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CONSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE SOLOMON ISLANDS.* 

Warren Paia 

"The good or bad furtune of a na t ion 
depends on three factors: its 
Cons t itution, the way the Constitution 
is made to work, and the respect it 
inspires" . 

- Georges Bidault. 

Geoffrey Beti has made a general but accurate 
observation of the path along which constitutional 
development in the Solomon Is l ands has travelled. In 
that obervation he saw three distinct stages: 

1. The stagnation period: This is 
between the years 1893-1960. No 
indigenous participation ever took 
place in the central government . 
The only significant i nstitutions 
ever created were the Advisory 
Council and the Local Governmen-t 
Councils. In national politics 
the Advisory Council, as its name 
implied, was in a strict sense a 
monopoly of the official part y. 

*Un1es otherwise indicated, observations and insights in 
this paper are derived from talking to .a lot of Solomon 
Islands political leaders and from the writers own meagre 
experience as a assistant clerk, for a year, to the 
1967-70 LegCo. 
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2. The wakening period: The 1960's saw 
a decade of intense political deve
lopment. During -this time the 
Solomons underwent three constitutional 
changes. In 1960 the Legislative 
Council was still dominated by official 
members - the nominated members were 
practically ineffective and powerless. 
The 1964 new constitution provided for 
eight elected (indirectly) unofficial 
members out of ten but as in the 
previous LegCo. they were a minority and 
ineffective party. In 1967 there was 
a great change. All eligible Solomon 
Islanders were entitled to vote for their 
representatives to the LegCo. But despite 
this involvement, the sad truth was that 
the elected representatives were not 
the -majority. On the whole this decade 
was dominantly one of officialism. 
However, Solomon Islanders were begin-
ning to see what they are and where they 
s tand in relation to their expatriate 
masters. In other words, they are wakening 
to the dawn of their day. 

3. The participating period. We a r e now 
in this period. The 1970 Governing 
Council provided for participation of 
elected members in policy matters in 
some of the committees . For t he first 
time also, this Council has an elected 
majority. 1 

The Solomon Islands has gone through t hese stages 
in its constitutional development. And an analysis of 
the policies, personnel and other factors which have 
affected each of the periods c ould be both revealing and 
interesting . My concern in this paper is much narrower 
than the span of the periods, and narrower still in terms 
of scope, but I hope specific in terms of its content. I 
propose to discuss the period between 196 7 and 1973, as it 
seems to me tha t the events which have occured during this 
time have been both intriguing and interesting. They have 
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had -a tremendous influence on the Protectorate's 
constitutional 'experiment' and the present constit u
tional changes. Thus special attention would be paid 
to the policies that have appeared to shape the various con 
constitutions that have so far been adopted, the roles : 
and political behaviors of the elected as well as t he 
official members in directing the course of constituti onal 
changes, and, the emergence of an indigenous 1eaders'hip 
inside Legislative and Executive Councils. 

The 1967-1970 LegCo. 

In 1966, before a further general election i n 1967 
took place, the Legislative Counc il of that year had 
recommended three important constitutional items to be 
incorp6rated in the 1967 constitution.' 

These were: 

(a) that there should be an increase in 
the number of elected memebrs;2 ' 

(b) that the election of the members 
should be direct and not t hrough 
electoral college s; 

(c) that t he Executive Counci l should cons i s t 
of elec ted members as wel l as offi.cia1 
members as well as official members who 
besides advising t he High Commissioner 
in matters of public i mpor tance would 
also formulate policies. 

Thus under the provisions of t he 1967 constit u t i on , 
the intention of the British Government was qui,te clear: 
an increased representation in the Legislative Counci l , 
full democratic election and an emphasis on Cabinet-style 
government . It was possibl e that the elected members 
could have been overwhelmed by the sweep, the cope and 
the meaning of Auch an intention. On the other hand, they 
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could also probably have felt that the move was in the 
right direction. But the members, most of them being 
ne\.y, and, who having little formal education and 
experience to help them understand and to grasp the rein 
of government , were probably dazzled by the manoeuvres 
of the star bureaucrats. 3 

Nevertheless, justifications for adopting the 
1967 Constitution was made by the Chief Secretary of the 
Solomon Islands when he stated among other things that: 

The (sic) 1967 Constitution allowed 
for a possible majority of elected 
members both in the ' Legislative and 
Executive Councils which could be 
achieved by the reduction in the 
number of appointments o f public 
service members if the principle of 
col lective responsibility in Executive 
Council was accepted . 4 

Thus 1967-70 was indeed an important period for 
elected members to start making their own decisions, and, 
exploring constitutional alternatives. But given the 
content, the personalities, the leadership and decision
making patterns in the 'House', any decision for whatever 
possibility there might be in furthe r constitutional changes , 
could either be predetermined by the o ffic ial side or be 
the genuine suggestions and scrutiny o f t he unoffic ial s ide; 

Since the officia·l members still had the edge in 
deciding the fate of the Solomons, assurances such as 
"discussions were already taking place with e l ected members 
about the next [1970] consti tutional stage ,, 6 could only 
be tokens at the best. The elected members were still 
indeed puppets (if not 'flowe r pots ' ) of the official side 
in the 1967-7 0 LegCo. An example of thi s occured during 
the first sitting o f that Council in July 1967. One of the 
new elected members had thought it quite important that a 
move to develop a national language through the teaching of 
a common local vernacular in primary schools should be 
encouraged. 7 So he rose to hi s feet, mov ed a motion a nd 
made a persuasiv e speech on the topic. But no sooner .e sat 
down than the Director of Educ ation (an official membe r) g'o-t 
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_... . :-:: ·: : : '3 · up· : an(t ·.()pp.9s ·eCi . · 1l;irtt:~.~ e. : :·~ · : ThE;!n . the Chief · Secretary .. . 
followed, and i n a most polite way forced the elecb~d 
member to withdraw his motion 'by quoting a parl iamentary 
Standing Order. Utterly dejected and in a spirit of 
reluctance the elected member bowed t o t he wishes of his 
patrons. In his repl y he could only say :" ••. it [the 
realization of his motion] is something t ha t has to come 
within the people themselves. I t takes a long time . •. 
but it has got to corne one day" .9 The motion was never 
voted on. 

Several constitutional f eatures had also become 
apparent in t he 1967-7 0 House . First, there wa.s a 
total lack of leadership among the elected member s . No 
orie person had emerged as a poss i ble leader. And even 
i f t here were one or ·t wo of the repre sent a t ives who 
had shown t he qualities of leadership, they were not 
able to l ead a cohes ive group s ince each member was an 
"independent" and there was r eally no real cause that 
could help the member s to think and act like a team. 
There were of course " t he 'talker' , the 'moocher ' and 
the 'maverick ,,,lO in every legislative a ssembly, and 
in the Solomon Islands parl i ament there were indeed such 
people, but they were members who could act independen
tly most of the time . The lack of leadership was (and 
still is) a serious handicap on the part of the elected 
members. I I I t had (and sti ll has) numerous repercussions 
on policy-formulation and decision-making. 

On the other end of ·the scale however , the official 
members were a well-knit, wel l -trained, and wel l -discip';" 
l i ned group. They acted and behaved either ·politi.cally or 
administrativel y in accordance with the provisions of 
the "Colonial ' Regulations" and the "General Orders".12 So 
So in a sense the offici a l members were really members of 
a party the bureaucracy - this helped them to act as one 
body. 

The second fea'ture of the 1967-70 House was the 
complete absence among unoffic ial the member of any party 
organization. I 3 This does not mean that elected members 
had not tried to organize political parties. For despi t e 
the inherent obstac les posed by the nature of the Solomon 
Islands society, some of them had infact endevoured t o 
start parties . But they soon found t hat 'primordial 
loyalties' and cleavages caused by individual i nterests 
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(or group interests) coupled with elite competition, 
had made the organization of political parties in the 
Solomons a painful operation to perform. And more 
importantly all parties that had been started, had 
been, to a large extent, divorced from the 'masses'. 
They had been elite parties. Not surprisingly there
fore (and in the absence of a charismatic leader), these 
parties had simply died natural deaths - for lack of 
followers and support. 14 

And last but not least of the features that had 
become noticeably important in the 1967-70 House was 
how to handle the English. language effectively both in 
reading and in speaking it. English has always been 
the language of parliamentary writings and utterances in 
the Solomons. No other language has ever been employed 
to complement it. 

Yet "as in previous Constitutions, ability to 
comprehend English is a qualification for election,,15 
The elected members in the 1967-70 House, however, were 
for t unate in a way; a number of them could read, write 
and speak reasonable English. 

While constitutional possibilities were .opened 
to the elected members, (they could keep the Westminister 
model or seek another system) their preferences in such 
matters could easily be subjected to the whims and tastes 
of the official members. Their choi ce was also affected by 
by the leaderless, partyless and other un i nspiring features 
of the 1967-70 LegCo, although the Chief Secretary in 
1967, Mr. L.N. Davies, paraised the performance of t he 
House when he said: "one can immediately say that the 
standard of debate in this Council ha s ris en dramat ically" ! 6 
The 1967-70 House then provided the foundation for t he 
next constitutional development which was that of 1970-
1973. Even bef ore 1970, a lot of decisions appear to have 
been finalized and arrangements duly mar ked out by the 
official members without the elec ted members knowing them. 
For in 1970, without much trouble and as a result of a move 
by the official members, the Solomons t urned i ts back 
on the Westminister System o f government , and was promis ed 
a new form of government which it was claimed would be more 
suited to loca l conditions and traditions . 
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The 1970-73 Governing Council 

The 1970 Constitution took effect from 10 April 
1970, under the British Solomon Islands Order in Council, 
1970, which had been made by ·the Privy Council on 24 
March. A Committee sys t em of government came into 
being, and, the new parlia.ment was named vGoverning 
Council'. Briefly, the 1970 Constitution brought about 
the following constitutional change s : 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

There was for the first time an elec·ted 
majority in the Hous e , 17 elected 
rneIl\bers on a Council of 26. 

The Legis lative and the Executive Councils 
were abolished . 

Five Committees were instituted!? Each had 
a chairman who was appointed by the High 
Commissioner and each was responsible fOI:' 
given subjects and departments! 8 The . 
Committees were answerable to the Governi ng 
Council. 

The Finance Committee, the only one still 
led by an official member, consisted of all 
the chairmen and was in theor y a coordina
ting body. 

Each elected member was required to be a 
member of one of the Committee s. 

When it met i n private, the Governing 
Council acted as an Executive body which 
considered bills and policies. When it 
met in public it acted as a Legislati ve 
body_ 

The Commit tees were allowed to act as open 
forums for Civil Servants and members of the 
Governing Counci l alike, and expatriate

19 advisers were alloted to each chairman. 
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(h) A large number of internal powers were 
granted to the Chairman and their 
Committees, but the High Commissioner 
still had certain reserve powers such 
as those for defence, external affairs, 
police and internal secruity, and the 
public service~o 

It is probably appropriate to ask at this stage why 
the Solomons instead of continuing on with the westminister 
model had to divert and indulge itself in such a constitu
tional experimentation ~ No straight forward answer is 
available. But we might read between the lines written 
by Tom Russell when he explained the change-over:! 

Russel's comments might be analysed as follows: ·· 

(a) The confrontation 22 between the 14 
elected members and the 15 official 
members ove'r certain issues in the 
1967-70 House, when divisions had 
to be called for, had convinced Russell 
and his colleages that a seed of a "house 
divided in itself" had been sown, and, 
that this would in fact be aggravated by 
the lack of a party organization. 23 Hence 
a change-over to a kind of consensual and 
deliberative form of government was seen 
to be warranted. 

(b) Since the 4 elected members in the 
Executive Council (under the 1967 Consti
tution) did not hold any portfolio and 
hence they could not be ~xpected to 
accept the principle of "collective 
responsibility", it was thought that the 
Governing Council system would give 
elected members the status and responsibi
lity that had been denied them in the 
Executive Council: 4 

(c) Since only 4 pit of the 14 elected members 
"had the opportunity to come to grips with 
a topic at a policy formation", it was 
also thought that the appropriate time had 
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come  to  actually  involve  all  elected
members  in  such  policy  formation,   so
as  not  ''to  rubber  stamp  what  are

¥:::::::¥„?£f5ici::i:r±:dmw::i::::t:X:t
the  Governing` Council  system  provided
the  panacea  for  such  shortcomings.

Whether  one  should  accept  these  reasons  as  justi-
fying  the  adoption  of  the  1970  Constitution  is  a  matter
of  personal  decision.26    However,  to  try  and  justify  such
a  constitutional  step  by  saying  that  the  Governing  Council
system was  more  Melanesian  in  character  and  that  it  had
been  a  'home  grown'   constitution  wa.s  to  twist  facts  a  bit
too  much.    But  quoting  extensively  from  anthropologists'
writingsof  the  1920's  Russell  has  been  at  pains  to  prove
just  how Melanesian  in  character  the  Constitution  was.
He  saw  in  Malinowski's  book   {1926:20)   a   'Melanesian
componentg  of  the  Constitution  hence  he  cit`ed  from  the
book i

In  primitive  cooperation  the  keynote  is
given  by  a  clef inite  system  of  division  of
operations  and  a  rigid  system  of  mutual
obligations  into  which  a  sense  of  duty
and  the  recognition  of  the  need  of  coope-
ration  enters  side  by  side  with  the
realization  of  self  interest,  privileges
and  benefits.

This  citation  was  used  to  suppor-t  Russell's  contention
that  "there  has  always  existed  tin  Melaneisa]   strong

g3::::o:: ::9PS±g:5±:¥  E3:w::get:£e:o¥£=n::a;=dc:£:t±tut±on
was  being  explained  to  the  Solomon's  public,  the  above  .
reasons  and  justifications  for  introducing  the  new  con-
stitution  were  the  ones  most  strongly  stressed®    But  other
little  kBown  propositions  seem  to  suggest  that  the  whole
idea  of  the  Governing  Council  system  had  been  hatched
elsewhere  and  then  had  been  deliberately  bfought  into
the  Solomons.

Don  Woo::o:±8h::S:¥i¥h::hs:;do¥°:h:L¥d:a?2e8. Ran9i  Hiroa  awagd ,
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More s ignificant l y, I have been r e liably 
told-but have no ducument ary evidence-t ha t 
in 1965 a Conference was held in London of 
governors of some of Britain's small territorie s 
the Solomons included. The conference took 
place against a background of growing debate in 
Britain and the united Nations over what to do 
with small territori es which had developed neithe r 
the necessary political infrastructure nor a 
coherent popular demand for constitutional 
advance. The problem, in short, was how to 
hasten self-government and tidy up the remnants 
of empire ••• territories represented were the 
Turks and Caicos islands. St. Helena and 
Seychelles . It is probable ••• that the seeds 
of the 1970 Constitution were laid at the 
conference. 

Woolford made his susp~c~on on the matter a little more 
plausible and concrete when quoting Russell (1970:8) 
in part, he continued: 

- , .,) I:;:' 

Ceylon had a const itution which wa s similar .
in most respects from 1931 to 1947 . St. 
Helena (1966), the Seychelles (1967 ) and 
the Turks and Caicos islands (1969) also 
adopted the system - which is interesting 
indeed , g iven the reported 19 65 London 
conference. So far as I can discover no 
public mention was over made in the Solomons 
of the f act that other countries had the 
constitution . 

Woolford could have been right in -his susp~c~on concer ning 
the birth of the 1970 Constitution. But so could Russell, 
after giving all those equally plausible reasons . 

As was to be expected, the 1970-7 3 House was 
different from t hat of 1967-'7 0, in the background and 
experience of i ts elected members;9 Some of the 
members who had taken part in the preparation of t he 
1970 Constitution during the life of the previous Hous 
returned under t he new constitution, but more were new ~ 

. However, the cons istent l ack of leadership, party 
organ~sation and political cohes iveness still plagued 
their performance but since it had been l eft to thi s 
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group to approve the adoption of the Constitution, many 
of them had been quick to see the weaknesses of the new 
system, but could do very little to reject it:o . 

One of the new elected members, however, recognised 
a flaw in one of the assumptions that had justified the 
introduction of the Governing Council system when he said: 

If we adopt these proposals .•. we will be 
turning the clock backwards. Our cultures, 
traditions and customs are primitive. The 
village discussions were held in the open 
and topics discussed were not topics 
involving this fast-moving wor ld. These k inds 
of customary meetings took time and the 
participants were not in a hurry. They sit, 
chat, chew betelnut and pass the time away as 
much as they can. Their world was the slow 
everyday life-a big contrast to ours of this 
20th century. If we adopt a constitution 
based on these lines, I fear we are going 
backwards instead of forwards. 31 

The colonial government which had formulated the Constitution 
had not been unaware of what might happen to the new system. 
It had apparently prepared itself for the worst. One of 
the chief architects of the Constitution had in fact 
indicated such a preparation. He said: 

Even if the system failed as an effective 
method of government, the training element will 
not be lost. Had the 1970 constitution trod 
the next step in colonial evolution on the 
Westminister pattern, a ministerial system and 
further advance to self government on or thodox 
lines were almost ce~tain. The 1970 Constitu
tion is empirical and can be further modified 
to suit local needs. If, however, it fails, 
it will be possible to rev~rt to the 
Westminister type constitution and the chairmen 
would have had practice in exercising quasi
ministerial power.s. The bet is well hedged. 32 
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The next constitutiona1 step 

It seems that the fate of the 1970 constitution 
had been fixed, that is, that some day it would have to 
be abandoned. Solomon Mamaloni, an eloquent enemy of the 
new system, had been consistent in his attack of it. 
Bes ides, most of the members who, in their new roles as 
chairmen and committee members, and who had also been 
struggling to try and understand and at the same time 
to make the system work, were probably also getting weary 
of the Governing Council system. The colonial civil 
servants, after introducing the system had carefully 
removed themselves to the status of 'advisers', but, with 
good intentions continued to steer the Solomon Islanders 
in the new system to perform the job of directing the 
country according to expectation and plan. But expectations 
are not always realised, and political reality in the 
Solomons had apparently defied the system. 

In 1971, only a year after the introduction of the 
Governing Council, Mamaloni moved a motion in the House 
that: 

A select committee be appointed to consider 
the next steps in the constitutional deve
lopment of the British Solomon Islands and, 
having regard to the economic, social and 
political situation, to submit such 
proposals for the amendment or replacement 
of the British Solomon Islands Order 1970 
as it may consider desirable and appropriate: 3 

The thrust of his speech on the motion was fundamentally to 
abandon the Gov~rning Council system and to revert back to 
the Westminister pattern. At one point he said: 

The public is fooled beca,use it believes 
that we have the majority with power, but 
it's not ••. I think this system [i.e. 
Governing Council) was introduced merely 

' to incite political jargon I am very glad 
it did. 34 



In a more directno~e, however, he added: 

Mr. Chairman I would like a constitution •.• 
based on the Westminister System ••. I would 
like to see a constitution which would 
administer a new system and Ministers given 
portfolios [a] government with only one 
Executive Body or Cabinet •.. [and] I would 
also like to see a speaker conducting the 
meeting. 35 

The motion was accepted unanimously. 
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Since the passage of t hat motion , a select committee 
was set up to make recommendations for the next constitu
tional step. In 1972, after touring the country extensively , 
the committee which consisted of all the elected members 
plus the Chief Secretary and the Attorney-General, published 
its report. The committee's main recommendations indicated 
that there would be a complete going back to the westminister 
pattern. In November, 1973, the committee's report was 
tabled in the Governing Council, but it has not yet been 
considered and approved of the time of writing though there 
is a strong probability that the proposals of the committee 
would be adopted. It appears that very little modification 
would be incorporated in the proposed Westministerial 
pattern that the Solomons is interested in. 36 But the 
adoption of the committee's report would mean putting the 
Solomons very much nearer ,to self-government with a Chief 
Minister (to be elected by the present 24 members from 
amongst themselves) and with a proper Ministerial or Cabinet 
government established!7 

Conclusion: 

Constitutional development in the Solomons has not 
been very different from constitutional development in 
other British colonies. But the - different environments in 
which such developments have taken place, indicate the 
fact that there can be differences in the process of 
evolving a constitution. In the Solomon Islands, the 
policies, formulated and the roles played by the British 
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civil servants and elected members alike, and, the 
consistent lack of leadership, party organisation, and, 
political cohesiveness on the part of the elected members 
so that they could not speak or stand as an united team, 
have produced some rather intriguing phenomeana in the 
constitutional front. But it has been from such phenomena 
that constitutional developments in the Solomon Islands have 
been nurtured. 

1 Kakamora Reporter, No.15, (May,197l) , 8. Beti 
graduated in Education and Political Science from 
~PNG in 1971 

2 Up to 1967, there had been 10 of them; only one of 
of them was elected by direct election. In the 
1967 constitutional 14 members were recommended and 
elected. 

3 Out of the 14 members in the 1967-70 House only 6 
had received education at the Secondary and Tertiary 
level: 1 was a doctor, another was an accountan~ ) 
(Australian); 2 were teachers and 1 was an Englis~ 
priest. All, however, were new members to the House. 

4 Russell T., "The 1970 Constitution for the British 
Solomon Islands" in Marion Ward (ed) , The Politics of 
Melanesia, 1970,227. 

5 To a large degree, the development of such patterns 
had not be noticeable among the elected members; it 
was the official members that had dominated the areas 
of leadership, decision-making and had had personalities 
such as L.M. Davies who was the government leader at -
that time. 

6 Russell, OPe cit., 227 

7 Legislative Council Debates, . (11-21 July, 1967), 163. 

8 Ibid., 165. 

9 Ibid., 167 

10 These terms have been coined by Patterson in categori
zing the types and behaviours of the Wisconsin's 
legislators. But this writer is convinced that these 
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terms do seem to have unive r s a l a pplication. Hence 
their use. See Western Political Quarte rly , xxv 
(May '63) 324 ft. 

11 During one of the debates in 1967 an o f ficial member 
had complained about this situation to the House 
he had said: "nowher e have I found people quite so 
idle, quite so lacking in a,mbi t i on. • . and i n a displ ay 
of powers of leaders h ip", LegCo. Debat es . (1967: 17) 

1 2 These are colonial instrumentalities that may b e 
f ound in e very British colo ny. Their p r ovisions do 
r e gulate the official act i vities of t h e c oloni ze rs 
and the colonized. 

13 J oe Bryan, an Austra lian planter who became a member 
o f t he Governing Council i n 1 973 , h ad s tar ted a party 
i n the 1 960's (People Protection Party) among his 
wo rkers and among the people living in ' the vicinity of 
his coconut plantation; then Mariano Kelesi, an 
elected member, with the help of an Australian Busines s 
man , E.V. Lawson, had also formed the Democrati c Par ty 
in the s ame period. But the results of all these 
attempts have come to naught. On a slightly dif ferent 
perspective, Premdas (19 74 :12-14) has argued in favour 
of party organisation for political "integration and 
Unity, mobilization and political development" etc. 

1 4 While it must not be stressed too far that a charismatic 
leader does help political integration to occur [Claude 
Ake (1967:51 ft.] between the leader s and the l e d and 
even betwee n faction groups in a soc i e ty, it is 
nevertheless an important element . 

15 Russell, OP e cit., 233 . 

16 Legislative Council Debates, OPe c i t., 203. 

17 Besides t he Finance Committee, ther e had a lso been 
t he Committees for communication and works; natur al 
resourceS i education and s ocial wel f a r e; and health 
and internal affairs . Si nce about 19 7 2 however, one 
of the original committees wa s abolished and two 
others had bee n added: Loc al Government, and, trade 
and industry. 

18 Russell op . cit., 232. 
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19 Ibid., 232 - 3 3 

20 Ibid. 

21 Ibid., 255-238. 

22 This was over the approval of the Overseas Service 
agreement (Ratification) Bill, 1968 and the Income Tax 
(Amendment) Bill, 1968, which, as had been claimed 
tended to have highlighted elements of racial disccrimi
nation. See Russell (1970: 228) 

23 Russell, OPe cit., 229. 

24 Ibid. 

25 Ibid. 

26 Of course the foregoing reasons were not the only 
ones given. Others included the well known notions 
such as: democracy and institutions workable in one 
environment can not be hoped to work properly in 
another. Russell (1970:230). 

27 Russell, OPe cit., 236. And as he himself had said in 
q conclusion; "the traditional patterns of authority 

and the traditional democratic practices are being 
synthesised in the system of central government enshrined 
in the 1970 Constitution"., 237. 

28 It is unpublished and entitled "The Solomons Experiment" . 
n.d. 

29 Of the 17 elected members, 8 had been members of the 
previous House, 4 of these had become chairmen under the 
new Constitution. Of the 9 new members, 4 had been 
civil servants, 1 an Australian planter (Bryan), and the 
rest ordinary villagers. 

30 What actually happened was that the elected members h a d 
been elected under the proviaions of the same constitu
tion which they were required later to approve. For 
its adoption Britain had given her permission in March, 
1970; the colonial government put it into effect in 
April; elections for the House were held in May, and , 
the elected members were then required to say yes o r 
no on the Constitution. 



31 Marnaloni S., Tnter'im Proposals, 1969, 43. 

32 Russell, OPe cit., 234. 
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33 Governing Council Debates, (11-23 November, 1971) I 27. 

34 Ibid., 31. 

35 Ibid., 31-32. 

36 Governing ,Council Paper No. 89 . 1972, Appendix A, 1-4. 

37 At the election in 1973, 7 more elected members were 
added to the original 17 . 




