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COMMENTARY By DR. DHANPAUL NARINE

Dr. Dhanpaul Narine

Why the PPP/C Lost!

They came even in 
the rain. These were the 
diehard supporters that 
wanted to hear why the 
PPP/C lost.  It was the 
fi rst time that the PPP/C 
would engage the Queens 
community after the May 
elections in Guyana. 

Queens has long 
been a stronghold of the 
PPP/C and the memories 
of Cheddi Jagan meet-
ing New Yorkers are still 
fresh. Cheddi was known 
to work the crowd and 
even if you didn’t agree 
with his politics you end-
ed up respecting him. It 
is no secret that the PPP, 
under Cheddi, was a well-
oiled machinery when 
it came to national elec-
tions. He understood the 
concerns of the ordinary 
person and he related to 
them. But Cheddi left us 
and entrusted his succes-
sors to carry on the job.

After twenty-three 
years in power the PPP/C 
lost the May 2015 elec-
tions and are now con-
fi ned to the Opposition 
benches. What went 
wrong? Bharrat Jagdeo is 
the former President of 
Guyana and he is current-
ly the Opposition Leader. 
He was in New York to 
meet the community and 
the party faithful wanted 
answers. They wondered 
what he had to say. Mr. 
Jagdeo realized this too 
and he deftly sought to 
deal with the many ques-
tions that were asked. But 
fi rst he had to introduce 
the issues as he saw them.

He began by saying 
that, “The next elections 
we will win outright and 
will be back in offi ce. We 
are going to work very 
hard to ensure that we win 
a landslide victory.” Mr. 
Jagdeo said his aim was 
to give a perspective as 
to what took place lead-
ing up to the elections in 
Guyana. The questions on 
most people’s mind were: 
how and why did the 
PPP/C lose power? What 
were the reasons? Were 
the 2015 elections differ-
ent from those in the past?   

Mr. Jagdeo in his an-

swer said, “The dynamics 
surrounding the elections 
is that in every election 
in the past, pre and post 
1992 we’ve always had 
the theft of votes. If you 
look at 2006 and 2011 
results you would see 
that in some communities 
there were over 100 per 
cent votes in the ballot 
boxes. If you look at the 
East Coast, Ann’s Grove, 
Nabaclis, Victoria, Gold-
en Grove, Buxton, in 
many of the areas you had 
over 100 per cent in the 
boxes.”

Mr. Jagdeo said that 
in South Georgetown the 
same phenomenon was 
observed.

If there was stealing 
in the past and the PPP/C 
still won what was unique 
about the 2015 elections? 
The PPP/C is claiming 
that there was manipu-
lation of the results. Ac-
cording to Mr. Jagdeo 
what differentiated the 
2015 elections from the 
others was “the margin of 
difference.” In previous 
elections there was a huge 
margin of difference be-
tween the PPP/C and the 
other parties. “But even 
with the theft of votes we 
still won the elections but 
with a reduced majority 
in the Parliament. But in 
these elections the mar-
gin was so slim that it 
put them ahead by about 
4,000 votes,” according to 
Mr. Jagdeo.    

But why was the mar-
gin smaller? Why was it 
eroded? Mr. Jagdeo ex-
plained that the dwindling 
votes for the PPP/C was 
directly related to the role 
of GECOM. He said that 
GECOM played a signif-
icant role in the elections. 
This was the fi rst elec-
tions in which the list of 
presiding offi cers was not 
given to the political par-
ties. Mr. Jagdeo said that 
on the Sunday before the 
elections the PPP/C met 
with President Jimmy 
Carter and pointed out to 
him that this was an un-
usual feature.

Mr. Jagdeo said that 
GECOM Commissioner 

Dr. Steve Surajbally vot-
ed with three government 
Commissioners to prevent 
the parties from getting 
the list of presiding offi -
cers. But in every other 
election the parties had the 
list which allowed them to 
vet the presiding offi cers. 
This vetting meant that the 
political parties were able 
to point out to GECOM 
who were the political ac-
tivists, and who were not, 
and GECOM would have 
removed the activists. But 
this did not happen be-
cause Dr. Surujbally voted 
with APNU Comissioners 
and the PPP/C was denied 

the list.
According to Mr. Jag-

deo, “There were hun-
dreds of PNC activists 
who were presiding offi -
cers and we believe they 
were placed strategically 
in some of the villages 
and in south Georgetown. 
They were part of the ma-
chinery.” 

Mr. Jagdeo proceed-
ed to give examples. He 
said one candidate Alfred 
King called from Victoria 
to say that he saw a person 
voting at different polling 
stations. Alfred King went 
up to the presiding offi cer 
and pointed out that the 
man had already voted 
and requested to see the 
list since there was a pic-
ture ID next to the name.

The presiding offi cer 
showed Alfred King the 
list, a discrepancy was 
found, and the man bolted 

from the scene. Mr. Jag-
deo said that this scenario 
was replicated in many 
of the polling stations as 
people would walk off the 
street and vote multiple 
times. According to Mr. 
Jagdeo, “I walked into 
Freedom House just after 
voting and one offi cial 
that had just voted in Re-
gion 4 went into the kitch-
en and took some bleach 
and wiped his fi nger and 
it was clean because the 
ink could easily be wiped 
out.”

Another member who 
voted in Region 6 could 
not get the ink off “and 

this too replicated itself in 
many of the polling sta-
tions throughout the coun-
try because the presiding 
offi cers had an enormous 
amount of infl uence at 
the place of polling. In 
Georgetown we did not 
have many polling agents 
because APNU supporters 
surrounded the polling 
stations and our polling 
agents were intimidated. 
They practically did what 
they wanted to do. While 
the average turnout was 
75 per cent in those poll-
ing stations 95 percent of 
the people were said to 
have voted. The impartial-
ity of the presiding offi cer 
is in question and that is 
why the outcome of the 
election affected us dis-
proportionately.”

Mr. Jagdeo said that 
after the elections they 
found many fraudu-

lent statements of polls 
or SOP’s and this came 
from the Chief Elections 
Offi cer, Mr. Lowenfi eld. 
The PPP/C objected to 
the SOP’s and the media 
asked Dr. Surujbally how 
many fraudulent SOP’s 
existed he said that “we 
should ask the Chief Elec-
tions Offi cer. We asked 
and Mr. Lowenfi eld said 
that there were many.” 
Mr. Jagdeo said that there 
were about 400 fraudulent 
SOP’s. The machinery 
that was designed to en-
sure an impartial election 
could not do so, said Mr. 
Jagdeo. He said that the 
police should have been 
called in to investigate but 
Dr. Surujbally refused to 
have them. He was appar-
ently worried as to where 
the trail would lead.

“Since the elections 
we have been calling on 
Dr. Surujbally to have an 
impartial investigation but 
he has refused. We want a 
group from abroad to in-
vestigate how the SOP’s 
got into the machinery but 
Dr. Surujbally has again 
refused,” Mr. Jagdeo said.  
There was also a problem 
with the recount, accord-
ing to Mr. Jagdeo. The 
PPP/C asked for a recount 
and were told that it could 
not happen despite major  
discrepancies in Region 4. 
The recount is mandatory 
and not discretionary. In 
Region 8 the PPP/C lost a 
Member of Parliament by 
one vote and a request for 
a recount was refused.

But the United States, 
Great Britain and Can-
ada, the ABC countries, 
ratifi ed the elections as 
free and fair. How did 
that happen? In order to 
answer this question Mr. 
Jagdeo recalled his expe-
riences in the Sri Lanka 
elections. He had led an 
observer mission there. 
He had to follow the UN 
protocol which states that 
no observer group shall 
give an opinion until the 
statutory attorneys de-
clared the fi nal results. 
In the Guyana elections 
the government invited 
several groups, including 
the Commonwealth, OAS 
and Carter Center while 
GECOM accredited the 
diplomatic observers and 
some of them were the 
American embassy, the 
British High Commission, 
the Canadian High Com-

mission.
These were invited by 

GECOM and they depart-
ed radically from the UN 
protocol, according to Mr. 
Jagdeo. “The elections 
were on Monday and 
by Wednesday the ABC 
countries had already de-
clared that the elections 
were free and fair and the 
process of verifi cation 
was not even completed. 
I believe that once they 
got caught in that position 
they had to defend it even 
when they found out lat-
er that there were major 
problems surrounding the 
tabulations and verifi ca-
tion,” said Mr. Jagdeo. 
He said he also believed 
that they were against the 
recount because if the re-
count had proven them to 
be wrong then they would 
have looked bad.

Was it a US conspira-
cy to derail the PPP/C and 
install the Coalition? Mr 
Jagdeo said, ‘ our Party’s 
position is that it was not 
a conspiracy. I personally 
believe it was incompe-
tence on the part of the 
people who were clueless 
about the UN protocol 
and were so caught up in 
the process and when they 
had already made that 
declaration they could not 
retreat from it.’

What has the PPP/C 
done in view of Mr. Jag-
deo’s position? He said 
that the Party has fi led 
a petition and it is now 
before the court. But the 
PPP/C is out of power. 
How can one be sure that 
there won’t be rigging 
in the future? Mr. Jag-
deo said that winning the 
grassroots was important 
but that the approach to 
GECOM has to change 
as well. “The beginning 
of the PPP/C’s downfall,” 
he said, “occurred when 
the strategy was changed 
from a confrontational 
one with GECOM to a 
collaborative mode.”

Mr. Jagdeo’s views on 
other related matters will 
be discussed in a future 
issue.

The views expressed in this column 
are solely those of the writer and do 
not necessarily represent the views 
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Opposition Leader Jagdeo:

Guyana’s Opposition Leader Bharrat Jagdeo in Queens, New 
York, explaining why the PPP/C lost the May 2015 elections.


