look at some of the
scourges that are impacting on our people and see how best
we can have them enshrined in the Constitution to be able
to help our people go forward.

I am looking at AIDS and the way we know about
people’s rights and responsibilities, but many persons who
unfortunately have been inflicted by AIDS are treated like
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dirt in their homes, communities and work-place. This
Constitution will help in this particular respect. We know
there are many problems with drugs. We know that money
laundering is stepping on our door steps. These are some of
the things that must be enshrined in our Constitution for us
to be able to deal with them.

I took the role, Mr. President, to look at page 5 of the
smaller document with the recommendations and I ticked
on one of them that speaks to creating and maintaining a
clean and healthy environment and compassion for living
creatures. Gone are the days when Barbadians weeded in
front of their front door. They no longer clear the gutter.
They mow down trees. They burn stuff anytime of the day
or night. Some of them have vehicles with black smoke
coming out to almost destroy us. I think that this is
important in this changing time when I know that in the
past Barbadians worked together to do the cleaning up in
their own living environment.

I note with interest that Senator Newton made
mention of Local Government and I am going to touch on
that in a moment. I also want, Mr. President, to make
mention of another aspect of the environment that has
come up on page 25 of the recommendation where it makes
mention to “give the highest priority in the planning and
execution of government policy to the preservation and
protection of the natural environment of Barbados, which it
shall hold as a sacred trust for future generations™.

I am glad that our people are going to be better
educated, because no longer would I want to see, and it
does not have to wait until the Constitution Review
Commission meets, that these recommendations are
ratified. As of tonight, I feel it is sad that those Barbadians
who take their garbage from their homes and put it on
lonesome roads destroy all of the plans that the Sanitation
Service Authority has put in place. That is what an
educated set of people happen to be doing.

Mr. PRESIDENT: Senator, you have two minutes in
which to wind up your speech.

SENATOR Miss C. Y. FORDE: Thank you, Mr.
President. I shall then wind up, Sir.

Mr. President, I want then in the few moments left to
me to talk about the Senate. Before I get to the Senate, in
two minutes I will pay attention to the comments made by
Senator Newton about Local Government. We know that in
Barbados there are many bureaucracies and the services do
not filter down to people within the communities as they
should. I support any call for decentralization. I know that
the Urban and Rural Commissions have been playing a
very important role. I know that there are many
governmental and non-governmental organizations
otherwise that have very important roles within the

communities. There are thousands of people in
communities who are working. For example, the Pinelands
Creative Workshop and we have the Community
Independence Committees that are now really doing some
fantastic work in the communities. I would like to
encourage Government to continue to give them resources.

5.30 p.m.
Friday, October 13, 2000

SENATOR Miss C.Y. FORDE: Yes, I agree with
Senator Newton that they need persons to assist with the
preparation of projects and so on to help them to be able to
reach the masses of people who need those services. I want
to lend my full support to that recommendation for people
in communities to work together to help to build a good
nation.

Mr. President, finally, I encourage all Barbadians to
band together as a people to ensure that our lives, our
actions, our thoughts, our every move will continue to help
us to see and benefit from these actions so that we know we
are the craftsmen of our fate. We must get back to our
Motto in this country “Pride and Industry” which has
worked for us for more than three hundred years. As long
as we come together and in areas where we have expertise
share it with others in this society, I am confident that our
young people will follow in the footsteps of all the
individuals who set the right example because we must
continue to be a beacon in the Caribbean.

I thank you, Mr. President.

SENATOR THE HON. P.C. GODDARD: Mr.
President, I rise at the end of this debate on the Resolution
to note the Report of the Constitution Review Commission.
In so doing, I would like to thank the Caribbean
Broadcasting Corporation TV and the Press for the
coverage of this debate and for bringing the information
direct from the Senate to the people of Barbados. I would
also like to thank the staff of Parliament for the work that
they have done for the two days that they have covered this
debate. In large measure, the debate has been characterised
by a deep sense of occasion, solemnity, good commonsense
and patriotism. The discussions have been wide-ranging,
thoughtful and insightful but it is unfortunate that Senator
Mascoll sought to trivialise the debate by his treatment of
the issue of the changing of the Head of State of Barbados
from the Queen to a President.

I must say that his colleague, Senator McClean, has
stuck to his promise to listen when he took his seat on
Wednesday because he has learnt that the Constitution
Review is much more than a simple matter of changing the
Head of State of our country. Clearly, it is much more than
that. It is the repatriation of our Constitution. It is a
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reaffirmation of the Barbados character, our independence.
It deals with strengthening of our Bill of Rights. It has
spiritual and ethical issues and it addresses those issues. It
frames the supreme law to which all other laws must
conform. It speaks to the heart and the soul of our nation. It
clearly identifies us all as Barbadians of equal rights and
opportunities under the law.

It is a reaffirmation and strengthening of our
democracy and its institutions. It reaffirms our respect for
the rule of law and a desire for a peaceful development. It
seeks to establish and strengthen the framework of both our
material and spiritual growth.

I would like to say that there have been some reports
that seem to indicate that our move to a republican status
will be attended by some chaos. Nothing could be further
from the truth. It is a measured, considered, steady progress
with firm commitment to the independence of Barbados. It
is an anachronism in today’s world to have anyone
appointed on the basis of heredity. No one would expect
the post of Chief Justice to be hereditary. No one would
expect that a Permanent Secretary or that a business person
would have a hereditary post. That is no longer the case
today. Therefore, to move from the monarchial system to a
republic by appointing a Barbadian as President in a
ceremonial role is a consistent and thought-out process
which brings us back to being a truly independent nation,
one that stands on its own feet and one that understands its
responsibility. Not only its responsibility in a national
context but its responsibility in the Caribbean and on the
global scene. Barbadians, as has been expressed, have
contributed to international organisations and regional
organisations as well as the growth of Barbados and we
shall continue to do so and continue to do so with the
confidence that we are an independent nation, one that
stands on our own two feet and one which abides by the
rule of law with a strong, ethical heritage. That has
identified Barbados over the years and this will confirm it.
It is the key to our development.

It is well understood in the international community
that Barbados is a reasonable place to do business because
of its standards and because of its appreciation of the rule
of law. We have strengthened that and today and
Wednesday in our debates we have worked to strengthen
this whole situation which will redound to the benefit of all
Barbadians.

I must say that it was unfortunate that we try to bring
this back down to just the material side of things. Though
we will have material development, we will also have
spiritual and ethical development. One cannot go without
the other.

Mr. President, it is a very great pleasure for me to
move that this Resolution be now adopted.

MR. PRESIDENT: Before putting the motion, I
should like to congratulate all Honourable Senators on the
high quality of their presentations. I think in a debate such
as this which does not seek to change law but merely to
note the Report of a Commission, the Presiding Officer is
at liberty to say, as I say now, that this has been an
outstanding debate.

The question was put and agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT

SENATOR THE HON. P.C. GODDARD: Mr.
President, I move that this Honourable Senate do now
adjourn sine die.

The question that the Senate do now adjourn sine die
was put to the Senate and agreed to and Mr. PRESIDENT

adjourned the Senate accordingly.

5.40 p.m.
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EDITORIAL NOTES — NOT PART OF THE REPORT

Prepared with the transcript; for checking against the recording and the Minutes.

EDITORIAL QUERIES

Points noted while preparing this report from the
edited transcript. The text has not been altered except
where stated.

Q1. Masthead. The session is not stated in the
source, so no session line is printed.

Q2. Take-slip about 4.05 p.m.. One take-slip is dated
‘Wednesday, October 13, 2000.’; the Sitting was on Friday,
13th October, 2000, and the other take-slips read ‘Friday,
October 13, 2000°. Printed as in the source.

Q3. Resumption after the 4.25 p.m. suspension. The
words ‘Mr. President, this Sitting is resumed. Senator
Bolden.” stand as an ordinary paragraph without a speech
heading for the Chair, and Senator Bolden then thanks ‘Mr.
President’ although the Sitting had been suspended by Mr.
Deputy President. Printed as in the source.

Q4. Opening. The source opens with
‘RESUMPTION’ and does not state the title of the
Resolution under debate; Senators refer to it as the
Resolution to take note of the Report of the Constitution
Review Commission. Printed as in the source.

DEBATE SUMMARY
(Editorial summary — not part of the record.)

The Senate resumed on Friday, 13th October, 2000,
with Mr. President in the Chair, to continue the debate
begun the previous Wednesday on the Resolution to take
note of the Report of the Constitution Review Commission.
Senator Mrs. J. P. Alleyne supported the repatriation of the
Constitution and argued from the Bible for the place of
God in civil government and of the Church in education.
Senator the Rev. L. W. B. Rock, a member of the
Commission, explained the considerations behind its
recommendations on the Preamble, the fundamental
principles and responsibilities, local government and the
Monarchy, describing a republic as a logical step from
Independence and recalling his reluctance to swear
allegiance to the Queen.

Senator Mrs. P. E. Rickinson said the nursing service
had changed drastically since the Commission reported in
1998, complained of management by remote control and

political interference, and called for a Health Services
Commission with a nursing service department. Senator C.
K. Laurie, describing himself as a simple farmer,
questioned the focus on the Head of State, proposed a
maximum age of seventy-two to go with the minimum of
forty, and asked what would happen if a President died in
office. Senator C. LeR. Trotman applauded the Report,
spoke for the trade unions on workers’ rights and
recognition, and argued that the Constitution must not
discriminate on grounds of religion or sexual orientation;
he also referred to capital punishment.

Senator the Hon. P. C. Goddard moved that the
Sitting be suspended for one hour, and it resumed at 2.15
p.m. under Mr. Deputy President. Senator G. E. N. Brome
spoke with pride on the Report. Senator D. D. Marshall,
born a few years before Independence, argued that after
more than 30 years of independence Barbados should not
be reluctant to change and that raising the qualifying age to
25 would be a grave mistake that would alienate young
people. Senator LeR. H. McClean questioned what
advantages a republic would bring, compared the question
put to the people to asking a diabetic whether he wanted
food, and referred to the 50 rights proposed, 15 of them
economic. Senator Miss J. C. Odle spoke on sham
marriages and immigration and on the Senate’s power of
review.

After a further suspension until 4.25 p.m., His
Honour Senator C. L. Bolden treated the Report as a
document for debate rather than the final document
Parliament would vote on, and called for accountability
with penalties. Senator Miss C. Y. Forde spoke of the
enforcement of laws, including riding bicycles without
lights, and of respect for the flag; she was asked to address
the Chair.

Senator Goddard wound up, thanking the Caribbean
Broadcasting Corporation and the press for their coverage
and the staff of Parliament. The Senator said the review
was about much more than the Head of State: it repatriated
the Constitution, strengthened the Bill of Rights and
reaffirmed democracy and the rule of law, and a move to
republican status would not bring chaos, since appointment
on the basis of heredity was an anachronism. Mr. President
congratulated Senators on an outstanding debate. The
Resolution was agreed to, and on the motion of Senator
Goddard the Senate was adjourned sine die.



