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down and another ‘marriage of convenience’ was 
formed. So ‘marriages of convenience’ must end in 
Cayman and the only way for them to end is for a 
constitutional modernisation and proper political par-
ties to be instituted, where the person in North Side 
knows who that candidate is running with and who the 
leader is going to be if they vote for candidate X. That 
must be the way it works. So, I submit that the quicker 
we can implement this system—that we ourselves and 
the Opposition know, will force us to be more truthful; 
more open; more accountable and more forthright with 
the public at the polls—the better off it is for the peo-
ple of this country.  
 Let us take a step back: The Opposition says 
they do not have a view on it. That is not surprising. 
The First and the Second Elected Members from 
George Town were the same two persons who signed 
the document and then broke their word because a 
small segment of the George Town community said 
they did not like what they had done. Not a majority! 
Two thousand plus people voted for them—two thou-
sand people were not in the streets saying that that 
government should not have existed. I attended the 
meetings in their chairman’s living room; I saw the 
number of people there who said it. It may have been 
twenty, at best, that determined democracy in Cay-
man. So, why would they support our little implemen-
tation that is going to force them to now be more ac-
countable to the public?  
 I end before the lunch break on this: I say to 
the people of this country to remember the old song 
that says, Take time to know her, it is not an overnight 
thing’. There was some confusion on the 8 November 
when this country had to be brought in line; when we 
had to rid ourselves of inadequate leadership. They 
took advantage of the situation and they got some 
people to say, ‘Yea, they are the victims, they are the 
good guys’. I am not here to say to people they should 
join the UDP, what I am here to say to people is take 
time to know her; take time to know him; take time to 
know me; take your time and make your decision. Do 
not do what we as Caymanians do so often: Emotively 
respond and get things stuck in our heads . . . take 
time . . . all sides of this argument need to be heard.  
 We need the public to settle down and take 
time because I am convinced that with time and with 
the continuation of the educational process on the 
Constitution and all other things that have to do with 
leadership and representative government, the major-
ity of the people in this country will see that the Oppo-
sition is just what they are here today– they are ab-
sent; they are empty; they do not offer any viable solu-
tion in terms of an alternative government.  
 
The Speaker: Is that your opinion? 
 
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: Madam Speaker. That is my 
humble opinion.  
 
The Speaker: Thank you.  

 
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: Other political parties may 
come up . . . take your time and decide on us, on our 
merits; on our openness; on how accountable we are 
going to be; on how forthright we are going to be with 
you in terms of what we say to you the people in this 
country.  
 And so the absence of the Opposition here . . 
. there are those on the talk shows who keep saying 
we should not be talking about that. Madam Speaker, 
we should be talking about that, as well as debating 
the Constitution.  
 I have now covered two points that we dis-
agree on with the Constitutional Commissioners. I 
thank you, Madam Speaker.  
 
The Speaker: We will now suspend for lunch and re-
convene at 2.30 pm.  
 

Proceedings suspended at 1.49 pm 
 

Proceedings resumed at 3.04 pm 
  

The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are 
resumed. The Second Elected Member from the dis-
trict of West Bay.  
 
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: I thank you Madam Speaker.  

In continuing I would like to address the other 
two main areas of the Constitutional Commissioners’ 
position that the Party (the UDP) does not agree with.  

In regards to the definition of a Caymanian, 
much has been said about that. I think the restrictive 
nature in which they have defined ‘Caymanian’ is rela-
tively clear so I would not repeat what my colleagues 
have already said on that particular issue.  

Madam Speaker, in regards to the issue of 
Speaker and Deputy Speaker, I am not quite sure 
what it is that we would achieve if we arbitrarily said 
that the Speaker cannot come from the rank and file 
of the elected membership. I know the explanation 
given in the Report in regards to this proposed change 
by the Commissioners. But let us just take an emotive 
step back from this issue. First of all being a Back 
Bench supporter of the Government that existed from 
November 2000 to November 2001, let me assure all 
Honourable Members that this whole issue of finding a 
Speaker is not as simple as some people seem to 
think because there are not vast numbers of people 
within our community who are capable or willing to 
serve as Speaker. And we must have a Speaker 
within the Legislative Assembly. How else can Parlia-
ment function? We could be as restrictive as some 
people would want us to be in regards to whether or 
not the Speaker should be a member of a political 
party and who should elect the Speaker.  

Let us face a couple of realities: First of all we 
in Cayman have to be careful not to do our future 
generation a disservice. I say to people all the time, 
‘What you think of me or what you want to think of the 
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current political climate is not going to intimidate me 
into taking a position’—as the old people would say, 
‘cut off your nose to spite your face’. The Speaker 
needs to be someone who can sit in the Chair of the 
Legislative Assembly and make sound judgments and 
rulings as the debate goes on; to accept Motions and 
Questions and ensure that they are in conformity with 
the rules of the Legislative Assembly; with the Stand-
ing Orders; with the Constitution as it stands at that 
particular time.  

This whole issue about the Speaker being po-
tentially biased—if we follow the argument that is out 
there, ‘Oh the Speaker should not be a member of a 
political party’. Are we going to be so naïve to believe 
that we could select anyone in this country to be 
Speaker who is not going to have some political opin-
ion or political leaning? But, Madam Speaker, the is-
sue is not to whom the Speaker belongs or supports 
politically. The issue is that the Speaker is going to 
make sound, rational judgments as he/she presides 
over the Legislative Assembly. That is the issue at 
hand. And anyone who understands Parliament; who 
takes the time to be open-minded can come to no 
conclusion except the fact that you, Madam Speaker, 
in my humble opinion, are an excellent Speaker.  
Before you took the Chair, I have had Motions that 
were rejected and questions not allowed but I did not 
go out and get my supporters to come into the Cham-
ber to try and intimidate the then Speaker. I accepted 
the position and went on. I do not have the document 
with me today but I will bring it on our next day of sit-
ting because I would like to get permission to table it, 
Madam Speaker. I tried to bring a particular Motion 
that I thought was important and it was rejected. I 
think it is very critical at this juncture in this debate 
that the public be given the evidence. I am not just 
going to stand here and say I had a Motion that was 
rejected, I am going to show the Motion. It has the 
date stamped on it, the signature of the [then] 
Speaker and it has ‘rejected’ on it. So, this whole no-
tion that important Motions do not get rejected is a 
fallacy. The Motion called for the end of contracted 
officers’ supplement. The Fourth Elected Member 
from West Bay and I tried to bring that last year Feb-
ruary. But I think there are a lot of people in this coun-
try who would think that would have been an impor-
tant Motion that needed to be debated within the halls 
of the Legislative Assembly.  

So, what all of us have to recognise is not 
only the Speaker’s rulings, but it is how we react to 
the Speaker’s rulings. If some of us react in certain 
ways then there are going to be those who will ques-
tion the integrity and the fairness of the Speaker 
blindly; without truly understanding what is at play.  

Madam Speaker, just to give a brief example: 
When we submit Motions, it is clearly laid down in our 
Standing Orders as to what would make motions de-
fective. I quote from Standing Order 24(4); “A motion 
shall not contain personal opinions or controver-
sial allegations unnecessary to the main issue 

upon which the House is being moved to declare 
its will”. [quote repeated] The controversial Motion 
(the Motion for a referendum) had in it a section that 
says, “There is general support among the public 
for a referendum to be held to determine the views 
of the majority of the electorate in relation to the 
controversial issues arising from the Report”. 
Madam Speaker, I repeat: “There is general support 
among the public for a referendum to be held to 
determine the views of the majority of the elector-
ate . . . ” That is one of the Whereas clauses. So, that 
was their opinion. The First Elected Member from 
George Town in his debate on the amendment to this 
Motion clearly said that none of us in here, in his opin-
ion, could say that we knew what the majority of the 
people felt. So, how can we say that there is general 
support? I did not agree that there was general sup-
port. I did not have any constituents saying to me that 
they wanted a referendum on anything in the Constitu-
tion. I have not had that representation to me. Yes, 
there are some people in the community—a minority 
support but ‘general support’ means there is wide-
spread support for it. So, that was opinionated.  

Madam Speaker, you ruled quite accurately 
and you quoted the relevant Standing Order, yet we 
still have this furor. It goes right back to what I said 
earlier. We react so emotively; we react from the 
shoulders down as Caymanians, not from the shoul-
ders up. If there is anything that is going to move us 
forward as a people; that is going to allow us to take 
the next step, it is reacting from the shoulders up; it is 
finding a way that before you purport an opinion and 
talk what you do not know, you should find out. That is 
what we need more than anything else in this country 
at this particular point in time. It is not to be reaction-
ary because we have a lot of tremendous problems 
facing us and reactionary responses are not going to 
bode well.  

We have pending immigration reform in this 
country. Is it going to be popular? No. There is no 
country on earth that has had any government that 
solved the immigration problem. You do not solve im-
migration; you continue to amend your policies to be 
in the national interest. You cannot solve immigration 
in this world. It is a small global village. You could 
solve immigration when Cayman was the Island that 
time forgot. You cannot solve it now. So, that is an-
other issue that will be coming up and the public will  
have a say on it but emotive responses will get us no 
where. We need to be enlightened.  

Madam Speaker, I have covered the four 
points on which we disagree with the Constitutional 
Commissioners. I hope that I have given sound argu-
ments as to our position (the UDP’s position) and why 
we have taken that particular position. The proposed 
Constitution by the Commissioners also has a number 
of other interesting features and we do have a lot of 
people in this country saying this current political di-
rectorate infringes upon namely, the freedom of 
speech. It is very interesting and I want to quote from 
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the proposed Constitution with your permission, 
Madam Speaker.  
 
The Speaker: Please proceed.  
 
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: Thank you, Madam Speaker.  

Part 1(I). “The Fundamental Rights and 
Freedoms of the Individual.  

“Whereas every person in the Islands is 
entitled to the fundamental rights and freedoms of 
the individual, that is to say, the right, whatever 
his race, place of origin, political or other opinion, 
colour, creed or sex, but subject to respect for the 
rights and freedoms of others and for the public 
interest, to each and all of the following, namely: - 
 

"(a) life, liberty, security of person and pro-
tection of the law;  

"(b) freedom of conscience, of expression 
and of assembly movement and associa-
tion; 

"(c) protection for his privacy and family life, 
the privacy of his home and other prop-
erty and from deprivation of property ex-
cept in the public interest and on pay-
ment of fair compensation,  

 
“the subsequent provisions of this Part shall have 
effect for the purpose of affording protection to 
the aforesaid rights and freedoms subject to such 
limitations of that protection as are contained in 
those provisions, being limitations designed to 
ensure that the enjoyment of the said rights and 
freedoms by any individual does not prejudice the 
rights and freedoms of others or the public inter-
est”.  

Madam Speaker, there is great confusion in 
Cayman. There is a feeling that a Bill of Rights gives 
you absolute rights. There is no country in the world—
it is impossible in human existence to have absolute 
rights. You cannot have absolute rights for what if you 
perceive your right to be one thing but that right in-
fringes (in the mind of a fair-minded person and in a 
fair-minded court) upon the rights of others. Or, those 
rights that you seek to exercise go against the public’s 
interest. In other words, what is for the general good 
rules; that prevails over your perceived rights. This is 
what people must understand.  

I say that to say we have persons who get on 
the talk show and say that this Government is infring-
ing upon their freedom of speech. That argument 
makes no sense because they are saying that on a 
government radio station. Now, there are those who 
come here and want to challenge everything that we 
say. Anything that any MLA says has to be chal-
lenged. I do not care, people can challenge what I say 
all the time. That is their right but at the end of the day 
I am going to talk about those issues. They are not 
going to shy me away from them.  

A comment was made that in the great United 
States there are so many government radio stations 
that allow you to get on and say anything you want 
about the government. I want the person who said  
that, to show us the evidence that there are govern-
ment-owned radio stations that have these types of 
call-in shows as we have in Cayman. Madam 
Speaker, I believe that Cayman is one of the only 
places on earth that you could have the ridiculous na-
ture of some—I say some—of the callers and the con-
tents of some the callers that call that radio show Talk 
Today.  

It is very relevant to the freedom of expres-
sion; it is very relevant to Part 1, number 11 of the 
proposed Constitution. And it is very relevant that 
people clearly understand that it is not an absolute 
right. You cannot get on the show and say that some-
one is a murderer; a thief; a liar. You cannot just get 
on the radio show as someone did and call for the 
Civil Service to go on strike. This is a very important 
point. Let us take a step back: What would happen in 
Cayman if the Civil Service went on strike? Let us look 
at the two pillars of our economy:  

Finance - the core of finance is perpetuated 
and allowed to exist because of the Registrar of Com-
panies. If you do not have a Registrar or Companies 
to give effect to those legal transactions that need it 
(and most do) that industry would fall apart.  

Tourism: what would happen if we do not 
have any Immigration Officers at the Airport; any Cus-
toms Officers at the Airport; any Customs Officers at 
the dock. Would we be able to have immigration? 
Would we be able to have tourists come here? Would 
we survive? I want everyone in this country to think 
clearly from the shoulders up before they listen and 
just hear things and shake their heads blindly because 
they want to react emotively.  

Madam Speaker, I understand what is hap-
pening in Cayman. The economy is down. Any time a 
country’s economy is down and unemployment is on 
the rise, in general there is a feeling of discontent. I 
understand that but what I am asking is for people to 
understand that things do not get fixed overnight; to 
have patience, but to think clearly. I draw attention to 
the persons who get on this radio show and make 
those sorts of claims, calling for a strike in the Civil 
Service which would kill this country; it would cripple 
this country. The economy would be dead. Those 
Caymanians who work at banks, trust companies, ac-
counting firms, and law firms would have to stay 
home. How is business going to be conducted if the 
Registrar of Companies is not opened? If the Mone-
tary Authority is not opened? What about those peo-
ple who cannot run taxis; making trips to the North 
Side? Those who work in the hotels and condomini-
ums? Do these people really understand? 

At this particular point in time I question in my 
mind what real purpose the call-in shows that are not 
properly conducted have for this country when people 
can get on and call for a strike of the Civil Service; a 
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call for anarchy; an end to this country. Do not think 
that international business is going to come back! The 
one thing we have is stability and when these people 
get on and talk about freedom of expression (but it 
goes against the public interest) then they want to talk 
about us getting up here in this Legislative Assembly 
and expressing concern. I am frightened! Of course, I 
am very concerned.  

I would draw Members’ attention to the Penal 
Code to section 57(i) (b) where it talks about seditious 
intention, “Persons who insight the inhabitants of 
the Islands to attempt to procure the alteration 
otherwise by lawful means of any matter of the 
Islands as established by law”. And tell me if a 
stoppage of the government does not fall into this 
category. Everyone is on the ‘oh have pity on me’ trip.  

Few days ago I happened to listen to some-
one who called in and asked the host of Talk Today, 
‘Oh well have they threatened you?’ The reply was, 
‘They have not threatened me yet’. And then the host 
goes on to say, ‘Oh well, when you are the subject of 
debate in the Legislative Assembly of course it might 
make you stay up an hour or two at night’. Well I tell 
the host one thing: He has a young family and I have 
a young family too; he better put his head on. The na-
ture in which he is handling this show causes me to 
stay up at night. When people can get on and call for 
a stoppage of the country; for the Civil Service to go 
on strike, that causes me to stay up at night.  

Madam Speaker, this call-in show—there are 
a number of things that I believe will have to happen 
with the show. First of all the show should have more 
than one host. Look at CNN, Cross Fire and the dif-
ferent shows where you have persons on different 
ends of the political spectrum taking calls and there is 
point, counterpoint and there is balance being offered. 
In my humble opinion there is no balance being of-
fered on this show. And that is something that I think 
would be greatly needed. Another thing that is greatly 
needed, in my humble opinion, is greater delay times 
on that show so that if someone comes on and say 
something that is not within the public’s interest, they 
can expunge it from the record before it gets out. We 
must act responsibly.  

When people compare us to the United States 
the one thing they have to remember: We live off the 
United States and other countries; we are dependent 
on them. So, when we lose our reputation and per-
ceived political stability it is not something that is easy 
to get back. In fact, I say to myself when I hear—the 
host also allowed the same caller to talk about the 
“coup” that happened in November. Now, ten Mem-
bers of the Legislative Assembly (a majority) went to 
the Governor and said, ‘Governor, we have asked a 
particular Member to change his role, it is within the 
confines of the Constitution but the Member has re-
fused to do it. Here it is Your Excellency and—oh by 
the way we do not come until six days to this Legisla-
tive Assembly and vote on that same Motion’. How 
could any one call that a coup? Or, is it that the host is 

so incompetent that he himself may not know what a 
coup is. That could be the case that he himself does 
not realise and therefore he could not correct the 
caller.  
The Speaker: Is that your opinion? 
 
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: That is my opinion, Madam 
Speaker. That is a possibility but I do not think that is 
the case. My opinion is that that type of debate and 
blatant misinformation was allowed. I am a young per-
son and I like to see young people become success-
ful. Some months ago before the change in govern-
ment just after the current host took over from the 
former host I remember hearing a number of people 
say to me, “Rolston, you know the host is really bi-
ased toward the government; he is cutting people off; 
he is asking Bro. John ‘have you had an illicit affair 
over the air.’”   

I mean the host was really taking a hard line. 
Bro. John was trying to criticise the government and 
he was putting him on the spot and asking ‘Have you 
ever had an extra marital affair?’ This host was really 
toeing the serious government line.  

I remember—I do not know if the host does—
saying to him in the back of this Legislative Assembly, 
‘Look, here are some things that I am hearing, you 
know, I really want to see you succeed on the show, 
these are some of the things that I am hearing: ‘you 
are a little bit too biased toward the government’. So I 
said, ‘You want to make sure that you taper these 
things so that you keep your credibility’. The reply 
was, and I will remember it until the day I die or God 
take away my memory, ‘Well, it is a government radio 
station so I have to defend the government’. That was 
the response the current host of Talk Today told me. 
But things have changed.  
  When the Honourable Third Elected Member 
from George Town, the Minister for Community Ser-
vices calls up the show, it suddenly becomes the peo-
ple’s radio station. Before the 8 November 2001 they 
were the government’s radio station. You see the dif-
ference? It is easy to talk about the people’s this and 
the people’s that. Can the people go and throw the 
Governor out of his office? Yes, you might say that is 
the people’s Glass House but it is entrusted. What I 
am saying is that we do not have certain things in this 
country entrusted to people who are being fair and 
who are looking out for the long-term interest of this 
country. So, instead of them calling for the Speaker-
ship to be from the outside maybe they should be call-
ing for a fair host. Because that talk show has a wide 
listening audience. That talk show has the ability to 
ruin this country. The talk show serves a very useful 
purpose because I believe that if a person goes 
through all the channels, especially in this day and 
age with the absence of an Ombudsman in Cayman, 
that person will be aggrieved because there will be no 
where else to turn.  

I believe the talk show is a good place to ex-
pose truthful things. But when it is allowed to be used 
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as a political football; when it is allowed to have peo-
ple call for the end; call for a closure of the Civil Ser-
vice which would cripple this country to an extent that 
I do not believe we could ever recover—let us not be 
over confident; international finance does not have to 
stay in the Cayman Islands. Tourists do not have to 
come here. I want those same persons who seem to 
know everything about everything; who get on that 
talk show everyday to tell us—they give us the alter-
natives to tourism and finance—how are we going to 
run this country? How are we going to survive without 
the two pillars of our economy. But you see, Madam 
Speaker, they get up and talk about freedom of 
speech and dictatorial government.  

Can you imagine being a person who comes 
here on a business trip to consummate a big deal in 
Cayman and on your way to the luncheon in your car 
you hear these people talking about coups and talking 
about dictatorial governments—I do not know about 
you, Madam Speaker, nor the other Honourable 
Members but I can tell you one thing, I would think 
twice. If I am from one of the Scandinavian countries 
here on a business trip and I hear this thing in a 
strange land; a little tropical Island I would think twice.  

So, I tell the host of Talk Today and I tell the 
listening public and all Honourable Members, nothing 
is off limits for debate in this Chamber. It has the po-
tential to affect our very lives, therefore, as responsi-
ble legislators who actually show up to debate; we 
must talk about it. We must! It is our obligation. But 
the Opposition is such that they themselves are dicta-
torial in nature. They and their supporters do not want 
the Government talking about these things because 
they want to blind the common man with their rhetoric 
so they can seize power.  

These are trying times but I tell them one 
thing: The Government is not going to lose focus; the 
Government is not going to succumb to their artificially 
inflated pressure. The Government is going to talk and 
do things about housing, unemployment, youth vio-
lence, bringing new business to Cayman, ensuring 
that we can maintain and enhance our standard of 
living. For it is not just for me, it is for our children and 
grandchildren. My! How easy it is to be ignorant and 
to have your prodigy curse your name. I refuse to be a 
part of that.  

Madam Speaker, I would like to also point out 
a few facts quickly in regards to this big furor that was 
carefully and craftily orchestrated by the Opposition. 
The Opposition’s opinion is that they can cause all the 
trouble they want and try to build membership for their 
PPM; not show up and then get their same people to 
call in the talk shows talking about the government 
should not talk about them. Well, they should be here 
debating; they should be here earning their money.  

I look at this petition and the first thing that 
catches my eyes is at the very bottom where it says, 
“Please return all originals of this petition to the 
George Town MLA office by the 17 June 2002. The 
address of the George Town MLA office is Suite 

A6, Cayman Business Park, George Town, Tele-
phone 945-8292. Such office is staffed between 
the hours of 3. 00 to 7. 00 Mondays through Fri-
day”. But of course, the Opposition’s leadership style 
is that they cannot make any decision; they want to be 
everyone’s friend and they want to get consensus and 
everything. So they orchestrate the petition but then 
they say, ‘We support the People for Referendum’. 
No, Madam Speaker, they are the People for Refer-
endum; one and the same. And what is consensus 
anyway? According to the New Webster’s dictionary 
consensus is, “A collective opinion; general accord 
agreement; usage denotes a commonly held opin-
ion”. For the life of me how in the world can you get 
consensus on an 89-page document? It has such 
emotive issues such as freedom of expression; free-
dom of conscience; freedom of religion. How can you 
get consensus? We know the UK Government 
through her position as laid down in the White Paper 
has said there must be a Bill of Rights. So, it is in our 
best interest to go along at this point in time with the 
dialogue and try to make sure that we get something 
that is in our best interest. It does not make sense to 
dig a hole in the ground and stick our heads in it  until 
it goes away. For it will not go away. The UK Govern-
ment changed capital punishment; it changed corporal 
punishment by an Order in Council; it changed homo-
sexual acts in private by an Order in Council. So, the 
world is not going to wait on us to form this general 
consensus.  

The Commissioners tried their very best for 
nine months in this country, and if nothing else, this 
should serve as a good lesson for us Caymanians to 
stop being so laid back; so emotive and be more prac-
tical and more structured in our lives; pay attention 
and get involved when the opportunity is there. But 
the opportunity will not be lost because the Leader of 
the Opposition clearly outlined what the process was. 
He said he did not know. He said that the furor was 
caused because the public did not know what the 
process was, yet he got up in this Legislative Assem-
bly and outlined what the process was. I have it right 
here in the Hansard. He said what the former Gover-
nor said: This debate and other relevant documents 
will go off; they will be drafted; if there are minor 
changes we settle them by telephone; if there are ma-
jor controversy the United Kingdom will send a contin-
gent here. So, when they got up on the steps of the 
Court House and totally misled the public talking 
about ‘Stop the government’, and that they do not 
know what the rush is; talking about, ‘This is your last 
chance’; talking about, ‘We need a petition to stop the 
Government’, Madam Speaker, they well knew they 
were not doing anything but playing politics. Let us 
look at the items that they want a referendum for—we 
have now established that this was promulgated by 
the Opposition. This is the Opposition’s petition. Peo-
ple for Referendum is simply the cloak they are hiding 
behind.  
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� Should there be term limits held in the office of the 

Chief Minister? Yes.  
� How long? 10 years, 40 years, 2 ½ years.  
� Can you take that to a referendum? No. Not a 

simple Yes/No answer.  
� Should the Cayman Islands Constitution contain 

provisions to permit the electorate to initiate a ref-
erendum? Sure.  

� For what percentage? 10%; 50%; 100%?  
� On any issue? No. Not a simple Yes/No.  
� Should the Speaker of the Assembly be chosen 

from outside the elected membership of the Legis-
lative Assembly? Again, you might be able to an-
swer Yes/No to that initial question.  

� Should he/she be a party member? 
� Should they be of any opinion about politics in 

Cayman? Maybe they might want us to bring in a 
foreigner to do that too.  
They might want us to bring someone in who is 

going to be totally dispassionate; someone who will be 
totally unbiased. But in case they did not realise, we 
understand that some of them are perfect but we ad-
mit that we are not. In case the perfect Opposition did 
not realize, God created most of us imperfect. No 
Speaker is going to be perfect. What we ask for is a 
Speaker to rule fairly. Should there be ‘one man, one 
vote’? Is that something that should be decided na-
tionally? We know the numbers in Cayman.  

If George Town and West Bay were combined 
to have a common position they could cause that po-
sition to be enforced upon the people of Bodden Town 
and your constituency, Madam Speaker (Little Cay-
man and Cayman Brac). Is that fair? Is that democ-
ratic? Is that not an issue on which you would call for 
a referendum to decide that it should be done on a 
district level? So that people within their own district 
can decide what is best for them? So, you see, it was 
hastily put together. Obviously, a lot of thought was 
not put into it and it was just to build membership for 
the PPM. That is all it is. It seems to be just another 
political ploy.  

Madam Speaker, I would just like to end off by 
saying that we are at a critical juncture in Cayman. 
The Government provided the perfect platform for this 
debate. We changed it from a ‘voting debate’ to a 
‘take note’ debate. Therefore, the Opposition has no 
real reason for not being here other than to build pub-
licity; another publicity stunt to take away from the 
proceedings in here. That is my humble opinion of 
what is going on.  

Iif they were here to put their position forward 
so that I could listen and think about what they are 
saying; they could listen and think about what I am 
saying—and maybe on the few issues that we do not 
agree on, which I think is about five out of that 85-
page [89-page] document, that would have provided 
the basis for the way forward in terms of being able to 
build some sort of common understanding—but no, 
they are not here.  

There are people saying that, ‘You all should 
just get together and discuss this thing’. And I say to 
people all the time, ‘You pay me to go to the Legisla-
tive Assembly when it is sitting, that is where it should 
be settled, out in the open public where everybody 
has the right and can hear it on the radio and see on 
TV that there is no game’. For I am not meeting with 
the current Opposition in any private room. Not in this 
lifetime. This is the place. They change their words 
and their minds too often. We have rules of debate 
here; we have openness and transparency and that is 
why it should be done here.  

I would like to point out also that we believe 
that we have just as much pulse on what the majority 
of the people in this country feel versus a loud and 
boisterous minority whipping up the people. I have 
people come to me in my constituency who wanted 
their names taken off the petition and I have directed 
them to write the Supervisor of Elections. According to 
those people they signed it under deception. They told 
me that they said, Sign this if you do not want to go 
independent’. And all this sort of nonsense. So, even 
though we now know the result of their petition is a 
minority of the country, even that minority is not as 
large as we think. Like I have said I have had a num-
ber of people in my constituency tell me how sorry 
they were that they signed it. And again, that is why I 
ask for people to think clearly; to listen; to wait to hear 
both sides of the story.  

As I said before the lunch break, I do not want 
anyone to necessarily say they are going to believe 
me . . . just listen and judge for yourself. “Take time to 
know her”. That is what the old song says, “It is not an 
overnight thing”. And I think most of this country is 
quickly realising what this Opposition is all about. I am 
not saying to people they should join the UDP, I am 
saying to people take time to know us all. Take your 
time; listen and educate yourself. Think clearly. That is 
what we need at this particular juncture. The Govern-
ment is committed to moving forward on housing, 
education reform, immigration reform, youth violence, 
the situation at Northward Prison; the situation at the 
dump. That is going to be the focus. All these are im-
portant national issues, not these six that were hand 
picked by the Opposition via what seems to be the 
Cayman Bar Association.  

We are going to be focused, we are not going 
to waiver in our duty to the people of this country to 
serve them effectively for the Constitution is gravely 
important, but at the end of the day it is not going to 
feed hungry bellies; it is not going to feed hungry ba-
bies; it is not going to educate our children; it is not 
going to cause young people to stop being delinquent; 
it is not going to solve unemployment. That is what the 
Government is going to be focused on. That is where 
we are heading and when they ask why the rush—
those who do not understand the urgency of life, 
really, I feel for them. There is urgency in life. You 
know the saying, “You either walk fast, run fast or get 
ran over”. We must ensure in this country that we con-
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tinue to have dialogue with the people but that we 
move swiftly on these issues. No one can say that we 
do not consult with the people.  
 The First and Second Elected Members from 
George Town did not have one single public meeting 
in the year that they were in power. Not one single 
public meeting! The only thing that happened was 
when we had public meetings on issues such as 
Cayman Airways, there was a ‘huff and a puff’ be-
cause apparently we were upstaging the [then] Leader 
of Government Business at the time but I say to the 
public: If the Leader of Government Business could 
not do the job effectively then we had to do it. There-
fore, he had to be removed. It is quite that simple. We 
have met four times per year so far with our constitu-
ents as our manifesto calls for. In fact, we met more 
often last year because of a couple of emergency 
meetings. So, we go to the public; we bring the public 
issues. I know, as an old politician in Cayman told me, 
sometimes we tend to be seven-day wonders and we 
kind of forget in Cayman. I think sometimes we need 
to stop, think and remember.  

 Madam Speaker, I would just like to say that I 
think the Commissioners did a good job. They made 
every attempt to get the opinions of every single citi-
zen in this country. We are now at a juncture where 
the Government has come forward after consultation 
with the public and put forward its opinions. That is the 
right, but more than the right, it is the obligation of a 
good government. For you must be able to have an 
opinion and formulate it and move your country for-
ward.  

Madam Speaker, I thank you and all Honour-
able Members.  
 
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Member. Does 
any other Member wish to speak? The Honourable 
Minister responsible for Community Services.  
 
Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: Thank you, Madam 
Speaker.  
 This debate that deals with the Constitutional 
Commissioners Review that was presented to the 
then Governor, Mr. Peter Smith, on or about the 7 
March 2002 seems to have gone through a nine-
month process as it was handled by non-political 
members of our community without many hitches; with 
very little controversial debate or disagreement; very 
little attacks made by individuals against each other 
accusing each other of being undemocratic; dictato-
rial; mean; conceited; arrogant; ignorant and all the 
other terms that we have heard. Perhaps that is the 
biggest surprise that something that would later be-
come so controversial could have gone through its 
infant stages with little or no great controversy or de-
bate.  
 The Constitutional Commissioners have said 
that with regards to this process, and I quote, “We 
conducted a series of district public meetings in 
all of the electoral districts. Notice of all such 

meetings were given in the local press as well as 
on Radio Cayman and the local commercial televi-
sion station channel 27. A number of our district 
public meetings were broadcast live on Radio 
Cayman and the addresses of all of our meetings, 
including those sponsored by local organisations 
and civic groups and the questions asked and the 
comments made at such meetings were covered 
extensively not only in the local press but also on 
Radio and TV.  
 “In addition to our district public meetings 
we address the Cayman Islands Chamber of 
Commerce, the Civil Service Association and the 
local Lions/Leo Clubs. The Chamber of Commerce 
which represents more than seven hundred cor-
porate and associate members employing nearly 
fifteen thousand persons, many of whom are 
Caymanians, also under took an awareness initia-
tive within its membership and employees and 
conducted a survey of its own on the major issues 
the subject of discussion at the public meetings.  
 “Among those responding to the survey 
were some one hundred and six registered voters. 
The Civil Service Association also made a written 
submission. This body is representative of a fairly 
large percentage of fourteen hundred and thirty 
seven civil servants who are currently registered 
voters. We also met with representatives from the 
Cayman Bar Association whose membership con-
sists of sixty five persons holding Caymanian 
status and a local group who call themselves ‘the 
Concerned Citizens’. Both of these bodies like-
wise made written submissions and in the case of 
the Cayman Bar Association same was accompa-
nied by a suggested draft Constitution.  
 “A written submission was also made by 
Cayman Islands Seafarers’ Association made up 
of three hundred and forty-eight retired seamen. 
Meetings were held with members of the Legisla-
tive Assembly and the elected members of the Ex-
ecutive Council on a collective basis in order to 
solicit their views and we likewise met with the 
three officials in the Executive Council on an indi-
vidual basis. A meeting was held with the Chief 
Justice and other Judges of the Grand Court in 
relation to the Judiciary and with the Supervisor of 
Elections and his deputy and a member of the 
Lands and Survey staff on the matter of the 
boundaries of electoral constituencies and the 
number of electors in each. We interviewed many 
members of the public who are registered electors 
in the offices that have been provided for our use. 
Many others have spoken to us on a one to one 
basis”.  
 Madam Speaker, I read that because the 
question would be: Why did the controversy not begin 
at the point in which the three non-political Commis-
sioners were conducting such a wide, consultative 
process. Why did the tempers not become inflamed at 
this particular point? Why would the Commissioners 
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on the 7 March 2002, write His Excellency the Gover-
nor, Mr. Peter Smith and say, “In May 2001, you is-
sued a press release informing the public of the 
Cayman Islands of our appointment as Commis-
sioners to conduct a modernisation review of the 
Constitution of the Cayman Islands. This was fol-
lowed by a joint letter of appointment addressed 
to us on the 15th June 2001, setting out, inter alia; 
our terms of reference (Appendix 1).  
 “Having completed our review we now 
have the honour to submit our report (Appendix 2) 
together with a draft Constitution (Appendix 3) 
which in our view reflects the desires of the peo-
ple of the Cayman Islands”.  
 Madam Speaker, were these fraudulent 
statements? Were these statements that were not 
supported by facts offered by the Constitutional 
Commissioners? I just read their description of the 
wide consultative process which they were involved 
with. So now if they are suggesting that the Draft 
Constitution (their Report) is reflective of the views of 
the Cayman Islands people would we say that is not 
the correct position? How do we know that is not the 
correct position? How would anyone come up with the 
idea that the Constitutional Commissioners’ positions 
are not the correct positions?  
 On the 15 June 2001, the then Governor, Mr. 
Peter Smith, wrote to Mr. Benson O. Ebanks, OBE, JP 
and Mr. Arthur B. Hunter, OBE, JP, Mr. Leonard 
Ebanks, JP and said to them in his letter in paragraph 
2 which we all have seen: “Your terms of reference 
are to examine the present Constitution of the 
Cayman Islands . . . ” (not the Constitution to be) “ . . 
. and, following the widest and most comprehen-
sive . . . ” (those of us who have comprehensive in-
surance know what comprehensive means; it takes 
care of everything) “ . . . consultative process, to 
make recommendations designed to modernise 
the Constitution and to ensure its compatibility 
with the present aspirations and expectations of 
the people of these Islands”.  
 Madam Speaker, note that there was no mes-
sage that was written to the Members of the Legisla-
tive Assembly requiring that they go through a proc-
ess of wide and comprehensive consultation with the 
people of the Cayman Islands, and then make rec-
ommendations designed to modernise the Cayman 
Islands Constitution, and to ensure its compatibility 
with the present aspirations and expectations of the 
people of these Islands. Why? If politicians were given 
the task of consulting widely and comprehensively 
with the people of the Cayman Islands, they would 
colour the views and opinions of those persons. So, 
what we would get at the end of the day would not 
necessarily be compatible with the present aspirations 
and expectations of the people of the Cayman Is-
lands.  
 My case is that the British Government used 
the Constitutional Commissioners at a time when the 
views of the public were not inflamed by partisan sub-

jectivity. At that particular point in the process you 
could no longer take an objective sample of the views 
and opinions of the people since the views and opin-
ions of the people have now become representative of 
their respective political positions.  
 But there is no reason why at the beginning of 
this debate in the Legislative Assembly, when the poli-
ticians were to become involved in debating—not 
whether or not the views of the Commissioners were 
reflective of the aspirations and expectations of the 
people but how the politicians themselves felt about 
what the recommendations were.  
 So, it should never be a question in my mind 
at this stage in my maturity, with regards to this issue, 
whether or not those views are the views of the peo-
ple. In fact, the Constitutional Commissioners who 
were commissioned—and we all know what a com-
mission means. I did not have a commission to be 
able to go and do something. Therefore, I could not do 
it and come back to you as the governing crown and 
say, ‘I have done such and such in your name’, when I 
was never commissioned to do such. How can any 
politician say that he represents the views of the peo-
ple to the Crown when the Crown is interested in the 
views of the people as they are ascertained from the 
persons that they have commissioned?  
 So it is not my point now to argue with anyone 
about the views of the Commissioners. I can have my 
opinion but my opinion should reflect what I think, not 
whether or not those opinions are the opinions of the 
people. This was the first mistake I think we made as 
politicians. I am not going to divide us into sides in 
making this mistake.  
 When we begin to say that these are not the 
views of the people or that these are the views of the 
people, rather than saying, ‘I do not believe that this 
recommendation will work because of a, b, c and d 
reasons; when we think that we can only change the 
outcome of these recommendations by stagnating, or 
halting, or by trying to colour and confuse the process 
with the politicisation of the general public with re-
gards to these issues; Madam Speaker, I therefore 
have made the case that we should see the Commis-
sioners’ Report to the point in which they made it as 
the best method to have achieved the views of the 
general public.  
 What we now have as the views of the gen-
eral public is the stirring up of the general public and 
we ourselves as politicians on both sides of the House 
are causing the people to react more to us; and their 
relationship to us; and their trust in us; and their lack 
of trust in us; and their hatred for some of us; and their 
despising many of us.  
 I do not believe that I would be telling the 
United Kingdom at this particular time that they should 
take the views that are the result of war among people 
based upon petty differences. I believe they should 
take our studied, learned critique of the recommenda-
tions because we see some of those recommenda-
tions as not being practical at this time, but not that 
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the recommendations do not form part of the legiti-
mate expectations of the people of these Islands.  
 Madam Speaker, in debating the Draft Consti-
tution and the recommendations included, we tend to 
concentrate on what we see as the basic six points of 
disagreement between the Government of the United 
Democratic Party (UDP) and whoever else is out there 
‘sooked on’ by the People’s Progressive Movement 
(PPM).  
 The debate about the right and wrong, or the 
strengths or weaknesses of those six points is a dif-
ferent debate, than whether or not it is representative 
of the Commissioners’ particular position. The term 
limits find themselves on the paper asking for a refer-
endum on these issues but it is interesting the way the 
views of the public were before they were coloured by 
a few activists. The public, according to the Constitu-
tional Commissioners, did not necessarily ask for a 
term limit with regards to Executive Council Members. 
I am reading from page 8 of the recommendation 
where the Commissioners said, “The issue of ‘term 
limits’ for Members of Executive Council and in 
particular the Chief Minister was raised on a num-
ber of occasions. We did not however form the 
impression that this was a matter that received 
widespread support”. Now it is an issue of national 
importance according to those persons who said so. 
“Our concern is that with the number of qualified 
candidates to the Legislative Assembly being al-
ready limited by virtue of the definition of ‘Cayma-
nian’ and the requirement that only a Caymanian 
is qualified for election as a Member of the Legis-
lative Assembly the imposition of term limits (on 
Ministers) could seriously deprive the Islands of 
capable and experienced Ministers. By the same 
token if term limits are imposed on members of 
the Legislative Assembly the electors in many 
constituencies could be deprived of the choice of 
able and experienced representatives. We there-
fore do not support term limits of any sort at this 
time”.  

So, if the United Democratic Party is of the 
position that they can agree with that recommendation 
––not again, that that recommendation is not the 
views of the majority of people, that is not what we are 
saying. We are saying that we disagree or we agree. 
With this we agree.  

Now, for the same reasons stated by the 
Commissioners, I agree in most cases. But I would 
like to add that a lot of us, because of the closeness to 
America, geographically, culturally, socially, finan-
cially, see the American system and think that it is the 
closest system to our system, when the American sys-
tem is one that was caused by revolution—not a 
bloodless revolution but a bloody revolution. There 
could be no system that is further removed from the 
Westminster White Hall System than the system that 
overthrew, in the first place, that system by violent 
revolution.  

They had good justifications for their revolu-
tion, I admit, but nevertheless, we have to understand 
that their Constitution is a particular kind of Constitu-
tion because it has no history; it has no precedence; it 
has nothing that came before. The only thing that 
came before their Constitution was a bloody revolu-
tion! At that time when they were having their bloody 
revolutions France and other places had been cutting 
off the heads of Kings, chopping away tradition and 
starting all over again. Therefore, you have to under-
stand why the United States of America had a written 
Constitution, unlike the United Kingdom that has op-
erated for thousands of years, or at least, hundreds of 
years without a written Constitution.  

So, the Constitution in America must take cer-
tain things into account: It must take into account what 
people understand as the behaviour of their Govern-
ment. They are saying that they are defeating a King 
that is a tyrant, a despot, an absolute monarchist that 
believes in the absolute rights of the King to govern 
his citizens without the citizens having any rights at 
all, other than the obligations that they have to the 
King and to create a new system. A revolutionary new 
system needed a Constitution and that Constitution 
basically becomes the foundation and the light of the 
new Republic.  

We have to see why the American Constitu-
tion, unlike any other Constitution in that sense, 
played such an important role. It is the creator of all 
the laws and precedents and customs of the American 
Republic.   
 Our Constitution is not in that sense a sover-
eign Constitution that will be achieved through bloody 
revolution. Our Constitution is an instrument to govern 
us internally, which is passed down to us by a supe-
rior Parliament; a sovereign Parliament that has juris-
diction over what happens here.  

The sovereign people of America created the 
sovereign nation of America; created a sovereign 
Constitution of America; created a sovereign Govern-
ment of America. We are not sovereign people; we do 
not create that law which is the law of all laws in the 
country. We create laws based upon that law, but that 
law is created for us by a Parliament. It is not done by 
revolution and it is not done as a result of men, after 
they have gathered arms getting together in a conven-
tion, saying these will be the rights; these will be the 
obligations of the new citizens of our republic that can 
apply to the Constitution for protection.  

The Constitution is not in our sense, the final 
document. The final say is the Council in Great Britain 
that not too long ago conferred British Citizenship on 
us. I did not see us take a referendum to say whether 
or not we are going to be British Citizens or not, but I 
heard a lot of people out there disagreeing with it at 
one particular point. Now, thousands of people are 
applying for their rights and I believe it is their rights 
and they should have those rights but those rights 
come from the superior Parliament.  
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We are not to forget, therefore, that the Con-
stitutional process we are now going through is not 
the same as the Constitutional process that the 
Americans went through when they got rid of the King; 
the British Monarchy and the British Parliament 
through a bloody revolution.  

Nevertheless, it is a very important document 
but the document basically attempts to give certain 
powers to the different branches of Government in 
order to allow participatory or representative democ-
racy to function.  

An executive is an important part of this Con-
stitution. How do you constitute an executive? What 
will be the powers of this executive? How does an 
executive come to life? An executive comes to life by 
the Constitution saying that there will now be the right 
of the citizens to elect members to the Legislative As-
sembly.  

People have to remember that before the 
1972 Constitution and even before the 1950’s, I be-
lieve, there were only certain people that could vote in 
this country. You had to have property to be able to 
vote, you had to be a man to be able to vote (women 
could not vote) So, democracy as we know it, did not 
always give the citizens full rights.  

This modern system says, I, as a person am 
entitled to vote. They spell out to me what gives me 
the entitlement to vote. It says I must be a Cayma-
nian: a British Dependent Territory citizen. There will 
be periodical elections—in our territory elections are 
held every four years. I, as a citizen with the right to 
vote, can elect a Legislative Assembly. That Legisla-
tive Assembly is what we call the representative gov-
ernment.  

There is the other part of the Government 
called the Civil Service that is an ongoing process of 
the Government. And this Civil Service is headed by 
the Governor who is sent by the United Kingdom to 
the Cayman Islands to head the Civil Service and to 
make sure that their Overseas Territory remains a 
stable law abiding country where the rule of law is 
promoted, supported and followed.  

So the role of the Civil Service Bureaucracy 
as the non-representative part of the government is 
important because now you will elect Members to 
form an Executive from the Legislative Assembly that 
will become a part of the partnership between the 
non-representative part of government and your rep-
resentative part of the government.  
But you cannot send fifteen Members up to the Glass 
House because you will have chaos again, just like 
you would not send your population of 40,000 people 
to the Legislative Assembly. You have periodical elec-
tions to elect the numbers that will elect the Executive 
that will form part of the representative government. 
Your representative government; those persons that 
form what we call the Executive Council will go to the 
Glass House and make decisions over a period of four 
years that we call ‘executive decisions’. But they need 
to come back to the Legislative Assembly (meaning 

the people) when it comes to financing whatever it is 
that they are deciding to do. They are answerable to 
the legislative branch of Government.  

Madam Speaker, in America you do not have 
the same situation. Representative Government in 
America means that not only do you have a Federal 
government, State governments, City governments, 
other Borough councils, but you also have on the fed-
eral level that brings all of the States together, con-
necting them. You have the legislative branch of gov-
ernment—the Senators and the Congressmen that 
make legislation. But the executive branch of govern-
ment is the President and his Cabinet. The legislative 
branch of government in America does not choose the 
executive branch of government. That is very impor-
tant for people to recognise.  

We choose from this Parliament the Execu-
tive; the Executive comes from this Parliament. This 
Parliament can hold the Executive branch of govern-
ment accountable and that is why Parliament is here 
to make sure that we hold the Executive branch of 
government accountable. So, when they go over to 
the Glass House they do not forget their obligations to 
the people and that obligation to the people is re-
minded not by mob rule but by the parliamentary pro-
cedures carried out through the MLA’s or Back 
Benchers in this Parliament.  

When the President chooses a Cabinet we 
can see why he becomes so powerful. Because all of 
us who go to Washington see how big Washington is; 
how intruding it is; how gigantic; it looks like Paris or 
London. Washington was built to give that same im-
pression of the omnipotence of government; the pow-
erfulness of government. And the President of Amer-
ica is equated to a King. Because at that particular 
time in history it was hard for them to understand how 
you could go from a King to a President; and the 
President to be effective if the President did not have 
the same powers and  privileges as a King.  

So, in a way, America made a Constitution to 
be able to curtail the despotism of the King but the 
King at the same time had certain powers that once 
he put his Cabinet together he could act in ways to 
perpetuate himself even if Congress were to disagree 
with him at certain times. So, we see why America 
would want its President to have term limits.  
 

Moment of Interruption—4.30 
 
The Speaker: Honourable Minister we have now 
reached the hour of interruption. May I call upon a 
Government Minister to move the Standing Order for 
the adjournment? Is it the intention of the House to go 
beyond 4. 30 pm this afternoon? 
 

Suspension of Standing Order 10(2) 
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Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: Yes, Madam 
Speaker, so could we take the relevant Standing Or-
der to go beyond the hour of adjournment?   

 
The Speaker: The question is that Standing Order 
10(2) be suspended to allow the House to go beyond 
the hour of 4. 30 pm. All those in favour please say 
Aye. Those against, No.  
 
Ayes.  
 
The Speaker: The Ayes have it.   
  
Agreed: Standing Order 10(2) suspended.  
 
The Speaker: We shall take the afternoon break at 
this time.  
 

Proceedings suspended at 4.36 pm 
 

Proceedings resumed at 5.17 pm 
 
The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are 
resumed. Continuing the debate the Honourable Min-
ister responsible for Community Services.  
 
Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: Thank you, Madam 
Speaker.  

Before we took the break I was basically 
showing the fact that no one could be said to speak 
for the majority of the people, except for the three 
Commissioners that were empowered to take an ob-
jective sample of the views and desires of the Cay-
man Islands people. And that what took place after-
wards when the politicians became involved, is that 
there was an attempt to influence the views of the 
people, and to therefore, call the views that were be-
ing expressed by petition and by radio talk shows, as 
the views of the people.  

But I think that the British Government will find 
that this is a bit erroneous to believe that the Commis-
sioners did not completely carry out the mandate that 
they were given, and that somehow this particular 
process was being better done by the People for Ref-
erendum (PFR) or by the People’s Progressive 
Movement (PPM).  

I also showed that some persons tried to 
equate our constitutional process with that of the 
United States or tried to give our Constitution the 
same importance as the United States’ Constitution 
that is a sovereign Constitution. Our Constitution is 
derived from a sovereign Parliament. It is not sover-
eign in itself but it does provide the instrument for 
more local autonomy and the Constitution embodies 
the powers of the different branches of government; 
the Judiciary; the Executive and the Legislative 
branch of government.  

Our Executive branch of government is cho-
sen by the Legislative Assembly and the Executive 
branch is also part of the legislative branch. But also a 

part and separate, in that, the Ministers as they are 
called, govern in Council with the Governor and are 
nominated Members that are not a part of the repre-
sentative Government system or the representative 
democratic system. For we have Ministers who repre-
sent the people in the Legislative Assembly and on 
the Executive Council that are not chosen by the peo-
ple and therefore do not necessarily represent the 
people’s views. So, our Constitution is not at this par-
ticular point a totally people’s Constitution. Our Consti-
tution is still influenced by the fact that we are a de-
pendent territory and that we are tied constitutionally 
to the United Kingdom as the superior Parliament.  

Certainly, the role of the people is limited in 
the Cayman Islands in terms of exercising their de-
mocratic rights—it is not the same as a United States 
citizen exercising his [democratic] rights—although 
the constitutional modernisation process was intended 
to give more autonomy to the people of these Islands 
in terms of making decisions.  

We have already indicated that the United 
States President has term limits because he, at the 
end of the day, could become a despot, in that, when 
he chooses his Cabinet—rather than in our case 
where the Cabinet is elected—those people could 
tend to perpetuate themselves over a long period of 
time. So, each person who is going to serve on the 
Executive Council has to run for election in order to be 
elected. In other words, each member of the Cabinet 
will have to face evaluation at periodical elections. 
Whereas, this is not the case for Colin Powell and 
Condoleeza Rice, and other persons who are working 
along in the (George Bush) presidential Cabinet.  
 So, there is a need for us to compare our sys-
tem more with Commonwealth democracies and with 
the mother country’s Parliament rather than with the 
American system.  

One of the situations recognised was a need 
to give more accountability to the political arm of gov-
ernment in the Executive Council. The Constitutional 
Commissioners looked at this particular issue of how 
to give more power to the people through representa-
tive government. This would mean that there would be 
fewer Ministers that are nominated and more Minis-
ters that are elected. Therefore, the people are being 
represented even more than they were before. And 
we can see why we would not have pure political de-
mocracy as is practised in other countries that have a 
much more advanced Constitution.  

When we accept the fact that our Constitution 
is not an advanced Constitution and need modernisa-
tion, we are also accepting the fact that democracy, 
as a political instrument, would not necessarily have 
been in existence to that more extreme degree that 
we find in other countries. Comparison is good but we 
must be careful when we compare; we must make 
sure that we are aware of the differences.  

One of the issues in terms of dealing with the 
Executive branch of the government making more 
Ministers, for instance, if the Financial Secretary’s po-
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sition were to become an elected member’s position; if 
the Chief Secretary’s position were to become an 
elected Member’s position; if the Attorney General’s 
position were to become an elected member’s posi-
tion, the people would end up having all the persons 
that are making political decisions for them and who 
are answerable to them. And that we see as an ad-
vancement because it gives more democracy.  

But the issue is if you are going to advance 
your Constitution to the point where you have Minis-
ters that are elected by you, how are they going to all 
be equal without there being a Chief? And of course, 
the idea of a Chief Minister surfaces and becomes a 
necessity at this particular point.  
Now, the Constitutional Commissioners did not find 
that this was necessarily the most difficult to discuss 
with people and to get their feed back on— when they 
wrote on the ‘Executive Council’ and it says: - “In 
conducting our entire review process the issue 
that has provoked the most debate has been the 
composition of the Executive Council and the de-
sire to advance to a full Ministerial System of gov-
ernment”. A full ministerial system of Government 
would mean that Ministers would have certain types of 
responsibilities. “While the concept of having a 
Chief Minister as the political head of government 
and who in turn chooses the other Ministers in the 
Executive Council enjoys overwhelming support 
the manner in which the Chief Minister is to be 
chosen has perhaps been the most controversial 
issue we have encountered”.  

There again, Madam Speaker, what you have 
is the Commissioners saying that the idea of a Chief 
Minister has overwhelming support but how the Chief 
Minister should be chosen has been of concern to 
some persons. Now, if we were to say that the Chief 
Minister is to be chosen by a ballot, which the Com-
missioner also examined—it says: -  

“There is widespread support for the Chief 
Minister to be chosen by the entire electorate in a 
separate ballot from the general election from 
among those persons who have been elected to 
the Legislative Assembly”. Again you have a situa-
tion where people are comparing themselves to Amer-
ica and they are thinking about what they see in 
America; they choose their President who is the politi-
cal head, whereas we are not (now) being able to 
choose our Chief Minister because we need to under-
stand a little bit more about the fact that our Constitu-
tion is based upon the Westminster White Hall System 
of Government, and not the Republican American 
Federalists type of Constitution.  

If in our system we were to cast ballots to 
elect one of the fifteen people that were elected as 
Chief Minister, how would that person be able to gain 
and retain the confidence of the majority of the peo-
ple? How would that person be able to bring legisla-
tion to the Legislative Assembly, since the Chief Min-
ister would be responsible for making sure that proper 
legislation is brought to this House and debated and 

voted upon? So, how would that person be able to get 
finances for the appropriation, which is necessary to 
carry out the decisions that have been made by the 
government? That person would not be able to do any 
such thing since he would not be supported by the 
majority of persons in the House and would just be 
like anyone else.  

It goes to show that consensus and support 
are a part of the democratic system that when people 
are elected to Parliament, whether or not they come 
here with political leanings, there has to be another 
kind of election in here where people become more 
associated with each other’s political platform or 
views.  
Fortunately or unfortunately we cannot have all the 
people’s views being put into the decision-making 
process at one time. We would have to come to a 
consensus and move on from there. This Parliament 
is a very important part of the decision-making proc-
ess—how we get to the point of having consensus to 
decide where it is that we go. If we had a Chief Minis-
ter that was elected by the masses of people then this 
would not work, of course.  

The Commissioners have said that this will 
not work. What we have had is the idea that if we 
cannot control who the Chief Minister is going to be, 
let us control the time that the person would be a 
Chief Minister. We did not get a suggestion from the 
Commissioners that the Chief Minister or any Minister 
should have term limits because they rejected that as 
I have, and explained why in America the President 
has term limits—in America they elect the President. 
So, they want to elect the Chief Minister but they can-
not because the system that we have does not allow 
it. Now they are saying, ‘Let us give the Chief Minister 
a term limit’. We see how much they are relying on the 
Republican American Federalist System that was cre-
ated by a bloody revolution.  

In the petition of the People for Referendum 
what we have here is the idea: Let us put a few of the 
issues that the Commissioners agreed with; that the 
United Democratic Party seemed not to agree with. 
Remember now, Madam Speaker, it is not that the 
people did not say that this is so, but that the United 
Democratic Party might be questioning some issues, 
for instance, the ‘one man, one vote’ issue as to 
whether or not it is practical at this time; and whether 
or not it would not have more weaknesses or 
strengths at this time; and not that the Commissioners 
did not derive this opinion from a comprehensive con-
sultation process with the people. They put some of 
these with those that they have come up with. When 
they put them on petition and get people to sign it, the 
question is whether or not the consensus was arrived 
at before the petition or during the process of petition-
ing.  

That is a very important decision to make and 
know because if you bring this to me and say, ‘You 
sign this petition because in here there might be one 
or two things that you agree with’. You might not 
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agree with all of them but there is one thing that you 
agree with so you sign the petition. You believe that 
the people have the right to initiate a referendum and 
so you might even sign the petition.  

But, Madam Speaker, term limits on a Chief 
Minister—why? Because if the Chief Minister has a 
term limit which is called every four years and if the 
people do not want to give the Chief Minister or any 
other Minister or any other Member of this Honourable 
House additional time, the people can vote them out 
and vote for other persons. So how could the Chief 
Minister or any other Member of this Legislative As-
sembly perpetuate themselves longer than the will of 
the people would allow for? Why would that limitation 
become an issue of national importance? Because I 
do believe that there are some people who look at 
situations in other Islands and say, ‘Oh this person 
has been in power for a very long time’ and they look 
at America and they say ‘Well, that is how they deal 
with it there; to prevent autocratic despots from re-
maining in power then let us give them a term limit’.  

There are people who are also making the 
assumption that the people are so uneducated; so 
weak and so frivolous that politicians can continue to 
win elections every four years without losing, and that 
is not true. Because part of the position of any Oppo-
sition should be to educate and inform the people 
about what is going on in their country, so that if peo-
ple do not like it at the end of the term they can vote 
people out. You do not necessarily have to put a term 
limit in order to secure democracy and have transpar-
ency.  

Madam Speaker, it is interesting that we do 
not choose the Governor. He comes here and we live 
with him for three years or however long until some-
one else comes. I found out, from the time I first came 
back here from school in the 1970s, this whole idea 
that we cannot trust Caymanians, our own people: We 
can only trust someone from overseas, the English or 
the American. This suspicion about Caymanians that 
as soon as they get some place they turn against their 
own people—we have to understand a little bit more 
about that. And I notice that the Second Elected 
Member from the district of Cayman Brac talked about 
the whole subconscious subtleties of the social psy-
chological nuances of people when they are op-
pressed for a long time; how they come to believe that 
their benefits are the benefits of their masters rather 
than the benefits of themselves; how when they view 
themselves in the mirror they begin to see themselves 
as being beautiful through the eyes of their masters 
and not through their own eyes; how they begin to 
judge their kids; how they begin to say ‘You are stu-
pid’ to their kids; and how they begin to label them. 
They treat them in such a way that they are not even 
conscious of the fact that that is not their conscious-
ness that is at work but that someone else has 
planted that in their face, ‘Look at that little old ugly 
boy there: you not going no place and you so fool you 
cannot learn nothing in your head’. Those words are 

not theirs; those words are someone else’s about 
these people and their kids, which are passed down 
from one generation to the other. And we do not stop 
long enough to correct it and that is the same thing: 
‘Look at that old Frank McField he thinks he is this 
and he thinks he is that but wait until we get him back 
right where he was, where we kept him for all them 
years, we should have kept him there. He does not 
know where he comes from; he needs to know where 
he comes from’. That is oppression at its best; when 
the oppressor does not have to lift a finger to keep 
you where you were. And every time you lift your hand 
out of that barrel; out of that hole they say to them, 
‘Look he is crawling out, if he gets up he is going to 
think he is better than you. Kick him back down. ’ 
Well, certain people should be happy because it 
makes more space for them to breathe because 
sometimes the bottom is where most of us are.  

What I am saying is that from the time I heard, 
‘You cannot trust a Caymanian, you cannot give a 
Caymanian any position of leadership’ it goes back to 
that whole colonial mentality that we can drive other 
people up and down; we can feed other people; we 
can give servants to other people; we can have pa-
rades for other people, we can do all those things for 
other people but let one Caymanian say that he 
should be treated in a particular way.  

We see the dynamics even in our sports. Look 
at the guy who is saying ‘I am a Caymanian athlete 
and you do not want to pay no attention to me’. And 
someone else says, ‘Well, I am a Caymanian lawyer 
and you do not want to treat me with respect’ and the 
other one says, ‘I am a Caymanian bookkeeper and 
look at how they treat me’. ‘I am a good secretary and 
look at what they do to me’.  

Well, the dynamics is all over. Everyone is 
complaining about the same thing and yet we are all 
doing the same things to each other. Can we not un-
derstand the collective dynamics that is at play here? 
Do not go forward because if we go forward this man 
is going to be the Chief Minister and look at where he 
comes from and you know what he is going to do to 
you because he is not good enough to be trusted. We 
are judging ourselves when we judge each other. 
Whatever I have said about you is what I have said 
about myself. The day I can be proud to see another 
Caymanian excel in whatever field that he or she is 
excited about and devoted to, is the day I am happy 
about myself.  

But when I have to go around talking bad 
about people it is because I feel bad about myself. It is 
how they put it in our subconscious minds. When we 
look in the mirror we see ourselves worse than we 
really are and it takes other people to look at us and 
really convince us that we are not that. But that takes 
many years of conditioning the minds of people to 
look down on themselves and when the day comes 
when they are standing up, they are still looking down.  

They believe that because they might look 
down on the Leader of Government Business that 
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they are not looking down on themselves; they might 
believe that because they ridicule and show disre-
spect to me about ‘doctor this and doctor that’ and 
‘what kind of doctor is he’ they are not showing it to 
themselves and their children’s possibilities in the fu-
ture. If the situation is to continue for Caymanians not 
being able to control the one institution that we have 
by law and by right to control (which is the political 
institution in this country, because there is so much 
jealousy and envy among us) then which one are we 
going to control? Is it the economic institutions out 
there?  

I am not saying this as any criticism to anyone 
else besides myself, because I need to understand 
this just like every one else. We were all born in this; 
we were all raised unconsciously with some of these 
ways and it is only when we become conscious and 
admit—like they say in church, you have to admit—
before you can get out of that situation.  

So, the term limit concept for the Chief Minis-
ter is the fear of ourselves that causes us to believe 
that that is an issue of national importance—the fear 
of self.  

We live in a country that we get sent every 
three years a person that has reserved powers that 
could turn over any decision that any Chief Minister 
makes; or any Minister makes; or any Legislative As-
sembly makes, and we can tolerate and have been 
comfortable with that relationship—I do not under-
stand.  

With regards to the position of the Governor 
on page 6 in the recommendations it says: “The ma-
jor changes recommended to Part I of the current 
Constitution deal with the Governor’s role in rela-
tion to the public service. We will refer to this fur-
ther when dealing with our recommendations for 
the inclusion of the Public Service Commission in 
the Constitution and for the expansion of the func-
tions of that body. Save for the foregoing there 
has been no clamour for nor have we made any 
recommendations to change the Governor’s re-
served powers”. People need to understand the 
Governor’s reserved powers remain the same; the 
balance of power remains the same. All that really 
happens at the end of the day is that the Executive 
[Council] that he consults is being structured where 
the Ministers on the Council who give him recommen-
dations would all be elected and they would have a 
Chief Minister.  

There are some people who have tried their 
best to say that this Constitution is going to affect fu-
ture generations. Sure it will, but the fundamental is-
sue to remember is that the reserved power of the 
Governor; the position of the Governor; the position of 
the British Government remains unchanged.  

What is being rearranged is how the Execu-
tive branch of government will function, in that, it will 
be more comprised of people elected from among the 
people, rather than people appointed by the Crown: 
More democracy, more possibility for transparency, 

more accountability. And then we get tied down on 
whether or not there should be term limits on the Chief 
Minister because that is such a novel (new) chapter 
for us to have a Caymanian that might be in charge.  

I wonder if we were to get a little car to drive 
that Caymanian (who would become Chief Minister) 
around a little bit: ‘Look at him going out there in that 
car now with them driving him . . . thinking he. . . look 
at him he think he is such a thing, look at him I know 
where he come from, he not nobody ma’am’. That is 
what some people are going to say. But that is what 
we are saying about ourselves.  

What we have to understand is that our na-
tional anthem is about us; our flag is about us; the 
Speakership is about us; the Membership (MLA) is 
about us; the Ministership is about us. People are oc-
cupying the office but the office belongs to us. It is all 
a part of our national dignity and pride and we must 
be careful when we set upon to mock and ridicule it. 
For today you mock and ridicule it because of who is 
in the seat, but when you put the other person in 
these positions people will continue to mock and ridi-
cule it because they have become accustomed to 
mocking and ridiculing the highest offices in their 
country. So, I do not believe that things will ever be 
the same again. I think that there has been a con-
certed effort.  

Madam Speaker, I know that the referendum 
issue is an important issue because I hear people all 
the time talking about my vote for a people initiated 
referendum clause in our Constitution. I believe that 
people should have the right to trigger the decision-
making process when it is important. But I believe that 
to have the right to do so just to have the right to do 
so would create anarchy. So, you would not want to 
necessarily have people advocating and saying that 
we need to learn a little bit more about our Constitu-
tion; we need to learn a little bit more about our sys-
tems; we need to get a little bit more involved but yet 
we want to have the right for a referendum. First of all 
let us try to learn our systems then we will know when 
it is necessary for something to happen and not.  

It is not every time that someone disagrees 
with me and tells me I might be wrong in my opinion 
that I have to say that person is of no good. If I come 
up with reasons why you might be wrong it does not 
mean that I want to put you down and I think I am the 
only one who knows. God knows there are so many 
things that I do not know and will never know. But the 
Commissioners had a view on the referendum. The 
Commissioners said, “In the course of our review 
process some representations were made for the 
inclusion of the Constitution of provisions to en-
able a referendum to be initiated by the public. We 
are of the view that as there was no clear-cut con-
sensus on this point the circumstances, terms and 
conditions under which a referendum should be 
considered are matters that should be dealt with 
in the enabling legislation”.  
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Madam Speaker, there is talk about the 
Checklist, and the Constitutional Commissioners say: 
“In the course of conducting our Constitutional 
Modernisation Review a checklist was supplied to 
us by the Governor’s Office. In so far as the items 
addressed in the checklist relate to Constitutional 
matters these have we believe been adequately 
addressed in our Appendix 3. The other matters of 
a non-Constitutional nature have all, to the best of 
our knowledge, been effectively dealt with by local 
legislation”.  

Madam Speaker, the Opposition has made 
big this whole point about the Checklist (number 18) 
and we have referred to the original (unabridged) ver-
sion of the Checklist. I would like to compare that 
Checklist that the Opposition used. I am going to use 
that one rather than the unabridged version so that no 
one believes that I am making this up.  

It says: - “Do the changes suggested by the 
Overseas Territory Government have the majority 
of the support of the population?” They cannot ask 
me that question so I know that it is not applicable to 
me. “Do the changes suggested by the OT Gov-
ernment have the support of the majority of the 
population? The changes that are being recom-
mended or suggested are not suggestions of the OT 
Government. The changes that are being suggested 
are the suggestions of the Constitutional Commis-
sioners.  

 When it asks the question: “What is the evi-
dence for such support? Has there been extensive 
local consultation (with or without the assistance 
of a Constitutional Commissioner or Commission) 
. . . ” If the Commissioners have said: - “Having 
completed our review we now have the honor to 
submit our Report (Appendix 2) together with a 
draft Constitution (Appendix 3) which in our view 
reflects the desires of the people of the Cayman 
Islands”. As the Governor had asked on the 5 June 
2001 that, “Your terms of reference are to examine 
the present Constitution of the Cayman Islands 
and, following the widest and most comprehen-
sive consultative process, to make recommenda-
tions designed to modernise the Constitution and 
to ensure its compatibility with the present aspira-
tions and expectations of the people of these Is-
lands”.  

The Governor on the 15 June 2001, commis-
sioned Mr. Benson Ebanks, OBE, JP, Mr. Arthur B. 
Hunter OBE, JP and Mr. Leonard Ebanks, JP, to do 
exactly what number 18 is requiring to show that there 
has been extensive local consultation with the people. 
My argument was that this Government accepts the 
Commissioners’ Report as the result of extensive 
consultation with the people.  

We have disagreed with certain of their rec-
ommendations, not because they are not the result of 
extensive consultation; not because they do not reflect 
the views of the people. We have feelings about it, but 
we have no way of scientifically proving that that is not 

the case. But what we can say is that we disagree 
with certain recommendations because they are not 
practical. We have given reasons why they would cre-
ate more weaknesses than strengths in the change 
that we are looking for.  

Madam Speaker, I do not know what the fuss 
is all about. The idea of: Should term limits be placed 
on the holder of the office of Chief Minister (which is 
number 5 of the referendum petition) in connection 
with number 3 on this paper: “Should the proposed 
changes to the Cayman Islands Constitution be 
implemented between the dissolution of the cur-
rent Legislative Assembly and the next general 
election in 2004, as is proposed in the Report, or 
should the proposed changes be made as soon as 
possible?” A good way to ask this question would be: 
Is it democratic, after you have consulted the people, 
to make changes to say that you have to wait for the 
people to vote before you can implement those 
changes? If the recommendations were not based 
upon wide comprehensive consultation with the peo-
ple then it would be undemocratic to bring these 
things in, but if it is based upon the widest compre-
hensive consultation with the people then what is the 
problem?  

I think that the crux of the argument is that we 
have to decide whether or not there is any legitimacy 
or fraud with the Constitutional Commissioners’ Re-
port. I am of the position that the Constitutional Com-
missioners’ Report is a genuine Report done by by 
persons who intended to reflect the aspirations and 
desires of the people of the Cayman Islands.  

And if that is the basis on which I begin—
because we must begin the argument someplace; we 
cannot be up and down with this—then it must be so 
that we can proceed to implement that Constitution as 
soon as that Constitution is approved of by the sover-
eign Parliament in Great Britain. Why would you want 
to wait on things that the people would like to have 
until another election when the consensus gathering 
process has already produced a consensus with re-
gards to these particular issues?  

So, people have now brought this back to ask: 
Should it come in or should we wait a few years and 
put it on the shelf like all the other consultative proc-
esses in Cayman; all the ones that had to do with 
youth violence; all the ones that had to do with the fact 
that we were having aged people; all the other things 
that had to do with recidivism in our prisons; and all 
the other ones that had to do with crime.  

You get a scientific report about something 
and you begin to implement it if you have the capacity 
to implement it. What is stopping us from implement-
ing this at the time in which we would get it is because 
of the whole situation that we have to give Caymani-
ans in this House Honourable positions. And some 
people believe that certain Caymanians should not 
occupy these Honourable roles. So, it is not objective, 
I believe, to say that it is a question of national impor-
tance to spend hundreds of thousands of dollars to 
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ask the public if this Constitution, if approved by the 
United Kingdom, should come into force or should we 
wait around until we have a next election, because 
that would be fair and democratic.  

I fail to see how it would be undemocratic to 
bring it in when the recommendations that were 
brought were made by the people through the Consti-
tutional Commissioners that were not coloured by bi-
ased, political partisanship. I think all sides accept the 
fact that this has been the case. Even the Opposition 
(the PPM) agreed to this so much so that they have 
not even formed opinions. And if they have formed 
opinions they have not made us aware of them so that 
we could debate with them the rightness of their opin-
ions versus the rightness of our opinions.  

Madam Speaker, there is no debate and if 
they had opinions they would be here to debate. I 
think they have missed an opportunity. They might not 
agree with me with how I am analysing this Constitu-
tion; the whole process; the difficulties that we are 
experiencing as a country in trying to arrive at deci-
sions that will be good for all. They might not agree 
with me but at least they should hear me because I 
would like to hear them. I would like to hear the PPM 
people’s position.  

According to them PPM really stands for Peo-
ple’s Progressive Movement. What is progressive? 
When we say something is progressive it means be-
yond that which is. So, if they are talking about a form 
of representation for people which is beyond that 
which is at the time, then it would be good if they were 
here showing people that their representation of them 
is beyond the representation that they now have; it is 
more progressive; it is thinking about everyone in the 
democratic process rather than a few elite people.  

I think that particular Movement has found it-
self in a very difficult situation because the interim 
leader of the PPM, the First Elected Member from 
George Town, is a very popular politician. And very 
poor people and very good people have always seen 
him as a friend. It becomes difficult at certain times—
when you are going to court the grass root people and 
you are going to court the people on the top in the 
establishment at the same time—for a politician to 
believe that he is going to represent both interests, 
when some of the interests oppose each other.  

That is one reason when I formed NACE (the 
National Alliance of Cayman Islands Employees) that 
gentleman had nothing to do with me. That was 
probably one of the reasons why he would not run 
with me in the 2000 Election because he was afraid 
that certain people would say that he was supporting 
me. It would be easier to leave me out there to see 
whether or not I would fail or survive and then make 
an alliance of convenience with me later on. At least 
the Leader of Government Business was out there 
criticising me about my Union but at least he said his 
piece. The other one . . . I could not hear ‘quey hey’ 
from him.  

Madam Speaker, I think that when you try to 
represent those two polls you get a conflict and the 
best thing to do is to keep your mouth shut and do 
nothing. Because as soon as you move you are going 
to get criticised by one side, ‘Oh he not for us no 
more’. So you know what he does? He learns how to 
keep his mouth shut: ‘He is a good person’. I am not 
saying no to that but look at the situation here: The 
goodness has to manifest itself in your actions once 
you are in political office. Some people will like you 
and some people will not like you. But it is important to 
understand that you are representing the needs of the 
grass root people and you have to look at their real 
interests in the society and not at any phony interest, 
for example, when we can meet on this plane and that 
plane and everything is alright, but when you come to 
make your decisions you cannot include us.  

So, I think for them to call themselves Peo-
ple's Progressive Movement—first of all, it is a misuse 
of the word ‘people’ and secondly, it is a misunder-
standing of what a progressive movement is all about. 
Because a progressive movement has to be more 
progressive than people who have been fighting for 
labour in this country; for people who are fighting for 
gender equality in this country; for people who are 
fighting for people who have addiction problems; for 
people who are fighting for kids; for people who are 
fighting for the grass-root lower class; for lower in-
come groups in this country, you have to be pretty 
progressive. So, I want to see what their political pro-
gressive platform is going to be. It is going to have to 
be more progressive than the Leader of Government 
Business. And he is going to be pretty hard to beat. 
That is one of the reasons why I am happy to be on 
the side of the Leader of Government Business be-
cause he was more progressive and it would be hard 
for me to be more progressive than he is. It makes 
sense if we are thinking on the same path; if we have 
the same political philosophy about the need for social 
and economic democracy and not just political democ-
racy.  

A lot of them are out there fighting for political 
democracy but no one is fighting for social and eco-
nomic democracy. You could have political democ-
racy; you could have right for referendum; you could 
have the right to vote, but if you do not have that right 
to have a House; if you do not have that right to have 
a job; if you do not have those kinds of social and 
economic rights that we all need (and a lot of them do 
not need) then their political rights are not going to go 
far enough.  

So, when they are talking about the People's 
Progressive Movement, I want to know, How are they 
going to show us what their social and economic plat-
form is going to be like?  
 
The Speaker: Honourable Minister you have half an 
hour remaining.  
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Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: Thank you, Madam 
Speaker.  

Because they have no social and political plat-
form to stand on they have concentrated primarily in 
getting their Movement (the PPM) started on totally 
political issues and most of these issues are not even 
their issues.  

I want to say something about one member of 
this society—Mr. Billy Adams. I respect Mr. Billy Ad-
ams because he is one of the people, who after a 
heated debate with you, he can still talk and make 
jokes with you. That is the kind of person he is. He is 
different from most people who have political argu-
ments. Most people get a chip on their shoulder, like 
the Opposition; like spoiled children. But Mr. Billy Ad-
ams will see you and he will be respectful. So, what-
ever position Mr. Billy Adams takes in this society he 
takes it with a certain amount of humour . . . remem-
bering . . . he is not going to take it that serious. The 
man is not even registered to vote. The man believes 
that people should have the right to initiate a referen-
dum just like I believe. The only difference is that I am 
registered to vote. Not only did I register to vote, but I 
also put myself forward to be elected. I asked Mr. Billy 
Adams that a long time ago. I said; ‘Mr. Billy, a man 
like you . . . Chamber of Commerce . . . this and that . 
. . why not put yourself forward?’    

It is for the same reason that people can criti-
cise but when they have to take a side they are going 
to be seen taking a side and people are going to say 
that they are taking the side of those people. A lot of 
people do not want to do that in Cayman, they want to 
pretend that they are for everyone so they prefer not 
to be pinned down with any political responsibilities 
like taking an office or even voting. Can you imagine 
that?  

The man is talking about the fact that Cayman 
is an elected dictatorship and therefore he will not 
vote, yet he is crying down the Government of this 
country; he is crying all of us down on the radio station 
and all over the place saying how terrible we are 
managing the country from this particular perspective. 
But he will not register to vote. Many times I have 
asked him for his vote and to register to vote. He told 
me that he has supported me on occasions but he 
would not vote. How can you support a person but 
you would not vote? Because you believe that it is an 
elected dictatorship? 

Now, he has been one of the persons who 
has been talking about referendum in this country for 
a long time. He is the person who jumps back and 
says, ‘Frank McField, you voted for this in 1999’. I 
voted for the principle of referendum; the people 
should have the right to initiate referendum on issues 
of national importance. These are not issues of na-
tional importance, as I believe and that I have demon-
strated in my debate.  

The fact that Mr. Billy Adams was able to get 
going with someone else . . . I believe quite a few of 
them out there are looking for political careers and I 

understand the tactics, I have been involved in that 
kind of tactics myself: You get attention and you grab 
an issue and you work with it. So, do not believe now 
that they are any different from any other citizen of our 
country who is seizing the possibility and the opportu-
nity to make the Government look bad.  

But the question is: Why then did the Opposi-
tion not develop a position with regards to these is-
sues? Why did the Opposition not say to us that they 
believe there should be term limits for the Chief Minis-
ter and give us reasons? Why do they say the People 
for Referendum are saying that there should be term 
limits? ‘So we would like to put it on as a question be-
cause there are sufficient questions for us to seek an 
answer’. They want to go back and repeat the process 
carried out by the Constitutional Commissioners and 
they accuse us of being bad-minded and dictatorial 
simply because we do not want to corrupt the process 
by clouding the process with politically motivated opin-
ions.  

Madam Speaker, consensus changes all the 
time. If I come into this room and people are thinking 
one way, by the time I am finished talking they might 
have a different opinion. Which opinion should I go by, 
the one that you had when I came in or the one that 
you have after I am finished talking to you? Then after 
I am finished talking to you someone else comes to 
talk to you and you have a different perspective again. 
Each situation is going to produce a different perspec-
tive. That is what we have to understand, so we can-
not dismiss the process simply because we are hav-
ing different perspectives being produced. That is all 
we are saying.  

You cannot kick the Commissioners’ Report 
out and say that you need a referendum on these is-
sues now, when the Commissioners’ Report was as 
close to the referendum as you can get. As a matter of 
fact, it was better than the referendum because it was 
not coloured by political activism. In many cases that 
had to do with the PPM trying to politicise the popula-
tion in order to gain members to their PPM—calling 
themselves People’s Progressive Movement.  
 People’s Progressive Movement—I look more 
like the people than they do. I do more for the people 
than they have in that sense. I have not stood on the 
fence; I have taken up my place out there for issues 
that I think are important. But what is important now is 
that they have no position other than to say, ‘Look, let 
us bait the Government’. They want to move forward 
with this Constitution? Let them move forward with it 
because it will get there anyway. ‘But we as the PPM, 
let us stand by and give them a hard time because we 
know that when it comes to the issue of Constitutional 
Modernisation, we know how the Cayman people get’.  

There are politicians who have made a career 
out of frightening people about the Constitution and 
not ever educating people as to what the Constitution 
really means from the point of view of their power.  

Madam Speaker, they have stayed there and 
have helped to agitate; they have used the situation of 
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the Speaker’s ruling on an issue of this referendum 
that they were going to bring—it was not even some-
thing that they contemplated themselves. It was 
something that someone else encouraged them to do, 
and I know that they would do that. So, when a person 
gets upset in this country, why are they getting upset? 
Are they getting upset because the Speaker made a 
ruling and it affected someone? Or, are they getting 
upset because their views are not being taken into 
account?  

The process has become so muddled by the 
politicking of the PPM. It has become so muddled that 
we best trust the situation, that is, according to Mr. 
Benson O. Ebanks, OBE, JP, Mr. Leonard Ebanks JP 
and Mr. Arthur B. Hunter, OBE, “Having completed 
our review we now have the honor to submit our 
Report (Appendix 2) together with a draft Constitu-
tion (Appendix 3) which in our view reflects the 
desires of the people of the Cayman Islands”. 
When we kick this out of the door and we forget that 
these people were commissioned to tell the truth, and 
that they have consulted widely with the public, we are 
now saying that is not good enough. We want to 
spend a few hundred thousand dollars to deal with the 
issue of whether or not a person who holds a national-
ity in addition to British Overseas Territory citizenship, 
by virtue of a connection to the Cayman Islands and 
British citizenship, be permitted to be elected as a 
Member of the Legislative Assembly.  

Again, Madam Speaker, our Immigration Law 
defines who a Caymanian is, and it is difficult enough 
to get to be a Caymanian because a lot of Caymani-
ans have children and the children are not Caymani-
ans. A lot of children were even born here and they 
are still not Caymanians; you can ask a lot of those 
guys out there. So, they want to make it more difficult 
and that is the reason I told my wife that although we 
had difficulties with the pregnancy, the child has to be 
born ‘ya’ [here] because Joshua is not coming into this 
world to fight any one about where he comes from. 
We remember too well where we come from.  

So, Madam Speaker, this whole thing about a 
child being born in America for the reason that you 
had to take your sick wife there to ensure a positive 
result with God’s blessings, and you are going to say 
now at the end of the day that we have so many 
Caymanians that we can start making confusions 
about those little few that we have, including those 
Who were born in Jamaica for the same reason. Can 
you imagine that? 

The Election Law says who can run for elec-
tion and who cannot run for election. The Immigration 
Law already defines who a Caymanian is. Why is it 
that you are going to put in your Constitution some-
thing that would bar people from even running for of-
fice. Is that democratic? Now, I am not saying that if 
you get elected for the Legislative Assembly that I 
would not say to you ‘Look, maybe you might consider 
whether or not you want to go and give up your citi-
zenship in America and then get them to hassle you 

every time you go through there’, but what I am saying 
is that we should not remove this process more and 
more from the very few Caymanians that we have.  

If you after having a child in America, because 
of medical reasons, and you bring that child back and 
raised him or her in Cayman and that child decides to 
keep his or her American passport in order to travel 
there without getting any hassle, are you now going to 
say to all of those kids out there—and there are a lot 
of them out there—that that is an issue of national 
importance? To whom? I want to know if they are 
Caymanian because there is a Law that says whether 
they are Caymanian or not. And once they are Cay-
manian they should be able to vote, and if they can 
vote they should be able to run for election. I am not 
saying that they are going to get in but they should be 
able to exercise that democratic right. Why would you 
take that democratic right away from people and then 
talk about extending democracy? These PPM people 
should listen to themselves.  

If they had been out there explaining these 
things to people, people would not be up in the hot 
temper that they are thinking that their country is 
some devilish place. They know that there are a lot of 
kids out there, so how are you going to pose that 
question on a referendum? How are you going to 
make the same sense of it? Who is going to educate 
people as to what the repercussions are and what the 
three or four or five different dimensions of the one 
question are? How do you ask the question?  

A person who holds a nationality in addition to 
British Overseas Territory citizenship by virtue of a 
connection to the Cayman Islands and British citizen-
ship should be permitted to run for election. I do not 
know what that is supposed to mean. I know that the 
Commissioners tried to give a definition of ‘Cayma-
nian’ that obviously the United Democratic Party has 
disagreed with because we think it is exclusive rather 
than inclusive. I believe that to bring this up at this 
particular time is not to do well, and I do not believe 
that not to give people the possibility to answer this 
question is to be disrespectful of their rights and intel-
ligence. I do not believe that that is the case not to 
give people the possibility to determine whether or not 
a Chief Minister should have term limits or not. If you 
say that term limits is still a question on whether or not 
it is going to be two terms; three terms; four terms; five 
terms; six terms, who is then going to then sit down 
and decide that the question goes on there? That is 
where I find the problem because the politicians are 
going to paint the situation with their political views.  
 
The Speaker: Honourable Minister you have 15 min-
utes remaining.  
 
Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: Thank you, Madam 
Speaker.  

I think the healthiest part of the process has 
been completed, the part that the politicians—all of us 
politicians—were not involved with. It is the most reli-
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able. The fact that people have been politicised is a 
good thing but people, as they begin their political 
journey now with the two-party system, will find that 
there is a lot to learn about politicians and their behav-
ior, and that there is need to pay a little bit more atten-
tion to the motives behind political behavior some-
times. It would appear that they have tried to convince 
the people of these Islands that the motive of the PPM 
is to see that the people are represented. But if the 
PPM were so interested in representing the people 
they would have brought their opinions to the House. 
The people elected them because they thought they 
were qualified, dignified and ready to represent. I have 
not heard the PPM having before any difficulties with 
having opinions. As a matter of fact the First Elected 
Member from George Town can go around in a circle 
ten or fifteen times within an hour and make sure to hit 
the same point.  

So, they have had their opinions and they 
have voiced their opinions and now that they are not 
doing so the excuse for not doing so is because the 
people are not being heard. Ha! The Commissioners 
spent nine months hearing the people and now we are 
being criticised because we did not have anything to 
do with the process.  

Madam Speaker, in summing up, I would like 
to say that I know that I have been criticised because I 
have come out on radio supporting your decisions in 
this Honourable House. But I have also given, on my 
TV program (the Public Eye), explanations as to why I 
supported you. When I spoke on the radio show I 
might have talked a little bit heated, angry, fast and it 
sounded like I was confrontational. But I was disap-
pointed that the Speaker was taking the types of 
abuse [aired] on Talk Today and that the moderator 
was not doing enough, in my eyes, to show (what we 
did on the Public Eye show) that the Speaker could, in 
fact, have been even more severe and that the 
Speaker was very moderate in terms of her ruling and 
her judgment.  

Madam Speaker, it hurts me sometimes: 
When I came to this House as a person who was per-
secuted by General Orders on many occasions; as a 
person who walked the streets of this country; as a 
person who knew what [sufferance] is; as a person 
who felt somehow that I have fought the battle, not 
that I had gone into any institution and tried to change 
it from the inside but I fought it from the outside for as 
long as I was on the outside; to be accused by the 
very same people that were a part of the victimisation 
process of being undemocratic and dictatorial. It is just 
like when someone, after they have trampled on you 
because you are black, turn around and call you a 
racist—that same kind of nonsense.  

Madam Speaker, I am busy working to try to 
improve social development in this country. I see how 
the issue of housing is connected to the issue of pov-
erty that is connected to the issue of juvenile delin-
quency and crime. I see that we have financial bur-
dens not just upon individuals in this country but the 

Government itself also can no longer afford to pay for 
all the things that need to be paid for. And yet there 
are certain people who think that they are so well off 
and so privileged; so mighty that they can disregard 
the fact that the Government should be busy working 
with these issues, trying to see that the country is put 
back on the right foot that the previous Government 
and the last Leader put the country off. They want to 
tie us up in debates that are full of rhetoric and confu-
sion.  

I believe that at the end of the day the Lord 
did not just bring me out of the turmoil to oppress 
anyone, or to be intimidated by anyone. I have been in 
this House making speeches with regards to where I 
think this country needs to go. I am glad and I am 
proud that the United Democratic Party has become 
an instrument that will allow this process to take place, 
and I, as an individual, do not have to be out there 
anymore saying ‘Frank McField needs to do this and 
Frank McField needs to do that’ but I have company 
to work along with and that is ‘progressive’.  

So I, Madam Speaker, have been alright with 
the fact that I am associated with a political party and I 
do not have to play mind tricks on people and call 
what I am related to a movement. Because every one 
knows that my TV programme, (the Public Eye) is 
brought to them by the New Vision Movement. The 
New Vision Movement is a movement because I put it 
in my mind and I said we would call this The New Vi-
sion Movement. I know that the most radical move-
ment in the Caribbean was the New Jewels Move-
ment when Bishop took over in Grenada, and when 
the United States had to invade Grenada because of 
the radical people’s movement there.  

The Bahamas has one political party and one 
Movement but that Movement is a political party be-
cause it is an entity. Why would you have an interim 
leader for a movement if the movement is not the 
same as a Party. The United Democratic Party had an 
interim Leader and then he was elected as the Leader 
at the Party’s convention. So the fact that people are 
changing words; the fact that people are manipulating 
terminologies; the fact that people are playing seman-
tic games does not change the reality. Madam 
Speaker, the reality is that the PPM knows they are 
the representatives of a privileged few that have hid 
behind them and people like them for years, while 
people like myself and the people that I represent 
have been pushed further back into the bushes. They 
need to come and tell people who they represent. And 
I do not mean just because you go into a bar and 
drink with people; I do not mean because you go to 
funerals and say things to people—that is not repre-
sentation! I mean representing people in real life. See-
ing that people’s kids get education; that they have 
equal opportunities like their kids have; that they have 
the possibilities to live in the same neighbourhoods, 
and if not in the same neighbourhood, at least, still 
have houses too; and how they are going to get that 
when we have a bunch of business people in this 
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country some of them who refuse to even consider the 
increase in wages for people in this country.  

What did the PPM do when they were in 
power for one year in terms of increasing wages? 
What did they do about sports? What did they do 
about juvenile delinquency? They talk about building 
another prison to put young kids in. We are talking 
about freedom for them; we are talking about youth 
enterprise programs. We are being innovative. I had 
to leave a meeting today with Social Services (a con-
tinuation of my meeting with them to attempt to re-
structure the juvenile services in this country, so that 
we have a focus; so that we have a continuum of 
care) to come here to debate on this particular issue, 
and the Opposition is not here. They should have 
been here and I should have been allowed to continue 
to deal with these kids.  
 
The Speaker: Honourable Minister, you have five 
minutes remaining.  
 
Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: Madam Speaker, I 
shall leave that for the blessed angels that shall fly 
you to Cayman Brac. Thank you for being here.  
 
The Speaker: Thank you. Does any other Member 
wish to speak? The Third Elected Member from the 
district of West Bay.  
 
 Capt. A. Eugene Ebanks: Thank you, Madam 
Speaker, I rise to offer my contribution on the Report 
of the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commis-
sioners’ 2002. Before I move into my debate, if you 
would allow me, I will only take a few minutes to pub-
licly thank the three Commissioners who were ap-
pointed by the previous Governor, Mr. Peter Smith, in 
2001, for a job well done.  
 It is my intention to deal strictly with the issue 
on hand and expand on matters which I feel are of 
vital importance. We have heard of Constitutional 
Modernisation for quite some time now. It was back in 
1999 when the Government received a White Paper 
from the United Kingdom on Constitutional Modernisa-
tion. Our current Constitution from the Cayman Is-
lands Constitution Order 1972, which was made by 
the Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council on the 
26 July 1972, and came in to operation on the 22 Au-
gust 1972. Subsequent to that there have been four 
amendments to the Constitution namely, the Cayman 
Islands Constitutional Amendment Order 1984, the 
Cayman Islands Constitutional Amendment Order 
1987, the Cayman Islands Constitutional Amendment 
Order 1992, and the Cayman Islands Constitutional 
Amendment Order 1993.  

This year marks the 30th anniversary of our 
Constitution. Many changes have come about in the 
development of our Islands over the last 30 years. 
Therefore, I feel that it is time to modernise our Con-
stitution to cope with the ever-changing times. In spite 
of the great lengths that the Commissioners went to 

inform and educate the public with regards to the 
modernisation of the Constitution, much has been 
said by the Opposition. They feel that sufficient time 
was not allowed for the public to give their input. 
However, if you would bare with me I would like to 
refer to pages 4 and 5 of the Commissioners’ Report, 
which will show the length and depth to which the 
Commissioners went in order to give everyone an op-
portunity to voice their concerns.  

From the review process I quote: “Our terms 
of reference required that we conduct the widest 
and most comprehensive consultative process in 
order to make recommendations designed to 
modernise the current Constitution and to ensure 
its compatibility with the present aspirations and 
expectations of the people of the Cayman Islands.  

“Our first objective was to provide the 
public with as much information as possible about 
the events leading up to the Constitutional mod-
ernisation review process and the impetus for 
same. We also considered it necessary as a prel-
ude to meeting with members of the public to pro-
vide them with as much educational material as 
possible. To this end we arranged to have the cur-
rent Constitutional documents, a model funda-
mental rights chapter and the check list with 
which we had been furnished prominently dis-
played in all Post Offices and Public Libraries 
throughout the three Islands of Grand Cayman, 
Cayman Brac and Little Cayman. These docu-
ments were also made available on our Website 
and at all district public meetings and other meet-
ings which we conducted or addressed during the 
review process. This proved a wise decision as 
the questions we were asked from time to time 
highlighted an overall lack of knowledge of the 
terms of our current Constitution and how the 
present system operates. The inclusion of a 
course in the curriculum of the local high schools 
on the local Constitution and how it works would 
in future address this lack of knowledge. We must 
also point out that the draft Constitution for the 
Cayman Islands of July 1992 that was prepared 
and printed following the Constitutional review 
and the report of the Commissioners Sir Frederick 
Smith and Mr. Walter Wallace in 1991 enjoyed 
fairly wide circulation in the Islands.  

“We conducted a series of district public 
meetings in all of the electoral districts. Notice of 
all such meetings was given in the local press as 
well as on Radio Cayman and the local commer-
cial television station (channel 27). A number of 
our district public meetings were broadcast live 
on Radio Cayman and the addresses at all of our 
meetings including those sponsored by local or-
ganisations and civic groups and the questions 
asked and the comments made at such meetings 
were covered extensively not only in the local 
press but also on radio and TV. In addition to our 
district public meetings we addressed the Cayman 
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Islands Chamber of Commerce, the Civil Service 
Association and the local Lions/Leo Clubs. The 
Chamber of Commerce which represents more 
than seven hundred corporate and associate 
members employing nearly fifteen thousand per-
sons, many of whom are Caymanian, also under-
took an awareness initiative within its membership 
and employees and conducted a survey of its own 
on the major issues the subject of discussion at 
the public meetings. Among those responding to 
the survey were some one hundred and six regis-
tered voters. The Civil Service Association also 
made a written submission. This body is represen-
tative of a fairly large percentage of the fourteen 
hundred and thirty seven civil servants who are 
currently registered voters. We also met with rep-
resentatives from the Caymanian Bar Association 
whose membership consists of sixty-five persons 
holding Caymanian status and a local group who 
called themselves ‘the Concerned Citizens’. Both 
of these bodies likewise made written submis-
sions and in the case of the Caymanian Bar Asso-
ciation same was accompanied by a suggested 
draft Constitution. A written submission was also 
made by the Cayman Islands Seafarers’ Associa-
tion made up of three hundred and forty-eight re-
tired seamen. Meetings were held with members 
of the Legislative Assembly and the elected mem-
bers of Executive Council on a collective basis in 
order to solicit their views and we likewise met 
with the three officials in the Executive Council on 
an individual basis. A meeting was held with the 
Chief Justice and other Judges of the Grand Court 
in relation to the Judiciary and with the Supervisor 
of Elections and his deputy and a member of the 
Lands and Survey staff on the matter of the 
boundaries of electoral constituencies and the 
number of electors in each. We interviewed many 
members of the public who are registered electors 
in the offices that have been provided for our use. 
Many others have spoken to us on a one to one 
basis.  

“In addition to the foregoing we prepared a 
questionnaire listing the main issues that were 
discussed at our district public meetings. This 
was distributed as a ‘flyer’ in the Caymanian 
Compass a local weekday newspaper that enjoys 
wide circulation. A number of these question-
naires were completed and returned to us of 
which one hundred and sixty-one were submitted 
by local registered electors.  

“We are satisfied that as a result of the 
public meetings, the media coverage, the various 
awareness campaigns as well as the surveys men-
tioned the entire population of the Cayman Islands 
have been made fully aware of the Constitutional 
Modernisation Review Process and the major is-
sues that were being discussed and have been 
given every opportunity to express their views on 
all such issues”. It goes on to say;  “In addition to 

the written submissions mentioned more than 
sixty others expressed their views to us in private 
interviews. We are confident that the general con-
siderations and specific recommendations set 
forth in chapter three of this report reflect the 
views of a majority of the registered electors of 
the Cayman Islands”.  
 
[Deputy Speaker in the Chair] 
 

Mr. Speaker, how can the Opposition say 
there was not enough time? It has been 10 years 
since the report of Sir Frederick Smith and Mr. Walter 
Wallace has been circulated. It has had wide circula-
tion. How then can the Opposition say there was not 
enough time for the public to give their input?  

The Commissioners took nine months to 
complete their Review. Additionally, the United De-
mocratic Party held public meetings throughout these 
Islands to further educate and inform the public on the 
modernisation of our Constitution and to get their in-
put.  

It has been more than a year now since the 
Review process started. I submit that 12 months is a 
very reasonable length of time to make your intentions 
known on an issue if you have concerns. Yet, it has 
taken this long for the Opposition to decide that they 
want referenda.  

According to the Oxford concise dictionary of 
politics, one of the uses of referenda is given as: 
“Politicians may use referenda as a publicity de-
vice”. I submit that the Opposition is using referenda 
to confuse, mislead the public, destabilise the country 
and gain publicity.  

There is little doubt that our Constitution has 
served us well over the past 30 years. However, the 
Modernisation Review, which has been undertaken is 
timely, in that, it not only presents the opportunity to 
correct some needed inadequacies but also to ad-
dress some of the concerns and omissions that were 
alluded to. And to ensure that the political develop-
ment of these Islands keep pace with their enormous 
physical, financial and social growth.  

Because of the contentions that the Members 
of this Honourable House are faced with, I would sug-
gest that we are all adults and we should be responsi-
ble. I say let us put the petty politics aside and come 
together. Let us look at the Report as responsible rep-
resentatives and move forward for the betterment of 
our Islands.  

Mr. Speaker, a country divided cannot stand. I 
thank you.  

 
The Speaker: At this time we will take a five-minute 
suspension.  

       
Proceedings suspended at 6.45 pm 

 
Proceedings resumed 6.55 pm 

 
[Madam Speaker in the Chair] 
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The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are 
resumed. Does any other Member wish to speak? If 
not, does the Honourable Mover wish to exercise his 
right of reply? 
 
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, when I 
completed my speech a few days ago I knew that I 
had capable Members of this Honourable House to 
continue the debate, and as I listened, the United 
Democratic Party Members have been true to form 
intelligent and educational debate.  

I do not intend to be long because I consider 
that the debate by my colleagues have explained, as 
fully as people want to understand, the various rec-
ommendations of the Commissioners and the position 
of the United Democratic Party.  

I do want to say briefly that the Opposition has 
challenged me to say why I shifted my position on ref-
erendum. I have not shifted my position on referen-
dum. The position I took, I maintain today that same 
position, that is, a referendum can possibly work when 
you are asking a single question which will require the 
public to say yes or no. But I maintain that there is no 
way that I can support all those questions because 
they are not issues of national importance. If there 
were a question about whether we want independ-
ence, yes or no, then surely that is the kind of ques-
tion on which you would call a referendum. And the 
proposals before us on the Review would be put into 
an amended Constitution for these Islands.  

I do not believe that the confused condition 
that the Opposition allowed (the whole call for refer-
endum) to get out of hand is good for the country.  

There were people asking, ‘Well what is a ref-
erendum?’ They did not know and it is sad that the 
Opposition utilised their time to mislead rather than to 
educate the public. All they did was to get out there 
and say, ‘The Government is taking away your right to 
speak’. That whipped up people’s emotions. But that 
was not true. The people who wanted to speak did so.  

It is sad that we did not have an Opposition 
responsible enough to educate the public on what this 
was all about. Other Members have already spoken 
as to the cost and I fail to see why we should spend 
that kind of money. The Election Officials have said 
that it will cost this country $600,000 to take a vote on 
whether or not the Speaker should come from inside 
or outside the House. We already have that situation 
and it works, so I am not going to be the representa-
tive to say yes to that type of situation.  

There is also much being said about the proc-
ess we used to verify the petition and the petitioners’ 
names. But we had to verify the true and legal names 
on the petition. I contend that was the best process for 
had I tried to verify them the UDP would have been 
blamed and the PPM would be blaming us for the vast 
amount of names not being taken into account by the 
Election Officials.  

It is not legal for names to be on a petition 
unless they are on the voters list. It is illegal; it is 
wholly incorrect for the PPM to allow visitors (tourists) 
to our Islands to sign the petition. It was totally incor-
rect for them to allow children to sign the petition. 
Madam Speaker, it was wrong for anyone who was 
out there getting signatures and we did not deride 
them; we said that was their privilege if they so 
wanted to do. But it was wrong for them to tell people 
the things they told them about independence, and 
about whether or not they wanted Kurt or McKeeva. 
Those are the kinds of things that misled the public.  

I have people (my supporters) who were told 
‘This is not against McKeeva, this is against inde-
pendence’. So they signed it and after it was ex-
plained to them they now want to take their names off. 
However, I have not attempted to do that but I believe 
the Opposition did the people wrong in not educating 
them about what the process was.  

Madam Speaker, the Opposition has also said 
that there must be single-member constituencies. 
Well, the UK, in their local government elections, elect 
three members per constituency—that is in the UK. 
Why should we rush into instituting a single member 
constituency system here in the Cayman Islands? No 
one has considered the cost for each constituency 
office that would have to be put in place. Since the 
Minister of Education pointed that out the other day, 
they have questioned, ‘Well, is that so?’ Well, cer-
tainly, if you have 17 constituencies then you are go-
ing to have 17 constituency offices. Now you have a 
maximum of six constituency offices.  

So, Madam Speaker, they have not consid-
ered all the costs attached and the various problems 
as was pointed out to them. I have always maintained 
that there is no problem in our system. Which system 
in the world can get a 90 plus percent turn out and 
there is hardly any problem? It has done so well. The 
people go to the polls and they vote for one, two or 
three people—in some instances one but that is be-
cause the district is so small. If they had a larger 
number of people they would have more representa-
tives. So, there is nothing wrong with our system. Our 
system has worked and it will continue to work if they 
allow it. But if they go and change into something that 
we do not know about, culturally or historically, it will 
do us no good.  

Madam Speaker, since the start of the public 
debate on the Constitutional Commissioners’ Report, 
we have heard a lot of noise coming from the Opposi-
tion in their attempt to use the issue of the Constitu-
tion to divide the people and to increase their own po-
litical capital. Despite of the noise they have been 
making and the way they have sought to disrupt and 
delay the entire process, what we are seeing is a 
clouding of the issues and a ‘wishy washy’ approach 
to the constitutional review process by the Opposition.  

Their [the Opposition] latest statements re-
garding the proposal for single-member constituencies 
in Cayman Brac and Little Cayman is yet another ex-



128 19 June 2002 Official Hansard Report  
 
ample of their type of approach. The Opposition said 
at the very outset, I believe in March or April of this 
year, that they support the Constitutional Commis-
sioners’ proposal for single-member constituencies on 
the grounds that it represents true democracy and 
they follow the logic of the proposal to have 17 con-
stituencies across the three Islands.  

Later, after the people of Cayman Brac made 
their Opposition to the proposal for single-member 
constituencies absolutely clear to them, we hear the 
Opposition now saying that they see a difficulty with 
the arrangement for Cayman Brac and Little Cayman. 
Now, the Opposition is telling the people of Cayman 
Brac that even though they know that they (the people 
of Cayman Brac) have concerns about single-member 
constituencies, the people of Cayman Brac, they say, 
can vote No to the proposal if it comes to a referen-
dum. What sort of situation is that?  

It is absolutely clear that the Opposition is 
prepared to disregard the peculiar situation on Cay-
man Brac and Little Cayman, despite the people’s 
overwhelming and clear indications that there must be 
careful consideration on how the proposal for single-
member constituencies is implemented in the sister 
Islands.  

What the Opposition has been doing is hedg-
ing their bets; going wherever the wind blows and mis-
leading the people in the process. They have done the 
same thing with the call for referendum. They them-
selves admitted that they had no clue as to how a ref-
erendum on multiple issues should be conducted. The 
people would know more clearly where they stand if 
they had been prepared to debate the Constitutional 
Commissioners’ Report in this Legislative Assembly.  

Madam Speaker, one newspaper report 
quoted the Leader of the Opposition as saying, “Lon-
don has specifically stated there is no time line 
set”. He told the group, “The Overseas Territories, 
Anguilla, Montserrat and the Turks and Caicos 
Islands were way behind the Cayman Islands in 
the process and nobody is frustrated about a sin-
gle thing”.  

Madam Speaker, it shows you the lack of un-
derstanding of the Constitutional process and what 
needs to be done. The Turks and Caicos Islands and 
the British Virgin Islands, Anguilla and Montserrat are 
all much more advanced constitutionally than the 
Cayman Islands. We are trying to get a Constitution 
modernised for our particular situation, but it would be 
a similar constitution to theirs. But they had theirs 
working for years so it is no wonder that there is no 
upheaval in those Islands. Those Islands do not have 
people running around confusing the populace about 
the Constitution because they had the system for 
years. So, it was only, again in that speech, another 
attempt by the Leader of the Opposition to mislead the 
good public of this Island.  

I wonder why all this time we have not heard 
anything about whether or not it is good, in the Cay-
man Islands, for a representative to live in one district 

and represent another district. What kind of democ-
racy in Cayman would that be? We have not heard 
anything about that but perhaps the Leader of the Op-
position needs to put that on the referendum list.  

The Leader of the Opposition and the PPM 
has said much about the Checklist from the United 
Kingdom. In fact, for the day that he was in this House 
he hinged his whole reason for not being in this Hon-
ourable House to debate, on that Checklist. However, 
the list he was reading from was an abridged version 
of what was actually sent by Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment in the UK. But the Checklist was not sent by 
London as a law that binds us; it was but a suggestion 
that we could follow where it was practical and appro-
priate so to do. Indeed, as has been pointed out, we 
are following it as closely as possible. But it is totally 
wrong for him to get up here and use a list from which 
parts were taken, to say this is why he is not in this 
Honourable House.  

The Leader of the Opposition also said that no 
MLA could say with certainty what a majority of the 
people wants, and that the only way to know this is 
through a referendum. But it is significant to note that 
even with a petition circulated and their call for 15,000 
signatures, it is clear that those advocating a referen-
dum are not in a majority.  

The Opposition points to clause 18 of the 
Constitutional Modernisation Checklist, which speaks 
to extensive local consultation, and whether the pro-
posals have the support of the majority. This same 
clause calls for debate in the Legislative Assembly on 
the proposed changes and approval by Motion of such 
proposals. They never gave us a chance to ever ex-
plain what we were doing. I had my strategy and he 
will find out before the day is out what the full strategy 
was.  

While the Checklist calls for debate in the As-
sembly and approval by Motion of such proposals—
yet the Opposition has opted to boycott the debate, 
which is an essential part of the very requirements 
that are suggested in the Checklist used by the 
Leader of the Opposition. If he was following that 
Checklist why is he not in this House to debate?  

It is clear that in this matter the Opposition is 
applying a double standard as usual. On the one hand 
it is content to boycott the debate but on the other 
hand they seek to suggest that the Constitutional re-
view process, thus far, does not reflect the views of a 
majority. How can the Opposition pretend to uphold 
one standard but is prepared to disregard the other?  

The Opposition had been of the same view of 
the UDP that more time should be allowed for public 
consultation and discussion on the Constitutional 
Commissioners’ Report. The Government had re-
quested of the Governor that additional time be 
granted before the debate. And there was a further 
nine weeks extension before the 19 June set for de-
bate in the Legislative Assembly. But as the debate 
came closer the Opposition tried everything to force a 
delay. Even today they are still insisting on prolonging 
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the process when it is now clear that those calling for 
a referendum and postponement of the debate do not 
represent the majority. We do know that they tried to 
get everyone in the country to sign. Out of whatever 
number of adults in this country who are of age [to 
sign a petition], they only got 7,000. But it is more im-
portant to note that the number of electors, which is 
the legal position, comes close to 12,000 and we only 
had just under 4,000. So, which is the majority?  

I have always trusted the good commonsense 
of the people. That is why I have been in this House—
this is my fifth term—because I know that the vast si-
lent majority are not stupid; they have good common-
sense even if they do not have university education. I 
trust the commonsense of the Caymanian people.  

If people were agreeing and wanted to sign 
the petition with these people [for referendum] going 
everywhere; in every corner; in every gas station; in 
every supermarket; at every bar; in every home—they 
had the opportunity to get a lot more signatures. But 
that is yet to be proven. When the time comes Cay-
manians will go to the polls to place their satisfaction 
or dissatisfaction with your record of representation. 
That is why I believe that referenda cannot work. I 
believe that we are sent here to represent the people 
and that is why they go to the polls. But I will never 
agree to run a government totally on the issues of ref-
erenda. What chaos that would be! 

Madam Speaker, it should now be clear, 
based on the confrontational way the Opposition has 
chosen to deal with the Constitutional review process, 
that unnecessary delays in moving the process for-
ward will be at great cost to the Cayman Islands at a 
time when our country can least afford it. If we fail to 
do what we are supposed to do—and that is to lead 
and to act decisively—we will be jeopardising the fu-
ture security and prosperity of the Cayman Islands. 
And the best Constitution in the world will not be able 
to save us if we allow our unique way of living in this 
country to be eroded by our failure to act.  

The public must ask [themselves] now: Where 
is the Opposition’s position on the Report of the Con-
stitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners? 
Why has this not been the subject for public scrutiny 
up to this eleventh hour in this whole exercise? Why? 
What we are doing here is no insult to the public. In 
my opening some days ago I said this is not about the 
people; that is not what they are concerned about. All 
this brouhaha and all this noise, name-calling and out-
rageous statements, on those radio shows every-
day—this is not about the people.  

At the meeting on the steps of the Court 
House by the Opposition, the Second Elected Mem-
ber from George Town said to the people and I quote, 
“You must take back the power they took from 
you last year”. That is what this is all about. They lost 
their ability to govern—they did not, and so they lost 
because had they done their job they would still be 
here today and no Member of this Legislative Assem-
bly could lift a finger against them.  

A good Constitution is needed, but more than 
that, if you had the best Constitution in the world but 
you had ingenuine people it would not help. We need 
genuine representatives—that is what is needed most. 
What more proof do we need of the inadequacies of 
the Opposition than the fact that they walked out of 
this Legislative Assembly when they could not have 
their way—walked out of this House to conduct a one-
sided debate on the street corner or in a bar room or 
some place.  

When an Opposition fails to attend the As-
sembly they are betraying the trust that the people 
have put in them. And when they do not come to this 
House they have delivered a damning criticism of 
themselves and have underlined their inability to un-
derstand the parliamentary democracy, which they 
say they believe in. All they are doing is telling us that 
they have no respect for parliamentary democracy—
which they are supposed to uphold as a parliamentary 
Opposition—showing contempt for the citizens who 
elected them.  

Madam Speaker, everything that could be 
said up until now has been said by the Government. 
What is the process now? What will happen next is 
that the Governor will send the Hansard reports of this 
Honourable House along with all relevant documents 
in this Review, including the report of the Election Of-
fice Officials on the petition. After that we will wait until 
London comes back to us for consultation, at which 
time we will again consult the public of this country as 
to what is taking place.  

Now, we must get on with the job of running 
this country and dealing with the vast amount of prob-
lems that we have. And I ask one and all to co-
operate.  

Madam Speaker, I will get back to the econ-
omy because at the end of the day what use are 
words on a piece of paper if you cannot pay your bills 
and raise your children in decency. The economy is 
what is important to me at this time. The situations we 
are facing are important to me at this time. I am ask-
ing everyone—the Civil Service of this country, which I 
know can do the job; every department, including 
Planning—to get the economy going. That is the body. 
As I stand here as Leader of Government Business 
and a representative of the people, we need the help 
of everyone to make this country tick. I cannot stress 
how many problems we are facing, some of which the 
people cannot be told in some instances. Again, I ask 
everyone in this country to get back to business.  

Madam Speaker, I want to thank all my col-
leagues for being here to stand for what they believe 
is right, and for the debates that they conducted. At 
times it seemed heated. Maybe some people thought 
it was personal, but when you consider that the news-
paper rang everyday with stories from the Opposition; 
the amount of innuendo, slander and words that even 
came on our government radio station—I wish I had 
three people in a newspaper that could put forward 
the UDP’s position all the time—I can understand the 
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feelings of some Members because we are all human 
beings. But now! It is time to get back to business.  

Agreed: That this Honourable House approve the 
proposals set out in the UDP Position Paper on 
the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation 
Review Commissioners 2002 and Draft Constitu-
tion of the Cayman Islands, laid on the Table of 
this Honourable House on Friday, 22 June 2002.  

Madam Speaker, I thank you for your indul-
gence and for staying here so late to complete busi-
ness. I do thank all the staff of the House as well for 
being here late to conduct business, even in the ab-
sence of an Opposition.   

The Speaker: May I have a motion for the adjourn-
ment? 

 
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Leader. That 
now concludes the debate on the Motion that this 
Honourable Legislative Assembly debates and takes 
note of the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation 
Review Commissioners 2002. The Honourable Legis-
lative Assembly has accordingly debated and has now 
taken note of the Report of the Constitutional Mod-
ernisation Review Commissioners 2002.  

ADJOURNMENT 
 
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, I move 
the adjournment of this Honourable House until 10 am 
Wednesday, 3 July 2002.  
 
The Speaker: The question is that this House do now  
adjourn until 10 am Wednesday, 3 July 2002. All 
those in favour please say Aye. Those against, No.  

 Honourable Leader of Government Business.  
 

Motion without Notice  
Standing Order 24(9) (h) Ayes.  

  
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, in accor-
dance with Standing Order 24(9) (h) I wish to move a 
Motion that the House do now accept the United De-
mocratic Party’s Position Paper on the Report of the 
Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners 
2002 and Draft Constitution for the Cayman Islands, 
which was laid on the Table of this Honourable House 
on Friday, 22 June 2002.  

The Speaker: The Ayes have it.  
 
At 7.35 pm the House stood adjourned until 10 am 
Wednesday, 3 July 2002. 
  

 
The Speaker: The Motion has been duly moved and 
is now open for debate. Does any Member wish to 
debate or does the Honourable Leader wish to make 
further remarks? 
 
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, I do not 
think anyone is going to speak. I just want to thank 
everyone for getting thus far and again thank you for 
your indulgence.  
 Madam Speaker, I opened the debate by say-
ing that we had to change the Motion we first had be-
cause there were sections that we disagreed with and 
sections we supported. So, we had to put forward a 
different Motion – one to take note, and then to take a 
vote on our position as a Government. And that is the 
Motion before this Honourable House.  
 
The Speaker: If no Member wishes to speak, the 
question is that the Honourable House now approve 
the proposals set out in the United Democratic Party’s 
Position Paper on the Report of the Constitutional 
Modernisation Review Commissioners 2002. All those 
in favour please say Aye. Those against, No.  
 
Ayes.  
 
The Speaker: The Ayes have it. The Motion is duly 
passed.  
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