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OFFICIAL HANSARD REPORT
WEDNESDAY
19 JUNE 2002
10.25 AM
Second Sitting
The Speaker: I will now invite the Second Elected
Member from the district of West Bay to say prayers.

PRAYERS
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: Let us all bow our heads and
hearts as we pray.
Almighty God, from whom all wisdom and
power are derived; We beseech Thee so to direct and
prosper the deliberations of the Legislative Assembly
now assembled, that all things may be ordered upon
the best and surest foundations for the glory of Thy
Name and for the safety, honour and welfare of the
people of these Islands.
Bless our Sovereign Lady, Queen Elizabeth
II; Philip, Duke of Edinburgh; Charles, Prince of
Wales; and all the Royal family. Give grace to all who
exercise authority in our Commonwealth, that peace
and happiness, truth and justice, religion and piety
may be established among us. Especially we pray for
the Governor of our Islands, the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, Official Members and Ministers of
Executive Council and Members of the Legislative
Assembly that we may be enabled faithfully to perform the responsible duties of our high office.
All this we ask for Thy Great Name’s sake.
Let us say the Lord’s Prayer together: Our
Father who art in Heaven, Hallowed be Thy Name,
Thy Kingdom come, Thy will be done, in earth as it is
in Heaven. Give us this day our daily bread, and forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead us not into temptation, but
deliver us from evil. For Thine is the Kingdom, the
power and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.
The Lord bless us and keep us. The Lord
make His face shine upon us and be gracious unto us.
The Lord lift up the light of His countenance upon us
and give us peace now and always. Amen.
Proceedings resumed at 10.28 am

READINGS BY THE HONOURABLE
SPEAKER OF MESSAGES
AND ANNOUCEMENTS
Apologies
The Speaker: Please be seated. I have received
apologies from the Third Elected Member from the
district of Bodden Town who is off the Island with his
wife for medical reasons.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
OF THE GOVERNMENT
Government’s Position to the Petitioners for a
Referendum
The Speaker: The Honourable Leader of Government
Business.
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, having
made a statement to the petitioners for a referendum
yesterday, we think it appropriate to restate Government’s position making absolutely clear the way forward for this process. And I will read exactly what I
said to the petitioners: “I welcome all of you who are
gathered here today to present the results of your
petition on certain aspects of the Constitutional
Commissioners’ Report. The fact that you are
here on this occasion suggests that you share our
concern that the Constitution is a most important
document, and that as Caymanians we all have a
responsibility to make an input into what the Constitution will turn out to be. We can all agree that
this process of reviewing our Constitution has
generated a great degree of discussion and debate, both positive and negative. It is in recognising this and acting upon the wishes of you the
people that we sought the Governor’s permission
to increase the period of consultation from the 5
April to the 19 June.
“We recognise, and I am sure you will
agree, that one of the most important considerations in arriving at a modernised Constitution
must be that it continues to provide a framework
for the future prosperity of our Islands and that it
promotes good governance and strengthens our
democracy. But we must also ensure that in the
final analysis the Constitution is uniquely ours;
that it reflects our values and gives due recognition to the history, culture, economic and political
structure of the Cayman Islands.
“Today you have exercised your democratic right to present your views through your petition. It is always good for the democratic process
when the ordinary citizen from every walk of life
can be motivated to participate in something as
important as this. I commend all of you for taking
part in the Constitutional review exercise in this
manner and through the various meetings and
submissions that have been part of the process.
“As you know there is broad agreement on
most of the proposals in the Constitutional
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Commissioners’ Report. And I wish to commend
the three Caymanian Commissioners for a job well
done.
“In accepting your petition as Leader of
Government Business, I give you a commitment
on behalf of the Government that it will receive our
full attention and we will forward your petition to
London for their consideration. Let me also further state that this Government is prepared to
honour whatever decisions the United Kingdom
Government makes regarding this petition.
“I wish to announce also that the Government will ask Her Majesty’s Government to host a
delegation comprising of Members of the Government and Members of the Opposition to discuss the Constitutional Commissioners’ Report in
London.
“Once again, let me thank you all for investing the time and interest in bringing this issue
forward. I am confident that as a people we can
and will all work together to find common ground
during this process and trust that in the end we
will all be proud of the Constitution that results
from this exercise.
“I can also say that the Government, in an
effort to be as inclusive as possible, intends tomorrow to suspend the proceedings of the Legislative Assembly until 3.30 pm so as to allow the
two suspended MLAs for George Town sufficient
time to have their suspension spent so that they
may attend the Legislative Assembly to take part
in the commencement of the debate of the Report
of the Constitutional Commissioners.
“Thank you”.
Madam Speaker, that ended the statement I
made to the petitioners yesterday. But further, I can
say that as a government we very much need to give
this petition due consideration. We have said the petition will be sent to London. The procedure we have
taken is that the petitions will be counted and recorded by the Election office officials and the names
will be authenticated against the Register of voters.
We expect we will have a report by Tuesday of next
week. And as I have said we are duty bound to honour whatever position Her Majesty’s Government in
the United Kingdom makes regarding the petition.
Thank you, Madam Speaker.
Suspension of Standing Order 10(2)
The Speaker: Honourable Leader, I believe it is your
intention to move the suspension of Standing Order
10(2).
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you, Madam
Speaker. I move the suspension of Standing Order
10(2) to allow the proceedings of this Honourable
House to adjourn before 4.30 pm.
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The Speaker: The question is that Standing Order
10(2) is duly moved for the suspension of proceedings. All those in favour please say Aye. Those
against, No.
Ayes.
The Speaker: The Ayes have it. Accordingly Standing
Order 10(2) is hereby suspended.
Agreed. Standing Order 10(2) suspended to allow
the proceedings of the Honourable House to adjourn before 4.30 pm.
The Speaker: May I now have the Motion for the adjournment, Honourable Leader?

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Before I move the adjournment allow me to say that the debate on the Constitution is a most important matter. Because of the importance of this issue, and because the Government is
keenly aware of the public’s interest in this debate, it
is only reasonable to expect that the public would
want all of their elected representatives to have the
opportunity to be present here in this Honourable
House and to participate in this historical debate.
In view of the suspension of the First and
Second Elected Members from George Town until
3.20 pm today we propose to adjourn until 3.30 pm
today in order to afford them every reasonable opportunity to be present and to participate in this signal
occasion.
Madam Speaker, at this time I move the adjournment of this Honourable House until 3.30 this
afternoon to allow the George Town Members to be
present here for this debate.
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Leader of
Government Business. I shall now put the question
that the Honourable House be duly adjourned until
3.30 pm today. All those in favour please say Aye.
Those against, No.
Ayes.
The Speaker: Accordingly, the House stands adjourned until 3.30 pm today and not suspended.
At 10.37 am the House adjourned until 3.30 pm
Wednesday 19 June 2002.
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OFFICIAL HANSARD REPORT
WEDNESDAY
19 JUNE 2002
3.59 PM
Third Sitting
The Speaker: I will now invite the Second Elected
Member from the district of Cayman Brac and Little
Cayman to grace us with prayers.

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS
Amendment to the Motion to Debate
The Constitutional Commissioners Report

PRAYERS
Mr. Lyndon L. Martin: Let us pray.
Almighty God, from whom all wisdom and
power are derived: We beseech Thee so to direct and
prosper the deliberations of the Legislative Assembly
now assembled, that all things may be ordered upon
the best and surest foundations for the glory of Thy
Name and for the safety, honour and welfare of the
people of these Islands.
Bless our Sovereign Lady, Queen Elizabeth
II; Philip, Duke of Edinburgh; Charles, Prince of
Wales; and all the Royal family. Give grace to all who
exercise authority in our Commonwealth, that peace
and happiness, truth and justice, religion and piety
may be established among us. Especially we pray for
the Governor of our Islands, the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, Official Members and Ministers of
Executive Council and Members of the Legislative
Assembly that we may be enabled faithfully to perform the responsible duties of our high office.
All this we ask for Thy Great Name’s sake.
Let us say the Lord’s Prayer together: Our
Father who art in Heaven, Hallowed be Thy Name,
Thy Kingdom come, Thy will be done on earth as it is
in Heaven. Give us this day our daily bread, and forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. Lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For Thine is the Kingdom, the power
and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.
The Lord bless us and keep us. The Lord
make His face shine upon us and be gracious unto
us. The Lord lift up the light of His countenance upon
us and give us peace now and always. Amen.
Proceedings resumed at 4.01 pm

READING BY THE HONOURABLE
SPEAKER OF MESSAGES
AND ANNOUNCEMENTS
Apologies
The Speaker: Please be seated. I have received
apologies from the Honourable Third Elected Member
from the district of Bodden Town who is off the Island
due to medical reasons.

The Speaker: The Honourable Leader of Government
Business.
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, in accordance
with the provisions of Standing Order 24(7), I, the Honourable Minister for Tourism, Environment, Development and
Commerce and Leader of Government Business, seek to
vary the terms of the Motion to defer debate on the Constitutional Commissioners’ Report agreed by the House on
Monday, 18 March 2002 which reads: “The Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review be debated and, if agreed upon, adopted on
the 15 April 2002.”
i.
by deleting the words “be debated and, if
agreed upon, adopted on 15 April 2002” and inserting
therefor the words “Commissioners 2002”;
ii.
by inserting at the beginning thereof the
words “Be it resolved that this Honourable Legislative
Assembly debates and takes note of ”
which in its varied form will read thus –
“BE IT RESOLVED THAT this Honourable
Legislative Assembly debates and takes note of the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners 2002.”
The Speaker: The question is that the amendment as is
now on the floor, be now debated.
Would the proposer wish to speak thereto?
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you very much, Madam
Speaker. It is my privilege to move that this Honourable
Legislative Assembly debate and take note of the Report of
the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commission
2002.
As Members of this House well know, this historic
debate is the culmination of several years of broad ranging
discussions aimed at modernising our Constitution. For
many Caymanians, reforming the Constitution may appear
to be a technical exercise that has little connection with our
daily lives. Of course, nothing could be further from the
truth. The great and unprecedented prosperity that we have
experienced over the past generation is certainly a product
of the hard work and industry of ordinary Caymanians. But
it has also depended to a significant degree on the confi-
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dence that foreign investors and visitors to our Islands have
had in our political and legal stability.
We have a long standing and deserved reputation
for an effective legal system, the protection of personal
liberty and public order and an unwavering commitment to
constitutional government. These values and commitments
are the bedrock upon which our economic success over the
past thirty years has depended and been built.
While our existing Constitution has certainly
served us exceedingly well, formidable new challenges
have emerged in the early years of this new century. Members of this Assembly are well aware of the significant
threats to political stability and public security that have
emerged in many regions of the world. The globalisation of
the world economy means that international capital and
investment are increasingly mobile and in search of stable
and secure political and legal environments.
The Speaker: Honourable Leader, I take it you are continuing your debate to the amendment of the Motion?
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, I am debating
the Resolution as I moved it.
The Speaker: Please continue your debate with the
amendment.
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, the impact of
globalisation is having disastrous effect on our economy.
The financial industry has been affected negatively. Tourism was on a downward slide for the last two or three years.
Then along came the disaster of 11 September last year,
which added to a ‘slowing’ in the tourism sector.
The European Union and Britain’s responsibilities
in the Union cast shadows which are frightening for these
Islands and here in these Islands we are arguing sometimes
with much bitterness; much name calling; many accusations; arguing among ourselves about a few fireants while
elephants are trampling us.
We must have the constitutional ability to deal
with the various threats to our way of life and our prosperity. All we have going for us is political stability, the serenity and security of these Islands. If this political stability is
shaken, then we will be the worse off for it and long will be
our suffering.
The economy of this country and the needs of the
people of these Islands are most important to this Government and demand all of our time and all of our efforts. We
are not working just 8 hours but 14 hours and 15 hours a
day. The problems are just that great.
Madam Speaker, we are facing hard times with
much unemployment. We need investment and we need
tourism. The state of affairs, this wrangling and jangling
needs to stop. Already we are receiving many enquiries as
to what is happening and whether it is safe to visit or to
invest.
I can say to this Honourable House that we have
put our PR agencies from Finance and Tourism to work to
ward off as much damage as possible. In this unsettled
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world this must be a time to settle matters of contention
around a table or in this kind of debate and it should not be
on the street. In this kind of forum (this legislature)—and I
say to those who wish to take part in the media—we must
be guided by reason as to what we say and how we say it.
These new challenges we face make it essential
that the modernisation of our constitutional arrangements
be a top priority. We must ensure that our laws and our legal system keep pace with the challenging international
environment of the 21st century.
I have always trusted the good common sense of
the people of these Islands. All Caymanians understand that
we cannot afford to be complacent or to rest on our laurels
and falsely assume that our reputation and our proud history
alone will automatically guarantee our future prosperity.
Indeed, the importance of constitutional reform in
all the British Overseas Territories was recognised in the
March 1999 White Paper issued by the Secretary of State
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, the Honourable
Robin Cook. The Secretary of State noted that the partnership between Great Britain and the Overseas Territories
creates responsibilities on both sides. The United Kingdom
Government called upon the overseas territories to embrace
constitutional and legal reforms so that the highest international standards of probity, law and good government
would be reinforced and enhanced.
The Constitutional Modernisation Review process
was initiated by His Excellency the Governor in May 2001,
with the agreement of the then government. It was the
Caymanian response to the Secretary’s of State call for constitutional reform and modernisation in the Overseas Territories.
We now have in hand the 7 March 2002 Report of
the Constitutional Review Commissioners—a Report which
proposes the retention of the Westminster model with increased local autonomy falling short of full internal selfgovernment. It is absolutely ridiculous for anyone, except
for someone who cannot understand, to say that we are going into full internal self-government, or to say that the
Government is taking us into independence.
The Government supports the broad direction of
reform proposed by the Review Commission. We believe
that the overall approach recommended by the Review
Commission as well as most of their specific recommendations will result in a more responsive and accountable government for the people of these Cayman Islands. We are
particularly supportive of their proposals to guarantee individual human rights, enhance protection for the rule of law,
improve the functioning of the Executive Council and reinforce the accountability and impartiality of the public service.
Madam Speaker, in my remarks today I hope to
achieve three objectives:
Firstly, I want to review the Constitutional Review
process that has been followed thus far and remind Members of this Honourable House of the extensive consultation
and opportunity for public debate that have preceded the
tabling of the Constitutional Review Commission Report
and the Draft Constitution.
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Secondly, I want to review the proposal set forth in
the Review Commission Report and Draft Constitution. I
will explain why the Government believes that the vast majority of their recommendations are sound and if implemented, will advance the interest of the people of the Cayman Islands. I will also identify the relatively few areas
where the Government takes a somewhat different view
from that put forward by the Review Commission and explain the nature of the changes in their recommendations
that we would propose. I will further deal with what we
regard as a number of misconceptions that have arisen in
some quarters since the release of these proposals in March
of this year.
Thirdly, I want to speak to the future and the process that we propose to follow, in order to move ahead with
the important task of modernising our Constitution. The
Government believes that the task of modernising the Constitution is essential to securing our future prosperity—the
prosperity of all the people of the Cayman Islands. We,
therefore, wish to avoid unnecessary and needless delay in
putting forward changes that will increase the effectiveness
and responsiveness of our system of Government.
At the same time the Government recognises that
certain aspects of the proposed Constitution have generated
controversy and the Opposition has now called for a referendum on a number of specific matters.
Madam Speaker, while we do not agree with the
Opposition on the merits of their specific objections, we
also recognise that it is most important to find common
ground and move ahead with a process that is seen by all to
be fair and democratic. The Government believes that in
constitutional matters there is no room for narrow, political
partisanship, and that all Members of this House are obliged
to put aside our differences and work together for the common good of the people we serve who elected us.
Let me now turn to a review of the process thus
far. The Government believes it is important to recall the
origins and the evolution of this debate and in particular the
extensive consultation and public debate that has preceded
the development of the proposals before this Honourable
House. I have already mentioned the United Kingdom Government’s March 1999 White Paper that initiated the current reform process, not unlike the debate review more than
a decade ago of the 1991 Report of the Constitutional
Commissioners, Sir Frederick Smith and Mr. Walter Wallace.
While certain proposals made by the 1991 Constitutional Commissioners were implemented successfully, a
number of others were not. For example, the 1991 Commissioners recommended that a Bill of Rights be included
in the Constitution noting that the Constitutions of most
other British Overseas Territories included protection for
fundamental rights and freedoms.
The 1991 Commissioners also recommended the
creation of the position of Chief Minister and Leader of the
Opposition arguing that these would enhance accountability
and bring leadership and discipline to the functioning of the
Government and of the Legislative Assembly.
Notwithstanding the fact that these and other proposals were the product of extensive debate during those
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years, they were ultimately not included in the Constitutional changes implemented in the 1993 Constitution order.
The Westminster (UK) Government March 1999 White
Paper picked up where the work of the 1991 Constitutional
Commissioners had left off, in my opinion. It pointed out
that Constitutional Modernisation is essential to protecting
and enhancing the political and economic standing of the
Overseas Territories. The White Paper identified a number
of key challenges facing the Overseas Territories: these
included adopting modern standards of respect for human
rights, enhancing respect for the rule of law, promoting
more open transparent and accountable government and
improving the functioning of legislatures and executive
councils, and the accountability and impartiality of the public service.
The proposals for Constitutional Modernisation set
out in the 1999 White Paper were debated during the 2000
Election campaign. And anyone saying not fails to remember just how much was said about the constitutional development of this country and the modernisation of our present
Constitution. It was debated in every district of these Islands and it was debated in various question and answer
forums and other forums as well, because I held some forums in my own constituency. They then formed the
framework for the Constitutional Modernisation Review
Commission—which was appointed by His Excellency the
Governor in May 2001.
The joint letter of appointment issued by the Governor, emphasised the importance of the Constitutional
Modernisation process and the fact that it would set the
framework for the future of the Islands. The terms of reference required that the Commissioners undertake a wide and
comprehensive consultative process. And I dare say that the
Constitutional Commissioners did that. Consistent then
with that mandate, the Commissioners provided members
of the public with as much information as possible about
the current Constitution and specific proposals for change.
From June 2001 to March 2002 the Commissioners conducted a series of public meetings in all electoral
districts and met with representatives of a wide variety of
organisations, the Chamber of Commerce included, as well
as with Members of the Legislative Assembly and elected
Members of the Executive Council then, namely: the First
Member from George Town, the Fourth Member from
George Town, the Member from North Side, the First
Member from Bodden Town, and myself—we met with the
Constitutional Commissioners too. As His Excellency
noted when he received the Commissioners’ Report in
March of this year, there could not have been more than a
handful of people across the three Islands who were unaware of the Constitution Review process and the call for
contributions for the public to have their say in their town
halls or wherever they could meet the Constitutional Commissioners.
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Moment of Interruption—4.30 pm
The Speaker: Honourable Leader before you so proceed
we have now reached the hour of interruption. Perhaps if it
is the intention of the House to go beyond 4.30 pm we
could have a Motion in that respect.
Suspension of Standing Order 10(2)
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, as we had
given our intention we intend to go until 6 o’clock this afternoon and I so move for that to happen.
The Speaker: the question is that the House continues its
proceedings until 6 pm today. All those in favour please say
Aye. Those against, No.
Ayes.
The Speaker: The Ayes have it.
Agreed: Standing Order 10(2) suspended to allow
the House to sit beyond the hour of 4.30 pm.
The Speaker: Please continue.
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, following the
release of the Report this past March, copies of the proposals were made available to the public and a number of wellattended public meetings were held throughout the Islands.
Both the Government and Members of the Opposition
agreed that the period for public debate and the proposal
should be extended to nine weeks (that is until today) so as
to ensure that all interested individuals and groups had
more opportunity to comment on the various proposals. In
short, it is hard to imagine what more could have been done
to ensure public awareness and debate on the proposals
before the House today.

The Review Commission Report
Let me now turn to the substance of what is being
proposed. By way of introduction I want to indicate that
the Government believes that the Report represents a sound
basis for constitutional reform. While we certainly do not
agree with everything in the Report we do support the general direction of proposed reform and vast majority of the
specific recommendations of the Commissioners.
Members of this Honourable House are familiar
with the Report and therefore I will just touch briefly on a
number of the key proposals.
General Direction of Reform
First and most important the Commission proposes
to retain the Westminster model of Government with increased local autonomy falling short of full internal selfgovernment. The existing reserved powers of the Governor
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would remain intact as would the Governor’s role and function in our overall system of government. We support this
central foundation of the Review Commission Report unreservedly.
A Bill of Rights
Another key proposal of the Review is the adoption of a Bill of Rights. This is a direct response for the call
for increased protection for human rights made in the 1999
White Paper as well as the earlier 1991 Constitutional Review. The proposed Bill of Rights is modelled on international instruments such as the European Convention on
Human Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights, as well as the United Kingdom’s Human
Rights Act 1998.
Implementation of this Bill of Rights would mean
that Caymanians would enjoy the same freedom from arbitrary interference with their rights as now exist in democratic countries around the world. Some concerns have been
raised with respect to the impact on existing religious
groups of the proposal to entrench a guarantee for freedom
of thought, conscience and religion. In recognition of these
concerns the Government has proposed inclusion of a
clause that would direct the courts to interpret the right to
freedom of thought, conscience or religion with due regard
for the impact on the rights of religious organisations and
their members.
The wording of this proposed clause is identical to
section 13 of Human Rights Act 1998 of the United Kingdom. We believe that such an amendment would address
the concerns that have been raised in this regard. That
wording is, “If a court’s determination of any question
arising under this section might affect the exercise by a
religious organisation itself or its members of the constitutional right to freedom of thought, conscience and
religious, it must have regard to the importance of that
right.”
We included that clause after much discussion in
our public meetings and at least one religious group did talk
to two Members of the United Democratic Party (the Deputy Leader, Mr. Linford Pierson and the Deputy Speaker,
Mr. Cline Glidden, Jr.). And so we have done what they
have asked us to do. We believe that this gives protection to
our religious organisations in this country: our churches.
More generally, we proposed including the wording in section 1 of the Constitution that makes reference to
the distinct history, culture, Christian values and socioeconomic framework of the Cayman Islands. We believe
that this wording will ensure that the courts will interpret
the new Constitution giving due attention to the social, cultural and economic context of these Cayman Islands.
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A Full Ministerial Style of Government
The Commission proposes that there should be a
full ministerial style government with a Chief Minister and
a Leader of the Opposition appointed by the Governor. Further, it is proposed that a No confidence Motion should be
in respect of a lack of confidence in the Government as a
whole rather than in respect of individual Ministers.
These changes are long overdue and would bring
the functioning of the Legislative and Executive branches
of the Cayman Islands into line with that in other Commonwealth countries. That is what the United Kingdom has
said we must do. Other Commonwealth countries in particular the United Kingdom’s Caribbean Overseas Territories have long ago moved to a system in which there is a
Chief Minister Since this form of government enhances the
accountability of government to the voters.
With a Chief Minister and with a Leader of the
Opposition, the people have the power to elect the government and determine its policy direction when they go to the
polls to elect their representatives. Under that system when
voters elect Members of the legislature they vote not just on
a local representative but also on whom they wish to see as
Chief Minister and Members of the Government.
Further, the various political parties of groupings
are required to indicate to the voters the policies and programmes they propose to implement if they form the government. Once elected, they will be responsible for implementing those policies or face the wrath of the voters at the
polls, as should happen. This is radically different from the
current system under which voters elect individual MLAs
who then enter into negotiations to decide who will form
the Government. In essence, the difference is that whereas
under the existing system the MLAs choose the Government, under the proposed system, the people would do so.
So, no one can say that we are taking any power
from the public. Those that say that do not want any
change. They only want to perpetuate what has been happening in this country where a minority not necessarily
situated in any particular constituency but control – the
people would choose. This is the democratic system that
has worked effectively for nearly two centuries in Great
Britain and in other Commonwealth countries.
Not only would it improve democratic accountability but it would also allow the Cayman Islands to speak
more effectively and with one voice on the international
stage instead of what [exists] now—going to Brussels or to
the Treasury and hearing them say, ‘Who are you?’
‘Well, me ma’am, I am the equivalent—
‘Equivalent? Equivalent of what?’
‘Well, I’m equivalent to the Chief Minister of
the BVI or Turks, or Anguilla—”.
Madam Speaker, I do not think that is where we
want to continue to be. Indeed, the obvious importance and
benefit of having a political head of Government is reflected in the fact that over the past decade the Governor
has informally designated a Member of the Executive
Council as Leader of Government Business. But as the Review Commission Report points out the fact that the current
Constitution does not identify a political head of Govern-
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ment, has led to questions as to the constitutionality of the
office and confusion over the powers of the holder.
I know that there have been some objections in the
Press to the creation of the office of Chief Minister on the
ground that the occupant of the office would supposedly
have unlimited or dictatorial power. But anyone who has
taken the time and trouble to carefully study the proposed
Constitution will immediately recognise that these claims
are entirely without substance.
Madam Speaker, apart from granting the Chief
Minister the power to appoint and dismiss Members of the
Executive Council, the chief Minister would function in a
manner broadly similar to the existing post, or position, or
appointment, of Leader of Government Business. All of the
existing checks and balances and the powers of the Leader
of Government Business would continue to apply to the
chief Minister. These include the continuing oversight role
of the Governor and Her Majesty’s Government in Britain,
as well as the important constitutional guarantees of the
independence and impartiality of the public service, of the
Attorney General in the administration of justice and of the
judiciary.
For example, the Draft Constitution proposes a
public service commission with a chair appointed. . .
Ms. Edna M. Moyle: Madam Speaker.
The Speaker: Elected Member from North Side let me
hear your point of order.
Point of Order
Ms. Edna M. Moyle: On a point of order. I would like to
bring to the attention of the Honourable House Standing
Order 36(1) says, “Except on a motion for the adjournment of the House the debate shall be relevant to the
matter of question before the House or Committee . . . ”
And the question before the House or the Committee now is
to amend the original motion that the debate on the Constitution be only noted—and 37(2) also says, “It is out of
order to anticipate a Bill, a motion standing on the Order Paper or any matter of which notice has been given
by debate upon an amendment.”
The Speaker: Thank you.
Honourable Members I did put the question to the
Honourable Leader a few moments ago. He responded in
the affirmative and until there is a deviation I have to take it
that that is the course. I will on conclusion of his debate ask
all other Honourable Members if they wish to speak to the
amended Motion after which time I propose to put the question dealing with the amended Motion and again I will continue as set out in the procedure to ask whether the Mover
wishes to speak to the amended Motion if it is passed. Obviously if it is not passed we will go back to the original
provision at which time I will again ask any other Member
if he wishes to speak to the Motion as amended and the
Mover will then have a right of reply.
Honourable Leader, please continue on your debate on the amendment as proposed.
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Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Yes, Madam Speaker, I thank
you very much and I appreciate your grasp of the Standing
Orders of this House.
In continuing, for example the Draft Constitution
proposes a public service commission with a Chair appointed by the Governor acting in his discretion and an
equal number of other Members appointed after consultation with the Chief Minister and the Leader of the Opposition—although we have not heard anyone talk about the
powers of the Leader of the Opposition.
The power to make appointments to public offices
and the exercise of disciplinary power over public servants
are vested in the Governor, acting in accordance with the
recommendations of this bi-partisan public service commission; a body which is clearly beyond the control of the
Chief Minister.
A similar bi-partisan structure is proposed for the
advisory committee on the prerogative of mercy and the
electoral boundary commission. And in each case the
Leader of the Opposition has the right to make the same
number of appointments to these bodies as the Chief Minister. As for judicial appointments these are to be made on
the recommendation of a judicial services commission; a
body over which the Chief Minister has no power of appointment or control of any kind.
In short, the claims that have been circulating in
the press and elsewhere, to the effect that the Chief Minister
would exercise dictatorial or absolute powers are unfounded to say the least. Even my brief discussion here
makes plain that the proposed powers of the Chief Minister
will be strictly limited. As in 1991 Constitutional Commissioners, Messrs. Frederick Smith and Walter Wallace commented that apart from the power to appoint other ministers,
a chief minister has no authority other than that of his personality. “A chief minister could not act arbitrarily”,
they noted “since to do so would be to risk loss of support and thus bring about his downfall”.
Indeed, the powers of the Chief Minister under the
proposed Constitution would be far more limited than those
exercised by prime ministers in most other Commonwealth
countries including the United Kingdom. I believe that is
where those who wish to confuse the issue took advantage
of people who did not know the difference: for the Cayman
Islands is not an independent country.
I know that in recent weeks there have been visitors to the Islands who have claimed that in other Caribbean
jurisdictions Prime Ministers have exercised undue power
or influence. I make no comment on whether such claims
have any basis in fact, but would simply point out that they
clearly have no application to the Cayman Islands situation,
where the powers of the Chief Minister under the proposed
Constitution would be narrowly and strictly defined. We
would be a British Overseas Territory where the United
Kingdom has a Governor who has power to veto anything
he wants to veto in our present Constitution and the one that
is proposed. And where the United Kingdom Government
has the authority under their orders in council, which will
remain, to keep peace, order and good governance.
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The Executive Council
The Constitutional Review Commission has made
other recommendations, which would improve the functioning, and accountability of the Executive Council, which we
support. In particular, we agree that the Financial Secretary
and Chief Secretary positions should be replaced with
elected Ministers bringing the elected Members of Executive Council to seven, including the Chief Minister.
We also agree that in accordance with the move to
a full ministerial system of government with collective responsibility, a No confidence Motion should be in respect of
the Government as a whole rather than in respect of individual Ministers.
Term Limits
There has been some discussion of the idea of imposing term limits on Members of the Executive Council
but in particular the Chief Minister. As the Review Commission pointed out term limits are not so democratic since
they operate to deprive the electors (our people) of their
choice of able and experienced representatives. This is not
the United States where they have millions of people.
The Review Commission recommended against
the idea of term limits and we think they were right to do
so. However, we await what the United Kingdom will say
about the petition after we have sent that to them.
Recommending and Advisory Bodies
We further endorse the Commission’s recommendation to constitutionally recognise or establish a public
service commission, an electoral boundary commission, a
judicial service commission and an advisory committee to
the Governor on the exercise of the prerogative of mercy.
All of these bodies, except the Judicial Service Commission, would be constituted on a bipartisan basis. And we
agree with this approach.
Provisions for Referendum
The issue of whether the Constitution should make
provision for the holding of referenda was a matter of some
concern to the Review Commission. The Review Commission pointed out that the Constitution already authorises the
Assembly to enact legislation providing for referendum.
And it regarded this provision as adequate and appropriate.
We agree with the Commission’s conclusions on this point.
The Commission also noted that there had been
some suggestions made that the Constitution should permit
citizens to initiate referendums. The Commission pointed
out that if any such right were established it would be important to set out precisely the circumstances, terms and
conditions on which such a referendum might occur. For
example, it would clearly be inappropriate to permit a minority group to force a referendum on a divisive political or
social issue.
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The Commission concluded, and we agree, that
any provisions for a citizen initiated referendum would require careful attention and this is a matter that should be
regulated through enabling legislation rather than being
included in the Constitution.
Areas of Disagreement or Areas Requiring
Further Study
Madam Speaker, it is evident that the Government
endorses the broad direction of reform proposed by the
Constitutional Review Commission, as well as the vast majority of their specific recommendations. However, there
are a limited number of proposals on which we take a different view, or, which we believe requires further study.
I want to briefly touch on the areas of disagreement and explain the nature of our concern.
Single-Member Constituencies
While we support in principle the Commissions
proposal to introduce single member constituencies, we
have concerns with respect to the specific proposals they
have advanced. The Review Commission proposes to entrench in the Constitution a defined set of 17 constituencies
with the precise boundaries for these constituencies attached as a second schedule to the proposed Constitution.
While the Commission was assisted in drawing
these boundaries by the office of the Supervisor of Elections and the Lands and Survey Department, the Commissioners themselves recognised that their proposals required
further study and revision. For example, the Commissioners
seemingly failed to consider whether the proposed constituencies would serve to divide our people along racial, ethnic,
social or economic lines. I am certain that this is a matter
that would be of grave concern to all Members of this Honourable Assembly, since it would threaten the social stability and cohesion that have been so central to our reputation
and past prosperity.
In fact, the Review Commissioners themselves
proposed the establishment of an electoral boundary commission and mandated that as soon as practicable, following
its establishment, the boundary commission should report to
the Assembly on whether the proposed constituency
boundaries ought to be changed.
When the United Democratic Party said that Bermuda is having problems we were laughed at, of course.
But I ask Members across if they have not yet done it, to
take the time out to do so. Find out what the difficulties are
that Bermuda is having with this proposal. Find out if you
think it is a joke.
We support the concept of modernising the electoral system in the general direction of single member constituencies as proposed by the Review Commission. However, we believe that the full implications of the Review
Commission’s specific constituency proposals require careful study and review. Therefore, in our view, it is premature at this time to move ahead with their proposals for 17
single member constituencies.
The Definition of ‘Caymanian’
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Madam Speaker, we also question the Review
Commissioners’ proposal to narrowly define Caymanian in
the Constitution and to permit only persons who fall within
that narrow definition to vote or to be eligible to be elected
to the Assembly.
The Commission’s definition would exclude any
person who holds dual citizenship. We believe that this
definition would unreasonably narrow the qualifications for
elected members to the Legislative Assembly. If this proposal were adopted, many able Caymanians would be precluded from running for office or voting. We cannot and
will not support that.
Moreover, we believe that it is highly unlikely that
Her Majesty’s Government in London would agree to this
change since it runs counter to the direction or reform initiated by the White Paper and reflected in the British Overseas Territories Act 2001. It may be that such a limitation
on the right to vote or to stand for election would be contrary to the United Kingdom’s Human Rights Act 1998
which prohibits discrimination on grounds of national or
social origin, as well as contrary to the prohibition on discrimination in the proposed section 14 of the Caymanian
Bill of Rights.
In our view, the qualifications for election set out
in the current Constitution—qualifications, which were
previously tightened significantly in 1987, provide a fair
and reasonable balance of the interest of all the people of
the Cayman Islands. We therefore, do not support the introduction of a definition of Caymanians as proposed by the
Review Commission. Rather, we propose the following
definition for a Caymanian. I quote, “a person who possesses British Overseas Territories citizenship, British
citizenship or citizenship by virtue of birth outside the
Islands and—
(a) Who at the date of his birth had at least one of his
parents or grand parents who was Caymanian as
herein defined, and who was domiciled in the Islands at the date of such birth, or
(b) Has Caymanian status.”
The Selection of Speaker and Deputy Speaker
We also do not support the Review Commissions
recommendation that the Speaker and Deputy Speaker be
chosen from outside the Legislative Assembly. In parliamentary systems the Speaker is more than likely a member
of the Assembly. Our existing Constitution currently permits the Speaker to be chosen from outside the Assembly
but does not require it. The Review Commission itself
noted that this matter was not an issue that provoked a good
deal of comment from members of the public.
In our view the flexible provisions of the current
Constitution which provide that the Speaker may be chosen
either from inside or outside of the Assembly ought to be
retained. I cannot forget the battle we had to get a Speaker
for the Assembly. That Motion, I believe, I moved at least
three times to get the Governor out of the Assembly. We all
know what a bad situation that was. The Governor was
head of Executive Council and head of the Assembly. Does
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anyone believe that there used to be any right for McKeeva
Bush sitting down in that little corner? I remember well.
You would go and talk to the Governor about a situation
and he would go and talk to the Government! There was no
impartiality in the Chair. And there was no separation of
powers. Now they say we must choose someone from outside because that would be fairer. Madam Speaker, are we
to believe that everyone does not have some opinion or
appreciates one side or the other? We believe the current
situation ought to be retained.
Implementation
Process proposed by the Commission
The Review Commission proposed that the Revised Constitution should be debated in the Legislative Assembly and then forwarded to Her Majesty’s Government
for implementation. This was the same process envisaged
by His Excellency the Governor when he released the Review Commission Report for public debate and comment in
March of this year, and last year also. We did not hear a
‘peep’ out of anyone at that time about a referendum. At
least, not those who sat in this Chamber . . . nobody!
The Government of the day was happy for the
Governor to appoint those Commissioners and was happy
for those Commissioners to go out and do their work and
was happy to take the post that would have been given to
them by virtue of a changed Constitution. But nothing was
said about a referendum.
The Governor indicated that following a period of
public comment the Review Commission Report would be
debated in the Legislative Assembly. The Commission Report would then be forwarded to the Foreign and Commonwealth office along with a transcript of the debate in
the House for appropriate implementation. That is what the
Government then agreed on.
Although the Review Commission proposed that
Her Majesty’s Government proceeds to draft and enact an
Order in Council, implementing their proposed amendments the Commissioners also proposed that their changes
not come into force until just prior to the dissolution of the
Assembly for the next general election in November 2004.
However, the Review Commission did not provide
any explanation or reason for imposing this two-and-a-half
year delay, assuming its proposals are acceptable to the
Legislative Assembly. And for the record here the Commissioners were: Mr. Benson Ebanks, Chairman (and nobody
has to ask whether he voted for McKeeva), Mr. Leonard
Ebanks (and he ran against me) and Mr. Arthur Hunter
(who sat on the Opposition’s platform). I needed to put that
in the record because I do not remember saying before who
the Commissioners were.
Broad Agreement on General Direction of Reform
Before I go on let me say that personally, in the final analysis, I could deal with any one of the three Commissioners. And I did talk to them and they talked to me as
they did with other Executive Councillors at the time.
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Despite the considerable public attention that Constitutional Reform has attracted in recent weeks, it is important not to lose sight of the fact that the vast majority of the
proposals in the Review Commission Report seem to enjoy
the support of the Opposition as well as the Government. I
note, for example, that the Motion that the Member from
George Town attempted to table on the 28 May identified
five controversial issues that emerged from the Report.
What is significant is that these so-called controversial issues are quite narrow and specific and do not call
into question the overall direction of reform proposed by
the Review Commission. We see no reason to hold these
other reforms in abeyance until after the next election. The
simple reason why we cannot support such a two-and-ahalf-year delay is quite practical. Constitutional uncertainty
is costly not only in terms of dollars; everything else you
can think about, more divisiveness in this House, more divisiveness on the streets and that has even flowed now into
churches.
So, Constitutional uncertainty is costly. Hoisting
the entire reform exercise into a state of suspended animation for two-and-a-half years will do nothing to enhance our
international reputation, not only with investors and the
financial services and tourism industries, but also with the
other nations of the world. The message that we would be
sending to the world community is that the Cayman Islands
is unable to bring closure to a Constitutional debate that
already has gone on for over three years this time. And several years since 1991—well, that is a ten-year span. It will
cause far too much internal bickering to the country’s disadvantage.
As I said earlier, we cannot assume that global investors or perspective visitors to the Islands will wait for us
to get our house in order. Some people thought that about
development: “Oh we can chase away development because
the Cayman Islands is so good that they will come back at
any time”. And what do we have? A floundering construction industry which really sets the pace for employment in
the country. That is the mistake that we have made in the
past. We cannot make that kind of mistake again. We simply cannot afford the luxury of sitting on our hands while
our competitors in the rest of the world move ahead.
Madam Speaker, again I want to reassure the Opposition that they will have the opportunity to be participants with the Government in the discussions that will necessarily occur with the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
when we visit London later during the year, and following
this current process. A delegation composed of Members of
the Government and of the Opposition meeting with the
Foreign and Commonwealth Office so as to ensure that the
implementing Order in Council reflects the views and interests of the Caymanian people.
In conclusion there has been some discussion on
referenda and some people have signed the petition and
delivered it to me as Leader of Government Business with
the other Ministers in attendance. The Government is taking
due regard of the people’s petition for a referendum and
some of the proposals.

Official Hansard Report

Thursday, 20 June 2002

At the time of receipt of the petitions I assured the
public that it would receive Government’s full and immediate attention. I further added that the petition would be forwarded to the United Kingdom for its consideration following a process to authenticate the names. And that the Government would be duty bound by the decision of the United
Kingdom. In the interest of openness and transparency, I
am hereby inviting two representatives of the People’s Progressive Movement together with two representatives from
the United Democratic Party to act as scrutineers during the
process that is scheduled to commence this evening.
Madam Speaker, we expect that a report will be delivered to the Government by next week Tuesday. Following this, we will forward the petition along with the
transcripts of the debate in this House to Her Majesty’s Government. In doing so we recognise the
people’s submissions should be given the opportunity
for consideration along with our own position and we
are duty bound to accept UK Government’s decision
regarding this petition. The time for decision is at
hand.
We have before us a package of Constitutional proposals, the product of an exhaustive process
of consultation and public debate. No one can reasonably dispute the importance of this constitutional
modernisation process and the need to provide for
more responsible and accountable government for our
people.
There is also broad agreement among all
Members of this House as to the general direction that
constitutional reform should and must take. We have
had 171 years of representative government. The
world has changed and the people’s elected representatives must be given the Constitutional authority to
deal effectively with the challenges that beset us. It is
our responsibility as elected legislators to provide political leadership for our people.
It is also our responsibility in a debate of this
kind to attempt to rise above partisanship and political
posturing. The approach which the Government has
today proposed represents a genuine and constructive attempt to address the concerns raised by the
Opposition and by members of the public. I expect the
Members opposite to set aside partisan considerations and respond positively and in good faith to the
proposals so that together we can proceed with the
essential task of modernising our Constitution to better serve the interest of all Caymanians.
Madam Speaker, I thank you.
The Speaker: Thank you. Does any other Member wish to
speak to the amendment? The First Elected Member from
George Town.
Point of Clarification
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Madam Speaker, before we continue (and just to make sure that I clearly understand) would
you allow me to ask a couple of questions on procedure so
that I am clear?
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The Speaker: Please proceed.
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Madam Speaker, when the original
amendment was moved earlier by the Minister, if I remember correctly, I heard you saying that the debate would continue on that amendment.
Obviously, the Minister has debated the Constitutional Report and the question I have is how do
we proceed? Are we going to simply forget about the
debate on the amendment and then go on to it? What
we have now is an initial debate and believe me, although I do not have to do this, I am simply trying to
understand clearly the way forward.
As I understand, what has just transpired is
that the amendment was moved and in actual fact
what was just debated was the Report of the Constitutional Commissioners. The amendment itself speaks
to a change in the original Motion and it was read by
the Minister regarding: “The Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review be debated, and if
agreed upon, adopted on the 15 April 2002.”;
And the changes that are proposed are “i. By deleting the words “be debated and, if agreed upon,
adopted on the 15 April 2002” and inserting therefore
words “Commissioners 2002”; ii. By inserting at the
beginning thereof the words “Be it Resolved that this
Honourable Legislative Assembly debates and takes
note of”;
And the copy that we [received] reads: “which in
its varied form will read thus—”
And it gives the amended version: “BE IT RESOLVED THAT this Honourable Legislative Assembly
debates and takes note of the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners 2002.”
My question is: Are we debating the amendments
that have been proposed, or are we debating the amended
Motion? The question, as I understand it, has not been put
and we are supposed to be debating the changes. I am trying
to get a clear understanding as to where we are going now.
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Member.
The precise juncture where we are in the proceedings thus far is that the proposer to the amendment has proposed the amendment and has exercised his right to speak
to that amendment. I have now asked whether any other
Honourable Member wishes to speak to the amendment.
Once all Honourable Members [Addressing the Member for
North Side: Lady Member I am speaking]—have exercised
their democratic discretion to speak to the amendment, I
will then ask the Mover of the amendment if he wishes to
exercise his right of reply. Of course he can react accordingly.
I will then put the question to the amendment. If it
passes, we will then move to the Motion as amended and
debate thereon. If it fails, then we will be debating the
original Motion.
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Madam Speaker, having heard what
you said, am I to understand then that the Minister who
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moved the Motion and the amendment has not debated the
amended Motion and that entire debate was simply relating
to the amendments that were proposed?
The Speaker: Honourable Member, as you have correctly
stated in your preamble, I did specifically direct that question to the attention of the Honourable Leader, being the
Mover of the said Motion. He responded in the affirmative
that he so was and I have to take that word that he has. We
will obviously see when it comes to the amended Motion
whether or not he is prepared to debate that as well.
I am sure all Members will appreciate, I cannot by
any method of extra sensory perception ascertain what the
anticipated or projected debate of any Honourable Member
will be but to take the Honourable Member’s regarding of
the Member’s word, in this regard.
Thank you.
Are you now intending to proceed?
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Madam Speaker, I think I understand what you have said. But the reason why I asked the
questions is that certainly in looking at the proposed
amendments (and I will address them) I would have thought
that the debate that was going to proceed, was going to be a
debate on the merits and/or demerits of those specific
amendments and there afterwards whatever the end result
when you put the question, then the main debate would take
place.
What seemingly has transpired—and the truth
is we thought of that but we did not want to be seen in
any way disruptive so to speak, but we are now in a
quandary as to exactly how to proceed with the debate. I am not really seeking your guidance, I am just
trying to say that there is going to be a disjointed
situation here because what was just dealt with now is
not what I am going to deal with. Whether that was
fate playing its hand, or whatever, is another matter.
But I am just letting you know now that what I
will be debating will not be the issues that were
brought by the Minister because as far as our understanding is, those issues relate to the substantive Motion, not the amendments.
The Speaker: Am I to understand Honourable Member that
it is your intention to duly debate on the amendments?
Please proceed.
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Madam Speaker, are we closing at
6 pm?
The Speaker: That is the intention that was expressed by
the House. Unless a contrary expression is Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: That is fine, I just wanted to make
sure.
Madam Speaker, when we look to the original
Motion, which I quote from the Hansard of Monday, 18
March 2002, with your permission.
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The Speaker: Please proceed.
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: “Motion to defer debate on the
Constitutional Commissioners’ Report;
“Honourable W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you, Madam
Speaker. As agreed by all Honourable Members of this
House, I will move that the Report of Constitutional
Modernisation Review be debated and if agreed upon,
adopted…”
The Speaker: Honourable Member, it has been brought to
my attention that what you are seeking to use verbatim is an
unedited version and, as you will know that is not permissible. I wish to thank the Clerk for her instructions in that
regard.
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Madam Speaker, as this is an integral part of my submission I would humbly ask for you to
suspend that I would be allowed to get the edited version.
The Speaker: Madam Clerk? (Pause) Honourable Member, it is my understanding from the Clerk that there is a list
(as Members will appreciate) to be able to get around that.
What I would propose to do at this time is to ask the wish of
the Members, if there are no objections to it being read into
the records, seeing that the persons that the unedited Hansard would normally be sent to are all Honourable Members, for them to scrutinise it and return it to the Hansard.
So, at this time I would ask whether there are
any objections from any Members present for it to be
read in this form. All those in favour— the Honourable
Deputy Leader?
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Madam Speaker, I would suggest that in view of the fact that this quote here from the
Honourable W. McKeeva Bush is pretty well authenticated—this is exactly what he said. Notwithstanding the
provisions of the Standing Orders that unedited Hansard
[reports] should not be made public, I do believe that in this
case it would be in the interest of transparency and the interest of the good running of this House if we allow this to
be accepted and for the Honourable Member to make this
quote.
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Deputy Leader. Is
that the general consensus of all Members present? Very
well, I think that [Mr. Kurt Tibbetts interrupts. The speaker
asks to wait one minute and continues] would be the most
prudent way to go and let the records reflect that it is not a
deviation from the existing rules of making unedited Hansard present. But as the Member whose quote it is deemed
to be expressed has no objections to what has been said, we
will take it that the record will reflect that that is the position.
You may now proceed Honourable First
Elected Member from George Town.
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Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Thank you, Madam Speaker. But
with your permission I am being as candid as I can. Having
heard what the Clerk has said and hearing your initial advice, I would rather not do this and I would rather get the
edited version. If you would accommodate me, please.
The Speaker: Honourable Member, that would mean that
we could not get it straight away. As you will appreciate
that the Hansard reports are sent out to all Honourable
Members. They are read, they are sent back and they are
edited. It is not a matter of just retrieving a document and
that has been the procedure. . .
[Inaudible comment from Mr. Tibbetts]
The Speaker: No, that is what I have been instructed from
the Clerk.
There is no objection to it and I am prepared
to proceed in that regard. If it were a matter of retrieving the document I would gladly suspend at this stage,
but the Clerk—neither is any member of her staff in a
position to get an edited version at this stage because
that is not how the normal procedure works, I am
afraid.
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
In reading the unedited version of the Hansard,
with your permission and the permission of this Honourable
House . . . As I continue on, reading the Daily Journal
[Hansard] of Monday, 18 March 2002. “Honourable W.
McKeeva Bush: Thank you, Madam Speaker. As agreed
by all Honourable Members of this House, I will move
that the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation
Review be debated and if agreed upon, adopted on 15
April 2002. Madam Speaker, I will give notice that at
that time I will formally move the Motion.”
Speaking as I quote, “The Speaker: Honourable
Leader is it the intention for the questioning to be put
when you formally move the Motion for the substantive
and to put for the deferral at this time?”
“Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Yes, Madam
Speaker.”
The Speaker then says, “The question is that the
debate on the Constitutional Report be deferred for debate and if approved for adoption on the 15 April 2002.
All those in favour please say Aye.”
Madam Speaker, the amendments that are
proposed as I read before, call for the new version of
the Motion to read as follows— “BE IT RESOLVED
THAT this Honourable Legislative Assembly debates and takes note of the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners
2002.”
So, I will proceed to debate the proposed
amendments. Let me say first of all that the sole objective of our group is simply to play our role to ensure
that the changes which are suggested and sent to
London, reflect the views and have the support of the
majority of the people of the Cayman Islands. Let that
not be misunderstood at any time.
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The Honourable Minister who last spoke, did
so on several issues and he has referred to all Legislators coming together—paraphrased: ‘to find common ground to be able to move the process forward’.
That too is our intention. It certainly has not been our
intention during the process to simply ‘stall’ as has
been suggested, or simply to play politics as has also
been suggested.
But there are some fundamental differences in
the process, which we believe, first of all, have to be
ironed out. Those are the issues which I want to address long before we deal with the Motion itself and/or
what we agree on; what we disagree with, as has
been put forward by the Minister.
When we go back to the beginning of the
process (not in 1991) but the process that began last
year and the Constitutional Commissioners were appointed, at that time when they began their task and
they began to set out scheduled meetings and such
the like, in order to try to accommodate as many of
the citizens of the country as possible, to take input
and to interact and share views, there may have been
seemingly a way forward that was announced. But
certainly to my mind, there was no clarity as regards
to step by step until the conclusion of the Review
process and the end result.
When we knew as to exactly what the entire
procedure was going to entail, was when we spoke to
the Governor after the Constitutional Commissioners
had completed their Report. He had spoken about it
on more than one occasion, but there was no detailed
outline of what it is. Let me say here today that while
some people may subscribe to the thought that all of
this is crystal clear and we have to move forward and
such the like, the fact of the matter is that many situations have unfolded during the process. It was only
after the fact that it became clear as to exactly where
the problems were in the process itself.
When he explained to us—and this was not long before he left—what was going to transpire, his explanation the way forward from here, is as I am going to
explain. He said to the Legislators that when the Report is debated in the Legislative Assembly, the Hansard or the transcripts from that debate would be forwarded along with the Report and the Draft Constitution prepared by the Commissioners along with whatever other relevant documents were supposed to be
attached and then on to London.
The Constitutional experts in London would
then use all of that to prepare a Draft Constitution,
which would be sent back to Cayman. The hope was
that at that time there would have been very small
changes to it. And if that were the case, then perhaps
by telephone those issues could be cleared up. If
there were difficulties with any areas of the proposed
Draft Constitution from London which were not able to
be cleared up that easily, then a team would be sent
to the Cayman Islands to discuss those issues with
the Legislators and whatever other groups or organisations that were deemed of value to the process.

20 June 2002

Official Hansard Report

And at the end of that, hopefully, they would be able
to go back and complete the process and have the
final document prepared.
He did say to us that when the debate took
place, the process was by no means over. I must admit I do remember hearing him say that. And we have
several issues at hand that we now, as representatives of the people, have to deal with.
We do not take the view that regardless of the
process that has gone on, that we simply must move
the process forward now, even if we are not truly satisfied that what we are putting forward reflects the
wishes of the majority of the people. I am pretty sure
that I can safely make this statement this evening that
while we have our own opinions, either singly or in
groups, about which options we should be taking up in
proposing the changes, none of us, singly, or in
groups, or all together can truly be satisfied in our
minds that whatever we are proposing at this point in
time, reflects the wishes of the majority of the people.
There is a fundamental difference in the approach.
Madam Speaker, I do not have a problem with
the views that have been aired and if anyone explains
why they think this should be the case. That is a part
of the process. We do not have any problems simply
with that. What we have to go by—even as I have explained what the former Governor has explained as
the process from here on in for us—what we have to
go by is what our understanding is of the process that
is required. And certainly it is absolutely important to
us that the wishes and aspirations of the people must
be reflected in what we send to London.
I want to refer—and I have said this certainly
before now—to the Constitutional Modernisation
Checklist which was sent from the Governor’s Office
to us some months back, simply to give us an outline
of what the various criteria were under which the entire process would take place and that . . .
The Speaker: Honourable Member, is it your intention
to lay the said document on the Table?
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: I do not have a problem with
that except I need to get it copied.
The Speaker: That is fine. You can refer to it and then
subsequent to that the Serjeant will ensure the necessary copies are made.
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Thank you. This checklist as I
said was given by the Governor, has a list of 18 different scenarios that are put out. They range within a
very wide ambit when we speak to the review process
and if these are to be followed exactly what has to be
done.
The very first one is a statement saying, “The
proposals should be consistent with the United
Kingdom’s international and treaty obligations.” It
goes on with all the rest of them. But I will not read
them all out because I do not think that is necessary.
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The one that I wish to speak to is number 18, the very
last one of the Checklist. And bear in mind we have
absolutely no communication from any quarter, which
tells us that there is a difference—that something has
changed. We do not have anything that says that.
Number 18 reads, and again with your permission I
quote:
“1)
Do the changes suggested by the Overseas Territories Government [and obviously from
how that reads, this Checklist was given to all of the
overseas territories during the Modernisation process.] Do the changes suggested by the overseas
territories Government [which in this instance would
be the Cayman Islands Government] have the support of the majority of the population?”
“2)

What is the evidence for such support?”

“3)
Has there been “extensive” local consultation (with or without the assistance of a Constitutional Commissioner or Commission) followed by
a debate in the legislature in which the suggested
changes have been approved by Motion”.
This is not my checklist but this is what we
have had to go by. My first question throughout this
procedure is: Are we taking note of the Checklist that
we are supposed to follow? Are we dealing with the
specific questions that I have just asked? The
amendment that is proposed in the Motion will cause
the Motion to read: “BE IT RESOLVED that this
Honourable Legislative Assembly debates and
takes note.”
In number 18 of the Checklist. It refers to- followed by a debate in the Legislature in which the suggested changes have been approved by Motion, not
taken note of.
So, the picture that needs to be painted with
number 18 is, whatever changes which are being proposed in the Legislature, first of all, all of the Legislators must be convinced that they have the support of
the majority of the population. That is the first thing
that we have to ensure. It begs the question; what is
the evidence to prove that? If we are convinced that
what is being proposed has consensus from the majority of the people, and if we are satisfied that we
have evidence that can support that, has there been
extensive local consultation? We can answer that one.
Has that been followed by a debate in the Legislature
in which the suggested changes have been approved
by Motion?
After we are convinced that what we are proposing has the majority support, we need to find a
way to ensure that we are satisfied that we can provide evidence to prove this. We have had some wide
consultation and then the Legislature needs to approve those proposed changes and then go off to
London.
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What we are saying that is fundamentally the
problem with the process is, at present we cannot say
yes to three out of the four questions in number 18.
How are we going to get to that point? Or, are we not
going to have regard for number 18 in the process?
What this tells my colleagues and me is that
London truly does not want to get into any huge back
and forth with us. Our responsibility is to be able to
arrive at a consensus over whatever those changes
are. Once we arrive at a consensus, we send them off
to London that they can basically take that along with
whatever other documentation must be sent and then
take the whole mix and produce a draft. Because in
this manner they do not foresee much of a problem
after they do that draft for what has been sent to them
has basically been agreed upon by the majority.
Now, we can say as long as we wish to truthfully say—I do not have a problem with the question at
hand—as the Minister said that the Constitutional
Commissioners made every attempt within the time
frame that they had to be able to meet and discuss
the issues with as widespread a number of the population as possible. I do not argue that. We can extend
the thought further and say that it is the responsibility
of the citizens of this country to have participated in
that process once they were allowed the opportunity.
We can say that too.
The question is, in matters like this, and because of the seriousness of the nature of the steps
that we have to deal with, Are we going to leave it like
that and say that having done that now we must send
something forward? Are we going to go back and ask
the question whether or not we reflect the wishes of
the majority or not?
That is where there is a fundamental departure. The difficulty that we have is whether the onus
supposedly rests on the citizens or not. The fact is
that if the majority of them have not taken up the opportunities that were provided for them in the process,
two things are missing: the majority of citizens have
not expressed their wishes in this instance. One could
say that if you are going to get that to happen it would
take forever. One could take that view. But this is not
any and every situation where there is a piece of legislation and you are going to think it through the best
way and you are going to move forward with it.
The Speaker: Is this an appropriate time now Honourable Member as we have reached the hour of 6
pm? Are you now in the position to lay the document
you referred to on the Table, or do you need to refer
to it tomorrow morning as well?
So ordered.
Can I have a Motion then for the adjournment?
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ADJOURNMENT
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, I move
the adjournment of this Honourable House until 10 am
tomorrow, Thursday 20 June 2002.
The Speaker: The question is that the Honourable
House be now adjourned until 10 am tomorrow,
Thursday 20 June 2002. All those in favour please say
Aye. Those against, No.
Ayes.
The Speaker: The Ayes have it.
At 6 pm the House adjourned until 10 am Thursday 20 June 2002.
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The Speaker: I will now invite the Member from the district of North Side to say prayers.

prayers
Ms. Edna M. Moyle: Let us pray.
Almighty God, from whom all wisdom and power
are derived; We beseech Thee so to direct and prosper the
deliberations of the Legislative Assembly now assembled,
that all things may be ordered upon the best and surest
foundations for the glory of Thy Name and for the safety,
honour and welfare of the people of these Islands.
Bless our Sovereign Lady, Queen Elizabeth II;
Philip, Duke of Edinburgh; Charles, Prince of Wales; and all
the Royal family. Give grace to all who exercise authority in
our Commonwealth, that peace and happiness, truth and
justice, religion and piety may be established among us.
Especially we pray for the Governor of our Islands, the
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, Official Members and
Ministers of Executive Council and Members of the Legislative Assembly that we may be enabled faithfully to perform
the responsible duties of our high office.
All this we ask for Thy Great Name’s sake.
Let us say the Lord’s Prayer together: Our Father
who art in Heaven, Hallowed be Thy Name, Thy Kingdom
come, Thy will be done, on earth as it is in Heaven. Give us
this day our daily bread, and forgive us our trespasses, as
we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead us not
into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For Thine is the
Kingdom, the power and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.
The Lord bless us and keep us. The Lord make His face
shine upon us and be gracious unto us. The Lord lift up the light of
His countenance upon us and give us peace now and always.
Amen.

Proceedings resumed at 10.29 am
The Speaker: Please be seated.

reading by the HONOURABLE speaker of
messages and announcements
Apologies
The Speaker: I have received apologies from the Third
Elected Member from the district of Bodden Town who is
still off the Island with his wife for medical reasons. I have
also received apologies for late attendance from the Honourable Third Official Member who will be arriving much
later this morning.

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS
Amendment to the Motion to Debate the Constitutional Commissioners’ Report
(Continuation of debate thereon)
The Speaker: The Honourable First Elected Member from
the district of George Town. For the record, you have spoken for 22 minutes and you have a period of 1 hour and 38
minutes remaining.
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
When we adjourned yesterday afternoon I was
dealing with number 18 on the Constitutional Modernisation Checklist, and I want to pick up from there because
as the arguments flow this morning they will continually
come back to the point at hand in that section of the
Checklist.
Number 18 again reads, “Do the changes suggested by the Overseas Territories Government have the
support of the majority of the population? What is the
evidence for such support? Has there been ‘extensive’
local consultation (with or without the assistance of a
Constitutional Commissioner or Commission) followed by
a debate in the legislature in which the suggested
changes have been approved by Motion?”
What we are debating now is an amendment to
the original Motion. For ease of reference I will speak to it
as the original Motion dealing with adoption of the Report
and the amendment dealing with taking note of the Report.
When we look at it, although the Minister moving
the Motion has not thus far explained the purpose of the
amendment, we have to assume certain things. I believe
that if we try to follow the situation logically, it is fair to
say that we cannot change the Commissioners’ Report.
And if Britain has asked if the changes suggested have
been followed by a debate in the Legislature in which
these suggested changes have been approved by Motion, then to me it puts us in a quandary with regards to
the process.
Obviously from the Minister’s delivery yesterday
afternoon, the Government has some varying views from
what the Commissioners recommended. He outlined and
explained the position so I would believe then that the
Government, having the majority, would not be in a position to adopt the Report because there are some differences.
If we are going to take note of the Report, to me
there is a fundamental flaw in the process and it comes
back to the question that we have been asking. When
the Minister referred to ‘we’, I am assuming he speaks to
the Government and the United Democratic Party. I cannot assume that when he says ‘we’ he speaks to the ma-
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jority of the people of the Cayman Islands. As I said yesterday, I do not think any one of us is in a position to
proffer any position that we can safely say at this point is
what the majority of the people of the Cayman Islands
desire as any change to our existing Constitution.
When we look at what number 18 on the checklist says, if this debate which supposedly is centred
around the Commissioners’ Report is not one which is
going to be approved by Motion, my question is, what are
we going to send to London?
We hold the view that the reason why London
has set out the parameters under which the Review
could be conducted and where recommendations could
be made to them, is because they believe that it is not
only our right but perhaps almost to the level of an obligation on our part to be able to arrive at a consensus. So
when we send what the country wishes as any changes
to our existing Constitution, all they have to do is to utilise their Constitutional experts to look at the broad principles that need to be looked at within a Constitution. To
examine all of their obligations with regards to the very
first one on the Checklist which says, “The proposals
should be consistent with the United Kingdom’s International and Treaty obligations.”

At that point in time when it is sent back to us,
they do not have to decide for the Cayman Islands what
is best. If what we are sending to them does not reflect
the views of the majority and we cannot prove that what
we are sending reflects the views of the majority, what is
the basis on which they are going to craft a new Constitution? It begs the question, which is fundamental to me
and to the entire process.
Now, Madam Speaker, throughout this whole
Review process that has taken place, I am advised that
the Constitutional Commissioners had this Checklist and
in their review they examined all of the points which
would be relevant to their portion of the process. They
have said that based on the input they have received this
is what they believe should be the recommendations.

They have also said that they are satisfied
that those recommendations reflect a broad based
consensus of the population, even though they qualify
by speaking to numbers that they had opportunity to
interact and dialogue with and take input from. And I
believe that while they have not pointedly stated so,
they recognise that those numbers in proportion to
voters of the country were small. So they worked with
what they had and presented what they thought to be
the views of the majority.
We are at a point now where we have the Government proffering some differences in what the Commissioners have reviewed. The question now is: Which
view reflects the view of the majority? We come right
back to the view that we should send the views of the
majority and that we should have evidence to prove that.
We contend this morning that regardless of what
someone might say, the process has dragged on. It is
time to move on, and all people want to do is to stall it.
The fact remains that whatever comes out of this debate
cannot be said truthfully to reflect the views of the majority, and that is what London wants. Somewhere along the
line, regardless of whether we all have to take responsibility for it or not, we have failed in the process because
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we are not at the point where what we are sending up
reflects the views of the majority.
We have made attempts when the Report was
published, to try to meet with as many people as possible
to talk to them, to get their views; to explain some of the
things that they may not know that we might have had
knowledge of; to learn from them because some of them
had their views and many of them came up with thoughts
that had not crossed our minds, which is exactly what the
process is all about. But we still have in mass the cry
from the people of this country that we want more time.
Where we draw the line is a very serious question to ask. No one is subscribing to the belief that it
should drag on and on. That is not what we are saying by
any means; we are saying that this is perhaps the most
important time that we have faced. Even if some people
do not subscribe to that view, what we believe is that no
matter what the desired end result, we must find a way
whereby the majority of the people can be satisfied that it
is their views that are being sent to London. Regardless
of what arguments are put forward today, it is our contention that we are not in a position at this point in time to
say that whatever goes up to London is the view of the
majority.
The Minister, when he was speaking yesterday,
spoke to perhaps a delegation going up to London with
representatives of the Government and representatives
of the Opposition to speak to London regarding what
they should use as the base to build upon and create a
Draft Constitution. I thought about that at length last
night. It is not unfair from the point of view of making sure
that both sides are heard. I have no problem with that.
My problem is that it comes back down to the fundamental reasoning that we have not yet achieved consensus in
this country as to what we should tell them.
So, what are we going to tell them? All we would
tell them is our opinion. It is unfortunate. And again, regardless of the question of where the responsibility lies,
what has really transpired through this process after the
Commissioners’ Report was completed is, we were not
able to devise a way when we noticed the reaction of the
people to line the situation through that they could have
their own opportunity to give their input after that and be
able to gain consensus.
If the Government contends that that is not the
way the process should work, that is up to them. Our
contention is that as representatives of the people, our
job is not to take our opinions and give those on behalf of
the people. Our job is to ensure that what we pass on,
are the opinions of the people. I grant that there are
many people in this country, who for more than one reason are not ‘up to speed’ so to speak, with matters concerning the Constitution: perhaps that is consistent
throughout any territory. The difficulty with the whole
situation and the whole process is that because we might
accept that to be a fact, does not mean that we should
not stop and find a way to get to them so that the majority can understand and form an opinion so that we are
sure that that is what they want.
With regards to the matter of petition: there is an
excess of 7000 signatures on a petition that basically
calls for two things: 1)It wants for the debate, the transcripts from which are going to be sent with the Constitu-
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tional Commissioners’ Report along with other recitals
and opinions from other groups and organisations and
perhaps from individuals. It wants for that debate to be
deferred. The reason why they are asking for that debate
to be deferred is because they themselves are still trying
to sift through to understand and to say this is what they
want because they have not reached that point. That is
the first thing. 2) And they are saying because there is no
way in the process thus far, which guarantees that on
certain of the issues that are raised, that the opinions
that are put forward to London are going to be those of
the majority. Let the majority decide by a Referendum.
That is what the people are saying.

Madam Speaker, regardless of the thoughts,
this is not about us. A new Constitution when it is over
and done with (while it will be agreed upon by the representatives of the people), that will not be something
that is owned by the representatives. That will be the
Constitution of the people. If we look to the fundamental issue that we are faced with, I believe that all of us
want at the end of the day for the right thing to happen. I believe that. But the question that keeps coming
up is what I believe to be the right thing—the same
thing as what the majority of the country believes to
be the right thing.
We can come back to the principle that the
people elected us. So, as their representatives, we
should be with the authority to speak on their behalf.
This is not one of those instances. We were not
elected with the matters of the Constitution and the
issues that have come about that are in question at
this time, as part of an election campaign.
If that were the case there would absolutely
be no problem. If it had transpired in that manner that
there was a review going on and individuals or groups
had come out to the constituents and said, this is our
position on what is being proposed; if we are elected
this is what we are going to suggest to London that
should form the framework for a new Constitution.
And whoever the people voted in, it is a fair comment
and absolutely correct to say that they were elected
on that mandate so they have a mandate. But none of
us in here has that mandate today and we want to put
forward the thought that the Foreign and Commonwealth Office recognises that that is not the case. To
speak to evidence in our checklist can only lead to
one alternative about certain of the issues if they are
contentious and not able to be agreed upon by all
concerned. And that method can only be via referendum.
The question comes: When do we do a referendum? It can be debated back and forth as to at
what point in time, if there is to be a referendum, it
should be done. I know that. But I come back to point
18: London has clearly stated in their checklist that
when they are going to draft a constitution they want
the changes that are suggested to show evidence of
the support of the majority of the population. And
there should be a debate in the Legislature in which
the changes that are suggested have been approved
by Motion obviously meaning, by majority. Taking
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note, as is in this case, in no way complies with that,
unless the Government knows what we do not know.
That has to be the basis of our argument as representatives of the people.
We have no other evidence to go by; if London has changed its mind the country should have
been advised. Not just me, not just the Members on
this side of the floor but the whole country should
have been advised. Let me explain this: Regardless of
who does not agree or like the argument, the reason
why so many people are asking for this debate to be
deferred is because they believe that whatever is sent
now is going to be it. They do not think they have had
the opportunity to give input in the right way yet. That
is what they believe and based on what they had to
work with and their understanding of the process,
what else can they believe? They have clung to the
Referendum issue, because if that is the only sure
way to know the opinions of the majority, let the people speak in that method [referendum]. That is where
the whole argument is.
If the process is not what I have just said it is,
then the country needs to know: the people need to understand. As I understand it, and with your permission I
quote from a meeting that was held in Cayman Brac
quite recently—this was simply one of the speakers explaining the process as he understood it, I am sure. It
reads: “Once this issue is debated, this House will take
note, send the Hansard which is a copy of the minute,
through His Excellency The Governor to the Foreign
and Commonwealth Office and they will look at the
Commissioners’ Report, the letters that came from
Chamber of Commerce, The Cayman Ministers Association, The Caymanian Bar Association and anyone else
who made representation including the petition.

“The United Kingdom, not the UDP, not Lyndon
or Julianna, will draft what they see fit as being a Draft
Constitution. When that comes back that is the document
that will be the guiding document for the final version. It
is at that time we will come back to you the people and
explain the position and if there are positions to be discussed, for example if the UK Government comes back
and accepts the One Man One Vote principle. . . that is
the time that we need to do the petition and the referendum. . . not waste money now and then have to do it
again when it comes back.”

The Speaker: Honourable Member is it your intention to
lay that on the Table seeing that you have referred to it verbatim?
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: I certainly can, Madam Speaker. It
was, as I understand it, a tape with that section that was just
transcribed. I do not have a problem with that.
The Speaker: So ordered (for the laying).
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: The reason why I quoted what I just
did, was because that was the only time that I heard what
might have been an identification of the process by a representative of the United Democratic Party. So, what that is
saying is, Is the process certainly going counter to what the
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Checklist says? Again it begs the question, Has the process
changed, and if so, are the people aware of any changes in
the process?
We on this side of the House, the Members of
the People’s Progressive Movement, (the Movement that
the Second Elected Member from Cayman Brac calls the
‘PP Movement,’) do not wish to, in any way, stymie the
process, but we would be failing our duty as representatives of the people if we do not hear what they are saying. We have to act in accordance with that and that
would appear to be the fundamental difference in how we
view the process going through as to how the Government views the process.
There was a question raised yesterday and the
Leader of Government Business spoke to when the Review was announced and the then Governor had talked
about the process that the Government at that time was
not speaking about any referendum. And when the Government at that time thought of the positions–I cannot
quote him verbatim but I speak as my understanding is of
it—that would have been available, no one said anything
about it. I want to make it absolutely clear today with no
reservations whatsoever that I, being a part of the Government at that time, and the Representative from North
Side, did not envisage any change to take place in the
Constitution before the next Election. I do not care what
rumours are put out.
There is a major difference in how people think
(and I am singling myself out.) There is nobody in here
who can go into my mind and say something and truthfully know what is in there. However, that was not a point
that was laboured, so I will not labour it. But I had to take
this opportunity because I know how it works. Some see
it a very integral part of the political process to keep whittling away at an individual’s credibility and other things.
That is the way you get rid of them and it has worked; I
know it has worked. But I know me.
Getting back to the point: We come to the juncture where there is a fundamental difference in how we
see the people being involved in the process and what
would appear to us to be a departure from that principle,
to see whether or not the process can continue because
the people have already had their say.
Perhaps a better idea is, rather than a delegation going to London to speak to them, why not as the
former Governor suggested when he explained to us
what the process would be, ask London to come here
that they can hear what the people have to say? Let us
do it like that and then there is no chance for any one of
us, who might be on such a delegation, not being sure of
what we are saying reflects the views of the majority. Let
us think of it like that.
I come back again to number 18. We really
would like to know how Her Majesty’s Government is
going to react when they get the Hansard of this debate
and whatever else accompanies the Report. And when
they look at their checklist and ask themselves the question: ‘Do we go by the opinions put forward with the majority
of the legislators as has been put forward in the presentation
yesterday because that represents a majority in the House?’
‘What evidence do we have that those views reflected by the
majority within the Legislature also reflect the views of the
majority of the people?’ ‘The Motion is a ‘take note’ Motion,
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so what is it that the Legislature have approved to be sent to
us?’

I can only see with good reason that those questions will be asked and we contend today that if there is
no change in the Checklist, London is not going to be
able to use the Report and whatever else accompanies it
to be able to draft a Constitution and be satisfied in their
minds that the draft that they have completed is going to
reflect the views of the majority.
The only thing that they can be absolutely sure
of, given the scenario that we have now, is that whatever
they draft will comply with it being consistent with the
United Kingdom’s own international and treaty obligations: nothing else.

Madam Speaker, I want to get back to the issue of referendum—if I understood the Leader of
Government Business correctly when he spoke to the
petition by saying that the petition will be forwarded to
London and that the Government would honour whatever London says. Again, not quoting verbatim, but
that was my understanding of what he said, I can only
conclude from that statement that the petition along
with the signatures would be sent to London to ask
London the question, Should we do a referendum or
not?
If that is the case, then I contend London is
going to reply by saying ‘That is none of our business,
it is yours.’ We have at present the provisions in the
Constitution for a referendum to take place. Those
provisions call for a resolution to be passed in this
House which would trigger for a Bill to be brought
specifying what should take place. And once the Bill is
approved the referendum takes place, the issue is
dead until the next time around. That is the way it
works now.
We made an attempt that was unsuccessful, but
it does not matter who does it. What has to be decided is
whether this Legislature accepts that it is the wish of the
people to go that route. It does not matter what the results are at present. It is totally possible that we might
have a position on an issue that if a referendum took
place the majority of the people hold the opposite view.
We would have to respect that.
So the call for a referendum has no bearing on
what we want to be the results. We simply want the results of whatever the people say, regardless of what their
individual views are. The key to that in the whole process
is to ensure that the people of this country understand
the issues. What we are quite prepared to do, as we
have been making attempts to do in the past, is not to try
to inculcate in the minds of the people what they should
do about the issues, but rather to discuss them and show
them the merits and the demerits as we see it; to hear
from them and to allow them from an informed position to
be able to make their own decisions. That is what the
process is all about. That is what we contend.
Even though we identified certain specific issues
it need not be held to that position. We are not averse, if
other issues are in the fore, to deal with those also. I do
not have a problem with that. So, we have to decide
whether or not we accept the wish of the people and go
that route. If we do not go that route, then the Govern-
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ment has to determine a way to ensure that the views of
the majority are what they send to London.
Madam Speaker, let us look at the timing of
things, albeit arguments can be put forth as to why this
last minute effort. That is the way life is.
The Civil Service: It was decided that in the petition which was calling for an action on the part of Government, and because General Orders stated that they
could not participate in a petition which called for an action of the Government, the Civil Service cannot participate in the process.
There are perhaps (without being exact but
close enough to use the figure when all are considered)
some 4,500 civil servants. If we want to get very technical—and I do not want to blow the word ‘Civil Servants’
out of proportion when I say 4,500. I mean Government
employees or quasi Government employees. I think all of
those numbers put together come up to about 4,500. By
percentages that we know in the past it is easy to say
and not be far off that somewhere between 2,500 and at
least 3,000 of those are voters. We do not know what
their thoughts are on a referendum because they were
not allowed to participate. I get to understand that they
are doing something internal. Just to get a feel as to
whether they would like to see a referendum take place
in this situation. They will not know that until the 24th.
The Chamber of Commerce is sending out numerous questionnaires. That too will take some time but I
do not know the deadline for that. I do not know when
they are going to have the results of that.
So, we are right now in the middle, on top of the
signatures that are on a petition of trying to determine
through other means whether that is what the country
wants or not. Do we as representatives of the people
take it on our own to say that is not the route to go?

The Speaker: Honourable Member is this an appropriate
time for us to take the morning break?
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Yes, Madam Speaker.
The Speaker: We will suspend 15 minutes for the morning
break.
Proceedings suspended at 11.17 am
Proceedings resumed at 12.01 pm
The Speaker: Proceedings are resumed. Continuing the
debate the First Elected Member from the district of George
Town with a remaining time of 52 minutes.
Mr. D. Kurt Tibbetts: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
As I continue on—and I think we are nearly
there now—I just want to touch back on the Motion
and the amendment because it struck me as I read
the original Motion, which as I read from the Daily
Journal [Hansard] of March 18, the Minister says, “I
will move that the Report of Constitutional Modernisation Review be debated and if agreed upon adopted on
15 April 2002”. We know that that time was extended

so naturally that time would change. The amendment
will cause the Motion to read, “BE IT RESOLVED THAT
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this Honourable Legislative Assembly debates and
takes note of the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review 2002.”

So, the original Motion would have lent to the
possibility that if it was not agreed upon that the Report could not be sent. The amendment calls for taking note obviously allows the Report to be sent but
with whatever other opinions that may vary from the
Report being allowed to accompany it.
As we have contended before, looking at the
amendment and the original Motion, and what the
amended version would be like, makes it impossible
on our part to support the amendment. Especially
since that is what we are dealing with as it does not
confirm, as I have said before, to number 18 of the
Constitutional Modernisation checklist. Madam
Speaker, forgive me if I keep referring to that. It is because it is a little bit long and it had three or four different questions in it, and focus has to remain on
those questions in outlining the arguments as to why
we cannot support the amendment.
It was not long before we took the break that I
referred to the referendum and the fact that the Civil
Service was conducting their own survey among the
civil servants (Civil Service Association) to try to determine what their views were.
There is also the Chamber of Commerce survey. Timing has a lot to do with all of what we have
talked about if we are going to be sure that what is
sent to London reflects the wishes of the majority of
the people. Some questions come to mind: Are we going to take notes of the results of these two surveys? When
is the collated package going to be sent to London? It is my

understanding that His Excellency the Governor will
have a say in when this goes off to London. I do not
know what his views are as to when that timing should
be, or what he will deem [necessary] to be included in
the package for London to consider. What we do
know is that we contend that whatever that combination is, there must be a clear message as to what the
wishes of the majority of the people are. That has
been the focus of the debate with regards to the Motion. The amendment that we speak to now does not
allow at the conclusion of the debate for what London
wants to operate with to be sent to them. Because
there will have been no debate in the Legislature in
which the changes have been approved by a Motion.
So, it seems like we are beating the same
horse all the time. There is a reason for that because
we still hope that we can find a way that all of us can
be satisfied that the views of the majority have been
heard and taken on board.
There was mention made yesterday that even
the churches are getting involved in the process. The
churches are like any other entity and those people
who are members of the churches, by and large, will
find themselves as citizens of the country. So, although the Church is an institution that is looked at in
a different light in most instances, there is absolutely
no reason why members should not be able to express their own views. Much concentration has been

Official Hansard Report

Friday, 21 June 2002

regarding the Bill of Rights but that is not their only
concern. They are but one of the many groups and
individuals who, at this point in time, are not satisfied.
That regardless of the process that they have had
chance to fully understand the proposed changes and
to air their views as to whether they agree with those
changes or not.
If London wants a clear message and the Report of the Commissioners says one thing—the Government has offered the position that in many of the
areas where changes are suggested, they are on
board, but in some areas they are not.
The Commissioners have said that they are
satisfied their proposals represent what the majority
want. The Government is contending that in certain
areas they do not agree with it. Someone tell me,
what evidence do we have to show who is right? The
fundamental reasoning behind the process calls for, at
the end of the day, the majority view, which should be
presented to London. How do we fill that void? How
do we make it happen? I contend today that it is incumbent on all of us here to ensure that that happens
however it does, but that it happens and it has not
happened yet.
The petition is calling for a referendum to fill
that void. If the Government does not agree that that
should be the case, then they have to devise a
method to satisfy the gap because our sole intention
is for that to happen.
Speaking about referendum, there have been
some arguments proffered about a 1999 Motion which
in essence called for the Constitution to be changed to
allow for a people-initiated referendum, as the situation that obtains presently does not allow for that. As I
explained earlier, it has to be done by a resolution
through this Assembly.
It has been said that if persons like myself
were so interested in referendum, that during the time
that I was on the Government Bench, why did I not
cause that to happen. The fact of the matter is, when
the Motion was approved in 1999 after the then
Leader of Government Business had brought some
amendments to it, it rested with the Government. I
distinctly recall on more than one occasion after that
Motion was approved in the Legislative Assembly enquiring as to what was being done.
For purposes of clarity, what had to be done
was that a similar exercise of going to London seeking
the change would have had to take place. But it did
not at that time because we had the Elections. Some
have said when the new Government took over why
did I not cause it to happen? ‘Madam Speaker, for
whatever penalty I have to pay for it, I am not going to
make up any stories about it. Two arguments came
forth at some point in time: (1) a Motion was approved
in the Legislative Assembly; (2) the Assembly was
dissolved so the Resolution died.
If that were the case, then the onus would
have been to bring it back and start the whole process
over again. That is the way I understand that process.
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And if it were not the case, then it would mean that
one would have to initiate dialogue with London to
cause it to happen.
Madam Speaker, the fact is, for whatever may
be said, that there was so much going on, on a continuing basis that I had no indication from anyone
about it and I personally did not think of it to do it. In
the arguments they can say whatever they wish to say
after this about it. I am simply telling the truth about it.
That is what happened.
When the talk came to me about the Motion
falling away and all of this sort of thing, my mind was
that in this process it could be addressed, as we have
addressed it, because we have put forward the case
publicly that we certainly believe that a new Constitution should include provisions to allow a peopleinitiated referendum. And that a Law should be made
which would set out the terms and conditions and that
would be in our own domestic legislation. The Constitution would call for it, the Law would be made so that
people would know under what terms and conditions a
referendum could be initiated if it is to be initiated by
the public.
So, there is no question of whether we support it or not. If the argument is brought forth that I
was negligent or that I thought otherwise then it
makes no sense in me trying to go with a long slew of
reasons why I did not personally put it forth. It is exactly as I have said it. Of course by now I am used to
how arguments are going to go and today I am but a
messenger. I would hope, while I have my own personal doubts about it, that we could be dealing with
the message because that is what is important. If that
gets lost in the way then it would be easy to understand what is more important, the message or the
messenger.
The arguments have been put forth. We believe that the public at large in this country is not satisfied notwithstanding the process that was outlined and
is ongoing. We believe that the public is not satisfied
that they have had ample chance to digest and give
their views. However, they want to air their views before sending anything to London. We are of the view,
with whatever we have before us, that London wants it
to be the views of the majority of the people.
We are totally satisfied at this point in time
that we do not have that position at hand. We have
not reached to that stage regardless of whether or not
we should be (or the process has allowed for it or not)
the fact is, we are not at that stage. People have
asked for more time, which is the reason why the petition has asked for deferral of the debate.
The people have also asked for a referendum in order
to ensure a clear message from the majority as to
their views are on the issues where there is a difference between what the Constitutional Commissioners’
Report says and what the Government has proffered
as an opinion; and perhaps, what we may even have
as opinions. So, it is impossible for us to participate in
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the debate of the Report because to do so would not
be representing the wishes of the people as we see it.
Certainly, if a way cannot be found to get the
people of this country to the point where they are satisfied that they have given their input, and that what is
going forward is the view of the majority then we will
have no choice. Notwithstanding the fact that we have
not participated in the debate but we will have no
choice. But based on representations that we have
received, based on the input that we have received;
and based on the interaction where we have tried to
meet with as many individuals as possible to get their
feed back, we certainly will have no choice but to collate and pass that information on to the relevant authorities as our part of the contribution. While making
the statement of not participating in the debate, we
certainly would not, not participate to the point where
we would not want to proffer what the views are that
we have gleaned thus far. So we will not participate to
that level. We are certainly going to do that if that has
to happen.
What we are asking for is that the Government find a way to involve the people rather than proceeding with this debate and sending that along with
the Report to London for them to draft the Constitution. That is the basic view.
It seems that the debate is going to follow on
the Report of the Constitutional Commissioners. And if
the amendment is approved the vote will be taken on
whether or not to ‘take note’ that the position that has
been offered by Government (the majority) will be debated and note will be taken. Our understanding is,
that will go to London with whatever else. We believe
that that exercise is certainly futile if we accept the
principle that number 18 of the checklist calls for
whereby it asked, if the changes that are suggested
have the support of the majority, where is the evidence and such the like?
Obviously we have to subscribe to the belief
that at this time the process is flawed if the people of
the country are not satisfied that they have had their
say in that process. It is fundamentally flawed as I
have said before because the process that is on the
way goes counter to the criteria that are required by
London as they put forward the checklist. Perhaps I
might note how many times I mentioned clause 18 but
as I said to you earlier this morning, clause 18 underpins much of the arguments that I would have brought
forth.
I ask the question, how can the Government;
how can we; how can anyone else at this point in time
say that the changes that are proposed by the Commissioners—if the Commissioners are satisfied that
those are the views of the majority and there are suggested differences between what the Commissioners
have said, it has to mean that the Government is not
satisfied with those areas that the Commissioners
have expressed as the views of the majority. It cannot
mean anything else other than that. And if the Government is saying that we do not agree with that and
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this is the way that we would like to see it, then they
are either not concerned about whether that is the
expressed wish of the majority or they are saying that
the message they send is that of the majority of the
people. If they are only referring to what they think
then that thought is also flawed because what London
wants is not what we think but what the majority of the
people think. If they say that that is what the majority
of the people think then begs the question, where is
the evidence?
They speak to supporters who support whatever side. I am not concerned right now about supporters. That is for another forum. I am concerned
with what we are hearing the people say. Now after
we proffer these arguments and the line up counters
all that we have said I want someone to seriously ask
me what is the test that tells anyone of us that the
message that we send to London is the majority of the
people! They say what they have to say. . .we might
say what we have to say but the fact of the matter is,
the reason why we are not moving forward in proffering our opinions on those areas is simply because at
this point in time we have to accept what people are
saying: that they want more time before they form
their opinions. After we have interacted with them
more on those areas where there seem to be some
disagreement, let them decide on which way they
want to go. Unless there is another method that can
be put forward the only answer to that, as we see it, is
by a referendum.
The Government has spoken and asked for
us to basically put aside differences and find a way
forward and I say again, we have no problem with
that. Contrary to what some may believe I am quite
easy, and I am sure my colleagues are, to sit and find
a way. All we are saying is let us make sure the people are satisfied, even if they wear you down. It is frustrating because I have experienced it. We have experienced it and I am sure Members of the Government have experienced it. Someone has an issue and
they will not leave that issue. Sometimes they do not
even want to listen as to what the other side of the
coin when you might want to take a different perspective. Those experiences we will have, but unfortunately, those are some of the things that we have to
agree on and put up with. For everybody has the right
to air his or her opinion.
I do not know right now how else we could
ensure that the process is one that is satisfactory to
the public. As I said earlier on, an Election is nearly
two and a half years away. These issues cannot be
the subject of an Election for people to decide via
what opinions are proffered by candidates to give a
mandate as to what should be done. So, in the absence of that I see no other way but a referendum.
Madam Speaker, the question again, what is
the purpose of the amendment? For us to take note of
the Report when London has clearly called for assurances that what is being sent has the support of the
majority? That there is evidence of that support, wide-
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spread consultation and debate in the Legislature in
which the suggested changes have been approved by
Motion? If London has changed its mind as to the
process that it wishes for us to comply with then we
need to know. If it has not changed its mind then there
is something wrong with the process that we are going
forward with.
We are quite willing as representatives of the
people to participate in a process, which includes the
people to the point where by and large they are satisfied with what is going to be sent to London. We do
not wish to associate ourselves with any process that
goes counter to that. Regardless of what may be said
as to why we do not want to participate, the fact of the
matter is, as representatives of the people, in this instance, it is not our job to simply use what we believe
should be the changes as the guiding light for London
to draft the Constitution. Rather it is what the majority
of the people wish as the changes that we should put
forward as suggestions. This process that continues
now as far as we can understand and think through
will not allow for that to happen. Thus, we find great
difficulty with it. We do hope that we will find a way
and I am certain that there is a way. The question is,
Where do we find the common ground to move forward?
Madam Speaker, our position is not one that
simply wishes to go against the grain of what is happening now. It is obvious to us that for it to move forward; for it to be a situation where the public’s fears
are relayed that they are satisfied in the process. As
of now we contend that they are not satisfied that they
have had their say. I would hope that in dealing with
this amendment that Government would explain because usually when an amendment is brought to Motion or a Motion is brought in moving either of the two,
the Mover would explain the purpose so that if there is
debate, it can ensue based on the intent which is explained by the Mover.
We have not had that opportunity yet and I
think that we deserve to understand the intention of
this amendment. As I understand it that will be the first
vote that is taken as debate continues on conclusion
of that amendment. If the Government chooses to
continue on to deal with the bigger picture, as I said,
we certainly cannot participate. I must also say that
we cannot support the amendment as a matter of
principle because of all of the points that I have explained thus far.
Finally, Madam Speaker, our sole intention is
to ensure that the process concludes to the satisfaction of the people of this country. It is our considered
view that if that is to happen then their wishes must be
heard, as frustrating as it may be, because they must
be satisfied that they have had their say. Thank you.
The Speaker: Thank you Member. We will now take
the luncheon break and reconvene at 2.15 pm.
Proceedings suspended at 12.40 pm
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Proceedings resume at 2.23 pm
The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are resumed.
Continuation of the Debate on the Amendment. The Honourable Deputy Leader.
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
After today nobody in this Honourable House,
or indeed any member of the listening public can say
that you are not a fair Speaker. Because in all my
years in this House I have never seen so much latitude given to a Member of the Opposition, or any
Member of the House involved in tedious repetition—
in contravention of Standing Orders 41(1). Madam
Speaker, you are to be congratulated for the patience
that you showed today.
The Motion before this Honourable House
seeking to amend the substantive Motion by introducing the amendment to take note, rather than to approve the Report of the Constitutional Commissioners
was carefully considered prior to submission. It would
have been impossible to approve the Commissioners’
Report and Draft Constitution for the simple reason
that the Report and recommendations of the Constitutional Commissioners did not receive the full support
of any Member of the Legislative Assembly.
We are unable to approve this Report because
there are parts with which we do not agree. And we cannot disapprove it because we agree with the majority of
the Report. That is quite a conundrum. Thus, the reason
for the introduction of a ‘take note’ Motion.
The ‘take note’ Motion in its amended form
reads, “BE IT RESOLVED that this Honourable Legislative Assembly debates and takes note of the Report of
the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners
2002.”

Again, I want to mention and emphasise
that point because the ‘take note’ Motion is referring specifically to the Report of the Constitutional
Modernisation Review Commissioners and Draft
Constitution.
On page 441 of Erskine May Parliamentary
Practice, Twenty-second edition, in the section dealing
with Motions ‘to take note’ it states and I read, “The formula is regularly based on select committee reports. It
is also appropriate for use by a Minister when he wishes
to put down a neutral motion; a motion for papers
would be inappropriate in this case, since papers can
be laid only by the Government”.

The important part is that this formula enables
the House to debate a matter without coming to any positive decision. As we said, this was the only appropriate
method to use because some of the Constitutional
Commissioners’ Report was acceptable by the Government and other sections were not. So, it could not have
received an affirmative position or be taken on the affirmative Motion.
From the very first meeting held by the United
Democratic Party (UDP) on the Commissioners’ Report
and Draft Constitution, the UDP was quite clear on the
issues which we agreed and disagreed and our proposal
for changes. I will just pause here to say that it is somewhat disgraceful that on a matter as important as this,
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that no Member of the Opposition is present while this
matter is being discussed from the Government Bench.
We sat here out of respect for this Honourable
House today and listened ad nauseam as the First
Elected Member from George Town spoke on and on, on
the same issue—tedious repetition—and we did not object to it because we felt that he should have been given
the latitude in this House. And Madam Speaker, you
were kind enough to allow him to continue with his tedious repetition. It is disgraceful to see that those Members
(who are being paid the same as the Members on this
side of the House) have ignored the House and walked
out. There is not one of them here to listen to this debate
and that is what they call good representation of the
people. It is a disgrace. This is what they should be telling the public: the way they represent the people in this
House and the disregard they have for the Honourable
Legislative Assembly.
Our proposal took into account and reflected the
views submitted to us by various individuals and groups
including members of various churches. We consistently
articulated our position at all of our meetings in each district in Grand Cayman and Cayman Brac, which were
reported on in the Media.
It can therefore be reasonably concluded that
the Cayman population has known from the initial stages
of the consultation process of the proposals of the UDP.
Again, as we moved from district to district we took on
board the views of the public, which on balance, are reflected in the UDP’s position paper that will be spoken
about later on in the debate.
The process of seeking the views of the public
cannot reasonably be regarded as an exact science. I
would like to repeat that: the process of seeking the
views of the public cannot reasonably be regarded as an
exact science. The Commissioners’ Report reflected the
views of what they regarded as stated by them as a majority of a representative sample of the population.
The proposals in the UDP’s position paper also
reflect what we regard as the views of a majority of a
representative sample of the people whom we have
reached.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the process
followed by the Commissioners and the United Democratic Party complies with section 219 of the Foreign and
Commonwealth Constitutional Modernisation Checklist
dated October 1999 in respect of the question, Do the
changes suggested by the Overseas Territories Government have the support of a majority of the population?

I would reiterate that the process undertaken
by both the Commissioners and the UDP reflect a representative sample of the views of the majority of the
population. At this point I wish to table a copy of the
original Constitutional Modernisation Checklist received from the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
dated October 1999.
The copy that was tabled by the First Elected
Member for George Town yesterday was just a reproduction or edited copy that was provided by the Government Information Services (GIS) and I am not here
to say that it contained any wrong information. I am
tabling this because this is a copy of the original paper
that was sent from London.
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The Speaker: So ordered.
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: The section 18 that was referred
to in the paper that was read from by the First Elected
Member for George Town is the equivalent of section 19 of
this paper, except the paper that was tabled yesterday left
off some very important information.
Madam Speaker, on page 1 of the paper, which
was perhaps inadvertently omitted from that other paper,
it states in paragraph 1.3 (and I would like to read this
and have it recorded in the Hansard), “In order to help
OT Governments to review their Constitutions and to
see if any changes are needed a checklist has been
drawn up which gives an indication of the standards
which OT should seek to achieve, the obligations which
they should strive to meet and the expectations of HMG
in key areas of constitutional modernisation. OT Governments are asked to consider the checklist when
making proposals for constitutional change and either
to incorporate suitable measures in their proposals to
meet the requirements of the list or explain why a particular requirement should not apply to their territory.”

It is a pity that the First Elected Member for
George Town did not read that information in because it
states quite clearly that this checklist is being given to
Overseas Territories as an indication of the standards
which they should seek to achieve, and that Governments are asked to consider the checklist when making
proposals for constitutional changes. That shows the
flexibility in the checklist that was sent to the Overseas
Territories.
We have heard much said by the Opposition
about the process, which they employed in order to obtain the views of a majority of the population. But it is
quite clear from the results—I am not putting down the
results because I know that a number of very good citizens signed the petition—some were properly informed
about it, others were not. We are not quite sure how
many of the 7,000 are perhaps visitors off the cruise
ships or other people coming here on very short visits.
But I am sure that the authentication process will distinguish those that should be on it and those that should
not. I have every faith that that would be done properly.

Nonetheless, it is quite clear that the numbers that signed
the petition are not a majority of our population. I would
like to focus on that particular point notwithstanding that it
is a significant number. We are talking about a majority and
there is no way—unless the Opposition has done a different
arithmetic from mine—that 7,000 people out of 40,000 can
form a majority. I would go further to say that it is presumptuous for the First Elected Member for George Town,
or any other Member of the Opposition, to get up in this
Honourable House and suggest otherwise.
It could just as reasonably be concluded that the
33,000 (that is, 40,000 less 7,000 remaining 33,000 plus)
members of the population who did not sign the petition
do not want a referendum, if that logic was extended.
Further, it could also be reasonably concluded that the
33,000, which represent the vast majority agree with the
position consistently made public by the United Democratic Party. Accordingly, the legislative group of the
United Democratic Party have all signed a position,
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which sets out the views and recommendations of the
United Democratic Party. And this was done after very
close and careful consultation with the public and incorporating the wishes of the public where appropriate. This
can particularly be seen in the section dealing with Human Rights.
Madam Speaker, I suggest and submit that what
has been done to date by the United Democratic Party
complies fully with section 219 of the checklist which
questions whether the local consultation process has
been followed by a debate in the Legislature in which the
suggested changes have been approved by a Motion.
This procedure will be followed. I will not say any more
on this particular point at this point in time.
I believe it would be good to have the Members
of the Opposition here so that they could hear the other
side of this and not walk out of the Assembly when a
Member of Government is speaking with a different view.
This again, Madam Speaker, I would like to repeat, is not
only an insult to the person speaking, but it is also a disgrace in this Honourable House. Again, I wish to point
out in my short contribution on this that the process followed by the United Democratic Party has fully complied
with all aspects of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
Checklist.
I thank you, Madam Speaker.

The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Deputy Leader.
Does any other Member wish to speak on the amendment?
The Honourable Minister responsible for Community Services.
Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: Madam Speaker, it is said
that there is no point in preaching to the converted. And I
believe that this is the reason why parliaments are usually
made up of opposing views in order that each side will be
given the opportunity to debate issues and thereby arrive at
some consensus. This is obviously an opportunity that has
been denied this Parliament by the action of the Opposition
here today.
[Member in background: “Hear, hear!”]
Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: For if Parliament was
basically a House where there would be no disagreement
then we would be able to say that we have a dictatorship,
and that we have a one-party state. Thank God that in this
country debate is alive and well. But healthy debate, although it should exist on the outside of Parliament is more
useful in Parliament because it is the consensus that is arrived at in the Parliament that will later on help to form the
basis for the actions and the rights and privileges of citizens.
I have had a very difficult time understanding
exactly what it is that the Leader of the Opposition, the
First Elected Member from George Town has been saying. He says that he would like the people of these Islands to have a say in the constitutional process at this
particular stage but he should also be the voice of the
people. What he says should somehow represent what
the people are saying. The reason why we have Parliament as a separate entity from the outside is so that we
can have democracy that could not exist without the rule
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of law; without precedence and procedures conducted in
an orderly fashion.
So, I would assume that the Members of this
Legislative Assembly must be capable of speaking for
the people. Therefore, the fact that the Leader of the Opposition is not here means that he has already spoken
for the people. And as a result of having said what he
had to say for the people he has left because he is not to
be persuaded by argument. His opinion is the only opinion that counts in this Parliament and once he has
broadcast his opinion he gets up and walks out.
Madam Speaker, just imagine that we were
playing a football game. . .he scored one goal and he
gets up and walks out yet the time has not expired. He
would be representing his team very poorly if that were
the way he would conduct himself on a football field. But
then again anyone who bats and gets someone to run for
him, in a gentleman’s game such as cricket, must lack a
particular understanding of the kinds of institutions that
we are dealing with here.
The ‘take note’ Motion being brought as an
amendment to the present Motion is asking for a decisive
vote on the part of this Honourable House. It makes even
more sense when we listen to the position of the Leader
of the Opposition who tells us of the many people who
are now wanting to become involved in the constitutional
consultative process. The reason why it is important that
we have a Motion that takes note and therefore gives us
the possibility to debate the issue contained in the Constitutional Review process, rather than to have to agree
or disagree with the Constitutional Commissioners is, we
are lending a further hand to the process of consultation
which the Members of the Opposition have agreed
should not be concluded at this particular time. But when
they get up and walk out of this Honourable House what
are they telling us? That the only place they will continue
this process is on the streets with wheel barrows, making
jokes and having fun and giving the wrong impressions
about the seriousness of politics in this country.
Madam Speaker, there are certain people who
because of where they come from believe that however
they act, whether or not it is in a bar room or outside, it is
acceptable. But there are certain people that because of
where they come from even when they go around acting
like gentlemen they are not perceived as being such.
That type of perception is misled. It is time that we called
the spade the spade. It is time that we realised what
kinds of tactics are being used and the reason why they
are being used at this particular time.
Why come in after it had been told to the general
public that the Opposition would boycott this Honourable
House in its discussion on this particular issue, hug up
the TV time and take up all of our time. Then after having
made a few statements they leave to go out to do exactly
what they had already planned to do, meaning, that this
side (Government side) would have no opportunity to
debate with them through this dialogue to arrive at a
common ground and a common understanding.

I have asked the question where on the
Checklist does it say that the Government should use
referendum to ascertain the views of the majority of
the people. Where on the Checklist can we find this
information?
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An Honourable Member: It is not there.
Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: Madam Speaker, the
Leader of the Opposition and First Elected Member from
George Town used his time always referring to number 18
of the GIS Checklist. I would like to also state that it says,
“the GIS Checklist” or “GIS” at the end of Constitutional
Modernisation checklist. It did not say “Her Majesty’s
Government” as it is in the case here [separate document
shown] where it says “Overseas Territories Department
Foreign and Commonwealth Office October 1999”. This is
the original unabridged version that the Deputy Leader of
Government Business referred to.
Whenever we have information we should always know the English language is sometimes so ambiguous that unless we understand the source of the information we shall become confused by it. I think it is the
case where it says here in the GIS Checklist 18, “Do the
changes suggested by the Overseas Territories Government have the support of the majority of the population?” What does that mean? We understand that the
Constitutional Modernisation process is not a process
that was driven by the Cayman Islands Government in
that sense but it was driven by the Overseas Foreign and
Commonwealth Office through the Governor’s office
here.
So, Commissioners were set up by the Governor
so they would be able to gather the opinions of the people with regards to constitutional change. If the United
Kingdom wanted to get the opinions from the politicians
they would not have had any logical reasons for establishing three independent constitutional commissioners to
consult independently, and uninterrupted by Government
members with the people.
Now, the process might not have worked perfectly because no formula, especially when they are devised on the other side of the ocean, works perfectly. But
the intention can obviously be seen here. There was no
urgency on the part of the 1999 Government (led by the
Honourable Truman Bodden at that time and opposed by
the Honourable First Elected Member from George
Town) to make constitutional modernisation a priority.
And therefore, it was not an initiative that the Cayman
Islands Government got involved with.
Had the Cayman Islands Government decided,
like some other governments, that they were going to
take the initiative in modernising their Constitution, then
this checklist would have been a list that would have applied to them. The British Government wanted to make it
obvious what their standards and criteria were so that no
one would misinterpret exactly what they would be accepting in terms of constitutional changes or advancement.
So, what I am proposing is, Do the changes
suggested by the Overseas Territories Government have
the support of the majority of the population? And I would
say do the changes suggested by the Cayman Islands
Government have the support of the majority of the
population?
What we are debating here, from the point of
view of the Commissioners’ Report, is not the Government’s report, it is the Constitutional Commissioners’
Report and the Constitutional Commissioners have re-
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ported that what they have suggested have the support
of the majority of the people. The Opposition has questioned this to a certain extent that maybe the Constitutional Commissioners did not have the type of support
from the public that they needed. Therefore, they did not
get the input that was necessary.
Maybe constitutional change was not the most
important thing to the citizens of this country at that particular time. I can understand that. Politicians were not
involved and people were not emotive and they did not
get involved. But the point is, given the circumstances
which existed over the nine-month period that the Constitutional Commissioners carried out the mission, which
was given to them by the last Governor, they were able
to say certain things.
Now, we have points that are considered in the
Constitution where it appears as if the Government (the
United Democratic Party (UDP)) and the Opposition
(People’s Progressive Movement (PPM)), are in agreement regarding the general direction of the recommendations by the Commissioners. And all that really needs to
be resolved at this particular time are some six issues
that the PPM, in relationship to other free-spirited citizens
exercising their democratic right, seem to have flagged
up as issues that need to be discussed again.
I am hearing that people are saying, “We are not
satisfied that we agree on these six issues”. It is interesting that one of those six issues happens to be: Should
the Speaker come from inside the elected membership
or outside? This is put down as an issue of national importance. How do we get to the point to decide what is
an issue of national importance? Is it because the PPM
people say so?
What is an issue of national importance? And if
it is an issue of national importance can it be decided on
by a yes and no answer? My contention is that if the
Speaker is to come from outside then my next question
would be, if I vote and say, ‘Speaker comes from outside
and I am satisfied now, I had a referendum”. Now, whom
do I give that answer to? The Government, the Constitutional Commissioners? The United Kingdom? Where
does it go?
I would assume that since it is a referendum
what people would be trying to do is to [take] it to the
Government. The Government could then say, ‘Ok, if the
Speaker is to come from outside who will elect the
Speaker?’ Will it be the people from inside or the people
from outside? And if the people from the outside will elect
the Speaker, then the Speaker will have to run in the
elections just like everyone else. But, if the people from
the inside will elect the Speaker, then there is a possibility (as I have suggested in another forum), that the person who is chosen for Speaker by the people from the
inside, will also be someone the majority of the people
from the inside are familiar with in some way. Therefore,
there is a possibility that that person might later on be
criticised for being biased once there are persons who do
not agree with the ruling of the Speaker.
Now, the Speakership is something that a lot of
people seem to have not understood too well. They understand that there is someone who comes to this Legislative Assembly called ‘Speaker’ who rules on decisions,
but as we go along we learn that the Speakership is a
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very ancient position and it has a specific meaning within
the parliaments within the Westminster system. And that
the Speaker takes with him or her complexities of procedure and precedence and statues that are developed so
that the Speaker is, in a sense, a lawgiver or lawmaker.
So, the complexity of the Speakership is something that we need first of all to be educated about before
we can decide to vote yes or no. Therefore, if someone
is arguing by the question that the answer should be that
the Speaker should come from outside, that person who
is arguing that way can no longer come in this Legislative
Assembly and say that they do not have a position—the
position that they have is just that the people should
have a say.
We have a responsibility also as those persons
who help to form consensus. We not only take the views
of the public, we influence the views of the public as well
and that is part of what we are supposed to do to help to
create consensus. That is why we have all this time and
why we are paid so well. We have time to think about
these issues when the public is out working and doing
and thinking about other issues—The division of labour it
is called.

It is not presumptuous on the part of a parliamentarian to think that they might be a little bit more
advanced in a particular debate than someone in the
general public, simply because that parliamentarian is
paid to research; to debate and to have knowledge of
the wider connotations and denotations and ramifications of these issues.
So, we can no longer believe that the issue is
about a referendum here. It is a more complicated issue
because if we are going to have referendum we must
also talk about the educational process that is necessary
in order to make that referendum meaningful. And this
will take time and involvement and it will take a little bit
more than people standing around and saying, ‘Bobo,
why I want to stay around and hear what you have to say
is that I do not really have an opinion myself, although
you pay me to have an opinion I do not really have an
opinion. I want to hear what you want’.

Madam Speaker, I do not think that certain
people have a problem with leading because they always find themselves in front of the pack. They are
always there: the upfront person—the spokesperson.
How am I supposed to forget the fact that if all
the six issues that were put down and signed—I hear
people say to me that I voted for the referendum Motion in 1999. Yes, I have the same support for the
concept of a people’s referendum but that is completely different because I am debating that or supporting that when it is a question of national importance, not when it is a trivial issue. Not when it is an
issue that could be resolved through a different process, perhaps through discussion and debate and a
little bit of education.
This situation that people are asking me to
agree to, to spend the country’s money on when we
do not have enough money to hire even a house
manager for the substance abuse services outpatient
residential facilities; when we do not have enough
money to make sure that Northward Prison has the
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kind of security that it should have; when we do not
have enough money to pay the seamen that have
contributed to this country; when we do not have
enough money to help the poor old ladies that are out
there; when we do not have enough money to be able
to do with the youth the things that we want to do so
that they can be a part of the future, we must spend
money on a referendum. They are asking us to make
a very important decision. So we have to be convinced that this is the only way that the decision could
be made. And I am saying that the further we go into
this process the more complicated it will be.
Take for instance, the question of multiconstituencies—the principle of ‘one man, one vote’. . . I
agree. The United Democratic Party has said it agrees. A
lot of people say, ‘Oh well what is happening is, George
Town is taking a piece of Bodden Town and I know the
people in Savannah do not want that, so how are we
going to cut it up?’ How are we really going to separate
the people in George Town? How are we going to stop
from getting into the poor areas—nobody ever say black
and white areas because we do not use that kind of word
in Cayman—black areas and white areas, poor areas
and rich areas, expatriate areas and Caymanian areas. It
does not say that it cannot work but every system that
you build brings its own weaknesses to the forefront.
There is no perfection (or very little) in human society.
Every institution has its weakness.
So, there will be a weakness in the new system
just like there are weaknesses in the old system. There
will be strength but there are weaknesses and we must
be prepared to deal with the weaknesses and this is the
reason why the United Democratic Party suggested that
we take our time and advance ourselves towards the
‘one man, one vote’. That we can get it right; that we do
not get all the weaknesses that we see in Jamaica and
other places, where you have these little poor constituencies; where politicians are gods. It is not as simple as
it seems, and the Opposition would have been wellplaced to be here to begin to listen to what we are saying. Not to agree but to help us along perhaps in our
journey of trying to find out what is best.
We only started with a position where the United
Democratic Party says we disagree with the Commissioners in these areas. And it is the areas where the
United Democratic Party had disagreements with the
Commissioners that they have chosen to have a referendum about. But the point is: if this is the position of the
Constitutional Commissioners, it is the same position that
they would like to have a referendum about. And I believe that they would like to have a referendum because
a lot of them believe already that people would vote to
say let the Speaker come from outside the House. But if
the Constitutional Commissioners are saying that the
Speaker should come from outside the House and the
Opposition believes the Speaker should come from outside the House, or the people believe that the Speaker
should come from outside the House, then what is the
point in spending all this money to have a referendum?
I still do not get the logic to prove who is right.
There is no perfect, exact science when it comes to dealing with people’s opinions because people’s opinions are
not always something that is static. They change and
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they can do so as a result of people having new information to process. That is one of the reasons why we were
hoping that the Opposition could be here—so that they
would have some additional explanation as to why we
feel the way we feel with regards to bringing an amendment to this Motion. An amendment to the Motion provides us with the possibility to discuss the issues that we
feel there is still disagreement on.
First of all, I would like to know from the Opposition whether or not they believe the Speaker should
come from the inside, as we believe, or, whether or not
the Opposition believes that the Speaker should come
from outside, and when did the Opposition come to that
position?

An Hon. Member: We have never seen their position.
Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: We have never seen a
position from the Opposition. Why is it that they continue
to believe somehow that they can lead by reaction; that they
can lead from behind? But that is the style of the First
Elected Member from George Town. Leading from behind!
And that is one reason why the Referendum Motion that he
brought in 1999 with the Honourable Roy Bodden, Minister
responsible for Education, sat, not being acted upon, because he had to lead from behind. But if he had been leading the way he should have, as Leader of Government
Business he would have had the time and opportunity to
bring that Motion into law and therefore, to have created
the bedrock for what is now being asked to happen, to happen.
It is easy for people when they are not in the position to make the decisions to criticise other people for not
making the decisions, but when they were in the position to
make the decisions they did not make those decisions. I
would still like to be told what is the position of the PPM
with regards to these six issues where there seems to be a
disagreement between the Constitutional Commissioners
and the UDP—a disagreement that is quite alright. There is
nothing wrong with disagreement and I am quite sure that
the United Kingdom was not expecting that all the people in
the Cayman Islands (including all the politicians) would
agree on the same things. There are differences in points of
views because there their perspectives are different. This is
only human.
But when they sit down in the United Kingdom to
evaluate the differences in opinions, they will be able to
say, ‘Well, this is what the Commissioners said; these
are how many people the Commissioners said they interviewed; this is what the Opposition has said; this is
how many Members of the Opposition; this is one of the
Members of the Opposition who got a certain number of
votes at the polls in 2000 . . . very popular person although he is no longer the Leader of Government Business we still give him a certain amount of credibility. He
is the Leader of the Opposition and he is a credible person on that particular point. Let’s look at the Government’s position—the motives it might have. And let us
look at the motives the Opposition might have and see
how we can frame a Constitution that they all can live
with that can be a good instrument of Government for the
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Cayman Islands people’. It is not something that is going
to be perfect again because there are going to always be
issues. Like some politician said, it is not just a Constitution; it is the people that you have working in the system
as well.
So even if we say that the Speaker should come
from outside the House, we put that in our Constitution
and tie ourselves to that, and we found that there was a
situation where we could not find a Speaker outside and
we had someone inside that could and would serve, our
hands would be tied because we cannot find a Speaker.
Parliament cannot operate, as you know Madam
Speaker, without a Speaker. The Speakership is a very
important position.
All I am saying is that a ‘take note’ debate would
help us to agree because we would not be disagreeing;
because there is no reason to disagree; because there is
no vote to win. All you can hope is to make your argument as logical, precise and as clear as possible. But
there is no winning in a ‘take note’ debate.
If we had come here and not amended this Motion and had voted to say that we should not accept
these six points as represented by the Constitutional
Commissioners the Opposition would jump and say, ‘You
see that, they are against the people, they are voting
against what the people want because they know that
they have the numbers in here’. We are not going to use
our numbers to vote in that sense! We are going to use
the strength of our argument, our ability to be persuasive.
They get up and they walk out because they realise that
their only useful tactic is to confront! confront! confront! It
is just like when I used to visit the bar rooms and drink —

that is exactly how I used to be: confrontational! confrontational! confrontational! But I do not visit the bar rooms
anymore! And my tactics have changed! Thank God for
that. I remember! When you drink that alcohol it stays in
your system for a long time and a long time you will be
making alcoholic decisions and you have not even touched
the bottle. We have to be careful.
All I am saying is that my tactic today is to try to
keep the debate open. I think it is absolutely necessary
that people out there realise that they do have the right
and that this Government respects their right to have a
say. But sometimes we do get a little confused because
we see other people abusing the rights of those people
who do not necessarily know as much as they know
about some of these issues. We see them feeding the
[people with] misinformation. For instance, when we get
here and we see that they have not tabled the Constitutional Modernisation Checklist from the Overseas Territories Department Foreign and Commonwealth office October 1999, but they chose to table an abridged version,
done by the GIS, which means in every case they are
taking us away from the original things and taking us
away to something that is abridged and something that is
a diversion.
We said that we had some problems and we
would allow them by adjourning the House to allow them
to join the debate rather than to start it without them. And
they come and slap us in our face by walking out of this
Honourable House after we had delayed the people’s
time just to accommodate them. That is not the tactics of
a sober person! There are people who come and tell me
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that, ‘Well . . . you do not go along with them you are not
going to get elected again.’ There are people who say I
do not remember where I come from and I say, ‘Ask my
mother if you do not think I remember where I have come
from. You ask Mama’.
The most important thing for me is that I feel that
I am part of a government that would like to pay attention
to the people. I realise that the Constitution is important,
but I would like to be at the Glass House at this particular
point dealing with how I am going to try to reform and
restructure the whole care that we have for juveniles in
this country to a point where we are getting results from
these kids so that they can become real investors in this
country.
I would like to be getting out there to see what
we are going to do about housing but I am tied up over
the last months now in a battle about a Constitution.
Madam Speaker, I could have still used this present
Constitution. Like I said, I did not initiate the process, I
am part of the process and I am trying to do my part. My
part was that I went out with a party that I am a member
of into the district of George Town. We had a meeting
with the Minister for Communication and Works and we
had it televised so that we could explain our position. He
spoke with members of the clergy and some of their arguments were integrated. But, Madam Speaker, I do not
want to take up the whole time going on and on about all
these things that can be talked about when we come to
the debate on the substantive Motion.
I am really here to say that I am very disappointed in the way the Opposition always plan their tactics to obstruct the possibility for debate in this House.
Madam Speaker, the Opposition does not have lunch
with us since the 8 November. Even when I called Mr.
Truman Bodden whatever it was when I got suspended,
we always still had lunch back in there. There were
rough days in 1999/2000. My first term here as a freshman, I created enough problems for the Speaker and I
never thought the Speaker was ever right. I always
thought I was right. But one learns. One can be right and
still wrong at the same time.
The confrontational attitude and the arrogance
apparent in the Members of the Opposition when they
refuse to take tea with us and now even refuse to debate
with us: while they may not be paid to take tea with us,
they are certainly paid to debate with us. Now, judge the
book not by the cover, but by the content of the character: If we cannot talk to them in the Common room—
because they are not there to have tea with us; we cannot talk to them here on this Constitutional issue; they
will not talk to us period, then where are we going to talk
to them about trying to find some common ground to this
situation?

[Members’ inaudible interjection/suggestion]
Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField: (response) Well, it is not
going to be there because I do not go there anymore.
Madam Speaker, I have to conclude by saying that because
I disagree with the Opposition does not mean that I feel that
I am against the people. The Opposition has made the case
that they from the 8 November last year did not agree with
this Government being the government and that they in-
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tended to use whatever means necessary to make sure that
this Government does not complete its business.
So far they are trying to involve the entire population, if possible, in order that they succeed in doing so.
But the people will be the worse off if they forget that we
do not live by words or politics alone but we also need a
little bit of bread. We therefore, need to make sure that
our economy is going and that people have jobs. And
that those people who are disabled and cannot take care
of themselves are given some kind of support.
This is the main issue in this country whether or
not the Speaker comes from inside or outside the Legislative Assembly. When unemployment is rising; when the
Cayman Islands’ ability to produce and export does not
exist; [when] we are totally dependent upon foreign
economies that are having a rough time because of their
own issues: this is the most important issue. When the
European tax initiatives are being driven and our financial institutions are again being threatened and we must
stand together to make sure that we protect it: this is the
most important issue.
A Constitution of a country is important. It should
embody the soul of the people. The spirit of the people
should be inflamed in the Constitution. But a Constitution
has to be something that we understand and will at the
end of the day be only as good as those persons who
are willing to be ruled by it. If we come to this Honourable
House and will not accept the spirit of debate, then,
Madam Speaker, we are talking to the chairs.
Here I am either preaching to the converted or
talking to the chairs because the Opposition has held this
Government in so much contempt since the 8 November
last year that they will not even sit down to talk to this
Government to hear what we have to say and bring their
arguments against what I have to say.
That is one of the reasons why I believe that
their tactics are not sober tactics. You know what happens when tactics are not sober . . . they end up in the
wall. There is no way that after going around this point
number 18 . . . “Do the changes suggested by the OT
Government have the support of the majority of the
population? What is the evidence for such support? Has
there been extensive local consultation with or without
the assistance of a Constitutional Commissioner or
Commission?”

The extensive local consultation was with the
Constitutional Commission but you see the way that it
is written—“Has there been extensive local consultation with or without the assistance of a Constitutional Commissioner or Commission?” We had
three Commissioners so the extensive consultation
was there.
Now it says, “ . . . followed by a debate in
the legislature in which the suggested changes
have been approved by a Motion”. They are arguing
because we are not going to vote on the suggested
changes that that should make null and void their participation. We are discussing them. There has been
extensive consultation with Commissioners. The people are supporting the changes. Because of the Government’s difference in opinion with that of the Constitutional Commissioners regarding the six items and
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because of the role of the Opposition in attempting to
boycott Parliament it is the decision of Parliament to
amend the Motion to allow the debate to take place
without the alienation of any side of this Honourable
Parliament.
The United Kingdom can make a decision as
to whether or not the lack of the vote in this Honourable Parliament on these specific items should be
deemed as sufficient reasons to reject the Constitutional Commissioners Report. For the Report for Constitutional Modernisation is not coming from the United
Democratic Party Government, it is coming from Constitutional Commissioners. It is not coming from the
street, it is coming from an orderly process that was
set up by the Governor and accepted by the last
Leader of Government Business, the First Elected
Member from George Town as a way in which we
should go about ascertaining the public’s opinion.
Madam Speaker, with that I would say that I
support the amendment and reiterate that it is the
most civilised and sensible way of trying to mend the
fences and to gain a common ground with regards to
the positions of the different persons in the Legislative
Assembly.
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Minister. Does any
other Member wish to speak? Second Elected Member from
the district of West Bay.
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: Madam Speaker, I rise to offer a
few brief comments on the amendment. Also in the spirit of
debate, to clarify certain positions that have been put forward. I have heard so much recently about education of the
public that I think it is important to clearly state that the
main reason for electing a representative government is so
that those persons can come to the place designated for you
(the people) to be represented, that is, the Legislative Assembly. That is where the people of this country send us to
do their work. But so many are tied up in bar room politics
and getting up in this House and casting aspersions on this
side that they do not have time for meaningful representation.
Madam Speaker, debate is about points and
counterpoints. I have said that before and I will show
through these brief comments that a story always has
two sides. There are some that say there are three sides,
the two opinions being proffered into truth. But I will let
the record of this House (the Hansard) and the listening
public judge for themselves.
The First Elected Member from George Town as
has been alluded to by the Honourable Minister for
Communication and Works, has a way of standing up
and talking for two hours about a point that could have
been said in five minutes. In doing that you encapsulate
and throw aspersions that deviate logical minds from the
issue at hand. Circular debate is what it is called.
The First Elected Member from George Town
talked about what would come after he spoke; talked
about knowing the game. I know. He seems to know so
much, yet he has nothing in terms and opinion to bring to
the people. He does, however, have one unique talent:
he knows how to cause strife and how to come here and
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cast aspersions. If that is what the people of George
Town want in a representative, keep him! But if they want
leadership and true representation they need to rethink
the position.
The Member got up and talked about ‘eating
away at credibility’. Does the Member forget what he did
to Mr. Truman Bodden in this House all those years?
Does he forget that that is all he did? I remember listening to it on the radio. At every opportunity he battered
and beat Mr. Truman Bodden’s credibility. He did it over
and over until the people of George Town made him
king—set him as the man! Unfortunately, there is an old
saying that goes, Leaders know the way, leaders show
the way, leaders go the way. Madam Speaker, for one
whole year the First Elected Member from George Town
could do neither of the three listed above and now in this
important debate he gets up and plays games again with
the people saying that he needs to hear their opinions.
Let us face reality: There are people who, even
if you could pay them, are not going to care about certain
issues. Two days ago before this debate started, I visited
three households in my constituency and talked to every
single person: (1) One lady wanted to talk about her
wages so she wanted to know more about minimum
wage. (2) There was a gentleman who wanted to talk
about his arthritic knees—how they are causing him not
to walk and what the Government can do for him. (3)
There was another person who wanted to talk about how
he could deal with certain planning provisions. They did
not want to talk about the Constitution. They looked me
squarely in the eye and said, “That is why we elected you
. . . that is why when you got up and told us your qualifications and told us why you should be one of the four
sent to represent us, that is what you are paid to do”.
They said, “Rolston what is all this noise about a referendum anyway? You tell us”.
Madam Speaker, Leaders know the way, they
show the way, and they go the way.

The First Elected Member from George Town
led his Opposition marching out of the House away
from their jobs. I take it they are on strike. Maybe a
provision should be in the new Constitution to deal
more effectively with these sorts of Members who
want to play politics with everything—do not want to
stay here and debate the issues. I sat in the Common
room on my break and listened painfully to the First
Elected Member from George Town go around the
point—just like a child. You know when you are playing a game of marbles and you get mad and you grab
your balls up and go home? See where that is going
to get them.
Madam Speaker, I know I am pretty young but
the strength and character of a man is in his actions and
not his words. So, I do not need to stand here and question his credibility. His own actions do all the speaking
that no one in this world could ever do.
Madam Speaker, I refer to a very interesting
term in the Oxford Concise Dictionary of Politics, called
“rhetoric” and with your permission I quote.

The Speaker: Please proceed.
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: “Rhetoric accordingly came
to be seen as the unnecessary or misleading embel-
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lishment and corruption of language”. It gives the
traditional definition of rhetoric and also the more
contemporary definition. This is yet another tactic
that the First Elected Member from George Town
uses quite well. Rhetoric. Let me remind Members of
this Chamber and any one who is listening that it
“came to be seen as the unnecessary or misleading
embellishment and corruption of language”.
Those of the public may be wondering how on
the one hand I have said he was talking in circles and
was not making any points and then I said I listened to
him in every point that I moved in this Chamber, it is
for that same reason. I have learned in these 20
months that I have been here that the First Elected
Member from George Town is filled with ‘rhetoric and
so I make it my duty when he speaks, if I am here, to
listen to every single word. Because ‘rhetoric’ is “the
unnecessary or misleading embellishment and corruption of language”.
Let me point out how the First Elected Member from George Town is filled with rhetoric: He went
to great pains to bring in the Civil Servant issue regarding them not being able to sign a petition. He said
that someone took the decision to not allow them to
participate. On the face of it that seems like a perfectly
reasonable statement, but the word ‘decision’ is a very
critical word in that sentence. ‘Decision’ means that
someone wilfully acted in a way to deprive civil servants.
Madam Speaker, I beg to correct the Member
and to correct the minds of the listening public: No one
took that decision. The Honourable First Official Member,
the Chief Secretary did not take a decision. It is clearly
entrenched in the General Orders that civil servants cannot take part in a petition that is petitioning their employer, that is, the Governor in Executive Council. All the
Chief Secretary did was to interpret the General Orders
because someone who was uninformed got up and
asked the question. He did not take a decision.
But you see, that is the crafty rhetoric that the
First Elected Member from George Town is accustomed
to getting away within this House. But whenever he decides to come back he had better remember that as long
as I am here and there is strength and breath in my body
I will listen to every word that he says. And once he is
finished I will then get up and interpret it for the common
man and the citizen on the street. For it is filled with
rhetoric, insinuation and malice.
This is a House of politics, yes. We are dealing
now with the Constitution. We should be dealing with
issues, positions, point and counterpoint. We should be
providing the listening public with positions to help educate them. So, how are they going to have a referendum
and vote in the first place if their representatives do not
even have an opinion to give them—to educate them on
the issue? You want a referendum? Really . . . It seems
that once again rhetoric is used.
Madam Speaker, if the First Elected Member
from George Town says in his debate that all he is talking about is a referendum, Why did he not amend the
Motion that he submitted to the House on your suggestion so that the issue could have been put out clearly to
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the public? Maybe it is because he really does not want a
referendum. Maybe he forgot as he did the year he was
Leader of Government Business—he forgot about the
important Motion he had brought in 1999. I am simply
saying what the Member said he forgot.
There are people who may have questions as to
why I was the Mover of this Motion of the 8 November
2001. I am too young and I have too much at stake and I
have too many friends with too much at stake to wait to
act. I was not going to wait around until 2004 to talk
about him. I dealt with the issue when I saw it. And just
like how he forgot that, many other things were being
forgotten.
But then again, there are certain things that we
are born with, or without. A leader knows the way, he
shows the way, and he goes the way. Not forgetting his
roots, not forgetting the people who put him there, not
forgetting that it is representative government. Representative government is a fascinating term.
The First Elected Member from George Town
says the people may not have had an opportunity. The
Leader of Government Business, the First Elected Member from West Bay made it his point from during the
campaign to bring lawyers to West Bay in the school hall
to have a constitutional meeting on the White Paper, to
talk to the citizens in West Bay about these important
things.
We, the West Bay Members of the United Democratic Party, ran on a platform that said that we were
going to hold quarterly public meetings with our people.
Unless someone can correct me, I do not think the First
and Second Elected Members from George Town had
one public meeting during their first year in office. Not
one! When important issues would come up like Cayman
Airways issue all they could do was to get mad with us
because we would go and talk to the public. And now
they and their puppets are going to get up and say that
we are an arrogant Government? And talk about us being the dictatorial Government, yet we continue to talk to
the people? What funny dictators we are! We give them
a radio station to ‘beat us to death’ and talk about us. We
provide every medium for them to criticise us and we are
dictators?
I tell you what: if I were judging us on dictatorship 101 I would not even give us a grade. Fail! We
would get a ‘U’ as it was in old O level language. Our
paper cannot be graded. I have a terrible problem with
dictating. Some people do know how to dictate. Some
people do know how to get up and irresponsibly rile up
the masses in this country, to do things they ordinarily
would not do. But I will get to this in the substantive Motion.
Madam Speaker, I would like to end off by countering another point that was brought up by the First
Elected Member from George Town. He read—as has
already been described adequately by the two speakers
before—from a document that is not the official document. So, first of all that automatically makes his argument extremely flawed if not incorrect.
But then to open his debate, he walked the public through what the Governor said the rules were. It is
one thing to have a checklist—if you talk about a checklist and to table a checklist, but a checklist is paper; it is
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paper from 1999 that has been alluded to. The former
Governor, Peter Smith, told us the way. He got up and
said the Governor told us the new way. Then he asked
the question if someone has changed he did not hear
about it. Madam Speaker, is that sober talk and sober
judgement? The Governor told us the way. Let me reiterate the way the former Governor told us.
The Governor said that we were going to have a
debate in the Legislative Assembly; the report along with
the verbatim debates would be sent to the United Kingdom Government; the United Kingdom Government
would then draft the Constitution (because they are the
only ones who can draft the Constitution for us); they
would then send us the Draft Constitution and if it met
with support with minor differences it would be settled by
telephone. If it were not met with support then a contingent would be dispatched from Her Majesty’s Government to the Cayman Islands to settle the differences.
That is a clear deviation from the Checklist.

That is Her Majesty’s representative telling us what is going to happen. That is the authority of the Governor. He can
tell us how it is going to happen. Madam Speaker, that is
precisely what you and the Second Elected Member from
Cayman Brac got up and said at your public meeting, which
he quoted from. You quoted what the Governor said, yet
there are now two things that were used as political rhetoric
by the First Elected Member from George Town. First of all
that Member said that he did not know that anything different was the case, yet he stated the difference. Then of
course, he insinuated that by that being said in the meeting
in Cayman Brac that somehow we knew about changes, or
we were proffering changes, and saying how the way forward was. The Governor outlined the way forward for us—
The First Elected Member for George Town was in the
meeting in that Committee room so much so that he could
stand in this Chamber and quote what the Governor said.
Madam Speaker, he and the Second Elected
Member from George Town and the Member from East
End like all these fancy little sayings . . . but this is a dark
day in democracy when rhetoric is going to be used to
justify these sorts of actions. We have an amendment
before us that levels and takes the edge off this whole
issue. It allows us to take a step back and say forget
about it now, we are not voting on anything.
Let us just utilise another form of motion that is
at our disposal that says we are going to take note. We
are telling the UK Government ‘here are the sides, just
take note. We are going to give you a position paper’ . . .
they have alluded to giving a position paper. It is all sent
off. We can get past this adversarial role of having to say
we are going to be posturing for position and vote. We
are now saying let us just bring logical reasoning and
argument to the Chamber. But the Opposition cannot
support that.

What times we live in! If there is one thing I
am going to make my job for the next 24 months if
God spares my life, is to continually expose the actions of the people that call themselves and proffer
themselves as Opposition. For I do not see anything
that is opposition about this. This People’s Progressive Movement (PPM) is downright arrogance at its
highest form. It is high-handedness at its highest form.
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Five of them want to talk about personality and ‘friendfriend’ politics. ‘Personal Power Movement’—that is
what the PPM is. All about power and dragging the
common citizen into this with misinformation.
If they wanted to educate the people what better forum there is than to come in the Legislative Assembly where we are looking eye to eye debate. Not
one saying something at a meeting on Thursday night,
another one saying something else at the meeting the
next Tuesday night, someone else comes back at a
next meeting—No! that is why democracy is supposed
to be around these Chambers. You can say all the
rhetoric you want out there but when you come here
and you put your position forward and let the chips fall
where they may. Let the people judge what they are
hearing and also be educated. Let us all grow together.
This Chamber serves as more than just a
place you come and you vote. There is a lot more involved in the Legislative Assembly in governance than
voting—governance—improved governance is what
we want. This amendment seeks to provide a way for
us to move forward in a way that is in the best interest
of our citizens and ourselves; where we can now take
a step back and just debate. I would like to thank you
Madam Speaker for allowing me those brief comments in this Chamber and that is a very important
comment that I do not want missed by the ordinary
citizen. I would like to thank the Speaker for allowing
me—because the Speakership is a very important
institution and the education of that is best effected
from here where the people can hear and see exactly
what the Speakership involves. . .that you are not just
going to pluck someone out of the air and pull them off
the street as they walk down Fort Street and say
‘come in here, you are going to be Speaker’. This is
an involved intricate profession. From what I understand it is the third highest in order of precedence in
this country and I can tell you, Madam Speaker, no
one has yet shown me any reason we should give that
sort of power to someone other than an elected representative; other than someone that the people have
sent here. The people should send the Speaker to this
Legislative Assembly.
I would like to thank you again and to thank
my Members for indulging my brief comments. Thank
you.
The Speaker: Is it the wish of the House to take an afternoon break or would we proceed to ask another Member to
speak? Does any other Member wish to speak? The Honourable Minister responsible for Health.
Hon. Gilbert A. McLean: Madam Speaker, I would be
prepared to take a break if you wish.
The Speaker: I am entirely at the wish of the House. So be
it. We shall suspend for 15 minutes for the afternoon break.
Proceedings suspended at 4.06 pm
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Proceedings resumed at 4.32 pm
The Speaker: Proceedings are resumed. The Honourable
Minister for Health.
Hon. Gilbert A. McLean: Thank you, Madam Speaker. I
rise to speak to an amendment to the substantive Motion
moved by the Honourable Minister for Tourism and Leader
of Government Business some several months ago which
would allow the Legislative Assembly to debate the Report
of the Constitutional Commissioners and to take note of its
contents and the views of Members of this Honourable
House.
I support this change in the Motion for various
reasons some of which are the fact that to debate and
take note gives every Member the opportunity to express
his view on the Motion to debate on the Commissioners
Report; to state their agreements with the sections on
which they agree and to state their disagreements with
the sections on which they disagree. And of course, give
their reasons for it in both instances. This amendment
would allow us to find a peaceful and forthright way of
dealing with this Constitutional Report.
In fact yesterday the First Elected Member for
George Town accurately stated what the former Governor said to us concerning the debating of this Report. He
expected all of us to do so and indeed it would have
taken place way back in April of last year had we not
agreed to extend the time for consultation some nine and
half weeks.
When we debated the Report he would get the
Hansard of exactly what we said and send that along
with the Report to the United Kingdom Government. The
officials there would have the benefit of seeing what everyone in the House said and also what the Commissioners said. Out of the debate and the findings of the Commissioner they would be able to arrive at a solution as to
what the Constitution should be. He accurately stated
that and I agree that that was said. Also, the part that
states if there was some disagreement once the United
Kingdom Government had drafted a Constitution that it
could possibly be settled by telephone calls between the
United Kingdom and the Cayman Islands legislators. Or,
if it were something bigger he would bring those in to
discuss it.

Moment of interruption—4.30
The Speaker: Honourable Minister, we have now reached
the hour of interruption. May I have a Motion to suspend
Standing Order 10(2) to allow the debate to proceed until 6
pm today?
Suspension of Standing Order 10(2)
Hon. Gilbert A. McLean: Madam Speaker, I would like to
move the relevant Standing Order to permit debate to go
beyond the hour of 4.30 until 6 pm.
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The Speaker: The question is that Standing Order 10(2) be
suspended to allow the proceedings of the House to continue until 6 pm today. 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: Please continue Honourable Minister.
Hon. Gilbert A. McLean: Thank you, Madam
Speaker.
I was commenting on the fact that what the
First Elected Member for George Town said yesterday was correct in terms of what we had been told by
the Governor. I dare say that there are those who
believe that we in this House can write our own Constitution. Or, there are those, perhaps, in this country
who believe that because we the people may have a
particular view the United Kingdom Government must
accept and adopt that.
That, Madam Speaker, as you would be
aware, and all Honourable Members here know, is
absolutely not the case. The Constitution of the Cayman Islands at present is something that was given to
this Island by the superior parliament in the United
Kingdom. And anyone that we will get after this will be
exactly the same. Even if there was one of an independence type of Constitution it still would be drafted
by the United Kingdom. So, the point I make—and I
fearfully use the word ‘independence’ because tomorrow I dare say you would hear that I said we need an
independence Constitution—is that the Constitution is
absolutely the business of the United Kingdom Government, no more and no less.
We get the opportunity to talk about it and
what we would like to see in it. Personally, I have
been very clear over the past 20 plus years on what I
think about the Constitution and where it should be
and where I think responsibility should lie, and the
responsibilities that Ministers should have. Regrettably, if the Government of the day had adopted the
1992 Constitution we perhaps would not be here now
talking about this whole matter. Certainly, I can say
now seeing it from the side of a Minister that life
would be much easier in attempting to get one’s policy moved forward than what the present Constitution
allows. Be that as it may.
Madam Speaker, I am not in the least bit surprised at what has taken place in the past two weeks
in the country. I was just as sure that there would be
some kind of political disruption by the element that is
disrupting the process. I feel just as sure as I have to
die. I knew it. I did not know exactly how it would
come about but I knew it would happen and indeed it
has happened.
We have the Commissioners’ Report. We
gave nine-and-a-half weeks after we read it our-
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selves, took it to every single district and all the rest of
it. Initially, we met and looked at it and thought it
seemed straightforward to accept it. Other parts we
had disagreement with. We knew that we could not
change it, we could only come in Parliament and offer
our views on it and say we agree or disagree, with the
hope that the United Kingdom Government would
take note and act accordingly.
We too heard the words of the people, in fact,
there are nine of us who have heard from the people,
which is almost twice the number on the Opposition
side. We heard what the people said about the various things such as ‘one man, one vote’ dividing up
the country and all the rest of it and we have reflected
it in the Paper which we have prepared as a result of
the various meetings. I am sure we will come to the
fore in the House at some point in this process.
The thing that struck me was that if we were
to believe for one minute what the five Opposition
Members are saying, the only people who have ears
to hear and determine what national issues are would
be them. Forget about the rest of us . . . we cannot
hear; we cannot discern; we cannot analyse; the people are not talking to us. They think—but they are and
they have been and they continue to do so. We hear,
we know.
Madam Speaker, just to choose one item and
it is certainly of no disrespect to the Chair but the issue of Speaker is a subject that has been belaboured
by so many people who do not have a clue as to what
the Speakership in Parliament is! I feel obliged, since
that is an Office in this Honourable House, that I
should address it briefly. In my time I have never yet
heard of a ruling of the Speaker affecting any price in
any of the supermarkets here, or that the ruling of the
Speaker affecting what happens in Barclays Bank,
CIBC or any of the banks in the country, or what happens in any one’s home, or in any restaurant. Certainly not—because of one basic and fundamental
reason, which is: The Speaker’s business is absolutely confined to the Chamber and the precincts of
this Honourable Parliament. Parliament stands alone
in its autonomy. It is supreme; it judges itself; it disciplines itself; it appoints Speakers or it removes
Speakers. Only the Parliament can do it.
I have listened in considerable outrage and
also today as I drove I listened to an individual who
(like the hymn “Count Your Many Blessings, Name
Them One by One”) seemed to count his many words
and named them ‘one by one’—talking and disrespecting the Speaker of this House, which is in contempt. But how do you get into the minds of people
who do not know the concept of contempt? They
have no respect; they do not even respect themselves. And they do not even know that they do not
know, so that they could try to find out what the situation is.
The radio stations, including the government’s radio station, deal with this type of thing every
day. It is the means by which unknowing people are
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constantly disrespecting the Office of Speaker and
this Legislative Assembly. Those people who do not
know would not understand that they are messing
with the very heart and soul of democracy! Ignorance
is killing us! This is where democracy lies. It does not
lie within the other departments of Government. It lies
here! If it goes wrong here it is wrong everywhere
else. It does not lie in the courts—the courts cannot
proceed until we create laws for the land. Ignorance is
rife.
Tomorrow Government will be accommodating the ignorant again to further disrespect—they will
be talking about what I said too and it comes down to
a situation: Where does it end? Where does it become a situation where there is a systematic action
that is inciting the public in the wrong manner? It has
to have a legal interpretation somewhere along the
line. At some point the Government and the Governor
must be obliged to take a careful look at what is happening now. I have my own ideas that I will give them
at the right forum.
I chose one and that was the question of
Speaker so, Madam Speaker, I do not accept that the
question as to whether the Speaker comes from
within or without the House is one of major national
concern! It would be ignorant to believe that. We are
simply copying and following what is done in the British Parliament, which is a superior parliament letter
for letter. And that has been going on for hundreds of
years. We are here doing nothing differently from
what is happening in all the other Commonwealth
countries of the world regarding the Speakership.
It is not a question of how the Speaker is
chosen; it is all personal; disgustingly personal. As a
people we are killing ourselves because we cannot
detach ourselves. I listened to someone who everyday he skips from one radio station to the other in the
morning and in the evening to further promulgate his
foolishness; where he systematically chooses the
man who presently holds the position of Leader of
Government Business in the Parliament and he personally disrespects and castigates him. Now, it does
not matter to me personally if he may not like the individual . . . that is his personal business but when he
does it to his official office it is my business! It is the
business of this House! It is the business of every
Minister in this House when that type of thing happens. It is a break down of law and order! What they
are doing in the United States? Whether they choose
Senator A or B would a radio station [the host] sit
back and accommodate them to personally attack
them? Of course it would not happen. It is not civilised.
Look at the uncivilised thing that is happening
in this country and I bleed as I think of it. Those are
the reasons why our colonial masters and the industrialised countries put us all under one blanket term,
‘natives’, which means ignoramuses; people who are
not civilised; no social graces, no sense to detach the
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professional from the personal. That is why it happens and it gives me the gravest concern.
The people are supposedly leading the
charge on behalf of the people are ‘latecomers’. I
have led the charge on behalf of the people 30 years
ago when the Law, like the Planning Law for one
thing, came as a real result of me demonstrating the
streets so people could keep their land. And everyone
did not need five acres to build a house on. So, they
have come in late. They do not know anything. Life
has been too easy. And if all that they can do is to
further put misinformation in the minds of people who
already do not understand, it is a shame and I think it
is a crime—a disgrace.
Madam Speaker, I will not try to speak about
the other six things, which are listed here because we
have dealt with all of them in our position as a Government. We are putting our views forward to the
United Kingdom and they can do what they want and
they will.
What I hope that the United Kingdom Government will take serious note of is what is happening
here on the ground in Cayman. I have no knowledge
of what is transmitted to the United Kingdom via His
Excellency the Governor, but I know he is sending
dispatches. And I sincerely hope (and I believe he
does) that he is giving the United Kingdom the true
picture because they can miss it. The reason I say
that is because we are talking Constitution again—
when we were talking it in 1991, I was over on that
side and I was beat to pieces by the government of
the day led by Mr. Truman Bodden. So, I know how
these things go and I know that there was a collusion
between the British Governor of the day, Mr. Michael
Gore and the then government which did not allow
the 1992 Constitution at all to be debated in this
House. I do not know if the British know that, but that
is a fact.
I worry what will happen out of this one and
whether the British Government will be persuaded
that a loud minority makes a difference. I have in my
hand the Hansard report from that time and only [portions] of this reach this floor. So, I wonder what is
happening. What I am saying is generally based on
the concern of what will happen.
I know that the British Government has a responsibility to the United Nations and indeed they
seem to be taking it seriously, at least, under the Labour Government . . . the White Paper, etc. One of
the things that they have said is that there is to be a
modernisation and the last Governor appointed
Commissioners to do the job. I think they were able
persons and I think they did the job well. While I disagree with some of their recommendations, I attended
those meetings in three different districts and I heard
people say, ‘We want a definition for Caymanian and
it must be Cayman, you have to put that there’. They
said it and the Commissioners did it.
The fact that I disagree with that does not
mean that I disagree with the fact that the Commis-
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sioners heard it and wrote it down. I disagree with it
from a broader perspective because if we were to
accept this—and I hope that the United Kingdom
does not accept it. . . very strange for this nationalistic
person to say, but we ourselves had taken steps to
include more people living in our country under something called Caymanian status. So, I cannot rationalise how we suddenly say, ‘I am a Caymanian but I
exclude those that I created before’. It does not make
sense to me. So, it is on those grounds that I disagree. It has to be sensible, rational, logical to me.
But I would not say that the Commissioners
were not told that, because I heard that they told that
in different districts when listening to the people. That
is what this debate was supposed to be all about; that
each one could give his view on this particular matter.
But what happened instead? The previous Government that is now the Opposition, who was removed
from the Majority and put in the Minority wants to find
something to whip up the emotions of the public on.
What has that come down to? The Government supposedly does not want the people to have a referendum.
Madam Speaker, the absurdity and again the
ignorance of some of the population to understand
that whether or not a Motion comes from the Government side or from the Opposition side, it has to be
submitted to the Clerk who will duly stamp it and the
Clerk must pass it on for the acceptance or rejection
of the Speaker. I have had many [Motions] that I had
to change. Mr. Speaker sends it back, ‘I will not accept this in this form. Should you change it I will accept it’. And I moved dozens of Motions in my career
here. That was the case and you, Madam Speaker,
found defects in it and you told the two people who
brought it to change it and resubmit it. Now, instead of
doing that, look at the incredible, dirty thing that was
done.
Out on the steps of our Legislative Assembly
the First Elected Member for George Town, his
henchman buddy and the rest of them called up the
press, ‘See here, look what they did to us, they would
not accept our Motion, they do not want you the people to have a referendum’. It is despicable.
If the First and Second Elected Members of
George Town and the Member from North Side
wanted to have a Motion in this House to debate referendum, all they had to do was to correct the Motion
and resubmit it. Why was that not done? You know
why Madam Speaker and Honourable Members?
They did not want to do it; they wanted to do exactly
what they did and they had so many friends who
joined the fray. That seriously angers me and disturbs
me because it is wrong. What bothers me even more
is that there seems to be so many people in the public
who do not even understand how they have been
used. It really disturbs me.
I have been an Opposition Member for the
most part of my time in this House and whoever followed it over the years knew that as sure as the name
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Gilbert McLean went on a Motion it was going to be
rejected by the Government. It was a joke! It could
have been something that would have told us about a
ladder going to heaven if my name was there it was
going to be rejected. The record shows it but I knew
the only way—and in some instances I was the only
single Opposition Member in the House—that I could
get across the view that I wanted was by getting a
Motion so it could be discussed. What did it do? It
forced the government to debate it. I had the opportunity to say I wanted to say even though the government shot it down. Did they want a Motion about
referendum? No, they wanted to create a situation in
the Cayman Islands where people, even overseas,
believe that our parliamentary process is falling to
pieces. And they, ‘Poor, poor pitiful me’—that song by
Linda Ronstadt—they are applying that lavishly to
themselves.
What I guess 99 per cent of the country is not
aware of is that there is already a provision in the
Constitution for referendum. Madam Speaker, there is
already provision in it to call for a referendum. So, all
that was needed to bring a Motion for a referendum to
this House was for those people to correct the Motion
and bring it and it would have to be debated. It is section 29 of the amendments that came about in 1993.
I hear the First Elected Member for George
Town who I understand is the declared interim Leader
of the PPM says that how do we know what the majority is thinking. One minute he is saying that he and
his colleagues absolutely have the word of the majority and then he is questioning his own statement.
Which one of us can say we know what is the view of
the majority? Well, which one is it? Do you have it or
do you not know it. It is very typical of that Member’s
political posture. The posture of the Opposition is:
‘We do not have any opinion, we want to know your
opinion’. Well, if they do not have an opinion about
something as important as the Constitution why are
they there? Are they really serving the people? The
people voted them in because they believe they knew
about the Constitution, et cetera, and could indeed
put forward views unassisted by the public on every
issue. They do not have any view on the Constitution.
Of all these recommendations made by the
Commissioners they could only find six. They do not
have any view about single membership constituencies or about continuing things the way they are.
What kind of people are they? The kind of people who
are now creating in this society a degree of unrest
and uncertainty and it is not even helping them—
some of them have business interests—because an
uncertain population does not help anyone.
Talking about majority: Who is the majority;
who has the majority; what is the majority view? I
have heard statements like, ‘Why don’t we call a referendum and put this to rest once and for all’. I have
heard it on the radio and read it in the papers and
heard it espoused by some of these people in the
media. Does a referendum put things to rest once and
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for all? A referendum is like a poll that runs in similar
lines as an election. But let us say they put the question of the Speaker’s job to a referendum and 51 per
cent says that it should be someone from the outside.
Does it mean that the 49 per cent were wrong? Or,
what would be the view three months later when
something happens, would it be the very same view?
Not necessarily so. That is what ‘gallop polls’ are
about. People’s thinking and things change daily,
weekly, monthly, yearly as the case may be. Circumstances drive it and the circumstances that are driving
all of the ‘hullabaloo’ right now is that these people
who do not have a view are able to [influence] certain
people in this country to believe we here are stopping
them from having a referendum.
Madam Speaker, it is quite incredible; it is
deception that is afoot. I was not on the Island when
the big announcement came out in the papers but I
came back to see a front page—and the media accommodated it—‘This is not a political party Bobo,
this is a political movement’. This is a political organisation’. Whoever heard foolishness like a political
movement inside of a Parliament? You can have a
political organisation but the only type of political organisations that Parliament understands and regard
is a Party. That is the universal word for it. ‘But we are
not a political Party, we are a Movement’. It is all deception and it is amazing how many people can be
deceived. Why is that being used? I suggest that it is
being used because the people of that Movement are
trying again to play with the minds of the unknowing
that parties are those bad things that happen in Jamaica. ‘And you know, everything that happened in
Jamaica is going to happen to us’. That is exactly
what it is about.
You see political meetings in the middle of
town on the steps of the Court House where elected
Members get up and say they are proud to be a Right
Winger. I wonder if they have any clue about the
things that are attached to those terms. I do not believe so. When you are an extremist Right Winger it
means that you are a racist; you are everything. They
use words and they do not even know. I hope they do
not know what the implications attached to them are.
They choose some real psychological places though.
When it is not the steps of Parliament it is the Court
House. It frightens me.
Madam Speaker, if the Opposition wanted a
referendum they could have had a referendum by
bringing the Motion. And if, like they said originally,
their people told them not to come to the Legislative
Assembly because it would have been a slap in their
faces, they have some peculiar ways of thinking. The
cost to the country for this month for those five Members who do not slap the people in the face by not
even coming and planting themselves in those chairs
is $36,970. I wonder what they are doing now. I wonder where they are now. Like the saying, ‘Parents do
you know where your children are?’ This is the cost to
the country.
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As for the Checklist that they are talking
about that Checklist was but for our guidance as legislators and indeed the Commissioners. This section
18 that supposedly has driven them to the lengths
that they cannot grace the people of this country—
and I hope they understand that it is more than their
people that are paying taxes and paying them—
where it says, “Do the changes suggested by the
OT Government have the support of the majority
of the population?” Personally, I would say yes because I think the Commissioners discovered what
was the majority view. They did not do any referendum either but certainly they went to every ‘nook and
cranny’ in this place. They even put out what could be
considered a questionnaire in the newspaper that you
could fill in and send back. “What is the evidence of
such support?” The Commissioners have stated the
number of persons that they interviewed who came to
them; who sent in the questionnaires; who met them
in every district over nine months. Now, when we are
supposed to be debating this to move it forward to
send it to England suddenly we must have a referendum. What a real sad situation. “Has there been ‘extensive’ local consultation (with or without the
assistance of Constitutional Commissioners or
Commission . . . )” There has been extensive consultation with the Commissioners, with us the Members of Government. And if we are to believe the Opposition, they too. “ . . . Followed by a debate in the
legislature in which the suggested changes have
been approved by a Motion”. Indeed the Motion is
here. It is a ‘take note’ Motion and that was the
amendment that the Leader of Government Business
moved so that we all have the opportunity to debate
and take note of it. If they wanted to have a Motion
where something is adopted or approved then had
they stayed around they might have had that.
Madam Speaker, I support this Motion and I
think it is a very serious time in this country when
those of us in Government worry about the revenues
of the country; worry that we are feeling the effects of
the slump around the world, in our tourism; worried
that we cannot sustain the level of unemployment
among our people. Some of them are getting off on
whether the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly
must be chosen from the outside or from the inside or
be a Member of a Party. Or, whether or not the people should initiate a referendum. England says no!
So, what am I to do? We have no power to do otherwise. If as long as we say that our political condition
in our Constitution is what it is and that is the way we
want it then that is what we get—as simple as that.
In these instructions to the Commissioners
the British made it very clear that in making any recommendations or changes, it cannot affect the power,
which they themselves, by law, must hold and wield
directly and through their Governor. So, what are we
supposed to do? What we are supposed to do is what
the Government has done today, which was agreed
by all 18 Members of this House: to come here today
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on the 19 June to debate this matter and to send our
views to the United Kingdom. I am very glad to see
that there are Members in this House who take that
duty seriously and I certainly stand with them. I support the amendment, which has been requested by
this Motion and when the time comes to vote for it I
most surely will.
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Minister. Does
any other Member wish to speak to the amended Motion? The Honourable Minister responsible for Education.
Hon. Roy Bodden: Madam Speaker, I wish to register a few comments on this amended Motion and in
so doing I will try my best to avoid repeating arguments that have already been excellently articulated
by my colleagues who preceded me.
Before I get into that I wish to indulge your attention to raise a concern. That concern is, from the
time I have been here I have never seen this kind of
politics in the Cayman Islands. If God spares my life,
the year 2004 will be sixteen years since I have been
a Sitting Member. I have seen many wars including
1990, the period that we call the ‘dirty war’ but I have
never seen this kind of confrontational politics where
people insist on involving and bringing people in from
the streets upsetting the country; taking advantage of
their position, and the trust people have placed in
them. We contained our differences within these
Chambers and even when there was reason for protest the protest lasted only as long as was necessary.
There was no barbarous whipping up the people and
bringing them day after day platooning them. I am
registering my concern because I am worried about
this trend. These things have a beginning and I do not
like what I am witnessing.
The debate; the question; the issue; the
amendment is straightforward. I have to say that the
Opposition by exercising its choice to boycott this
session has committed a serious abdication of responsibility to the very people they claim to represent,
and I hope that those people take note. For debates
of this nature are not carried on at the Seaview or the
Sunset House, they are carried on in this Chamber. If
the people’s representatives are not in this Chamber
when they are supposed to debate then the people’s
voices, expressions and positions cannot be recorded.
I would think that any reasonable person
would understand the reason we cannot vote on the
matter is because there are elements in the Review
that we agree with but there are elements with which
we do not agree. If we vote yea or nay we will be boxing ourselves into an unfavourable position. Therefore, the most logical position to take is the position
where we take note and register our agreement with
the things which we can agree and register our disagreement with the things which we are not prepared
to accept—that is elementary.
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Is the Opposition by their absence saying that
they do not wish to take part in this debate? Are they
saying they considerate it inconsequential, irrelevant,
and unimportant? Or, are they saying that their absence is a downright contempt for Parliament and the
procedure? They will have to explain that to the people whom they claim to represent. I notice that at
some stage in the First Elected Member for George
Town contribution that he clearly and unequivocally
claimed to be representing the majority of the people.
I hope those people hold him to account.
This exercise is so important that we should
not sacrifice our long-term objectives for the shortterm glamour of a false success. This exercise is not
about who can have the greatest number of people
demonstrating before the Glass House. It is not about
who can bring the largest number of people to the
galleries of the Legislative Assembly. It is not about
who can bring eminent speakers from independent
countries to advise on Constitutions. It is about, honestly and conscientiously, seeking to accede to the
wishes of the Caymanian people as to what is best for
them. But in so doing we have to recognise that the
Government must always—because that is what the
Westminster White Hall system of democracy is
predicated upon—maintain the ability to govern. The
government must always be in a position to exercise
its majority. Under the Westminster White Hall system
the sanction that the Government faces is that the
next poll if they run into disfavour they will be turned
out from office. But the Government cannot be intimidated by the Opposition; the Government cannot be
manipulated by the Opposition; the Government cannot accede to the unreasonable wishes of the Opposition in all cases. The Government must exercise its
majority and this Government has not only been exercising its majority but it has been exercising conscientiousness, honesty and diligence. We must not be
intimidated by duplicity.
Clearly this exercise started a long time ago
and when it originated the present Government had a
different Leader who is the First Elected Member for
George Town who purports to be the interim Leader
of the People’s Progressive Movement [the Opposition]. That gentleman was the same gentleman who
moved the Motion calling for the implementation of a
referendum law. Now, the question I wish to pose is
this: If that gentleman’s intentions towards establishing some mechanism for a referendum in this country
were so genuine why then did he not follow through
when he was Leader of the Government; commanding the majority to have a clear and unequivocal instrument calling for a referendum; implement it as a
law in the country?
The second question is: When his Motion
was tendered and the Honourable Speaker suggested that it could not be accepted in the form in
which it was submitted, but would have been readily
accepted had it been modified, why was it not modified to accommodate the wishes of the Speaker so
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that it could be accepted as an instrument of debate
in the Legislative Assembly?
Madam Speaker, you know what I do not
like? I do not like Jekyll and Hyde personalities. I do
not like people who blow hot and blow cold, and I do
not like people who do not know whether they are fish
or fowl. I fail to see now how certain people can arise
as champions of referendum when they had two clear
chances of doing what could have been done. You
know what is true? This whole business is not about
referendum. If you get to the bottom of it, it has little
or no basis even in the Review of the Constitutional
Commissioners. This whole business is about power!
It is about leadership! It is about who should be here
and should not be here. I could tell you—if would not
be such an exposé—what it has its other basis in and
it is obvious for all to see.
I hear some people threatening, ‘Two years .
. . all they have is two years’. Madam Speaker, if men
were angels there would be no need for government.
And that is what Alexander Hamilton, one of the
founding fathers of the United States, had to say. I do
not think any Member on this side, whether he is a
Minister or supporter of the Ministers or Members of
the UDP, is afraid to face the polls.
I say again, we cannot sacrifice the long-term
objectives of giving this country a modern instrument
of government as per the wishes of the United Kingdom as expressed in the Partnership for Progress
(the White Paper as we call it) for the short-term
glamour of a false success to accommodate any ambitious leader who blew his chance of leadership.
Madam Speaker, there is no other way for us
to deal with this Motion than the root upon which this
amendment sets us. But I want to say something else
too: While the Opposition is successful in distracting
the national attention by telling them that we must
have a referendum the Government is occupied with
trying to keep the economy of this country on a sound
footing.
We are facing for the first time serious unemployment. Construction is just now beginning to show
some signs of coming back to life. I do not hear the
Opposition with any alternate plan of ensuring continuing economic progress. I do not hear them with
any plans for employing the young people who are
now graduating, returning from studies abroad. I do
not hear them with any plan of how the Government
can kick-start the economy by embarking on any Public Works project that is going to bring money into the
country for the local people. I do not hear them with
any plan of incentives for attracting outside investments. I only hear them challenging the Government
and encouraging people to vote with their feet trying
to topple the Government before its natural term of
office is up. It is the height of irresponsibility. It is
nothing but a power play. Their intentions are not
honourable. I say this without fear of successful contradiction.
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We shall have to ask ourselves when the
chickens have come home to roost whether this behaviour that the Opposition has embarked upon—and
is insistent upon perpetuating from one end of this
country to the next and onto Cayman Brac and Little
Cayman—is in the best interest of the development of
this country. Or, whether we are doing ourselves a
great disfavour and a great disservice by introducing
into Caymanian politics an element that has hither to
never been experienced. We are on the threshold of
garrison politics! Because I have never seen such a
relentless display of power and arrogance, and such
a promotion of hatred in all of my time in this Legislative Assembly. Madam Speaker, I am saying that if it
is not curbed it will lead us down the path to which we
should not go.
I stand by this amendment; I believe that
what the United Democratic Party Government is doing is in the best interest of the country at this time; I
believe it is in keeping with the wishes of the United
Kingdom; it is completely legal; it is parliamentary; it is
democratic. If the Opposition wanted to display maturity and responsibility they should be here now listening to the Government Bench and coming up with a
counter argument, so that their position is recorded in
the Hansard of this House and people who they claim
are in the majority could be sure that they are being
represented.
It is the first time in the history of the Parliament of this country that a boycott of this nature on
such an important issue has been carried out. It is
cowardice but I believe the reason why they are not
here is because they do not have a solution. And all
they are harping upon is the numbers of people behind them. Might is not always right! And they may
have a very vocal minority but I remain to be convinced that they have the majority. I know the constituency from which I come have always exercised
sound judgement. My people call me every day to say
that they are sensible and discriminating and that they
are worried about the path that some people would
have us embark upon.
I give my support to this amendment and I
give my pledge to always put the interest of the people first as I have always done. I believe that all of us
in the Government of the United Democratic Party
have exercised judiciousness, responsibility, democracy and respect. I will encourage my colleagues to
continue to do that but I—and I crave the licence of
my colleagues to include them at this time—will be no
part of destroying this country with an element of politics that hither to have not made its presence known
in these good Cayman Islands. Thank you.
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Minister. Does
any other Member wish to debate the amendment? If
not I will now call on the Mover should he wish to exercise his right of reply, the Honourable Leader of
Government Business.
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Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you very much
Madam Speaker.
I want to thank all Members for participating
in this debate thus far. Because the original Motion is
intended to be amended which would really give me
four chances to speak I do not intend speaking for so
long at this point. However, the PPM debate a while
ago was so ‘wishy washy’ that the vast majority of it
does not deserve to be replied to.
I must speak on some areas, in particular the
matter of why we amended the Motion. The original
Motion, which was amended, was talked about by the
First Elected Member from George Town and Leader
of the PPM. I know other Members have spoken
about it here on our side but let me repeat: Had I left
the Motion as was originally planned I would have
had to reject the Commissioners’ Report totally or
adopt it totally. We could not do that because we
agreed with certain parts and disagreed with other
parts. Besides that, we here in this House have no
power to amend the Report.
We, as Elected Members, will have an opportunity to accept it or reject it when the United Kingdom, Her Majesty’s Government, has put a new Constitution before us. But outside of that we have no
power to do otherwise.
The First Elected Member from George Town
and Leader of the PPM talked for a long time about
referendum. I too want to say that no one could ever
say that you are unfair because that Member really
debated the Motion that they had originally planned.
But you gave them the widest latitude to do as he did.
Other Ministers and Members, including myself, here
have congratulated those genuine persons who
thought it necessary to sign a petition. That is people’s right if they so choose so I have no problem
whatsoever with that. However, I do have a problem
with the PPM who saw a referendum as their way out
of tabling their position in this House. I have a problem too with those persons who misled people around
the country on this matter of a referendum.
Madam Speaker, we must all remember that
no one on this side started that Review. It came about
because of the new government in the United Kingdom (the Labour Government) with their publication of
the much-touted White Paper (Partnership for Progress and Prosperity). And it comes about, I believe,
because of the United Kingdom’s great responsibilities to the International Treaties that they are signed
on to. Being part of the European Union they are all
embroiled in that Union. So, they initiated the need for
modernisation of the Constitution and a modernisation of the entire Government including the Civil Service.
Madam Speaker, last year when the Governor appointed the Review Commissioners, I, as Deputy Leader at the time, did not know who had been
appointed. But I can tell you that at all material times
the First Member from George Town, who was then
the Leader of Government Business, knew who the
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Governor was going to appoint. As I said yesterday,
none of them voted for McKeeva: none of them were
on any of our platforms. And so the First Member
from George Town was well embroiled in the whole
aspect of getting this Constitution reviewed. You did
not hear ‘quey hey’ about it because he was going to
be the all powerful person that they claim; he was in
the driver’s seat; he was going to be the Chief Minister and there was nothing wrong with that. You did not
need a referendum—he suddenly forgot about the
Referendum Law that he should have brought during
the course of the year . . . as he said this morning he
forgot about it . . . he forgot about it. Madam Speaker,
people must be truthful. When they take a position
they must stand up to that position and say to the
country, ‘Ladies and gentlemen of the Cayman Islands this is what I stand for’. And the day that you
cannot do that you should get out of politics; you
should get out and cease being a representative of
the people.
What I do not appreciate with the whole referendum effort is that the PPM is telling people now
that, ‘Look it is not my effort you know, this is the
people’s effort, we are doing what the people want
and we did not start this, the people started it’. That is
the biggest lie that has ever been told in this country!
Because all the movers and shakers of the ‘majority’—those who came with those wheel barrows; People for Referendum, from West Bay to Cayman
Brac—are all part and parcel, if not members of the
PPM.
What I did not appreciate was when they
went around to people, for instance in West Bay and
said ‘You can sign this, it is not about Mac [McKeeva]
this is about independence so we want you to sign
this’. Of course, at the time I was off the Island trying
to take care of some business that the former
Leader—which I am going to talk about later on—
should have done. But had I been here in my constituency they would not have gotten away so easily
because the people would have been more active. It
was definitely wrong for the PPM to tell the public that
everyone could sign this kind of petition, a petition
which depends so heavily on being constitutionally
correct. They (PPM) knew that only people on the
electoral list would be counted in this instance. They
also knew that if people signed the petition they would
feel that their names must count. But this is not a
game as the Minister for Education said. This is not a
game that you play in a bar room or around a domino
table. This is a most serious business.
The Opposition knew that children could not
sign the petition because it is not legal. They knew
that tourists could not sign the petition because it is
not legal for persons that have no right to vote to be
involved. They knew that, but did they try to tell the
people that? Of course not. The only aim and objective of the PPM and the Leader is to get people
worked up; put their names on the paper and then
feel committed against the Government. That is the
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aim of the Leader of the Opposition. The only aim and
objective of the PPM is to get the people worked up
and then feel committed to them (the PPM) as an alternative.
I believe there are genuine people who believe a referendum is the way. But how can you go
out and take a vote on so many issues? It is not practical and it would have been better if the Opposition
had done their job and explained that and put the position before the people of the country.
I do not support the referendum but the truth
is, the Member leading that group had time last year
to bring the law. And since he asked: For one, when
Truman Bodden was the Leader he should have done
so. But you see, Madam Speaker, that is how they
operate; criticise; whip up and say all manner of
things as he is doing now when he is not in the position. But when he could have done it if it meant so
much to him, he failed to do it—he did not remember—conveniently did not remember.
Madam Speaker, it is a poor situation for
them. I have also been listening very keenly to what
was said and is still being said about the Constitutional Review. There have been many valid points
made but I sincerely wish that a higher ground had
been taken by the Opposition. I wish they had taken
the time to educate, to put forward their views on issues and questions and to explain to the people.
However, they did no such thing for the vast majority
of the time. Rather they just took a position that says
the people need time. Well, we agreed on that too
that the people needed more time but they still did not
put their position. They then brought in someone from
an independent country to tell them how an independent country works because he could not tell them
out of experience how Overseas Territories and dependent countries work. He is the Leader of the Opposition in Barbados, which is an independent country.
Instead of educating and correcting, where
they know that people are not drifting in the right direction, what I have been hearing, Madam Speaker,
and I also read in the paper by the Leader of the Opposition who is now absent is, ‘Oh that McKeeva
Bush is arrogant’. The Leader of the Opposition says
that I have taken a high-handed approach and that
there is victimisation. Then you hear them talk about
dictator.
I do not tout or blow my own horn because
everyone knows McKeeva and anything bad that they
could say about me they have said. And I also believe
they have said as much good as they want about me.
But just let me say this is my fifth term in this Legislative Assembly—an unbroken tenure unmatched by
few in this country! Why? Because I have served the
people honestly and I have done what I could for
them at all times.
I challenge the First and Second Elected
Members from George Town and their cohorts in this
House or outside to say how much they have done for
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the country. I ask them to say when this Member has
ever not done what the people asked me to do and
what I have thought was in the best interest of all the
people. I challenge anyone to say on what issue, subject or policy have I ever done the people wrong in
this country.
The newspapers want something to write—
that is something for them to question. Tell me when I
have stood in this House or made policy outside to do
people harm. The people in the Opposition making
the accusation of arrogance should examine their
own lives. Does it look like a dictator to agree on the
boundaries commission of which the Leader of the
Opposition, although he is not saying anything about
it, would have equal power of appointment of Members of the Public Service Commission. No! Of course
he would not do that; he would not want to draw any
attention to himself because he does not want anyone to start asking him, ‘Well, Mr. Tibbetts what are
you going to do about it?’ He will do about that what
he did about the economy last year: Borrowed $55
million to slam it and would not take advice against
what he was doing.
Is it dictatorial powers to make place for the
appointment of the judicial Commission? If the United
Democratic Party was trying to take away power from
any situation . . . well what about those sections of the
Constitution, which are in fact, some of the major
clauses in the Constitution? And, Madam Speaker,
save but one, the Leader of the Opposition has the
power to appoint Members to all of them just the
same as the Chief Minister would. Did you hear him
come and educate the public on his powers as
Leader of the Opposition? No. He spends a lot of time
talking about the powers of the Chief Minister and
blowing them out of proportion. They have spent time
scare-mongering, trying to make people believe that
something is wrong and something bad will happen if
the modernisation of the Constitution takes place.
The Review certainly gives the Chief Minister
less powers than the last review. For instance, there
is no appointment of magistrates and judges as was
in the last review. They are just blowing things out of
proportion and it is all because they are not there
now. They have been accusing us of victimisation—
victimisation against whom? You mean because
some people’s little kingdom was pulled apart? It was
not doing the country any good. But I challenge the
Opposition here today, each of them, to say what or
whom in this country has been victimised. I challenge
them. The day that they name someone then perhaps
more will be exposed than they want.
I have always acted in the best interest of the
Cayman Islands. They talk about high-handed manner: have we not all agreed on the things the public
asked for, which is more time?
The Speaker: Honourable Leader, it is now 6 pm. Is it
your desire to continue the debate or would you wish
the adjournment at this time as we originally decided.
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Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, I do have
a few areas left and perhaps I might do it in 10 minutes but I do not think I could do it otherwise.
The Speaker: I am in a position that I can stay as
long as the House is desirous. Is it the general consensus that we continue until the question is put on
the amended Motion this afternoon? Please proceed
accordingly.
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, thank
you very much and I thank the Honourable Members
for continuing.
I do not know anything about being highhanded because we as Ministers cannot just get up
and do things. We have the Civil Service to go
through and we have His Excellency the Governor to
go through when it comes to civil service matters and
departmental matters. Now, there will be accusations
but the truth is what counts and not what some people get on the ‘Talk Show’ and talk about. I do not
know anything about high-handedness, but I can tell
this country that because of the bungled incompetence of the last Leader of Government Business the
present Leader and the Government are spending a
lot of time and money trying to fix situations to put the
Cayman Islands in good standing. Because of his
inaction and incompetence for one year, it will cost
this country plenty and has done irreparable damage
to this country’s financial industry. He did not know
what to do. You could not tell him anything and he
would not listen to the Financial Secretary.
The European Tax saving initiative is being
forced down on us. The Government before knew
about it from 1999 and they did nothing about the Union’s decision, which is now causing the European
Union Tax Saving initiative to be forced on us. If the
then Leader of Government Business in November
2000-2001, the First Member from George Town, had
done what he was supposed to do when he was
made aware of it sometime last year, and had he sent
the letter that was given to him, we would be in the
same position as Bermuda in the matter—not being
affected. The decision does not apply to them because they asked to be left out.
Yet he as the Leader of the PPM had the audacity; has the nerve; the shamelessness to make
accusations against us. This country will suffer because he did not know what to do and would not listen. He had no initiative. The European Union OCT
decision will affect this country in many ways to our
detriment.
The difference between my capability and
style, and his, is that I know what to do and will take
advice from my colleagues and take direction from
the people in charge of the areas that are not under
me.
Madam Speaker, while all that has happened
we are not going to roll over and play dead. This
Government will find a way. I am talking about a draft
letter to the Baroness Scotland that was given to the
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then Leader of Government Business last year. He
did not sign it nor did he send it. It was critical at that
time to register our concerns and our position as the
matter was going to be concluded by August last
year. He did not do anything and today we must now
fight this issue.
Just let me tell this country how serious it is:
Added to the administrative burdens of our financial
industry to collect the necessary information to give
effect to the taxation of savings directive, giving an
advantage to our competitors, it will affect not only
banks but mutual funds, administrators, the insurance
industry and other areas of our financial industry. It is
a most wide-ranging effect of our financial industry.
Now, I, along with my colleagues, have our advisory
council trying to deal with it. And we hope to prevail,
as I said, we are not going to roll over and die. They
talk about my style but as I said, I will take advice and
when I believe I have the right advice I will move and
that is what I did.
I was in Brussels and found out what the position on what is happening. As you know, Madam
Speaker, you being part of the delegation that went to
London, we are facing hard times and that is why I
keep saying we are here arguing and spending time
talking about a few fire ants while the elephants are
trampling us.
I sat here listening to the Leader of the PPM
saying how he is doing what the people want and that
we must have a referendum. I have to ask the people
of this country if the First Elected Member from
George Town truly believes what he said why then
did he (last year) preside over a position of putting
this country into further debt of $60 million for Cayman Airways? Why did he not go for a referendum
then? Why did he not? Why? Much is being said
about the referendum but do they really want a referendum, or are they trying to build membership for the
PPM?
I believe that this country must have an Opposition but it must be a responsible Opposition; it
must offer constructive leadership; it should not be
capricious and opportunistic. What we are seeing today it seems like the duty of Opposition is to oppose.
And it seems that this Opposition has that as their first
duty; as their second duty; their third duty and right
down the line—their duty to oppose. But you tell me
what have they done for this country. You tell me the
plans that they have put forward to rectify some of the
problems in this country. What kinds of plans are they
coming up with to deal with the issues that we are
facing? They cannot. They know the issues are there
but you know what? That is one of the reasons why
they want this argument on the Constitution to continue because that would take pre-eminence in this
country.
But this Government is not going to allow that
to happen. We must put it to rest so that the United
Kingdom can deal with it. It will come back to us and
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we will have our say at some point. The Government
will seek permission for that to happen.
Madam Speaker, there is no doubt the Constitution is important but the Review is not asking for
independence. My greatest concern by far is not
about the Constitution and a referendum, least of all.
My over-riding concern is about the economy; saving
people’s businesses; getting our people back to work;
getting them jobs; saving our financial industry; getting good investors here; getting our housing scheme
in place. The scare tactics that the Opposition and the
extreme protest that they are employing is designed
to stop the impetus that has begun in turning around
our economy and any duck worth its salt should appreciate that.
I too want to decry the campaign of hate that
the leaders of the PPM and some of their followers
are employing. It is most serious but I think it is wrong
to suggest something is happening when it is not—to
attack by misrepresentation as they have been doing
to Elected Members’ families in the press. Those are
all signs of a desperate attempt to get power in their
hands. Surely, these are signs and methods of the
kinds of systems that all good men and women must
condemn. Would to God that the people had a more
responsible Opposition!
All this racket that the Opposition is causing
is not about the people as they say. At the meetings
by the Court House steps by the Opposition, the Second Elected Member from George Town said to the
people and I quote, “You must take back the power
they took from you last year”. I repeat that: “You
must take back the power they took from you last
year”. Now, Madam Speaker, what are they talking
about? That is the ‘crux of the matter’. That is the
problem with the Opposition. Their Leader was disastrously ineffective and incapable of dealing with the
problems of the Cayman Islands. He is good in Opposition but he will not and cannot deal with the problems of this country! He is incapable of doing so.
Government was getting no where so he was moved
and that is the power that the Second Elected Member from George Town says was lost last year and
must be gotten back.
This is not about referendum or about the
people. It is not! It is an age-old problem with some
people here in this country where they do not want
the shades of Linford Pierson; or McKeeva Bush; or
Gilbert McLean; or Roy Bodden; or Dr. Frank McField
to be here and direct policy! I have had to put up with
it all of my life. As long as I was pulling someone’s
bag McKeeva was the best person in this world but
the day that I got up and said I want a pension for the
people of this country; the day that I got up and said
that I want a labour law for the people of this country;
the day that I got up and said that I want housing for
the people of this country then he was a bad person.
This is not about referendum. This is not
about the people. It is about that group losing their
seats on Executive Council and it is because of their
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friends no longer being able to come to the Glass
House—and do you know that some of them are calling, ‘Well, Mr. Kurt you cannot let that happen’.
I said what?
‘Who is this?’
‘This is Mr. McKeeva Bush, the Minister of
Tourism.
‘Oh I am sorry, we thought it was the Leader
of Government Business’.
Madam Speaker, I do not victimise anyone. I
have put my political career in standing up for what I
believe is right for the people of this country, and I will
not do things to satisfy a group who really are not
concerned about whether we have a Chief Minister.
They are concerned about who is the Chief Minister.
That is what their concern is.
If the Opposition, in particular the Leader, had
put as much effort last year into doing the things that
the country needed as he is putting negatively into
this issue, the Cayman Islands would be much better
off today. I can say to them that unfortunately there
are international issues and policies bearing down on
us which demand the Government’s and the country’s
focused attention. Otherwise, we do not have the luxury of debating local government issues for such an
extended time such as the timing of the Constitution.
Or, for any of the causes they have asked.
Look at the things . . . is that what we are
here having to go through this extended debate
about? Those few things? What about the bigger picture; those issues that we have raised? And I say
again, it is not about a referendum, it is about people
that had control and do not have it now and they are
not prepared to wait until 2004 to see whether or not
they have another opportunity. They want to disrupt
the working machinery of Government at this time but
we will not bend because while he was elected all of
us were elected. He is no different and he did not
have any more prerogative of being there than any
one of us. Now we are trying to get a system that will
stop what happened in 2000. When they offered the
[position of] Speaker and said listen, ‘I have been in
the Assembly for five terms now, I do not want to go
in the Speaker’s seat, not now. I want to be able to
complete an agenda for the people’. Even though it is
one of the highest positions in the country and a very
meaningful one. But that is what it is all about for
them. I am not about power. I am about getting things
done for people and doing good for people.
How can any Member of this House get up
and talk for so long on such an important matter and
not put forward their position? Do they have a position
on the Constitution? Or, are they only interested in
getting people against the United Democratic Party? I
have seen it before and I say it again: The people
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who burn down the fire station are those who stand
on the sidewalk saying ‘Where is the government and
what is the government doing about it?’
Madam Speaker, I know I have been longer
than the 10 minutes and I had better stop at this time.
I want to thank all Members for this historic debate
and we are not going to fail the Cayman Islands. This
is for the long term good of the people of these Islands whom we all love. Because this is where our
ancestors come from. This is where their bones lie
and this is where we want our bones to lie—here in
these Cayman Islands!
Thank you very much.
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Leader. I shall
now put the question that Government Motion be duly
amended as is set out in paragraphs 1 and 2, the varied form of effect would be, “BE IT RESOLVED THAT
the Honourable Legislative Assembly debates and take
note of 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 amendment is
carried and the Motion stands amended accordingly.
Agreed. That the Government Motion be duly amended as set
out in paragraphs (i) and (ii). The varied form of the effect
being “Be it resolved that this Honourable Legislative Assembly debates and takes note of the Report of the Constitutional
Modernisation Review Commissioners 2002.”

The Speaker: May I now have the Motion for the
adjournment?

Adjournment
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, I move
the adjournment of this Honourable House until 10
am tomorrow, Friday, 21 June 2002.
The Speaker: The question is that the Honourable
House is now adjourned until Friday, 21 June at 10
am. All those in favour please say Aye. Those
against, No.
Ayes.
The Speaker: The Ayes have it.
At 6.22 pm the House stood adjourned until 10 am
Friday, 21 June 2002.
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Fifth Sitting
The Speaker: May I invite the Honourable Minister responsible for Planning, Communications, Works and Information Technology to say prayers.

PRAYERS
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Let us pray.
Almighty God, from whom all wisdom and
power are derived; We beseech Thee so to direct and
prosper the deliberations of the Legislative Assembly
now assembled, that all things may be ordered upon
the best and surest foundations for the glory of Thy
Name and for the safety, honour and welfare of the
people of these Islands.
Bless our Sovereign Lady, Queen Elizabeth
II; Philip, Duke of Edinburgh; Charles, Prince of
Wales; and all the Royal family. Give grace to all who
exercise authority in our Commonwealth, that peace
and happiness, truth and justice, religion and piety
may be established among us. Especially we pray for
the Governor of our Islands, the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, Official Members and Ministers of
Executive Council and Members of the Legislative
Assembly that we may be enabled faithfully to perform the responsible duties of our high office.
All this we ask for Thy Great Name’s sake.
Let us say the Lord’s Prayer together:
Our Father who art in Heaven, Hallowed be
Thy Name, Thy Kingdom come, Thy will be done, on
earth as it is in Heaven. Give us this day our daily
bread, and forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive
those who trespass against us. And lead us not into
temptation, but deliver us from evil. For Thine is the
Kingdom, the power and the glory, forever and ever.
Amen.
The Lord bless us and keep us. The Lord make His
face shine upon us and be gracious unto us. The Lord lift up
the light of His countenance upon us and give us peace now
and always. Amen.

The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are resumed.

ADMINISTRATION OF OATHS
OR AFFIRMATIONS
The Speaker: I will now invite the Honourable Temporary
First Official Member [responsible for the Portfolio of Internal and External Affairs] to come to the dais.

Oath of Allegiance
Donovan W. F. Ebanks
Mr. Donovan W. F. Ebanks: I, Donovan W. F. Ebanks, do
swear that I will be faithful and bear true allegiance to Her
Majesty Queen Elizabeth II, her heirs and successors according to law, so help me God.

The Speaker: On behalf of this Honourable House I welcome you once again the Honourable Temporary First Official Member, and I invite you to take your seat at this time.

READING BY THE HONOURABLE
SPEAKER OF MESSAGES
AND ANNOUNCEMENTS
Apologies
The Speaker: I have received apologies from the Third
Elected Member from the district of Bodden Town who is
still off the Island with his wife for medical reasons.
I have also received a letter from the Parliamentary
Opposition giving apologies “Dear Madam,
“This is to advise that as publicly stated and reiterated on the floor of the Legislative Assembly,
the Members of the Parliamentary Opposition will
not participate in the ongoing debate on the Constitutional Commissioners’ Report and will not
attend the current meeting while that debate is
underway. Our colleague, Mr Anthony Eden, is
off the Island and has already conveyed his
apologies to you. We would be grateful if you
would direct the Clerk to advise us when the debate on the Constitutional Commissioners’ Report
has concluded in order that we may participate in
the Other Business of the House scheduled for
this meeting.
Yours faithfully,
D. Kurt Tibbetts, JP
Edna Moyle, JP
Arden McLean
Alden McLaughlin”.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
OF THE GOVERNMENT
Petition made by certain group employees of the
Public Works Department regarding vacation pay
and the change made to their workweek in 2001
from 44 hours to 40 hours
The Speaker: The Honourable Minister responsible for
planning.
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
As a result of a petition made by certain group
employees of the Public Works Department (PWD) in regards to vacation pay and the change made to their work
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week in 2001 from 44 hours to 40 hours, I would like to
make the following statement:
In 2002, the practice of advancing vacation salary
to PWD Group Employees at the pay period just prior to
their vacation was discontinued. This was done as part of
the shift to the Integrated Resources Information System
(commonly known as the IRIS accounting system) over the
past two years, and it has resulted in significant increases in
inefficiencies in the payroll unit within the PWD Accounts
Division.
The new procedure ensures that employees’ salaries are banked on a regular basis, similar to monthly employees, both while the employee is at work and also during
vacation periods. And any authorised deductions and/or
payments to financial institutions are made on time without
disruption. When an employee’s vacation salary is advanced all at one pay-period, financial institutions must be
notified so that authorised deductions and payments may be
made at that time. Or, there is the possibility that the deduction or payments due during the vacation period will not be
made, and will therefore be late, after the employee returns
from vacation.
PWD Management also sees the new procedure as
one that assists group employees to better manage their
finances. Under the old practice, at the pay period just prior
to leaving, an employee going on four weeks vacation
would receive six weeks pay at the pay period just before
leaving, and the next pay period for that employee would be
seven weeks later, three weeks after returning from vacation.
Madam Speaker, following objection to the new
procedure from a number of Public Works Department employees in the form of a petition, the Ministry of Works and
the Public Works Department Management have agreed to
revert to the previous procedure of advancing vacation salary at the pay-period prior to vacation.
The changes in group employees workweeks from
44 hours to 40 hours was as a result of Personnel Circular
#4 of 2000 issued in May 2000. This was to bring all group
employees working hours in line with General Orders
19.10, which states: “The normal working week shall be
one of 40 hours. An employing officer may arrange
hours of work in accordance with the need of the service”.
All Government Departments have adjusted their
group employee work weeks to confirm with General Orders 19.10, with the Public Works Department being the
last. Public Works completed their exercise in 2001. Public
Works group employees were awarded 2 increments to
compensate for the reduction in their work week.
Thank you, Madam Speaker.
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Minister.

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS
Suspension of Standing Order 24(5)
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The Speaker: It is my understanding that the Honourable
Deputy Leader, Minister of Planning has a Motion to submit at this time.
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
In accordance with the provisions of Standing Order 86, I seek to suspend Standing Order 24(5) to enable me
to bring two Government Motions before the House,
namely:
(i) The Development and Planning (Amendment) (Height
of Buildings) (No. 2) Regulations 2002; and
(ii)

The Building Code (Amendment) Regulations
2002.
Thank you, Madam Speaker.

The Speaker: I shall now put the question that Standing
Order 24(5) be suspended to allow five clear days for the
Government Motions to be submitted to this Honourable
House. All those in favour please say Aye. Those against,
No.
Ayes.
The Speaker: The Ayes have it. Accordingly Standing
Order 24(5) is hereby suspended.
Agreed: Standing Order 24(5) suspended to allow five
clear days for the Government Motions to be submitted
to this Honourable House.
Amended Motion to Debate and Take Note of the
Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review
Commissioners 2002
The Speaker: The Honourable Leader of Government
Business and Minister for Tourism.
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
I beg to move the amended Motion, which reads as
follows:- “BE IT RESOLVED THAT this Honourable
Legislative Assembly debates and takes note of the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners 2002.”
The Speaker: The Motion has been duly moved. The Motion is now open for debate. Does the Mover wish to speak
thereto?
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
I beg to lay on the Table of this Honourable House
the Position Paper of the United Democratic Party (UDP)
on the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review
Commissioners 2002, and Draft Constitution for the Cayman Islands.
The Speaker: So ordered. Please continue Honourable
Leader.
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Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you very much, Madam
Speaker.
Having laid on the Table of this Honourable House
the Position paper, I will now read that paper into the records of the Legislative Assembly.
The Speaker: Please proceed accordingly.
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, as Members
know, when the Report was laid on the Table of this Honourable House by the Chief Secretary in April, we then proceeded to hold public meetings in every district where we
informed the public on the various points of the Review.
And we also informed the public on what our position is.
Certainly, at each of those meetings we listened to the
views of the people in attendance.
As we went from district to district we revised our
position according to what we were hearing from the people
in the districts. We also met with various groups including
the senior class from one of the schools. At those meetings
it was clear to us what the people were saying about various
issues.
In the district of Cayman Brac (where it was proposed to cut Cayman Brac in two) I can say that we had
what I thought was a tremendous turn out in the Ashton
Rutty Centre. In fact, every single person in that meeting
said, unreservedly, that they did not support the Constitutional Review on the suggestion for single Member constituencies. They did not support Cayman Brac being split
in two. As I went from district to district that was the same
message we received. As far back as 1986 or 1987 in the
district of West Bay I had opposition to the same idea. The
people did not support single Member constituencies.
It is worthy to note that the Opposition seems to
have found the same problem in Cayman Brac. According
to the news report they said that they would try to do something different for Cayman Brac and Little Cayman. So, if
you support for instance, single Member constituencies,
how then are you going to deal with Cayman Brac and Little Cayman? Except to either agree with them in not instituting it or going against their wishes and putting it in place.
I thought I would say for the record that we have gone
through every district and we have held meetings that have
been well attended. We have received a tremendous amount
of input from the public, not only at those meetings, but
also through letters.
Pastors of certain churches have complained about
the Bill of Rights. They want to safeguard the churches’
position and of course, we agreed with them. We make reference to that and also put in a specific provision because
we asked London whether that was possible. London
agreed because that is the wording in the Bill of Rights
Law. I quote; “If a court’s determination of any question
arising under this section might affect the exercise by a
religious organisation itself or its members of the constitutional right to freedom of thought, conscience and
religion it must have regard to the importance of that
right”. That section safeguards the churches against any
intrusion and I think this is good. So, we listened to other
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groups. I received a letter from a number of the private
schools talking about the Bill of Rights and I believe that
their concerns are addressed in our position.
I can say without fear of contradiction that each
Member has done his best to go out, after the Commissioners had gone forward, to get our own feedback and discussion with the people of this country.
It is not a good thing to mislead anyone. It is certainly not a good thing to mislead the public on matters
such as the Constitution. I repeat: ‘this is not an Independence Constitution for people to be worried about, nor an
Independence question where you could easily have a referendum and say, ‘do you want independence, Yes or No?’
That is an easy answer but I maintain that it is going to be a
difficult thing to register six, ten or eighteen questions because who is to say that people do not want more than one
point answered.
It is difficult to do that in a vote and the Commonwealth has been around not just today. The Commonwealth and the United Kingdom have been around for
many, many years; much more than the great United States
who was once a colony of Great Britain. This Westminster
form of Government that has been adhered to throughout
the Commonwealth for all these many years that has served
us well; has not failed. As Sir Winston Churchill said, ‘you
might not like democracy the way we have it but it is still
the best form of Government’. It is still the best system.
The system in the Commonwealth that all of us
have grown up with; have known and has served us well
has not been to our detriment. The only time that there have
been problems with the Westminster form of Government is
when that system had been corrupted to something else.
You can go through the Commonwealth and you can tell
the countries which have had problems.
Referendum has been used very scarcely in
the Commonwealth and it has been [used] for much
greater issues than asking whether the Speaker
should be from inside or outside the House. I repeat: if
it were something asking for independence, which this
is not by far. It does not even propose full internal self
Government. We are not even going near it. What is
being proposed is getting the Constitution to fit modern day Government; modern day expectations; modern day responsibilities; the challenges and the pressures that the Cayman Islands face so severely.
Madam Speaker, we have not done the public any
wrong. It is very easy for people to get up and say ‘I want
to go and have my say’. Well, the process is there and will
be there for several more months for people to have their
say. I want to say this in the strongest terms: the debate here
in this legislature is not the final say. The United Democratic Party nor the People’s Progressive Movement (PPM),
nor anyone else, can write a Constitution for us. Nor can we
vote for a Constitution to put it into effect. That is the prerogative of the United Kingdom. We have never been able
to do that because the United Kingdom is the administering
power for the Cayman Islands. We are an Overseas Territory; that is what we are—a Crown Colony, a Dependent
Territory, now an Overseas Territory of the United Kingdom.
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So, for people to make anyone believe that we can
write our own Constitution and put that into effect is certainly doing a grave disservice not only to present day
Cayman but also to our posterity.
Madam Speaker, we are not about keeping anyone
from having his say. We did not—and I repeat this—we did
not appoint any Commissioner. These Members on this side
had nothing to do with it. Yesterday I said that because of
the international responsibilities that the United Kingdom
faces, their representative the previous Governor [Mr. Peter
Smith], appointed the Commissioners. At all material times
he said that the then Leader of Government Business, now
the Leader of the People’s Progressive Movement and still
the First Elected Member for George Town who now
chooses to boycott [the Constitutional debate] in this Honourable House, knew who was going to be appointed.
The Governor laid out the position clearly and we
should not try to confuse that either. But as we have seen,
they have attempted to do that if my Honourable colleague
(the Deputy Leader) had not [received] the Position paper
that was sent from the United Kingdom without any
abridgement—in its raw form.
So, why is all of this happening? Why is this
clamour now for delay? I said yesterday and I would like to
repeat that without being too tedious: It is not because of
anyone on the outside. It is the Parliamentary Opposition
who is utilising these efforts for their own aggrandisement;
for their own situation to build their own party. I dare say,
had they been the Leader of Government Business and been
on Executive Council the process would have continued in
this country without this furore. They would have been here
debating it; they would have carried it through because they
would have been in the position. Of course they do have
people who support that position because they do not support us and they never will.
Madam Speaker, all of us have our short comings.
There was only one perfect person who ever lived—the
greatest, Jesus Christ the son of the Almighty God who was
sent into this world! And they crucified him!
I do not listen often because I am just too busy.
Perhaps, when I am in my car or if someone tells me what
is being said on the media, the Internet or the radio station.
But I have, in driving, listened to certain people tear down
the Speaker. I do not understand where they are going. I
have had my differences with Speakers and governors and I
thought that the governors should have been out of this
House and that was accomplished. I have had my differences with Speakers and certainly, the United Kingdom saw
fit to agree that the Governor should no longer sit in the
legislature because it is not democracy. It does not give the
necessary separation of powers that a democratic country
should have.
I cannot understand why people choose to go on
the radio and say the things that they do and I cannot understand where is the responsibility of those in charge of the
media allowing this to be pursued day after day. Is this what
the Cayman Islands want? Is this the kind of confrontation;
name-calling; accusation; the hype, the constant calling
from morning until noon? Is this what we want? With all
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the problems that we have, can some of these people who
are doing this do something more constructive?
Madam Speaker, I ask you to hold your head high
because you have done and are doing one of the best jobs
that I have seen done under the circumstances. I have seen
you make decisions quickly: right decisions, thinking on
your feet, which is needed in that Chair. You do it as
quickly as you and the Clerk can confer at times, which is
supposed to be done.
And I do not think that it is anything to do with
referendum or anything about ‘strangers’. An unfortunate
situation, an unfortunate word and I understand how people
can get upset about that sort of thing. But it is the correct
word that was used. People say, ‘throw it out’. Well, when
you go to Grand Court do you stop saying ‘Ma Lord’? Do
you take off your wig and throw away your robe? Must all
of the practices and conventions of the Honourable Court
be thrown out too? This is Parliament and if we are striving
to be better and perform better then we must follow the
long standing traditions that have bode well for every country that has used them.
I, for one, am not going to shift to any presidential
style of governance. I do not believe in it. I do not believe
that the United States has the best system. I believe that the
Commonwealth has bode us well for hundreds of years and
Parliamentary democracy has bode us well for hundreds of
years. I am not going to shift from that. Each to his own,
but I prefer that and I think that there is no reason for all the
things that I hear going on, on the radio.
I say again that while the media pipes up and
prints about responsibilities and accountability, the media
has one of the most important roles in the country . . . in
any country; and that is to be fair; to be impartial and to
print the truth especially when you have two sides— each
side should be given fair opportunity and fair coverage.
I have had my problems with them, but I can live with
them. There are many good articles and some very good
journalists in this country. I have seen the Opposition accuse me of all sorts of things on the front page of the paper.
I answer and it gets put somewhere else; it does not get the
same treatment. The media have to be eternally vigilant.
They should never let their likes and dislikes of who they
support cloud the very and most important aspect in the
country: that of reporting news—reporting what people say
especially, because that can do eternal damage to an individual.
Government’s own radio station . . . Is that the
purpose of it? Do we need the moderator of any radio
show, ‘Oh, you going to the meeting tonight right?’,
‘Yeah’, ‘alright boss that is good’, ‘yeah it is going to
be a good meeting’. What are we doing? It is not both
sides getting this treatment; it is all one side.
We cannot build a country on that type of
situation. And if people believe that they are harming
McKeeva Bush when they are one-sided they are
making a big mistake. If they believe that they are
harming the Speaker in her person, they are making a
big mistake. They might cause us to be jeered at; to
be booed; for people to have whatever opinion, but
the damage is much bigger and much greater than
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that because these are some of the most important
institutions in a country. When they go that low who
does it hurt in the end? Our own beloved country.
Here where we were born; where we work and live
and move and have our being; where all of us, I believe, have an eternal love. Who are we hurting? Our
own children, grandchildren and the future generations.
None of us is perfect, but do not tell me that we
cannot improve step by step. Whether we like people or
not; whether we like how someone talks; whether we like
the pigmentation of their skin; whether we like the family
they come from; whether they come out of Old Bush or
Spot Bay or Watering Place or wherever; when we can all
stop that, then we are moving little bit by little bit toward
what we should be—decent human beings!
Madam Speaker, personally I take great umbrage
to when a newspaper, or any news media, mentions my
family. And if I ever ‘see red’ about anything and get my
‘ire up’, it is then! I have a decent family structure—my
wife and I have tried to do our best. And I take this opportunity to say that, because people just go too far and the
media goes too far when it allows this to happen. Why? Just
to tear me down, personally? Why? Because I am here in
this seat as Leader of Government Business? If I were in
Opposition with the shoe on the other foot, perhaps you
would not hear a thing about it. I take great umbrage—and
from this forum I beg the media to be the institution it is
supposed to be.
There is every reason to have outlets for people’s
expressions. But they must sit down and look at the fairness
of what is happening. And those that are perpetuating this
name-calling and accusations—allowing people who really
do not have enough common sense to balance a straw, to
get on the radio to ‘educate’— that is what is happening,
because when someone says something everyone else gets
it and it is gone out—about people being paid off and making all sorts of accusations, do you know what the truth is?
The truth is, that is all that is in their minds. But you know
what the Bible says about that: “As a man thinketh in his
heart, so is he”.
I have worked for myself from the time I was 13
years old, had to move out of a Government system, which
was inadequate, did not have enough space. But I have constantly and honestly tried to live my life to what I think
would please myself, my God, my people that I represent
and my family. As I said yesterday, I challenge them to
point to any one area that I have done the people of this
country wrong. I challenge any of the Opposition to say
what good they have done for the public of this country as
against my records in this House and my record of administration. I am not saying that I did not make mistakes. But
when I made mistakes and fell down, I got up and walked
and tried. That is what people elected me to do. People
knew; still know that I do not have a university education;
that I did not go to Oxford, I did not go to any. But I will
tell you this: I will match my own performance with some
of theirs. Let us see.
But that is enough on that. I will end by saying that
this is not what it is all about where Julianna O’Connor
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comes from or where McKeeva Bush comes from, or where
Linford Pierson or Dr. Frank McField comes from. No, that
is not what it is about. It is about performance; it is about
the good that has to be done for the people of the country
and who can do it best, and who can get the job done. That
is the task. That is the question.
Madam Speaker, I will rue the day that we have a
situation in this country where only a certain few have the
wherewithal—the ability to get elected to this legislature.
Because we had it; we had the ‘plantocracy’ situation; we
had the slaves, but not any more. That has been gone and
thank God people of common background that come from
poor families have an opportunity to be the people’s elected
representatives and can stand and palaver with some of the
highest in the land and in the world, for that matter.
Madam Speaker, if anything pains me in this
whole situation is to see those kinds of situations arising
again—hearing people saying, ‘Where McKeeva come
from’ or ‘Where Julianna come from’. I really thought that
had all been put away in this country; that those kinds of
prejudices had been forgotten about and that we have become Christian enough and good enough in our own heart
of hearts, to accept people for what they can do and for
what they mean to other people.
It is like this: if I see you doing something good
for someone else, even though you might not like me, I am
proud because a fellow Caymanian or a fellow human being
is being lifted. Not to go back to the days where you had to
go with your cap in hand bowing and begging. Is that what
they want? Do they want people in here that only they can
control? [People] that are controlled by a ‘moneyed’ few.
My life and our lives are open books.
The Speaker: Is this a convenient time for the luncheon
break Honourable Leader?
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you very much, Madam
Speaker. I think so.
The Speaker: At this time we will suspend until 2.15 pm.
Proceedings suspended at 12.46 pm
Proceedings resumed at 2.35 pm
The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are resumed.
Continuation of the debate by the Honourable Leader of
Government Business.
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
I propose now to read into the record the Position
Paper I tabled earlier.
“Position paper of The United Democratic Party on
The Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review
Commissioners 2002 and Draft Constitution for the
Cayman Islands
“The undersigned Legislative Members of the United
Democratic Party (“UDP”) having reviewed and consid-
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ered in detail the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners 2002 and draft Constitution for the Cayman Islands dated March 7, 2002 (the
‘Report and Draft Constitution’), and having made
presentations in public meetings, met with a number of
constituents and taken into consideration many views
put forward by them, set out hereunder our considered
joint position on the main changes proposed in the Report and Draft Constitution.
“1.

Fundamental Rights and Freedoms of the Individual (Bill of Rights) (pages 10-24).

“We believe that every person in the Cayman Islands
should have his fundamental rights and freedoms protected and it is most fitting that these fundamental
rights and freedoms of the individual are enshrined in
our Constitution. These fundamental rights and freedoms are:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.
x.
xi.
xii.
xiii.
xiv.

Protection of Right to Life
Protection from Inhuman Treatment
Protection from Slavery and Forced Labour
Protection of Right to Personal Liberty
Provisions to secure Protection of Law
Protection of Right of Prisoners to Humane
Treatment
Protection for Private and Family Life and the
Privacy of Home and Other Property
Protection of the right to marry, etc.
Protection of Freedom of Conscience
Protection of Freedom of Expression
Protection of Freedom of Assembly and Association
Protection of Freedom of Movement
Protection from Discrimination on Grounds of
Race, etc.
Protection from Deprivation of Property.

“We wish to see a provision inserted in the ‘Bill of
Rights’ which would draw attention to the unique social
and cultural identity of the Cayman Islands and to ensure that this identity is not ignored when the Constitution is being interpreted by the Courts. We suggest that
section 1 of Part I of the Constitution should begin:
"Whereas the Cayman Islands is a Caribbean
territory with its own distinct history, culture, Christian
values and socio-economic framework, 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 the person and
the protection of the law;
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b)

freedom of conscience, of expression
and of assembly, movement and association; and
c)
protection for his privacy and family
life, the privacy of his home and property and from deprivation of property
except in the public interest and on
payment of fair compensation.
“We also recommend that the definition of ‘Islands’ contained in section 107 of the draft Constitution
be amended to read ‘the Islands means the Cayman Islands as described in section 1 of Part I of the Constitution’, and that wherever the phrase ‘reasonably justifiable in a democratic society’ is used, that phrase should
be amended to read ‘reasonably justifiable in the democratic society of the Islands’. We further recommend
that the following provision on thought, conscience and
religion become an integral part of this Section:
“‘If a Court's determination of any question
arising under this Section might affect the exercise by a
religious organisation (itself or its members) of the Constitutional right to freedom of thought, conscience and
religion, it must have regard to the importance of that
right’.
“2.
The Public Service Commission (PSC) be
established in the Constitution (page 66- section 87).
“The Legislative Members of the UDP agree
that the role of the PSC should be enshrined in the Constitution, but in conjunction with this and in line with
ongoing modernisation in the civil service, we believe
that the PSC should be freed from the day-to-day recruitment functions and become an Appellate Body.
“3.
The posts of Acting Governor and Deputy
Governor be held by a Caymanian (page 27- sections
20 & 21).
“We agree with this recommendation, but
within the definition of ‘Caymanian’ proposed in section
14 by the undersigned.
“4.
Establishment of an independent Advisory
Committee in relation to the Governor's power to pardon (page 30-section 26).
“We agree with this recommendation which
reads in section 26 of the Draft Constitution:
“‘There shall be for the Islands an Advisory
Committee on the Prerogative of Mercy (in this section
and section 25 referred to as the Committee), which
shall consist of the Attorney-General, the Chief Medical
Officer and four other members of which two shall be
appointed by the Governor after consultation with the
Chief Minister and two after consultation with the
Leader of the Opposition’.
“5.
Retention of the Westminster form of Government with increased local Autonomy but falling
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short of full internal self-government. A full ministerial
style Government with a Chief Minister and Leader of
Opposition (Chap. 3, page 6- para. 2) and (page 32Part III).
“We agree with the Commissioners’ recommendation for a full ministerial style government with a
Chief Minister appointed by the Governor on the recommendation of the majority of the elected members of
the Legislative Assembly, and six Ministers appointed
by the Governor, acting in accordance with the advice of
the Chief Minister, from among the elected members of
the Legislative Assembly. We also believe that in order
for the full ministerial style government to work
smoothly, provision should also be made for a Deputy
Chief Minister and Deputy Leader of Opposition.
“6.
A no confidence motion should be in respect of a
lack of confidence in the Government as a whole, and not
to remove individual ministers (page 33-section 32).
“We agree with this recommendation which
reads in section 32 (1) of the Draft Constitution to the
extent that:
“‘The Governor shall subject to the provisions
of subsection (2) of this section revoke the appointment
of the Chief Minister if a motion that the Legislative
Assembly should declare a lack of confidence in the
Government of the Islands receives the affirmative vote
of not less than ten of the elected members thereof’.
“However, we recommend that where such declaration of a lack of confidence in the Government is
affirmed by the Legislative Assembly, the Governor
shall allow the members of the Legislative Assembly the
opportunity to form a new Government prior to dissolving the Legislative Assembly and before calling a new
General Election.
“7.
The Financial Secretary and Chief Secretary
positions be replaced with Elected ministers (Chap. 3,
page 7 & page 32-section 31).

“We agree with this recommendation of the
Constitutional Commissioners, subject to section 8 below.
“8.
The Attorney-General shall be either an elected
member of the Legislative Assembly entitled to practice as
an Attorney-at-Law in the Islands in which case he shall
be appointed by the Governor in accordance with the advice of the Chief Minister or a public officer (page 69section 92).
“We believe that since the Report and Draft
Constitution envisage a move to a full ministerial system
that the Attorney-General should also cease to be an exofficio member of the Legislative Assembly and Executive Council. We propose there should be an elected
Minister responsible for legal affairs, and a senior civil
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service post of Attorney-General which, where possible,
should be filled by a Caymanian.
“9.
The Speaker and Deputy Speaker be chosen from
outside the membership of the Legislative Assembly (page
42-section 46).
“We do not support this recommendation and propose that we retain the provisions of the current Constitution which state that the elected members of the Assembly should elect “a) a Speaker from among the elected members of
the Assembly, or persons qualified to be elected
members of the Assembly, other than members of
Executive Council;
“b) a Deputy Speaker from among the elected
members of the Assembly other than members of
Executive Council.
“10.
The introduction of 17 single-member constituencies for the Islands (page 52-section 67).
“Although we support the concept of modernising this area of the electoral system, we believe that the
full introduction of single-member constituencies and
the ‘one man one vote’ which proposes to divide the
Cayman Islands into 17 constituencies is, at this point in
our development, premature. We believe that a better
system would be to gradually phase in this concept.
“11.
The introduction of an Electoral Boundary
Commission to draw the electoral boundaries (page 52section 68).
“We believe that it is important that a Boundary Commission is established as early as possible. This
would be particularly necessary if there were a gradual
phasing in of the single-member constituencies.
“12.
The inclusion of a Judicial Service Commission
to advise on the appointment of judges of the Grand Court
as well as magistrates, registrars and other officers of the
Court (page 65-section 85).
“We agree with this recommendation of the
Constitutional Commissioners.
“13.
Expansion of the Oath of Due Execution of Office to include the people of the Cayman Islands as well as
to Her Majesty the Queen, Her Heirs and Successors
(page 83-First Schedule).
“We agree with this recommendation of the
Constitutional Commissioners.
“14.
The Commissioners have given a narrow definition to ‘Caymanian’ in the Constitution which is separate
and apart from “Caymanian Status” (page 79-section
107).
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The Commissioners have defined ‘Caymanian
in Section 107 of the proposed Constitution to mean:“‘A person who possesses British Overseas Territories
Citizenship by virtue of a connection with the Islands
and who:

exacerbate the non-inclusive nature of the electoral system in the Cayman Islands and lead to an even smaller
percentage of the long-term resident population of the
Islands participating in the electoral process. We do not
believe this is desirable. We therefore recommend the
following definition for a ‘Caymanian’ :-

a) was born in or outside of the Islands and at the date
of his birth had at least one of his parents or grandparents who was Caymanian as herein defined and
who was domiciled in the Islands at the date of such
birth, and

‘“A person who possesses British Overseas Territories Citizenship, British Citizenship, or citizenship by virtue of birth outside the Islands
and who:

b) possesses no other citizenship and is pursuing no
claim to any other citizenship for which he may be
eligible.
“There are 4 places in the proposed Constitution where
it is necessary to be ‘Caymanian’ under the above narrow definition, namely:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

to act as Governor
to be Deputy Governor
to be an elector, and
to be a member of the Legislative Assembly.

“This definition excludes anyone holding
dual citizenship. We believe this is an unreasonable departure from the provisions of the current
Constitution which allows for dual nationality by
virtue of birth outside the Islands.
“The Constitutional Commissioners' proposals
have unreasonably narrowed the qualifications for
elected membership to the Legislative Assembly. Many
able Caymanians will be precluded from running for
office. We believe that the qualifications which are now
contained in the current Constitution provide a reasonable balance where someone may stand for election if he
(i) has Cayman Status and is 21 years or over, (ii) is
domiciled and resident in Cayman, (iii) has British
Overseas Territories Citizenship due to a connection
with the Islands, (iv) has no other citizenship (except by
reason of birth provided he has a Cayman born and
Status holding parent or grandparent) and (v)
meets
the required residency period.
“We believe that an area of the present Constitution which requires further specific attention and
amendment is the question of citizenship in light of the
conferral of British Citizenship on British Overseas
Territories Citizens under the new British Overseas
Territories Act. Caymanian BOTCs are now entitled to
full British Citizenship and passports with the right to
live and work in the UK and European Community. We
do not believe it is appropriate that someone who takes
advantage of the new British Citizenship should be precluded from running for elected office.
“The narrow definition for a ‘Caymanian’ will
also negatively affect electors. This will unnecessarily
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(a)

at the date of his birth had at least one
of his parents or grandparents who was
Caymanian as herein defined and who
was domiciled in the Islands at the date
of such birth, or

(b)

has Caymanian Status’.

15.
lnclusion of constitutional control on public
debt (page 76-section 103).
Under Section 103(3) of the Draft Constitution
the Constitutional Commissioners have recommended
that:
‘The Islands shall not (at any time after the appointed day) borrow money to a total amount larger
than that which can be repaid as to both principal and
interest (calculated from the date of draw down on the
loan, whether or not a moratorium on repayment is
given) by not more than ten percent of the Islands annual recurrent revenue (excluding money actually received from Loans) for the preceding financial year’.
“This provision is already contained in the Public Management and Finance Law and therefore we believe that a similar repetition in the Constitution is inappropriate and unnecessary.
16.

Provision for Referenda (page 45-section 50 (2).

“Provision to enable a referendum law to be
enacted now exists under the current Constitution, but
no such law has to date been enacted. The Constitutional Commissioners have also included this provision
under the proposed new Constitution, but have added a
proviso that the question of whether the Islands should
seek an amendment to the Constitution that may result
in the independence of the Islands shall be a matter of
national importance.
“We agree with this recommendation of the Constitutional Commissioners”.
Madam Speaker, that is the total of the
United Democratic Party’s position on the Report
of the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners’ 2002 and Draft Constitution for the
Cayman Islands.
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It was signed by all of us [the United Democratic Party Members] on 12 June 2002, and I
name the signatories to this Position Paper.
The Hon. W. McKeeva Bush, OBE, JP, Leader
of
Government Business
The Hon. Linford A. Pierson, OBE, JP, Deputy
Leader of Government Business
The Hon. Roy Bodden
The Hon. Gilbert A. McLean
Dr. the Hon. Frank S. McField
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin, MLA
Mr. Cline A. Glidden, Jr., MLA, Deputy
Speaker of the House
Capt. A. Eugene Ebanks. MLA
Mr. Lyndon L. Martin, MLA
Madam Speaker, these are the total signatures on the United Democratic Party’s Position
Paper.
I began by saying that this is a historic
time for us. I also pointed out the many challenges we face. I talked about the current situation (the climate) that is being carried out and
prolonged and I believe that we should bring closure as soon as possible to this debate on the
Constitution. A Constitution is not something that
should be hanging in the air for months and years
in a current debate. I believe that to do that it
would damage the country by causing confrontation and more friction.
I believe that we should all try to work together although the Opposition is absent. They
should endeavour to come to this House and put
their position on this review of the Constitution.
This is their duty, whether they had a chance or
not to debate a referendum—the Leader of the
PPM debated it in any event. And they have
stated their reason for that, but that is confusing
also. They should come to the Legislative Assembly—as they are paid to do—to debate the Constitution. But if they are not here Parliament duties
must continue. We must do our work. We have no
authority to amend the Constitutional Commissioners’ Report. We have to put our position. And
as I said before, the Government has given an
undertaken to send it to London with the debate
and with the results coming from, and recorded
by, the Electoral office. We will ask for a delegation to London.
Now, just to show how contrary and opposite the Opposition wants to be: I believe that it
is a given that the United Kingdom will accept our
request to have Members of Government and
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Members of the Opposition around a table talking
to them at the Foreign Office, where they have
not one or two but several Officers and their legal
advisers to call on. But the Leader of the Opposition had said No. He wants them to come here.
Why be that opposite? Why not say, ‘that is a
good idea; that gives us a chance’. They have a
lawyer on their team. Why say that they must
come here? Going to London and talking to
them—they will have their officers, they will have
one, two or three people there to call on. They
will have all of their legal advisers and they could
be prepared for any matter that may arise and
could be answered there and then.
Well, the Opposition is the opposition and
it seems that it is their duty is to oppose—first,
second and third duty also. But the Government
must govern according to our Constitution and
according to what we believe are the wishes of
our people. And that is what the United Democratic Party Government is doing.
Madam Speaker, I will stop at this point. I
do thank you.
The Speaker: Thank you Honourable Leader.
Does any other Member wish to speak? Is it the
wish of the House that we take the adjournment
at this time? The Honourable Leader of Government Business.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you, Madam
Speaker.
It seems that it is a general agreement
that we adjourn the House at this point, that is,
that some Members have some pressing engagements and that is the preferred route. So, I
move the adjournment of this Honourable House
until Monday, 24 June 2002, 10 am.
The Speaker: The question is that the Honourable
House be now adjourned until Monday, 24 June
2002, 10 am. All those in favour please say Aye.
Those against, No.
Ayes.
The Speaker: The Ayes have it. The House stands
adjourned until 10 am Monday 24 June 2002.
At 3.07 pm the House adjourned until 10 am,
Monday, 24 June 2002.
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The Speaker: I will now call on the Honourable Second
Official Member [responsible for the Portfolio of Legal
Administration] to grace us with prayers.

PRAYERS
Hon. David F. Ballantyne: Let us pray.
Almighty God, from whom all wisdom and
power are derived; We beseech Thee so to direct and
prosper the deliberations of the Legislative Assembly
now assembled, that all things may be ordered upon
the best and surest foundations for the glory of Thy
Name and for the safety, honour and welfare of the
people of these Islands.
Bless our Sovereign Lady, Queen Elizabeth
II; Philip, Duke of Edinburgh; Charles, Prince of
Wales; and all the Royal family. Give grace to all who
exercise authority in our Commonwealth, that peace
and happiness, truth and justice, religion and piety
may be established among us. Especially we pray for
the Governor of our Islands, the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, Official Members and Ministers of
Executive Council and Members of the Legislative
Assembly that we may be enabled faithfully to perform the responsible duties of our high office.
All this we ask for Thy Great Name’s sake.
Let us say the Lord’s Prayer together: Our
Father who art in Heaven, Hallowed be Thy Name,
Thy Kingdom come, Thy will be done, on earth as it is
in Heaven. Give us this day our daily bread, and forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead us not into temptation, but
deliver us from evil. For Thine is the Kingdom, the
power and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.
The Lord bless us and keep us. The Lord make His
face shine upon us and be gracious unto us. The Lord lift up
the light of His countenance upon us and give us peace now
and always. Amen.
Proceedings resumed at 10.50 am
The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are resumed.

reading by the HONOURABLE speaker of
messages
and announcements
Apologies
The Speaker: I have received apologies from the Third
Elected Member from the district of Bodden Town, who is
still off the Island with his wife for medical reasons. I have

also received apologies for the late attendance of the Honourable Third Official Member this morning.

statements by members
of the government
The Speaker: I have received no notice of statements for
this morning’s sitting.

government business
Amended Motion to Debate and Take Note of the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners 2002
(Continuation of debate thereon)
The Speaker: Does any other Member wish to
speak? The Honourable Deputy Leader of Government Business.
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
Before getting into the text of my debate I want to
make a quick reference to today’s paper, the Caymanian
Compass, in the Editorial section entitled “Rules of the
House,” and just to say that it is refreshing indeed to see
such a positive statement being made in acknowledgement
of what the Government and this Honourable House are
doing to bring the debate on the Constitutional Commissioners’ Report to everyone that we possibly can reach.
In this connection it also offers me the opportunity
to briefly draw the attention of those individuals who have
received the licence, whether it is a TV licence or radio
licence, that they have certain procedures and guidelines
that they should follow. As the Minister with responsibility
for this subject, I think it is timely and opportune that I
should do this at this point with your permission.
The Speaker: Please proceed.
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: I would like to draw attention to
section 12 of the Broadcasting Law (1997 Revision) captioned “Duties of Licensees” to all of the licensees under
the Broadcasting Law. This Law has now been subsumed in
the Information and Communications Technology Authority Law (ICTA) that was recently passed in this House. It
reads: “It is the duty of a licensee to ensure that the programmes broadcast by him–
a) include nothing which offends against good taste or
decency, is likely to encourage or incite to crime or
lead to disorder or to be offensive to public feelings
or which contains any offensive representation of or
reference to a living person;
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b) maintain a proper balance in their subject matter
and a high general standard of quality;
c) present with due accuracy and impartiality any
news given therein;
d) include no discussions or debates where persons
taking part express opinions or put forward arguments of a political character which are not properly balanced by other opinions; and
e) comply with this Law and the regulations”.
Madam Speaker, I would like to make the point
that this is not a regulation or law that has recently been
passed by the UDP. This Law, in fact, existed for a very
long time and was recently revised in 1997. So, this has
been on the books for a very long time and I hope that I do
not later hear that I am warning the media or in any way
threatening them. I am just drawing this section of the Law
to the attention of the general public, including the media.
During my career as a civil servant, the years spent
in the private sector and also my years as a representative of
the people, I have always held that integrity and honour are
the two most important elements in one’s life. Thus the
reason I have always used as my personal motto, integrity
and honour in all things comes before all else.
During my 16 years in the Civil Service I reached
the positions of Deputy Financial Secretary and of a Permanent Secretary. And, God willing, at the end of my present term in office in 2004, I will have served my people for
a further 16 years. During this period of public service
never once have I used my position to unfairly promote my
civil service or political career. This level of honour and
integrity was also the hallmark of my private sector career.
In short, I have always endeavoured to provide my people
and my country with the best and most honest service that I
could possible give. That is the legacy by which I wish to
be remembered.
Madam Speaker, I have always demonstrated in
my daily life that I am a man of honour and integrity. Specifically was this evident when in 1992 I declined to walk
out of Government on my Executive Council colleagues in
the interest of political expediency, though at the time I
strongly disagreed with a particular issue being dealt with
by that Government. I therefore feel that it is most unfortunate when the peace, tranquillity, stability and good order
of these beautiful Islands we all call home, should be disrupted by a group of individuals whose only aim appears to
be the satisfaction of their own political agenda.
I am most concerned that the First Elected Member for George Town, together with his Opposition colleagues, would subject these Islands to a state of instability
for selfish political reasons. It seems that the argument being propounded by the Opposition is that their refusal to
comply with the Standing Orders and Constitution is because you, Madam Speaker, are being unfair to them.
As explained by me in a public statement made on
Tuesday, 11 June 2002, you, Madam Speaker, bent backwards to accommodate the Opposition’s motion for a referendum. Not only did you point out to them that their motion
was defective, you also explained to them what needed to
be done to correct their motion.
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Around the same time, you similarly had to refuse
a motion from two Members of the Government Bench,
which you also found to be defective. However, in contrast
to the action taken by the First Elected Member for George
Town, the two Members of the Government Back Bench
graciously accepted your ruling and amended their motion
in accordance with proper parliamentary procedures.
What a contrast from the high-handed and arrogant
attitude taken by the First Elected Member for George
Town and his Opposition colleagues—who decided that
instead of complying with proper parliamentary procedures
they would hold a press conference during which time they
completely misled the people of these Islands on the truth in
this matter.
To add insult to injury, the First and Second
Elected Members for George Town made some very derogatory remarks about you as Speaker which led you to
cite them in contempt of this Honourable House, as well as
to call upon them to make an unconditional apology for
their disrespect to the Chair of Speaker.
Madam Speaker, upon their refusal to retract their
statements and to unconditionally apologise to this House,
you quite correctly suspended them from this House in accordance with the provision of our Standing Orders. You,
Madam Speaker, are to be congratulated for the fair and
professional manner in which you handled that matter.
The Opposition also had ample time to reconsider
their position in regard to the referendum motion, but refused to do so. It was quite clear that to have done so would
not have suited their political agenda of upsetting and inflaming the emotions of our people.
The question that remains to be asked is whether
the First and Second Elected Members for George Town
and their Opposition colleagues seriously wanted to have a
referendum motion amended and debated in this Honourable House, or whether they intentionally misled the public
in believing that you had refused to accept a properly constructed motion which complied in all respects with our
parliamentary procedure.
It is against this background that I have reached
the conclusion that the First Elected Member for George
Town and his Opposition colleagues had no intention of
having this referendum motion debated in this Honourable
House, but rather used the opportunity to score political
points and to build the image and membership of the People's Progressive Movement, regardless of the damage that
this has caused to the economic social and political stability
of these Islands. This behaviour equates to selfishness and
arrogance at its worst.
Further, when the House reconvened at 10 am on
19 June, the Government adjourned the House until 3.30
pm of the same day to allow the First and Second Elected
Members for George Town and their Opposition colleagues
an opportunity to be present to debate the Constitutional
Commissioners’ Report, because the First and Second
Elected Members for George Town had been suspended
until 3.20 pm that afternoon.
The Hansard [reports] of this Honourable House
will show that following what can only be described as a
misleading and tediously repetitious debate from the First
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Elected Member of George Town, he gave notice that the
Opposition would not remain for any further debate on the
Report of the Constitutional Commissioners. Again, one
has to ask whether those Opposition Members really have
the interest of the residents of these Islands at heart, or
whether their main interest is building up their own political
interests.
What makes me angry, Madam Speaker, is the wilful and calculated attempt by the Opposition to mislead so
many innocent and hard working residents of these Islands
into believing that their right to bring a referendum motion
was being denied. I wonder whether the instigator of this
misinformation was the same person who during the 2000
General Elections kept saying at his public meetings, and I
quote, “It is truth time Cayman”. Either the First Elected
Member for George Town has a reckless regard for the
truth or really did not understand the meaning of the slogan,
“It is truth time Cayman.”
I feel it is important that all our people should see
the Opposition for what they really are. I have the highest
regard for those individuals who have been misled by the
Opposition, but I feel that it will not be long before our
people find out that they were misled by the First Elected
Member for George Town and his Opposition colleagues.
I know that it is unparliamentary to call them a
bunch of liars, and I will not say that in this Honourable
House, and I am still trying to find the proper synonym to
describe this group. Not only have they attempted—and in
many cases succeeded—in misleading our people, but they
are now also attempting to influence our civil servants and
others in high places.
Madam Speaker, I believe that it is generally felt
that the political vendetta of the First Elected Member for
George Town and his colleagues began in earnest on 8 November 2001, which was the day when he was removed as
the Leader of Government Business because of his ineptitude as the then Leader of Government Business.
The First Elected Member for George Town, notwithstanding his popularity within the Islands . . . because I
have to tell you that I envy him for his cooking abilities . . .
but I was not brought into this House to cook; I was brought
here to represent the people. I have to say that it was a lack
of his leadership ability that led to his removal as Leader of
Government Business.
Madam Speaker, that Honourable Member had a
golden opportunity to have provided sound leadership
within these Islands, but he blew that opportunity. As a
territory founded on Christian principles, it is also totally
unacceptable to give the appearance that the Government of
these Islands is run from a barroom. Why is the First
Elected Member for George Town and his colleagues so
bent on regaining power? And in the process, destabilising
the economic, social and political framework of these Islands? When given the opportunity in the year 2000 he was
incapable of providing proper leadership.
Again, in reference to the referendum, it is quite
obvious that the Opposition’s role in this matter is the satisfaction of their own political agenda to the detriment of the
peace, harmony and stability of the beautiful Cayman Islands. Therefore, Madam Speaker, I call on them to put the

55

interest of our people first and their own personal political
ambitions second.
Madam Speaker, I wish to now comment briefly
on the Constitutional Modernisation Checklist, which the
First Elected Member for George Town in his debate on
Thursday, 20 June, commented on at length. In particular,
section 18 of the GIS (Government Information Service)
which is the equivalent of section 2.19 of the original
Checklist from the Foreign and Commonwealth Office
dated October 1999.
Even the very simple comments that I made in this
Honourable House in regard to the Checklist, were this
morning on the Cayman Islands Television Network
(CITN) breakfast show distorted by the Second Elected
Member for George Town. I can only say to the Second
Elected Member for George Town that if he does not fully
understand the workings of our Parliament at this point in
time, he should give himself a little time. He is still green
and wet behind the ears, so he needs time even though he
feels that he knows everything about everything. When I
was growing up in East End, the old people would refer to
him as a ‘fop’.
Madam Speaker, the Checklist that I refer to . . . I
do not mislead anyone in this House. What I was reading
from in this House was the original Checklist from the Foreign and Commonwealth Office received in October 1999.
And for him to go on the television show and suggest that I
was lying because what he had read in [section] 18 did not
compare with [section] 2.19 is, again, misleading the public.
What I did say—and the Hansard will show—is
that it was a different version but that section 18 was similar or the exact version of section 2.19, and that they had
failed to read a most important section which was 1.3 on
page 1 of the original Checklist. I repeat that: I find it
somewhat surprising that the Second Elected Member for
George Town would not have had a copy of this when in
fact his Leader—the Leader of the People's Progressive
Movement (PPM)—was then the Leader of Government
Business. So, if he was not privy to this then, he has to talk
to his Leader because his Leader got a copy of this Checklist the same time that I did.
What I read a while ago about equal time—I will
have my equal time on CITN tomorrow morning. So, I
would like that Honourable Member to listen to what I have
to say and perhaps he will learn something. No longer am I
going to sit in this Honourable House and allow people like
the Second Elected Member for George Town, who is just a
young and hurry-come-up politician still wet behind the
ears, mislead the public on issues that I deal with in this
House. My record speaks for itself. My contributions to
these Islands speak for themselves. And when he has contributed as much to these Islands as I have, then he can start
being critical of me.
Madam Speaker, before commenting on section
18, which, as I said, is the equivalent of section 2.19 of the
original Checklist, I wish to once again say that I find it
most incredible that the First Elected Member for George
Town would not have used the copy of the original Checklist received from the Foreign and Commonwealth Office,
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when this should have been available to him. And I repeat:
he was the Leader of Government Business when this
Checklist was received from the Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
Further, it seems rather convenient that he would
have omitted to refer to section 1.3 of the original Checklist
which very clearly explains that the Checklist had been
drawn up by the Foreign and Commonwealth Office to give
an indication of the standards, which the Overseas Territories should seek to achieve.
It further states that the Overseas Territories Governments were asked to consider the Checklist when making proposals for Constitutional change, and either to incorporate suitable measures in their proposals to meet the requirements of the list or explain why a particular requirement should not apply to their territory. Madam Speaker, I
submit that the Honourable First Elected Member for
George Town was given this paper at the same time that I
was given the paper as a Member of Executive Council. So,
there is no excuse why he did not read from the original
paper notwithstanding the abridged format that was published by the GIS.
To make abundantly clear what section 1.3 of the
Constitutional Modernisation Checklist states in its entirety,
I will read this short paragraph: “In order to help OT
Governments to review their Constitutions and to see if
any changes are needed a checklist has been drawn up
which gives an indication of the standards which OTs
should seek to achieve, the obligations which they
should strive to meet and the expectations of HMG in
key areas of constitutional modernisation.”
It went on to say,“OT Governments are asked to
consider the checklist when making proposals for constitutional change and either to incorporate suitable
measures in their proposals to meet the requirements of
the list or explain why a particular requirement should
not apply to their territory.”
That statement shows a lot of flexibility in the
thinking of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. And
further, the Checklist is not a law; it was a guide given to
us, an indication for guidelines as to what we should follow.
In my opinion, the Checklist has been complied
with by the United Democratic Party as is evident in the
Position Paper which was laid on the Table of this Honourable House by the Leader of Government Business last Friday – 21 June.
It is the view of the United Democratic Party that
this Position Paper fully reflects the comments and views,
both written and verbal, of a very wide cross-section of our
Islands’ community, and thus, complies with the Foreign
and Commonwealth Office Constitutional Modernisation
Checklist.
I now wish to comment specifically on section 18
of the Checklist referred to by the First Elected Member for
George Town, which, as I stated, is the equivalent of paragraph 2.19 of the original Checklist received from the Foreign and Commonwealth Office in October 1999.
The first question in this section of the Checklist
is, “Do the changes suggested by the OT government
have the support of the majority of the population?”
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Madam Speaker, I submit that from the Report of
the Constitutional Commissioners, who took some nine
months to conduct their review, and from the feedback obtained by the Legislative and other Members of the United
Democratic Party from the meetings we held in each district
in Grand Cayman and in Cayman Brac, it can reasonably be
concluded that we obtained a representative sample of the
views of the majority of the population. These views were
obtained under very calm and stable political conditions and
nobody was rushed or pushed into expressing them.
They were not subjected to a charged and emotionally influenced atmosphere to which the Opposition has
subjected some of our people and during which the group
calling themselves ‘People for Referendum’ chose to circulate their petition. Madam Speaker, that contrast should be
noted. Accordingly, it stands to reason that any referendum
or petition encouraged and supported by the Opposition in
such a politically charged atmosphere cannot pass the test
of impartiality and would most certainly compromise the
integrity of such an exercise. It therefore follows and stands
to reason that such a petition calling for a referendum can
only serve to reflect the political aspirations and wishes of
the Opposition and not what is in the best interest of the
people of the Cayman Islands.
The second question in paragraph 2.19 of the
Checklist is: “What is the evidence for such support?”
Madam Speaker, as stated earlier, the Constitutional Commissioners gave the public every opportunity to have their
views made known as did the United Democratic Party—
not only at public meetings but also at private forums. The
Constitutional Commissioners have stated quite clearly in
their Report that they are satisfied that they obtained a representative sample of the population of our Islands.
Similarly, the United Democratic Party is satisfied–through our public meetings, as well as public pronouncement through the media–that we too obtained a representative sample of the majority of the population, which
is reflected in the Position Paper tabled in this Honourable
House by the Leader of Government Business.
It seems somewhat ludicrous and politically selfserving that the Opposition Party, the People's Progressive
Movement they call themselves, can reasonably conclude
that the approximately 7,000 signatures (I understand that
when this is truly authenticated it might be 50 per cent or
perhaps a little more of this figure, but certainly not the
7,000) represent a definitive indication of the views of our
population. Our population consisted at the last census of
near 40,000 people. Seven thousand—and if the figure is
authenticated, say even 60 percent of that . . . say 4,200,
cannot by any stretch of the imagination represent a majority of the population of these Islands.
Further, it is totally unfair that the petitioners are
still being allowed to collect signatures to add to their petition. That should have stopped the day that they handed in
their petition to the Government. When are they going to
put a halt to the collection of all these signatures? I repeat:
this process should have ended when the petition was submitted to Government on Tuesday, 18 June 2002.
I also feel that it is grossly unfair to the whole petition process that individuals other than registered voters
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should have been asked to petition the Government on an
issue which they would not be able to vote in a referendum.
It seems to be totally irresponsible that the Opposition
would encourage other groups, such as The People for Referendum, to obtain the signature of everyone they could
find regardless of the tenure of those people in these Islands.
It is my considered opinion that the process undertaken by the People's Progressive Movement and the People
for Referendum does not reflect the majority support for a
referendum on the six questions raised by the Opposition.
More importantly, it is my considered opinion that not one
of the questions raised in the Opposition’s referendum Motion can qualify as a matter of national importance. Madam
Speaker, I will repeat that. It is my considered opinion that
not one of the questions raised in the Opposition’s referendum Motion can qualify as a matter of national importance.
There lies the crux of the whole matter. This is what the
referendum motion is all about.
The third question in paragraph 2.19 of the Checklist equates to the section 18 referred to by the First Elected
Member for George Town. It reads: “Has there been extensive local consultation. . . ?” I believe that even the
Opposition would agree that there has “been extensive local
consultation with or without the assistance of a Constitutional Commissioner or Commission.”
In the fourth and last question in section 2.19 the
FCO questions whether the consultative process has been
“followed by a debate in the legislature in which the
suggested changes have been approved by motion.” The
Hansards [reports]of this Honourable House will show that
there has been extensive debate on the suggested changes
including the tabling of the Position Paper of the United
Democratic Party on these changes. All that now remains to
be done in this regard is for this Position Paper, which includes the suggested changes, to be approved by a motion,
which I feel will be done before we move from this item on
the Order Paper.
If time permits, it is my intention also to expand
on various recommendations contained in the Position Paper of the United Democratic Party, which, as stated, was
laid on the Table of this Honourable House on Friday, 21
June 2002. However, before so doing I wish to refer to page
45 section 50 (2) of the Draft Constitution proposed by the
Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners 2002.
This section states: “. . . a law may make provision to
enable the holding of a referendum amongst persons
qualified as electors in elections to the Assembly on a
question declared by resolution, adopted by a majority
of the Elected Members of the Assembly, to be a matter
of national importance provided that the question of
whether the Islands should seek any amendment to this
Constitution that may result in their independence shall
be deemed to be a matter of national importance.”
An important issue to examine is whether or not
the six points raised in the referendum motion that were
being proposed by the Opposition comply with the criteria
of being matters of national importance. This, as I stated
earlier, is the crux of the whole matter. Are these issues,
indeed, matters of national importance? Let me once again
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state that the proviso made by the Constitutional Commissioners is that the independence of these Islands would be
an example of a matter of national importance.
I can think of other examples, such as the $60 million, which the former Leader of Government Business—
the First Elected Member for George Town—incurred on
behalf of Cayman Airways during his short tenure as the
Minister with responsibility for Cayman Airways; and, indeed, the $55-plus million of debt which he incurred on
behalf of Government to balance Government’s recurrent
and capital budgets. They are matters of national importance!
It is this type of poor leadership direction that
caused the Foreign and Commonwealth Office to send their
economist down to the Cayman Islands to check on the
fiscal affairs of these Islands. And I would point out that
this action by Her Majesty’s Government was unprecedented in the history of the Cayman Islands.
These issues are further examples of matters of national importance that could properly have been made the
subject of a referendum motion, as provision is currently
made in our present Constitution for calling for a referendum when and if required. Why, then, did not the First
Elected Member for George Town call for a referendum on
these most important issues of national importance during
his tenure as the Leader of Government Business? Surely,
the foregoing issues would have to rank much higher in
prominence than the six questionable issues the First
Elected Member for George Town is now suggesting
should be considered as matters of national importance.
During my debate I propose to show that the whole question of a referendum based on the six questions contained in
the referendum motion is flawed in that those questions do
not satisfy the criteria for an issue of national importance,
particularly when this criteria is based on the example given
by the Constitutional Commissioners, namely: the Independence of the Islands. Therefore, it will follow that calling for a referendum on these six issues is similarly flawed
as it is likewise based on the flawed premise that these issues constitute matters of national importance.
The First Elected Member for George Town (who
was shown as the mover of the referendum motion) failed
to properly advise the public that the motion was deficient
in this respect. Even if the Leader of the Opposition was
unaware of this, certainly his legal and constitutional advisers within the Opposition group should have advised him
correctly on this point.
Madam Speaker, I wish to deal with the six issues
in the numerical sequence in which they appear in the referendum motion the First Elected Member for George Town
and the Elected Member for North Side sought to have approved by you, Madam Speaker: “Can it truly be said that
the questions regarding the concept of ‘one man, one
vote’ and the creation of 17 single member constituencies is a matter of national importance? When, in fact,
the present system has worked so well over the past
years as is evidenced in the socio-economic and political
development of these Islands, compared with those Islands that have adopted the concept of single member
constituencies?”
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Madam Speaker, let me read that over so that I can
clarify that particular point I am questioning myself: “Can
it truly be said that the questions regarding the concept
of ‘one man, one vote’ and the creation of 17 single
member constituencies is a matter of National importance? When, in fact, the present system has worked so
well over the past years as is evidenced in the socioeconomic and political development of these Islands,
compared with those Islands that have adopted the concept of single member constituencies?” I think the answer
to that question would have to be in the negative.
The Mover and Seconder of the motion have not
provided any justification as to why the single member constituency should be rushed into rather than being phased
over a period of a few years as recommended by the United
Democratic Party. If time permits, I intend to go into more
detail to support that position.
The question that arises is whether this concept is
being promulgated by the Opposition Members out of their
own personal interests. Could it be that they feel that such a
system might enhance their chances of success in the 2004
General Elections? If this is indeed their motive, could this
then be properly regarded as a matter of national importance, or one that will satisfy their personal political
agenda?
The second question, Madam Speaker: “2.
Should the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly be chosen from outside the elected membership of the Legislative Assembly?” Similarly, this cannot, by any stretch of
the imagination, be regarded as a matter of national importance. The Opposition has proffered no justification to suggest that such a matter would be a matter of national importance.
On the other hand, the UDP has shown in a wise
and level-headed manner that provision should be made in
the Constitution for the Speaker of the House to be chosen
from within the Elected Members of the House (with the
exception of Members of the Executive Council), or from
outside the House. This provides the flexibility for the Office of Speaker to be filled by the most qualified and experienced person that can be found within the Cayman Islands, whether from inside or outside the House.
Anyone who has had the opportunity and privilege
to listen to your rulings, and see the manner in which you
have conducted the affairs of this Honourable House since
you took that Chair, would have no doubt that the selection
of you, Madam Speaker, was indeed a very wise decision.
As with the case of question 1, this cannot reasonably be
regarded as a matter of national importance.
Question 3 of the six questions states; “Should the
proposed changes to the Cayman Islands Constitution
be implemented between the dissolution of the current
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?”
It is my view that there is no good reason why
the Constitution should not be brought into effect as
soon as it has been approved by Her Majesty’s Government.
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Without wishing to get embroiled in the speculation as to why the Opposition is raising this question (and
this was also raised by the Constitutional Commissioners) I
can only assume that it must be because they would not
wish to see any Member of the current administration (and
in particular the Honourable Leader of Government Business) become the first Chief Minister of these Islands—
notwithstanding that that Honourable Minister has demonstrated far superior leadership abilities than his predecessor
in office.
Could it be that the People's Progressive Movement is a right-wing political group, as was publicly stated
by one of their Members at a meeting held by them on the
steps of the Courts Office in George Town? The Third
Elected Member for Bodden Town stated at that time that
he was proud to be a right-winger. Some of the persons in
history who publicly stated their position as right-wingers
and being part of a right-wing movement were people like
David Duke, Hitler, Mussolini, LePen, Melosivich: they are
the type of people that we put in that category.
An honourable Member: Racists!
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: But, knowing that Honourable
Member as I believe I do, I would prefer to take the view
that the Third Elected Member for Bodden Town does not
fully understand the philosophy and ideologies of a political
right wing individual or group. If I am wrong, and he does
understand what this means, then it would certainly clarify
why some of the Opposition, and many members of the
public who think like them, would not wish to see Caymanians such as the Honourable Leader of Government Business, myself and some other Elected Members of Executive
Council fill the positions that we now fill in Government
merely because we do not fit a certain profile and therefore
would not be accepted by a right wing movement.
Madam Speaker, if we took a profile of each
Member of the Opposition and compared that with the
Elected Members of this Government and their Back Bench
supporters, I think it could very quickly and easily be seen
that the Elected Members of Government and their Back
Bench supporters, individually and as a group, are better
qualified to run this country than any of the Members of the
Opposition.
The Speaker: Honourable Deputy Leader, is this a convenient time for the morning break?
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
Proceedings suspended at 11.50 am
Proceedings resumed at 12.23 pm
The Speaker: The Honourable Deputy Leader continuing
his debate.
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
When we took the break I was making reference to
a remark that had been made by the Third Elected Member
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for Bodden Town at a public meeting in George Town,
when he said he was proud to be a right winger. I did, in
fact, graciously give him the benefit of the doubt that he
could not have understood the meaning of that phrase; otherwise I hoped that he would not be associating himself
with such a group.
Madam Speaker, before I continue I wish to state
that the contents of the referendum motion which I referred
to—the Private Members’ Motion with the six points—is
not yet a document of this Honourable House even though
it was publicised by the movers of the motion. And it is
now public knowledge. So, for the sake of the debate I
wanted to have that injected in the Hansard.
Picking up where I left off: one has to question
what would be the motive of either the Opposition or indeed others for not wanting to have the present government
in power when the new Constitution is brought into effect. I
hope that I am totally wrong in my assessment of this situation because this is one instance when I would like to be
found wrong, especially in the interest of the peace, tranquillity and sustained development of these Islands.
Number four of the six questions contained in
the Opposition’s referendum motion asked the question: “Should the Cayman Islands’ Constitution
contain provisions to permit the electorate to initiate a referendum?” We are blessed in the Cayman
Islands. As a British Overseas Territory, we have
been practising the Westminster style of a democratic
government since 1831 (I think), and ever since we
have had representative government. Under this system the elected representatives represent the electorate. Accordingly, the electorate has always had a direct link, an available contact with their representatives. The logical extension is that there is already a
provision to permit the electorate to initiate a referendum through their representatives. In this connection
there would therefore seem no need to alter this wellestablished Westminster system of government which
has worked well within these Islands.
Again, this question cannot reasonably be regarded
as a matter of national importance.
Number five of the six questions is: “Should term
limits be placed on the holder of the office of Chief Minister?”
I would say definitely not as this could prevent
individuals who are best qualified for the position from
filling this most important office. I would advise all those
who advocate such a change to understand that our system
of government is not the same as that which obtains in the
United States of America, where term limits are placed on
the office of the President of the United States. Again, in
my opinion, this cannot be regarded as a matter of national
importance.
The last of the six questions the referendum motion suggests are matters of national importance, states:
“Should a person who holds a nationality 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?”
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This, too, cannot be regarded as a matter of national importance within the criteria suggested in the Constitutional Commissioners’ Report. As stated in the Position
Paper of the United Democratic Party, we regard the definition provided by the Commissioners under section 107 of
their proposed Constitution as being much too narrow as
their definition would preclude many able Caymanians
from running for Office.
I further believe that the definition recommended by the United Democratic Party in their Position Paper is a much more inclusive, just, and equitable position, whereby those who would be eligible as
Members of the Legislative Assembly, as well as electors, are being recommended.
The United Democratic Party’s definition is,
and I quote: “A person who possesses British
Overseas Territories Citizenship, British Citizenship or citizenship by virtue of birth outside the
Cayman Islands and who;
“a) at the date of his birth had at least one of
his parents or grandparents who was
Caymanian as herein defined and who was
domiciled in the Islands at the date of such
birth, or
“b) has Caymanian Status”.
We feel that this is a much more inclusive definition of
‘Caymanian’.
Madam Speaker, having covered these most important issues stated earlier, it is my intention to now turn to
the following recommendations of the Constitutional
Commissioners, which the UDP found to be the most controversial during our various district meetings. The four
issues include:
1. Fundamental rights and freedom of the individuals.
(The Bill of Rights, pages 10-24 of the Commissioners’
Draft Constitution).
2. Introduction of single member constituencies (page 52,
section 67).
3. The narrow definition of Caymanian (page 79, section
107).
4. Provision for referenda (page 45, section 50(2)).
The United Democratic Party supports the
recommendation of the inclusion of the Fundamental
Rights and Freedoms of the individual, also known as
the Bill of Rights.
On the question of Human Rights, the White Paper
stated: “The record of many Overseas Territories is
positive but further work would be needed to ensure
compatibility with the commitments which Britain has
made on their behalf.”
It is my opinion—shared also by my colleagues—
that perhaps one of the most important recommended
changes to the Constitution is the inclusion of the Bill of
Rights. Every person in the Islands should have his fundamental rights and freedoms protected, and it is most fitting
that these fundamental rights and freedoms of the individual
are enshrined in our Constitution.
Madam Speaker, to emphasise the point that has
already been made by the Leader of Government Business,
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permit me to just refer again to these most important fundamental rights and freedoms. They are:
1. Protection of right to life.
2. Protection from inhuman treatment.
3. Protection from slavery and forced labour.
4. Protection of right to personal liberty.
5. Provisions to secure protection of law.
6. Protection of right of prisoners to humane treatment.
7. Protection for private and family life and the privacy of
home and other property.
8. Protection of the right to marry etc.
9. Protection of freedom of conscience.
10. Protection of freedom of expression.
11. Protection of freedom of assembly and association.
12. Protection of freedom of movement.
13. Protection from discrimination on grounds of race, etc.
14. Protection from deprivation of property.
While it is appreciated that these fundamental
Rights and freedoms of the individual will bring the Cayman Islands in line with the international obligations of the
UK, we, the Members of the UDP, would nonetheless wish
to see a provision inserted in the Bill of Rights that would
draw attention to the unique social and cultural identity of
the Cayman Islands, and to ensure that this identity is not
ignored when the Constitution is being interpreted by the
courts—with the suggested change in section 1 of part I of
the Constitution, which would read: “Whereas the Cayman
Islands is a Caribbean country with its own distinct history,
culture, Christian values and socio-economic framework.
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 the person and the protection of the Law;
b) Freedom of conscience, of expression and of assembly movement and association; and
c) Protection for his privacy and family life, the privacy of his home and other property and from deprivation of property except in the public interest
and on payment of fair compensation.”
In addition it is suggested that the definition of the
Islands in section 107 of the Draft Constitution be amended
to read, “‘The Islands’ means, the Cayman Islands as described in section 1 of part I of the Constitution.”
It is also suggested that wherever the phrase “Reasonably justifiable in a democratic society” is used, that the
phrase be amended to read, “Reasonably justifiable in the
democratic society of the Islands.”
It is suggested that these changes taken together
would oblige the courts to give due attention to the social,
cultural and economic, as well as the legal and judicial context of the Cayman Islands. Madam Speaker, I wish to
pause here to congratulate those members of the Cayman
Ministers’ Association and other churches for the input that
they have given to Members of the UDP, much of which
has been incorporated to become an integral part of the Bill
of Rights for the Cayman Islands.
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It is also recommended that the following special
provision on freedom of thought, conscience and religion
become an integral part of the section as was done in the
UK. There was a similar request made when the Human
Rights Act was being formulated by the Ministers’ Association in the UK and they were able to get their particular
section included in their Act that we are requesting be included in our Bill of Rights, namely, “If a courts determination of any question arising under this section might
affect the exercise by a religious organisation (itself or
its members collectively) of the Constitutional right to
freedom of thought, conscience and religion, it must
have particular regard for the importance of that
right.”
Madam Speaker, it is my submission that if
the Bill of Rights is adopted without such changes it
could eventually conflict with Vision 2008 and the National Strategic Plan. These documents stress the importance of basic human rights but place them within
a Caymanian context.
For example, they speak of Cayman as a
God-fearing country based on traditional Christian
values, as a community protective of traditional Caymanian heritage and the family unit, which seeks to
manage growth to prevent the degradation of our
Caymanian culture, environment and socio-economic
framework. They describe Cayman as a country with
an Immigration system, which protects Caymanians
and gives security to long-term residents, which seeks
to develop an awareness of our Caymanian culture
which is based on traditional Christian values and a
strong family unit. These aspirations and values are
not protected by Part One of the Draft Constitution as
it stood, but are now included in the Position Paper of
the United Democratic Party.
It is acknowledged that the remaining parts of the
Constitution generally represent political advances that subject to further changes as we have mentioned in our Position Paper, will generally be welcomed by most people and
political groupings in the Cayman Islands. These changes
will move the Cayman Islands further along the road of
political responsibility and maturity and give Caymanians a
greater measure of autonomy and control over their own
affairs. Part One, left unchanged, could nullify this process
of political advancement.
Changes will give to the European Court of Human Rights the power to strike down any Law, which contravenes the Bill of Rights. Non-Caymanian judges will be
able to override the wishes of Caymanians as expressed to
their Elected Representatives had we not made this amendment to the Bill of Rights as was given to us initially by the
Constitutional Commissioners.
The political gains represented by Parts Two
through Eight of the new Draft Constitution could be reversed by the judicial force of Part One had we not incorporated those sections which I referred to. It is therefore incumbent on Caymanians to make every attempt to ensure
that the Bill of Rights and its interpretation reflects and
respects the history, culture and value of these Islands.
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The next fairly controversial point that we had to
deal with was the question of the introduction of single
member constituencies, page 52, section 67, of the Draft
Constitution.
While I, along with Members of the UDP, support
the concept of modernising this area of the electoral system,
I believe that the full introduction of single member constituencies and the ‘one man one vote’ which proposes to
divide the Cayman Islands into 17 constituencies is—as
was mentioned earlier by the Leader of Government Business in tabling our Position Paper—premature at this point
in our development.
I believe that a better system would be to gradually
phase in this concept. For example, rather than have six
single-member constituencies in George Town, we could
perhaps start with two or three constituencies until the voting population becomes more acquainted with the system.
Then we could move to single-member constituencies with
the principle of ‘one man, one vote’—similar to what was
done in Bermuda.
Although the argument could be advanced that the
North Side and East End districts already have singlemember constituencies, it is important to note that the ‘one
man, one vote’ that applies to these districts applies to the
whole district and not to divisions within the districts, thus
avoiding the danger alluded to in regard to those larger districts such as George Town, West Bay and Bodden Town,
being divided into smaller constituencies.
I submit that in these districts, which now have
multiple representation, such as George Town, West Bay
Bodden Town and Cayman Brac to a certain extent, that the
introduction of the single-member constituencies should be
phased in to avoid any socio-economic or racial problems.
The Speaker: Is this a convenient time for the luncheon
break, Honourable Deputy Leader?
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Yes, Madam Speaker.
The Speaker: We shall now suspend for the luncheon
break and reconvene at 2.15 pm.
Proceedings suspended at 12.46 pm
Proceedings resumed at 2.44 pm

READING BY THE HONOURABLE
SPEAKER OF MESSAGES
AND ANNOUNCEMENTS
Apologies/Congratulations
The Speaker: Please be seated.
I have received apologies from the Minister of
Education and the Minister responsible for Health who will
be in their constituency this afternoon with His Excellency
the Governor.
I would also wish on behalf of the Legislative Assembly to express our deepest congratulations to the Honourable Minister responsible for Community Services and
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welcome together with him and Mrs. McField, the birth of
their son.
At this time I will call upon the Honourable
Deputy Leader to continue his debate.
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
At the lunch break I started the process of the wind
down on my debate and I was highlighting four of the issues that I considered had, perhaps, caused the greatest
amount of controversy during the district meetings that
were held by the United Democratic Party. I had covered
two of those four areas: the fundamental rights and freedoms of the individuals also known as the Bill of Rights,
and also the introduction of single-member constituencies. I
now wish to turn my attention to the other two areas: the
first one being the narrow definition given by the Commissioners to ‘Caymanian.’
The Commissioners have given a narrow definition to ‘Caymanian’ in the Constitution, which is separate
and apart from Cayman Status found on page 79, section
107. The Commissioners have defined ‘Caymanian’ in section 107 of the proposed Constitution to mean: “A person
who possesses British Overseas Territories Citizenship
by virtue of a connection with the Islands and who:
c) was born in or outside of the Islands and at the date
of his birth had at least one of his parents or grandparents who was Caymanian as herein defined and
who was domiciled in the Islands at the date of such
birth, and
d) possesses no other citizenship and is pursuing no
claim to any other citizenship for which he may be
eligible.”
There are four places in the proposed Constitution
where it is necessary to be ‘Caymanian’ under the above
narrow definition, namely:
“(i) to act as Governor;
(ii) to be Deputy Governor;
(iii) to be an elector; and
(iv) to be a member of the Legislative Assembly.”
This definition excludes anyone holding dual
citizenship. This in my view is an unreasonable departure from the provisions of the current Constitution,
which allows for dual nationality by virtue of birth outside the Islands.
The Commissioners have distinguished in
their definition between persons who are Caymanians
and persons with Cayman Status effectively relegating
status holders to a position of second class citizens.
This backward step certainly cannot be the intention
of the Commissioners when in fact they were commissioned to modernise our Constitution in keeping with
the UK White Paper. There is no necessity to introduce this definition or references to the term.
The qualifications for elected membership to
the Legislative Assembly as set forth in the 1987 Constitutional amendments have been unreasonably narrowed. Many able Caymanians will be precluded from
running for office. This will be to the detriment of the
Cayman Islands. The 1987 qualifications provided a
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reasonable balance where someone may stand for
election if he –
(i)
has Cayman Status and is 21 years or over,
(ii) is domiciled and resident in Cayman,
(iii) has British Overseas Territories Citizenship
due to a connection with the Islands;
(iv) has no other citizenship (except by reason of
birth provided he has a Cayman born and
Status holding parent or grandparent); and
(v)
meets the required residency period.
An area of the present Constitution which requires
further specific attention and amendment is the question of
citizenship in light of the conferral of British Citizenship on
British Overseas Territories citizens under the new British
Overseas Territories Act 2002. Caymanian British Overseas
Territories citizens are now entitled, and this entitlement
has been conferred since the 21 May 2002. The question is:
Is it appropriate that someone who takes advantage of this
new British citizenship should be precluded from running
for elected office? Certainly this is an area that requires
much more thought and thus the reason why we, the United
Democratic Party, have incorporated in our Position Paper
what we regard as a suitable definition for ‘Caymanian’.
As in the case of the qualification for elected
membership to the Legislative Assembly, the narrow definition given by the Constitutional Modernisation Commissioners will also negatively affect electors. This will unnecessarily exacerbate the non-inclusive nature of the electoral
system in the Cayman Islands and lead to an even smaller
percentage of the long-term resident population of the Islands participating in the electoral process. Madam
Speaker, this also cannot be desirable.
The definition of ‘Caymanian’ which I will repeat,
and which the UDP has put forward in our Position Paper,
reads as follows:- "A person who possesses British Overseas Territories Citizenship, British Citizenship, or citizenship by virtue of birth outside the Islands and who:
a) at the date of his birth had at least one of his parents or grandparents who was Caymanian as herein
defined and who was domiciled in the Islands at the
date of such birth, or
b) has Caymanian Status.”
We feel that this definition is much more acceptable, just, and equitable to those individuals—particularly
to those who decide to have the British Citizenship conferred upon them and decide to accept this—and, indeed,
those individuals who because of medical reasons or otherwise had their birth outside of the Cayman Islands, for example, in the United States of America. We know that if for
medical reason or otherwise a child is born in America, he
automatically obtains American citizenship. But that would
not make him any less Caymanian.
The last of the four areas that I wish to comment
on has to do with the provision of referenda which I have
spoken on at some length but wish to comment on a little
further at this point and time. It is found on page 45, section
50 (2) of the Draft Constitution.
It is important to note right up front on the question of referenda that provision to enable a referendum law
to be enacted now exists under the current Constitution, but
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no such law has to date been enacted. The Constitutional
Commissioners have also included this provision under the
proposed new Constitution. But they have also added a proviso (referred to earlier) that the question of whether the
Islands should seek an amendment to the Constitution that
may result in the independence of the Islands shall be a
matter of national importance. Madam Speaker, we, the
Members of the United Democratic Party, certainly supported that recommendation.
It is most interesting as it seems that only after certain Opposition Members not now within the House started
speaking about referendum that the Opposition Members
within the House thought that was a very good issue to discuss and decided to make it a major issue in their meetings.
It is important to note that if the purpose of a referendum is to obtain the precise views of the voting public,
it necessarily follows that the subject on which the referendum is called must be broken down into sections so that
each individual issue raised by the subject is capable of
receiving a Yes or No answer.
For example, it would not be useful, and no doubt
confusing to the voter, to ask the question ‘do you support
the Bill of Rights?’ when the Bill of Rights as contained in
a Draft Constitution is made up of 14 different sections—
each of which would need to be broken down into several
constituent parts in order to fully and clearly ascertain the
views of the individual voter.
If so much difficulty would be presented by one
section of the Draft Constitution, such as the Bill of Rights,
imagine the confusion that could be caused if the various
sections recommended by the Opposition had to be similarly broken down to obtain a Yes or No answer. It therefore baffles me why any well-thinking representative of the
people would wish to put them through such a difficult and
frustrating process when they have yet to show any justification where such a process is in the interest of the wellbeing of the people of these Islands.
I have always held, since the first meeting I conducted in the George Town Town Hall, that a referendum is
most effective when it deals with individual and specific
issues. It would not provide correct results when multiple
issues are involved.
Madam Speaker, in coming to a close I wish to reiterate some of the points raised during my debate on the
amended Motion before the House today, which reads: “BE
IT RESOLVED THAT this Honourable Legislative Assembly debates and takes note of the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners 2002.”
In listening to the Opposition in their attempt to
sometimes make light of the ‘take note’ Motion, I have to
wonder whether they really fully understand what it means.
The ‘take note’ Motion as previously explained in this
House—which I will repeat again, especially for the sake of
the Opposition—enables the House to debate a matter without coming to any positive decision (Page 441, Twentysecond Edition of Erskine May). This type of Motion was
necessary to overcome the conundrum facing Government,
in that we were able to accept parts of the Constitutional
Commissioners’ Report, but we were unable to accept other
parts of it. Thus, it would have been very difficult to have
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had an affirmative Motion on the Commissioners’ Report.
We were unable to vote ‘Yes’ on it and we would have
been unable to vote ‘No’ on it, thus the reason we took the
view and the route of preparing a Position Paper from the
UDP which examined all areas of the Report and gave our
views on each area.
Madam Speaker, I believe that when and if a Motion is taken on this to approve it that it will then form the
basis of the position of the majority of Members of this
House if indeed it is approved.
I trust that short explanation, once again, will enable the Opposition to understand why the Government (the
UDP) decided to take the route of using a ‘take note’ Motion on the Report of the Constitutional Commissioners
rather than an affirmative Motion in this House.
Again, I wish to take the opportunity to congratulate you as the Speaker of this Honourable House for the
professional manner in which you have conducted the affairs of this House ever since you became Speaker, and, in
particular, the very unbiased and professional approach in
the handling of the disgraceful behaviour by the First and
Second Elected Members for George Town. Your action
can only be described as admirable.
We have seen in many countries, including the
great United States, where the popularity of many key people, like presidents, tends to soar during a crisis time. I
think this is so well known, that movies have also been
made on such a political sort of policy that is followed by
many politicians. We have seen it recently with the President of the United States (George Bush) how his popularity
soared following the 9/11 catastrophe when he decided to
put troops into Afghanistan to root out the Taliban and the
Al-Qaida groups. This type of policy is well known
throughout the world and we are now seeing a similar situation in the Cayman Islands. I submit, and verily believe,
that the whole objective of this furore that we have seen
recently was to improve the political standing of the Opposition in developing the membership of the People's Progressive Movement. As I said earlier, what makes me angry
is that they believe that by fooling the people they would be
able to accomplish their selfish political ends.
I contend that the last thing in the minds of those
individuals was the interest of the people of these Islands.
Had they seriously intended to bring a referendum motion
to this Honourable House they would have done what each
of us (including myself) have had to do over the years, and
that is comply with the ruling of the Honourable Speaker of
the House. It is disgraceful the way that those two Members—and by extension the Opposition—behaved, and the
derogatory remarks they had to make about you and this
Honourable House at their public meetings.
I say again, and I hope that the public understands
precisely where I am coming from, I do not believe that the
First Elected Member for George Town and his cohorts and
the Members of the Opposition, had any serious intention of
having the referendum motion passed. What did they do?
They decided not to comply with the rulings of the Chair.
They went out and held a meeting and told the people, ‘See
what the Speaker is doing to us; see what the UDP is doing
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to us; they will not allow you to have your referendum; they
are impeding your rights.’
Nothing could be further from the truth. We would
have been happy to debate them on a referendum motion
had they brought the referendum motion in the proper form.
But they deliberately decided to flout the rules of the House
so that they could create a crisis and, therefore, get a following with the expressed intention of developing the
newly formed People's Progressive Movement, for their
own selfish political agenda. This is my own considered
opinion and I believe that it is shared by many wellthinking people.
They knew that the motion they brought was
flawed. They knew, because they seem to know everything. So they had to know that neither one of those
six issues they recommended to be considered as
national issues could qualify under the criteria that
had been provided by the Constitutional Commissioners in the Constitutional Review when they used as an
example of national importance the independence of
your country—something that will change the course
of your country and will have a significant impact on
your country. Putting on the shoulders of the people of
this country $55-plus million onto our already heavy
public debt; that is a matter of national importance.
Provision was made at the time that the former
Leader of Government Business brought this to the House.
Why did he not ask the people their opinion before he put
the country into such heavy debt? Why did he not ask the
people’s opinion about the $60 million that he raised for
Cayman Airways that will become a continuant liability of
the Government? He is playing games, and he should be
truthful. He is the one who is going out there talking about,
‘It is truth time Cayman’. He had better start practising
what he is preaching!
The whole exercise—the whole socio-economic
and political unrest that we see in the country today is
through political one-upmanship, trying to meet a certain
political agenda. It has nothing to do with the betterment of
the people of these Islands. It has only to do with their own
selfish political agenda—with one eye on 2004.
I believe that the process carried out by the UDP
has been done in accordance with the terms of the White
Paper (Partnership for Progress and Prosperity), which was
given to all of the UK Overseas Territories. Within that was
the directive to Overseas Territories to modernise their
Constitutions. I do believe that the UDP has complied in
every area with that directive. I also believe that these Islands will be better off as a result of the action that the UDP
has taken in this respect, and can only call on the Opposition to cease in their attempt to destabilise the country
through their efforts of inflaming the passions and emotions
of our people. I would again ask them to put their own political agenda on the backburner and think of the interest of
the people of these Islands, especially during this economic
downturn that we are now experiencing.
Finally, I wish to congratulate the previous Governor who has been relegated by Members of the Opposition.
But I think in the process of this Constitutional Modernisation Review he was pivotal and did a good job. I believe I
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know why there is such hatred from the Opposition for him.
It is obvious that he would not be the biggest fan of the
First and Second Elected Members for George Town, as it
was during his tenure that the First Elected Member for
George Town was removed as Leader of Government Business. I know they have not forgiven him for that. So I do
not expect that they will be out there singing his praises.
But, Madam Speaker, he did a very good job in assisting
with this Constitutional exercise. I want to also thank him
for agreeing to extend the consultative process by some
nine and a half weeks.
Thanks also to my colleagues for extending the
time even further (for another half day) to convenience the
First and Second Elected Members for George Town, who
had been suspended from the House until 3.20 pm of the
day we were supposed to recommence, but decided to adjourn so that they could attend.
The Speaker: Honourable Deputy Leader, you have four
minutes remaining.
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
I support the Position Paper which has been
presented by the Honourable Leader of Government
Business, as evidenced by my signature appended
thereto, and I look forward to voting for its approval as
the majority position in this Honourable House.
I thank you, Madam Speaker.
The Speaker: Thank you.
Does any other Member wish to speak? The
Fourth Elected Member from the district of West Bay.
Mr. Cline A. Glidden Jr: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
It is a great privilege to stand here to do what I
feel is my duty as a representative of the people: to
express their opinions and their feelings—opinions
that have been expressed to me and other Members
of my party, the United Democratic Party (UDP), on an
issue as important as this one.
At times when it is convenient, the Opposition
Members of the People’s Progressive Movement (PPM)
take great interest in saying that this issue (the Constitution)
is of national importance. But it is hard to believe that they
could genuinely feel that this issue is of national importance
[because] when they had the opportunity to stand here and
debate the merits and demerits of the proposed Commissioners' Report they instead used this opportunity to gain
some political mileage by boycotting the debate and doing
less important things—I am not sure whether it is going
around stirring up people, going fishing, or planting some
produce to give away at the Glass House.
The Speaker: Honourable Member is that your opinion?
Mr. Cline A. Glidden Jr: Yes, Madam Speaker. I am just
stating the possibilities—my opinion.
It really bothers me that having been accused
of being a part of a Government that uses such
heavy-handed techniques—we made a very consid-
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ered decision to not only suspend the sitting of this
Honourable House to allow two Members who had
been [suspended]—again in my opinion, correctly
suspended—to be a part of this very important debate
It amazes me that during the time after their suspension at a meeting in North Side, I heard that they were
saying the reason for their suspension is that the Speaker
wanted to restrict their opportunity to debate this important
issue. We made sure that there could be no justified accusations of that being the case. Even after going to the great
extent to adjourn the House to allow those Members to be a
part of this historic and important debate, they still insisted
that they would not come and represent their people. What
even makes that more amusing is that according to them
they represent the majority view. If they have been given
that mandate; if they have the majority view to represent,
how could they feel that they are good representatives by
not representing those views?
I am real proud to be a part of a Government that
not only took into account the suspension of the Opposition
Members, but also the perception that could have been acquired by people who are concerned about an important
issue such as the Constitutional debate, feeling that in some
way maybe the views of the minority, even though the verbatim Hansard is going to be forwarded to the United
Kingdom. But there could have still been a perception that
the views of the minority would not have been taken into
account. For if we look at the way that normal motions are
debated in the Legislative Assembly, usually the importance of those motions is gathered from the resolution, and
if the motion passes with a majority it is very possible that
the minority’s views would be understated or be ignored.
In consideration of that fact, the UDP made a decision to amend the motion that we would no longer have to
vote on or the Opposition feeling that they had to win the
debate. There were no winners or losers in the debate because we amended the motion to say we would debate and
take note of the motion. So, regardless of whether there was
one Member’s opinion, or whether there were the nine
Members of the UDP, it made no difference as far as numbers were concerned. And even with an attempt to give that
consideration to the Opposition they not only criticised that
decision, but decided to boycott the debate.
I think this goes along the continued path that the
Opposition (the PPM) have expressed as being their modus
operandi. It is really saddening to see that the PPM, along
with the People for Referendum (PFR) tried to make a separation of the two of them. I guess it is supposed to be coincidence that the members of the PFR are all members of the
PPM. They try to give themselves some more independence
and credibility by saying, ‘This is not our referendum, this
is the referendum for the people and this is the People for
Referendum that are out getting these signatures’. I think
we all know that the PFR and the PPM are one and the
same. The irresponsible actions by those members have
gone a long way in having a detrimental effect to the destabilising of our country.
One of the things that Cayman is known for is a
very stable government. They were making it seem as if
there were questions as to the state of democracy in the
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Cayman Islands. We were told that the Department of Tourism office was getting many calls with concern as to
whether or not it was now safe to visit Cayman; or whether
all of the activity that was going on made it unsafe for our
tourists, that we spend so much money attempting to get to
come to Cayman. To believe that five Elected Members and
a group of their followers would be involved in something
that would have a negative impact on the Cayman Islands . .
. it is really amazing and very disappointing!
If it were not bad enough that they would bring
questions on the stability of the country, they decided to
make a joke of it going through the streets with wheelbarrows and ground baskets—with something that they saw as
important as the referendum.
Now, Madam Speaker, you have travelled quite a
bit, and I know the rest of us have too. On many occasions I
have spoken to people who have not been to the Cayman
Islands and only know it as being a Third World Country.
They refer to the way the natives live and sometimes perceive us as living in grass huts and swinging from trees. I
am sure that when such people saw on the front page of our
newspaper in the international headlines our representatives
and their supporters going down the main street with
wheelbarrows and ground baskets that did not do too much
to help dispel that notion of the uncivilised nature that some
people see Cayman as.
We have to ask the question, Is this a testament as
to how the PPM or the PFR feel about the majority of the
population? It could be questioned as to whether they actually want to keep the country in the Dark Ages by providing
the populace with misinformation and riling them up in the
emotive way that they did.
It is amazing and real discouraging for me to be a
part of this Honourable House—to have worked with
Members of the Government and now to see them [the Opposition] in what appears to be an attempt to stagnate the
progress of our beloved country at a time when we have so
many issues that we have to deal with; at a time when we
are facing unheard of ratios of unemployment, when people
are worrying about their children finding employment when
they come out of school and when those who had steady
jobs are being laid off because of the big accounting firms
closing down, people being relocated; at a time when there
are cries for education reform; at a time when we are still
fighting with the best method to provide housing for the
many underprivileged people who have not been able to
find decent living accommodations; at a time when the Social Services [Department] is being stretched and strained to
try to provide for the needy; at a time when there is overcrowding at our prisons where we are looking at ways and
means of trying to deal with the overcrowding before we
get into a disastrous situation; at a time when we are suffering the scourges of drug abuse and the need for drug rehabilitation; at a time when we are under tremendous strain
trying to rebuild our tourism product and try to get people
back into Cayman spending money, when we are trying to
encourage foreign investment to come to the Cayman Islands when all around the region and around the world there
is so much competition for that foreign investment dollar—
that at those times we could have supposedly responsible
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parliamentarians taking to the streets to make a political
issue of something like our Constitution just to gain political mileage.
When they get up on the steps of the Court House
and talk about democracy under attack and freedom under
threat and how they could be put under the prison, and that
they are proud to be right wingers, I believe they honestly
do know the effect that has on our beloved Cayman Islands.
I find it real disturbing that knowing the detrimental affect
that it is having they are still willing to sacrifice the serenity
and stability of Cayman for their political motivations.
Madam Speaker, it was a lot of talk concerning the
proposed referendum and, again, it is amazing to see that
something as important to the people as the referendum,
something which many Members in this House expressed
their support of before, could attempt to be used in such a
political way. I cannot believe that they are so selfish that
they would rather disrupt the country for their political
gains instead of working with the Government to make the
country successful.
When we speak about the referendum, that there
were Members before the United Democratic Party that
supported the referendum, I know that there has been much
talk as to whether or not the Members that brought the motion genuinely wanted the motion to succeed. But even the
question of referendum (that question of national importance) . . . I know that the PPM tend to feel that they have a
monopoly on intelligence and they feel that they can make a
verdict as to whether something is of national importance or
not, but if we were discussing—and many Members over
here have said before that they support a referendum on
items of national importance and the question has been
asked what could be more important than the Constitution.
We all agree that the Constitution is very important, but what was interesting was that this referendum was
not on the Constitution. It was not about whether or not we
should have a new modernised Constitution. If the referendum was being proposed to say whether the Cayman Islands wanted a new Constitution, I do not think anyone
would be able to argue that that is a matter of national importance. But when we in our wisdom choose six items of
the proposed Constitution and we decide that those six
items are of national importance, who gives us the authority
to decide what areas of our Constitutional modernisation
are of national importance?
The churches had a lot of concern about the Bill of
Rights. I am sure if you speak to them they would say that
the inclusion of the Bill of Rights is an issue of national
importance. But here we have the People for Referendum.
Their proposal is calling for a referendum on the Constitution, but there is no inclusion of the Bill of Rights. Does
that mean it is not an issue of national importance? It was
so obvious to see how the PPM made a calculated attempt
to get people involved in this referendum issue. Again, not
based on anything to do with the Constitution but because
they saw this as a way of gaining the support of what they
felt would be a majority of the voting populace through
emotive means.
We have people in West Bay who have come to us
and said, ‘They came and asked me to sign the petition and
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I told them I did not want to sign it and they told me this
has nothing to do with our support for Mac, this is against
independence’. They said ‘this is nothing to do against the
Government; this is because the United Kingdom wants us
to go independent and this is showing that you do not support independence, so sign the petition.’
I stood at a gas station in George Town and overheard a person who was trying to get another individual
sign the referendum saying, ‘If you support Kurt sign this
referendum, if you support Mac then do not sign’. I have
also heard persons saying, ‘If you support the decision to
suspend the two Members then do not sign, but if you think
that that decision was wrong, then sign the petition’.
Now, these were supposed to be people that were
responsible for seeing whether or not the general populace
was supportive of the Constitutional Review; seeing
whether or not they were supportive of the modernisation as
proposed by the review. But it has been taken to a level
where there is no discussion of the values of the Constitution—the merits and demerits. It is getting down to strictly
politics; it is going right back to 8 November 2001, when
there was a shift in the power base. Now, our Opposition
Members see this as a possible opportunity to regain some
power so they use whatever means available to them on
such an important issue as our constitutional modernisation.
Madam Speaker, it really bothers me to hear them
purport to be representing a majority of the people. As we
can see in this debate they are representing no one. But
suppose their intelligence has [shown] that they have the
majority of support. I really have great difficulty with the
method of calculating that majority. But, again, maybe they
know something that we do not know.
Suppose there were 6,500 petitioners that signed
saying that they wanted a referendum on the Constitution
before it was debated. If we have 6,400 residents (and we
just had a census a few years ago that shows that we have
40,000 residents) it is amazing to me how anyone can determine that 6,400 would be a majority of 40,000. I have
heard about creative accounting before, but this brings it to
new levels.
We have gone over and have tried to authenticate
those versus the register of voters and I think there are some
12,000 registered voters. My information tells me that there
should be around 50 per cent of the 7,000 would actually be
registered voters. That would be 3,500 of 12,000 if we look
at registered voters. But yet we have the PPM claiming to
have representation from the majority of the people to say
that they want a referendum.
Now, if I have 33,000 people out of 40,000 that
have not signed the petition and have therefore said, ‘No,
we do not want a referendum’ or, if I have 9,000 of the
12,000 registered voters that have not signed the petition
and have therefore said ‘No, we do not support a referendum’, as a good responsible Government I think that is a
clear indication as to where the majority of support lies.
Also, taking into account all the emotions that
were running rampant during the time when this petition
was going forward. If there was ever a time that an Opposition could have [received] the majority of support, it should
have been then. But even with all the concern over the
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Members—and this happens to be the Member that was the
most popular in George Town, our biggest constituency!—I
think he got 3,000 votes. Now, even with all of that they
were only able to get less than 25 per cent of whichever
number residents or persons on the voters list. So, there we
have 75 per cent. What is really encouraging is that 75 per
cent of those people—even the 25 per cent did not take a
position as to whether or not they supported the Government or the views put forward by the PPM. But it would
have been hard for them to say whether they supported that
because until now no one knows the position of the elected
representatives. We still do not know whether or not they
support the Constitutional Review; we do not know whether
or not they support the modernisation; we do not know
what recommendations they support.
Up until now we have not received a position paper from them. This is the time when they should be here
debating their views and make the opinions of the people
known (that they represent) for all to hear. But they have
decided that they have something more important to do
with their time.
When we talk about the undermining and the destabilising, it is important for us to note that something as
serious as the Constitution, it had broad ranging effects. It
even went as far as causing division in some of our
churches because it is a very emotive topic, especially the
Bill of Rights. The United Democratic Party got representation from members of various churches as to their concerns
about the way that the proposed Constitution would change
and affect the way of living for many Caymanian people,
especially the negative effect it would have on our religious
beliefs.
While it was interesting and very helpful to gain
the views of members of the clergy, it is very hard to get a
presentation from a minister with his concerns and to then
take those presentations as being unbiased and objective—
only to have a minister from the Cayman Islands Ministers’
Association stand up in town and encourage people to come
to a political meeting.
When the ministers took a decision to get involved
politically (by obviously taking sides and not only inviting
people to come to the meeting but also getting on the platform and speak at the meeting) it is almost impossible for
any rational thinking individual to then assume that their
opinions are non-political; that their opinions are still unbiased and that they have any objectivity. So, it makes us
question what were the motives behind those recommendations. How much weight can we place on those recommendations?
Any time you have to start questioning members
of the clergy who get up and preach love and unity, preachers who would know that taking a stand on a political issue
stands a chance of dividing a congregation, it is real hard to
accept representation from those individuals. You then tend
to look at it in the same way I would take it as coming from
any other Member of the Opposition. I would look and take
account of it and say, ‘Yes, this is possibly a good idea or
bad idea’. But I also place quite a bit of weight on the political aspirations of those individuals.
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Now, this debate on this issue has caused us to
have to do a similar thing with some members. I am happy
to see that it was very limited as to those preachers and pastors who felt the need to get involved at the level that they
did, but it was saddening to see that some made the decision
to.
It is very similar to the unsuccessful members that
ran in West Bay. I think West Bay had the most candidates;
we had four seats and twenty-two candidates. It was amazing to see that all of those people (prior to the election) felt
like they had something positive that they could contribute.
They all felt that, If the people of West Bay decide to elect
us as their representatives, we have something positive that
we can contribute to making Cayman a better place for us
all to live. But then after the election process and four
Members were elected, the other eighteen persons who had
so much to offer, all of a sudden it appears that they have
nothing to give except criticism. There is never any positive
solution or proposal.
In West Bay we make a point of having quarterly
meetings and those persons do not even attend the meetings
to offer any suggestions. But as soon as there is an issue
that becomes what they see as possibly an issue where the
Government of the day is taking a bit of political battering,
they all of a sudden jump up. We start seeing them in
marches; you hear them on the ‘Talk’ shows criticising
what a bad job the Government is doing—never anything
constructive! All of a sudden they have gone from being
able to offer the people a positive contribution and making
a positive contribution to Cayman, to only criticising the
current Government!
Talking about West Bay, I remember right after
the election one of the unsuccessful candidates started a
district council. He had a lot to offer. He did not want to
join the district council that was already started so he decided that he was going to form his own. There was a lot of
PR about the district council and the value it would bring.
But since that time we have neither seen nor heard anything
about the district council again. Actually, we have heard
nothing about the individual either, but now I happen to see
him in this march with the People for Referendum. All of a
sudden he is using this opportunity again to jump up and
criticise the Government.
One of the individuals who writes in the newspapers all the time (I think his name is Mr. Dexter Rivers) . . .
after the elections he sent me an email offering me congratulations saying, ‘I was on the opposite side but I just
wanted to know whether this avenue was available so that
we could have some constructive debate and so I could give
some suggestions’. Madam Speaker, I did not receive any
more email. I did not get anymore discussions and it is
amazing to see that he as well used this opportunity to get
up and call for this referendum—but during the rest of the
time, nothing positive to contribute.
One of the candidates who is now calling for a referendum—she debated the Constitution at every one of her
meetings. She called for the cancellation by the UK of the
Order in Council and we all know that the only time that the
UK will give up that kind of power is when the UK gives us
independence. Even with all the criticism that we took dur-
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ing the elections of being radical, the UDP Government has
never talked about wanting or supporting independence. It
just goes to show, even with the monopoly on intelligence,
it is very easy to get caught up and say things that we feel
are going to be popular. We talk about the UK cancelling
the right to provide for the Order in Council. That same
individual spoke about the need for full internal self government and the difference between full internal self government and internal self government. She challenged the
father of this House to a debate on the issue. Again, she
knows everything about the Constitution—she knows everything about everything!
A few days ago I heard her on the radio criticising
the Minister for Education because he mentioned that referendums throughout the world tend to be more specific only
on a few topics—three the maximum. She disagreed with
that. Her information tells her that it is normal to have referendums on a whole slew of items.
It is amazing that six months down the line, even
after we got over the switch in power on 8 November we
are still back to the personality politics. On every issue that
we get a little opportunity we always go back to ‘McKeeva
versus Kurt; West Bay versus George Town; black versus
white’—these issues that really have nothing to do with the
Constitution.
I think the main problem with the PPM goes back
before the election in 2000, because the First Elected Member for George Town had associations with other Members.
I guess his chief advisor (the brain of the group) decided
that even though we were getting close to the election and
fifteen people would be elected, their intention was to become Leader of Government Business and, I guess, Deputy
Leader of Government Business—I am not sure exactly
what else, but I know that the main emphasis was getting
Leader of Government Business. Even though he needed a
majority of support for that he was able to advise him at
that time to not make any affiliations with anyone else—
once you have me, you have all that you need. I am all that
you need out of the fifteen Members once you and I get
elected.
I guess it is that same fuzzy math that calculates
what is the majority of the population. But a majority was
calculated to mean two of fifteen being a majority. And so
they did not form any alliances, they got elected and then
the game started. They ran from West Bay, to George
Town, to East End, North Side, back and forth trying to
form a Government that would allow them as two of them,
as a minority, to form the Government.
We all know the scenario that was played out.
They were able to somehow get a majority and get Leader
of Government Business. It meant that they got Leader of
Government Business but they did not get two seats on Executive Council.
A lot of the problems that started were because the
brain of the group was not only happy with getting Leader
of Government Business but he also had to dictate who the
other Ministers would be. He was operating very much like
how the proposed Chief Minister position is in the new
Constitution. He was the real power broker—he would decide which other Members . . . ‘West Bay, you got four to-
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gether in a group but you do not deserve to have any Ministers in Council, and Cayman Brac you have two and you do
not deserve to have any, and George Town you have one
and maybe if you all are nice to us we will give you another
one’.
Finally, after much ado, the Government was
formed.
Well, within a very short time that marriage of
convenience started to show signs of weakening and the
problems became evident. And the lack of leadership abilities became evident and the majority that had formed the
government and chosen the Leader of Government Business, once again in this great democracy that we have, decided that we needed a change in leadership.
The country had been stagnant for too long. There
had been too many issues like the proposed referendum that
had been forgotten. The Leader had forgotten too many
things and so we wanted a change. Even though we sat in a
room and the majority decided that we wanted that change,
the brain of the group again—the chief legal advisor—
advised his client, ‘do not worry about what the majority
says, you got me on your side again, do not listen to them,
they are telling you to step aside and take a position, to give
the leadership up, they only have the numbers, we have the
intelligence on this side, they cannot do it. What we are
going to do instead of taking the advice and doing the obvious thing, we are going to the people and try to stir up some
civil unrest and we are going to start doing some marches
and some demonstrations because that is the way that we
know politics should work’.
The Speaker: Honourable Member, when you refer to the
chief legal advisor, out of the abundance of caution so that
there would be no confusion with the principal Legal Advisor, the Chair would appreciate if you would identify the
person to whom you refer in such reference.
Mr. Cline A. Glidden Jr: Madam Speaker, I was speaking
about the chief legal advisor for the PPM. I am not sure
exactly who that is any more. I am just assuming that there
was some legal advice based on the procedures and the
events that followed. So, I could assume that person happens to be the Second Elected Member for George Town.
Just in my opinion.
The Speaker: The Second Official Member.
Hon. David F. Ballantyne: Perhaps I could clarify that, to
the best of my knowledge, part of my responsibilities is to
act as principal legal advisor to the Government. I did not
take issue with my colleague because I did not think there
was any difficulty in disassociating myself from the subject
of his remarks.
Thank you.
The Speaker: Thank you Honourable Second Official
Member.
Please continue Fourth Elected Member from the
district of West Bay.
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Mr. Cline A. Glidden Jr: Thanks so much for that clarification and I really appreciate the Second Official Member’s
acknowledgement. And I clearly want to state that when we
talk about chief legal advisor it was to the PPM or to the
First Elected Member from George Town who was the
Leader of Government Business and not to the Government.
Madam Speaker, it appeared that what they
felt the best course of action was, instead of accepting
what the majority wanted, the majority of the elected
Members who elected and chose the Leader of Government Business at that time, they decided that once
again they would go to the people and stir up a lot of
emotive issues. There were a lot of people that voted
for the First Elected Member for George Town. Those
people would be upset to have him removed so that is
the method that they would use to stop the democratic
process.
Thankfully, democracy prevailed; the majority
won and that Member in all of his wisdom, failed with
his advice that was given. We all know that egos
make it difficult to accept failure and so we stood by
the wayside and waited for the next attempt. ‘When
can I stir up some more civil unrest, when can I cause
some more pressure on the Government again?’
He did not have very long to wait because before we knew it the 2002 Budget was here. Again, because of the indecisive nature of the previous Leader,
we found ourselves in a very dire situation where the
country was faced with some $90 million shortfall between revenue and expenditure.
After much belt-tightening and sharpening of
the pencils, it came down to some $54 million. The
United Democratic Party Government decided that we
could not tax the common man anymore—the only
way of doing that would be to raise license fees. And
we would have to make some significant adjustments
to the license fees in the financial industry.
Well, he took that opportunity again to jump
up and down and talk about how this was going to ruin
our financial industry; how the banks were going to
leave; how our people would be unemployed; all
doom and gloom: companies would leave. Once again
working on those emotive aspects of the populace,
but in the meantime offering no possible solution.
By the previous year’s indication, his proposal
would have been to go and borrow to increase the
public debt. So, he again tried to rile up the crowds to
bring the country into a state of unrest as any radical
would do. Thankfully, again, he failed.
Now we get to the situation of the Constitutional Review debate: very important and emotive debate. Madam Speaker, I know you were involved in
politics for a while. In 1992 there was a debate on the
Constitution that has always been an emotive aspect.
I know especially in your constituency any time there
is a discussion on the Constitution the people’s concern is always whether we are going to have any advancement towards the modernisation or towards in-
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dependence and so it is very easy to stir the masses
again.
In true fashion, being the radical that he is, he
produced what was being referred to as a “water-tight”
motion calling for referendum on six issues of national
importance. This motion was brought in the name of
the First Elected Member for George Town, but when
the motion was discussed with you, of course his chief
legal advisor (that is, the chief legal advisor to the
First Elected Member from George Town), that person
being the Second Elected Member from George
Town. I am sure he is also their Constitutional advisor—he was asked whether he could be allowed to
come in to the meeting with you to discuss the motion.
What we found was that the motion was not
as “water-tight” as he said it was. We found that the
motion was a little bit porous and it was quite a bit of
problems with that motion. And you in your wisdom,
Madam Speaker, and in your kindness, you attempted
to assist the Member by making the recommendations
as to what could be done to make the motion acceptable—as we all expected any responsible parliamentarian to do, to have the motion amended.
But in true radical fashion, continuing with the
modus operandi, once again the decision was made
to take it to the streets. ‘Let us go out and rile up the
crowds again, let us go out and slander the name of
the Speaker, let us go out and slander the Government, let us go out and slander the House and talk
about the integrity of the Speaker’—once again playing on the emotions of our people and at all times very
cognisant of the detrimental effect that this is having
on our beautiful, serene Cayman Islands. Very cognisant of the fact that when you try to encourage investors and foreign investment to come into the country
that all of these indications of instability do a lot to run
away those investors to some of the other more competitive jurisdictions.
Thankfully, once again his attempt failed.
When the failures as responsible representatives were
exposed and you asked them to apologise, you gave
them the opportunity on many occasions when they
could have very easily apologised. They knew that
was the decent thing to do; they knew that was the
right thing to do; they knew that was the responsible
thing as representatives elected by the people to do;
to show honour and respect to the position of the
Chair. But once again they made that choice that
would be too easy to do, and that would save the
country of too much embarrassment. What did they
choose to do? It should not be hard for anyone following the story to know what to expect.
Once again they went back to the people and
riled them up. They went so far . . . and I want to congratulate and give you credit for the foresight and
judgment you made because we had a situation that
could have become even more volatile than what did
occur. For when they recognised that they did have
some people whose emotions were stirred up who
were out there cursing and calling for someone’s
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head, they decided to have a public meeting to continue the process. They felt that you in your power,
recognising what was being done and the abuses that
were taking place, that when you exercised the punishment that you could have exercised, that once
again that might have been the straw that broke the
camel’s back and that might have caused the type of
unrest and disturbance that they wanted.
I would just like to use this opportunity to refer
to where––because I think a lot of the listening public
does not recognise how far they did push and how far
the power of the Chair does extend—and I quote from
the Immunities Powers and Privileges Law (1999 Revision) section 18(2): -“(2) Whoever“(a) publishes any statement, whether in writing or
otherwise, which falsely or scandalously defames the Assembly or any committee, or which
reflects on the character of the Speaker or the
chairman of a committee in the discharge of his
duty as such;
“(b) publishes any writing containing a gross, wilful
or scandalous misrepresentation of the proceedings of the Assembly or a committee or of the
speech of any member in the proceedings of the
Assembly or a committee;
“(c) publishes any writing containing any false or
scandalous libel on any member touching his
conduct as a member; or
“(d) publishes any report or statement purporting
to be a report of the proceedings of the Assembly in any case where such proceedings have
been conducted after exclusion of the public by
order of the Assembly,
is guilty of an offence and liable on conviction before the
Grand Court to a fine of eight hundred dollars and to
imprisonment for twelve months.”
Madam Speaker, when it talks about––“ . . . or
which reflects on the character of the Speaker or the
chairman of a committee in the discharge of his duty as
such;” I think we could all agree that there were grounds, at
least for that to have gone to . . . I want to put a little caveat
in there that says: - “19. No prosecution for an offence
under this Law shall be instituted except with the written sanction of the Attorney-General.”
Madam Speaker, with all that was being said at the
time it is (at least in my opinion) very possible that those
sanctions could have been brought. But I feel that if such
had occurred we would not be enjoying the stability and
serenity that we currently enjoy. And I feel that the wisdom
of all who were involved was very clearly expressed by not
attempting to bring the penalties that may have been possible, but allowing it to play itself the way it did; allowing
those people who wanted to have a say, to have a say.
The Speaker: Honourable Second Official Member.
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pm this afternoon. All those in favour please say Aye.
Those against, No.
Point of Clarification
Ayes.
Hon. David F. Ballantyne: Madam Speaker, I have no
desire to unnecessarily interrupt the proceedings but I am
slightly concerned about the . . .
The Speaker: Is it a point of elucidation?
Hon. David F. Ballantyne: Point of clarification.
I think reference to possible exercise of discretion
on the part of the person occupying the position which I do,
perhaps should be avoided. If I may just offer that observation. I do not propose to comment any further on the circumstances. But I would prefer that the Chair make clarification if appropriate.
The Speaker: Thank you, Second Official Member.
Fourth Elected Member from West Bay, I think
the point has been taken and you did make an attempt to
bring it to [the attention of] Members and the wider listening public section 19 which stated that; “No prosecution
for an offence under this Law shall be instituted except
with the written sanction of the Attorney-General.” The
Honourable Second Official Member has amplified that,
and we are grateful for that, so perhaps if you could move
on from that point.
Mr. Cline A. Glidden Jr: Thanks so much for that clarification. I just wanted to make sure that everyone is aware of
the powers that are available there.
The Speaker: Is this a convenient time for the afternoon
break? Or would you wish to go on to a new point?
Mr. Cline A. Glidden Jr: It is a good time.
The Speaker: We shall now suspend for the afternoon
break.
Proceedings suspended at 4.17 pm
Proceedings resumed at 5.05 pm
The Speaker: Please be seated.
Proceedings are resumed. We have passed the hour
of interruption. May I call on the Honourable Deputy
Leader to move the suspension of Standing Order 10(2)?
Moment of Interruption
Suspension of Standing Order 10(2)
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Madam Speaker, I move the
suspension of Standing Order 10(2) to allow for debate pass
the hour of adjournment.
The Speaker: Thank you.
The question is that Standing Order 10(2) be suspended to allow the House to continue its business until 6

The Speaker: The Ayes have it. Accordingly, the House
will continue business until 6 pm today.
Agreed: Standing Order 10(2) suspended to allow proceedings of the House to continue until 6 pm.
The Speaker: Continuing the debate, the Fourth Elected
Member from the district of West Bay.
Mr. Cline A. Glidden Jr: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
When we took the break I was emphasising the irresponsible actions of the PPM, and more specifically by
the First and Second Elected Members from George Town
and the way that they have attempted to stir up the populace
and cause civil unrest and to change the serene and safe
Cayman Islands into being something a lot less attractive.
I was going over the method of operation that they
have been using before the 2000 Election right up until the
last attempt. And I am real proud to be able to say that with
all that has been happening the majority of people of Cayman have once again shown their intelligence and their astuteness as to what is really happening. They recognise the
need for us to have stability and that democracy is alive and
well in Cayman even though there are some of the Elected
Members who would like to make people believe that there
is what they call a threat on democracy.
The final attempt that they used during their contribution to the amendment to the motion—even after
threatening to boycott the debate, they decided to come into
the Legislative Assembly just to make their position known.
And Madam Speaker, they chose to base their one line of
reasoning on a document, namely, the Constitutional Modernisation Checklist but not as would have been expected
by responsible representatives.
The document they chose to use was not the original document, but one that had apparently been amended, I
can only assume for brevity. It clearly stated on the bottom
of that the source was GIS (Government Information Service) and they were very proud to table that document
knowing full well (I assume that as representatives they
knew) that the source for such a document, Constitutional
Modernisation Checklist, could in no way be Government
Information Service. I would assume that as representatives
they would know that GIS does not have the authority to
issue a Constitutional Modernisation Checklist. If they were
really interested in giving the correct information they
would have done a little bit of research to get the original
document (which a Member of the UDP tabled already) that
shows the origin as being the Overseas Territories Department of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office.
Now, I have been told that attempts have
been made to insinuate that in some way the United
Democratic Party (the Government) was given preferential treatment and given access to this document
when they [the PPM] did not have access to it. Once
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again, instead of accepting responsibility for their lack
of research and ability in obtaining the correct document, they are trying to say that there is something
underhanded in the way this document came about.
I can understand their concern because it has to be
really embarrassing to come into the Legislative Assembly
and submit a good hour and a half or two hours of argument
basing it on a position in a document when the original
document has been left out. And the Government of the day
has to come afterwards and expose this weakness in their
research and in their argument. I can fully understand why
they would be looking somehow to place the blame on
someone else as to who gave them the wrong document.
It was interesting to note that section 18 that the
First Elected Member for George Town referred to so much
in his debate when he referred to the fact that the Government was not following the Checklist, and when the preamble in that reads that the, “ . . . Checklist has been drawn
up which gives an indication of the standards which
OTs should seek to achieve, the obligations which they
should strive to meet and the expectations of HMG in
key areas of Constitutional Modernisation. OT Governments are asked to consider the Checklist when making proposals for constitutional change and either to
incorporate suitable measures in their proposals to meet
the requirements of the list or explain why a particular
requirement should not apply to their territory.”
I think it is important to note that this Checklist
which was presented in 1999 to all the Overseas Territories
very clearly states that this is a Checklist to be used when
the Government is making proposals for Constitutional
change. I think what has been missed is that we (as a Government) are not making proposals for Constitutional
change. The United Kingdom Government decided back in
1999––they gave notice in the White Paper that constitutional modernisation was necessary. And then through their
representative here, being the Governor, they appointed
three independent Commissioners to go through a commission to make recommendations on constitutional modernisation that in no way can be seen as the Government making proposals for constitutional change.
Madam Speaker, I daresay that my interpretation
of what this refers to is, if the Territories themselves choose
to make some change in the Constitution––not a full revision of the Constitution using Constitutional Commissioners—to include, let us say, a Chief Minister’s position, then
I can understand the point that the First Elected Member
from George Town made on his section 18 which on the
original document is actually 2.19 and it says, “Do the
changes suggested by the OT government have the support of the majority of the population? What is the evidence for such support? Has there been extensive local
consultation (with or without the assistance of a Constitutional Commissioner or Commission) followed by a
debate in the legislature in which the suggested changes
have been approved by motion?”
Madam Speaker, if we arbitrarily decided to
make a change in our existing Constitution, I can see
the relevance of the question as to whether or not it
has the support of the majority of the population and
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what is the evidence of that support. Because at that
stage you would want to know that there were Commissioners or referendum or something to show that
that was the case. But when we all accept that the
United Kingdom Government has initiated this proposed change; they have initiated the commission,
why then would this section of the Checklist be relevant to ask the question, “Does it support the majority of the population and what is the evidence for
such support?”
Once again the Opposition has failed in their responsibility as representatives of the people. When they
based their whole argument as to the reasons for not attending and supporting the amendment on a document, and they
only came and laid a portion of the document on the floor
of the Legislative Assembly—the Honourable Minister for
Planning having to lay the full document including the preamble—I see where their embarrassment came. The preamble was very important to the document because it explained the reason for the Checklist; it explained the context
in which the Checklist should be used.
Once again they have attempted to cloud the issues
by using a very irresponsible approach. They are trying to
fool the people into becoming emotionally concerned and
upset which would cause unrest and instability. They have
attempted so many times to do that. If I had to give them a
grade on attempting to rile up the people and them emotionally involved, I guess they would have received a very
good grade. But if I had to give them a grade for providing
good responsible representation for their people I would
have no choice but to give them a failing grade.
It is very easy to speak to people and make reference to the need for referendum because if we went on the
street tomorrow and asked people whether or not we should
have a referendum, I can think of about 15 or 20 very emotive issues that we have had to deal with lately that people
would want to have a referendum on.
When we had to raise license fees, I am sure we
could have had a referendum for that. When we had to raise
Hospital fees I am sure we could have asked for referendum
on that. When we talked about a housing program (there are
some of the wealthier people here that feel Government
should not be providing low cost housing) I am sure we
could have referendum on that, or whether or not we should
build a new school. There was an issue the other day on
whether to allow cruise ships on Sunday. There is an issue
as to the number of cruise ships. We could have had a referendum on that as well.
Madam Speaker, there was a real heated topic in
your constituency on groupers. I am sure we could have
riled people up to say that we needed a referendum on the
grouper limits, the increase in building heights, whether or
not we should build a new cruise ship dock, whether or not
it should be on the North or South because we have mixed
feelings. Even though everyone agrees that there should be
a new dock we cannot come to a consensus as to whether or
not it should be North or South.
I could go on and on about all the things that the
people would like to have referendums on: Cayman Airways; the talk of lottery; extension of liquor licensing
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hours; minimum wage, et cetera. My constituents tell me
that those are the issues they elected me to represent them
on. They do not expect that every time I have a difficult
decision to make I am going to say, ‘I am not sure what I
am going to do, you all tell me what to do.’
The PPM still has not decided on a position
for the Constitution. They have not expressed their
views—their thing is, ‘You all tell us what you want us
to say’. So different from when the First Elected Member from George Town (the then Leader of Government Business) had an emotive issue like Cayman
Airways—it was not, ‘you people tell us what to do’. It
was, ‘We are going to make a decision’. I can remember we decided to have a meeting in West Bay to try
to find out from our constituents what they wanted.
Oh, that was a terrible thing to do! We are showing up
the Member responsible for Cayman Airways because
we are having a meeting and going to the people. But
all of a sudden they have changed their style of leadership and now instead of telling the people and representing the people in making decisions, they are
really the people’s representatives; they are going to
find out from the people what they want.
If we had to go to the people for every one of those
issues we figure the referendum would probably cost
around $500,000. Those 20 items that we just referred to
that happened in the past six or eight months—$10 million
on referendums. The irony of the whole situation is that
there is a great possibility that even after holding that referendum we still would not have a clear consensus as to the
wishes of the people. A good indication is the petition on
this proposed referendum that they wanted. Let us say that
was the referendum and we got 3,500 people out of the
12,000, or, the 7,000 out of the 40,000 people—would they
then be satisfied that that was a clear representation? Or
would the argument then be, a lot of people did not show
up? We still do not know so we need to do another referendum.
Now I know there are people who will say that I
cannot use that example because there is nothing as important as the Constitution. I agree that there is nothing as important as the Constitution but the proposed referendum that
we just went through was not on the Constitution. It was not
whether or not we should change the Constitution. It was on
six issues in the Constitution that the Opposition in their
wisdom has decided are the six issues of national importance. If they say we need to have a referendum on whether
or not we want constitutional change we could not argue
that it is of national importance. For we all agree that the
Constitution is of national importance. Our argument is that
the six specific points that they talked about. The six points
that they wanted a referendum on, none of those six points
can be considered to be of national importance.
If we were talking about a change to independence
or in the style of Government—even if we want an issue as
Chief Minister (in 1992 apparently that was a very significant issue), if we wanted to talk about terms of office of
elected individuals; if we wanted to speak about rights and
freedoms; maybe the make-up of the Legislative Assembly;
selection of the Judicature—many issues we could see as
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being issues of national importance. And so when we hear
people on the street saying, ‘oh, those guys were just giving
‘lip service’ to referendum, they really do not believe in a
referendum because there is nothing that is more important
than a Constitution’. Once again they are muddling the
point. They are trying to confuse the issue because the proposed referendum (that we were not in support of) was not
a referendum on the Constitution; it was on six selective
points in the Constitution.
The six points from the proposed referendum—we
talked about the concept of ‘one man one vote’ that is number one. “Should the Cayman Islands adopt the proposal
contained in the Report with the respect for the concept
‘one man, one vote’ and the creation of seventeen single
member constituencies?”
Madam Speaker, we have made our position very
clear but we are still not sure what the PPM’s position is on
that. We do have a concern with the segregation; we do
have a concern with the immediate implementation of the
17 single member constituencies and we have explained in
detail our concerns for that—the racial segregation, the
economic . . .
I was speaking to someone a few days ago who
said to me, ‘George Town right now is unique, the Ministers for George Town represent the very wealthy people in
South Sound and the less wealthy people in the other areas
of George Town’. They have to be able to understand and
relate to all segments of society and so when there are
needs, for example, the housing need that currently exists,
the Minister for George Town can relate and he can come
to this Honourable House and beg for housing for the poor
people. If we had a section that was only representing, for
example, South Sound—it would be real hard for the representative of South Sound to understand the need and value
for low income housing. How could that person be convinced that that is a need for the country when the little area
that he represents really has no need for housing? He would
find a lot of other things that that money could be spent on.
But with the present system the Representatives for George
Town have to have a grasp on all of the sectors of society.
And they have to be able to balance . . . because they have
constituents that are not so well off and they also have constituents that are well off.
So, while we believe in the final answer being the
advancement to ‘one man one vote’, we feel that jumping
from what we are in now to that is a bit premature at this
stage. We feel that it would be better to phase it in and we
have made our arguments for that and have laid it out in the
Position Paper of which I am a signatory and give full support to.
The second item on the Referendum petition:
“Should the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly be chosen from outside the elected membership of the Legislative Assembly?”
It is interesting to note that this issue all of a sudden is so important that they have decided that it should be
a matter of national importance and that out of the six
items, that should be an issue on the referendum. According
to the Constitutional Commissioners there was not very
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much public input, but now all of a sudden it has become a
matter of national importance.
There are a lot of logistical problems with that
question. When I speak to some of my constituents and they
ask me what do I think about the Speaker. I say to them,
‘You tell me, should the Speaker come from the inside or
the outside’ and they say, ‘Maybe from outside’ and I say,
‘Well, if they are chosen from outside who should elect that
person?’ They say ‘the Members of the Legislative Assembly should still elect them.’ I say, ‘If we elect that person
what is going to satisfy you that the person is independent?’
Some say, ‘The Speaker should be elected from outside of
the House.’ Then we go into the problems of that person
having to run for office and all that goes along with that.
Madam Speaker, I also ask the question since we
have now reached the stage of party politics—we have two
clear parties even though it appears that only one party is
represented in the Legislative Assembly. There are supposedly two parties and so if the person is chosen from outside
of the Legislative Assembly, does it mean that that person
cannot be a member of the United Democratic Party or that
person cannot be a member of the PPM? Because if they
are members, whether they are Members that are elected, or
members that are not elected, people are still going to perceive that there is some partiality. So, all of those are additional questions that need to be added to this one question
that they have on the referendum.
They have not addressed it here, but what is the
status of the Deputy Speaker? Where should the Deputy
Speaker come from? According to the Constitutional
Commissioners’ Report they recommend that both of them
should be from outside. For some reason that is not an issue
of national importance. It is only the issue of Speaker that is
of national importance according to this petition. “Should
the proposed changes to the Cayman Islands Constitution be implemented between the dissolution of the current 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?”
Again, how can I see that as being an issue of
national importance? If the United Kingdom Government recognised that we needed modernisation—the
Commissioners went around and got agreement––I
do not see anywhere in the Report a big consensus
on people saying that we should not get modernisation. We recognise all the benefits that may be
brought to the Island through modernisation. Why
then should we have to wait to recognise those benefits until 2004?
The Speaker: Honourable Member you have 30 minutes
remaining.
Mr. Cline A. Glidden Jr: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
Question No. 4 is: “Should the Cayman Islands
Constitution contain provisions to permit the electorate
to initiate a referendum?”
There are provisions made now and I think
the legislation needs to come forward. We heard from
the past Leader (the First Elected Member from
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George Town) who said that even though he brought
the Motion when he had the opportunity, he forgot the
importance of that. He forgot the need to bring the
legislation but how could he forget something that is
so, all of a sudden, nationally important. It is nationally
important but during his years there when he was in a
position to implement it he forgot it.
We ask, “Should term limits be placed on the
holder of the office of Chief Minister?” Here we have an
issue—we do not even have the provision yet for a Chief
Minister. We have not discussed the importance of that.
That is not an issue of national importance but the term
limits of Chief Minister is all of a sudden of national importance.
Then, “Should a person who holds the nationality 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 to the Legislative Assembly?”
I think that we all have made our points on
that, but even to have such a question I think is very
limiting and hypocritical, to say the least. We have
other nationalities that would confer citizenship based
on birth. And so we could have someone that was
born outside of the Cayman Islands. For example,
during the period of economic difficulty in Cayman
when many of our fathers went off to sea to provide
for a better life for our families, there were some of us
who (through no control of our own) were born outside
of the Cayman Islands. Being born there to Caymanian parents who, as quickly after birth as possible,
decided to move their family back to the Cayman Islands; who helped in building the Cayman Islands by
going off to sea and sending back money to the Islands—I think it is hypocritical to even discuss that
that should remove someone from having the possibility of running for office and to make mention of the
fact that only people who have Caymanian status or
people who were born in Cayman should be able to
run for office.
We as a country do not give status based on birth.
So, are we then saying that everyone born in Cayman
should have the right to run for office in the Cayman Islands? Because that would be a bit different than how it
currently exists where we have people born in Cayman but
are not even considered to be Caymanians. How could we
then discriminate against someone who was born elsewhere
if they satisfy all the requirements to have Caymanian
status?
Madam Speaker, even though all attempts were
made going house to house and trying to get signatures, the
fact that only 7,000 out of 40,000 people gave their support,
it is obvious that the majority of the people in Cayman do
not support and do not see these issues as being nationally
important.
I am reminded that there are not only 40,000—that
was 40,000 residents—but there are indications to show
that there were also tourists that were allowed to sign the
referendum. So, the number would go a lot higher than
40,000 if we took that into account. Actually on any cruise

74

Wednesday, 26 June 2002

ship day the People for Referendum could have simply
gone down by the dock and got some signatures there.
Sometimes we get about 10,000 people coming off the
cruise ships.
Madam Speaker, on the question of the Referendum these six points of national importance—when there is
so much concern in the country, I really find it difficult to
justify spending $500,000 on a referendum to tell me
whether or not the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly
should be chosen from outside the elected membership?
I was in my MLA Office on Wednesday when a
lady came to see me. She had fears of losing her house because she is only making $2.65 an hour. When they come to
ask for my help to get a job for their sons because they are
graduating from school; when a lady comes to me with her
three children who are living in a house with a roof that
leaks and when it rains sometimes the house gets flooded . .
. How can I justify to those people spending $500,000 or
more of the Government’s money on a referendum for these
six issues? We would have to borrow the money to do it.
This is not in the Budget.
How could I justify borrowing at least $500,000
for this? In all honesty if we were to leave these six questions; if we were to say to the United Kingdom ‘we cannot
find satisfaction, let us leave them as they are, let us leave
them status quo’, which one of these six items would affect
the way that any of our people live, whether negatively or
positively?
As a good Government how could I justify being
part and parcel of a Government that would spend $500,000
on a referendum instead of using that money to provide our
young people with scholarships to further their education?
How could I justify not using that money to help our needy;
the seamen and the veterans that help build the country that
we have had to take off the list of the little stipend that
some of them depend solely on to survive?
How in the world could we as representatives of
the people justify for those six questions? We could use that
money to provide better classrooms for our children’s education; to provide counselling for the many young lives that
are being lost to drugs; to help our young parents deal with
teenage pregnancies; to put more Police in the districts to
deal with crime; to provide the much needed vocational
training for our future generations; to provide housing for
our people that are living in squalor and poverty; to provide
after school programs to keep our young people off the
street; to provide training in the tourism sector to ensure
that our visitors to the Cayman Islands have a good experience and that they want to come back and spend money and
use it to provide good health services to our people, et cetera.
There is no way that with the proposed changes to
the Constitution; with the fact that the Opposition and the
Government agree on all the major points of the Constitution . . . on these six issues we seem to have a bit of disagreement. But that disagreement should not equate to instability in the country; it should not equate to us running
away the foreign investors; it should not equate to people
marching up and down the streets with wheelbarrows and
ground baskets. As responsible representatives we need to
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be able to do a better job of coming together and facing the
issues together.
We need to provide a strong footing for Cayman at
this time when there are concerns and questions to our stability. We need to show the outside investors and the visitors that are coming here that Cayman is safe and stable.
The UDP has gone throughout all of the districts
and spoken to many people. And believe it or not the people
have said that with all of the issues that are facing the country we are spending too much time on the Constitution.
There are only six points of contention. It is time for us to
sit with the Opposition (supposedly the people’s representatives) and get pass those six points so that our Ministers
who were elected can get back into the Glass House and do
the work that is required of them.
We do not want a year from now––or maybe the
Opposition does want a year from now to get up and ask
what the Government has done. Maybe that is the whole
reason for this ‘stalemate’ position. Maybe they see their
interests as being better served by continuing this debate on
the Constitution so that none of the other issues are addressed. But I would like to believe that even as radical as
the picture that I painted a little while ago, and even as irresponsible as I sometimes feel that those other Elected
Members are, I still believe that they do not genuinely want
the affairs of the country to go unattended. I feel that we
must be able to get together but it is going to be real difficult to achieve that when we have something as important
as this debate and the [Opposition] Members refusing to
attend.
Mention was made a few days ago to the fact that
the Opposition Members do not even come to have tea. We
only have one Common Room in this Legislative Assembly
and as far as I understand (I have not been here for a long
time) the norm has always been that all Members meet in
the Common Room. They eat and watch television, they
talk, joke, row a little bit, but they were all able to spend
time together. I know that it has had a positive effect on the
relationship that I have gained with some of the Members
because upon getting elected and coming here there were
some of the Members that I hardly knew. And during the
period of time of spending eight hours a day and nine hours
a day and spending the little breaks in-between with those
Members I was able to build relationships. You would be
able to put aside some of the differences. But since the 8
November we started on a different trend where the Members of the Opposition do not even come in the room and if
that was not bad enough they have now refused to come
into the building.
Madam Speaker, it is really going to be difficult
for us to have any kind of real debate. We were looking
forward to the debate. We feel that we have just as strong
debaters on this side as they have on that side. We feel that
we do not win the debates based on numbers. We can win
the debate on the quality of the debate and that is why we
were confident in changing the motion to be a motion to
take note so that the numbers would be nullified. The fact
that we have nine Members and they have five would not
make any difference. Let us win the debate on the merits of
our debate. And then they got up and said, ‘Well we cannot
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debate it because the Speaker suspended us.’ So, we said
alright we will adjourn the House and change the rules to
make sure that they could play the game.
But they still decided to carry on. I can remember
going to play football and we did not all have balls at the
time. So, there was only one child that had the balls and we
would beat that child or score a goal on his team. What he
would do to punish you is that he would take up the ball run
home so no one else would get to play. Now, those are the
little things that I remember from my childhood. I did not
expect to get elected to come here and get the same kind of
actions by the representatives—the people that were elected
by the people to represent them; the people that take so
much pride in saying that they are the people’s representatives; that they represent the majority and yet they cannot
come in here and debate.
I heard someone on the Talk show this morning
saying that it is embarrassing to hear the debate that was
carrying on. What is going to be real embarrassing for me is
when the Hansards [reports] go to the United Kingdom
Government and they see that there was no debate at all
from the Opposition. The Opposition refused to come to the
Legislative Assembly.
Now, I could understand if the Opposition just
chose not to debate, but they take any opportunity to debate
this issue in public at whatever location they find themselves. Yet they are not willing to debate it in the House of
debate! If I had (it so happens that I did not) voted for any
of those Members I would feel short- changed. I would feel
that I am not getting representation.
In closing, Madam Speaker, I have a little recommendation: It appears that we have a group called the People for Referendum whose intent is, supposedly, to express
the wishes of the people. Maybe they should go out on a
referendum to find out whether the people want a refund on
the salaries of those people that are not representing them in
the Legislative Assembly. Maybe those people who are
boycotting and deciding that their job is to debate the issues
somewhere else, the People for Referendum should ask the
question of the populace whether or not they feel that that is
good representation.
The issue of the Constitution . . .
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that the Constitution Modernisation is what we need and we
only have a very limited . . . Even if we do not agree on the
national importance of those six issues, but we do place
some importance, they should not stagnate the country from
gaining the benefits of a modern Constitution.
My request is that the Opposition Members and
the Government try to put politics aside and work together
in some way. We have expressed our willingness to do
such. The Leader of Government Business has expressed
the invitation to those Members to form a part of a delegation to go to the United Kingdom to discuss the contentious
issues. But in the same confrontational style instead of them
accepting the invitation they are saying, ‘No we cannot go.
You bring the people from the UK here!’ — Just in an attempt to be confrontational!
I can only hope that time will show to the Opposition Members that they can be much more useful and constructive than they have exercised in the past. I do feel that
they have a responsibility to offer constructive criticisms
and options to the Government.
But, Madam Speaker, this kind of representation I
dare say is not helping any one; it is not helping the Cayman Islands. Even though those Members may have seen
this as being politically expedient at this time, hopefully,
time will show them that even though they were gaining the
mileage the tide is now changing. Hopefully, people are
starting to understand that the UDP are not dictators; that
the UDP is offering good representation for the people. And
I think that with a good Government like the UDP, working
together with a credible Opposition, the country has a lot to
benefit from. I look forward to playing my part in moving
the country forward.
Thank you, Madam Speaker.
The Speaker: Thank you. Is it the intention for another
Member to commence debate? or may I have the motion for
the adjournment at this time?

Adjournment
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, we propose to
adjourn this Honourable House until 10 am Wednesday, 26
June 2002.

The Speaker: You have 10 minutes remaining.
Mr. Cline A. Glidden Jr: Yes, Madam Speaker, I do not
expect to take that long.
The issue of the Constitution has been here for a
while. We debated that issue during the 2000 Election. One
of the lady candidates in West Bay based her whole campaign on her prowess of the Constitution. Before the Election when the White Paper came out, we brought guests
down to explain the ramifications of the White Paper and
what should be expected from the UK. The Constitution
Report, as we all agree, is a very good document. It is a
document that will move the Cayman Islands forward constitutionally. We all support the modernisation—both sides
of the House and the majority of people. There is an old
saying about ‘throwing out the baby with the bath water’
and that is what we need to be aware of. If we recognise

The Speaker: Thank you. The question is that this Honourable House do now adjourn until 10 am Wednesday, 26
June 2002. All those in favour please say Aye. Those
against, No.
Ayes.
The Speaker: The Ayes have it.
At 6 pm the House adjourned until 10 am Wednesday, 26 June 2002.

76

Wednesday, 26 June 2002

Official Hansard Report

OFFICIAL HANSARD REPORT
WEDNESDAY
26 JUNE 2002
10.55 AM
Seventh Sitting
The Speaker: I will now invite the Honourable Minister responsible for Education to grace us with prayers.

PRAYERS
Hon. Roy Bodden: Let us pray.
Almighty God, from whom all wisdom and
power are derived; We beseech Thee so to direct and
prosper the deliberations of the Legislative Assembly
now assembled, that all things may be ordered upon
the best and surest foundations for the glory of Thy
Name and for the safety, honour and welfare of the
people of these Islands.
Bless our Sovereign Lady, Queen Elizabeth
II; Philip, Duke of Edinburgh; Charles, Prince of
Wales; and all the Royal family. Give grace to all who
exercise authority in our Commonwealth, that peace
and happiness, truth and justice, religion and piety
may be established among us. Especially we pray for
the Governor of our Islands, the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, Official Members and Ministers of
Executive Council and Members of the Legislative
Assembly that we may be enabled faithfully to perform the responsible duties of our high office.
All this we ask for Thy Great Name’s sake.
Let us say the Lord’s Prayer together:
Our Father who art in Heaven, Hallowed be
Thy Name, Thy Kingdom come, Thy will be done, on
earth as it is in Heaven. Give us this day our daily
bread, and forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive
those who trespass against us. And lead us not into
temptation, but deliver us from evil. For Thine is the
Kingdom, the power and the glory, forever and ever.
Amen.
The Lord bless us and keep us. The Lord
make His face shine upon us and be gracious unto us.
The Lord lift up the light of His countenance upon us
and give us peace now and always. Amen.
Proceedings resumed at 10.58 am
The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are
resumed.

READING BY THE HONOURABLE
SPEAKER OF MESSAGES
AND ANNOUNCEMENTS
Apologies

The Speaker: I have received apologies for the late
attendance of the Honourable Third Official Member
as well as for the absence of the Third Elected Member from the district of Bodden Town who is still apparently off the Island with his wife for medical reasons.
I have also received apologies from the
Leader of Government Business who is off the Island
attending a family member’s funeral.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
OF THE GOVERNMENT
The Speaker: I have received no notice for Statements for this sitting.

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS
Amended Motion to Debate and Take Note of the
Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review
Commissioners 2002
(Continuation of debate thereon)
The Speaker: The debate is now open for continuation. Does any other Member wish to speak? The
Honourable Minister responsible for Education.
Hon. Roy Bodden: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
It is almost true to say that there has not been
such contention and furor on earth since Prometheus
stole fire from the gods and gave it to man, as there
has been in the Cayman Islands over the recent tabling of the Constitutional Commissioners’ Report.
That furor and all of the attention which has
been aroused by the tabling of that Report is not in
and of itself, bad, disconcerting or alarming. Rather,
what is disconcerting and alarming is all the misinformation – misguided motives and the deliberate attempts to mislead the public by what I would term
‘mischievous elements’, who seek for their own aggrandizement, warped and untoward intentions, to
take advantage of the sentiments of a concerned public.
There has been little or no attempt by the Opposition
elements, both inside the Honourable Legislative Assembly and their supporters outside, to offer truly informative and uplifting debate so that the public may
be informed and maybe made wiser in their choices
and understanding of the process. Perhaps this reflection [goes back] to the past where political directorates
and elements, when it suited them, sought to give cer-
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tain twists and slants so that they could gain an advantage, sometimes most unfairly over the other persons who propounded the obverse arguments. But
this is no time for political ‘one-upmanship’. This is a
serious time because the Government needs to get
this business of the Constitution behind it so that we
can concentrate on governing the country in a way
that is beneficial to the majority of its citizens, particularly in these challenging economic times.
I have to remark that Cayman – in spite of all
of the down-crying that I hear from certain people; in
spite of the cries of the Government being undemocratic and unsympathetic—is still one of the most
open societies in the world. For there are persons who
live Monday to Friday to get on the talk shows: they
open on the earliest one and go on to the second one
and finally wind up on Talk Today at the Government
station. People are blaming the Government saying
that the Government is undemocratic. Some of the
comments I have heard about Government Ministers
and accusations made about your Honourable self
would only be tolerated in a society like the Cayman
Islands. It is downright disgraceful and unacceptable!
And yet these people persist! But what is alarming to
me is that many of these comments are made for and
on behalf of the Opposition Members in this House,
who choose at this particular point to abnegate themselves from the responsibility of coming in here representing, as they claim, the majority—by boycotting!
Madam Speaker, it is gross irresponsibility
and I hope that the persons whom they purport to
support take note that when their representatives
should be in here articulating, debating and defending
their positions, they are absent by choice. I find it
alarming and I have to remark that this is the introduction of political tribalism into the Cayman Islands and it
should not be allowed to take root.
From the time I have been here this is the first
that I have seen persistence of this nature: People
threatening violence; people passing all sorts of uncomplimentary remarks about Members of this Honourable House; about yourself, Madam Speaker. It is
the height of disrespect. And any element, be that
element an individual or an agglomeration of individuals, that tolerates and encourages this kind of behaviour is doing the Cayman Islands a grave disservice.
Madam Speaker, I say this soberly and under
advisement. You know what it reminds me of? I shall
tell you from the annals of history what it reminds me
of. It reminds me of the beginning of this kind of politics in Jamaica in the 1960s when a fiery brash young
man got up saying that he would fight fire with fire and
it would be blood for blood and stone for stone. And
wisened old Norman Manley got up and said, ‘Who is
this young brash person introducing these kinds of
politics that is foreign to the nature of the political society? Will no one stand with me to rid this country of
this brand of insidious politics that is threatening to
creep into our society?’
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Now, Madam Speaker, I hear them say that
they have to have ‘one man, one vote’ because they
do not want the Leader of Government Business
bringing in four people ‘on his back’. ‘One man, one
vote’ is the essence of democracy, I agree, but what
we have to consider is that ‘one man, one vote’ is not
the panacea. There are many other things to consider.
None of the advocates who are advocating this separation of the electoral districts as they are presently
into 17 constituencies—I have heard no one articulate
the economics of this exercise because the economics are going to change drastically. For then you are
going to have 17 constituencies; it is expected that
you are going to have 17 constituency offices; it is
expected that those constituency offices will have to
be manned. So, now not only have you 17 different
Members, but those Members are going to have to
service their constituencies by holding surgeries; they
are going to have to have persons in the office available either on full or part time basis, and they are going to have to have a physical presence.
Now, is anyone calculating how much more
expensive that is going to be on the coffers of the
country? There are other areas to consider and I tell
people that we are going to come face to face with
certain stark realities which are not facing us now if
we opt for this ‘one man, one vote’. How are we going
to divide the constituencies so as to totally eliminate
having constituencies which are all black or all white,
which are rich obviously and which are poor obviously? These are contingencies, which we do not
have to face under the current system. There are social, political and economic consequences. Are we
considering these? For these kinds of divisions have
been the root cause of political upheaval in other jurisdictions. And then there is going to be the constant
call for changing constituency boundaries and accusations of gerrymandering.
Madam Speaker, I am saying that it is the
ideal objective to aspire to ‘one man, one vote’ and in
the Cayman Islands we already have some examples
and perhaps we should consider it. But I am also saying that any consideration should be tempered by the
fact that we need not hasten into that. We should first
articulate and ensure that the divisions are going to be
of the greatest benefit for the constituents.
Madam Speaker, I will give you a sociological
phenomenon too: People in the Cayman Islands vote
personality above all else; above education; above
good looks; even in some instances, above wealth.
When you divide a country or a jurisdiction without
taking into consideration these kinds of contingencies,
what kinds of divisions are you going to have? You
are likely to have people who refuse to participate in
the system because the people they like and have
been supporting have been so disadvantaged now
that they can no longer represent a certain area.
Madam Speaker, I think we should take it one
step at a time. What we need to do is concentrate on
the development of party politics and ensure that an-
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other party comes up to balance the present United
Democratic Party (UDP) and continue on the slow
pace at which we have been going.
I want to say also that I have heard people,
even on the talk show this morning, talking about term
limits. From the time you speak of things like term limits in a small jurisdiction like the Cayman Islands, you
are disenfranchising several people. We are not like
the United States with three hundred million people
that you can say no president should serve longer
than two consecutive terms. They have ‘umpteen’
people with the qualifications, the ability and the disposition to make the sacrifice to set themselves up to
run for president.
But in the Cayman Islands there is a limit to
the pool from which people come forward for public
office. I think in a democracy the greatest limitation is
held in the hands of the people themselves. You set
yourself up for public office and if the people do not
want you they will not elect you, irrespective of how
well qualified you are, irrespective of how wealthy or
pretty or handsome you might be: that is the greatest
limiter of any tenure in politics and in any democracy.
I recall during the Constitutional Review in
which Commissioners Walter Wallace and Sir Frederick Smith undertook. The question arose then as to
term limits. They made it quite plain: In a jurisdiction
like the Cayman Islands it is almost ridiculous to impose term limits because you are drawing from a
small pool. Secondly, they argued that the voters are
the greatest determinant of how long anyone will stay
in politics. If you convince them that you are efficient
they will keep returning you. So, we have to be careful.
As I listen, it is difficult for me not to get emotional about certain things. Sometimes I wonder about
the genuineness of people who set themselves up to
be advisors and consultants. I pose a simple question:
There are people who I hear on every talk show yet
they do not participate in the process. They have voluntarily chosen to extricate themselves from the process of voting and participating in a representative democracy. They claim that they will have no part in an
elected dictatorship yet they are the premiere advisors, advising people on what to do – experts on referendum. But they themselves do not participate. Only
in the Cayman Islands would such persons be regarded as genuine . . . believe me.
Madam Speaker, a profound change is taking
place in the Caymanian society and this change has
been occurring for some time now but it is just now
reaching its zenith. It has its genesis in the fact that
the economics are changing. The Cayman Islands,
whether we like it or not, are moving away from a society in which finance and financial affairs was the
imperative to a society where service and service orientated industries are appearing to be the imperative.
And by that very nature the behaviour of the population will change. It is going to change in a way that the
movers and shakers of the past will not necessarily
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any longer have a monopoly on the movement and
shaking of the society.
Caymanian people from the grass roots,
through the middle class and straight to the top tier
are taking more interest in the country and its wellbeing. The middle class itself, by virtue of the fact that
we have a steady pool of young Caymanians going
abroad to universities and coming back, is changing.
The middle class is becoming vibrant; they are becoming competitive; they are becoming demanding;
they are becoming discriminating and they are becoming interested in how the country is being governed.
No one seems to want to acknowledge that
the Cayman Islands, just like many other Caribbean
societies, has its tinge of class and racism. I have
reason to believe (and I say this as a commentator
without fear of successful contradiction) as I listen and
read the nuances of the positions of many of the persons who object that their positions are not a little influenced by the fact that they realise that the society is
changing in a way which they were not accustomed;
that the children of the middle classes; that people
who are dark of the sun are coming to prominence,
power and position.
But no one talks about how many persons you
have in the Government who are college or university
educated or who are experienced. They only talk
about, ‘Can you imagine being led by so and so?’ We
have to shed those prejudices. Even in the deepest
South they have shed them; even in apartheid South
Africa those kinds of prejudices no longer exist.
I am saying that part of the basis for the objection is
not necessarily exclusive about referendum, or the
need thereto, or about the Chief Minister, it is about
who has chance to be. Can you imagine? I have
friends who may be of the colour but do not share the
sympathy, and they tell me, ‘There is a sense of nongenuineness about some of the objections, Roy, because it has nothing to do with ability but rather has a
lot to do with colour and class’. Madam Speaker, you
cannot blame us if our parents had the foresight to
stress education. It is time that we put aside these
differences and get on genuinely with the direction in
which the country should move.
Madam Speaker, I cringe when attempts are
made to politicise the Civil Service. The Civil Service
under the White Hall Westminster system is neutral,
faceless, impartial, and it should be efficient. The Civil
Service mandarins should be willing to serve whoever
comes in as a political directorate dispassionately,
efficiently. They should not care. Politicians come and
go.
Their job is to ensure that the government bureaucracy runs efficiently. There should be no sentiments attaching them to anyone. I do not see any
clause in ‘Adam’s Will’. I have not read anywhere in
the Bible that says the Civil Service should only be
loyal to this person or that political directorate. Even
experts more eminent than I, concur that this is the
essence of the White Hall Westminster system. The
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British have always left a legacy and it is only where
that legacy has been broken by partiality and by loyalty to a certain element that the society has broken
down. Anywhere else the society runs efficiently.
I would like to quote from a text called, “Winner Takes All”. The Westminster Experience in the
Caribbean, written by Selvin Douglas Ryan. On page
2 this is what he says about the Westminster White
Hall paradigm. “The model assumes that officials
who administer the state, and whose role in the
main is a regulatory one, would not have to be replaced when power changes hands, but would
loyally serve the incoming political elite. It is in
fact assumed that civil service mandarins would
already have made themselves familiar with the
basic policy prescriptions of those challenging the
ruling party, and would have put themselves in a
state of readiness to implement their manifesto or
parts thereof should they become the newly
elected government. They would also, as a matter
of course, have prepared briefing papers in the
event that there was a change of government. In
short, they would not assume that the party in
power had a permanent stranglehold on the reins
of power or that it was ‘the natural party of government’ ”.
The converse is also true: They should not
assume that the Opposition is necessarily the replacement in the immediate of the government and be
disloyal to the government or the political directorate
in power. Selvin Douglas Ryan goes on to say, “Most
important is the assumption that the society is
socially and institutionally homogenous and that
its basic values, myths and codes are widely, if
not universally shared. Political change is therefore about tinkering and making marginal or incremental adjustments to a system in which the
fundamentals are agreed upon and where there
exist no major sub-cultural cleavages or violently
opposed and partisan tribes”. That is a characteristic of the Westminster White Hall model or paradigm.
That is also characteristic of the model under which
we operate in the Cayman Islands.
Therefore, how can it be that persons who by
their pristine asseverations set themselves up to be
the guardians and the protectors of the people’s right;
tramp around from jurisdiction to jurisdiction saying
otherwise; accusing the government of not allowing
them full time to express their opinions; whipping up
the people, taking polls and censuses about referendum issues which are not clearly demarcated and
which are clouded in ambiguity. Madam Speaker,
these persons are misleading the country and the majority of people should not follow them. I remain to be
convinced that they have the majority of persons following them.
As far as this Report of the Constitutional
Commissioners is concerned, the Checklist has been
followed. People were allowed opportunity; the United
Democratic Party Government extended the consulta-
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tion period; persons were invited by the Constitutional
Commissioners and were given ‘umpteen’ chances to
express their positions.
We are nearing the point where we have to
put debate, discourse and discussion to rest and get
on with the business of sending the document and the
relevant Hansard debates to the United Kingdom for
the formation of a Draft Constitution. When this Draft
is received I would expect if practice and procedure
are adhered to, that there would be further discussion
as to what we are going to adapt and when. And then
we get on with the process.
The Opposition, however, seems to be caught
up in a never-ending spiral of stymieing the process
and crying ‘foul’ anytime they believe that they are not
having their way.
There is another attempt on the part of the
Opposition. And when I say Opposition I am including
the legitimate Opposition inside the Legislative Assembly – although they are boycotting at this moment
– and their followers outside. I am disturbed at their
attempt to involve His Excellency the Governor. The
Governor cannot rescue them and if they knew about
the functioning of the Westminster White Hall paradigm they would not even try to include the Office of
the Governor – they would not try to gray the area by
saying that they are calling upon the Governor.
The Governor’s responsibility, in this instance,
is to ensure that peace, order and good government
prevail; that the government of which he sits as head
(president) of the Executive Council has a majority, so
what when we come here with legislation we have the
requisite numbers to pass it. But until that time, what
transpires in the Legislative Assembly, the Governor
has his hands off, especially if it complies with parliamentary procedure.
I see them now calling and writing to the Governor. I heard one of the representatives this morning
on a talk show [saying] that he is writing to the Governor. Well, that is a good exercise to keep the Governor
apprised, and I am happy that they are doing that, but I
hope that they are not expecting the Office of Governor
to interfere in what is to this point, an orderly and understandable process under the Westminster system.
Madam Speaker, Government and Opposition
both went to the people. Both espoused their sides in
the public forum. It was expected that those treks and
those trips and that exposure would climax in a debate in this Legislative Assembly. Let me tell you why
the Motion has to say ‘debate and take note’. It has to
ask that the Review be debated and note be taken
because not all of the points put forward by the Constitutional Commissioners met with full and total
agreement of the Government. Neither did all of these
points meet full and total agreement from the Opposition. Therefore, to have done otherwise, would have
meant locking one’s self in a position in which there
was no room to maneuver.
We have to debate and take note because
there are certain issues that we accept and there are
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certain ones that we do not accept. Debate at this
time allows us to say what we accept and why, and
what we do not accept and why we do not accept it.
The results of these debates will then go to the United
Kingdom for their constitutional and legal advisors to
read and to say in our draft, “Here is what we need to
take note of; this is what they accepted; this is what
they rejected; this is what we are going to send in a
draft”. That is the reason and it is a perfectly sound
reason.
I have to interject at this point that I believe
the Constitutional Commissioners were fair and forthright in what they did and their exercise is a commendable one. They have given us a document which
is a basis for us to launch forth. The Opposition is also
trying to make people believe that the Draft Constitution which the Commissioners forwarded is the Constitution. It is not, Madam Speaker! It is not! It is their
model! It is meant to be a basis for discussion and
nothing else.
Certainly the people at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office are not going to stamp their approval on that and send it back and say ‘Here is the
Constitutional draft’. I would be very surprised. They
are going to take that along with other parts of the Review, as well as the Hansard [debates] and any other
depositions that they may receive, and from that they
are going to extricate points upon which to use as a
Draft Constitution. That is the way it was done when
we had the review in the 1990s.
But I am happy that there has been this furor;
such emotionalism; because until the events of the 8
November and the launch of the United Democratic
Party, Caymanian people had looked upon politics as
nothing more than a necessary evil. And they ‘took it
or left it’ in the most part, that is, except for the sixweek period from September to mid-November when
we had elections (every four years). Now, Caymanian
people have come to the reality that politics is life; that
politics happen every day; that they should be interested in the Government every day; that they should
be interested in the persons who represent them
every day of the year. For that is life and that is how it
is done in sophisticated societies. So if nothing else is
achieved, it has brought us in Cayman to the point
where we have been forced to mature; to take an interest in the government; in the people who represent
us and in what they do.
But, Madam Speaker, I am alarmed at the behaviour [of those] elements who seem intent on exaggerating the differences between us rather than accentuating the similarities. And there are those persons who, for their own selfish motives, would focus
on the differences; would try to make it seem like
those persons who are in Government are some evil
creatures–some ogres–who do not deserve to be
there. And only they and their supporters and followers have a monopoly on what to do and what is right.
Why, Madam Speaker? Why is this being perpetuated? What is wrong with Members of the Govern-
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ment [inaudible - voice faded from microphone]? I am
alarmed at the behaviour, Madam Speaker.
Some of these people are exhibiting their
prejudices every day they call on the radio station;
personalising, tracing persons background and then
they come and tell me, ‘Oh Roy, it is not you, we do
not think of you like that’. But I am in the company of
the persons who they are describing and putting
down! Do they believe that I am so ignorant that I do
not think that when they are out of my earshot that
they do not include me in the group? Madam Speaker,
I am not so naïve. My parents did not give birth to any
idiots. So, I cannot accept that.
I do not hear them talking about positive steps
the Government is making. I do not hear them saying,
‘What a tolerant government, we put them down everyday on the talk show and they still strive diligently to
make the country operate in the way that it should
operate. And they do not victimise us and they do not
single us out for official opprobrium’.
As far as I can glean, much of the content of a
majority of the callers are little more than political ‘hog
wash’. There is plenty of talk and there is no shortage
of those persons whom I describe as ‘presumptuous
elites’ who put themselves forward to represent special interest. But they come from a background that
has little of what Alexander Pope talked about.
There are those persons to whom a little
learning is a dangerous thing and they try to mislead
and to perpetuate and they talk about referendum.
And they quote, Madam Speaker—as I saw a doublepage flyer in a paper about those who supported referendum. I am one of the foremost proponents of a
referendum just like I am one of the foremost proponents of the office of Ombudsman, and the Bill of
Rights, and the Freedom of Information Act! I still
stand by those positions but I say that the six questions that I read being put forward by the Opposition
are not national issues, therefore, they are not fit to be
subjects of a referendum.
While on this, let me as Minister of Education
say I shudder when I hear people talk about ‘referandum’. The last time I checked my dictionary, which
was before I left the Ministry this morning, I did not
see any such word as ‘referandum’. [The word] is referendum if it is one; if it is more than one, it is referenda. So, I wish they would use the English the way
they should use it and the way it exists. I am not a
snob but when people come to me and they cannot
pronounce the word in the way it should be pronounced they certainly are in no position to advise me
or to dictate terms to me.
It is not a question of the Government being
against referendum but the Government is wise and
correct to appropriate the posture that it has put forward. And the behaviour further alarms me because it
makes me realise that we have been remiss in not
educating and informing our people as to what is appropriate conduct, including appropriate conduct in
Parliament. I was taken aback by the fact that the Op-
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position would be so irresponsible as to populate the
Chamber with their supporters and not to inform them
of the rules of conduct in the House.
I heard some comments that all I could say is
‘My, my, my, I have been remiss in my obligations’.
Because this Legislative Assembly and the House of
Parliament has a code of behaviour to which all and
sundry have to subscribe. It is indeed the House in
which you, as Speaker, are in charge. Even myself as
a Member have to show respect and behave with decorum to the Chair at all times. Indeed, were you to
tell me to sit now I should have no choice but to sit.
How much more so then that persons who are not
Members, should have to subscribe? Of course, it is
their House; of course we are their representatives
because they put us here, but it does not mean that
because it is their House they should come and order
you around or take over the House. Then, procedure
would have broken down; sanity would have been lost
and anarchy would have been the order of the day.
That is why we have Standing Orders—which are the
rules governing the behaviour and conduct of the Parliament, including conduct of debate—that we refer to
from time to time. And when our Standing Orders are
silent we refer ultimately to Erskine May, the ‘bible of
behaviour’ in the Legislative Assembly.
Of course, visitors are welcome to sit in the
gallery but not to take notes and make noise, and
even to intimidate Members by harsh looks. In some
jurisdictions in which I have been resident, to get into
the Parliament without being introduced by a member
or an officer of the House would be an exercise in itself. By the time you get through the security and explain who you are—unless it was a prearranged visit
but for someone to come off the street, you could not
just walk in. I am happy that we can do that here; that
our people can come in as they wish, to see their representatives. But I am surprised at some of the caliber
people that I heard making snide remarks, passing
disparaging comments and belittling their representatives. Madam Speaker, do they not realise it is a reflection upon their very selves? Are they not voters?
When they discriminate and trace and belittle is that
not saying something about their mentality? About
their attitude and the level of their intelligence? We
should not, in the interest of democracy, resort to that.
On the day that the petition was handed in I
heard some people shout, ‘Yeah two more years’. I
can only speak for myself: Everyday I give thanks for
the people of Bodden Town for I am only here because they have entrusted me. It is not any seat that I
have ownership of; it is not any seat that I bought or
any seat that was passed down to me through heredity. It is a seat which I hold in trust and I know, because we discuss, that all of the Members of the
United Democratic Party know that and feel the same
way. We are grateful, respectful and obligated to our
constituents (the voters) who put us here. But because they have put us here is no reason for them to
in turn curse us and threaten us. Yes, threaten . . .
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because there were those in the crowd who said that
they should run a bulldozer through this House; who
said that they should ‘put a bomb in their car’. It is
alarming!
I am displeased and hurt. I would like this to
be noted: We did not go to the police with any comments because these people can be identified . . . I
know them. We prefer to turn the other cheek and say
probably it was said in the heat and frustration of the
exercise. I pick up the newspaper and see them plain
as daylight up front. But you know what is the paradox? Those are the same people who come to us with
their complaints seeking favours and wanting us to
mediate and help, and we help them. We do not
change and say ‘Well what about the other day?”
Heaven forbid.
So, I want to say that it is democratic to express a position. It is commendable when you have a
belief and hold firm to that belief. That is what democracy is about but it is undemocratic, unhelpful and destructive when you curse, slander and threaten your
representatives, irrespective of whether there was a
personal vote or not. And that can only malign and
destroy the society. The Government is responsible;
we have been responsible. There are persons who
support us who wanted to demonstrate too in our
support and we said, ‘No, it is not necessary at this
time’. We do not wish any confrontations. We are confident that our behaviour will prevail; that the positions
we have taken will be seen in the end to be correct; to
be appropriate; to be informed. We do not wish to be
confrontational and we have exhibited mature behaviour because our arguments are sound, contained and
controlled.
The Constitution is the single most important
document of the country; it is indeed the soul of the
nation. It is that document upon which all other laws
hinge and emanate from. In a sense it must be almost
sacred and sacrosanct but it should not be drafted in
such a way that it is untouchable. It should always be
made to work with the least interference. But that
does not mean that in every situation it is going to
prove as the ideal document,
So, Madam Speaker, I come to an important
point: Why is it necessary to have a Constitution prefaced by a Bill of Rights? A Bill of Rights in its most
fundamental definition protects the citizen against the
government. It offers protection to the citizen against
certain intrusions by the government: Freedom of
speech; freedom of association; freedom of arbitrary
arrest; freedom to own property. And these kinds of
freedoms are entrenched so that the State which has
a monopoly on the coercive force; which has a monopoly on the social control agencies cannot come in
the middle of the night and kick your door down and
drag you out of bed and say you are under arrest
without due cause and convincing reason. The State
cannot tell you that you are not free to associate. As
the Minister of Human Resources people tell me that
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they do not want trade unions in the country. I said,
‘Excuse me!’
‘Oh no, we do not need them here’.
I would have taken leave of my senses if I
passed down any decree saying people were not free
to associate or to form themselves into collective bargaining units if they so felt the reason.
‘Oh well the Cayman Islands is not this kind of
place, we have never had that’. Madam Speaker,
these are different times. And I remember very well
when it was first muted about a Bill of Rights. There
were several objections then as there are now. But
the Cayman Islands have international obligations.
The world is globalised. We are but one part and we
had better inform ourselves that we need to comply
and that a Bill of Rights will have to be inclusive. It
cannot give you certain freedoms and then arbitrarily
exclude those, which some people by their very ignorance and prejudice do not wish included. No!
The Speaker: Honourable Member is this a convenient time for the morning break or would you wish to
proceed?
Hon. Roy Bodden: Break . . . thank you.
The Speaker: Accordingly, we shall suspend for 15
minutes to accommodate our morning break.
Proceedings suspended at 11.50 am
Proceedings resumed at 12.21 pm
The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are
resumed. Continuation of the debate by the Honourable Minister responsible for Education. I am advised
that there are 51 minutes remaining Honourable Minister.
Hon. Roy Bodden: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
In the time remaining I wish to specifically address certain matters which have arisen as a result of
public meetings and of issues which I have gleaned
from callers on the talk shows, as well as issues which
have emanated as a result of Honourable Members’
of the Legislative Assembly positions.
It is appropriate to begin with political disposition. I have reason to be alarmed at the behaviour of
representatives of the people who get up in a public
forum and proclaim that they are proud to be Right
Wingers.
The political spectrum has two polls: The extreme left and the extreme right. The extreme right is
commonly called the Right Winger. There are other
refined distinctions and definitions. And of course, to
the extreme left you have the Communist and various
forms; the Maoist, et cetera. The accepted position on
the political spectrum is the centre. So, you have reasonable people and reasonable government certainly
in westernised democracies. And in many countries of
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the world people would describe themselves as ‘Centrist’. That means they are neither Left nor Right but in
the centre. So, for people to get up and proclaim they
are Right Wingers, according to my interpretation, that
means they are similar to Slobodian Melosovich, Adolph Hitler, Mussolini, to name a few. Just like if
someone said they are Leftist they would be of the
bent of a Joseph Stalin or a Gracchus Babeuf or a
Robespierre or some of these other persons who history has condemned.
Now, in the Cayman Islands you mean to tell
me these kinds of persons who proclaim their affinity
to the Right Wing; the Fascist, the Nazi—they have
followers in Cayman? I am both surprised and
alarmed. I certainly did not realise that there were any
Right Winger Members of the Legislative Assembly.
But all I can say is that there are yet many things that I
need to learn that I am not aware of. And I keep learning. But I do not believe that it is any badge of pride
for anyone in the Cayman Islands in this day and age
to get up and say they are a Right Winger. I am
alarmed that they had people in the crowd who
cheered. For these are the people who are now appearing in Europe before war crimes tribunal in The
Hague. These are the kinds of people who go down in
history as terrors, suppressors of the people, destroyers of order and society.
I do not believe that our Constitutional Review
necessitates such extremities one way or the other.
And I know that the correct line to take is the line
through the centre where the vast majority of people
in western democracy in any open society whether it
be from the west or east espoused. That is what I am
saying . . . that is the reflection of the position that I
support. That is why the position of the United Democratic Party is the appropriate position to take and that
is why I support the Checklist.
Indeed, I am a signatory of the points put forward by the UDP as being the foundation and elements upon which a new Constitution must emanate.
That leads me to discuss a point I heard this morning
raised by a caller on a talk show. He is saying that we
(the UDP Government) are dictating to the Foreign
and Commonwealth Office (FCO) how we want this
process to go. Madam Speaker, where ignorance is
bliss it is folly to be wise! Can you imagine any of us
on this side dictating to the FCO what we want done?
What path we want followed? What procedures we
would like to see? That person is most ill informed. I
can assure that caller that in practice it works the
other way.
So, that tells me that when the Opposition
says they have the majority—first of all they do not
have the majority. Secondly, the Opposition is at fault
for not informing many of the followers as the UDP
has through avenues opened to it like the Public Eye
show that Dr. Frank McField hosts. We have tried to
inform, not only our followers and supporters but also
the general public as to these procedures.
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It is wise to be discriminating and to listen
carefully and to weigh and search before we blindly
follow people who themselves, it would seem, have
neglected to be self-informed. It is a cause for concern
because it strikes me that some people believe that
the monopoly on political leadership must not be
based on the qualifications, formal or even informal, or
experience in government service, or ability to serve.
But rather on other criterion. Perhaps they would like
to see birth and status and all that thing.
It is our duty as responsible Members of the
Legislative Assembly who put ourselves forward to
educate and inform our people. Madam Speaker,
Honourable Members and yourself must be tired of
hearing me quote Edmond Burke, but I like Edmond
Burke and on these occasions he is one of the historical figures I like to draw upon. This is what this quintessential historian and representative of the people
had to say about leadership and the behaviour of persons like us in times like this: “Your representative
owes you not his industry only, but his judgement; and he betrays instead of serving you if he
sacrifices it to your opinion.” I say this to say that
the Leader of the Opposition has said he does not
have an opinion on the Constitution, he is waiting to
hear from the people.
The Speaker: Honourable Member before you proceed would it be befitting to request for a photocopy to
be made since it was a verbatim quote for the future
records of Parliament for you to lay it on the Table?
Hon. Roy Bodden: Madam Speaker, I shall be happy
to do that but this little book I just read from is my
book of quotations. When I read other books and find
these quotations I write them down in this book but I
have the source at home and I shall be glad to bring it
tomorrow, Madam Speaker. Thank you.
So, if a representative is waiting to hear from
his constituents their opinions—can you imagine fifteen hundred different opinions? How am I going to
come here and represent my people if I do not have a
basis upon which to inform them? The reason they
elected me is because they trust my judgment. Of
course they inform me of their positions and I must
temper my judgement on the feedback which I get
from them. But the predication is that I will have a position of my own. It is impossible to speak to the majority of them every day so my being here as their representative is predicated upon the fact that I must
have the ability and my own position, which will be
largely reflective of theirs.
Indeed, I would think when we have meetings,
as the UDP did, we let them know what our positions
are and why we believe that such and such should be
the case. So, the Opposition (as is to be expected) is
not making good sense.
They have, through an organisation called
People for a Referendum, attempted to poll the people
. . . an ‘A’ for effort . . . that is good to have taken a
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poll but here is what they expect will happen—a perpetual polling. They petitioned one day and we as
Ministers of Government assembled in front of the
Government Administration Building and received the
petitions. I would have thought that upon the presentation and receipt of those petitions that would be the
end of the exercise. For if we model it off our elections
at the close of polls, whether you voted or you did not
vote, that is the end. When that hour comes on that
given day . . . too bad. The Elections Office did not
say, ‘Well if you did not vote you can come tomorrow
or the next day’. So, I thought that when they delivered the petitions that was the end of the exercise,
only to hear that they have eight hundred more and
they have this hundred more. And so they must have
thought that the Government would be [unmindful] as
to be receiving them at their convenience without any
cut off point. Not so. I am happy that that process has
been, by their own admission, legitimate, transparent,
accountable and acceptable. For the UDP Government in its wisdom requested of the Supervisor of
Elections to enact measures appropriate to handle
this business so that no one could say there were any
improprieties.
I heard representatives on the talk show saying, ‘We are satisfied that the process is entirely acceptable’. Madam Speaker, such is the nature of the
Government; to be responsible, accountable and
transparent.
But it is unrealistic to expect that the exercise
would be extended to ad infinitum. There must be a
cut off point. I emphasise this to show that the Government is not only responsible but it is also democratic, and contrary to what they are trying to purport,
completely cooperative. But we cannot be expected to
continue to receive petitions and so we await the findings of the officers from the Elections Office.
Then they say, ‘Oh no we did not give you any
petition to send to the United Kingdom so you should
not send them’. Well, Madam Speaker, are they in this
exercise or not? In my mind it would bolster their position to have the results included in the package to go
to the United Kingdom. Are they fearful of something?
I am now beginning to question their motives.
Now I understand why they did not amend the
Motion as the Honourable Speaker recommended in
order to have the debate in the first place. For the object of the exercise is not exposure, airing and debate,
it is to stymie; stop; confuse; obfuscate and create
disorder! You tell me if their intentions were honourable why are they not here now? Why are they not
answering to these charges that I am laying? Why are
they not here now espousing their positions, as we
are our position? This is the House of debate, not outside; not in the Civic Centre in North Side; not in
Ashton Rutty Centre in Cayman Brac; not on the byways and highways and the Sea Inn and the Turtle
Inns and all the other Inns . . . Here! in the Legislative
Assembly of the Cayman Islands!
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Their charges are unsubstantiated. We have
extended the time and we have received their petitions and we did not drive them out of debating. So,
when the exercise reaches finality and all this material
goes to White Hall and their position and the people’s
position, whom they purport to represent, is excluded
by virtue of their behaviour, what is their excuse? The
persons whom they claim to represent should see
through that. They should put pressure on them to
say, ‘Listen we are not pleased’. You voluntarily extricated yourself from being in a position to say what we
were concerned about’.
Madam Speaker, this is the first time that I
have seen such action displayed in such an important
issue as this. Even in the previous exercise since I
have been here those Members who objected stayed
and argued their points and expressed their objections. They did not, like a spoil brat, take the football
put it under their arm and went home because a goal
was scored on their team. That is really not mature
behaviour.
I am glad that the UDP is of such a mind that
we would not sacrifice the long-term objectives for the
short-term goals of a false success. I am glad that we
did not yield to their call unfounded for a referendum
based on six hypothetical questions that could in no
way pass as issues of national importance. I am glad
that we did not entertain that and I am confident that
when the count is made the results will bolster our
position.
The Government has a mandate to govern
and it should not yield that to an unorganised Opposition. The Government is abiding by parliamentary procedure; it is carrying on the business of the country in
peacefulness and good order and it has the confidence of the majority of the people.
Madam Speaker, let me now turn to the challenges which I see facing us. As a UDP Government
we must continue to stand by the Checklist that we
have submitted. We must continue to encourage our
supporters to stand behind us on these issues. We
must continue to articulate these positions, which we
have taken with the confidence that they are in the
best interest of the long-term development of this
country. We must also continue to avail ourselves of
the opportunity to educate and inform our people.
I am happy to say that as Minister of Education, working in collaboration with the Ministry of
Community Services, Youth, Sports, and Women’s
Affairs, we will be launching in November a citizenship
education programme. We want to teach in the
schools citizenship and human rights. We want to inform Caymanians, particularly the young, about the
Constitution; about the type of Government it has;
about civic and moral responsibility; about rights;
about a plural society and the demands of a plural
society; about how we have to be inclusive.
We knew for a long time that concerted efforts
had to be made to rid the country of this void to let
people understand there is nothing wrong with politics
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and politicians; to let the people understand that government is a necessary instrument for orderly existence; that good people must set themselves forward
to help them differentiate between the rabble-rousers
and sincere performers.
Also, to help them understand and appreciate,
that circumstances of birth and growing up does not
necessarily mean that anyone is more advantaged or
less advantaged than anyone else; and that the criterion is integrity, honesty, dedication and ability; and
that there is no clause in Adam’s Will that says anyone of any colour has a monopoly. Or, anyone of any
wealth or standing has a monopoly more than anyone
else.
I am glad that the UDP Government stands on the
principle that it cannot accept the definition of citizenship, which the Constitutional Commissioners recommended, because we believe it is too narrow. We believe it must be more inclusive, we are more broadminded than that and we would like to see that modified to be more reflective of the society as it is today.
We have made attempts to address these challenges.
The Opposition, however, has challenges also
and they have failed in the most obvious one: To be
responsible for taking their position to debate and offer counter arguments. I would have welcomed the
opportunity to sit down and listen to a Member of the
Opposition take my arguments and refute them if they
thought that necessary.
They also have challenges to participate in
the education of the Caymanian society but they cannot do that by absenting themselves from the House
of debate. They will not be effective if they only stand
on the side of the road and ‘susu’ with a couple of
people. To put it in street par lance they are not ready.
The Opposition is not ready for responsibility;
they cannot replace the Government. Apart from the
fact that they are shy on numbers, their attitude is
poor. They lack the maturity because you cannot be a
good leader if you do not understand the position of a
follower. You cannot be a representative of the majority if you squander the minority position and if you lack
maturity.
Finally, when the chickens have come home
to roost we shall have to ask ourselves whether we
have done the people whom we purport to represent,
a service by our behaviour; by our participation; by our
willingness to learn by listening to one another; by our
ability to convincingly put forward our points of view,
or whether we have perpetuated the old ‘Massa’ system as it existed in Caymanian society, by absenting
ourselves and crying ‘foul’ when we think we have the
sympathy of the majority of people.
We shall have to ask ourselves when the
chickens have come home to roost whether playing
victim persona as it seems the Opposition Leader has
taken on to himself, is in the best interest of the development of Caymanian society. Or, if it would not
have been more appropriate; more representative and
more beneficial to stand tall in here and listen to the
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arguments put forward by the Government, and convincingly represent the people who have faith and
trust in them.
Madam Speaker, the only way for the Cayman Islands to go at this point is to have a modern
instrument of government—an instrument that takes
us into the 21st century. We can no longer abide by
the document, which allows us to form governments
over a pot of breadfruit and turtle meat. Our people
deserve to know from the time of going to the polls
what is the likely position; who is likely to emerge.
They need to be able to analyse the political manifestos of the various entities. You cannot wait until election when everyone is toing and froing and you cannot
have this marriage of convenience or what my colleague, the Minister of Health, described as ‘an unholy
alliance’ that is going to break asunder.
The people of the Cayman Islands have to be
at the level of political maturity to know that leadership
is bound to change. Even in the political party the
members might say, ‘Mr. Leader we do not have any
confidence in your leadership’. I posit, Madam
Speaker, that if we had had a party structure what
happened on the 8 November would never have been
a public spectacle because we would have retired to
the party headquarters. And the announcement would
have been made that afternoon 5 o’clock or 6 o’clock
by the public relations officer for the party saying ‘Mr.
X, after a party reshuffle, is now the Leader’. We
would have come here the next day—it would have
been family business taken care of in house in the
Party office.
Look at what happened to Margaret Thatcher,
the most dynamic leader in the western world at the
time when her Party members said, ‘We are sorry Iron
Lady we would like someone else to lead us now’. So,
there is no use in anyone trying to put forward the
events of the 8 November. But the reason I am worried about it is because the prominent Member of the
Opposition has been recorded to say, ‘Let us take the
power back that they took from us on the 8 November.’ We did not take any power from anyone on the 8
November. That is why I question their motives. They
do not want to participate sincerely in the constitutional exercise. What they want to do is to bring down
the Government and call for new elections. But
Madam Speaker, it shall not happen because we will
not give them any reason. And I contend that the
United Kingdom Government not wishing to set
unanimous precedent will turn a deaf ear to their demands. The Government is functioning; we support
Constitutional Modernisation and we have sent in our
Checklist and we stand by them. So, let us now get on
with the process. Thank you.
The Speaker: Honourable Member was that an indication that you are ready for the luncheon break or
have you concluded?
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Hon. Roy Bodden: No, Madam Speaker, I have concluded. Thank you.
The Speaker: We will now suspend for the luncheon
break and reconvene at 2.30 pm.
Proceedings suspended at 1.07 pm
Proceedings resumed at 3.13 pm
The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are
resumed. The continuation of the debate. Does any
other Member wish to speak? The Second Elected
Member for Cayman Brac & Little Cayman.
Mr. Lyndon L. Martin: Good afternoon, Madam
Speaker and all Honourable Members of the Legislative Assembly. I rise to make a short contribution to
the most important debate in the history of the Cayman Islands, that is, the Motion for the Government to
‘take note’ on the Commissioners’ Report on the Constitution.
Like my colleagues who have preceded me I
am equally disappointed that the Members of the
People’s Progressive Movement (PPM) have decided
not to fulfil their obligation to their constituents and to
the people of this country by being here to debate this
very important Motion.
I also take this opportunity to join with my colleagues in congratulating the Commissioners on doing
an excellent job on a very daunting task, one of which
the effort was to come to a consensus on what the
populace of the Cayman Islands wanted on a topic
that is seldom understood.
Madam Speaker, the constituents which you
and I represent have always shown great interest on
constitutional matters. From that perspective we have
a great responsibility to fulfil our role as representatives: Educating the people on the changes of the
subject of the Constitution and the Report of the
Commissioners to all districts in our constituency; going on a series of five meetings dealing specifically
with the Constitution. Even going into the high school
on our Island and explaining the Commissioners’ Report and the impact.
I come now before the Honourable Legislative
Assembly to represent the views that we have canvassed from our population and as the duly elected
representatives for the sixth electoral districts that is
something we can do: Represent the majority of the
populace.
Madam Speaker, a Constitution is the framework that defines the relationship under which a government has with its people. In the context of the
Cayman Islands, an Overseas Territory of the United
Kingdom, it goes even further because it outlines the
relationship under which we would have with the
mother country, the United Kingdom.
In my contribution I will attempt to outline the
framework under which we find this constitutional
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modernisation exercise both in the context of the democratic evolution within the Cayman Islands, and
also from the perspective of the change in the United
Kingdom from being a great Empire to now being a
member of the European Union; the fall of the Empire
and now a Member State where decisions are not
made in London but rather in Brussels; the United
Kingdom now being obligated to various international
Conventions and consequently, the Cayman Islands
being part and parcel of those obligations.
Firstly, I would like to take a look at the
change that the United Kingdom has experienced. In
th
th
the 18 and 19 centuries great efforts were made at
the building of an Empire. It was fashionable and
power was determined by landmass and population.
The UK found itself at the end of the 19th century as
being the world’s great power; an Empire on which the
sun never set. Up until the 1940s the map used in
Britain to educate its students was one that showed
Great Britain at the centre and its Empire highlighted
in pink to show the great prominence of the UK. However, that Empire has now changed but that Empire
was built to determine and establish a source of
cheap raw materials and also a source of market for
the products and services of the UK.
The justification put forward for an Empire of
this nature by the overlords of colonialism was one
that was a white man’s burden to care for less advanced civilisations. It is important that we understand
the impact that this colonial mentality has had on the
development of all British subjects. This submission
that was made and so often articulated as the justification for the British Empire was strengthened during
Winston Churchill’s time as the Prime Minister of the
UK, the magnificent leader who fought to maintain the
Empire. But the white man’s burden; the colonial racist attitude has always been part of colonial exploitation and repression of the grass root populace. That is
a fundamental part of understanding the remainder of
my contribution.
After the 1940s and the War under which the
UK showed its might, the UK found itself where the
maintenance of an Empire was extremely costly. Civilisations that were deemed to be less advanced
started to become a little bit more educated and liberated, and started to seek destinies of their own. This
resulted in the need of establishing strong military
presence to maintain this Empire, and the War had
placed taxes on the UK’s revenue.
The UK had become dependent on loans from
the United States of America. Then after Churchill and
the reign of Atlee, there was a serious consensus shift
under the Labour government, which resulted in an
exorbitant amount of money being spent on social
programmes. The UK was no longer able to maintain
the Empire. The Empire slowly started to fade away
and transformed itself. We find ourselves in the remaining countries that are attached constitutionally to
the UK as being part of the Commonwealth.
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It is my submission here today that the
Commonwealth such as the Empire time is also challenged. The UK is seeing that the Commonwealth
which meets twice annually to share ideas and debate
uncommon issues—that again is a costly exercise and
is starting to question the merits and benefits of having the Commonwealth.
The greatest challenge to the concept of the
Commonwealth is the increased involvement of the
UK in the European Union. You cannot serve two
lords. The UK is now a Member State of the European
Union and consequently has to bear the image and
adhere to the statutes and conventions of the European Union. It is no longer an empire onto itself but
now has found itself as part of a greater Empire that of
the European Union.
So much of what occurs in the UK and the
change in attitude and expectations have direct impact on the Cayman Islands. We must make ourselves well versed on the occurrences and the happenings in the UK. Madam Speaker, the UK now imports more than 50 per cent of its food products. It
imports all raw materials with the exception of coal.
And up until the 1970s it imported all its oil. The UK is
a country with its own internal economic problems,
and we will note through the future a continuation of
this change where the UK will be looking more internally at its own problems.
We in the Cayman Islands have seen the
White Paper (Partnership for Progress and Prosperity)
where the UK has made it clear that it must be conscious of the contingent liability that its dependent territories face. They must take action to ensure that the
governments are run in a manner that is not a liability
to Great Britain. The Constitution (the framework that
outlines that relationship) is directly relevant to this
subject.
We must prepare ourselves as a nation to
deal with the local and international challenges. We
must take on an identity of our own. We as a nation,
including our constituency of Cayman Brac and Little
Cayman, have been the most patriotic part of the British Empire and the Commonwealth. And we remain
committed because we as intelligent people see the
benefits of being a British Overseas Territory—the
added stability that it brings. But we do not control our
entire destiny. We must monitor carefully the change
in the country of Great Britain. And we must note that
we are no longer a great asset; we are no longer of
strong economic value so we must progress carefully
with our negotiations and encounters with the UK.
Madam Speaker, the Labour Government that
commenced the exercise following the failure of Churchill of breaking down the Empire is once more in
power. We must look carefully on the Labour Government’s philosophies; their approach to governance
because it directly impacts us as a nation. I must
make it quite clear (as stated in my manifesto and at
every political meeting that I have had) that I firmly
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believe that we must maintain our relationship with the
UK as long as practically possible.
It is a two-side partnership and we might not
control all of the cards, so let us be careful with some
of the statements that we make. When we talk of democracy in this country we not only talk of the local
democracy and our relationship with the populace but
we must also consider that a fundamental part of
maintaining our democracy and our stability is the relationship with the UK.
I cannot help but make note of recent times I
have seen deterioration in the respect that has been
exhibited by certain Members of the Parliament from
the PPM in regards to the UK’s representative in the
Cayman Islands. I note—and I have stated this at
public meetings—with interest the Second Elected
Member from George Town when he stood in this
Parliament, putting this Parliament through a very boring and non-enlightening story about a church service
that he attended and a lady came to him crying that
the Pastor was leaving. And his point was that she
was not crying about the Pastor leaving but she was
crying about what was to come. He made that analogy
to that of the Governor leaving and his fear of the new
Governor to come because as he stated, it seems to
be that all governors that come keep getting worse
and worse.
I note with interest the Third Elected Member
from Bodden Town at his public meeting that he
boasted of the fact that he did not show the past Governor any respect by going to the Airport to bid him
farewell.
We must understand that in this Parliament
the Mace represents the Queen and in this country
the Governor is the Queen’s representative. I am fearful that the radical nature being displayed by the PPM
at this time when the UK is going through its own internal challenges will not be tolerated by our mother
country: She will not tolerate continually being slapped
in the face by Members of the PPM.
I would now like to turn to the local democracy. The situation that we find ourselves in today is
so closely tied to the historical evolution. It alarms me
that we find ourselves with a Government (Members
of Executive Council) who collectively represent 72
years of parliamentary experience at the end of 2004.
We have individuals here with their Masters and Doctorate degrees, a Government with a vast amount of
experience and qualifications yet there is something
that underpins a degree of resistance; something that
prevents a certain portion of the populace to accept
this Government. It is obviously not their experience
and their qualifications.
Madam Speaker, I will try in this portion of my
debate to highlight what I think are some of the underlying reasons why this Government is so unacceptable by a certain portion of the populace. We must
remember from where we have come. We have come
from a past of where our populace has had to be very
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reliant on a particular class of the community that controlled a significant portion of the resources.
Our people had to go to sea to make a living
whether it was from the days of turtling or from the
merchant shipping. And the vessels were owned by
this class. They had to leave their families behind who
relied on the merchants to supply them with their daily
needs based on credit, or as we term it ‘trust’. And
when the seaman returned he would settle the bill with
the merchants. But on most occasions his bill was
greater than his poor settlement, leaving him indebted
to the merchant. And the merchant rejoiced at the
situation. On many occasions debts were settled by
the merchant convincing the hardworking seaman to
give up his property and on most occasions at a value
far less than what he could have gotten on an open
market: going further to secure and embed the control
that this particular class had in this country. In those
days government was simply selected from among
these individuals.
A statement made recently by the Members of
the PPM is that ‘Democracy is under trial’ and that is
so true. However, I do not agree with the Member
from East End that ‘Democracy is under trial and the
UDP is in the judgment chair’. No, democracy is under
trial because the fundamental rule of democracy is
being challenged: the majority rule. For they are accustomed to the days when this merchant class would
have controlled the resources and were able to successfully indoctrinate and convince the seamen and
the hardworking people (the grass root Caymanians)
that there was some degree of superiority in this
class. So often it was stated that they would have to
be smart to become so rich. It created a culture in
which our people felt subservient to the merchant
class (the establishment) in this country. They felt a
need that their first acquisition when they went to sea
was a three-piece suit so that when they came home
they could stand around and look like a merchant.
That is what made them feel important. They wanted
so much to be like a merchant.
This culture is not one that we left behind in
the 1960s; this subservient behaviour is something
that we continue to experience in this country in modern day. On the night of being elected after gaining my
first success as being a representative, I started to
feel the pressure of this establishment. They started to
call me to say congratulations. Throughout the campaign they were not calling me but now they needed
to maintain their control so I became of significance.
We are going through a shift in paradigm in
this country and it is being met with resistance from
those who would not benefit under the new paradigm
as they have benefited under the old.
Madam speaker, we must understand that this
referendum being sought on the Commissioners’ Report is not all about the merits and demerits of those
subjects. It is all about the shift in the power base from
that of a few in the establishment to the majority in the
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working class. The merchant class controlled the resources to get themselves elected.
They even for a long period in our history controlled the very tool that is necessary to liberate the
poor man (the working class) to give him an opportunity to excel. They controlled the education system of
the country and they did not like when people who
make up this Government and people sharing our
last names and colour started to get educated. They
did not like the idea that the grandchildren of the seamen are now educated, experienced and ready to
take up the reins to represent the people that represent the majority of this country. That is the problem at
hand.
It was so evident when the ‘turtle meat Government’ was formed in 2000 that that Government
included a representative from the Brac in the form of
yourself, Madam Speaker. The concept of a government made up of Dr. Frank McField; yourself a member from Tiger Bay interacted with a Watering Place
blood could not be possibly acceptable to a certain
class in this community. So, we all know what happened: After the democratic process went through and
a government was being formed, a selective few got
together and placed pressure on those most vulnerable and made them change.
Madam Speaker, the First and Second
Elected Members of George Town are the two Members that created this change that caved in to the
pressures of the establishment in this country; the establishment that did not want to see the grandchildren
of the seamen get power. That was such an awakening exercise and an important lesson for me.
Like most people in this country I would like to
be able to say that we live in a society of racial harmony. It sounds very good but we are in racial harmony as long as we are subservient to the establishment. But once we find ourselves on this side of the
hall representing the majority the harmony is no
longer there. What is the problem? This racial and
class segregation has gone to a point that it has even
been embedded in our minds that it is not healthy to
even talk about it. We must accept that it is there and
seek ways of curing it.
The days of hiding our problems are over because they are in front of us—the evidence of it,
Madam Speaker. If there were such strong arguments
on the merits or demerits of the Constitution, the
Commissioners’ Report, the Referendum or anything
else, the Members representing that group would be
here articulating those arguments. But there are no
arguments. They find themselves saying, ‘We do not
like it but we are not sure why, we do not have any
reasons why but we just do not like it’. They do not
have a position and the only thing that I can congratulate the Members of the PPM on is their intelligence
not to come here today or any other day during this
debate, because if I were like them going to war
against a mighty force of Great Britain’s Navy with
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only a pair of fins and a bb-gun, I would not come in
here and hold up a debate.
Madam Speaker, they are well aware that
they have no arguments to articulate. They have no
side to put forward because the facts are quite clear
that this country has been given instructions from our
mother country that we need to modernise our Constitution. The UDP did not initiate that process; we are
simply carrying out the process to the best of our God
given ability. There is nothing wrong with the process
so the Opposition Members of the PPM have tried to
say the process is flawed but they have not said what
they agree or disagree with.
I find it ironic that the members of the PP
Movement and their external forces the People for
Referendum (PFR) would argue that it is necessary to
defer the debate on the Commissioners’ Report on the
Constitution until after a referendum. The reason
stated was that they were aware that the verbatim
Hansard of this debate would be the basis under
which the Draft Constitution would be prepared. That
is why they wanted this debate to be after the referendum, so they could solicit the views of the populace in
order to articulate those views to be adopted in the
Draft Constitution.
Madam Speaker, if that was their desire and
their knowledge that it would be the verbatim Hansard
of the Legislative Assembly why are they not here to
state what they think about the Commissioners’ Report? It shows what has been said so far –that they
did not really want a referendum; they did not really
want a delay; they simply wanted anything to make
this Government look bad. That is what it is all
about—pure politics.
Democracy that we all like to talk about is
easy to understand. Democracy from its Greek origin
means ‘rule by the people’. In ancient Greek the word
‘democracy’ had negative connotations to it. Today it
is different: Democracy is seen as being the ideal and
we agree with that. But the original concept of democracy was fought from the start by the ancient Greek
because they said that it would be putting the power in
the hands of the poor.
Madam Speaker, it is my submission that
there are certain forces in this country that are fighting
and putting democracy on trial because of the same
reason that the ancient Greeks fought it. Because
democracy in its purest state will put the grass root
people; the hardworking Caymanian people; those in
the lower class and middle class in the majority in this
country. But there are people who fear pure democracy in this country. The system of direct democracy
means that we would have a referendum on every
issue but it was realised that was not practical. We
would have a Parliament made up of thousands of
people coming here to share their views but that was
not practically possible. So, it was then [redefined]
and in modern day the word ‘democracy’ is synonymous with ‘majority rule’. It was clearly established
that the populace would rarely find themselves all
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agreeing on any subject. So, we had to adopt a system of majority rule and that is now the foundation of
the democratic principles.
The only true test as to who controls the majority and who represents the majority is that of a fair
election. And no one contested the results of the
General Election in the year 2000. So, it is my submission that until otherwise proven, this Government
represents the majority of the populace of the Cayman
Islands.
Madam Speaker, as stated by one of my colleagues, we look forward to the governing of this
country over the next two years and entering the year
2004 General Election on the merit of our performance. We feel confident that the people of the Cayman Islands would have seen the reforms made in
this country, so as a group we are not afraid to enter
the new election. It is a democratic process and we
welcome it.
How it works is that we will try our hardest
over the next two years to build a consensus among
the people. We will try our hardest to implement policies that stem from the consensus. And if we have
failed in building the consensus and our policies have
failed to match the consensus that is there, the democratic process prevails and a general election creates a change in government. Simple! It is a perfect
system and it forces the elected individuals to always
be mindful of their responsibility, not only to implement
policies but also to ensure that we come here; we go
to our political forums; we go to our house-to-house
campaigns to educate people on our policies to ensure that we are building consensus at the same time
that we are implementing policies. It is a system that
has proven to work.
Madam Speaker, the concept of majority rules
must be questioned and looked in a little bit deeper
because we must always look at who we are talking
about—which majority. Prior to universal suffrage
women and slaves were not allowed to vote because
democracy was not as deep as it is today. Now, we
have opened it up and have liberated the populace to
participate in the democratic process. Democracy is
deepened as we involve the people who are being
affected. Democracy in this country has been deepened because of the United Democratic Party. Democracy has been deepened because the involvement of the general populace has increased.
The PPM might want to claim that they have
attributed to it, and I congratulate them on whatever
role they have played, but it was the United Democratic Party who pioneered this new step in our evolution of introducing a system where we as elected representatives are answerable to a group that represents the general populace.
We have a general council of seven members
from every district of the Cayman Islands representing
42 individuals who sit around and talk of the issues of
their particular constituency. We are not of the belief
that we know it all. Those individuals then report to a
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district council in the particular district that represents
a cross section of the general public to ensure that the
layman can have an input and have direct contact with
the representatives with the government of the day.
The UDP has deepened democracy in this country
and the PPM can never say that we have put democracy under threat.
There are so many issues that arise in a general community but there has been a universal tendency for these issues to polarise into two groups of
philosophies. History has proven that the fundamental
questions faced must be answered by governments
who are responsible for the allocation of resources of
a country, and those two philosophies have been (1)
who promotes economic growth and (2) who is more
focused on the distribution of that economic growth.
Madam Speaker, and Members of this Honourable Legislative Assembly, that is also the situation
in Cayman. We have a consensus of those who believe that government’s attention and resources
should be focused strictly on economic growth irrespective if that growth belongs to a selected few. And
we have another group that is focused on ensuring
that the hardworking people also benefit from that
economic growth. That can be termed as one group
who represents the labour and the other group represents the merchants—the establishment.
Madam Speaker, we have found ourselves in
the same situation where there is a consensus among
a certain sector of the populace who believe that all
efforts should solely be from economic growth. But
this country has seen that there is much more to be
considered than simple growth: we must ensure that
as many people as possible feel the benefits of that
growth.
The question I pose (in this changing democracy that has now seen the introduction of two parties,
the United Democratic Party and the People’s Progressive Movement) is: Which group is represented
by which side of the House? Madam Speaker, is there
anyone who can challenge the record of this group
(the UDP) when it comes to the introduction of labour
legislation, which can be attributed to the Honourable
Leader of Government Business? It has always been
supported by the current Minister of Labour and advocated by the Minister of Health and the Minister of
Community Services.
We have heard propaganda spread that the
worse thing that can happen to a country is labour
organisation. We have heard that it is alright for the
merchants to organise. Anyone else can join in associations but in this community the two things that no
one should ever organise are political and labour
groups. The organising of labour is a fundamental role
in the negotiation of rights for the hardworking people
of this country. No one can question who has contributed most to this development in this country—the
Honourable Minister responsible for Community Services.
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For the first time in this country we will have a
minimum wage legislated. There is currently a Select
Committee on Minimum Wage as a result of a Motion
brought to this House by the Fourth Elected Member
from West Bay. No one can question who is most
committed to protecting and enhancing the rights and
liberties of the working class of this country than the
group who possesses the very person who introduced
the Seaman’s pension—yourself, Madam Speaker.
This group has fought for the re-establishment because the other group stopped it to many.
So, we do not have to struggle to see who
represents whom. We have had Members of this
Honourable Legislative Assembly (Members of the
United Democratic Party) who have passed Motions
calling for certain businesses to be restricted to Caymanians, brought by the Fourth Elected Member from
West Bay. We have had Members of the UDP who
have fought for individual human rights. They have
been at the forefront of efforts for Human Rights. No
one can question the involvement of the Minister of
Education and the Minister of Health as they led the
charge for Human Rights in this country. Providing
fundamental rights for all citizens in this country.
There have been so many policies that clearly
establish the consensus under which the UDP policies
are aimed. We have passed Motions calling for a review of the entire Labour Law and the Minister of Labour has circulated a white paper seeking to give
more benefits and protection to labour in this country.
For anyone who has had the privilege of reading the commitments of the UDP it will be quite clear
that we recognise the necessary balance that has to
be played between redistribution and economic
growth. We recognise that capitalism by its nature
creates poverty and classes, however, we do recognise that of the systems that are available capitalism
is the most suited system for the allocation of resources in the Cayman Islands. We have sought ways
of ensuring that that free competitive nature that
drives for the distribution of resources is protected.
We have had a Motion brought by the Second Elected
Member from West Bay calling for there to be a review of how interest rates are established in this country to ensure that the competitiveness is there.
We have had fair competition legislation
brought in this House by Members of the UDP. The
most enlightening policy decision to determine what
the UDP stands for compared to the PPM was when
the Honourable Minister now responsible for Community Services, fought diligently to remove Import Duty
on certain essential items such as eggs and milk.
They sought to remove these duties so that the cost
would go down on these individual items to provide an
opportunity for the poor people to survive. We were
the group that fought for it. The PPM was the group
that reinstated it. The PPM’s interim Leader was the
Leader of Government Business at the time when the
Duty was re-imposed upon the poor, hardworking
Caymanians.
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The UDP has taken on the challenge of strong
negotiations with Caribbean Utility Company (CUC)
and the Power and Light in Cayman Brac to ensure
[consideration for] the hardworking people who cannot
continue to pay these ever increasing high costs. We
have taken them on; we have challenged them; we
have now asked for an audit and the Honourable Minister of Information Technology has liberated telecommunications. I must give great praise to him, as
this effort is one that I do believe will result in lower
cost for the Caymanian public.
So, our record is loud and clear, we are seeking policies that will enable and liberate the poor, hardworking people of this country. I ask the PPM to tell me
what they have done and what they are proposing to
do. You will soon see as we continue to develop our
democratic process that their policies are going to be
geared at the other sector.
Madam Speaker, I take this opportunity to
make it abundantly clear that I truly appreciate the role
that all of our forefathers have played in the development of this country including the merchant class. I
am not here to talk negatively about them; I am simply
here as the protector of democracy to say that it is
time for the masses (the majority) to freely select
whom they choose to represent them. And if they
have selected individuals who resemble them economically, socially, financially and in colour, I can only
say that is strengthening of democracy. It is imperative that both sides are represented.
When the UDP sought to organise the participants of the watersports operation into a group that
could collectively negotiate benefits from the number
of cruise ship passengers that come to our shore; to
ensure that small individuals could collectively bargain
for the same rights that wealthy, established operators
have benefited from for many years, it was said that
this was not healthy and was interfering with comers.
It could be interfering with whatever, but we are protecting our people. We are ensuring that Caymanians
benefit from the economic growth in this country.
The Speaker: Honourable Member, is this a convenient time for the afternoon break?
Mr. Lyndon L. Martin: Yes, Madam Speaker.
The Speaker: We will accordingly suspend for 15
minutes.
Proceedings suspended at 4.12 pm
Proceedings resumed at 4.44 pm
The Speaker: Please be seated. Proceedings are
resumed. Continuation of the debate by the Second
Elected Member for Cayman Brac & Little Cayman.
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Mr. Lyndon L. Martin: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
At the time of the very welcomed evening
break I was attempting to show that political and economic philosophies polarised into two sectors, which
aims and puts primary focus on economic growth. And
the second that puts focus on even and fair distribution of the economic growth
Moment of Interruption
The Speaker: Honourable Member we have indeed
passed the time of interruption so may I call on the
Acting Leader to move for the suspension of Standing
Order 10(2) for the continuation of today’s proceedings.
Suspension of Standing Order 10(2)
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Thank you, Madam
Speaker. I move the suspension of the relevant
Standing Order so that proceedings can continue beyond the hour of 4.30 pm.
The Speaker: The question is that Standing Order
10(2) be suspended to allow the House to continue its
business 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 to allow
proceedings of the House to continue until 6 pm.
The Speaker: Please continue Second Elected Member.
Mr. Lyndon L. Martin: Thank you, Madam Speaker,
for that point of procedure.
Prior to the break I suggested that the two
groups that are now represented in the Parliament of
the Cayman Islands Legislative Assembly (the PPM
and the UDP) have followed an international and historical trend of focusing each on very different philosophies on how to govern a country. I suggested
that the records of this country would show that the
Members of the UDP have a strong record that demonstrates a commitment and eagerness to provide
and secure liberty for the working class of the Cayman
Islands.
I pointed out various pieces of legislation and
policies that were authored by Members of the UDP to
substantiate my argument that this Party truly represents the consensus among the populace in the Cayman Islands. Adding to the differentiating polices we
would have seen that the interim Leader of the PPM,
the First Elected Member from George Town during
his tenure as Leader of Government Business found it
to be a responsible leader to go out and furnish great
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business for the banking community of this country by
indebting our grandchildren to a sum of some $55 million. The UDP and its leadership took the reins at a
time in which the past Leader was about to try to balance the budget in the same manner, through excessive borrowing and placing a burden on future generations. But the UDP chose to take a more proactive,
and in my view, intelligent approach of facing the challenge head-on and increasing the licences of some of
the establishments in Cayman—a move that certainly
was not welcomed by those who have benefited under
the past regime who were still there to give the same
advice: ‘Do not tax us just borrow and somewhere in
the future the poor man shall pay’.
With such clear differentiation in the policies
of this Government and that of the Opposition (PPM),
I can perfectly understand why we find ourselves in a
position of the majority. I have to give great recognition to those hardworking seamen for the role they
played to build this country, who will now suffer as a
result of the PPM Member stopping their benefit. Not
even a letter to let them know that the money they
relied on to put food on their table was being stopped.
That compared to a government who immediately launched a new policy—once taken the reins of
this country—a new policy that would give a clear and
decisive explanation and expectation of who could
qualify for the seaman’s ex-gratia payment: A policy
that has made it clear that the UDP Government truly
appreciates and values the seamen; a statement and
a policy that the Government would live within our
means and try our hardest to make as many Caymanian seamen regain this benefit as financially possible.
It is a clear cut as to the differences in the
method of governance of the UDP and the PPM. So, if
they want to measure something on a referendum to
truly determine what the people of this country desire
ask the PPM and the People for Referendum to ask
the general public whether they prefer a government
that is going to fight for the rights of the hardworking
Caymanian or one who is going to work for the merchant class.
I intend that in the year 2004 the UDP will be
out there with a platform that will be representative of
what the general public wants. And the traditional
method used throughout the world by the groups that
represent the wealthy: tactics such as $25 bill handouts; bar room buyouts; the payment of electricity
bills. I do believe that by 2004 the general public
would have seen through this type of politics and
would have seen that the UDP is the group that represents their issues.
Continuing on my quest to document the democratic process as it evolves in the Cayman Islands.
On the 5 June 2002, the greatest threat to democracy
occurred. The Parliament is the establishment that is
responsible for consensus building in a country. The
Parliament has rules, procedures, standing orders,
statutes and conventions that govern how it operates.
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It has protocol to ensure that there is a meeting of the
minds from both sides of the House. That is the reason these Standing Orders are there. And they are
even slanted to ensure that the minority is protected.
Anyone who questions, who challenges the
rules, the Standing Orders of Parliament, who questions the very institution . . . because the Legislative
Assembly, the Parliament is much more than the
physical structure; it is much more than just the Members who come here; it is a set of conventions, procedures and protocols. Madam Speaker, those who
challenge this Parliament and disobey and disrespect
this institution is the group who has democracy on
trial. That is the PPM through the action of the First
Elected Member of George Town and the arrogant
Second Elected Member from George Town, and that
is my opinion, Madam Speaker.
On the 5 June they disrespected the highest
authority in Parliament, the position which you hold at
the moment as Speaker. But, Madam Speaker, that
day did not occur simply because of your refusal, or
your rejection, or as can be accurately stated, your
suggestion for an amendment to their Motion. It was
not about your decision to suspend the two Members,
it was a lot deeper than that and the people of our district can understand how deep these emotions go. It is
all about those Members who hate it every day when
they have to come into this Parliament and bow to you
as Speaker. It is a personality issue because it is simply that those Members cannot stand the idea that you
are the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly.
We must not forget that within our district—
while under the leadership of the First Elected Member of George Town, now the interim Leader of the
PPM and his Executive Council colleague at the time,
the Member from North Side, all the signs that bore
your name and attributed projects and programmes
that you instituted when you were the Minister for District Administration, were torn down. Instructions were
given for those signs to be removed from the sites.
That shows that these individuals have strong, strong,
strong resistance against you.
And Madam Speaker, that day (5 June) when
emotions came in this House and eroded to a point,
even after you invited them to do the respectable thing
to withdraw and apologise, they got up and refused to
do so. They could not be seen apologising to you,
Madam Speaker. That day was a demonstration of
personal feelings that they have against you, and in
doing so they have placed democracy under threat.
The public must be aware that the United Democratic
Party, by the very essence of our name, is the protector of democracy and we will adhere to the Standing
Orders and implement the rules and policies of this
Parliament.
Madam Speaker, I congratulate you publicly
here today for the proficiency with which you operated
that day and all other days in your ruling in this Legislative Assembly. One that could stand up to any judicial review! But again we would not expect them to be
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happy about that; we would not expect them to be
happy that you are doing a fantastic job in the Chair.
Politics in this country have certainly not been
positively enhanced by the membership of the PP
Movement. The public in this country has been misled
by the PPM. They went out and took a very innocent,
straightforward situation where you asked, as any
Speaker would have, for a Motion to be amended to
bring it in compliance with the Constitution of the
Cayman Islands and the Standing Orders. Those
Members that go out and try to make the public believe that they value and respect the Constitution—
they want to have more time so the public can make
an input in the Constitution because it is so important,
and the very document under which we are now operating—the Constitution of 1972—they want to disrespect.
Madam Speaker, how can we believe that
their arguments are legitimate when they take the very
existing Constitution and ignore clear, decisive points
under which their particular Motion could not have
complied.
They went out and used typical political
propaganda techniques and convinced people to sign
a petition; used misleading tactics again. Some people signed the petition because they were told that this
petition would save the Cayman Islands from going
independent—how far from being the truth! It simply
bears no resemblance to the truth. They told people in
our districts of Cayman Brac and Little Cayman that
this petition was all about the seamen’s ex-gratia
payment; that you and I, Madam Speaker, were responsible for eliminating certain members of the
community from their seamen’s ex-gratia benefit. You
and I! Madam Speaker, how ridiculous that is! You
introduced the seamen’s ex-gratia benefit to this country, and myself who has been a long time advocate of
the re-establishment and a great critic of the Member
from North Side for the method that she chose to stop
these members. But yet they have gone around and
said that this petition was related to that issue; that
signing this petition would assist them in getting back
their seamen’s money. Madam Speaker, using tactics
such as this is no way for responsible legislators to
behave.
They preached at the entrance of the merchant stores that it was bad what the UDP was doing
and this petition was giving the power back to the
people. Is it not ironic that once more we see the role
which the two classes in our society play? In our district the petition was circulated by the merchants.
We know the reason and the great resistance
to the fact that the people of Cayman Brac have
elected you and me: two [from] Watering Place to represent them. It is not important what you or I do; it will
always be considered wrong in the eyes of these individuals because they are not looking at our actions
and performances. They are looking at who we are
and what our last names are. They are seeing that
Elton Martin and Lewin Brown’s grandchildren are
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now representing the country. That is what it all about.
And there is no sense behind hiding it; there is no
sense in calling it anything else. That is the fact!
It is so evident to anyone of any intellect who
looks at the proceedings and the ruling of the 5 June.
All you did was read to the public the Standing Orders
and interpret the Constitution, and as a result of that
you have the merchant class saying, ‘She did something wrong’. Madam Speaker, that is ludicrous but it
can only be explained through the underlying reason
behind this resistance that you and I and the Members
of the United Democratic Party come from a different
race, economic standard and geographical location
than those who traditionally held the positions that we
now hold in this country. We do not have the deep
pockets like those who held the positions before that
can now fork out $50 at a time. We do not have the
type of pockets that the Members of the PPM have.
Those are the simple realities. We come from a different walk of life.
Madam Speaker, I am a first time representative elected in November 2000, with great ambition
and zeal to represent my people, truly believing that I
could make a difference, and I still do. But I find myself where my time is so occupied dealing with matters that are brought up by the Members of the PPM,
that we cannot get the time to address the needs of
our people. I am proud that throughout this effort of
the PPM to slow down the progress of the UDP and to
hamper the programmes and other things, we have
been able to achieve for our constituents. You and I
have been the influencing force behind the introduction—what I consider a possible economic salvation
for our districts—of a technologically based data centre on our Island, with possible employment of up to
some fifteen individuals when fully operational.
You do not hear the PPM talking about that
and making alternative suggestions. Rather they want
to have a referendum to determine whether or not
they want to slice Cayman Brac and Little Cayman in
two.
We see in today’s paper, the Caymanian
Compass, a photo of Cayman Brac’s dock and also in
yesterday’s paper a coverage showing that the UDP
Government—while here defending our position and
occupied by the PPM—is still active because we have
deployed and signed a contract for $4 million project
to repair the Port and substantially replace a portion of
the dock. That project is expected to employ some
sixteen individuals of which a substantial portion will
be from the Brac. For those living in the big city of
Grand Cayman those numbers might not seem significant but for our district of Cayman Brac sixteen
individuals being provided with employment is a great
achievement of the UDP Government.
When we go to the Brac next weekend to assist the Minister of Information Technology and Planning at the opening ceremony for the West End post
office, a modern day sorting centre and post office, we
will feel proud to say that the efforts by the PPM to
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stop us from achieving have failed because we will be
opening the largest post office in Cayman Brac—a
modern day facility! And I thank the United Democratic Party for making this a reality.
The UDP has done a lot and will continue to
do a lot irrespective of what the PPM tries. Because
we know we have the majority and we know we have
a responsibility to govern. The PPM should be busy
developing alternatives to our policies; developing an
opinion and an idea of what they represent. But rather
than doing that their Leader and their ‘Chief Legal Advisor’ of the PPM are so busy out there saying, ‘We do
not know anything, we do not have an opinion’. They
are not attempting to build consensus.
The Speaker: Honourable Member, we have 30 minutes remaining.
Mr. Lyndon L. Martin: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
They are not attempting to contribute to the
growth of our people; not attempting to give constructive debate in Parliament so that our people can hear
both sides and grow as a result of it. And a consensus
can be sought. They are so busy doing politics on the
outside of Parliament that they have no time to come
to Parliament.
Madam Speaker, I would now like to devote
some of the time remaining to talk on the referendum.
It is important that the general public and those who
read the verbatim Hansard of this proceeding understand that the Members of the UDP fully support a
people initiated referendum.
In 1996 I ran in the election along with some
of the same colleagues here in the UDP namely, the
Minister of Health and the Minister of Education. In
our manifesto one of the highlights was that we supported a people-initiated referendum. In the year 2000
my manifesto stated that I support a people-initiated
referendum. However, it is only practical if a people–
initiated referendum is called that the issue being discussed is one of national importance. The districts
which we represent are not interested in spending
$500,000 of the people’s money to have a referendum
to determine whether or not they should slice our Islands in two.
Madam Speaker, you and I know the historical, sociological development of that Island and we
know the segregation, as you and I commonly joke
about the ‘dividing tamarind tree in Stake Bay’, that
invisible line that has always divided our Island. We
worked diligently over the years to erase that dividing
line. I can say that you and I can float from one end of
Cayman Brac to the other end; go into any home we
like and feel welcomed because we have done our
best. We have held equal meetings on all sides
throughout the Island and done our best to represent
everyone. We have tried harder than most.
When we went to the Brac and held our series
of meetings on the Constitution, then followed by the
full UDP, I can easily say that no one supported the
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concept of single-member constituency, dividing the
Island in two. Yet the People for Referendum and the
PPM are going to try to convince me that 500 of our
people signed a petition to say that they want to have
an input into saying whether the Island should be divided or not. The people have made their statement
loud and clear that they do not want single-member
constituency. Madam Speaker, they would much prefer if the Member from North Side would make a proposal that that $500,000 be spent on the seamen’s
money.
It is clear to me that in their attempt to secure
numbers for their referendum in Cayman Brac and
Little Cayman, they must have used many deceitful
tactics. They even told them that, ‘We understand that
you do not want single-member constituencies so you
can vote No’. But we know how numbers work: That a
‘No’ from 1500 people whereas here in Grand Cayman they would be seeking to get a yes from 40,000
people, those noes would get lost. No one is going to
convince me that the people of Cayman Brac and Little Cayman do not recognise the importance of the
role that you play as Speaker in this Legislative Assembly, and also played by the late Captain Mabry
Kirkconnell.
It is a source of pride that a position of this
magnitude has been held by two Cayman Brackers.
And, Madam Speaker, we are going to ask for a referendum and spend $500,000 to ask their beloved First
Elected Member whether or not it is alright for that
person to be Speaker? We are proud of the position
that you have; we are proud of the role that you play. I
have voiced this opinion in many public meetings on
your position and I can clearly say that I have seen
the light when it comes to Speakership. There are
only a selected few people in this country who can
carry out the role of being Speaker. I do not suggest
anything that limits our ability in selecting who the
Speaker should be. We should select a Speaker
based on what the UDP has proposed, the best suited
person for the Speaker, be it inside or outside, and we
have done so when we selected you as the Speaker
of the Legislative Assembly.
Madam Speaker, how can anyone argue
against the logic that we should not have the ability to
select the most suited person? We do not need a referendum on that subject. If there is a subject that we
consider and that the majority of the populace considers to be of national importance, the UDP will initiate
whatever legislation is necessary to bring a referendum if it is an issue of national importance. We have
discussed this matter among ourselves. We have
some issues that we think in the future may be considered of national importance. Of course, we will be
supporting a referendum on those issues. But on the
issues listed, I have not been convinced and those
who have attempted to convince me have not been
successful in their argument, especially the argument
they have made by being absent from the Legislative
Assembly.
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I must re-emphasise my disappointment in the
Members of the PPM because some of them are seasoned, experienced representatives. And they are
going to be led by other Members to stay out of Parliament? When I returned from lunch today and I saw
in the parking lot the vehicles of two Members of the
PPM I felt good. I said, Thanks they are here’. I felt
especially privileged that they would be here during
my contribution, only to learn that they were here for
about 15 or 20 minutes and left. They came here for a
committee meeting and left just as the meeting of the
Legislative Assembly was about to reconvene. It is an
important function that they play. We must, as representatives, be able to put aside petty politics and personalities and come here as responsible individuals
and debate. We must understand that disagreement
in Parliament is natural; it is healthy to have opposite
views, different opinions. But this is the House where
we debate and resolve those issues. Madam Speaker,
I urge the representatives of the people that are
Members of the PPM to come out to debate this Motion.
As I stated earlier, I am a young representative. I look to my colleagues in the Legislative Assembly (the members of the UDP) such as the Leader of
Government Business, the Deputy Leader of Government Business, the other Ministers and other experienced politicians to set a level of debate and I will
try my hardest to come in. I have to commend those
on this side of the Chamber for the high standard of
their arguments that they have put forward. And those
arguments have not been countered by the Opposition, as would be expected in a parliament where debate builds consensus. I am disappointed and I am
hurt for the people they are supposed to represent.
I listened with interest to a broadcast on Radio
Cayman when the PPM announced that they would
not be carrying through with their boycott and would
have been present in Parliament. I felt good because
no one on this side is intimidated by the PPM. No
Member of the UDP is afraid to debate them on any
issue. We would have debated them on the referendum and the Constitution proposal. There is no issue
on which we would turn down an opportunity to debate them and the reason is not because of our numbers, because in this debate numbers do not matter.
The merits of your argument is the only thing that matters; the strength of your argument is all that matters,
and even for that we have been criticised.
The Speaker: Honourable Member, you have 15
minutes remaining.
Mr. Lyndon L. Martin: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
Adding more strength to my argument that the
issue is not what we are saying or doing, it is simply
who we are. We cannot escape that reality, and I have
to say that scares me like it does everyone but we
must conquer it. Because we must not overlook the
fact that a lot of this action is unconscious; a lot of this
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action by the PPM and those other people who resist
our existence is an unconsciousness. They do not
know why, they just know they do not like these individuals being there. They have been cultured in that
manner of thinking. When I see some of the individuals that come in this gallery and look down on us with
a degree of disgust, they do not understand why.
They cannot tell you why. ‘We do not like what they
are doing’ but they cannot put any arguments forward.
So much of racism; so much of class segregation—it
is an unconscious action.
Madam Speaker, we are doing our part in
educating and helping the PPM to understand their
need to address this internal issue that they have. We
need to put it out on the table and deal with it. This
Government has taken action to ensure that the natural democratic process prevails: that stability is not
questioned and that our reputation remains strong.
We need the PPM representatives to act more responsible and to stop making statements publicly or
privately that challenge the very stability, the very factor that makes us successful; that challenge democracy. Because the day that the tail waggles this dog is
a day that democracy is under threat. The day that the
minority attempts to rule the majority is when democracy is under threat.
Madam Speaker, the majority must rule and
the only way that the majority can rule is through a
process under which they elect representatives in a
fair manner. Because what we have is a representative democracy—those representatives come together
in the Legislative Assembly and decide whom they will
select as their Cabinet. And it is enhanced by the
Commissioners’ Report that when a Chief Minister is
in place he appoints the Cabinet and the Cabinet can
only remain a cabinet if they maintain the support of
the majority.
So, in November 2001 when the past Leader
of Government Business (the interim Leader of the
PPM) tried to maintain power without having the support of the representatives who represent the majority,
that is democracy under threat! I am proud to be a
part of a group that ensures that democracy prevails.
And democracy was strengthened as a result of our
existence.
When we come to this Chamber after the
2004 election that will be run on a Party system where
everyone would have voted knowing who would be
the Ministers if that group gets elected. No one will
convince me that that is not a better system than ‘boiling turtle meat and breadfruit and deciding it’. To have
the people’s direct input in deciding who is going to be
the Minister and the Cabinet who will be responsible
for the governance of this country. No one is going to
convince me that there is anything bad about that. No
one is going to convince me that the days in which the
smallest of citizens in this country, the grass root
population, the indigenous hardworking Caymanian
can go out and freely elect people to represent them
without having the interference by the merchants who
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dictate how governments are formed. No one is going
to convince me that there is anything bad about that.
That is strengthening of democracy. We have done
our part as responsible legislators and I hate to have
to call anyone this name that is a Member of the Legislative Assembly but what we have seen being demonstrated by the Members of the PPM, are actions of
pure radicals who have complete disrespect for stability in this country.
The Speaker: Honourable Member, is that your opinion?
Mr. Lyndon L. Martin: That is certainly my opinion,
Madam Speaker. Thank you.
In closing, I simply would like to say that the current
Constitution has served us well. But as the UK pointed
out, there is a need for modernisation for which it appointed three Commissioners, through the Governor
(in consultation at the time with the past Leader of
Government Business, the First Elected Member, as I
understand it)—who provided a Report. And through
following the widest, most consultative process, the
Commissioners have made a recommendation and
we are here to debate it. The three Commissioners,
Mr. Benson Ebanks as Chairman, Mr. Arthur Hunter
as a Member and Mr. Leonard Ebanks have done an
excellent job, and I am here to say that I accept the
majority of what they have proposed and I fully endorse the submission made by the UDP which bears
my signature. On behalf of the people of Cayman
Brac and Little Cayman, I thank the Commissioners
for even making a visit to our district and having consultation with our people.
Madam Speaker, I have made several points but the
one I would like to leave with us all is: Please, as a
country, let us pull together to elect and support
Members based on their merit; their ability; the substances of their policies and procedures, not on the
underlining racism and class segregation that has
played such a role in the development of this country.
Let us fight together to eradicate these evils that poise
to separate us all. Madam Speaker, I thank you.
The Speaker: Honourable Acting Leader, may we
now have the Motion for the adjournment.
ADJOURNMENT
Hon. Linford A. Pierson: Thank you, Madam
Speaker. Before the adjournment I wish to make the
point that the House will suspend debate on the Constitutional Commissioners Report 2002, as was recommended by the Business Committee and communicated in writing by the Clerk to all Members on 13
June 2002, to allow the First and Second Readings
and Committee thereon to be taken on a Bill entitled
The Health Services Authority Bill 2002, at the Sitting
of 27 June 2002.
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Madam Speaker, I move the adjournment of
this Honourable House until 10 am tomorrow, Thursday 27 June 2002.

Ayes.

The Speaker: Thank you. The question is that the
Honourable House be adjourned until 10 am tomorrow, Thursday, 27 June 2002. All those in favour
please say Aye. Those against, No. The Ayes have it.

At 5.36 pm the House adjourned until 10 am
Thursday, 27 June 2002.

The Speaker: The Ayes have it.
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Ninth Sitting
The Speaker: May I invite the Third Official Member
[for the Portfolio of Finance and Economics] to grace
us with prayers.

The Speaker: I have received apologies for the Third
Elected Member from Bodden Town who is still off the
Island with his wife for medical reasons.

PRAYERS

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS
OF THE GOVERNMENT

Hon. George A. McCarthy: Let us pray.
Almighty God, from whom all wisdom and
power are derived; We beseech Thee so to direct and
prosper the deliberations of the Legislative Assembly
now assembled, that all things may be ordered upon
the best and surest foundations for the glory of Thy
Name and for the safety, honour and welfare of the
people of these Islands.
Bless our Sovereign Lady, Queen Elizabeth
II; Philip, Duke of Edinburgh; Charles, Prince of
Wales; and all the Royal family. Give grace to all who
exercise authority in our Commonwealth, that peace
and happiness, truth and justice, religion and piety
may be established among us. Especially we pray for
the Governor of our Islands, the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, Official Members and Ministers of
Executive Council and Members of the Legislative
Assembly that we may be enabled faithfully to perform the responsible duties of our high office.
All this we ask for Thy Great Name’s sake.
Let us say the Lord’s Prayer together: Our
Father who art in Heaven, Hallowed be Thy Name,
Thy Kingdom come, Thy will be done, on earth as it is
in Heaven. Give us this day our daily bread, and forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead us not into temptation, but
deliver us from evil. For Thine is the Kingdom, the
power and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.
The Lord bless us and keep us. The Lord
make His face shine upon us and be gracious unto us.
The Lord lift up the light of His countenance upon us
and give us peace now and always. Amen.
Proceedings resumed at 11. 26 am
The Speaker: Please be seated.

READING BY THE HONOURABLE
SPEAKER OF MESSAGES
AND ANNOUNCEMENTS
Apologies

Trends and Factors Impacting the Cayman Islands
Economy and the Government’s Financial Position
The Speaker: The Honourable Leader of Government
Business.
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Thank you, Madam
Speaker.
The Government fully recognises the need to
inform the public on trends and factors impacting the
Cayman Islands economy and the Government’s financial position. It is hoped that this information will
provide residents, business owners and other stakeholders with a keener insight into the scope of the local and international challenges that we must face. I
begin with a look at the global economy.
The World Economy
The global economic slow down, which began
during the middle of the year 2000, was exacerbated
by the events of the 11 September last year. Growth
in world output declined sharply from 4.7 per cent in
2000 to 2.5 per cent in 2001. According to the International Monetary Fund’s most recent world economic
outlook of April this year, world output is expected to
accelerate slightly from 2.5 per cent in 2001 to 2.8 per
cent in 2002. The United States economy, Cayman’s
main trading partner, is expected to grow by 2 8 per
cent in 2002 compared to 1.2 per cent attained last
year.
There are several factors that are shaping this
healthier outlook for 2002: 1. Interest rates are low and are expected to
remain low for the rest of the year;
2. The United States Government has embarked on expansionary fiscal policy to finance the
war on terrorism;
3. Inflation remains low while consumer confidence remains buoyant; and
4. Business inventories are now low compared
to the start of the economic slow down.
While the macro economic environment in the
United States appears to be positioned for a recovery
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certain risks still remain that may impact the pace of
economic recovery. These risks include: I.
The United States job market remains
sluggish. United States unemployment is expected to
increase to an average of 5.9 per cent in 2002 compared to 4.8 per cent in 2001;
II.
The capital markets remain weak due to
poor visibility or, in other words, no sign
of improvement in corporate profits and
concerns over accounting practices;
III.
Most industrialised countries are projected to experience slower economic
growth in 2002;
IV.
Oil prices have crept up steadily since
the start of the year, as tensions in the
Middle East showed no sign of abating.
Prospects for the Cayman Islands
I move on now to prospects for the Cayman
Islands, the second half of 2002. The Cayman Islands
is certainly not immune to these external economic
factors. Growth within the local economy is expected
to remain sluggish in the second half of 2002 based
on the assumption that the global recovery will not be
robust. The anticipated growth for the Cayman Islands
in 2002 is 1.9 per cent.
Inflation is expected to increase from a low of
1.1 percent in 2001 to 2.4 per cent in 2002. Unemployment, which usually lags behind economic
growths, is projected to decline from 7.6 per cent in
October of 2001 to an average of 6 per cent for 2002.
The 2001 labour force survey was conducted in October and therefore includes the effects of the 11 September of last year. The reduction in the unemployment rate anticipated in 2002 largely reflects a return
to the pre-11 September position. Despite the projected improvement in unemployment, the level of unemployment in the wholesale and retail and financial
services sectors are projected to decline.
The Employment Services Centre has indicated that the unemployment level as at the 21 June
2002, stood at a total of 727 persons unemployed at
that time. This figure does not represent those recent
graduates who may choose to seek employment at
this stage. It is therefore safe to say that the unemployment rate could increase beyond the current level.
The Honourable Minister for Education and
Human Resources and the Employment Services
Centre are working to address this problem. Among
their efforts are three main programmes, (1) Bridge to
Work, a programme to divert recent high school
graduates to continue their education part time and to
enter apprenticeships; (2) Fresh Start, a short but intensive programme to strengthen the core skills of
those 727 persons who are currently unemployed.
This programme focuses on such areas as resumé
writing, basic Business English and Mathematical
skills and customer services; (3) Investors in People,
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a programme which offers employers incentives to
give priority to staff training.
These are but some examples of how this
problem is being addressed. There will be more information to follow from the Ministry for Human Resources and the Employment Services Centre.
In the international policy arena the Government has long said that the future of the Cayman Islands is being determined not just by discussions on
these shores but also by deliberations overseas,
which impact our interest. The European Commission
has over the years proposed a variety of measures
related to direct taxation. As part of a general agreement on taxation matters reached among European
Union governments in June 2000, the United Kingdom
agreed to promote the adoption of the European Union’s Draft Directive and the taxation of savings income among its Caribbean Overseas Territories including the Cayman Islands and the Crown dependencies.
This Draft Directive, if adopted, would require
the European Union Member States and any other
jurisdictions, which go along with the proposals to implement measures for the automatic exchange of information related to specified savings income of European residents at a date no later than 2011.
The European Union is hoping to persuade a
number of independent countries including Switzerland and the United States of America to adopt similar
measures, and has opened discussions with those
States. It is understood that these discussions are in
their early stages, and that if the United States and
Switzerland do not agree to co-operate, according to
the time line agreed last year by the European Member States, then the Draft Directive will not proceed in
its current form.
Although the United Kingdom wanted the
Cayman Islands and other Caribbean Overseas Territories to give a commitment to support the Directive, it
was determined in a meeting in London that it was not
advisable to do so, absent appropriate consultation
with our financial industry. To act at this stage without
the ability to assess the impact this initiative could
have on our economy, could place our financial industry at a significant disadvantage relative to our competitors.
Madam Speaker, it is important to note that
the Cayman Islands had an opportunity in 1999 and
again in 2001 leading up to a cut off date of August
2001, to make effective representations on this matter, and the respective leadership of the day failed to
do so. As stated during our recent meetings with representatives of the United Kingdom’s Treasury Department on the subject, the Cayman Islands will be
engaging in dialogue with our financial industry with a
view to gathering facts, which will allow us to determine what is in the best interest of the Cayman Islands.
The Cayman Islands through a sub-committee
of our National Advisory Council, is also actively en-
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gaged in gathering information regarding the implications of this Draft Directive for both the private public
sectors, which include discussions with representatives of our private sector. It is anticipated that these
discussions will proceed over, at least, the next six
months, and updates will be provided to the financial
services sector at appropriate times. However, we are
already aware that should the Cayman Islands be
forced into an agreement that added to the administrative burdens of our financial industry to collect the
information necessary to give effect to the taxation of
savings directive, it would be giving an advantage to
our competitors. The disastrous impact could affect
not only banks, but also mutual funds administration,
the captive insurance industry, shipping and other areas of our financial industry. It will have wide-ranging
effects on our financial services sector.
The Need for Additional Government Revenue
Any responsible government strives to ensure
the state of public finances is in a healthier position at
the end of its administration than it was when its term
began. While this is a challenge at any time, it is particularly challenging when the local and world economies are struggling. However, this Government has
set this goal and has taken steps to achieve it. The
Government sees a great need to increase the level of
the Islands general reserves for the long-term. The
un-audited accounts from the Treasury Department
shows that general reserves were $4.2 million as of
the 31 December 2001, which represents five to six
days of recurrent expenditure that are budgeted for
2002.
While this Government knows clearly that
general reserves are not meant to fund recurrent expenditures, this comparison between general reserves
and recurrent expenditures is simply made to illustrate
that public finances were in a poor state when this
Administration took office on the 8 November 2001.
Madam Speaker, Government is therefore
committed to improving the current level of general
reserves. There are two ways this can be achieved,
(1) to continue to control expenditures, as we have
been doing, and (2) to increase the amount of revenues flowing to the Islands’ coffers, and transfer any
resulting surpluses to general reserves.
Government has repeatedly stated that it does
not intend to impose any additional revenue enhancing measures on the Islands’ traditional income
sources, that is, the financial sector and customs duties. As a government we stand by this commitment.
Government, therefore, needs to find new sources of
revenue and this must be done now.
The strategic policy statement that will be laid
in this Legislative Assembly within the next few days
states that one of the strategies proposed by the Government for shaping the 2003 and subsequent years’
budgets, is to let revenues increase in line with economic growth rather than impose additional new reve-
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nue measures. By this we simply mean that no new
revenue measures are planned for our existing revenue base. Nonetheless, the Government does intend
to find completely new sources of revenue other than
the traditional means of taxing our people. Hence, the
Government’s quest to find new sources of revenue
stems from the noble goal of wanting to improve the
level of our general reserves. The government will
endeavour to find innovative sources of revenue that
do not have the effect of removing valuable resources
from our existing economy. New revenue bases must
come from sources external to our present local
economy. How can this be done quickly and yet be in
line with our goal for long-term sustainable growth?
Madam Speaker, we have been talking about
the proposed new dock and the road that will be
needed when the new dock comes into operation. The
Government has received two proposals from the private sector for funding and building the Half Moon Bay
Harbour project, a mega yacht facility and the associated four-lane highway from East End through George
Town to West Bay. The Government is currently in the
process of evaluating the contents of these proposals.
The Government has always believed that the creation of this project will improve our infrastructure; will
lead to a diversification of our economy and inject
needed long-term capital into our economy.
The mega yacht facility, which I now understand is attached to the project, will bring the kind of
tourism that the Cayman Islands cannot currently attract or cater to. A mega yacht basin will provide the
facilities for repairs, stores and other services and
amenities, which will only enhance Cayman’s business sector. This would be most welcomed, particularly at a time when Caymanians are out of work and
our financial and tourism sectors are under great
stress.
The Government is pleased to see that the
private sector has heeded its call to step up to the
plate and to assist in providing funding for such a critical aspect of our future infrastructure. Several months
ago when the private sector announced its plan to
complete a feasibility study and donate it to the Government, there was a cry from some sectors of the
public regarding the potential cost that the Government would incur to complete the study and the project. Well, I am happy to announce today that the
Government has received these two proposals for the
design, financing and construction of the project, inclusive of the road from East End through to West
Bay. The Government will consider these proposals
along with the study upon its completion shortly. But I
can say that the proposal is one where the Government would not have to borrow or guarantee any loan
for the project.
I would also like to take this opportunity to announce that the Port Authority has agreed to operate
the existing George Town dock at night starting as
soon as possible. While there will be extra cost associated with this, we are willing to try this as a short-

100

19 June 2002

term solution to the ongoing conflict between the use
for cruise passengers versus cargo facility.
Madam Speaker, we are spending approximately $4 million in rent annually and Government
must now address this long-standing problem. The
Minister of Planning (the Deputy Leader) has been
working since December 2001, to define the economic
appraisal of the Government’s office accommodation
project. On the 20 June he received a report from the
Economic and Research Unit of the Finance Department on the matter. Before the final report is issued
the following areas need to be further analysed: 1)
The estimation of future demand for office accommodation, including the final plan with respect to the
Glass House and the Tower Building; and 2) The
likely terms of any financing agreement.
The Minister currently has several proposals
to deal with the Government Office accommodation
project. Other information will be forthcoming shortly
from the Minister, however, we intend to move as expeditiously as possible to have completion by yearend 2003. Of course, we will have to fast track this
project in the best interest of these Cayman Islands.
The Airport has been slated for development,
which includes an extended runway, a parallel taxiway
and an upgraded terminal building, which is more
user-friendly with at least two jet ways. This includes a
much improved and more passenger friendly general
aviation terminal where private planes and passengers must be handled. It is obvious that our present
Airport facilities are not up to par in dealing with traffic.
In order to keep pace with the needs and demands of
the travelling public and the safety standards that are
required of the Cayman Islands in these troubled
times, we will address the Airport needs as a matter of
urgency. This is also a project to be put on fast track.
Madam Speaker, while Government does not
have the wherewithal financially to develop these projects on our own (and it is not the policy of this Government to further weaken our financial position by
trying to borrow more) we need to be innovative in
finding alternative solutions to old problems. We will
work in partnership with our private sector who has
the ability to design, finance and build these government projects. The Road programme, which envisions
a four-lane highway from East End through George
Town to West Bay, will be tied to the Port project. This
is a massive capital development programme that will
help fuel the local economy.
While there has been some opposition to this
project, as a country we no longer have the luxury of
delaying or trying to get unanimous consent on every
issue. While we debate the fine print the economy is
slowing and opportunities are lost. Even under the
best scenario these projects will take time to execute.
However, we will construct this vital infrastructure on a
programme of shared revenue generated from the
Port Authority and Civil Aviation Authority, as these
are the two projects that are being enhanced for the
betterment of all the people of these Islands.
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It goes without saying that solutions that are
never started cannot be realised. As a country we now
need to focus our efforts and the precious time we are
given towards creating solutions. If we cannot allow
ourselves to think outside the box as it concerns our
revenue base, then we are trapped to resort to the
same traditional measures that are used by successive governments and those which hit the consumers
hardest.
This does not mean that there should not be
consultation, debate and, yes, constructive criticism.
In fact, we welcome this dialogue. However, there
must be an emphasis placed on finding solutions. We
must exercise due caution but we must move ahead
and fast track these projects if we are going to realise
the much needed short, medium and long-term economic benefits for the Cayman Islands.
Madam Speaker, the financial services sector
in this country has been hammered in recent years.
Tourism was on a downward slide since 1998, and the
11 September only worsened our situation. People
are unemployed and small and large businesses are
hurting. We must get on with the business of problem
solving.
The Constitutional Review and ensuing debate until now has taken far too much of our precious
time. I must say to the country that once the debate is
concluded here in this Legislative Assembly, we will
send it to London and will not devote any more time to
it until such time as Her Majesty’s Government comes
back to us for consultation or otherwise. We must now
deal effectively with the serious problems facing the
financial services and tourism, education and health
service, low-income housing and sustainable employment for all our people. This is our task and we
must fulfil our obligations to our country and get on
with the job. These are the most serious external and
internal pressures that we have ever faced and that
any government has ever acknowledged. I say to the
country: Let us now get on with the job.
Madam Speaker, I thank you for your indulgence
on this long statement and that of this Honourable
House. Thank you very much.
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Leader.
The Honourable Third Official Member.
Press Release: Financial Secretary says Cayman
Islands Dollar Stands Firm
Hon. George A. McCarthy: Madam Speaker, thank
you.
One of the most insignificant underpinnings of
any country’s economy is its currency. Any discussion
on this very important subject is always very delicate
and one that should not, under any circumstances,
give rise to speculations. As a result of another article
appearing in today’s issue of the Cayman Net News,
my Office has found it necessary to issue the following
press release this morning, and the caption of the
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press release reads, “Financial Secretary says
Cayman Islands Dollar Stands Firm. ” And I will
read: “Neither the Cayman Islands Government
nor the Cayman Islands Monetary Authority has
any intentions to devalue or re-value the Cayman
Islands dollar”, says Financial Secretary and
Chairman of the Cayman Islands Monetary Authority. “Any information to the contrary is totally
false”, he continued. “Persons engaging in such
speculations are expressing personal opinions
that bear no relation to the official position of the
Government”. The Financial Secretary’s comments
follow reports in certain media namely, Cayman Net
News that devaluing or revaluing the Cayman Islands
dollar is an option to improve the economy. The Financial Secretary has noted that the local currency in
circulation is backed one hundred per cent by reserves denominated in United States dollar and CI
dollar currency is fixed to the US dollar at the rate of
CI$1 being equal to US$1. 20.
With this strong backing the Cayman Islands
dollar provides investors and the local economy with a
stable monetary regime. This has been the case since
1971 when the Cayman Islands currency board system, which operates under the strictest form of monetary regulation that a country can employ, was established.
Madam Speaker, I will just add briefly that it is
well-known that there are quite a number of investors
and quite a number of Caymanians who have their
savings, fixed deposits and other assets denominated
in Cayman Islands dollar. Since 1971 this has been a
very stable currency and it will continue into the future.
The Cayman Islands dollar is backed 115 per cent for
every Cayman Islands dollar in circulation and that
backing is mainly denominated in US dollars, which is
a very stable currency.
Madam Speaker, I trust that this will now put
to rest the quotes that are being given and the views
that are being taken by various persons in the community. And I would suggest that at this particular
point in time that other issues for debate should rise to
the surface and not the Cayman Islands dollar. Thank
you very much, Madam Speaker.
The Speaker: Thank you, Honourable Member.

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS
BILLS
REPORT ON BILL
The Health Services Authority Bill 2002
The Speaker: The Honourable Minister for Health.
Hon. Gilbert A. McLean: Thank you, Madam
Speaker.
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I have to report that a Bill shortly entitled, The
Health Services Authority Bill 2002, has been duly
considered by the Committee of the whole House and
passed with amendments.
The Speaker: The Bill has been duly reported and is
set down for the Third Reading.

THIRD READING
The Health Services Authority Bill 2002
The Speaker: The Honourable Minister for Health.
Hon. Gilbert A. McLean: Madam Speaker, I beg to
move that a Bill shortly entitled, The Health Services
Authority Bill 2002, be given a Third Reading and
passed.
The Speaker: The question is that a Bill shortly entitled, The Cayman Islands Health Services Authority
Bill 2002, be given a Third Reading and passed. All
those in favour please say Aye. Those against, No.
Ayes.
The Speaker: The Ayes have it.
Agreed: The Cayman Islands Health Services Authority Bill 2002 given a Third Reading and passed.

MOTIONS
Amended Motion to Debate and Take Note of the
Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review
Commissioners 2002
(Continuation of debate thereon)
The Speaker: Does any other Member wish to
speak?
The Second Elected Member from West Bay.
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: Madam Speaker, I thank you
for this opportunity to offer my contribution to a most
important Motion.
I would like to start by congratulating the Constitutional Commissioners namely, Mr. Benson
Ebanks, Chairman, Mr. Leonard Ebanks, a member
and Mr. Arthur Hunter, a member, for the job that they
did in regards to the task at hand. Certainly, their task
was not an enviable one because within the Cayman
Islands there seem to be a number of dominant views
when it comes to the issue of our Constitution.
Firstly, it is almost seen as a holy, untouchable piece of legislation, and so there are those who
shy away from it. Secondly, there is also a dominant
view that it is a complex and tedious piece of legislation, which is difficult for the average citizen to understand. And because of the intimidation factor, a lot of
people do not necessarily care to be involved. For
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example, when the Constitutional Commissioners
went to certain constituencies the number of people
who turned out were much less than the number of
people showing up to their meetings that were on
other issues that people found a lot more comfortable
to voice an opinion on; to hear discussed and explained to them, and to then formulate an opinion or to
amend the opinion that they came to the meeting with.
When the Commissioners came to my constituency in
West Bay, the turn out was less than the turn out at
the meeting that my colleagues and I had on the national airline—Cayman Airways. Madam Speaker, I
say that because it is a very important part of any
consideration and any debate involved on the Constitution. I think it is a stage that needs to be set and
agreed on. There are not many things we can get
consensus on in life, but I think we can all agree that
that is the general feeling within the Cayman Islands
when it comes to the whole issue of Constitutional
debate on the modernisation.
I would like to discuss a number of issues in
detail as it relates to our position, that is, the Government’s position versus the Commissioners’ position. I
would like to explain some of the finer details of these
issues and show precisely why the Government has
taken the view that we have taken.
First of all, I think it is fair to say that one issue
that has caused much controversy and public debate
is this whole issue of single member constituencies,
also referred to as ‘one man, one vote’. Madam
Speaker, I can stand here and honestly say that the
only issue that my constituents have come to me and
voiced an unequivocal position on is this issue. The
essence of this issue is relatively easy to understand
and so I think that too lends to a person's ability and
willingness to come forward and state an opinion.
Madam Speaker, no one in my constituency
came to me personally and stated that they support
‘one man, one vote’. At the public meeting that the
United Democratic Party Government had in our constituency, we did a poll of those who were there, and
we handed out the poll before we started the meeting
in order to make sure that people who so desired
could vote at any juncture in the meeting, and not
necessarily give our perspective. But we hoped that
most people would have waited to hear the debate by
the members that night before they voted. Overwhelmingly, it was, I think, 70 per cent of them who
stated that they did not support the concept of ‘one
man, one vote’.
Now, Madam Speaker, we would look at this
issue—and as some of my colleagues and fellow
Party members have already said—the essence of
‘one man, one vote’ is something that is well enshrined within our form of governance in other jurisdictions. We have to look at the issue a bit deeper and
make reasonable consideration. First of all, I personally believe, and the Party believes, that if we, in our
daily movements and at our public meetings get a
view coming forward that is different from the view
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taken by the Constitutional Commissioners, that gives
us more than ample right; it gives us an obligation to
share that view with the general public. We have been
told by the public that they do not support the concept
of ‘one man, one vote’. Why do they not support that
concept? The most common explanation that I have
heard and that people have said to me is, ‘I want four
votes. If I call you and I cannot find you I want to know
that I can call Mr. Glidden or I can call Mr. Ebanks or
Minister Bush’. In fact, the order is the other way
around—it is usually persons who try to reach Minister
Bush, and if not successful because of his travels and
other obligations as Leader of Government Business,
then they call one us for whatever particular issue
they so seek to discuss.
People look at ‘one man, one vote’ and say, ‘If
I am in a single member constituency and if I now
have one person to call I do not feel as though I have
the type of representation that I am used to’. Now, on
these issues that you can debate point and counter
point, certainly we can see that the general view that I
have just explained is not necessarily a solid view to
hold. It is a good view, I believe, because it is factually
correct: In a single member constituency you vote for
a single representative that you take your issues to.
Certainly, persons have access and the right to any
other representative, not only in their district. But let
us face the reality: The way the Westminster system is
designed is that you have a single member that the
public feels most comfortable with so that is the person whom they will feel most committed to. And so,
we see the dilemma. There are also those in my constituency who hold the view that it is undemocratic.
Let us forget for a minute about the boundaries that the Commissioners have established in West
Bay and make it simpler. For instance we have West
Bay north; east; south and west: A person who lives
within the proposed constituency of West Bay east
argues that if the person they most want to vote for is
in West Bay south, it takes away their right in terms of
what they came to know as their district. Certainly,
you could extend that argument nationally and say
well, what if you do not have anyone in your district
that you would want to vote for. But I think it is fair
comment to say that most people have person(s)
within their district during just about every election
over the last three decades that they supported or
were willing to support. So, people feel as if something is being taken away from them and they do not
want that. Hence, the reason for the UDP saying that
maybe what we should do is to take our time with this
transition.
It is quite interesting to note that the Leader of
the Opposition that was brought here from the Barbados Parliament supports ‘one man, one vote. It is also
interesting to note that the persons responsible for
organising his visit here purposely picked him and
purposely picked that jurisdiction. What would be very
interesting is for an explanation to be given as to why
a jurisdiction like Bermuda was not utilised.
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I think it is fair comment to say that over the
last few years the Cayman Islands have been compared with Bermuda. There are a lot of reasons for
comparing ourselves with Bermuda: It is slightly bigger than we are - we have some 40,000 people, they
have some 60,000 people; they are also an Overseas
Territory so their constitutional status is not that of an
independent country as is Barbados. But I will answer
the question that I just posed by saying that within
Bermuda, ‘one man, one vote’ is still not fully implemented. So, even though Cayman is always being
compared with Bermuda—I do not think most people
could reasonably tell the last time they have ever
heard Cayman being compared with Barbados with
anything—it was quite convenient for the Opposition
to organise a meeting for a person coming from Barbados and not Bermuda, because the person coming
from Bermuda would not have been able to come
here and report what a parliamentarian from Barbados
would have reported. So, it would have been convenient for their argument.
Bermuda is the second oldest parliament in
the entire Commonwealth (next to the British Isles).
So, they have had representative government years
before Cayman and they still have not reached ‘one
man, one vote’. Now, certainly it is fair comment to
also say that the reasoning in Bermuda may not be
identical to Cayman but none-the-less, the bottom line
is, they still have not reached that level of political development—even though we know their constitutional
situation is so much more advanced than Cayman’s,
and indeed more advanced than any other Overseas
Territory.
So, it shows that [the concept of] singlemember constituencies is not something that is embraced everywhere. But it also shows that there are
others in this world who also recognise that it is not a
panacea. The Opposition member from Barbados,
and indeed many persons who claim to know constitutional and political development and structures, argue
that we should have ‘one man, one vote’ because you
do not want one charismatic leader bringing in people
in on his coat tails. I would ask those persons to explain clearly to the public then why is it they have
those Parties in the first place? Because the Westminster model in the majority of Commonwealth countries does have ‘one man, one vote’ and does have
political parties.
Let us look at the United Kingdom. Do we not
believe that each Party tries to find the most charismatic leader to choose within their Party? Are we going to suggest that Margaret Thatcher did not bring
people into the Parliament of the United Kingdom?
Because persons went to the polls and voted based
on her perceived leadership styles and abilities. ‘One
man, one’ vote has nothing to do with people coming
in on other people’s coat tails. In fact, my personal
opinion is quite the opposite and I will use my constituency as an example. In my constituency of West
Bay the Honourable Leader of Government Business
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received approximately 1500 votes in the November
2000 election. I received approximately 1000 votes.
The Third Elected Member received approximately
900 votes and the Fourth Elected Member received
approximately 800 votes. Now, let us think about this
rationally and logically. There were persons in that
constituency of West Bay who said to the Leader of
Government Business and other members of our Better Balance team, ‘I am going to support you but I
might not support the other guys’. We call that ‘split
votes’ among the various teams or parties.
When we were presented with that issue, of
course, we campaigned for our colleagues, but at the
same time that person knew they could vote for the
person they chose. Let us go to single-member constituencies and say that a person who supported Minister Bush lived in one of the other three constituencies, what was that person’s choice then? Under the
current system they could just vote for Minister Bush
alone or any one of the other people. But if it were
single-member constituencies and they lived in a constituency other than Minister Bush’s, and they truly
believed in his cause, what choice would they have?
To not vote or to vote for the person that he ran with.
But if that person truly believed in him and wanted his
particular manifesto to be the agenda to go forward in
terms of the leadership in our district; if they believed
in what we were trying to do and say in our meetings
and our manifesto, then that person, more than likely,
would have voted for one of his colleagues in that
other constituency.
Madam Speaker, I will go over that point once
more because it is a point that may not be easy to
follow: In the district of West Bay a person could easily and with good conscience tell Minister Bush or myself or one of the other colleagues, ‘Look, I am supporting you and x, y, z candidates’. Let us use a family
member or a close friend who believes in you – that
person could say to me, ‘Yes I am going to support
you but I am not going to support anyone else’. I could
campaign all I want but at the end of the day would I
risk losing that vote for myself? Of course not. I would
have never taken it that far but I may have taken it
that far if that person lived in another constituency,
because they could not vote for me in the first place
anyway. So, I would say to that person, ‘If you believe
in me then I need you to support that member that I
am running with in my other constituency’. And so, the
dilemma for that person is much more acute.
This panacea that some of these pundits
seem to believe will cure flamboyant leaders, they
themselves do not realise that our system is built on
flamboyant leaders! ‘One man, one vote’ is predicated
on political parties first of all and it is predicated on
flamboyant leaders being able to stir the masses; to
vote the party line; to vote his agenda; his vision; his
manifesto. But ultimately one should pick a leader.
The leader has to lead. This business about coming in
on someone’s coat tail I believe becomes much more
acute during ‘one man, one vote’. People in the district
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of West Bay—the family make up will always be there;
the friendships will always be there. You can split it up
as much as you want, I am simply saying, for those
who think that that is somehow going to diminish the
power of political figures in constituencies, I believe
they are absolutely wrong.
Critics would then say, ‘Well if you believe it is
to your advantage why are you not supporting it?’ I
have already outlined two issues. Firstly, the persons
in my district, based on the feedback, do not support
‘one man, one vote’. Secondly, we do not have wellstructured political parties in the Cayman Islands. Let
us use another example, under the current system
that existed in November 2000, we would have had
political cannibalism and the country would take a
step backwards. Let me explain why: People are going to judge you based on what you get done in your
constituency—that is life. We can try and fluff this up
and talk about this any way we want to, but at the end
of the day people want a good country but what people care about is their immediate surroundings.
Yes, people in George Town and the other
districts might feel good about the beautiful Park that
we have in West Bay but those people want a good
Park in their district too. The same thing will happen
and become more acute with ‘one man, one vote’.
What happens then when we have to place the new
library in West Bay? Is it going to go in my constituency? Is it going to go in any of the other Elected
Members from West Bay constituencies? Where is it
going to go? We all want to look good. Let us face the
reality, politics is politics. Leadership predicates numbers.
In the finance industry the return is the percentage gained on capital in broad terms. The return
in terms of this profession is votes. Votes are what
count at the end of the day. You win or you lose. So,
how do you decide then? If we have 17 constituencies
in Cayman with 17 totally separate members who go
into a ‘marriage of convenience,’ obviously, to form
the government—because you will need to form a
government but how do you distribute the resources in
the country? Anyone who gets up and says that is not
an issue is lying, and that is my humble opinion,
Madam Speaker. No one can truthfully say that the
distribution of resources would not have a tremendously negative effect on a country that is already
struggling financially, which is another reason why the
UDP is suggesting to implement this over a period of
time. Let us get our political organisation mature
enough to deal with it.
Let us look forward in the future, say eight
years from now when political parties are mature in
Cayman, what then happens in West Bay? Well, what
happens is the Party decides on which constituency in
that district the library would go. Now, I feel a lot safer
in my constituency because I know that I can get up
when the Party comes to my constituency during
campaign time and we can say that we got a library
for West Bay. It is five minutes drive from the people’s
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house in my constituency, so they are happy that they
now have a library. But absent of party politics when
you can collectively bargain with the public and say,
‘Here is what we have done’ and be able to support
one another, it is human tendency to look out for
number one irrespective of certain consequences.
So, everyone is going to want a library in his
or her constituency; everyone is going to want to have
a health clinic in their constituency. There are those
who will get on the talk show and say, ‘There he is
again trying to frighten the people’. I want them to refute the argument with logic and not just with emotive
response.
Madam Speaker, let us deal with this issue of
the implementation of the Constitution. I find it quite
quizzical that the majority of people in this Parliament
if asked, ‘Does this proposed Constitution have benefits for the Cayman Islands and its people?’ would say
‘yes, there are benefits to be derived’. I think I can
speak for every elected Member in this country at this
point in time. So, if there are benefits to be derived
why is it that we are going to hide them behind our
back for the next two and a half years?
If I wanted to play politics as usual and be a
coward I would not expose to the public my support of
the Constitution and that I support us moving forward
once we have received the draft from the United
Kingdom; once we are then able to have dialogue with
the public and ensure that everyone is comfortable
with where we are. Just to go off on a slight tangent:
My humble opinion is that anything that we are not
sure about then we leave the status quo. That is my
position and that is the Party’s position. For example,
the People for Referendum said that the issue of ‘one
man, one vote’, is a controversial issue. If it remains a
controversial issue once we get back a true draft Constitution and not just something that is proposed, then
I recommend we leave the status quo. Because the
status quo is what is here now. If people were not up
and having demonstrations in the street to change it a
year or two ago, then why change it? If what exist is
so bad certainly those same people would have
wanted a referendum a long time ago.
So, Madam Speaker, we cannot have these
convenient debates anymore, we have to call a spade
a spade and talk seriously and honestly with the public. That is what I am trying to do.
The Speaker: Honourable Member, is this a convenient time for the luncheon break?
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: Madam Speaker, I would
rather finish my point on the implementation . . . five
more minutes.
The Speaker: Please proceed.
Mr. Rolston M. Anglin: So, if we know that what will
probably come forward from the UK is going to have
benefits in it for our people, why would we hold it back
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for two and a half years? I do not hear anyone saying
there should not be a Chief Minister; there should not
be accountability; that there should not now be one
captain on the good ship—Cayman. This has been
told to us from 1955 by the administrator of the day. It
is in the records of this House where he said he could
not understand how people with such a seafaring heritage who knew how important it was to have one captain, were satisfied at the time with a number of captains at the head. In fact, I think it was in 1976 when
the then administrator or Governor Crooks said that.
So, the people of Cayman seem to be now
ready for that change. Let us take a step back from it
and say ‘Okay what is that change going to bring
about?’ First of all it is going to bring about responsibility. No longer will people in politics, including myself, be able to get up and say, ‘Well you see I am not
really the Chief Minister, I am just the Leader of Government Business, so you really cannot blame me for
this, I really could not do it, I do not have any authority’. It brings about accountability.
Certainly, the President of the United States is
not single-handedly responsible for a good economy
nor is he single handedly responsible for when the
economy is bad. But those are the perils of leadership. When you take on leadership you recognise that
there are many factors outside your control but you
ultimately will be held responsible—yourself and your
Party. So, I stand here and say to the Members in the
Chamber that we (the UDP) support the move recognising the tremendous downside there is for us. My!
How easy it would be to go to the polls in 2004 and
talk a good talk and ask for votes and be able to hide
behind that impenetrable shield, as has conveniently
been done in this country over the years, and say,
‘You see, the Constitution does not give me real authority so I could not effect the changes you really
wanted me to effect’. Why should the public have to
wait another two and a half years for that? But by the
time we [would have waited to] get to that stage it
probably will be a year and a half. We do not know
how long this process is going to last, but why should
the public have to wait?
We recognise that we are taking on a tremendous political risk, especially with the climate that we
are in. We are in an economy that is slumping; we
have an economic situation in this Island that is not
easily stimulated because we are so dependent on
outside factors such as the United States economy.
But we are willing to do what is right despite what the
naysayers say. And I wish the Opposition were here
to debate because it would be interesting to hear what
their counter argument could possibly be to that point.
We are willing to take on that type of political
risk for the general good. We recognise that our children and grandchildren deserve this type of system.
We deserve it too but at the end of the day we are
worried about the legacy we are leaving behind. We
do not want to leave behind the type of legacy that
existed in November 2000. That is not what we want
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to leave behind—when the government is formed over
a pot of turtle stew and some breadfruit. And I say that
in all seriousness. Madam Speaker, this is my last
point before we take the break. I have to now replay in
the minds of people an event so that they can appreciate more the position that the UDP has taken.
Madam Speaker, when the public goes to the
polls with no idea of who the leaders will be; no idea
of who the executive council will be; voting blindly—it
is like shutting down all the current in Cayman and
telling a person to take a stab in the dark and hope
you hit the target. That is basically what the public did.
They voted us in West Bay as a four-team party expecting the Honourable Minister (the Leader of Government Business) to be in Executive Council. That is
how we campaigned in West Bay . . . we said it on the
platforms, it was no secret. We said that, ‘Given the
situation in Cayman where everyone is fragmented,
send us to George Town four strong so that we can
ensure that West Bay has at least one seat on the
Executive Council’. Those were the exact lines we
used. If we left the Constitution the way it is and left
the political scene the way it is, even though we
formed a Party, we recognise that the Party would not
work as efficiently as it should unless there is constitutional modernisation.
So when those persons went to the polls they
voted blindly. A document was drawn up and the First
Elected Member from George Town signed it, the
Second Elected Member from George Town signed it,
the Third Elected Member from George Town signed
it and a majority in this House signed the document
and agreed that that was the government. Certain
persons in the community were not happy with that—
not a majority, the polls had just closed and the ink
was still wet on ballots. You know, Madam Speaker,
and the Second Elected Member from Cayman Brac
knows fully well that you all were sent here with that
mandate as well that you would be in the Executive
Council. And so you came and negotiated and you
both were part of that arrangement. However, a small
number of people namely, the inner circle of the First
and Second Elected Members from George Town
said, ‘No, this is not a government that can govern this
country. This is not what we want’. Is that democracy?
The First and Second Elected Members from
George Town got up on the Court House steps and
had meetings of democracy and threat. Why did they
not get up at that point in time and tell their supporters, ‘You are threatening democracy! See the majority
here a majority has signed it’. But no, they did not do
that; instead they come here and say they want to be
leader—one is a leader of the PPM; one is a member
of the PPM.
Madam Speaker, I submit that persons with
the lack of that type of backbone cannot, in my humble opinion, say that they can be leaders of this country. They signed a document and gave their word and
said, ‘Here is the new government’. Yet a handful of
people who supported them said ‘No’ and they backed
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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 parties 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 people 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 thousand 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 Cayman. So, why would they support our little implementation that is going to force them to now be more accountable 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 majority of the people in this country will see that the Opposition is just what they are here today– they are absent; they are empty; they do not offer any viable solution 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.

Official Hansard Report

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 disagree on with the Constitutional Commissioners. I
thank you, Madam Speaker.
The Speaker: We will now suspend for lunch and reconvene 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 district 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 relatively 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 Parliament 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 Standing Orders; with the Constitution as it stands at that
particular time.
This whole issue about the Speaker being potentially 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 opinion or political leaning? But, Madam Speaker, the issue 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 Chamber 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 sitting 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 notion 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 February. But I think there are a lot of people in this country who would think that would have been an important 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 question 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 defective. I quote from Standing Order 24(4); “A motion
shall not contain personal opinions or controversial allegations unnecessary to the main issue
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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 electorate . . . ” 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 opinion, 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 support. I did not have any constituents saying to me that
they wanted a referendum on anything in the Constitution. 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 widespread 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 shoulders 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 reactionary 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 immigration; 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 another 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 arguments 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 directorate infringes upon namely, the freedom of
speech. It is very interesting and I want to quote from

108

19 June 2002

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 protection of the law;
"(b) freedom of conscience, of expression
and of assembly movement and association;
"(c) protection for his privacy and family life,
the privacy of his home and other property and from deprivation of property except in the public interest and on payment 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 interest”.
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 infringes (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 infringing 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 challenged. 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.
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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 government-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 nature of some—I say some—of the callers and the contents of some the callers that call that radio show Talk
Today.
It is very relevant to the freedom of expression; 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 someone 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 Companies. 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 Customs 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 happening 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, accounting 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 Monetary Authority is not opened? What about those people who cannot run taxis; making trips to the North
Side? Those who work in the hotels and condominiums? 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 someone 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 nature 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 different 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 offered 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 perceived 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 Members 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 refused to do it. Here it is Your Excellency and—oh by
the way we do not come until six days to this Legislative Assembly and vote on that same Motion’. How
could any one call that a coup? Or, is it that the host is
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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 person and I like to see young people become successful. Some months ago before the change in government 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 biased 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 Services calls up the show, it suddenly becomes the people’s radio station. Before the 8 November 2001 they
were the government’s radio station. You see the difference? 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 Speakership to be from the outside maybe they should be calling 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 expose truthful things. But when it is allowed to be used
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as a political football; when it is allowed to have people call for the end; call for a closure of the Civil Service 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 alternatives 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 potential to affect our very lives, therefore, as responsible 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 dictatorial 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 violence, 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
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A6, Cayman Business Park, George Town, Telephone 945-8292. Such office is staffed between
the hours of 3. 00 to 7. 00 Mondays through Friday”. 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 Referendum; 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 opinion”. 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; freedom 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 Government changed capital punishment; it changed corporal
punishment by an Order in Council; it changed homosexual 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 practical 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 Assembly and outlined what the process was. I have it right
here in the Hansard. He said what the former Governor 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 major controversy the United Kingdom will send a contingent 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. People 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 referendum? 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 Legislative Assembly? Again, you might be able to answer 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 admit 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 nationally? We know the numbers in Cayman.
If George Town and West Bay were combined
to have a common position they could cause that position to be enforced upon the people of Bodden Town
and your constituency, Madam Speaker (Little Cayman and Cayman Brac). Is that fair? Is that democratic? 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 publicity; 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 85page [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.
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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 Legislative 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 number 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 Government 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 important 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 babies; 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’ because 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. Therefore, he had to be removed. It is quite that simple. We
have met four times per year so far with our constituents 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 citizen 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 forward.
Madam Speaker, I thank you and all Honourable 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 ninemonth 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; dictatorial; mean; conceited; arrogant; ignorant and all the
other terms that we have heard. Perhaps that is the
biggest surprise that something that would later become so controversial could have gone through its
infant stages with little or no great controversy or debate.
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
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meetings were given in the local press as well as
on Radio Cayman and the local commercial television 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 corporate and associate members employing nearly
fifteen thousand persons, many of whom are
Caymanians, 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 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 consists of sixty five persons holding Caymanian
status and a local group who call themselves ‘the
Concerned Citizens’. Both of these bodies likewise made written submissions and in the case of
the Cayman Bar Association same was accompanied 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 Legislative Assembly and the elected members of the 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”.
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 Commissioners 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 Governor, Mr. Peter Smith and say, “In May 2001, you issued a press release informing the public of the
Cayman Islands of our appointment as Commissioners to conduct a modernisation review of the
Constitution of the Cayman Islands. This was followed 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 people 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 comprehensive . . . ” (those of us who have comprehensive insurance 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 message that was written to the Members of the Legislative Assembly requiring that they go through a process of wide and comprehensive consultation with the
people of the Cayman Islands, and then make recommendations 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 Islands.
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-
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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 opinions 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 politicians 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 people. In fact, the Constitutional Commissioners who
were commissioned—and we all know what a commission 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 people 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 regards to these issues; Madam Speaker, I therefore
have made the case that we should see the Commissioners’ 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 general 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 recommendations because we see some of those recommendations as not being practical at this time, but not that
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the recommendations do not form part of the legitimate expectations of the people of these Islands.
Madam Speaker, in debating the Draft Constitution 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 different debate, than whether or not it is representative
of the Commissioners’ particular position. The term
limits find themselves on the paper asking for a referendum 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 Constitutional 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 number 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 already limited by virtue of the definition of ‘Caymanian’ and the requirement that only a Caymanian
is qualified for election as a Member of the Legislative 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 therefore 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, financially, see the American system and think that it is the
closest system to our system, when the American system 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.
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They had good justifications for their revolution, I admit, but nevertheless, we have to understand
that their Constitution is a particular kind of Constitution 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 revolution! 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 understand why the United States of America had a written
Constitution, unlike the United Kingdom that has operated for thousands of years, or at least, hundreds of
years without a written Constitution.
So, the Constitution in America must take certain things into account: It must take into account what
people understand as the behaviour of their Government. 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 Constitution, 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 sovereign 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 superior Parliament; a sovereign Parliament that has jurisdiction over what happens here.
The sovereign people of America created the
sovereign nation of America; created a sovereign
Constitution of America; created a sovereign Government 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 convention, 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 Constitutional 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 democracy to function.
An executive is an important part of this Constitution. 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 Assembly.
People have to remember that before the
1972 Constitution and even before the 1950’s, I believe, 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 Caymanian: 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 Legislative Assembly is what we call the representative government.
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 representative 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 elections 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
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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 federal level that brings all of the States together, connecting them. You have the legislative branch of government—the Senators and the Congressmen that
make legislation. But the executive branch of government is the President and his Cabinet. The legislative
branch of government in America does not choose the
executive branch of government. That is very important for people to recognise.
We choose from this Parliament the Executive; the Executive comes from this Parliament. This
Parliament can hold the Executive branch of government 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 reminded not by mob rule but by the parliamentary procedures 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 impression of the omnipotence of government; the powerfulness of government. And the President of America 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 Order 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 Minister 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 objective sample of the views and desires of the Cayman Islands people. And that what took place afterwards 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 being 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 Commissioners 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 Referendum (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 sovereign 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 chosen by the Legislative Assembly and the Executive
branch is also part of the legislative branch. But also a
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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 representative Government system or the representative
democratic system. For we have Ministers who represent the people in the Legislative Assembly and on
the Executive Council that are not chosen by the people and therefore do not necessarily represent the
people’s views. So, our Constitution is not at this particular point a totally people’s Constitution. Our Constitution is still influenced by the fact that we are a dependent 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 democratic 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 system 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 government in the Executive Council. The Constitutional
Commissioners looked at this particular issue of how
to give more power to the people through representative government. This would mean that there would be
fewer Ministers that are nominated and more Ministers 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 democracy 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 modernisation, 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 position, 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 advancement because it gives more democracy.
But the issue is if you are going to advance
your Constitution to the point where you have Ministers 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 desire to advance to a full Ministerial System of government”. 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 Commissioner 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 situation where people are comparing themselves to America and they are thinking about what they see in
America; they choose their President who is the political head, whereas we are not (now) being able to
choose our Chief Minister because we need to understand a little bit more about the fact that our Constitution 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 people? How would that person be able to bring legislation to the Legislative Assembly, since the Chief Minister would be responsible for making sure that proper
legislation is brought to this House and debated and
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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 process—how we get to the point of having consensus to
decide where it is that we go. If we had a Chief Minister 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 cannot 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 created 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 consultation 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 petitioning.
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 Assembly 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 remaining 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 Opposition should be to educate and inform the people
about what is going on in their country, so that if people 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 transparency.
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 someone 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 psychological nuances of people when they are oppressed 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 stupid’ 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 consciousness 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
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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 parades 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 understand 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 disrespect 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 future. 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 Minister 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 Assembly makes, and we can tolerate and have been
comfortable with that relationship—I do not understand.
With regards to the position of the Governor
on page 6 in the recommendations it says: “The major changes recommended to Part I of the current
Constitution deal with the Governor’s role in relation to the public service. We will refer to this further when dealing with our recommendations for
the inclusion of the Public Service Commission in
the Constitution and for the expansion of the functions of that body. Save for the foregoing there
has been no clamour for nor have we made any
recommendations to change the Governor’s reserved 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 recommendations 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 future generations. Sure it will, but the fundamental issue 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 Executive 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,
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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 national 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 occupying 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 ridicule 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 concerted 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 decisionmaking 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 Constitution; we need to learn a little bit more about our systems; 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 enable a referendum to be initiated by the public. We
are of the view that as there was no clear-cut consensus 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) version 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 Government have the support of the majority of the
population? The changes that are being recommended or suggested are not suggestions of the OT
Government. The changes that are being suggested
are the suggestions of the Constitutional Commissioners.
When it asks the question: “What is the evidence 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 comprehensive 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”.
The Governor on the 15 June 2001, commissioned 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 recommendations, 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
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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 create 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 current 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 people then it would be undemocratic to bring these
things in, but if it is based upon the widest comprehensive 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’ Report. I am of the position that the Constitutional Commissioners’ 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 sovereign 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 regards 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 processes 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 implementing this at the time in which we would get it is because
of the whole situation that we have to give Caymanians 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 importance 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 Constitutional Commissioners that were not coloured by biased, 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 opinions 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 Constitution; the whole process; the difficulties that we are
experiencing as a country in trying to arrive at decisions 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 People’s Progressive Movement. What is progressive?
When we say something is progressive it means beyond 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 itself 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.

121

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 People's Progressive Movement—first of all, it is a misuse
of the word ‘people’ and secondly, it is a misunderstanding 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 income groups in this country, you have to be pretty
progressive. So, I want to see what their political progressive 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 because 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 democracy.
A lot of them are out there fighting for political
democracy but no one is fighting for social and economic democracy. You could have political democracy; 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 platform 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 platform 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 Adams 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 arguments. Most people get a chip on their shoulder, like
the Opposition; like spoiled children. But Mr. Billy Adams will see you and he will be respectful. So, whatever position Mr. Billy Adams takes in this society he
takes it with a certain amount of humour . . . remembering . . . 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 referendum 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 criticise 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 national importance, as I believe and that I have demonstrated 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

Official Hansard Report

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 opportunity to make the Government look bad.
But the question is: Why then did the Opposition not develop a position with regards to these issues? Why did the Opposition not say to us that they
believe there should be term limits for the Chief Minister 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 because 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 opinions.
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 perspective. That is what we have to understand, so we cannot dismiss the process simply because we are having 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 issues 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 population 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 something 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 Constitution (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 nationality 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 Caymanians have children and the children are not Caymanians. 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 election 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 something that would bar people from even running for office. 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 citizenship in America and then get them to hassle you
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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 Caymanian 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 citizenship 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 ‘Caymanian’ 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 intelligence. 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 minutes 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 behavior, and that there is need to pay a little bit more attention to the motives behind political behavior sometimes. 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 disappointed 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 persecuted 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 poverty that is connected to the issue of juvenile delinquency and crime. I see that we have financial burdens not just upon individuals in this country but the
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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 confusion.
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 Vision Movement. I know that the most radical movement in the Caribbean was the New Jewels Movement 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 because 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 semantic 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 representation! I mean representing people in real life. Seeing 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 continuation of my meeting with them to attempt to restructure 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 Commissioners’ 2002. Before I move into my debate, if you
would allow me, I will only take a few minutes to publicly thank the three Commissioners who were appointed 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 Modernisation. Our current Constitution from the Cayman Islands 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 August 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.
th
This year marks the 30 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 Constitution to cope with the ever-changing times. In spite
of the great lengths that the Commissioners went to
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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 opportunity 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 modernisation review process and the impetus for
same. We also considered it necessary as a prelude to meeting with members of the public to provide them with as much educational material as
possible. To this end we arranged to have the current Constitutional documents, a model fundamental rights chapter and the check list with
which we had been furnished prominently displayed in all Post Offices and Public Libraries
throughout the three Islands of Grand Cayman,
Cayman Brac and Little Cayman. These documents were also made available on our Website
and at all district public meetings and other meetings 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 commercial 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 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 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 persons, many of whom are Caymanian, also undertook 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 registered voters. The Civil Service Association also
made a written submission. This body is representative of a fairly large percentage of the fourteen
hundred and thirty seven civil servants who are
currently registered voters. We also met with representatives 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 submissions and in the case of the Caymanian Bar Association same was accompanied by a suggested
draft Constitution. A written submission was also
made by the Cayman Islands Seafarers’ Association made up of three hundred and forty-eight retired seamen. Meetings were held with members
of the Legislative Assembly and the elected members 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 questionnaires 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 mentioned the entire population of the Cayman Islands
have been made fully aware of the Constitutional
Modernisation Review Process and the major issues 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
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the written submissions mentioned more than
sixty others expressed their views to us in private
interviews. We are confident that the general considerations 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 circulation. 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 Democratic Party held public meetings throughout these
Islands to further educate and inform the public on the
modernisation of our Constitution and to get their input.
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 device”. 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 address some of the concerns and omissions that were
alluded to. And to ensure that the political development 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 suggest that we are all adults and we should be responsible. I say let us put the petty politics aside and come
together. Let us look at the Report as responsible representatives 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 recommendations 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 referendum. I have not shifted my position on referendum. 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 independence, yes or no, then surely that is the kind of question 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 referendum) to get out of hand is good for the country.
There were people asking, ‘Well what is a referendum?’ 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 representative to say yes to that type of situation.
There is also much being said about the process 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.
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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 incorrect 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 independence’. So they signed it and after it was explained 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, certainly, if you have 17 constituencies then you are going to have 17 constituency offices. Now you have a
maximum of six constituency offices.
So, Madam Speaker, they have not considered 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 because the district is so small. If they had a larger
number of people they would have more representatives. 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 Opposition in their attempt to use the issue of the Constitution to divide the people and to increase their own political 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 regarding the proposal for single-member constituencies
in Cayman Brac and Little Cayman is yet another ex-
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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 Commissioners’ proposal for single-member constituencies on
the grounds that it represents true democracy and
they follow the logic of the proposal to have 17 constituencies 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 referendum. What sort of situation is that?
It is absolutely clear that the Opposition is
prepared to disregard the peculiar situation on Cayman Brac and Little Cayman, despite the people’s
overwhelming and clear indications that there must be
careful consideration on how the proposal for singlemember constituencies is implemented in the sister
Islands.
What the Opposition has been doing is hedging their bets; going wherever the wind blows and misleading the people in the process. They have done the
same thing with the call for referendum. They themselves admitted that they had no clue as to how a referendum 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, “London 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 single thing”.
Madam Speaker, it shows you the lack of understanding 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 Cayman Islands, for a representative to live in one district
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and represent another district. What kind of democracy in Cayman would that be? We have not heard
anything about that but perhaps the Leader of the Opposition 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 Honourable 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 Government 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 appropriate 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 referendum 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 proposals 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 explain 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 Assembly 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 review 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 requested 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 debate 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 important 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 silent majority are not stupid; they have good commonsense 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 Caymanians 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 referenda. 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 forward 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 future 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 Constitutional 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 outrageous statements, on those radio shows everyday—this is not about the people.
At the meeting on the steps of the Court
House by the Opposition, the Second Elected Member 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 Assembly could lift a finger against them.
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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 onesided debate on the street corner or in a bar room or
some place.
When an Opposition fails to attend the Assembly 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 understand 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 Office 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 problems that we have. And I ask one and all to cooperate.
Madam Speaker, I will get back to the economy 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 asking 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 colleagues 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 newspaper 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.
Madam Speaker, I thank you for your indulgence and for staying here so late to complete business. I do thank all the staff of the House as well for
being here late to conduct business, even in the absence of an Opposition.
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 Legislative Assembly has accordingly debated and has now
taken note of the Report of the Constitutional Modernisation Review Commissioners 2002.
Honourable Leader of Government Business.
Motion without Notice
Standing Order 24(9) (h)
Hon. W. McKeeva Bush: Madam Speaker, in accordance with Standing Order 24(9) (h) I wish to move a
Motion that the House do now accept the United Democratic 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 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 saying that we had to change the Motion we first had because 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.

Official Hansard Report

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 Constitution of the Cayman Islands, laid on the Table of
this Honourable House on Friday, 22 June 2002.
The Speaker: May I have a motion for the adjournment?

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

