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SENATE

Tuesday, May 19, 1992

The Senate met at 1.30 p.m.

PRAYERS

[MR. PRESIDENT in the Chair]

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. President: Hon. Senators, I have granted leave to Sen. Russel Huggins to
be absent from sittings of the Senate during the period, May 15 to 24, as he will be
out of the country on official business.

I have also granted leave to Sen. Dr. Lenny Saith to be absent from sittings of
the Senate during the period May 19 to 23, during which time he will be out of the
country on Government business.

ORAL ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS

Foreign Debt

3. Sen. Wade Mark asked the Minister of Finance:

a. Could the Minister of Finance state the actual total of foreign debt
commitment of the country as at March 31, l992?

b. Could the hon. Minister outline the type of creditors involved i.e.
bilateral, multilateral and commercial and the precise currency
composition of the country's foreign debt as of March 31, l992?

c. Could the Minister of Finance state the percentage of foreign debt at the
variable interest rate and the percentage of debt at fixed interest rate?

The Minister of Finance (Hon. Wendell Mottley): Mr. President, as at
December 31, l991, the actual foreign debt commitment of Trinidad and Tobago
was US $2,430.8 million. The figure as at March 31, l992 is US $2,278.7 million.
This debt represents obligations of the following agencies:

US $ Million

Central Government 1454.1

Government Guaranteed Debt   163.8

Other   241.1

Central Bank   419.7
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This adds back up to the US $2,278.7 million now outstanding as at the end of
March, l992.

(b) The types of creditors involved are as follows:

Creditors US $ Million

Multilateral 530.9

Bilateral 468.5

Commercial 703.4

Bonds 345.8

Leases 211.5

Other   18.6

2278.7

The currency composition of the country's foreign debt as at March 31, l992,
is as follows:

Currency Percentage

US Dollar 47.5

Japanese Yen 27.0

Canadian Dollar   1.0

French Franc   2.5

Deutsche Mark   3.5

Pound Sterling   2.7

SDR 15.6

Other   0.2

100.0

(c) The amount of total public sector debt contracted at variable interest rates
is 53.6 per cent, whereas the amount at fixed interest rates is 46.4 per
cent.

Sen. W. Mark: Mr. President, could the Minister indicate whether the figure
identifiedI think US $2,278 millionwould include non-disbursed loans as well
as probably loans which are entering their final stages at the end of March l992?
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Hon. W. Mottley: Yes, Mr. President, that is disbursed loans which are due.
If the loan is not yet drawn down it would not be here.

Debt Service Projections
(l992l997)

4. Sen. Wade Mark asked the Minister of Finance:

Could the Minister of Finance state what is the Government's debt service
projections for the period l992 to l997?

The Minister of Finance (Hon. Wendell Mottley): The Government's debt
service projections for the period l992 to l997 are as follows:-

Central Government Projections (US $ Mn)

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

318  353  360  271  288  267

Total Public Sector Projections (US $ Mn.)

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

 628  649  557  393  353  319

These projections are based on loans already contracted and exchange rates
prevailing at December 31, l991.

Sen. W. Mark: Mr. President, given that schedule for the period 1992 to l997,
could the Minister indicate to this Senate the Government's projected foreign
exchange earnings during that same period to deal with that huge amount of debt
that we have between l992 and l997?

Hon. W. Mottley: Mr. President, I do not have the detailed figures at this
time, but in l992, for instance, the US $628 million represents about 30 per cent of
the country's annual export earnings.

Government's Projected Borrowings
(l992l993)

5. Sen. Wade Mark asked the Minister of Finance:

Could the Minister of Finance state what is the Government's projected
borrowing for the l9921993 period?
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The Minister of Finance (Hon. Wendell Mottley): Mr. President, while the
Government expects to borrow TT $1281.8 million during l992, Members should
note that TT$ 949.5 million will be repaid. So that the net borrowing for the year
on the local market is scheduled to be TT $332.3 Million

The Government's projected gross borrowing for l992 is as follows:-

External Domestic

New Loans US $ 100.0 M TT $ 320.4 M

Drawdowns under

Other Loans US $   91.3 M TT $ 148.5 M

TOTAL US $ 191.3 M TT $ 468.9 M

Projections for l993 have not been finalized.

1.40 p.m.

Sen. W. Mark: Can the Minister indicate the source of that US $100 million
and what the Government intends to do with it.

Hon. W. Mottley: Mr. President, I had indicated during my budget
presentation that the $628 million to which I have just made reference, is due for
repayment in 1992. It would be repaid by domestic resources in the large measure
but in order not to impose such a severe contraction on the economy, as would be
necessitated to repay that full amount in one year, we would seek to borrow US

$100 million of that US $628 million to refinance, especially the bond content of
the debt that is due this year.

So $100 million new borrowings to refinance the bonds and the balance of the
US $628 million financed from our local resources. That US $100 million is the
subject a fully underwritten issue by Credit Suisse/Boston who are here in
Trinidad right now finalizing the details of that particular issue.

Sen. W. Mark: Can the Minister indicate whether the International Monetary
Fund would be assisting the Government in raising this US $100 million on the
international capital market; and secondly, whether there would be any
conditionalities attached to that US $100 million as far as Trinidad and Tobago is
concerned?
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Hon. W. Mottley: No, Mr. President. The US $100 million represents
Trinidad's re-entry onto the private capital market, the first time in eight years, I
believe and it is an underwritten issue by a private major US and Swiss investment
banking combine. It is not contingent on any conditionalities. It is not part of an
IMF issue. It is a purely private issue. That I think answers the question.

NIS Benefits
(Increase of)

17. Sen. Muntaz Hosein asked the Minister of Consumer Affairs and Social
Services:

Can the Minister inform the Senate if the Government intends to increase NIS

benefits?

If the answer is in the affirmative, can she inform this honourable House of the
effective date?

The Minister of Consumer Affairs and Social Services: (Dr. The Hon.
Linda Baboolal): Mr. President, the matter referred to in the question are under
active consideration by the relevant authority at the National Insurance Board.
Following such consideration it is expected that recommendations will be made to
Cabinet. Parliament will be immediately apprised of the decisions of the Cabinet
relevant to changes if any, in NIS contributions and benefits and the effective date
of the implementation of any such changes.

Sen. Hosein: Can the Minister state whether there had not been two reviews
of the National Insurance Board benefits already previously done and whatever
happened to those reviews? How do they impact upon what she just said?

Hon. L. Baboolal: Mr. President, we will be going by whatever
recommendations are made in the last actuarial review which has not yet been laid
in Parliament. I do not have any other information.

Sen. W. Mark: Could the hon. Minister indicate whether the NIB has any
plans to introduce an unemployment insurance scheme?

Hon. L. Baboolal: Mr. President, I am afraid I cannot answer that question at
the moment.

Sen. W. Mark: Could the hon. Minister indicate whether the current benefits
being paid accomplish the necessary protection that was initially envisioned? Is
the Minister in a position to answer that question?
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Hon. L.  Baboolal: Mr. President, as I have said, these matters will be
considered by Cabinet, when the report is brought to Cabinet, and only then,
would we be able to make any decisions. Whether the present contributions and
payments are adequate or whether there are going to be any changes, until then I
am afraid I cannot answer that question.

Sen. W. Mark: Can the hon. Minister indicate whether she is aware that the
NIB is technically insolvent at this time or whether for instance the NIB is on a
financially sound footing?

Mr. President: I think that is going outside Parliament.

Sen. Hosein: Can the Minister give us an approximate date when she expects
that this matter will be brought before the Senate?

Hon. L. Baboolal: Mr. President, the report was received in April, of last
year. I am afraid I honestly cannot tell the Senator, but I think it is going to be
pretty soon. One of the keep-backs was the Board which has now been re-
appointed and now that that has been done I assume that we are going to be
getting it pretty soon.

CUSTOMS (AMDT.) BILL

Order for second reading read.

The Minister of Trade, Industry and Tourism (Sen. The Hon. Brian Kuei
Tung): Mr. President, I beg to move,

That a bill to amend the Customs Act, be now read a second time.

You will recall, Sir, that at the invitation of the Hon. George Chambers, Prime
Minister of Trinidad and Tobago, Dr. Jaime Lusinchi, President of the Republic of
Venezuela, paid a state visit to Trinidad and Tobago during the period 12 to 14,
September, 1986.

In the course of that visit certain instruments were signed with a view to
strengthening relations between the two countries. One of those instruments was
the Declaration of Intent for the early conclusion of a Partial Scope Agreement
which would facilitate an expansion of trade between both countries. In May of
1989 at the 5th Session of the Trinidad and Tobago Venezuela Public/Private
Sector Mixed Commission on Economic Relations, which took place in Caracas,
Venezuela, a Partial Scope Agreement between the two countries was negotiated
and initialled. The intent of the agreement was to confer upon a limited set of
products from both countries certain preferential tariff rates.
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At subsequent meetings of the Mixed Commission a list of products to be
granted preferential custom duties was agreed upon between the countries. The
Partial Scope Agreement was signed in Port of Spain, Trinidad on August 4, 1989.
Under the terms of this agreement the signatory countries agreed to establish a
permanent administrative commission made up of government representatives of
both countries and representatives of the private sector as designated by the
respective governments.

The function of the administrative commission is to monitor compliance with
the provisions of the agreement and to propose to the signatory countries, the
inclusion of new products on the granting of greater preferences on negotiated
products. The commission had been established and in November of 1989 it met
in Port of Spain and agreed to recommend the inclusion of further products to the
list of products to be granted preferential tariffs. By that I mean, Mr. President, the
agreement already contained a list of some 11 products and an additional list of
some 24 products which it was agreed were to be given preferential treatment.

1.50 p.m.

These recommendations were accepted and the additional products are
included as part of this bill. The Venezuelan Government has already taken all the
necessary steps to pass legislation to enable the concessions granted under the
agreement to be applied to Trinidad and Tobago products which are imported into
Venezuela. It is therefore necessary and incumbent upon Trinidad and Tobago to
reciprocate by amending the Customs Act to grant the agreed concessions to
Venezuelan products imported into Trinidad and Tobago.

I shall now turn to the provisions of the bill. Clause 2 amends the Customs
Act by inserting a new section namely 6A which incorporates the tariff preference
in the Partial Scope Agreement into a new eighth schedule. Under the terms of the
agreement, the remaining member countries of the Latin American Integration
Association and of the Caribbean Community and Common Market may become
signatories to the agreement, if they so desire. For this reason proposed section
6A(1) defines signatory country as a state which is party to the Agreement and
proposed section 6A(5) provides that the tariff preference shall apply only to
goods originating in and proceeding from a signatory country, provided that the
goods are accompanied by a written declaration by the producer or exporter, that
the goods meet the requirements of origin established under the agreement.
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Proposed section 6A(4) empowers the President by order, to amend the eighth
schedule or provide for the expiration lapsing or coming into effect of a tariff
preference. This provision is to enable new products to be added, on the
recommendation of the administrative commission, or for time limits to be
imposed, or import quotas to be established in accordance with the terms of the
agreement without the necessity for further legislative amendment. The provision
will enable these changes to be made by means of subsidiary legislation.

Proposed section 6A(6) empowers the President to make recommendations for
carrying into effect any of the provisions of the agreement. This will be
particularly important for the promulgation of the rules of origin for determining
the eligibility of any product listed in the eighth schedule to be treated as
originating in a signatory country. I am told that these rules of origin have also
been agreed to and are to be published in the near future.

Clause 3 of the bill sets out the new eighth schedule to the Customs Act and
lists the tariff heading numbers, using the same numbers and designation as those
in the first schedule to the Customs Act, together with the description of the goods
and the rate of duty applicable to those goods, when imported from a signatory
country. In all cases, the duty is 25 per cent less than the duty applicable to the
same items in the common external tariff (CET).

The items produced in Trinidad and Tobago which will now become eligible
for 25 per cent reduction in customs duty when exported to Venezuela, include
items such as aerated beverages, steel billets, Angostura bitters, pepper sauce,
parts for household electrical appliances, beer, soap, cosmetic items, ceramic
roofing tiles, blenders, mixers and television sets. The schedule contains an equal
number of items which now become eligible for similar reduction in customs
duty, when imported into Trinidad and Tobago from Venezuela. These items
include vitamins, cough and cold preparations, leather footwear (excluding men's
footwear), table and kitchen glassware, aluminum products in different forms,
hammers and tools for masons, founders and painters hydraulic and centrifugal
pumps, compressors for refrigerators, parts for compressors, telephone apparatus,
electrical capacitors, disposable syringes and toys (excluding soft toys). I have
mentioned only a few of the products.

The concessionary rates are already in force in Venezuela in relation to goods
imported from Trinidad and Tobago. This bill is intended to comply with the
obligations under the Partial Scope Agreement which was signed on behalf of
Trinidad and Tobago in 1989.   
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I am sure that hon. Members will lend their full support to these provisions
which is very much in keeping with my own thrust for trade reform programme. I
thank you.

Question proposed

Sen. Muntaz Hosein: Mr. President, the Customs (Admt.) Bill seeks the
approval of Parliament to amend the Customs Act to provide for granting of tariff
preferences to Venezuela as contained in the Partial Scope Agreement, signed
between representatives of that country and Trinidad and Tobago. Further, the bill
proposes to empower the President to amend the schedule of goods to be afforded
preferential treatment and to make regulations to bring into effect any of the
provisions contained in the agreement.

The Partial Scope Agreement was signed on August 4, 1989 by the then
Minister of External Affairs, Sahadeo Basdeo, for Trinidad and Tobago and
Henriques Texeira for the Government of the Republic of Venezuela. According
to Chap. 1, Article 1 of the document, the present agreement has as its objective
the stimulation of trade between the signatory countries through the granting of
tariff preferences and the elimination or reduction of non-tariff barriers.

It is instructive that we in this Parliament have been faced again with another
bill seeking approval after the fact, the treaty has already been signed. The
people's representatives are now being asked to rubber-stamp it. I believe that it is
about time that our Government desisted from this modus operandi. I  know that
the present Government will say that they are not responsible because it was not in
their time, but as to what was their time and what is not is arguable. However, if
one examines what is considered their time, one will see that the state is the same.
It has not changed and therefore appeal to this Government in the case of future
bills, that the least they can do is to afford the people's representatives an
opportunity to discuss that kind of agreement before signing it, for one day they
might find that they come to Parliament and be embarrassed because the
agreement would not go through. I do not wish to see that happen to this
Government because it is my Government as well.

Trinidad and Tobago's major trading partner as we know is the United States
of America which accounted for 39.7 per cent of our imports in 1990, or $2,130.4
million and a massive 55 per cent of our exports. Interestingly, in 1982, when the
figure was 46.2 per cent, this reflected increasing contributions from Jamaica,
Barbados, the Netherlands Antilles and all other countries. By comparison,
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Venezuela was the country's second largest source of imports, and I stress
“imports”, in 1990, supplying 7.5 per cent or $400.2 million of total imports, up
from fourth place at 3 per cent in the previous year.

2.00 p.m.

In fact, as Appendix II shows, trade between Venezuela for the period
19851989, varied between a low of one per cent in the former years to 3 per
cent in the latter. Imports from Venezuela have since undergone growth of
phenomenal proportions. Between 1989 and 1990 imports from that country more
than doubled, from $154.5 million to $400.3 million. In the following year, the
figure doubled again to reach $988.2 million.

In 1991 much of this country's imports from Venezuela were in the form of
manufactured goods and inedible crude minerals, except fuels. In the last three
years alone, imports grew by 539.9 per cent, a figure of which we should not lose
sight. Trinidad and Tobago's exports to Venezuela have also been growing
rapidly, although not in the same proportion in terms of absolute magnitude and
percentage change. Between 1989 and 1990, exports to Venezuela jumped by 85
per cent to reach $181.6 million or 2.05 per cent of total exports. This is compared
to an average of 0.7 per cent for the period 19811989, with an all time low of
0.06 per cent in 1984.

In 1991, 2.8 per cent of Trinidad and Tobago’s exports went to Venezuela
which translated to $231.9 million, in value terms, a 28 per cent rise. Much of
these exports are manufactured goods which, in 1989, contributed over 85 per
cent of our exports to Venezuela.

The bill now proposes to give tariff preferences to Venezuela in the form of 25
per cent lower rates of tariff on selected commodities as compared to the tariff
placed on similar goods from Third World countries. This gives rise to several
issues. An immediate concern which emanates is the balance of visible trade
between Trinidad and Tobago and Venezuela, the two signatories to the
agreement over the period 1981 to 1991; Trinidad and Tobago has continuously
had a negative balance of trade with Venezuela, 1985 being the exception.
Significantly, the size of the gap between exports and imports has widened
considerably over the last three years, 19891991. In fact, between 1989 and
1990, the negative balance of visible trade plunged from $56.4 million to $218.7
million, a change of 387 per cent. In the following year, the balance fell again by
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246 per cent to reach $756 million. In absolute terms, between 1982 and 1991, the
balance of visible trade with Venezuela aggregated to a ghastly $1.223 billion.
This must be viewed in the light of the overall surplus on the country's balance of
visible trade.

Clearly, this country should be trying to improve its balance of trade with
Venezuela. Can the Minister show how he intends to achieve this by this bill? It is
disheartening to find that the Minister gave us a wishy-washy, five-minute, no-
explanation whatsoever—I find it contemptuous. It is contemptuous of the Senate
and contemptuous of the people of Trinidad and Tobago to come here and not
give proper reasons for introducing a bill like this, especially since we have had
the displeasure of talking about trade liberalization in its entirety, and the people
of this country have not yet been able to swallow, far less digest, what trade
liberalization means.

We have never had a formal debate on it. We had a kind of sly debate, coming
through the back door, and some say through the side door. I am not happy about
this. I think the Minister of Trade, a friend of mine, is not happy either. I do not
think he could be happy. It looks as though someone forced him to come this
afternoon and push this legislation fast, or, he must be changing  The other side
has changed him already. I do not know. We do not expect a serious Minister to
bring this kind of legislation without giving us some kind of reason. The country
needs to get a reason for doing this sort of thing and he has to show what are the
benefits to be derived from this, and his small—I do not know if to call it
“presentation”— lacked this aspect of reason.

The Minister must tell us how we are going to benefit from signing this
agreement. Are we just signing to say that we like the Venezuelans or because it is
fashionable these days to sign agreements? I think not. I think that with any
agreement which we are signing, benefits will accrue to this country, greater than
what now exists, otherwise what is the purpose of signing it? If the Minister
cannot show us that there are benefits greater than what we are now
experiencing—and, of course, they are not great at all, we are in a deficit position
as far as the trade balance with Venezuela is concernedhe has to show how he is
going to reverse that. Secondly, he has to show the benefits of these things, given
the present value of the bolivar. I think that is a very important thing. It is not a
question of 25 per cent off.
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We know that the bolivar is quite low and is likely to fall even lower. He must
say how that is going to affect us vis-a-vis the exchange rate between the bolivar
and the Trinidad and Tobago dollar. The Minister has to articulate that to us; he
has to convince us of the reason for supporting this bill, otherwise I fear that the
people with whom he wants to make contact are not going to be happy, neither
would we on this side.

The more I see anything that deals with trade come to this Senate, the more the
picture becomes grimmer and grimmer. Each bill this Government brings to this
Senate becomes grimmer for the manufacturers of this country and people seeking
employment. I do not know if this Government understands the Pandora's Box
that they are opening up. I am so sorry that we do not have somebody like Mr.
Draper who knows how to get everybody to speak well. What we need is another
Draper who understands what to do, because Government do not seem to know
what they are doing. I am afraid that you are putting us into an abyss that we are
going to have trouble to get out of. I am afraid, I am scared like hell every time a
trade bill comes here. Do not bring any more, I beg of you. Do not bring any more
trade bills.

2.10 p.m.
Given that Trinidad and Tobago is in a tight foreign exchange situation, it is

highly questionable whether this country should enforce an agreement which
would result in lower foreign exchange earning in terms of less tariff revenues.
But we have already seen that tariff revenues and so on are something the
Government are not interested in.

They just forgo 40 per cent from textiles, or perhaps the Minister, in his wrap
up, will tell me how much in terms of dollars and cents he is forgoing to make a
few retail merchants of fabric happy. We should marry that off as to how much
was received from these people in contributions to put them in power, so we get
the total picture of what is happening here.

I do not think we should really want to sign any agreement. It is signed
already, but ratify; I do not think we should ratify this agreement. I am speaking to
the consciences of the people on the other side to vote against it. I know I see
many smiling faces saying to me, “I should like to do it, boy, but office is a hell of
a thing, I cannot give it up.” Do not worry, I forgive you for that.

The result of what we are having here is a worsening of, rather than an
improvement in the country’s balance of trade with Venezuela. Trinidad and
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Tobago’s foreign reserve holdings at February, 1992, were at minus $650.4
million. We are in a minus foreign exchange position and the Government is
talking about giving away more money in foreign exchange. I do not understand
this thinking. Perhaps there is some sort of thinking that we on this side are
missing and I want to hear it from the Minister. I am glad to learn something new,
but every area that I have looked at scared the hell out of me, I can tell you that.
This is the lowest since reserves were at a level of $23.8 million in 1988.

To put this into perspective, one must bear in mind that this country must
service its external debt which stood at $6,407.3 million at February, 1992,
according to the Central Bank’s Monthly Statistical Digest. This must be serviced
in foreign currency. The total public debt of the central Government stands at
$11.13 billion. It boggles the mind, Mr. President.

I am hearing questions in the Senate about more borrowing, going down the
road, borrowing. I do not know how we are going to pay all of this debt. But this
Government says we are not rescheduling, we are going to pay. Which tells me
that that money that we should have been using for providing jobs for people, that
money that would provide services for this country, is now going to pay for the
borrowing which we are doing. If that was the case and we were borrowing but
seeing how we are going to make money, I see nothing wrong with that. Because
there is nothing wrong with borrowing if you can pay it back. But I am not seeing
how we are going to repay that other than by taking it out of the lives of the poor
and suffering masses of this country.

The country cannot afford lower revenues in light of falling oil prices
(Trinidad’s largest foreign exchange earner), and a tightening international credit
market. I am glad to hear however that we have been able to access some loans. I
heard the Minister of Finance talking about $100 million in extra financing.

What I am not hearing and what has to be addressed is how we are going to
earn more money. This bill tells me that more money will go outside. It does not
tell me there is money coming in; it does not tell me how it is going to address the
balance of trade and I want to hear that. Perhaps the Minister will tell us. Perhaps
he could also tell us what were the criteria for selection of items for tariff
preferences. We need to know that.

It is interesting to see the items we are talking about here. I really had to laugh
a little. Look at what we are seeking to import into this country: fruit pulp, a
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country like Trinidad and Tobagoand again we have to go right back to the
debate of my hon. Friendsorry, I think of you so much in terms of agriculture, I
think of you as the Minister of Agriculturemy apologies, Mr. President. If it
were a national government, we certainly would have found our Minister of
Agriculture there.

We go back to that debate and we find that if this Government, in the years
that haved passed, had looked at agriculture and spent money, time and effort to
promote the agricultural sector, we would not be in this position where we have to
import fruit pulp from Venezuela, next door. It pains me to see this because at one
time fruit pulp was rotting in this country all over the place; it was free.

When I was a bit younger, Mr. President, and you would remember, too,
nobody used to sell mangoes. You would go next door and pick as much as you
want. They sell that? It is given away; you did not have enough people to eat it.
Now you want to have mango, you cannot find it, you have to pay $2.50 for a
Julie mango. This is where we find ourselves.

We have people using this fruit pulp, but we do not have the support services
for those industries. We are now again, looking at Caroni (1975) Limited and
talking about agriculture, and again we are going to put the cart before the horse.
This is the same problem we have with this Government. So fruit and fruit pulp
we are going to import.

Look at this one, Mr. PresidentI am just picking a few: leather footwear,
excluding men’s footwear. So what is going to happen to those people whom they
claim to represent, my Drag Brother friends, all over, trying to make a living?
When the cheap footwear comes in from Venezuela, you are putting them out of
work. I hope they understand that. I hope they understand what they are going to
be doing. I hope that they have an explanation for them, why they are putting them
out of work. I hope they will explain to them.

These fellows do not understand fancy words about trade liberalization. So
government had better be able to explain that to them. I am glad I do not have to
explain it, brother. Those fellows are not easy. So they have to explain that to
them. I want to be there when they explain it. I want to hear the explanation.
Perhaps the Minister would give us the explanation today, I would love to hear
how they are going to tell these people that they are putting them out of work
because of trade liberalization and because of an imbalance of trade with
Venezuela.
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Let us talk about what we hope to export. Apart from the false teeth part of it,
you know, I am serious, false teeth are exportable. I know they are doing a good
false teeth trade. Perhaps some of that could be put intonever mind, I will not
say that.

There are some things missing from this bill, and one is garments. Why is the
garment industry not on the list for export to Venezuela, why not? That is
something that we need to know, because garments employ thousands of people.
So let us find out why garments are not on this list.

What happened to craft items? We have placed much emphasis on arts and
craft. The previous government built many beautiful buildings all over Trinidad; I
do not know how many in total. There is one in Santa Cruz, where I livethe
Minister of Finance is going to put his office there; it is beautiful.

I had a little look at the office, it is starting to look very well. But nothing else
is going on. There are six machines, brand-new, just uncrated. When I say “just”,
Mr. President, I mean just before the election and you know why these things
happen before elections. From then to now it has not been put into use. Nothing is
going on. Every night when I pass there all of the lights in that place are on,
bright, like they are afraid of jumbies or something. The whole area is lit up. I do
not understand why they have to do that. Why are they wasting electricity? I
pointed that out privately to the Minister of Finance and it still continues.
Apparently, he was not able to get on to the people or perhaps there is a shortage
of light switches, I do not know. But this is what is happening.

Craft items: If you are saying on the one hand that you are interested in
helping small business and on the other hand you want to put them out of
business, it is a little difficult for me to understand, because here it is, the small
businessman makes shoes and slippers and the like and you are now going to
import them dirt cheap from Venezuela, with a currency that is very cheap and
that will result in putting these people out of work. And the same is going to
happen with craft. You are not assisting the craft people to export. Why do you
not put something down for that?

On the other side of the coin the commodities imported from Venezuela which
shall be given tariff preference are similarly questionable. To start with, initially,
the list in the Partial Scope Agreement contained 11 commodities and includes
leather work, which is, of course, for the Drag boys and so forth; there is no
protection. The Minister has already indicated that there are some more which
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have been included in the bill; the list has been lengthened. The Government must
advise the Parliament regarding what factors led to the inclusion of the new
commodities for consideration, and whether there has been a simultaneous and
proportionate increase in the number of goods exported by Trinidad and Tobago
to Venezuela. He has informed us so that is of no consequence. I wrote this before
listening to the Minister’s presentation.

Between 1989 and the present date, the circumstances and conditions existing
in Trinidad and Tobago have changed considerably. Has any consideration been
given to this fact, or has the Government, in an attempt to buy time, simply
brought forward to this Parliament an agreement which it must be noted even the
previous regime did not actively pursue, beyond signing it.

Has the government in exile, then the government in transition become now
the Government in crisis? When would this Government actually get down to the
business of governing, having convinced the masses that they held solutions to all
the problems? That is what the people who voted them in believed. If this bill is
one of the solutions that we have, I feel sorry for the people.

I have been making some visits to Laventille to see for myself the conditions
that exist there because it has been a very long time since I did. On Mother’s Day I
took a trip to Laventille and I feel pity for the people; I feel worse for the
Government, because this Government came to power to help those people in
particular. If what I saw there is any reflection, Sir, it is a sad state of affairs of
what this Government is doing.

This Government is unable to deliver the goods. When you are unable to do
the job which you have been hired to do, you start to panic and you start to think
in all kinds of directions not consistent with good reasoning. This is why we are
getting bills of this nature coming to the Senate. This is why in another
placeyou know, you get all kinds of inflammatory foolish talk by Ministers and
by acting clownssorry, acting General Secretaries.

Mr. President: I have appealed to you on so many occasions to avoid making
reference to debates in the other place.

Sen. Hosein: I am sorry, Sir, I am not referring to the House of
Representatives, I said in another place.

Mr. President: That is how we normally refer to the House.
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Sen. Hosein: I understand. We are all human and we must make mistakes.

You know, Mr. President, all of this foolish talk going about by people who
should know better, Ministers of Government, inflammatory talk, which is not
going to do this country any good, and to add insult to injury, the acting
clownsorry, Acting General Secretary, talks about guile and race and looking
for scapegoats. This is the problem we have in this country.

Mr. President: The Member has me lost. I do not know what you are
referring to.

Sen. Hosein: We are talking to the solutions, Sir.

Mr. President: I do not know what you are referring to and whom you are
referring to, which leads me to believe that you are being irrelevant. You have
been going very well so far.

Sen. Hosein: Mr. President, the Senator on the other side did not want to
“pick me up” if he has weight enough and strength enough to do that.

Mr. President, when will they produce evidence that they have the solutions?
This new PNM seems bent on continuing the policies of the past government. One
wonders whether the much maligned treaty with Venezuela would be the next bit
of legislation before this Senate. By Article 23, the Administration Commission
will be created which will be comprised of Government representatives and
representatives of the private sector as designated by the respective governments.
In order to discourage the emergence of the obvious bias in the choice of private
sector representatives, it is perhaps advisable that the Opposition be consulted and
further that the small business sector be permitted to have a representative on that
commission, in keeping with the PNM’s professed concern with the small business
community.

Finally, this country’s economy can ill afford to grant any such concessions
which would cause a lowering of its revenues and foreign exchange earnings. It
would appear that rather than be criticized for not having parliamentary sittings to
conduct the business of the country and in an effort to introduce legislation which
does not relate to the industrial relations climate of the country, the Government
have selected this piece of legislation to tide them over until they get their
legislative act together. The bill seems to provide greater benefits to Venezuela
than to Trinidad and Tobago, as has been the case with most agreements signed by
the previous regime with Venezuela.
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Mr. President, I wish, finally, to appeal to the Government to stop the
“mamaguy”, stop the ole talk, and let us get on with the business of doing the
country’s work seriously and reviewing what policies, specifically trade policies,
that we are adopting. It is never too late to review the total trade liberalization
effort and to go for a partial trade liberalization effort. Review this type of
legislation and bring it in line with what will benefit this country, rather than put
us at a disadvantage. I thank you.

Sen. Michael Mansoor: Mr. President, any Independent Senator who rises to
speak after Sen. Hosein, when one considers his flamboyance and oratorical
ability, does so at his own peril, particularly as Independent Senators have a
natural aversion to engaging in political crosstalk.

Sen. Hosein in his inimitable fashion, characterized our Minister of Trade,
Sen. Kuei Tung, as perhaps being somewhat contemptuous, and betraying a lack
of seriousness in this matter. I say just the opposite, because I think that the
Minister has to be commended on bringing this legislation to the Senate so early
in his term, particularly when we know that this agreement was concluded as far
back as August of 1989. Essentially we had an agreement in force for more than
two years and it is only now seeing the light of day in terms of debate in this
Senate.

It is because of the seriousness and importance which I attach to a bill of this
nature coming to this Senate, that I have submitted with your leave, Mr. President,
an amendment to the bill, which basically seeks to have partial scope agreements
and changes to partial trade agreements brought to the Parliament prior to the
legislation including the regulations being changed.

The arrangement that the Minister contemplates when he says in 2.6A. (4):
“The President may, by Order amend the Eighth Schedule...“ is that almost as a
matter of administrative and bureaucratic procedure, changes in the partial scope
agreements which we have with other countries can be changed. Indeed, if I read
this correctly, what the Minister would be able to do administratively is to ratify
partial scope agreements with other countries by just merely adding to the Eighth
Schedule. Mr. President, that is a very important matter and with respect I would
suggest that it is absolutely essential that partial scope agreements such as this and
changes to them should be brought to Parliament because, as was illustrated by
Sen. Hosein and I am sure by others, these agreements are very important to
trading generally by Trinidadians and Tobagonians.
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To suggest that the Government merely administratively would be able to
ratify and bring into law agreements with other governments, in my view, is to
subvert the prerogative of Parliament in what is a very important area.

I think a previous Member mentioned the importance of the trade in leather
goods, ladies’ shoes, in particular, for which we are giving preferential treatment.
I think that is a matter of significant important. It is not a matter to be dealt with
merely on the advice of public servants and just as an administrative procedure.

I ask the Minister, to seriously consider the amendment which I have
submitted which would bring to Parliament some sort of right to intervene when
other Partial Scope Agreements are negotiated with other parties and indeed when
changes to existing agreements are made. Mr. President, that explains the
amendment which I have submitted.

Now, I think the question has to be asked on an occasion like this as to what
the future holds, or how does the Government see the future relationship between
Trinidad and Tobago and Venezuela. I think it probably would be fair to say that
the relationship between these two countries has, perhaps, been a somewhat
checkered one.

Our geographical proximity would lead one to believe that there should be a
very warm, cordial and all-embracing type of arrangement between this country
and Venezuela. So I was a little disappointed, because I thought that the Minister
would have told this Senate what he sees as the future of this relationship. It is a
very important one.

We have very significant border relationships with them, particularly as these
affect mineral resources. Also, we have the constant irritant of fishing agreements
and the fishing problems, which I am sure all Members know, so I ask the
Minister to tell the Senate how he sees the relationship developing and more
specifically, how this Government views the future of trade between the two
countries. Who is going to have a surplus in the long run? Is it Trinidad and
Tobago or is it Venezuela? Where is this surplus going to come from? Is the
Government happy with the specific items listed in the bill in terms of achieving
the objectiveson the assumption that there are specific objectives with respect
to the trading balance between the two countries.

I come to another matter, which is perhaps going off on a tangent, but I think it
is very important in the consideration of this particular bill. It is the matter of our
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trading relationship with Caricom. As I understand it, our Caricom responsibilities
are such that we have made certain agreements with respect to the free flow of
goods between Caricom territories. That agreement, quite naturally, would have to
respect sovereign powers. But we must have concluded over the last 25 years or
so that this is good for us, that it is good for the trading future of Trinidad and
Tobago and indeed for our Caricom neighbours.

I would imagine that this Government, like its predecessor, would wish to
foster the free-trade arrangements between Caricom territories, but I cannot resist
the thought that Partial Scope Agreements concluded by one member of Caricom
with a non-Caricom country must affect the integrity of the free-trade arrangement
that we are trying to inculcate and bring to Caricom.

2.40 p.m.

In other words, if one country could go off on its own and conclude a Partial
Scope Agreement with another country, does this not encourage other members of
Caricom to conclude similar agreements with countries of their choice? That is
their sovereign right. I raise this point particularly as our balance of trade with our
Caricom partners is such that it is very clear that many manufacturing industries in
Trinidad and Tobago depend on Caricom trade. What would happen if other
Caricom members saw it fit to conclude Partial Scope Agreements with other
countries with respect to products which Trinidad and Tobago now exports to
these other islands?

The point I am making, is that these agreements interfere in some way with
the integrity of the free trade arrangements that we are trying to foster in Caricom.
I want to ask the Minister whether our Government consulted with its Caricom
partners at the time or whether there was no consultation? I fear that every one of
our Caricom partners at the time of the agreement may well be tempted to forge
agreements with trading partners with respect to products which we now ship to
them and give them preferential access to those markets, which would mean that
the Trinidad and Tobago exporter would be severely affected. Was there
consultation? Should there be consultation? What would happen if everyone in
Caricom decided to willy nilly, as indeed some have done already, enter into all
sorts of preferential agreements with non-Caricom partners?

We have to make up our minds. Every once in a while we hear mutterings
from some of the smaller territories that they do not plan to honour the Caricom
arrangement. If we ourselves, perhaps, are doing things that are inimical to
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fostering good trading relationships with our Caricom partners, I ask the question,
where are we going? Have we really thought this thing through? I wish to
emphasize that this was not the Minister's doing; he found it there and he had to
do something about it. But really, what is the future of Caricom—this is what I am
concerned about—given the fact that we have those sorties into the existing
agreements, all of which seem to make the Caricom arrangement even more
fragile than it already is.

One cannot resist the temptation to look at some of the specific items to which
we have given reduction in rates of duty. Sen. Hosein referred to ladies’ footwear.
I take it that leather footwear, excluding men's footwear, means ladies’ footwear. I
do not know whether there are other types of footwear. I ask the question with
respect to Items 8532 to 8544. I should like the Minister to tell the Senate whether
any of these items are being made in Trinidad and Tobago. I do not have the
information, but I have a suspicion that some of these items may, in fact, be
manufactured here. I do not know. Also with respect to the cough and cold
remedies, anthelmintics, which I understand is worm medicine, I ask the Minister
whether any of these items are likely to be made in Trinidad and Tobago, and
whether the conclusion of this agreement would be injurious to our manufacturer.

Let me reiterate my request that the Minister perhaps spend some time in his
reply just talking about the possible effects of some of the specific items which
other Senators have mentioned and which I have also added to the list. It is very
clear that the items on which Venezuela has given us preferential access, if I may
use that word, are items which, even with the best will in the world, a Trinidad
and Tobago manufacturer would have great trouble competing with. For example,
we have got a reduction of 25 per cent on shipping beverages into Venezuela.

If one considers the difference in the parity of our exchange rates and the size
of the Venezuelan market, which, I suppose, conservatively, is, at least, 10 times
our own, the ability of a Trinidad and Tobago manufacturer shipping beverages to
Venezuela, even with this preferential access rate, is somewhat remote. I think
that the same, perhaps, applies to other items listed here. Now, I accept the fact
that Minister Kuei Tung did not have anything to do with the formulation of this
specific list, but I should like to ask him to speculate on the potential of Trinidad
and Tobago for taking advantage of this preferential access, if one may call it that.

I am inclined to support this bill with the amendment which I have proposed.
But I think the point must be made that we need a holistic view of where our
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future fortunes lie with respect to international trading arrangements. Is it
Caricom? Is it wider agreements within the western hemisphere? Where is all this
leading us? Let me ask the question very bluntly: Would we find ourselves with
Venezuela as a full Caricom partner one of these fine days? I think that this is
something which we have to think about. I think that the results of that—I see the
Minister is smiling—would be quite dramatic, if not catastrophic, for most
manufacturers today. Have we really formulated what we want to do over the next
five or 10 years with respect to all of these trading blocs that are arising in Latin
America and elsewhere?

I would invite the Minister to address this more global, and perhaps more
important, issue than giving preferential access to a few specific commodities
Where are we really going? What is the Government's policy with respect to
Caricom and with respect to the other trading blocs that are arising in Latin
America, in particular?

2.50 p.m.

We run the very real risk that if we do not join the right party—and I say this
in an international sense—we could very well be marginalized in the final
outcome of things. With the advent of these huge trading blocs, if we do not
ensure that, on a year-to-year basis, our industries can grow by their ability to
export to significant trading partners, we may very well find that in a few years’
time we do not have a manufacturing industry of any international  significance.
Yes, we will be able to export to everybody our non-renewable resources. They
will always want our petroleum resources. The trouble is, once we ship it, we do
not have it. What are we really doing? How do we see our manufacturing sector in
the future, and what is the trading policy? We have to help our industries grow. I
have always been quite concerned about the fact that we seem to do everything in
our power to frustrate business activity in this country.

Let us not forget, that the regime of the negative list was, perhaps, the worst
form of monopoly that could ever exist anywhere in the world. Not only did we
give to specific manufacturers the right to produce for the Trinidad and Tobago
market, but we also told them that no-one else could supply this market unless
they agreed to give that permission. That was the worst form of monopoly and
that has been changed, ameliorated by the new trading order that has now come
about, where people can ship goods into Trinidad and Tobago provided the tariff
bill is met.
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What, in fact, we have done is expose Trinidad and Tobago's industry and
manufacturing sector to international competition and this is why I find somewhat
anachronistic the call for monopolies legislation. We have to realize, that in the
manufacturing world, nothing in Trinidad and Tobago can really be called a
monopoly. We are too small to compete internationally in anything, and if we
insist on breaking up our industries into small parts, we would never, ever be able
to compete internationally, because we would never have the critical mass that
would allow us to compete on cost and quality in the global arena. A call for more
legislation to confuse and tie up business activity, while it may be logical in some
respects, militates against the ability of Trinidad and Tobago manufacturers to
compete internationally and globally.

We must not spare any effort to ensure that our industries and companies have
a competitive advantage; and when we impose higher tax rates on them, higher
interest rates; and when we seek to enmesh them in all sorts of bureaucratic,
administrative and legal procedures, as they go about their daily business, what we
are doing is eroding their ability to compete in the international arena.

I ask the Minister to give us his insights as to the bigger picture of our trading
relationships with Caricom; and more specifically, I should like to ask him
whether or not this Partial Scope Agreement was formulated with the
acquiescence and knowledge of our trading partners in Caricom. I should also like
to ask him, once again, not to leave to merely administrative procedure additions
or deletions to partial scope agreements which, effectively, give preferential
access to our markets by other countries. We know it is Venezuela today. We do
not know who it will be tomorrow. Mr. President, I thank you.

Sen. Dianna Mahabir-Wyatt: Mr. President, two weeks ago, I think it was,
in replying to the debate on Tariffs and Trade Liberalization, the hon. Minister of
Finance, if I recall correctly, stated in this Chamber that changes were under way
in the Customs Department and that, within two weeks, we would see results of
those changes. It would be, perhaps, unfair to try to keep the hon. Minister to such
a statement, particularly since he was discussing at the time the question of
goods—as I recall the specific goods in question were tyres—coming illegally into
the country and slipping neatly past Customs. The hon. Minister was, I think,
pinning his hopes on change in the Customs Department, on a new policy and
procedure of computerization which, I think, he believes by putting international
data at the fingertips of Customs officers was, in fact, going to result in a
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lessening of practices which had been regarded generally as being corrupt or at the
very least, inconsistent.

Now, I am not about to take issue with consistency in human affairs, or
inconsistency in human affairs. I do not like to spend too much energy trying to
fight lost causes and inconsistency, as far as I am concerned, is going to be around
for a long time. In fact, as I recall, the philosopher, Oliver Wendell Holmes
commented on consistency being the hobgoblin of little minds. It is a hobgoblin
with which we are not terribly troubled in this country.

In this debate on the bill to amend the Customs Act, what I am concerned with
is the question of corruption, and most particularly the public perception of
corruption in the Customs system. I am not sayingand I know I am not
sayinganything that is new to anybody when I bring up the national perception
of the existence of corruption in the Customs system. In fact, the press runs stories
on it with a regularity that almost becomes boring as they go on and on and on and
on and on and there is very little change; and if it were not for the weeklies, with
their three exclamation point headlines from time to time, it would probably go on
without very much comment.

I think that the country gets a sense of deja vu by continually hearing about
containers marked tomatoes or saltfish or footwear coming in loaded with drugs,
in some cases, with arms and ammunition. In fact after the events of 1990, when
arms and ammunition came into the country in exactly such a fashion and,
apparently, passed through Customs without being caught, we did not get any kind
of change in the public perception with regard to the whole system in Customs in
that national security was going to be more protected.

The perception of the public—and true or not the perception is certainly
there—that guns and arms and ammunition continue to come into the country
illegally is certainly very much alive. But, it is not just the question of arms and
ammunition and drugs coming in illegally and somehow managing to get through
Customs that concerns me. Sen. Mansoor mentioned a while ago that it seems to
be that everything that can possibly be done in this country to frustrate business is
done; and I have a certain amount of sympathy for that statement. Because I
cannot begin to list the number of times I have been told by business people about
negotiations to try to bring in large shipments of either raw materials or goods into
the country—negotiating with Customs to bring them in—and having been told
either blatantly, overtly or, sometimes, covertly that the matter can be expedited
by the payment of a small fee.
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It is not, business people are made to understand—and I am sure there are
people in this room who have had such experiences—that you will not be able to
get your goods through Customs if you do not pay this small fee, it is just that you
are also given to understand that one understands the bureaucratic delays that can
take place—the lost files, the papers that cannot be found, the people who are on
leave; and it could just mean that your goods, while they will get through, will not
get through immediately. They could be delayed for a year or perhaps longer, in
which time, of course, your business can well go under. In circumstances like this
which are very well known, many businesses do pay.

3.00 p.m.

The requests for money, that I am talking about are made quite openly; and the
names of the people who make these requests are very well known and are spoken
of often in business and customs brokerage circles. Payments are in cash and the
day-to-day business of the country goes on. It is not, I think, that people do not see
that there is something wrong about this system. I think that in many cases, people
feel that if you are in business, either you pay or you go under. In my view, the
corruption that exists in this respect taints both sides, because anyone who does
give in and pay this kind of "fee", expeditors fees or commissions—there are
different names for it; there is a whole vocabulary—is agreeing to participate in
what is an illegal act. By so doing, they are perpetuating a system of corruption as
well. The corruptibility of the business community becomes just as common a
perception amongst the public as corruption in the Customs system.

Words like, "weakening of the moral fibre of the country," are usually sneered
at or laughed at or considered, cynically, to belong to the showmanship of
evangelical preaching, which one pays to hear. But it is unfortunate, because I
think that if we allow this kind of corruption in the system to exist—this is exactly
what we are doing. We are allowing that catch phrase to have considerable
meaning in this country. Weakening morals is exactly what is happening. It is
exactly what we all have to face.

The level of perception in this country about the ethical standards and values
of anybody who is regarded as a politician is not simply the outcome of the doings
of an O'Halloran or two or three; but it is also the result of the lack of doing, the
failure of people, including ourselves in this Senate, including anyone who is in
Parliament—and I do not exclude myself from this—to clear up the mess that
exists.
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Over the last three weeks alone I have spoken to four different groups, one of
them being a group of sixth form students from a large boys' college in Port of
Spain, two of them being groups of supervisors and middle managers from the
private sector, and one being a similar group from the public sector. In each case I
asked them, as part of an exercise: "Does anyone here trust what a politician has
to say?" I do not have to, I think, in this Senate, even indicate what the answer
was. The level of cynicism about the ethical standards of politicians in this
country is extremely high, and I really admire the courage of people who decide to
go into politics, either their courage or the thickness of their skin, because the
word, "politician", has become almost synonymous with dishonest manipulation. I
think it is sadder for the country; I think it is sad for the leadership of the country,
and the fact that it is even more sad, is that this reputation is gained, as I said, not
only by the actions of a few, but also by the inaction of the many when it comes to
doing something about the system which we all know exists and which we have
not done anything about.

In a way, not doing anything about corrupt practices is tantamount to a refusal
to take drastic action, and if necessary, bloody action, in order to make examples
of those who are in high positions who use their positions to extract and accept
bribes, and to set an example for those in the lower ranks who, sometimes, are
only too anxious to follow them. I think this does disservice to the very many men
and women in the Customs Department who are honest, decent individuals and
whose reputations get tainted as a result of those who are not.

My concern is not for that department alone; it is for the spreading contempt
with which we, as a nation, are beginning to view ourselves and the question of
moral standards in the society as a whole. Today in the press there is a report
about the twelfth patient at St. Ann's hospital dying as a result of food poisoning. I
do not have the report in front of me, perhaps some of you do. While official
sources were still bleating weakly about salmonella poisoning, the people who
have been in and out of that hospital for years, the common labourers, the patients,
the friends and families of patients and staff, will tell you openly about what they
see as the food racket that has existed for many, many years, where budgets which
are allocated are, in fact, spent on spoilt and rotten food, and this is the kind of
food that is being fed to patients. This is hardly a closed matter. It is an open
secret with anybody who goes in and out of that institution. This is done, I think,
on the assumption—which turns out to be correct—that no one is going to point a
finger because of fear of victimization, either for themselves—
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Mr. President: Senator, I do not mind your making passing reference to the
incident, but I think we are going a little off course if you go into too much detail
on that matter.

Sen. Mahabir-Wyatt: Mr. President, my point was simply that the situation is
not very much different from the situation that exists in Customs. It is the same
sort of lack of inaction, although a public perception exists and people who are
involved, exist. Where it comes to Customs, it is business, perhaps, that dies. In
the case of St. Ann's it has been 12 people that have died. The answer to
complaints is always lack of sufficient evidence. I assume that in both of these
instances in which I am trying to draw a parallel—I do not think it was an invalid
one—the excuse will be used again, that we cannot do anything; we cannot put
our finger on the people who are responsible, simply because there is insufficient
evidence. I am quite sure that this is going to be used again.

The public perception is as a result of the systems which are run by
officialdom and a society which condones these kinds of systems, and as I said
earlier, we in this Senate are very much included, because we have not taken
action to ensure that this kind of thing is changed, we are included as aiders and
abetters to the spread of unethical practices that will probably go on. If I speak
vehemently on this, it is because I think that ethically, morally and legally, we are
the ones who are responsible.

The bill before us, on the face of it, is going to enable us to do more trade with
Venezuela, be a part of that uncomfortable process of trade liberalization to which
we are irrevocably committed. But if that policy has to be implemented with as
much success as possible, or with as little damage as possible to those in the
community who are weak, if the whole process of trade liberalization and the
result of the provisions of this bill are not going to be more harmful than we hope
they otherwise might, the passage of this bill cannot be done in isolation. It has
got to be done in the context of the cleaning up of the systems which operate in an
illegal way in the Customs Department.

I think that this is a serious bill. I think that it should be treated seriously, and I
think that as a mark of that seriousness, I hope that the Minister in his reply will
give this Senate some sort of indication as to the steps that will be taken, so that if
they are not taken, questions can be asked. About improving the situation that
exists in the Customs Department, I wish the hon. Minister every success in his
attempts to achieve this. I do not think, however, as I said earlier, that the
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responsibility is his alone; I think it has got to be the active responsibility of
everyone who is in this Parliament, for reasons which I think go far beyond
partisan politics. And I think that this is something to which we should all be
committed. Thank you, Mr. President.

3.10 p.m.

Sen. Martin Daly: Mr. President, may I begin with my usual refrain. This is
not this Minister's fault. He has told us that one reason for inviting us to pass this
bill is that we signed an agreement with Venezuela and in keeping with that
agreement, we must pass this bill. I accept that and would support passage of this
bill because when we make international agreements we must stick to them.

But I noticed that the Minister departed from his script and said that this bill
was also in line with his concept of trade reform. I just want to spend a few
minutes firing a warning shot across the bow of the Minister on this question of
trade reform. Because if the figures that have been given to us by Sen. Hosein are
correct, the effect of this bill which we must pass—because this is in keeping with
our international contractual obligations—will be to enable a trading partner who
is geographically close, bigger in size, as equally well endowed with natural
resources, with a rate of exchange that is in its favour, to take more advantage of
us. That is going to be the effect of this.

The balance of trade between Trinidad and Venezuela is very much in
Venezuela's favour and I want to make this point because I have expressed
recently my skepticism about trade liberalization and I want to do so again. I do
not want to be deflected by anyone pretending that the debate about trade
liberalization is a debate about trade liberalization as against the negative list
because that is not what I am saying. I accept that the negative list has served its
purpose, if its purpose was to assist Trinidad and Tobago in developing a
manufacturing base and protecting that development for a certain period. I
accepted it as serving that purpose. I accept that in many cases the negative list
produced monopolies with which I would not be satisfied and I would not like to
name the products in this honourable House.

This debate is not about whether or not it is a good thing to disband the
negative list. This debate is not about whether we have a choice about trade
liberalization because with their usual candour, both this Minister and the
Minister of Finance have told us in this Senate that we really have no choice. We
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have to do it because we have been told we must in order to obtain certain
facilities in the international money market.

What this debate is about is what steps we are taking, each time a piece of
trade liberalization legislation comes to the Parliament, to make sure that the cost
of trade liberalization is not unacceptably high. Because whomever I listen to
speaking about international trade in the country these days, agrees that our local
manufacturers would be put under pressure, that many of them will not survive
and, therefore, we shall have increased unemployment. There seems to be broad
agreement on that.

There also seems to be broad agreement among the experts that our rate of
exchange will come under pressure. In fact, I heard it being reported in one
section of the media that this were one of the matters that were raised on a recent
trip to Washington. What has to be done concomitant with trade liberalization to
protect our currency? So I, on the occasion of this debate, want to restate my
worries about trade liberalization that is taken piecemeal. This I accept we have to
do for the reasons that I have said, but I was trying to find out from my colleague,
Sen. Mansoor which of these items are manufactured here. I believe that things
like electrical capacitors and circuit breakers are made here and I have some
misgivings about fruit pulp and as one of my friends on the Government Benches
knows, I do not know very much about anthelmintics which are worm medicines.

If for example, there are items on this list that are being made in Trinidad and
Tobago, and we give a powerful neighbour the opportunity to send his
competitive products here at a lower rate of duty when he has had already the
other advantages which I have mentioned, that is, his geographical proximity, his
size, rate of exchange running in his favour, then the net effect of this type of
legislation and the net effect of trade liberalization without sufficient attention
being paid to these matters, will be to hurt the country both in relation to
employment and in relation to its exchange rate.

I just want to let the Minister know in advance that if we are going to get more
of this, that is to say, as a matter of policy and not as a result of international
agreements, he may run into some resistance, certainly on my part, because I think
it is very important to understand that this trade liberalization legislation has the
effect of empowering persons who are already stronger than we are.

Indeed, I hope that it is being noticed that experts locally are constantly
making contributions to the media with talk about the cost side of trade
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liberalization, and the difficulties that will arise with this policy if it is not
carefully thought out. I am going to ask the Minister—I know it was an unguarded
remark—if this is in keeping with his idea of trade liberalization, to think very
carefully again for the reasons which I have given. I tend to agree with Sen.
Hosein that we are opening a Pandora's Box and have got to be careful. I repeat, I
am not suggesting that we must maintain the negative list arrangements but we
have got to be very careful when we give advantages to people who are bigger
than we.

I should just like to point out that according to one of the sources on which I
rely for information on international trade, that is, Fortune magazine, Europe is in
a panic over trade liberalization because they do not know how to keep out the
Japanese. All I say is that if Europe is not strong enough to keep out the Japanese
we are not going to be strong enough to keep out countries such as the one with
which we have concluded this treaty and to whom we are now giving preference.

There is a great panic going on in Europe over market liberalization and
Fortune is in fact predicting—I am referring to the issue of May 4, 1992—for
Europe:

"Expect more not less protection of jobs and companies"

Later on in the same article which is entitled "Getting Tough With The Japanese”,
there is reference to worries in France, Germany and Italy about jobs that might be
lost as a result of further market liberalization and France and Italy and Germany
are learning to batten down their hatches to contain the damage that might be
caused by trade liberalization. We apparently are not paying sufficient attention to
the cost side of trade liberalization.

3.20 p.m.

I accept that we must support this bill because it is consistent with our
international obligations, but I am urging the Minister as I did just a few short
weeks ago in the context of the Finance Bill, to tread very warily with trade
liberalization and, like every one of my colleagues on these Benches who spoke, I
reminded the Government on that occasion of things we have to do.

We cannot allow everyone to lam us. If we have an area that is sensitive in
relation to unemployment, as Sen. Mahabir-Wyatt mentioned on a previous
occasion, then if we have to protect tyres to protect Point Fortin, we must do it. If
we have to protect fruit pulp, in order to—as Sen. Mahadeo made the point on a
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previous occasion—assist in the reopening of the Nonpareil estate, then we must
do it.

In a really stunning contribution which my colleague Sen. Spence made on a
previous occasion, which never saw much light of day in the media, no doubt
because he made it late in the evening, he made the point, and I accept it from
him, that worldwide the United States protects its agriculture against Australia;
Australia protects its agriculture against Italy and so forth. We cannot simply open
up ourselves for lam. We have to pay more careful attention to this whole
question of trade liberalization. I regret that in some respects I am going over
something which I said so recently, but I do think that it is very important. The
Minister must be careful in his future approach to empowering other persons who
are stronger than we, that we are not going to be simply crushed.

In this article to which I have referred, they are talking about the industrial war
machine of the Japanese, that the Europeans are fearful—even as a united group—
is going to crush them. It is not without its problems, and therefore, I become very
concerned when I see that we are giving help to someone bigger than we, in fruit
pulp, medicaments, which are not specified, aluminum foil—one of my colleagues
is whispering to me—and to certain electrical things which are being made here.

In summary, all I am saying is that we cannot simply say we are liberalizing
this today because international agencies require it; we are liberalizing this
tomorrow because we have entered into an agreement to do it. We have to be
more careful than that. There is no shame in telling persons internationally, that in
certain particular cases we cannot jump on the bandwagon, either because we
have a geographical area in the country to protect, or because we have a particular
product or group of products to protect. I am simply asking the Minister to note
my concerns and where necessary, we also, have to talk tough in relation to
certain things which we need to protect, because bigger and better than we are
getting concerned about bigger and better than those who are overwhelming them
in a completely free trade situation.

While I would support the bill, I really should like to let the Minister know
that this does not accord with my views of trade reform policy for what they are
worth, and while I do not oppose the shortening or removal of the negative list,
this type of legislation must be approached with care. As one of the previous
speakers said, we have to take a global view of the matter.

Thank you very much.
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Sen. Prof. John Spence: Mr. President, I find myself in very great agreement
with Sen. Daly with respect to the way in which we should approach this subject.
I, like him, have accepted that we are going to proceed with trade liberalization. In
some sense, therefore, I join him in fighting a rear-guard action to protect certain
aspects of our economic activity which I think would need protection.

Of course, it is not surprising that I would refer to the question of agricultural
products, and in this case the one that is mentioned is fruit pulp. I would take a
slightly different position, however, with respect to this particular item because I
accept that we are going to do this, and what I would do is to ask that we have
some consistency in our system with regard to activities such as this. In other
words, if we are now going to allow fruit pulp from Venezuela under
concessionary terms, then let us make sure that the Ministry of Agriculture no
longer advises farmers to proceed with the planting of fruit trees, on the basis that
they will have agro-processing activities which would take up the fruit pulp. No
longer must we let the Agricultural Development Bank make loans to processors
based on the fact that this would stimulate local production.

Now, they can make the loans based on the fact that they will be importing the
raw material. So, what we need to do, if we are going into trade liberalization—
again, I agree with Sen. Daly—is to see what else we must do to make sure that
the whole system works; otherwise the repercussions we will have will be much
greater. Because if the Ministry of Agriculture, Land and Marine Resources is
successful in its drive to encourage farmers in that direction, and then the Ministry
of Trade, Industry and Tourism pulls a carpet from under them in another way,
then the repercussions to the farmers will be greater than if we encourage them to
do something else, which we would aim to protect. This is why, I repeat, we must
decide what activities in the agricultural sector we intend to embark on and then
ensure that we go down the road in all aspects of our activities to protect those
particular enterprises.

I believe Sen. Mansoor has referred to Caricom trade, and of course, the
importation of pineapple pulp from Venezuela will no doubt affect our
importation of pineapples from Guyana. This morning I checked with one
processor who indeed gets his pineapples from Guyana and forms them into pulp.
Now, perhaps, it is that the exchange rate in Guyana may be more favourable than
that of Venezuela. Undoubtedly, the Venezuelan exchange rate is very favourable
to our buying items from them, but clearly, we must be consistent.
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On the last occasion, I made the point that we should try to protect ourselves
in the way that many other countries do, by non-tariff barriers. In the case of fruit
pulp, the quarantine regulations could not apply because this is being processed,
and therefore, offers no threat to introduction of pests or diseases, but there are
other mechanisms that we might use.

This morning in conversation with a manufacturer, I was told of a few and I
would bring these to the attention of the hon. Minister. For example, we might
require, that on imported fruit items there be statements to the nutritional value of
the items on the labelling. Now, this is something that is not done sometimes, and
therefore, there are certain manufacturers who might not want to do this for a
small market. We might require that the local distributor's name be put onto the
label. Again, certain manufacturers might not think it worthwhile to change their
label for a small market such as ours. This we should do, if it is an activity or an
item in respect of which want to protect the local manufacturer.

On the other hand, if it is something we want to bring in freely because it is
less expensive to import it, and we do not intend to protect the local industry, then
we might be more liberal in that regard. What about the metric system? We use
the metric system. As far as I am aware in the United States, they have not yet
fully adopted the metric system. So, perhaps we can keep out some items that
way, by requiring that the label states its contents in the metric system.

What about the language? We are importing items from Venezuela. Are the
labels going to come in English or in Spanish? Is the Spanish going to be
ungrammatical? Therefore, we can keep it out on those grounds.

Clearly, all the things that other countries do with respect to trade, we must
learn to do ourselves. Why should we expose ourselves naked in the market place
to trade liberalization and not take the same measures as other countries take? I
see no evidence that we are doing this.

We are told that the bill is coming. Well, unfortunately, more bills involving
trade liberalization have come before the one that is supposed to come with
respect to anti-dumping and unfair trade practices legislation. Let us hope that no
more bills come before, at least, we put that in place.

3.30 p.m.

In this regard, I support fully Sen. Mansoor's amendment because, I think, if
we are going this way, we must proceed cautiously. It is important that we have
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the Parliament drawing attention to the various dangers that might ensue when we
move in this direction. Therefore, I think that the Government, of necessity,
should come on each occasion to the Parliament for approval, particularly, as Sen.
Mansoor has pointed out, when we are entering agreements with a range of
countries and we would only know of the consequences subsequently.

So, Mr. President, I second Sen. Mansoor's amendment.

I think if we really put our minds to it we can, in fact, move in the direction of
trade liberalization and get the benefits that may ensue while, at every step,
safeguarding ourselves against the adverse effects. It does mean very extensive
consultation on each occasion when we are taking a step. For example, on the last
occasion when we were discussing customs items, I raised the issue as to whether
there had been consultation with the Ministry of Agriculture.

On this occasion I myself tried to determine whether there had been that
consultation with respect to fruit pulp. I have been unable to find any evidence
that either on the last occasion with ornamentals, or on this occasion with fruit
pulp, that has been that consultation. The hon. Minister may tell me that indeed
that consultation has taken place. All I can say is, that something in the system is
not working, because the people in that sector who I think should know, do not
seem to know. Again, let us make sure that all the relevant persons are consulted
when we are moving towards further trade liberalization. Let us take all the steps
that we need to protect ourselves, and, if we do that, then perhaps we may succeed
in moving forward and avoiding the adverse effects. If we do not, I think we are
certainly going to be in very serious trouble. Thank you, Mr. President.

Sen. Rev. Daniel Teelucksingh: Mr. President, I rise to support the Customs
(Amd't) Bill, 1992 which is before this honourable Senate today. I have always
wondered why it was taking so long for us to develop trade relationships with our
closer neighbours, rather than establishing those strong links with the Far East
Asian tigers. There are many expressions of approval for the development of
closer trade relationships between Venezuela and Caricom. For example, at the
Caricom Regional Economic Conference, held in Port of Spain in 1991, at which
there were observer delegates from Latin American countries, Prime Minister
Michael Manley, in his address to the Conference said:
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"I speak unapologetically in the belief that Caricom needs to explore closest
possible relationships with the emerging reality of Latin America and Latin
American development."

Speaking about our situation in Trinidad and Tobago, Roger Vieira expressed
the view in an editorial in the Trinidad Guardian recently that:

"Free trade among nations with a similar level of industrial development is
beneficial to all concerned. Free trade with the Far East or with fortress
Europe is not to our benefit. We should manage and negotiate our trading
patterns along these lines."

and he listed a few.

"Free trade with and among Caricom nations. Free trade with Venezuela is an
absolute must and free trade with most other South American countries could
be to our benefit."

For several years there has been a thriving suitcase trade with goods
originating in Caracas and Magarita. Footwear, clothing and toiletries are some
which have found markets in Trinidad and Tobago long before this bill was ever
imagined. The small independent trader had discovered a long time ago, easily
accessible and reasonably priced commodities in Venezuela.

It is interesting that tariff preferences include leather footwear—reference was
made to this—and excluded men's footwear, but there are many stores in Trinidad
and Tobago that are selling men's shoes which are made in Venezuela. They came
in large quantities through the front door at Piarco. There are many persons who
will prefer to buy good leather shoes manufactured in Venezuela than one of
cheaper and inferior quality that came all the way from Taiwan.

In supporting the Customs Bill, I wish to express a very important concern,
because some of us have been to Venezuela long before this bill was drafted. I
want to share a concern with the hon. Minister and also with the Ministry of
Consumer Affairs and the Bureau of Standards that we must be aware of the
possibility that inferior quality merchandise can be dumped on us. I notice that the
green light has been given to certain pharmaceuticals and we must ensure at all
times that these commodities be of the highest quality—not simply that they are
cheap.

Importers must be guided by specifically prescribed standards if these goods
must come in here. Many shoppers and regular visitors to Venezuela are cognizant
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of the fact that that shopping paradise can produce and furnish us, among other
things, with very cheap inferior quality goods. We need to watch this very
carefully. I think that in the Ministry of Trade, Industry and Tourism we need to
advise and monitor the imports of all those who decide that they must cash in on
this trade; that there ought to be standards that must be adhered to by every trader
and every businessman who intends to take advantage of the list.

Thank you very much.

Sen. Ramcharan Gosine: Mr. President, I rise to support this bill, but before
I do so I want to congratulate Sen. the Hon. Gordon Draper who has been elevated
to Leader of Government Business here today.

This bill seeks to incorporate tariff preferences agreed upon by Trinidad and
Tobago and Venezuela in the Partial Scope Agreement signed at Port of Spain on
August 4, 1989. I should therefore like to make a few comments on the Partial
Scope Agreement.

The Partial Scope Agreement represents a bilateral agreement providing for
reciprocal arrangements between Venezuela and Trinidad and Tobago. It provides
for a fixed number of goods that will be traded between the two countries. It also
provides for a fixed tariff reduction. Thirty-five goods have been listed for
Trinidad and Tobago and thirty-five for Venezuela; similarly, a 25 per cent
reduction in the tariff of both countries. The duration is for three years in the first
instance. There is a clause for the automatic renewal for a similar period unless
requested otherwise by either country. The rules of origin are similar to that of
Caricom, that is a 50 per cent limit is set for the c.i.f. value of material from a
third country used in the manufacture of the product and exported from one

3.40 p.m.

I feel that I should commend the last Government on this initiative, for it is the
beginning of better trade relations and cementing of friendly and cordial relations
with our closest and largest neighbour, Venezuela. I feel very happy that Sen.
Teelucksingh made the same observation.

This will afford us an opportunity of accessing the entire South American
market so that when we as a small nation import—right now the balance of trade,
as Sen. Hosein has pointed out is in favour of Venezuela; that can change very
quickly because the market there is substantially greater than that of Trinidad and
Tobago.
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Venezuela has a population of approximately 18 million people.

Sen. Hosein: Mr. President, I wonder whether the hon. Senator would like to
tell us if just the size of the market is how we are going to redress that situation. I
do not believe that he is allowing us to believe that that is the only condition; is
there something else? Because we would not believe that.

Sen. Gosine: Mr. President, if the good Senator would give me an
opportunity, this is one of the reasons I have given. I have not concluded my
contribution and if he will not anticipate me, maybe I would be able to make my
contribution in a manner which he can understand and of course to the benefit of
the others.

I am saying that Venezuela is a member of the Andean Pact. The Andean Pact
is comprised of Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and indeed Venezuela. So that
even by this statement, we are seeing a greater market. Venezuela is also a
member of SELA, that is the Latin American Economic System. This offers
potential for vast economic opportunities; I am talking about investment and
financial concerns coming into the country. Although the Partial Scope
Agreement does not cover investment provisions, such provisions can come
through further bilateral talks, because this is not an end all, it is a beginning.

The world is moving towards trade liberalization and Trinidad and Tobago has
to take a leadership role. [Laughter] Let them laugh. We must think success, we
must think opportunity and we must be able to move with the wave of the times,
otherwise we would be left behind.

If my Friends on the opposite side do not understand what I am saying, let me
indicate that Trinidad and Tobago can become the financial capital of this region.
We have the institutions, we have the trained manpower, the professionals and so
on and we can do this. But we have to be able to think big and we have to be able
to move forward. We cannot think in isolation, we cannot close ourselves away
from what is happening in the world and we cannot close ourselves to trade
liberalization.

In July, 1991, the President of Venezuela and the Prime Minister of St. Kitts
signed a document called “Principles for a Multilateral Agreement”. This was
done at the Caricom Heads of Government Conference in St. Kitts.

The President of Venezuela has made an offer of a one-way, non-reciprocal
duty free access of Caricom products into Venezuela. The liberalization of tariffs
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would be in two modes. Firstly, you would have a short list for immediate duty-
free goods; and all other Caricom products would receive a phased automatic
reduction in five tranches, reaching zero level in two and a half years. Mr.
President, reciprocity is excluded here, both explicitly and implicitly. So we are
looking at a one-way beneficial situation for the Caricom region.

It should be noted, that the Caricom/Venezuela agreement on trade and
investment, when it comes into effect, would supersede the provisions of the
Partial Scope Agreement and would therefore allow for no less favourable entry
into Venezuela of the products concerned.

Partial Scope Agreements have been negotiated with two Caricom states:
Trinidad and Tobago and Guyana.

In order that we may understand when we look at the Partial Scope tariff
preferences here, and the 25 per cent reduction, if we look at fruit pulp, pineapple
as an example, we would see that the rate of duty is 33.75 per cent. If you look at
the customs tariffs of Trinidad and Tobago, you would see that for fruit pulp and
pineapple, it is 45 per cent, and therefore, this 33.75 per cent represents a 25 per
cent reduction of that 45 per cent and similarly down the line. For Caricom
countries, I should indicate, it is zero.

I feel confident that the Opposition, recognizing the potential of a Partial
Scope Agreement for exports and for job creation in this country and the tariff
preferences on pages 5, 6 and 7 which form an integral part of the bill, will vote in
support of this bill. I thank you.

Sen. John Rahael: Mr. President, the bill before us today seeks to amend the
Customs Act, Chap. 78:01, to provide for the implementation of preferential
tariffs on certain goods to be imported from Venezuela.

The fact that this bill is before us today signifies several things. First of all, it
seems that in many areas this Government has to either complete actions which it
initiated while in power in the 19811986 period, or clean up legislation passed
in the intervening period.

This bill fulfils our obligation under the Partial Scope Agreement with
Venezuela. That agreement was initiated by the then Prime Minister, the hon.
George  Chambers, in 1986. It is to be noted that negotiations were concluded in
1989, and the agreement was signed in August of 1989. The Venezuelans
implemented their part of the bargain and reduced the tariff on goods listed in the
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agreement. Indeed, in December of that year, they also reduced tariffs on an
additional number of items which we have further negotiated. Between that time
and now, Trinidad and Tobago exporters to Venezuela have enjoyed preferential
access to the Venezuelan market with respect to those goods, while Venezuelan
exports to our country have had to face the full duties.

Mr. President, I submit to you, Sir, that this is not in keeping with the
agreement. Since an agreement was made in principle and accepted by the
Government of Trinidad and Tobago, we believe that being a Government of
integrity and a Government that keeps its word, we see it fit, in order to establish
our own credibility in the international community, to emphasize the fact very
clearly that we will honour all obligations which we have undertaken. So when
others deal with us, they will know and understand that we are a serious and
responsible Government.

In considering this bill, there are three things that we should take into
consideration:

1) To fulfil the obligations which we have undertaken over two years ago;

2) Secondly, it is in keeping with the movement towards trade liberalization
and the Caricom integration; and

3) We must see it in terms of business opportunities for the local
manufacturing sector.

To deal a little further with the first issue. The Venezuelan Government in
dealing with us showed good faith, and we must reciprocate. They moved
expeditiously to put in place the necessary mechanism to facilitate the agreement,
because they saw and understood the benefits to their manufacturers, even if we
are a market of 1.2 million, while they have a market of over 20 million people.
Despite all of this, the Opposition has raised its voice against this bill. Is it that
they cannot perceive the advantages to our manufacturers under this agreement?

To maintain the integrity and good name of this Government and people of the
Republic of Trinidad and Tobago, is sufficient reason to support this bill.

Our second basis of support for this bill, the Partial Scope Agreement, is in
keeping with the process of trade liberalization. This is a particularly beneficial
and significant step for us. We must face the fact that trade liberalization is here
and there is an international movement in this direction which we cannot escape.
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If that is so, then, as good managers, we must prepare for trade liberalization. We
have to open our markets to imports from some countries with which we do not
have any preferential agreements. In this case, however, we do have such an
agreement that will give us preferential access to Venezuela. Although it is
limited to 35 items, these are items that are important to us, and indeed, this
Government will seek to expand the range of items covered in this agreement.

It is instructive even at the superficial level, to compare this agreement with
the Caribbean Basin Initiative. The CBI offers manufacturers preferential access to
the US market in respect of a number of items for which we do not have a
comparative advantage. As a result, our manufactures have not benefited
significantly from that initiative, but with the Venezuelan agreement, we are
dealing with items that I believe we are in a position to compete favourably with;
two of the items are pepper sauce and beer.

I would assume that we are mounting a campaign to export beer
internationally, and if we have our neighbour with a market of over 20 million
persons one would expect that is a market we would aggressively go after. If we
cannot, in fact, export beer–and some of the other items that have been listed here
electrical fans, blenders, mixers, ceramic tiles and television sets, then where are
we going?

We have an opportunity now, to export to a market of over 20 million persons.
I see this whole thing completely differently from some of the Senators on the
other side. I see this as an opportunity for manufacturers. I see this as an
opportunity for new investors from abroad to come into our market. When we are
negotiating to get investors to come into our market, and they ask, what is your
market? I say we have over 1.2 million. They say, how many millions you said? I
said, one million. They said, no, no. But I said, do not mind that, we have
Caricom and Caricom is five million. They still look at me as though to say, you
expect us to come to Trinidad and put down a plant and an investment for a
population that you have free trade with for five million persons and that in itself
is not stable? But if I were to tell them, in fact, that we have preferential duty into
our neighbouring country, Venezuela, and we have already listed 35 items and we
are going one step further, we are talking about a one-way free trade, do you see
that that in itself would encourage investors? This is what I see.

I am sorry, like the Sen. Hosein, that garments are not on the list. I think we
would have made heyday if garments were on this list that would have gained
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access into Venezuela. I would encourage the hon. Minister to try to get garments
on the list. I am wondering if it is that the hon. Senator who opposed the bill and
mentioned that garments were not on the list, is annoyed because of this. If that is
what it isI mean, I would like to see garments on the list as well.

We have become relatively competitive in some items and quality-wise we
compare quite favourably—

Sen. Hosein: Mr. President, I allowed the Senator to go on there, but I think
he is misquoting me and it is about time I stopped him. I never said that we on this
side did not support the bill. I made reference to the deficiencies in the bill.

Sen. Rahael: Thank you. If that is the case, then I am very pleased that the
opposition in fact supports our Government.

Sen. Hosein: It seems, Mr. President, that I also have to inform him that we
did not say we were supporting it either.

Sen. Spence: Mr. President, I wonder if the hon. Senator would address the
issue of the difference in the rate of exchange. Prices are not just the function of
the local cost; they are also a function of the rate of exchange. I wonder if he
would address the issue with respect to the costs say, of beer, in Venezuela and
our trying to sell them beer. Their rate of exchange is US $1 to 60 bolivars and
ours is US $1 dollar to TT $4.25; would he not say that that is a factor in terms of
trade?

Sen. Rahael: Mr. President, certainly, exchange rate plays a part in trade
between one country and another, but the fact is that you have to find the
commodity that will give you that edge to enter the foreign market. If that is the
case, then we would never be able to export to Mexico or Brazil or many other
countries or even Guyana or Jamaica for that matter, because of the exchange rate.

The thing is, we must find products that we will be able to compete against
because of whatever benefits we have locally. There must be some competitive
edge in certain commodities and whatever those commodities are, those are the
ones that we must concentrate on.

On the other hand, when we examine the list of items that we do not
manufacture, many of them are listed. In fact, this agreement should provide us
with the opportunity to import these items and merchandise. And merchandise them at
a more affordable price than at present. Who is going to benefit, Mr. President?
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When, in fact, we do not produce certain items in this country and we allow,
through this bill, goods that we are not manufacturing to come into this country at
a reduced cost, who is going to benefit from that? The consumer. If the consumer
is going to benefit, I would imagine that all would be in favour of this bill.

Most of the items listed here, we do not produce in Trinidad and Tobago.
They made reference to leather footwear. In fact, leather footwear other than
men’s footwear is allowed to come into the country right now. If you talk about
prices, maybe we can buy leather footwear out of Mexico or Brazil at a cheaper
price than we can buy it from Venezuela, even with the 25 per cent preferential.
The thing is that we do not really mass produce leather footwear.

Fruit pulp: I should like to discuss that a little. I am not an expert in
agriculture, but my understanding is that the fruit pulp is in fact the guts of the
pineapple. So that pineapples cannot be imported from Venezuela into Trinidad
and Tobago under the tariff heading number; it must be preserved or processed.
So, in fact, when the hon. Senator made mention about rotting pineapples, that has
nothing to do with the importation of pulp.

Who is to be blamed that, in fact, these fruits were not further processed? Not
the Government; it is the entrepreneurs.

Sen. Hosein: Mr. President, I wish again to correct my Friend, the Senator. I
never referred to rotting pineapple pulp. I referred to the time when I was younger
where the fruits in Trinidad were so plentiful that they were rotting under the trees
and there were not sufficient people to eat them. Today, the opposite is happening.
I would advise the Senator to put on his hearing aid.

Sen. Rahael: Mr. President, I think that we are playing with words. However,
I wish to continue.

The point that I am making is that we do not produce vitamins; we do not
produce hammers or tools for masons and painters. These are all imported items.
They come into the country, anyway. What we are doing here is giving up items
that we do not manufacture and trading them off for items that we are strong in,
that we manufacture and that we have an opportunity to export, such as electric
fans.

I think that the businessman that Sen. Teelucksingh made reference to is the
kind of businessman that I would like to associate myself with, a businessman that
is aggressive, who is in the manufacturing business, who is not afraid of
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competition, who is prepared to go to Venezuela and get a market of over 20
million people.

That is how I see this bill. I do not see this bill as detrimental to the
manufacturing sector. I think that the negotiators, in fact, did a very good job. The
fact that they negotiated to give access to these items by giving away 25 per cent
of our revenue to gain access to a market which is over 20 times our size, much
more than 10, as Sen. Mansoor referred to—over 20 million people in one shot.

Again, this is an opportunity for those people who are in the manufacturing
business to get in and be more aggressive and try to ensure that we have some
level of export earnings in this country. If we cannot do it here, with Venezuela,
where can we do it?

In terms of the wider Caricom trade initiative with Venezuela, two things must
be noted:

(1) It was at the Heads of Government conference in St. Kitts last year, that
formal agreement was reached with Venezuela on the question of
developing a one-way free trade regime; and,

(2) The agreement between Trinidad and Tobago and Venezuela is not
inconsistent with that perceived in the Caricom Agreement.

So what we are doing here is in keeping with what has been perceived as a
Caricom one-way trade with Venezuela. We are not doing anything, I believe, to
disturb our Caricom partners.

While it may be argued that eventually, when the one-way free trade
agreement between the Caricom member states and Venezuela comes into being,
this Partial Scope Agreement would be subsumed in it, the point remains that we
do not know when that will be. We must make hay while the sun shines. We
cannot afford to sit back while the unemployment situation continues to threaten
the very fibre of our society.

We must make use of every opportunity now to expand our production and
export bases and to exploit every possibility to provide more jobs. That is what
this market of over 20 million people will do for us.

This Government has clearly and emphatically stated its commitment to
regional integration and to co-operation with the Caricom member states.
Notwithstanding that commitment, we have an obligation to promote and develop
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our own economic well being, particularly when that does not conflict with
regional integration.

In fact, we have articulated the vision that Trinidad and Tobago should be the
financial and trade centre for Caricom and the region. Now, what does all of this
have to do with this bill? It is, simply, that those of us who know and understand
business, know that agreements between governments do not by themselves
generate business or trade; it is the personal contact between businessmen,
investors, managers, exporters and importers; it is these relationships that generate
and develop trade and investment.

This Partial Scope Agreement provides businessmen with the opportunity to
enter the Venezuelan market and establish these kinds of contacts. Here we have
been given an opportunity to get into that market, establish contacts, develop a
trading link so that when, in fact, the one-way free trade agreement does come
into being, we would have already had a footing. If we fail to do our part to fulfil
and cement this agreement and deny ourselves that opportunity, then, we would be
guilty of gross mismanagement.

Finally, the Partial Scope Agreement and the Caricom/Venezuelan Initiative
must be considered in light of the fact that the Caricom market, as I said earlier, is
only five million people. The gesture on the part of Venezuela must be seen as an
extension of the hand of friendship and co-operation in our common struggle for
economic development and growth.

Sen. Mahabir-Wyatt made mention of Customs, and businesses that pay some
officers fees in order to clear their goods. I say that any business or any
businessman that does that is as corrupt as the customs officer. We must stamp
out that and we have already had indications from both the Minister of Industry,
Trade and Tourism and the Minister of Finance that Customs is going to be
looked at in a very serious manner and we expect that this must and will be done.
I agree with Sen. Teelucksingh that if we do not, in fact, protect the manufacturers
by the existing tariffs, then we are not going to achieve what we have set out to
achieve.

I am hoping that hon. Senators will, in fact, keep making that point. Because I
think it is an important point to make and I am glad that Sen. Mahabir-Wyatt did,
in fact, raise the whole question of Customs. I believe that once we are going to
do the things that we have said and we have already demonstrated this as a
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Government, then we are certainly going to go much further than we have in the
past.

Mr. President, in the increasingly hostile international environment, we cannot
afford to turn our backs on this. Only the irresponsible and ignorant will do so and
will refuse to support this measure. I therefore fully support this bill in the interest
of business and of the country. I thank you.

Sen. Carol Mahadeo: Mr. President, I did not intend to say a word this
afternoon, but like Alice in Wonderland, I am becoming curiouser and curiouser
and at my wits’ end, after hearing the last Senator, for whom I have the greatest
respect. He seems to be a duplication of the Minister of Industry, Trade and
Tourism sitting before us here.

I am becoming a little worried because of the fact that I am looking through
this bill and he gives us this idea that even with Prof. Spence’s comment, let us
not forget our trading rate of exchange—when I look at our factories on the
Churchill-Roosevelt Highway, I do not want to call the names. You take the fruit
and pulp situation now, but their manufacturers have quite a bit of pulp, of
different types of fruit, the papaw, nectar and nectarines—maybe the gentlemen
are not quite aware of that—mango, passion fruit, sorrel, all these things.

4.10 p.m.

What is going to happen to our production? Maybe we do not have sufficient
in order to export, but why do we have to allow the importation of these very
things into our small market, thereby denying our own manufacturers, and even
the separate little cottage industries which are being set up in all areas, the right to
be able to get their goods out into the market on that fruit and pulp situation. As I
said, I am only a woman. I was very worried when I followed up on the heels of
what Sen. Mansoor was speaking about. No. 8414—Compressors for refrigerators
or refrigerating equipment. We have large factories which are producing our own
refrigerators, and the parts as well, and they have a limited export market.

Sen. Rahael: Would the hon. Senator give way, please? Just for the
information of the hon. Senator. May I point out  that, fruit pulp from citrus is not
in this bill. In fact, things like mangoes, oranges and grapefruits are also not going
to be allowed under this bill. It is only fruit pulp from pineapple and fruit pulp,
other than the numbers that I have called out to you. According to the customs
tariff, Mr. President, if you will allow me, very quickly, 2008.005 is pineapples,
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2008.004 is mangoes, 2008.006 is oranges and 2008.007 is grapefruits. So, in fact,
only pineapples and others, except those that I have just called out. That is one
point.

The fact also is that the item that the Senator referred to: Compressors for
refrigerators or refrigerating equipment. Parts for compressors or refrigerators, in
fact, are not manufactured locally, so we still have to import these items
regardless. That is why I said that most of the items in this bill are not
manufactured in Trinidad and Tobago.

Sen. Mahadeo: Mr. President, I am thankful to the hon. Senator for that, but it
still does not satisfy the point that I made. I did not refer to citrus fruits at all, I
was speaking of fruits other than citrus such as papaw, sorrel, mangoes
[Interruption] Mangoes are not allowed. It is not recited, you see; it just states
except citrus. Mango is not a citrus. Is it? However, Sir, I shall not deliberate
further on that aspect.

I am thankful that the Senator has cleared the air that we do not yet produce
compressors for refrigerators, or refrigerating equipment—whatever that may
mean. That is an umbrella under which all sorts of invidious things are hidden. So
I should be grateful if we could get clarification on that aspect.

What about 8535 and 8536—Circuit breakers exceeding 125 amperes? I do
not know what that means. But do we not produce some sort of circuit breakers
here? I want to be enlightened. I am a female and I use many electrical things at
home. I, and many other people here, would like to be enlightened as to whether
we do produce some electrical things.

We have EIL and CTC which produce quite a bit of electronic equipment and
many other things. Are we protecting our own manufacturers by allowing some of
these goods which are perhaps produced here to be stifled and not being able to be
exported, but allowing our Venezuelan counterpart, a larger giant as it were, to
bring these things into the country and get this sort of concession?

As I said, I did not intend to speak but these two points bothered me very, very
much while the Senator was making his points and I do want to be enlightened on
this. I am sure many of us here would also like to know what the specific position
is concerning these other little parts that are put under 8535. Do we produce
them? If we do, are we protected, and should we have them coming through with
the concession that is being afforded under this?
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As I said, the hon. Minister of Trade, Industry and Tourism has to honour the
agreements which his predecessors in title have already signed to, he is now what
you call, the son signatory to them, but we still have to ask the questions before
we rubber stamp them.

Sen. Rahael: Mr. President, if you will allow me, because I think it is
important that we understand this. No. 8532.00, which is, in fact, 8532.20, the rate
of duty on that commodity which is allowed into Trinidad and Tobago today is 10
per cent. What are we giving up? Twenty-five per cent of 10 per cent, which is
two per cent. Obviously, in negotiating with the Venezuelan counterpart we have
to give away certain items, and that is why I said I congratulate those who
negotiated when they sat across the table to give up to get.

If we are prepared to give up 25 per cent of 10 per cent on an item which is
already allowed into the country, it means that we are giving up two per cent of
that revenue and we can gain access into a market of 20 million people and send
our coloured television sets into that market. I say certainly go for it, Mr.
President. We do not manufacture hydraulic pumps or parts for hydraulic pumps.
We do not. Yes, we manufacture some of the items, obviously.

Sen. Mahadeo: Mr. President, I was not speaking of the capacitors and
whatever that is, but what I think is—

Mr. President: I have allowed a lot of liberty but those of you who were here
in the last Senate will know that we do not want a committee style debate at this
stage. When we are in committee, we are in committee and people can speak and
speak again, but Senators are allowed to speak once at this stage. As I said, I allow
a little liberty here. Sen. Rahael was on his third speech; I do not want you to start
on your second. If you have a question to ask you can ask it.

Sen. Mahadeo: Mr. President, I was just asking the question to get
enlightenment. I was not really talking about these other items which I know we
are not producing. It was precisely because some of the things worried me that I
asked about them and he answered me, in that he said, yes, some of these things
we do produce. Well then, this is still my question: Are we protected in the things
that we do produce?

Thank you, Sir, for your guidance.

Sen. Wade Mark: Mr. President, in this bill before us there are some matters
that the Government will be required to clarify. I think that Sen. Muntaz Hosein
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attempted to allude to some of those matters. You see, this debate has become
very interesting. We, on this side, are not violently opposed to this bill, but we
have our responsibility and duty, and we do not see it as as being irresponsible and
ignorant when we speak in this Senate. I think it is bordering on arrogance on the
part of Sen. Rahael to say to this Senate that when people speak and they advance
their reasoned points, they are ignorant and irresponsible if they decide to vote
against a particular measure. I think that we have to conduct ourselves in a more
reasonable fashion in this regard.

Now, Mr. President, let me indicate that there are, in fact, some elements that
the Minister would need to clarify, because we are talking about trade. We should
like to know, as a nation, if as we are entering this Partial Scope Agreement, we
cannot engage in rhetoric. We have to get down to the hard facts. This is the
Parliament and if we are seeking to get approval at this level for a measure that
can have implications for the balance of payments of this country; that can, in fact,
contribute to the worsening debt crisis in Trinidad and Tobago; that can result in
small businesses that ought to be encouraged into particular areas of
manufacturing not being allowed that opportunity because of an agreement, and
we have these outbursts, then it really has us at times wondering.

There are in fact a number of items that have been identified in the schedule.
We on this side should like to know how these items are determined and who
were the actors involved in this exercise. Article 23 of this Partial Scope
Agreement speaks about an administrative commission made up of government
representatives of both countries and by representatives of the private sector.

Who are the people who negotiated for these particular items? For instance,
when we talk about the private sector are we talking about a small parasitic clique,
that would benefit from these arrangements? We want to know from the Minister
whether, for instance, the small businessman was involved in this particular
exercise. Because we are seeing where certain items that are to be exported, most
of them are produced by this parasitic group. So let us get the facts and not engage
in a situation in which you keep referring to 20 million people.

We of the United National Congress are on the record as stating that one of
the objectives, if we are serious about development in Trinidad and Tobago, is to
have a bilateral trading arrangement with one of the largest markets in the world,
which is America. We have said that. So we are talking about 20 million and so
on. We have to be serious. We feel that, for instance, as a Parliament we need to
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have all the facts before us; we need to have all the information before us, so that
when we are making a decision, when we are voting on a matter, we have before
us the vital ingredients to do so, because we represent people in this country even
though we are not elected. But when we speak in this Senate we speak for the
entire nation.

I am saying that it is fair and reasonable for us on this side to enquire, to seek
out and to get the information from the Minister on many important matters, for
instance, the reduction in tariffs in terms of revenue. What is the quantum
involved? What is the nation going to lose as a result of these reductions in tariffs,
given the agreement? Already we have seen the evidence, where we have a
negative trade balance with Venezuela. We are all for trade. We are not opposed
to trade. We are opposed to a blind arrangement in which the country will
eventually, suffer.

So we do not agree with the Minister of Finance when he says to the country
that the debate on trade liberalization is over. That is nonsense. It has not even
started. Because it is going to impact very adversely on all the social sectors of
Trinidad and Tobago—nurses, police, public servants—because they will have to
retrench people in the public service if this trade liberalization programme is not
properly managed. We are talking about foreign exchange and foreign exchange
constitutes, virtually, the lifeblood of Trinidad and Tobago. So when we do not
have foreign exchange, we retrench people. That is what happens. When the IMF

was here in 1989, that is what they did. They said we were spending too much, we
were eating too much and they retrenched people, in order to do what? Conserve
our foreign exchange.

So I am saying, that it is only fair and logical that we seek to have, for
instance, the Minister of Trade, Industry and Tourism provide us with some
clarification. We need that. We want to ensure that when we arrive at a judgment
or at a decision we are properly informed that we know what we are doing. Most
of the commodities that we are going to be exporting to Venezuela are raw
materials—many of them—and most of the commodities that we are going to be
importing from Venezuela are finished products, largely, manufactured.

Sen. Rahael: Mr. President, I do not know whether the Senator is looking at
the same list. Two quick points, Mr. President, I do not see how this bill is going
to affect our foreign exchange. Perhaps the hon. Senator could enlighten me as I
may be a bit ignorant of that. Also, in the comparison of the list between what we



Customs (Amdt.) Bill Tuesday, May 19, 1992
[SEN. RAHAEL]

76

are importing and what we are exporting, I think it is exactly the reverse of what
the hon. Senator said.

Sen. W. Mark: You see, strange things are happening these days, Mr.
President. I sometimes wonder really, you know. The hon. Minister sits there
quietly. I know he is going to make his reply at the appropriate time, but he seems
to be training a junior in the background.

The key point that we should like to make on this side is that there are some
areas that are very grey to us and we are trying to get some clarification from the
hon. Minister thereon. On this question, I understand from a report today, that the
Prime Minister said somewhere before he arrived here, that if Caricom cannot
make it he is prepared to go with Guyana and Barbados. This is what was
reported, I understand, on the BBC.

Now the fact of the matter is that when Sen. Mansoor made reference to the
whole issue of Caricom it is an important point. We have to focus on the whole
issue of the viability of that whole institution which we are trying to establish in
the region and I feel, as I stated, that these bilateral agreements—because it seems
to us that a lot of developments are taking place that are designed to frustrate the
very efforts that we are seeking to make to bring about economic integration in the
region. I guess that in a world that is fast returning to the past, where the classics,
the doctrines of the marketplace are now assuming extreme prominence,
multilateralism is giving way to bilateralism. At the end of the day, what we
suspect will happen, is that the people in the region will suffer as a result.

4.30 p.m.

We are not opposed to trade with Venezuela. We just want to reiterate the
point that Sen. Mahabir-Wyatt made, that we have to be very, very careful,
because Venezuela is very close to Colombia and Colombia is the place that
produces a large quantity of the cocaine that now dominates the international drug
market. Therefore, if we are getting into trade in the way that we are doing with
Venezuela, that is fine, but we have to ensure, as a country, that we put in place
the kind of protective mechanisms to ensure that we do not allow the country,
already a major transhipment point, to become worse. So that while we are for
trade and we would give whatever support we can to the measure, there are certain
areas that we should like to have clarified.
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Finally, let me say that the amendment proposed by Sen. Mansoor will find
support on our side. We believe that, for instance, a debate is going to take place
very shortly on this whole issue of the role of the Parliament in very fundamental
matters. We believe that the time has come when matters like what we are
debating in a very serious way, should come before the Parliament long before.
We also believe that the effort that is being made at this time to ensure that the
Parliament has a more important role in these arrangements, is at least adhered to.
We, on this side, should support the measure proposed by Sen. Mansoor, so that
in future, what we are experiencing now will not repeat itself.

I shalll not be very long on this matter. I just rose to, at least, get some points
further clarified, because we will insist before the Minister winds up, that he
address those areas that we have identified. We need to have the necessary
information to, at least, provide him with the kind of support which I believe he
would require. So we would look forward to his giving us the necessary
information and details on the concerns that we have expressed. Thank you very
much, Mr. President.

Mr. President: Sitting is suspended until 5.00 p.m.

4.33 p.m.: Sitting suspended.

5.00 p.m.: Sitting resumed.

The Minister of Trade, Industry and Tourism (Sen. The Hon. Brian Kuei
Tung): Mr. President, I rise to make my final contribution on this bill. Honestly, I
did not think that a simple amendment like this was going to generate such heated,
vociferous, and at times, almost emotional debate. It augurs well, in my view, for
us on this side never expecting that things are going to be too easy.

In winding up let me just say firstly a few words about some of the issues that
have been raised and then hopefully elaborate on the bill itself before us. I have
said on earlier platforms and on earlier occasions that in my view the only way
that the economy is going to be able to go forward from where it is, is to change
from thinking inwardly to outwardly. I have said that if we continue to be inward
looking, we continue to keep our trade borders up, we are going to end up being
left in the Dark Ages.

What we need to do is to try to get our economy outside Trinidad and Tobago
in the sense that it must be based upon export-led growth. We do not achieve
export led growth if we cannot spur our manufacturers on to international
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competitiveness; we are really going to remain in the backwoods where,
technology will not be available to us, investment will not be available to us and
we would have forgotten what the rest of the world looks like. Maybe, as I have
said before, we would become an ideal tourist stop as an island showing how we
used to live in the Dark Ages. We could provide a good tourist attraction on that
basis.

Mr. President, my suggestion as the Minister of Trade, Industry and Tourism,
is to see how we are going to nudge our manufacturers to face outwards. There are
risks inherent in it that have to be carefully reconsidered so as to ensure that
proper action is taken. If by chance my own exuberance for trade reform, if by
chance my own enthusiasm seems to give the impression that I am going to do it
in a willy-nilly manner, I am very sorry. I am very sensitive to the words of Sen.
Daly, and believe you me, I intend to proceed with as much care as we can. The
problem is as I have said before, like building a house. You are never sure when
you are going to be completely ready. If you wait until all the pieces are put in
place we would end up just as I have said, back in the backwoods, back in the
Dark Ages. So that to my mind it is better done sooner than later, and today this
bill in which we try to encourage manufacturers to look to Venezuela is part and
parcel of my own initiatives in terms of seeing it fitting clearly within the confines
of my trade reform programme.

Venezuela as a market has always been ignored. Our businessmen and our
manufacturers have grown up on a diet of thinking that the North American
market, particularly the US market, is the only market. Therefore it is with much
pride that I can say that today we are beginning to see our manufacturers looking
at the Venezuelan market. I know that there are many Trinidadians who, like me,
used to think that there is no way in which we can compete with the Venezuelan
manufacturers because we thought that with their very low labour cost, there is no
way they could be price competitive. But it was just a matter of two weeks ago
that I was able to witness a container load of 700 batteries leaving a battery
manufacturer in Trinidad heading for Venezuela.

Let me assure you and Members of this Senate that Venezuela produces cheap
batteries. Let me assure you that there is no way we are going to compete with
cheap batteries in the Venezuelan market. Our manufacturers have to understand
that they must have pride and loyalty to their goods and they must be able to find
niche markets even in big developed markets like Venezuela. I think we have to
be fearless in looking at how we get these markets.
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There is a perception that the Government is going to say, sign this and all of a
sudden our products are going to end up in Venezuela and Venezuelan products
are going to end up here. In reality business does not work quite that way.
Businessmen are now afforded a competitive edge and it is up to them to decide
how they are going to exploit that competitive edge in terms of being  able to say,
if I have to produce a battery for export to Venezuela, with another manufacturer,
at least I have an opportunity for a reduction in duties in Venezuela. That is a
competitive edge. I am not saying that that is on our list, I am giving that as an
example.

I know that Venezuela is a tough market, but it is a market that has been
sitting on our doorsteps. It is a market that our businessmen, and I heard Sen.
Teelucksingh who talked a little about words that Roger Vieira said—he was one
of those that I had some concern about because I felt that some of his products
would not have had a competitive edge. He has gone in there fearlessly, as I said,
and has been able to compete on quality. Believe you me there was no
compromise on quality. Quality goods fetch a good price regardless of where you
are.

One of the biggest problems that Trinidad fears is that cheap goods are going
to be dumped on us. I have no problem with cheap goods. I have a problem with
cheap goods that are being passed off as first quality goods and a price asked for
way above its intrinsic value. That is what I have a problem with. I have no
problem with cheap goods coming here, as long as we understand that we have a
choice between cheap goods and quality goods. And that is what trade
liberalization seeks to do. It seeks to make sure that the consumer in Trinidad and
Tobago has a choice.

Naturally we have to make sure that there are enough safeguard mechanisms
in place so that the consumer is not hoodwinked. I believe that all of our efforts
should be spent on trying to ensure that the safeguard mechanisms are in place and
that they are working, rather than talking at length about whether trade
liberalization is on or off. The point is that trade liberalization is seen as the only
option available to move a sluggish economy forward.

Compare that with the fact that we are the most highly industrialized country
in Caricom. Let me talk a little about batteries. As far as batteries go, I understand
that Trinidad and Tobago has a demand for about 200 batteries a day, on average.
If you include Caricom in that it becomes 500 batteries a day, but do you know the
Venezuelan demand for batteries is over 2,000 per day?   
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I am saying that if we continue to look at what we are doing inwardly we are
going to run out, lose our competitive edge; we are going to reach a point where
we shall not be able to satisfy domestic market and we shall have a glut.

What that means, is that we will have an obligation as a responsible
Government to nudge our manufacturers outwards.

I am rather reluctant to make any more comments on Customs. I feel that so
much has been said on both sides that anything I add would either be redundant,
emotional or maybe just plain superfluous. As the Prime Minister said on the eve
of his departure for the US, it is something that we as the Government are
concerned about and are planning to do something about. I do not know if I would
want to say much more than that.

5.10 p.m.

With respect to the future relationship that Sen. Mansoor raised, I understand
clearly that he is asking what is our strategy. What is our objective in entering into
a Partial Scope Agreement with Venezuela at this time? I see an opportunity, as
Sen. Rahael has so clearly enunciated, for us to get into a market. I see an
opportunity where all we can do is create an environment in which our
manufacturers are given an opportunity for a competitive edge. Now, we can fulfil
that responsibility by nudging them into the Venezuelan market. However, we
have to understand that this agreement has been drafted in a way that we have a
responsibility to monitor it each step of the way.

The agreement says that there is going to be an administrative commission
formed. The whole purpose of that is to ensure that evaluation and revision are
maintained each step of the way, so that the signatory countries, as of the entry
into force of the present agreement, shall carry out annually a joint evaluation of
the progress of same, with a view to determining the results obtained and
introducing necessary adjustments which, by common agreement, they consider
proper for its better functioning.

I am saying that the agreement has been well drafted to ensure that there are
milestones along which we would check to ensure its validity and the fact that it is
working. There is every indication that we are not going to abandon our
manufacturers, but that we are going to help them get into the market in an orderly
manner. I see the deepening of this process as something that we want to work
towards. I may mention, as some other Senator might have added, that there is a
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strong possibility that this particular Partial Scope Agreement could be overtaken
by the one-way free trade arrangement.

Senators are aware that there is on the cards a Caricom/Venezuela Agreement
on trade and investment in which only one-way trade is allowed into Venezuela.
My own position on this is that this offer has been made and for some time now,
there have been a number of serious negotiations taking place. There are great
stumbling blocks which have to be eliminated and I would think that it is in our
best interest at this time to have this particular agreement enacted into law and
then be given the opportunity to operate within this agreement before the new one
comes in. If we wait too long, we might find that we have sat here, debated and
deliberated on something that becomes history even before it comes into force.

It is my urge to say have this done immediately; let us get on with this; learn
from it because it might very well inform us as to how we should negotiate with
Venezuela with respect to the one-way free trade. Certainly, from where I stand, I
see a deepening of a relationship with Venezuela where trade barriers may or may
not come down. I say "may or may not" because we can determine the pace at
which they come down, or whether we want them to come down at all.

On the question of the items which have been there, these have been there
initially—when the agreement was signed—determined by technocrats from the
respective ministries. The technocrats included people from the Export
Development Corporation, as well as people from a similar corporation from
Caracas. That is with respect to the first 11 items. With regard to the other 24
items, technocrats from the Ministry of Trade, Industry and Tourism, The Export
Development Corporation and the Trinidad and Tobago Manufacturers’
Association came together as an umbrella body, not as a particular group of
businessmen, because there is a certain number of criteria which had to be
considered in arriving at this list.

We were not going to negotiate for a list to put an item on agreement for
which we had no export capabilities. It did not make sense. We had to be assured
we had a product which already had surplus production to our own domestic
needs, before we were able to say let us go with this one. Bear in mind as well,
that in both cases, the negotiating teams had the right to object to a particular
product and everything was subject to negotiation. It was give some and take
some. The Trinidad and Tobago Manufacturers' Association had a major input in
arriving at this.   
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Sen. Hosein: Can the Minister say whether garments were the subject of
discussion at all?

Hon. B. Kuei Tung: I am sorry, I am not in a position to say, but I am so
sensitive to the fact that garments are being touted on both sides that I should be
happy to make sure that the next time there is negotiation, garments are put on the
list. I really do not know right now. I was not party to it. I asked for the
information only with respect to how these things were arrived at and this is the
kind of information that was given to me. I have no idea whether there were any
partisan—

Sen. Spence: The hon. Minister has not mentioned any agricultural groups.
The agro-processing industry in Trinidad and Tobago, exists on imported raw
materials, so a cheaper source of raw materials for that industry, naturally, would
be supported by the manufacturers. What I would ask is that in future when these
negotiations are taking place, if items which might be produced by our farmers are
being discussed, that not only the manufacturers, through the Trinidad and Tobago
Manufacturers' Association be present but also somebody representing the farmers
be brought into the discussion.

Hon. B. Kuei Tung: I am quite sensitive to the remarks of the Senator. I
believe there is an opportunity—and this is not a promise that I can make at this
time—because the agreements are only now coming in. Incidentally, you will
recall that I already made a remark in introducing the bill, that the Venezuelan
side of it has already been put to bed as it were, put to bed in the sense that they
have already done long ago what had to be done to put this in place. This matter
has been sitting there for the last year or so just waiting for us to do something.

I am saying that there is an opportunity because there is every possibility that
as we go now to sign on the dotted line as it were—because there is just one little
procedure I understand to put this in place—we may agree to sit around the
negotiating table and either introduce garments or agricultural products. I am not
sure whether that is allowed. In any case, we would have an opportunity to bring
that back here.

Let me just mention that this bill requires that having been passed into law, we
inform our Caricom partners, under Article 34(2) of the Caricom Treaty, so that
they would then have an opportunity to look at it. I understand there is an
agreement already signed with Guyana so that it is not as if we are breaking ranks,
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as the hon. Senator suggests and doing our own thing. To put it into context, as I
have said earlier on, if one considers that the market in Trinidad is very limited,
the market in Caricom again though a little bigger but somewhat limited.

If one recalls the number of arguments which have been raised in this
honourable Senate about foreign exchange, let me assure this honourable House
that some of our manufacturers have refused to deal with certain Members of
Caricom because they are not able to collect the moneys due for their goods. We
have to look extra-regionally if we want to consider the growth that we are
looking for in terms of exports. I do not believe that there was any slight intended
on our Caricom partners.

As a matter of fact, I suspect that our Caricom partners look upon us for the
lead in certain things. As they said, we are the most advanced in terms of
industrial development, and certainly they would understand that there would
come a time when we would not be able to compete only in domestic and
Caricom markets, and must of necessity look outside.

I think that the more we can get out of that market and let me assure Senators
that that market is even more difficult to get into than the Caricom market because
the Caricom market of itself had given us some limited protection to get there. So
that I see no difficulty at this time in informing our Caricom partners, because I
understand that Guyana has already signed theirs. I am not sure whether they have
done all of the legislative procedures that are required but this agreement was
signed with Guyana.

I should just like to spend a few minutes talking a little about the actual
agreement. Certainly the aim of the agreement, as I have said, fits snugly into our
own trade reform programme. The present agreement has as its objective, the
stimulation of trade between the signatory countries through the granting of tariff
preferences and the elimination or reduction of non-tariff barriers.

5.20 p.m.

Sen. Mansoor: Has the Minister ever conceived the possibility, remote as it
may be, that Venezuela may be intending to destroy Caricom by concluding
Partial Scope Agreements with each of our Caricom partners? Has that possibility
ever engaged his attention?

Hon. B. Kuei Tung: I am not going to sit and suggest that thoughts of some
kind have not entered my mind at some time, but that one has really escaped me. I
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see this as an opportunity where, if we apply proper techniques of management,
we are in a good position—because this can be cancelled at a moment's notice, if
it is not working to our benefit. All we need to do is take all 35 items off the list
by one Order. So, if there is any suggestion that Venezuela is not playing the game
according to this agreement, we have to manage that. We hold ourselves
accountable for that part of it.

The signatory countries shall abstain from applying new non-tariff barriers to
the importation of the negotiated products. This is a critical area because many
people have referred to non-tariff barriers. Sen. Spence, in particular, says that he
is quite aware of a number of developed countries which have created non-tariff
barriers. I think that non-tariff barriers themselves tend to be a negative approach.
I am saying again that we have a responsibility to our manufacturers to ensure that
they are not subjected to unfair competition. There are a number of safeguard
mechanisms which must be put in place. It means a tightening up of the law, but,
more importantly, it means a stricter enforcement of the law.

The question of the rules of origin in this agreement is a very critical one. I say
critical because whilst the agreement is very elaborate on the rules of origin,
generally it refers to at least 50 per cent of the input from the country of origin, so
that if it is much less than 50 per cent, it should not be a part of this agreement.

I have already talked about the Administrative Commission, which I think is
one of the key areas. Finally, "For the administration and effective functioning of
the present Agreement, the signatory countries agreed to set up an Administrative
Commission made up of Government representatives of both countries and by
representatives of the private sector designated by the respective Governments."

I should just like to make one comment on that, and that is, it was not intended
that the representatives with respect to this agreement be Government Ministers. It
will continue to be technocrats within the Ministry or people within our own
Export Development Corporation and private sector businessmen. This is
something I have myself to explore and examine very soon, assuming that hon.
Senators will lend support to this bill.

Sen. Hosein: The Minister is talking a lot about expanding trade as though we
are not supporting that. That is not true. We are supporting expanding trade. What
we want to know and what we have been asking is: Do you anticipate redressing
the negative trade balance between the two countries? If so, give us an
approximate timetable.
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Hon. B. Kuei Tung: Let me start by saying that I have confined my remarks
to not expressing an opinion, so to suggest that there have been any aspersions
cast on the other side is really not my intention. If I have, I am sorry. In terms of
addressing a balance of trade, it can only be done if we create the environment
where people can export and import. There is no way that Government can
legislate that someone export something because it wants to redress the balance of
trade. The balance of trade is a function that Government needs to monitor by
creating the right environment. I believe that this bill seeks as one part of it, to do
exactly that. It is not a question of redressing the balance of trade by deciding who
should export when and where.

I have no difficulty whatsoever with promoting this bill and, therefore, I see
this as an opportunity for me to say that we are encouraging manufacturers to look
at markets that are not traditional, which appear to be more difficult, and which
have been sitting at our doorstep a few miles away for many years. I say that we
want to and will proceed with caution. It is a market which one can perceive as
being of such greater size that we would be taken advantage of. People bigger
than I have tried to take advantage of me, but that does not make me afraid to
walk the streets. I am saying that in spite of the fact that it is a bigger market, we
have to learn international competitiveness; if not, we are not in the game. If we
want to remain a small backward country, that is our choice. We would be happy
that way. But if we want the economy to leap into a new horizon, then we have to
go fearlessly, bold and unafraid.

Sen. W. Mark: Could the hon. Minister indicate to us whether the technocrats
of his ministry were able to do the kind of forecasting as it relates to the loss of
revenues by the Government as a result of the tariff reduction? We are going to
nudge our manufacturers to get into the Venezuelan market; what are the
projections? As parliamentarians, what is the package that is being put before us?
What are the costs? What are going to be the benefits? We are not getting this
kind of information from the Minister and he seems not to be totally in charge of
what is taking place around him. And we are being asked to support such a thing.
The Minister has not convinced me as yet. What is the cost to the country in terms
of revenues at a time when we are losing money in this country?

Hon. B. Kuei Tung: Mr. President, as far as I am aware the technocrats did
not do any such projects. This agreement would seem to be one where both sides
were free to negotiate in the spirit of negotiations. As an ex-businessman, I relish
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any form of negotiations, so I do not see any difficulty in hoping that at the end of
the day the costs and the benefits will equate.

Sen. Hosein: Can the Minister say whether he is satisfied with his technocrats
not making any cross-projections?

5.30 p.m.
Mr. President: All of the questions will be left to the committee stage.

Continue.

Hon. B. Kuei Tung: Mr. President, as I was saying, I have to assume that the
cost benefits will be seen more as a qualitative approach rather than a quantative
one. We are here trying to say that we are going to lose $2 million and we are
going to get back $1.8 million; it is going to cost us $200,000. I see no benefit to
be derived because at the end of the day it is going to be a very speculative
analysis in any case. We have no idea whether the manufacturers are going to
respond to us or in turn our manufacturers are going to respond to Venezuela. If
you need to get numbers I can give you numbers now, you know.

Sen. W. Mark: We have been asking for the numbers. This is what we want,
the numbers, even though they are speculative, we want the numbers. We want
them. Be we know they are bluffing.

Hon. B. Kuei Tung: That would be very irresponsible of me to give numbers
but I can provide numbers. As I said before, I am an accountant by training, so
numbers are something that I can come up with very quickly.

I want to urge Members to support the bill. I am sorry that I was not in a
position to provide this kind of analysis. I really do not think there is much merit
in providing quantitive analyses; they are only going to be an exercise to give
somebody some work which really is not the object of this exercise. The object of
the exercise is to create a spirit of free-trade and to monitor the agreement from
time to time to ensure that it is working for both parties. Now, it is really not
necessary, in my view, to delay this unduly by talking about numbers.

Mr. President, I beg to move.

Question put and agreed to.

Bill accordingly read a second time.

Bill committed to a committee of the whole Senate.

Senate in committee.

Clause 1 ordered to stand part of the bill.
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Clause 2.

Sen. Mansoor: Mr. Chairman, I have submitted an amendment to subclause
(4) of this second clause. It is basically with respect to the way in which the
Eighth Schedule can be amended.

Now, there are two types of amendments that I am contemplating to this
amendment. In the first instance I am contemplating an amendment with respect
to the addition of countries with whom we have Partial Scope Agreements or
tariff preferences. You see, the wording of it is “Eighth Schedule, The Partial
Scope Tariff Preferences” and then there is some language that spells out
Venezuela as a country. What I should like to ask the Minister is: Would it be
possible, by an Order to add countries, whether it be China, South Africa or
elsewhere? Because as I read it, the Eighth Schedule can be added to or taken
from. The first problem is, will we be able to add countries or delete countries by
an Order. I think that that is a very relevant point.

Sen. Kuei Tung: Mr. President, I thought that under the first paragraph of
Clause 2 it was 6A.(1)

“In this section, ‘agreement’ means the Partial Scope Agreement between
Venezuela and Trinidad and Tobago signed in Port-of-Spain...”

I thought that (4) of that was meant to apply only to a Partial Scope Agreement
between Venezuela, and was intended to give only the President power to expire,
lapse or take into effect tariff preferences which are the items themselves. We
cannot add countries under this proposed section, but because I am not a lawyer I
have to assume that

Sen. Mansoor: The way I read it is that we can add to the Eighth Schedule by
saying that the following tariff preferences are concluded with, whichever country.
But in that case would it not be preferable?

Sen. Kuei Tung: It would be referring to an agreement which does not exist.
Because this particular document refers to a specific agreement which is the
Partial Scope Agreement between Trinidad and Tobago and Venezuela. I could
not see them bringing in a Partial Scope Agreement with India under this, because
there is no agreement. So that I think the intent is just to give effect to that point to
take things on an off tariff preferences.

Sen. Mansoor: If I may concede that point. I think the Minister is right. The
other part of my concern is: Will we be able to add or delete without coming to
Parliament? I do not believe thatyou know, and judging from the debate, I think
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the tenor of the debate would suggest that we should have some involvement of
Parliament, and it could be a debate like this which has not done any harm, I do
not think, and that is my suggestion. I do not know whether the Minister wishes to
comment on that.

Sen. Kuei Tung: I am very much a proponent of simple and good
government. It is difficult for me to see or anticipate that every time you want to
add one item or delete one item we have to ask the Senate to debate that.

I understand the need, why a number of people have asked why garments are
not there. Really, I thought that in a cohesive administration, it is much easier for
the President to just declare by Order items to go on or off.

Sen. Mansoor: It depends on where you sit. I think that, as I said, the tenor of
the debate, today, would suggest that Parliament should have some sort of, at
least, knowledge of this, because without an amendment, nobody would know of
changes except the bureaucrats and one or two manufacturers. It is published in
the Gazette, but that is after the proverbial horse has bolted the stable. I would
suggest that in matters of this nature, where you are either into a revenue
producing nature or giving special preference, there should be some involvement
of Parliament.

Sen. W. Mark: Mr. Chairman, if the hon. Minister is committed to the
concept of simple and good government, I imagine that he would qualify it by also
indicating that he is committed to a democratic style government. Now, the issue,
really, is that on many occasions, this Parliament is not given the kind of respect
that it deserves and what is being proposed here is that matters of the nature that
we have discussedand there are going to be more coming up in the
futureshould be subject to some kind of parliamentary debate.

I want to make it clear: It is the Parliament we are talking about, both Houses
of Parliament. The people’s representatives in the Lower House and we upstairs
here, combined, must have the say, or should, in fact, have the say, instead of
referring to the Gazette as the case may be, on something like that.

So, Mr. Chairman, I do not think it is asking the Government to do too much
to at least observe the principle of democratic practice on this particular matter.

Sen. Spence: Mr. Chairman, may I suggest that perhaps a solution would be
to have the amendment read “with a negative resolution” in which case there
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would be the need to report to Parliament, but the process would not be kept back,
and then if there is a glaring error, Parliament has the opportunity to correct it.

Mr. Chairman: I am not a draftsman. I though that you could possibly
renumber (4) as (4)(a), because I do not see how you could prevent the President
from making the Order in the first instance, and you must have the Order before
you bring it. So you have to make the Order first. You should make the Order and
leave it as it is and have a (b), and say that an Order shall be laid in Parliament
and be subject to a negative resolution, something to that effect. You have a
couple of lawyers inside the Chamber.

Sen. Mansoor: Mr. President, if the amendment were, as you have suggested,
that an Order must be laid in Parliament and be subject to a negative resolution, I
would go along with that. Because I think the Parliament would have knowledge
of it.

Mr. Chairman: Or you can agree to that in principle and the Chief
Parliamentary Counsel can tidy it up.

Sen. Capildeo: Mr. Chairman, I would not be responsive to a negative
resolution, as such. I think the suggestion “subject to an affirmation resolution” is
really what is at interest at this stage of the debate.

What has been happening here and the complaint is that Parliament really is
unaware of what is taking place until it comes to us in this form and fashion, when
the horse has already bolted from the stable. The complaint is that the people’s
Parliament does not know what is happening and with the amendment, using the
words, “subject to an affirmative resolution of Parliament”, at least Parliament
would have a say, there should be a debate and as the Senator has said, it is not
harmful. It is a harmless debate.

The issue, the principle is that the people’s Parliament will be seeing about the
people’s business, we really are groping in the dark. We are groping in the dark on
two things:

(1) This question of trade liberalization, which up to now we do not know
what is the total policy on it.

(2) With this particular Partial Scope Agreement with Venezuela, we are
coming into it for the very first time.
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We are experimenting, as the Minister said; this will tell us how we are going
to go about our business. Why deny the people’s Parliament the right to look into
it, to look into anything of this nature at this stage of the development of this kind
of legislation? I see no harm in it.

I see, in fact, it would be probably better for this country. Even if there is some
measure of delay, it would be better for this country if the people of this country
are told through the Parliament, just what this Government intends to do when we
come to matters like this. I do not think you could use the excuse of delay, time
wasting and really that these are administrative matters that you could just run
through like that with a Presidential Order. I think, no, Sir, we are now stepping
into the deep waters of trade liberalization about which I repeat we know nothing;
I think we should begin to crawl, creep before we start to walk fearlessly and
bravely.

I would suggest initially, since this is the first of its kind, that we do it in this
manner. We subject it to an affirmative resolution of Parliament and we do it for
the simple reason that the people of this country ought to know what is happening,
for, like my friend here, Sen. Mark, I am in the dark as to what the effect of this
thing is going to be.

We heard the Minister say it is speculative, there is no point having anybody
put any projections on it because it is going to be purely speculative and that kind
of thing. I do not agree with that. So I am on the very simple principle that when
we sit here as a Parliament, the Parliament is the people’s Parliament and the
people are entitled to know about their business. If it is the first time we are going
to jump in at the deep end of trade liberalization via Venezuela, please, let the
people know what is happening. If we have to delay, delay on that score. That is
what I would suggest. If you have to delay, delay on the score of letting your
people understand.

It is one of your policies; it is a plank of your Government that you have to tell
the people what you are doing so that they can understand, so that they can
support you in your trade liberalization. If you are doing it how you are going to
do it they will not know until it is printed in the Gazette, and who reads the
Gazette save some obscure lawyers?

Mr. Valley: Mr. Chairman, the negative resolution, when it is laid in the
House, if the Member wishes, it can be debated. But if we go for the necessary
resolution, it seems to me that we would be delaying matters. First of all, there is
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an administrative commission comprising private sector persons who would select
the items that would be on schedule 8, and obviously, I am sure the Senator is
aware that in business time is always of the essence, in law also.

It would seem to me, Mr. Chairman, we are willing to compromise, we are
saying we are moving, we would have the negative resolution, but now to ask for
an affirmative resolution which would require prior debate to add one or two
items, I really think is going a bit too far.

Sen. Daly: Mr. Chairman, I just want to make two points, really. It is not that I
am unsympathetic to the approach that the Minister is taking, but first of all I
agree with Sen. Capildeo that it is a new thing and I should not like, in principle,
if we concede a negative resolution now. That is the first thing.

More importantly, I think the people’s sense of justice has to be appealed to
and what has struck me in the short time I have been in the Senate is that every
little thing that has come up in the Senate, people who are affected by it, whether
it is anthuriums, rents, they somehow find a way of sending comments to
everybody, not just to me, to various people, and they have the feeling that if the
matter has to come to the Parliament for the okay and it gets the okay, well, they
walk away with a sense of justice.

Now, particularly in relation to something like this, if someone feelsit might
be quite wrongbut if someone feels that you are adding an item to this list
which is going to wipe out his businessand that might be his first reaction, he
might think differently afterwardsand he has no say and he cannot lobby
anybody and nobody is going to look at it, it will offend his sense of justice and it
will also provoke him into saying that this or that personI mean, you hear it in
open debate all the time that this or that person lobbied to get this item on the list
because it suited his business and he belongs to this group or that group. So I am
really saying that I think it is better for everyone if we have an affirmative
resolution.

Mr. Valley: But you see, Mr. Chairman, again, I think Sen. Daly is making
the point that it is really management by exception. If, in fact, someone is
aggrieved, well then it would seem to me that one would want to debate that item.
But there would be a number of items that all Senators now could feel that, look,
this is okay and there is no need for debate. But if the situation comes where one
wants to add an item that aggrieves someone, well then we have a debate. This is
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the concept of the negative resolution. It would seem to me that that is meeting the
concerns of Members opposite.

Sen. W. Mark: But Mr. Chairman, what is the problem with deepening the
democratic process? This is something that the PNM has been promoting. I would
want to support the view that we are getting into an area, as Sen. Kuei Tung
would say, where we have never been before into this trade liberalization
programme. We do not know what the consequences are going to be, particularly
when you have a situation in which people outside our country are calling the
shots. At least we need to have  some say in our country and we must have it
through the Parliament.

Sen. Kuei Tung: I do not agree that someone is calling the shots; it is a
negotiated position. I see this as being a little bit awkward. I see this as if we are
compromising our negotiators. Because they are going to have the possibility of
not being able to negotiate in a fair and open environment. I do not want someone
to strap my hands behind my back and tell me to go and negotiate, but remember I
have to decide from up front whether I am going along with you or not.

In essence, I would see it as if you say, okay, give me the opportunity to
negotiate and if I negotiate it badly you could change the whole agreement which
is what Parliament is being asked to do by negative resolution. You have the right
to say you do not like that. But you will not be compromising the efficiency of the
negotiating team by saying that, remember, we are watching you, we are looking
at you over the shoulder. It is not fair.

Sen. W. Mark: What is wrong with that?

Sen. Daly: I am not an international lawyer, but do not treaties have to come
back to Parliament after they are negotiated?

Sen. Kuei Tung: That is what I am saying that it would come back here by
negative rather than by affirmative.

Sen. Daly: Surely when you negotiate an international treaty, the Law of the
Sea or the Vienna Convention or whatever, it has to come back here for
affirmative approval.

Sen. Kuei Tung: But you see that is a treaty where the spirit of the
negotiation is complete. This is an ongoing one. My point is, this is an ongoing
one where we want to allow the technocrats and the businessmen of both
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countries to be able to enter into it fearlessly and thinking that they have
Trinidad’s best or Venezuela’s best interests at heart and then we can come here
and debate it. If they have done wrong, as we can determine at this level, then we
can deal with it. But to come here and say that we look at everything before it
becomes law is to my mind looking at all of them instead of looking at the
exceptions, as the Minister said. It is better that we deal with it from an exception;
certainly in terms of our time, it is more productive for us to deal with it at the
exception rather than with every one of them as we go along.

Sen. Hosein: Mr. Chairman. I find it difficult to follow and agree with that
line of argument. Because what we are saying is that give people a free hand, let
them negotiate and if they have done wrong then we will tell them they did wrong.

Mr. Valley: Is that not how you run your business?

Sen. Hosein: When we come back, what we are going to hear is well, you
know, these people have already made the agreement, how can you now
embarrass them? That is what you are going to hear.

Mr. Valley: You are a businessman, man.

Sen. Hosein: This is what you are going to hear, it is as clear as day.

Sen. Kuei Tung: I get a clear indication of how you run your business.

Sen. Hosein: I cannot understand the difficulty in having the people decide on
the people’s issues. I cannot see a difficulty there. To come to say this is a matter
of expediency, and so on is not acceptable.

Mr. Valley: Efficiency, not expediency.

Sen. Hosein: Efficiency? You know better than that. I cannot accept that.

Sen. W. Mark: Mr. Chairman, What is the real difficulty? We are
confusingthis is the concept that we will clarify here. Minister Valley, when he
was on this side would have been a vociferous advocate of the maintenance of the
people’s business. In fact, he wrote a book called In Defence of the People’s
Interest.

Mr. Valley: Good book.

Sen. W. Mark: Very good book. All the speeches in the Parliament were
simply recorded in the book.

Mr. Chairman, the point I am making is that Sen. Kuei Tung, the hon.
Ministeryou see, we are dealing with a situation in which people’s perceptions
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and conceptions are ideologically informed as both Ministers are, because both of
them had their training and their upbringing in business and enterprise.

I have nothing against business. But you see the impression that we are getting
here is that the Government is an Algico. Let me withdraw that remark because it
might cause some problems.

Sen. Daly: In relation to a negative resolution, is there a time limit?

Mr. Chairman: All that can be provided. I was just going to try to bring
things together. I cannot argue for it or against. First of all, Sen. Mansoor asked
for the amendment so that any Order would be subject to an affirmative
resolution. After some discussions, Sen. Spence came up with a sort of
compromise in that if the Order is made, it is laid in Parliament, it would be
brought to the attention of Parliament and would be subject to a negative
resolution.

If any Member of Parliament was not in agreement with that, he would write a
resolution to have that Order invalidated. So that you are not bypassing Parliament
in that manner.

Sen. W. Mark: You say if any Member of Parliament

Mr. Chairman: If an Order is subject to a negative resolution of Parliament,
it has to be laid. When it is laid, it is brought to the attention of all Members of
Parliament officially. Members examine the order and if they disagree with it,
they can file a motion to have that Order nullified. That is the meaning as I
understand it.

Sen. Capildeo: It becomes a Private Member’s Motion?

Mr. Chairman: I am not using that term “Private Member’s Motion”,
because you are dealing with Government legislation.

Sen. Daly: But could I get an answer, please, Sir? Is there a time limit?

Mr. Chairman: You can put in a time limit.

Sen. Daly: If the answer is affirmative, one of the little things in the chat that
is passing here–it is not a criticism of anybodyis that this is what? 1989; we do
not want the negative resolution coming two years after.

Mr. Chairman: The negative resolution does not come unless a Member of
Parliament files a motion. You can say that the Order should be laid in Parliament
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within 30 days, within 90 days. But you could have Parliament in recess a month
or two in August or September. If you exceed 30 days, you have to then bring it at
the earliest opportunity. This is the same reason that the Government is concerned
about having to wait on an affirmative resolution because you might be in recess
for a two-month period or a two and a half-month period.

Sen. Spence: Mr. Chairman, I would support that position with a time limit.
Just one little point I should like to make with respect to negotiation and that is I
wonder if the hon. Ministerand I refer to Minister Valleywill throw his mind
back to the negotiations on the boundary with Venezuela and ask him if he had
confidence in those negotiators? You see, that is the problem: You may not have
confidence in the negotiators, as clearly we did not on that occasion. But
nevertheless, if we structure it in this way, I am very happy to support it with an
appropriate time limit.

Mr. Valley: We did not even know who the negotiators were.

Mr. Chairman: Could we agree in principle and leave it to the draftsman to
leave (4) as it is and if he agrees to (4) (a) and (b), you say that any Order made
under this subsection shall be laid in Parliament within 30 days of the making of
the Order and shall be subject to a negative resolution?

Sen. Daly: Well, if you have to take account of recess and so on, 60 days.

Mr. Chairman: It goes in as 30 days and it will be understood that if it cannot
be done in 30 days you have to accommodate it at the earliest opportunity.

6.00 p.m.

Sen. W. Mark: Mr. Chairman,  we would go along with it reluctantly. We are
not in support of it totally.

Mr. Chairman: Does the Senate agree, in principle, to that amendment?

Sen. Mansoor: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would agree with it.

Mr. Chairman: We will ask the Chief Parliamentary Counsel to draft an
amendment that will require any Order made under (4) to be laid in both Houses
of Parliament within 30 days and be subject to a negative resolution.

Question, on amendment, put and agreed to.

Clause 2, as amended, ordered to stand part of the bill.
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Clause 3 ordered to stand part of the bill.

Question put and agreed to, That the bill, as amended, be reported to the
Senate.

Senate resumed.

Bill reported, with amendment; read the third time and passed.

Motion made and question proposed, That the Senate do now adjourn to
Tuesday, May 26, 1992 at 1.30 p.m. [Hon. G. Draper]

Question put and agreed to.

Senate adjourned accordingly.

Adjourned at 6.04 p.m.


