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The purpose of this study is three-fold. The first is to provide the reader with 

a review of the literature concerning the topic of regional political integration. The 

second purpose is to provide an operational definition of regional political integration 

which can be useful in the testing of hypotheses. Regional political integration is 

defined in terms of the regional decision-making process. Various levels of regional 

political integration are defined, operationalized, and identified. The levels from 

lowest to highest are as follows: regional promotion, regional information exchange, 

regional policy coordination, regional monitor, and regional authoritative decision-

making. 

The third purpose of the study is to analyze the factors which are hypothesized 

to be correlated with and responsible for the changing levels of regional political 

integration. The case study of die nations of the Caribbean Community from 1965-

1983 reveals that the following variables do not have a significant correlation with the 

levels of regional political integration: (1) regional trade interdependence, (2) the 

divergence of regional political pluralism, (3) the existence of viable bureaucracies, 

(4) the recent independent status of the nations of the Community, and (5) external 

trade dependence. A significant, positive correlation exists between the level of 

regional political integration and both the level of regional economic integration and 

die commitment of elites to regional norms. A significant, negative correlation exists 



between the level of regional political integration and both the level of ideological 

politics and the divergence of economic development 

A causal analysis of the significant variables reveals that only the commitment 

of elites and the level of ideological politics influence the level of regional political 

integration. A multiple regression model reveals that in the absence of ideological 

politics, die positive impact of the commitment of political elites upon the level of 

regional political integration is much greater than when a high level of ideological 

politics is present 
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CHAPTER I 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is three fold. The first is to provide the reader with 

a review of the literature concerning the topic of regional political integration. The 

review of the literature will focus upon the lack of a satisfactory definition of 

integration and integration theory's lack of attention to external forces. The second 

purpose is to provide a definition and operationalization of regional political 

integration. This is essential if scholars are to study the phenomenon in a scientific 

and comparative manner. The third purpose is to analyze the internal and external 

factors which are responsible for the changing levels of regional political integration. 

The conclusions that I draw from this case study of the nations of the Caribbean Free 

Trade Area and the Caribbean Community and Common Market (CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM) will provide questions and hypotheses for the comparative study of other 

regional integration schemes in the nation-state system. 

Introduction 

The Caribbean region can be viewed as a microcosm of all the problems faced 

by the developing nations of the world today. All of these problems can be discussed 

within the framework of the economic and political development of these nations. Yet 

at the same time, these problems must be recognized to be entangled with the politics 

and economics of the developed nations. Internal problems such as poverty, price 

instability, unemployment, underemployment, malnutrition, inadequate health care, 

lack of economic infrastructure, low production, and political instability are 
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inextricably linked to foreign debt, world commodity markets, reliance upon imported 

technology and capital, former colonial practices, and economic growth in the 

developed nations. 

The developing nations of the world have attempted various strategies to 

overcome these problems. These strategies can be categorized into three types. The 

first strategy (often called dependent capitalism) is to remain linked with the 

developed, capitalist nations and to allow the economic growth of those nations to 

trickle down to the economies of the developing nations. This strategy is often 

undesirable because the growth does not trickle down to those sectors in the 

developing nations that need it the most and it conveys images of neo-colonialism, 

continued dependence, and dominance. The second strategy is that of autarky or self-

reliant economic development This strategy is extremely difficult to maintain 

because of the paucity of national economic resources (especially capital and 

technology), resistance from elite sectors of society, resistance from the developed 

nations, and the level of political coercion required to break the existing links between 

the elite sectors of the nation and the developed nations. A third strategy that has been 

attempted is regional integration. This strategy was imitated from the experience of 

the European Economic Community. Regional integration in the developing world 

has met with varying degrees of success and failure in terms of promoting economic 

development 

An implicit assumption in all of these strategies is that economic 

growth/development and political stability/ development within a nation either 

coincide with one another or have a direct and causal relationship. This assumption 

has not been borne out in the vast majority of the developing nations. This has been 



one of the major criticisms of the application of regional integration strategy within the 

developing world. The regional integration strategy was developed within the 

European environment where political institutions had already been developed and 

legitimized. This is one reason why regional integration schemes in the developing 

world have met with varying degrees of success and failure. All of these strategies, at 

one time or another, have been adopted throughout the recent history of the Caribbean 

region. 

In this study I will investigate the strategy of regional integration as it has been 

applied within the Caribbean region.* The idea of the political union of the British 

West Indies was advanced as far back as the 1660's. Since1942 there have been 

several attempts at some form of regional integration beginning with the Anglo-

American Caribbean Commission. This commission was established largely at the 

insistence of the United States and Great Britain in order to assist the Caribbean 

nations in coping with war-time emergencies and problems. It was enlarged in 1946 

with the entry of France and Holland and became known as the Caribbean 

Commission. The Caribbean Commission sponsored several regularly scheduled 

sessions of the West Indian Conference in which the issues of impending de-

colonization and the growing nationalism within the member nations were discussed. 

*The following nations have traditionally been considered part of the 
Caribbean region: Surinam, Guyana, Trinidad and Tobago, Grenada, St Vincent, 
Barbados, St Lucia, Martinique, Dominica, Guadeloupe, Antigua, St Kitts, Virgin 
Islands, Puerto Rico, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Bahama Islands, Jamaica, Aruba, 
Curacao, Belize, and Cuba. Please note that I use the term regional integration in a 
broad sense at this point in the paper. As it is used here it includes forms of regional 
cooperation. Later in the paper I will differentiate regional integration from regional 
cooperation. The purpose here is simply to give the reader a sense of the tradition of 
regional integration in the Caribbean. 



The Caribbean Organization was created in 1959 at a special session of the 

West Indian Conference at the insistence of Puerto Rico. The Caribbean Commission 

was replaced by a Caribbean Council which was made up of members from the 

Caribbean territories rather than the colonial or metropolitan powers.^ The Caribbean 

Organization was inaugurated in 1961 but survived less than three years. Various 

reasons for its demise have been cited, among them include the awkward position of 

France as a member of the Council, the impatience of Puerto Rico over the lack of 

development progress, and the breakup of the West Indies Federation (Corkran, 

1970, p. xiii). 

Britain established the West Indies Federation in 1958. It consisted of the ten 

English speaking territories of the Caribbean. The West Indies Federation was a 

political union with a federal government and its members elected by the people of the 

member territories. A customs union agreement was drawn up but never 

implemented. The commitment to the federation principle was largely on the part of 

Britain in order to . . reduce cost and complications of administering a large 

number of tiny islands with an ailing economy..." (Mitchell, 1963, p. 45). 

The support of Jamaica and Trinidad was primarily a function of the 

commitment of their leaders Norman Manley and Eric Williams. The Federation 

remained fragmented and collapsed in 1962 for various reasons. A Jamaican 

referendum in 1961 pulled that nation out of the federation and Eric Williams of 

Trinidad insisted that no federation could exist without Jamaican participation. Other 

reasons include a growing sense of nationalism, a powerless federal government, 

^The only exception to this on the Council was France. For an excellent 
discussion of these organizations the reader should see Corkran (1970). 



constant inter-island arguments, and the fact that the federation was created by an 

external force rather than internal forces.^ 

The Caribbean Free Trade Area (CARIFTA) was established with the signing 

of the Treaty of Dickenson Bay by Antigua, Barbados, and Guyana in 1965. Its 

membership was expanded to include Trinidad and Tobago, Dominica, Grenada, St. 

Kitts-Nevis-Anguilla, St Lucia, St Vincent, Jamaica, and Montserrat with the 

signing of the Treaty of St Johns in 1968. Belize joined CARIFTA in 1971. In 1968 

the Eastern Caribbean Common Market (ECCM) was formed with the following 

membership: Dominica, Grenada, St. Lucia, and Montserrat. The ECCM was later 

joined by St. Vincent in 1979, St. Kitts-Nevis in 1980, and Antigua in 1981. In 

1973 the Caribbean Community and Common Market (CARICOM) was formed by 

Guyana, Barbados, Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago with the signing of the Treaty 

of Chaguaramas. By the next year all other members of CARIFTA had joined 

CARICOM. In 1981, the seven eastern Caribbean islands (all members of 

CARICOM) formed the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) which 

restructured the ECCM. CARICOM and OECS as regional integration strategies are 

still functioning today. I will focus my analysis of regional political integration on 

CARIFTA/CARICOM. 

A Definition of Regional Integration 

After one reviews the international relations literature concerning the concept 

of integration, it is readily apparent that scholars can not agree upon a common 

^For excellent discussions of this see Hawkins (1976), Corkran (1970), 
Brewster (1972, pp. 89-90) and The Caribbean Community: A Guide (1973, p. 18). 



definition. There have been major research efforts to specify what constitutes 

integration, to identify the necessary and sufficient conditions for integration, and to 

identify the processes and the end results involved. Other scholars have attempted to 

identify the causes and processes of disintegration and to distinguish integration from 

other concepts such as cooperation and interdependence. Others have focused 

entirely upon the opeiationalization of the concept. These research efforts have 

resulted in a multitude of definitions for the concept of integration. It has been 

defined and operationalized in terms of the process of shifting loyalties from a 

national setting to a larger one (Haas, 1958, p. 16); the process of the political and 

economic unification of nation-states (Willis, 1975, p. ix); the ability to ensure 

peaceful change over time within a community (Deutsch, 1966b, p. 2); the 

establishment and maintenance of community (Nye, 1965. p. 84); the ability of a 

system to maintain itself (Etzioni, 1965, p. 330); and institutionalized procedures for 

coping with interdependence (Haas, 1975, p. 89). Bela Balassa (1961) defined 

integration in terms of specific economic arrangements among nations such as the 

establishment of a free trade area, a customs union, a common market, or an 

economic union. 

Joseph Nye defined integration as "forming parts into a whole" and identified 

three types: political, economic, and social. Political integration consists of 

institutional development, policy coordination, and attitudinal changes among nations. 

Economic integration consists of the development of specific economic arrangements 

among nations (the Balassa categories), trade interdependence, and shared services. 

Social integration consists of the development of mass and elite transactions among 

countries (Nye, 1971a). This trichotomy allows for greater conceptual and 



operational clarity when investigating integration. It is important to note that 

frrmnmin and social integration imply some level of political integration. This is 

significant for scholars who are studying factors which may or may not be 

responsible for changing levels of political integration within a region. 

The concept of region has traditionally been defined in geographic terms. The 

focus may be Europe, Eastern Europe, Central America, South America, the 

Caribbean, or Southeast Asia. Some scholars, such as Bruce Russett, have defined 

region in non-geographic terms. Russett (1967) operationalized region in terms of all 

nations exhibiting similar cultural, social, economic, and political characteristics. In 

this study I will adopt the traditional geographic definition because it allows one to 

study political integration within a region in which the nations may be characterized 

by cultural, social, economic, and political differences. These differences may help 

one to explain the changing levels of political integration within the region. 

Why Study Regional Integration 

A major theoretical reason for the study of regional integration is that it 

presents a unique, on-going experiment for analysing the possible creation of new 

units of political community and authority. Another theoretical reason from a realist 

or neorealist point of view is that it represents a form of state cooperation within an 

anarchic, egotistic international system. The motives for such cooperation are worthy 

of investigation and evaluation in terms of rational decision making based upon cost 

benefit analyzes. The study of regional integration also allows scholars of 

international relations to link the study of international processes with the comparative 



study of foreign and domestic policies by treating it (regional integration) as an 

intervening variable (Haas, 1971, p. 5). 

Ernst Haas (1971, pp. 4-5) has cited several normative reasons for the 

continued study of regional integration. Among these is whether or not regional 

peacekeeping is more effective than United Nation peacekeeping efforts. This is 

important for future studies of conflict resolution. One could investigate the 

circumstances in which regional integration is a facade for the continued hegemony of 

one member or several member nations. Another reason is that it is a common 

method that is being used to achieve economic development among the developing 

nations; in other words, one could investigate whether regional common markets are 

better for economic growth/development and rcdistributive policies than an existing 

division of labor. 

The persistence of continued efforts at regional integration requires the 

attention of scholars of international relations. The recent admission of Spain and 

Greece into the European Community suggests, perhaps, that the integration process 

in Europe has not come to an end. The recent success of the Association of Southeast 

Asian Nations (ASEAN) may indicate the viability of the regional integration strategy 

among the developing nations of the world. Reasons for the lack of success within 

the Central American Common Market (CACM) should be instructive for future 

regional integration strategies among the developing nations. All of these suggest the 

continued importance of the regional integration phenomenon to the study of 

international relations. 



Why Study CARIFTA/CARICOM 

All of the factors suggested by scholars which inhibit the regional integration 

process are or have been present at one time or another among the nations of 

CARIFTA/CARICOM. There is a significant difference in the levels of economic 

development among the member nations. Two voting coalitions within CARICOM 

are present The coalition of the more developed countries (MDC's) consists of 

Jamaica, Guyana, Trinidad and Tobago, and Barbados. The coalition of the least 

developed countries (LDC's) consists of Antigua, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, 

Montseratt, St. Kitts-Nevis, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent. Voting patterns within 

CARICOM clearly reflect the differing economic goals of each coalition (Axline, 

1979). These often conflicting goals present problems for the continued regional 

integration process. 

All of the members of CARICOM are economically dependent upon the 

developed nations, especially the United States and Great Britain. Food must be 

imported. Raw materials and goods must be exported. Technology and capital must 

be imported The tourism sector of the economies of most of these nations is a 

significant source of hard currency. Its success is linked to the continued economic 

growth of the developed nations. Almost all economic activities are dominated by 

multinational corporations from the United States, Great Britain, and Canada. This 

dependence restricts not only each nation's economic policy options but also its 

political options. Often a nation must choose between a regional policy and a policy 

dictated by intranational forces. Dependence upon the developed nations often 

requires the latter choice. 
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There are different political and economic systems present within CARICOM. 

Some of these political systems have suffered from instability and violence. 

Intraregional trade is hampered by a lack of shipping and transportation capabilities 

(maritime and air) among the members. All of these problems tend to work against 

the regional integration process in CARICOM. 

Yet, with all of these factors working against the success of regional 

integration in CARICOM, it still functions today. The member nations of CARICOM 

do have several common characteristics. They share a colonial history of political and 

economic dominance. There is a growing, intellectual class within each of these 

nations which shares the common goals of economic development and independence. 

This class is supportive of the regional integration strategy developed to reach these 

goals and is exerting an influence disproportionate to its size (Wiltshire-Brodber, 

1984, pp. 188-199). Another important factor which works to further the regional 

integration process in CARICOM is the region's history of integration efforts. This 

represents a commitment on behalf of the elites of this region since World War n to 

achieve the benefits (perceived and actual) of regional integration strategies. 

A Brief Look at CARIFTA/CARICOM and the Integration Process 

Clearly, the main reason why underdeveloped countries form 
economic integration groupings with each other is to accelerate their 
economic development... and to increase their degree of economic 

independence vis-a-vis the dominant developed countries/* 

This is a clear statement of the ultimate goals of CARIFTA and CARICOM. 

The idea that regional integration strategies could be used to solve the problems of 
4One should see the Commonwealth Caribbean Regional Secretariat document 

"CARIFTA and the New Caribbean" (1971, p. 17) for a detailed discussion. 
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economic development and dependence was fully developed by William G. Demas in 

his classic book The Economics of Development in Small Countries with Special 

Reference to the Caribbean. His work formed the theoretical basis for future regional 

integration in the Caribbean 5 These ideas were of major significance to the creation 

of CARIFTA. During the 1960's many international institutions, especially the 

various agencies of the United Nations, woe also promoting the regional integration 

strategy as a method to promote economic development within the developing world. 

Their influence was significant in the Caribbean and contributed to the establishment 

of CARIFTA. 

At the first Conference of Heads of Government of Commonwealth Caribbean 

Countries in 1963 regional cooperation was strongly advocated in order to solve the 

economic problems of the region. The leaders looked to Europe, Africa, and Latin 

America for examples of the regional integration approach to economic development 

(Geiser, Alleyne, and Gajraj, 1976, p. 12). It is suggested by the Commonwealth 

Regional Secretariat that the implementation of the original CARIFTA agreement, The 

Treaty of Dickenson Bay signed by Antigua, Barbados, and Guyana in 1965, was 

delayed in hope of securing wider membership (Hinkson, 1969). 

Wider membership was achieved in 1968 with the signing of the Treaty of St. 

Johns. After the intraregional trade barriers within CARIFTA were removed in 1968, 

problems immediately began to develop. Guyana, Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, 

and Barbados (the MDC's) completely dominated intraregional trade. From 1967 to 

^William Demas was the first Secretary General of CARIFTA and is currently 
the President of the Caribbean Development Bank. For a brief discussion of the 
intellectual underpinnings of CARICOM, see Bryan (1984, pp. 73-79). One could 
also see Demas (1965), Brewster and Thomas (1967), and Best (1966). 



12 

1972 the MDC's increased their share of intraregional trade from 93.5 per cent to 

96.1 per cent, while the already small share of intraregional trade by the other 

members (the LDC's) declined from 6.5 per cent to 3.9 per cent The LDC's were 

not receiving a fair share of the benefits of the free trade area (Hawkins, 1976). 

The smaller members began to boycott the meetings of some of the lower level 

regional institutions and finally demanded preferential trade treatment within 

CARIFTA at the 7th Heads of Government Conference in 1972. The MDC's finally 

conceded to the preferential treatment demands of the LDCs for several reasons. 

Britain's entry into the European Economic Community (EEC) placed its associated 

states and colonies who were members of CARIFTA in the position of deciding 

whether to accept membership in the EEC or to negotiate en bloc with the other 

CARIFTA members for the type of relationship to be established (Geiser, Alleyne, 

and Gajraj, 1976, pp. 16-19). Britain's tough stand on Commonwealth sugar was 

also seen as a threat to the economic future of the Caribbean. There was fear among 

the MDC's that CARIFTA would collapse if the demands of the LDC's were not met 

and the election of Michael Manley in Jamaica reversed that nation's position on the 

preferential trade issue (Hawkins, 1976). These factors not only contributed to MDC 

concessions to the LDC's but also made the members of CARIFTA realize that the 

future economic development of the region required greater efforts in regional 

integration. At the 1972 Heads of Government Conference the members of 

CARIFTA agreed in principle to form CARICOM which would embrace the ideas of 

the formation of a common market, greater functional cooperation, and the 

coordination of foreign policies (Geiser, Alleyne, and Gajraj, 1976, p. 17). 
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CARICOM was fonned by the MDC's in August of 1973 with the signing of 

the Treaty of Chaguaramas and replaced CARIFTA. The UDC's had joined by 

August of 1974. The institutional arrangements of CARICOM arc complex and in 

reality it consists of two communities. The OECS has a separate identity, yet all of its 

members are members of CARICOM. The OECS is the principle organ for the 

coordination and cooperation of activities among the LDC's vis-a-vis the MDC s 

within the Community (See Appendix I for a brief sketch of the CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM nations and Appendix II for a discussion of the institutional arrangements 

of CARICOM). 

The supreme authority of both CARICOM and OECS is the Heads of 

Government Conference which meets annually. Major decisions require a unanimous 

vote. The political organs which are most active concerning economic matters are the 

CARICOM Common Market Council of Ministers and the OECS Economic Affairs 

Committee. The CARICOM Common Market Council of Ministers is responsible for 

the financial agreements of CARICOM and the efficient running of the common 

market. There are several committees at the ministerial level which meet regularly to 

discuss sectoral issues such as health, education, labor, finance, agriculture, and 

transportation. Permanent administrative and coordinating services for CARICOM 

are provided by the CARICOM Secretariat The OECS has two Secretariats, one for 

political matters in St. Lucia and the other for economic matters in Antigua. 

There are three major aspects of the integration process in CARICOM. The 

first two concern the trade and monetary agreements which form the primary building 

blocks of CARICOM. The third focuses upon joint foreign policy decision-making 

among the nations of CARICOM. The first aspect is the provision of preferential 
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treatment for the LDC's within the common external tariff. This is necessary because 

in any integration system characterized by the existence of nations with a highly 

diversified output (MDC's) and nations lacking this diversification (LDC's), the 

establishment of a common external tariff will force the LDCs to purchase from the 

MDC's goods that they could otherwise purchase at a lower cost from the rest of the 

world. This situation could result in a deficit in the LDCs trade in manufactures with 

the MDC's of the integration group. This could cause the LDC's to complain about 

the lack of equity in the distribution of the costs and benefits of the integration 

process. One of the principal goals of CARICOM is to promote the balanced 

development of the region through the integration process. Preferential treatment for 

the LDCs within CARICOM consists of the following: (a) the LDCs were given 

more time and fewer requirements to reduce their tariffs with respect to intraregional 

trade; (b) the level of external protection applied by the LDCs was taken into account 

in the formulation of the Common External Tariff (CET) of the Community in order 

not to damage the economies of these nations when they joined the Community; (c) 

special regulations were adopted to protect certain industries within the LDCs; (d) the 

exclusionary clause which permits a member nation to adopt temporary restrictions on 

intraregional imports when it is facing balance of payments difficulties could not be 

applied to the goods of the LDCs; and (e) the LDCs were granted preferential 

funding from the Caribbean Development Bank and special consideration in the 

sectoral programs of CARICOM. 6 

6See the report of the Inter-American Development Bank Economic and Social 
Progress in Latin America: Economic Integration (1984, pp. 66,72-73). 
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The second major aspect of the integration process of CARICOM consists of 

functional cooperation or the development of joint ventures for the promotion of air 

and maritime transportation, agricultural and industrial promotion, as well as the 

creation of the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB). The CDB which was 

established in 1970 provides hard and soft funds to member nations for development 

projects. The shareholders of the bank consist of the members of CARICOM, plus 

Canada, Colombia, Mexico, Venezuela, United Kingdom, Anguilla, the British 

Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, and the Turks and Caicos Islands. One of the major 

problems that was evident in its first few years of operation was that the bureaucracies 

within the LDC's were not capable of processing and handling the huge loans. This 

resulted in long delays in the disbursement of these funds. It was also evident that the 

LDCs lacked the technical expertise to be able to put this capital to good use within 

their nations (Hawkins, 1976). Yet, during the 1970's the LDC's received six times 

more resources per capita from the CDB than the MDC's.̂  Funds have been 

allocated for infrastructure development within the LDC's, as well as for projects 

concerned with the development of agriculture, tourism, transportation, and 

manufacturing. The Caribbean Investment Corporation (CIC) was created in 1973 

for the sole purpose of improving the investment finance of manufacturing and 

agriculture enterprises within the LDCs. The CIC is financed by the member 

nations, the CDB, and private investors. Funds from the CIC to the LDC's have 

been invested in light manufactures including footwear, garments, printing, brewing, 

7For a discussion of this see the report of the Inter-American Development 
Bank Economic and Social Progress in Latin America: Economic Integration (1984, 
p. 73). 
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and bottling .8 The CARICOM Multilateral Clearing Facility (CMCF) was created in 

1977 to facilitate the financing of intraregional trade balances, although the demands 

placed upon it have far exceeded its capacity .9 

The third aspect of the integration process in CARICOM is the attempt to 

coordinate a joint foreign policy. CARICOM was able to promote a common policy 

toward die European Economic Community (EEC) during trade negotiations in 1974 

which resulted in the signing of the Lome Convention. ̂  It presented a common 

front in the negotiations on the Law of the Sea and the successor arrangements to the 

Canada/West Indies Trade Agreement of 1925. 

Immediately following the signing of the Treaty of Chaguaramas, the OPEC 

oil embargo and subsequent rise in oil prices created a world economic crisis which 

resulted in much dissension among the leaders of CARICOM. Eric Williams of 

Trinidad and Tobago complained in April of 1975 that advances in Caribbean 

&For a discussion of the CIC see Chemick (1978, pp. 53-54), as well as 
Hawkins (1976) and the report of the Inter-American Deveopment Bank Economic 
and Social Progress in Latin America: Economic Integration (1984, pp. 47,73). 

^See the report of the Inter-American Development Bank Economic and Social 
Prop-ess in Latin America: Economic Integration (1984, pp. 59-60). The CMCF no 
longer functions although there have been recent discussions among the members of 
CARICOM to initiate a program to make the facility solvent once again. The major 
problem is that Guyana is still in arrears to the facility. 

10it should be noted here that CARICOM was also acting in coordination with 
other African and Pacific nations in negotiating a trade settlement with the EEC. The 
Lome Convention called for economic aid, trade preferences, price stabilization, and 
sugar arrangements between the EEC and the African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) 
nations. The impact of this agreement upon CARICOM was much less beneficial 
than anticipated. For a discussion see Chernick (1978, p. 212). Since the signing of 
the first Lome Convention, subsequent discussions and agreements have taken place. 
It should also be noted that the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) has 
recently been able to conduct an integrated form of foreign policy. 
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integration were being prejudiced by the ways in which many of the LDC's were 

making bilateral economic arrangements on supplicant terms with wealthy Latin 

American nations, especially Venezuela. He became critical of the integration process 

and refused to attend the Heads of Government Conferences after the 1975 meeting. 

CARICOM leaders resorted to public, verbal abuse of one another as the world 

economic crisis began to devastate their national economies. Rivalries among the 

leaders began to appear which threatened the underlying concensus (Payne, 1984, p. 

130). By 1977 Guyana and Jamaica had begun to restrict imports from other 

members of CARICOM in order to alleviate their desparate financial situation. These 

events dramatically exposed the fragility of the free trade agreements of CARICOM 

(Payne, 1984, p. 128) and were a major set back to the regional integration process. 

The degree of dissension within CARICOM was so great that from 1975 until 

November 1982 the Heads of Government Conference, the regional decision-making 

mechanism, did not meet in full session. It should be noted that the lower level 

decision-making mechanisms of CARICOM continued to meet sporadically during 

this time period. Since that time the annual meetings of the Heads of Government 

Conference have resumed largely because the successor to Eric Williams, George 

Chambers, agreed to attend. 

The integration process within CARICOM has experienced many problems 

(declining intraregional trade, general trade imbalances, and severe balance of 

payments difficulties for the region as a whole) during the 1980's largely due to the 

downturn in the world economy. The sugar and banana industries have fallen upon 

hard times due to falling market prices and demand. Several nations, such as 

Antigua, Barbados, Dominica, post- invasion Grenada, Guyana, and Jamaica have 



18 

been forced to initiate austerity programs in order to receive continued assistance from 

the International Monetary Fund (IMF). Jamaica's imposition of a two-tier exchange 

rate and import controls in 1983 resulted in a temporary boycott by the other members 

of CARICOM (Stephens and Stephens, 1986, p. 256). Trinidad and Tobago's recent 

imposition of import licensing measures has received much criticism by the other 

members of CARICOM. The CMCF collapsed in 1983 after exceeding its capability 

to finance intraregional trade imbalances. Efforts to revive the facility have not yet 

been successful. 

The Reagan administration has emphasized bilateral rather than multilateral 

negotiations with these nations. These bilateral negotiations have divided and 

weakened the integration process of CARICOM (Barry, Wood, and Preusch, 1984, 

pp. 156-157). The U.S. invasion of Grenada in 1983 severely strained the 

relationship among the nations of CARICOM. The invasion was at the request of 

OECS, but it is unclear whether the U.S. decision to intervene took place before or 

after the OECS request Both Guyana and Trinidad refused to participate in the 

invasion. Jamaica and Dominica openly discussed the idea of restructuring 

CARICOM to exclude Guyana and Trinidad. 

The election of conservative administrations in Barbados, Belize, Dominica, 

post-invasion Grenada, Jamaica, St. Lucia, and St. Kitts have placed further strains 

upon the regional integration process. These leaders have placed a renewed emphasis 

upon the development strategy of remaining economically linked (and dependent) 

with the developed nations expecting the benefits to trickle down. This strategy of 

dependent capitalism emphasizes production for export to the developed nations and 

the creation of an environment suitable for vast increases in direct foreign investment 
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in other words, regional integration as the legitimate development strategy among 

these nations is being challenged by another strategy. Some Caribbean scholars, such 

as Anthony Biyan, are beginning to express doubts as to the future of the integration 

process in CARICOM. Biyan (1984, p. 94) has made the following statement: 

The salient point that emerges from the.. . Caribbean 
experience is that where all member countries have weak economic 
structures, where all member countries engage in world trade in a 
relatively narrow range of commodities, and further, where all are still 
dependent on technology and investment from the industrialized 
world, true... integration may be more illusion than future reality. 

Payne (1984, pp. 129-131) argues that three major problems face CARICOM 

and that the response of CARICOM to these problems will determine its future as an 

integrative process. The first problem concerns the change in politics within 

CARICOM. There no longer exists a balance of power among the MDC's and 

between the MDC's and the LDC's. Trinidad and Tobago has become the dominant 

economy of the region and has failed to provide the leadership necessary to strengthen 

the the integrative process within CARICOM. It has become highly critical of 

CARICOM. The second problem concerns the break down of the concensus over the 

appropriate strategy to achieve regional economic development. The third problem 

concerns the fact that the genuine rapport among the heads of government at the 

founding of CARICOM has given way to heated rivalries and conflicts among 

leaders. If the regional integration process is to continue and/or increase, leadership 

must rise to the occasion, a new concensus must be developed, and the rapport 

among the leaders of CARICOM must be regained. 



CHAPTER n 

Statement of die Problem 

Ernst Haas concluded in 1975 that theories developed to explain and predict 

regional integration had not accurately predicted events or explained why predicted 

events had in fact come about. He went on to argue that regional integration theory is 

obsolete and that attempts to theorize about regional integration are "no longer 

profitable as a distinct and self conscious intellectual pursuit, since the name of the 

game had changed." Theories of interdependence and systems change are, according 

to Haas, more relevant (Haas, 1975, p. 1). 

Increasingly complex interactions between an integrated region and the 

international environment have made further regional integration impossible. These 

complex interactions, which Haas characterized as a turbulent field, can be described 

as: 

. . . a setting of great social complexity; a large number of 
actors, a variety of objectives which are mutually incompatible, each 
actor is tied to a network of interdependencies with other confused 
actors... [it is] a policy space in which this type of confusion 
dominates discussion and negotiation... [at the] subnational, 
national, regional, interregional, and global arenas... and possibly 
occurring all at the same time (Haas, 1975, p. 86). 

He argued that regional integration in Europe has reached its maximum potential 

because of " . . . matters that transcend the space and jurisdiction of the community's 

institutions; because they are a function of economic interdependence with trading 

partners outside of Europe . . . " (Haas, 1975, p. 9). 

20 
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This turbulent, complex interdependent environment makes it difficult for 

actors to develop "stable expectations of mutual behavior and performance" (Haas, 

1975:179). In other words, the international environment has become so complex 

that the goals of regional actors are constantly changing and becoming difficult to 

define. In this type of environment, it is virtually impossible to adjust to the goals 

and actions of other regional actors who are having the same problems of changing 

and defining their goals. The regional integration process, according to Haas, is 

better studied through theories of interdependence and systems change rather than 

through the traditional theories of regional integration. 1 Integration theories are 

irrelevant because they are not designed to address the most pressing and important 

problems on the global agenda of policy and research (Haas, 1975, p. 17). 

There are several problems with the arguments presented by Haas. The first 

concerns his definition of integration. The second concerns what he feels is the 

puipose of integration and its "irrelevance". The third concerns his insistence upon 

treating interdependence and systems change as the major dependent variables in 

international relations. 

He defines interdependence as a condition in which governments are so 

sensitive and vulnerable to what their partners may or may not do that unilateral action 

iThe best introduction and explanation of the theory of interdependence is 
found in Keohane and Nye (1977). Theories of systems change are discussed in 
Holsti, Siverson, and George (1980); Gilpin (1981); and Keohane (1984). Regional 
integration theory has its roots in world or regional federalism, functionalism, and 
communications theories. Theories of world or regional federalism are discusssed in 
Friedrich (1968). For a discussion of functionalism one should see authors such as 
David Mittrany, Ernst Haas, Phillilppe Schmitter, Joseph Nye, Leon Lindberg, or 
Stuart Scheingold. For a discussion of communications theory one should see 
Deutsch (1966a) or Deutsch, Burrell, et al (1957). 
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becomes unwise and dangerous to their survival (Haas, 1975, p. 89). According to 

Haas, then, integration refers to the institutionalized procedures devised by 

governments for coping with the condition of interdependence, which may take the 

form of increasing, decreasing, or maintaining interdependence. By this definition 

one may assume that international cooperation and international regimes are the same 

as integration. Certainly one of the goals of international cooperation is to develop 

methods in which nations can better control the problems created by interdependence. 

International regimes, such as the Bretton Woods system, were developed in 

recognition of the need to manage the problems created by interdependence in the 

international monetary system Yet, does international cooperation and the 

development of international regimes constitute integration? The definition of 

integration offered by Haas is much too broad for scholarly analysis. Perhaps this is 

the major reason Haas feels that regional integration theory is no longer a productive 

area of intellectual pursuit As mentioned in the first chapter, the literature in this area 

has produced a multitude of definitions and operationalizations. But, as Rosina 

Wiltshire-Brodber (1983, p. 188) argues: 

The concept of regional integration does in fact desparately 
require clarification, but that does not mean that it should no longer be 
considered a valid and important area of pursuit 

Haas states that the purpose of integration is to enable nations to cope with the 

condition of increasing interdependence. This assumes that the international nation-

state system is becoming more interdependent This assumption is debated among 

intranational relations scholars and is not accepted by many realists, such as Kenneth 

Waltz, Robert Gilpin, Michael Sullivan, Richard Rosecrance, Alan Alexandroff, 
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Wallace Koehler, John Kroll, Shlomit Lacquer, and John Stocker?• Regional 

integration schemes also may have other purposes, such as regional economic growth 

and development, regional peace, or increased bargaining and negotiating power 

versus the super powers, the developed nations, the developing nations, or other 

regional or international organizations. These purposes or goals represent relevant 

and important areas of study for international relations scholars. Regional integration 

is (me method which is being applied to pursue these goals, especially among the 

developing nations of the world. 

Haas (1975, p. 1) argues that interdependence and systems change should be 

the major dependent variables in the study of international relations since these 

concepts represent the new "name of the game". But Rosina Wiltshire-Brodber 

(1983, p. 188) argues that: 

. . . surely the concepts of interdependence and systems 
change cannot be substitutes for the concept of regional integration. 

Haas also states t h a t . .the growth of interdependence is incompatible with the 

orderly march of regional integration . . . " (Haas, 1975, p. 89). This implies that 

integration and interdependence are not substitutes for one another but that inter-

dependence is an independent variable which is causally related to the process of 

regional integration. This relationship has not been investigated fully within the 

parameters of regional integration theory. 

Therefore, I feel that regional integration theory is still a valid area of scholarly 

research. The major problem facing scholars who are investigating the process of 

2For these arguments one should see the following: Waltz (1979); Waltz 
(1982); Gilpin (1981); Sullivan (1982); or Rosecrance, Alexandroff, Koehler, Kroll, 
Lacquer, and Stocker (1982). 
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regional integration is to develop a common definition which will enable the com-

parative study of the phenomena. The definition must meet the following criteria: (1) 

it must be as precise and parsimonious as possible, (2) it must have referents which 

can be identified empirically, (3) it must be useful in the formulation of hypotheses, 

and (4) it must not be confused with the explanation (Hayward, 1971, p. 323). The 

second problem is to adapt regional integration theory to include the analysis of 

external factors, such as interdependence, as well as the internal factors which have 

traditionally received the most attention. The review of the literature will emphasize 

the shortcomings of regional integration theory. 

Review of the Literature Concerning Regional Integration 

The concepts originally articulated within the topic of regional integration 

theory have their foundations in studies of federalism, fimctionalism/ neo-

functionalism, communications theory, and the economics of customs unions. 

Theorists in each of these areas of study have had difficulty deciding whether 

integration refers to a process or to a particular end result of that process. Federalism 

as a theory of regional integration is both descriptive and prescriptive. Federalist 

theorists assert that the best method to achieve political community among several 

nation-states within a particular geographic region is through the development of 

formal federal constitutional measures.3 Proponents expect that the establishment of 

common institutions will encourage a sense of community among previously separate 

nation-states. The federalists imply the adaptation of successful institutions at the 

national level to the regional level (Iieber, 1972, p. 40). There is an emphasis placed 

3One should see Friedrich (1968), in particular chapters 1 and 2. 
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upon written constitutions, forms of representation, and arrangements of power 

distribution among the levels of constituent governments. Federalism has been 

criticized for its lack of attention to economic and social factors and its assumption of 

inherent unity based upon historical experience (Haas, 1966, pp. 94-95). The 

federalists assume that the development of centralized military and police forces, and a 

common legal system are necessary for the establishment of successful regional 

federal political systems. Studies of several successful federations suggest that these 

developments were of minor importance (Deutsch, Burrell, et al., 1957, pp. 25-26). 

Experiments in federalism among the developing nation-states have not been notably 

successful.^ 

Two separate approaches to federalism, the activist group and the theorist 

group, have been identified (Haas, 1970, pp. 624-625). The activist group, scholars 

such as Denis de Rougemont, Hans Nord, and Henri Brugmans, suggests a popular 

need to create a federation in Western Europe and Africa based upon the creation of 

constitutions and formal institutions. The theorist group, best represented by Carl 

Friedrich, is more concerned with observing patterns of federal integration. 

Institutional and constitutional issues are important, but federalism is viewed as a 

dynamic process of building relationships among the various entities involved. Thus, 

integration defined by the activist group is an outcome or end result (a federal 

system), whereas the theorist group defines integration in terms of the process leading 

to the establishment of a federal system. The emphasis that is placed upon the 

4For examples and suggested explanations as to why these federations among 
the developing nation-states are apt to fail one should see Rothchild (1968, pp. 7-10). 
One should also see the various studies of the West Indies Federation, such as 
Mordecai (1968). 
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process of building a community among several nation-states within a contiguous 

geographic region resembles the major emphasis of the functionalist/neofunctionalist 

theorists. 

The functionalist/neofunctionalist thesis can be traced to the work of David 

Mitrany.^ Mitrany was concerned with the development of a new kind of 

international system which would solve the recurrent problem of the system s 

breakdown into world war. Mitrany argued that the federalist approach could never 

overcome the forces of ideology and nationalism. He supported a functionalist 

solution to the problem of world peace. In other words, world peace could best be 

promoted by the arrangement of international activities around the functional needs of 

nation-states such as trade, transportation, health and welfare services, and scientific, 

educational, and cultural activities. These activities would be managed by non-

governmental organizations which would eventually create an international network 

with a common interest in the maintenance of these activities and continued world 

peace. Mitrany argued that as more and more of these functional activities became 

managed by non-governmental organizations, the foundations for a broader political 

agreement among the nation-states of the world would begin to be established. It 

should be noted that Mitrany stressed functional organizations which were universal 

rather than regional in scope (Green, 1969, pp. 50-69). 

The approach of Ernst Haas and his followers is referred to as neo-

functionalism. The neofunctionalists modified Mitrany's original thesis in order to 

explain the regional integration process among the Western European nation-states. 

5The classic functionalist statement is found in Mitrany (1943). 
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Integration within the European Economic Community was explained as the result of 

a progression of incremental economic decisions beginning with the establishment of 

the coal and steel community, then "spilling over" to other economic sectors, then to 

mutual monetary policies, and eventually to the development of a common interest in 

the regulation of the business cycle. Each of these economic activities came under the 

purview of the community and its supranational institutions. Haas argued that 

organized interest groups would orient themselves and their lobbying activities to 

these new institutions (Haas, 1968, p. xxxiii). He asserted that a larger political 

community can be developed if loyalties and behavior patterns of elite groups can be 

transferred from the nation-state to a new set of central institutions (Haas, 1958, p. 

16). Eventually this spillover process would reach the political sectors due to the 

shifting loyalties and lobbying efforts among the elite economic groups and would 

lead to political unity among the nation-states of Europe. In other words, integration 

is viewed as an incremental, progressive decision-making process beginning in the 

depoliticized or functional arena (economic and social sectors), and eventually spilling 

over into the political arena as loyalties among political elites, technocrats, and the 

masses are transferred from the nation-state to the regional supranational political 

institutions. 

As scholars studied the regional integration process, many of the 

neofunctionalists were forced to reexamine their initial thesis in recognition of 

developments within the European Community and regional integration attempts 

among the developing nation-states. The neofunctionalist thesis was developed 

within a European environment with nation-states having achieved similar levels of 

political, economic, and social development Haas cautioned against applying the 
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model outside its European context because of substantial differences in economic and 

social structures (Haas, 1967, p. 316). Haas argued that factors which were 

conducive to regional integration, such as a pluralist political, economic, and social 

structure, economic development, and a low degree of ideological politics, were not 

common to the developing regions of the world (Haas, 1966, pp. 104-105). Haas 

and Schmitter argued that the divergence of political, economic, and social structures 

within a region would cause disintegration rather than integration (Haas and 

Schmitter, 1964). 

A major contribution of the neofunctionalists to integration theory is the 

inclusion of relevant political factors, such as the catalytic role of political and 

economic elites in the integration process. President de Gaulle's veto of Britain's 

entry into the European Common Market in 1963 and 1967 and his insistence upon 

the preservation of the national veto to prevent any move towards majority voting 

within the Common Market in 1965 indicated to the neofunctionalists that the 

assumption of economic integration automatically leading to political integration was 

erroneous. The forces of nationalism and high politics could overcome the 

incrementalist, neofunctionalist forces of integration. In fact, Haas recognized that 

integration and disintegration could exist as rival processes (Lieber, 1972, p. 46). In 

other words, although the original neofunctionalist thesis emphasized elite loyalty 

transfer as a major component of the integration process, it underestimated the degree 

to which decisions by political elites could decisively and dramatically alter the 

direction of the intergration process. 

Another criticism of the neofunctionalist thesis is that it ignores external (those 

outside the region) factors and their impact upon the regional integration process. 
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Haas (1975) discussed the impact of environmental complexity or turbulence upon the 

integration process. Other scholars, concentrating upon regional integration among 

the developing nation-states, have emphasized the impact of external trade patterns 

and dependence, technological and debt dependence, and hegemonic interference 

(Fishlow, 1982; Schmitter, 1972; Miller, 1968; and Shaw, 1981). This criticism is 

extremely relevant to the study of regional integration among the developing nation-

states because of the relative openness of their political and economic systems to 

manipulative, external forces. 

Communications theory is traditionally associated with the scholarly work of 

Karl Deutsch. Deutsch and his associates define integration in terms of a security 

community. A security community is a group of nations that no longer anticipate the 

possibility of war among themselves and expect only peaceful changes in their 

relations with one another (Deutsch, Burrell, et al, 1957, p. 5). Deutsch makes a 

distinction between an amalgamated security community and a pluralistic security 

community. An amalgamated security community exists when formerly independent 

entities (nations or subnational states) merge into a larger unit under one government 

such as the United States or the United Kingdom A pluralistic security community 

exists when each nation remains independent such as the relationship between the 

United States and Canada or the relationship among the western European nations 

following World War n (Lieber, 1972, p. 51). Thus, Deutsch defines integration as 

an end result. 

Borrowing from cybernetics, communications theorists focus upon the 

volume of transactions (mail flows, telephone traffic, tourist exchanges, trade figures, 

and student exchanges) among the nations within these security communities as 
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indicators of community cohesivesness (Deutsch, 1966a, p. 80). The implicit 

hypothesis is that as transaction volumes increase among nations of the security 

community, the cohesiveness of the integrated community will increase. Deutsch also 

cites reasons for the disintegration of security communities such as increased burdens 

placed upon the independent nations of a pluralistic community (excessive military 

commitments, an increase in political participation by formerly passive groups or 

regions, and an increase in ethnic or linguistic differences) and forces which may 

reduce the capabilities of each nation to meet demands being placed upon it (economic 

decline or stagnation, and delays in expected reforms or benefits due to internal or 

external forces). 

The economics of customs unions is also a central element to regional 

integration theory. Jacob Viner (1950) and Bela Balassa (1961) have produced the 

major economic theories concerning the advantages of the establishment of some form 

of economic integration among nations. Balassa defined integration in terms of 

specific economic arrangements among nations. The most limited form of integration 

is the establishment of a free trade area among nations. A free trade area exists when 

nations agree to abolish tariffs and nontariff barriers to trade among themselves, while 

each nation retains its own restrictions against products from outside the region. The 

next level of integration is the customs union in which a common tariff applied to 

nonmembers is established in addition to the free trade area. The next level of 

integration is the common market in which the factors of production are free to move 

among die member nations in addition to the customs union and the free trade area. 

The highest level of integration is economic union in which fiscal and monetary 



31 

policies are harmonized among the members in addition to the common market, 

customs union, and free trade area (Balassa, 1961; Zuvekas, 1979, p. 367). 

The activist group of federalists, the communications theorists, and the 

customs union theorists tend to define regional integration in terms of an end result or 

particular outcome, whereas die theorist group of federalists and the functionalists/ 

neofunctionalists tend to define regional integration in terms of an on-going process. 

This has made it difficult for scholars to agree upon a common definition of regional 

integration. According to Joseph Nye (1971a, p. 27), integration refers to "forming 

parts into a whole". This broad idea or concept is a common theme implied by all 

scholars (even those who place primary emphasis on integration as an end result or 

particular outcome) investigating the integration phenomenon. Regional integration 

would then refer to "forming parts into a whole" within a particular geographic/ 

regional area. Nye's definition envisions a process of "uniting" smaller units into a 

larger unit without stating specifically what that larger unit may or may not be. It 

places primary emphasis upon regional integation as a process. This allows scholars 

to assume that there will exist at different times a greater or lesser amount of 

integration within the region. If one could adequately measure the level of regional 

integration over different time periods, this would be significant for scholars 

researching the impact of various regional and extra-regional forces on the integration 

process. One of the major goals of this study is to develop a working definition of 

regional political integration which will allow scholars to measure the level of political 

integration within a region at a particular moment in time. 

The federalists and functionalists/neofimctionalists focus upon the political 

components of regional integration, whereas communications theorists focus upon the 
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social components and customs union theorists focus upon the economic com-

ponents. As indicated in the first chapter, Joseph Nye makes a distinction between 

political, economic, and social integration. Political integration consists of 

institutional development, policy coordination, and attitudinal changes among nations. 

Economic integration consists of die development of specific economic arrangements 

among nations, trade interdependence, and shared services. Social integration 

consists of the development of mass and elite transactions among nations (Nye, 

1971a). This distinction implies that political integration is partially a function of 

economic and social integration. One might assume that as economic and social 

integration among regional nations increase, the level of political integration among 

these nations would also increase. This assertion allows scholars to test various 

hypotheses concerning the relationship between regional political integration and 

various internal (within the region) economic and social factors. 

Scholars have identified several factors which influence the regional political 

integration process. Most have focused upon factors internal to the region, such as 

the divergence of political, economic, and social structures (Haas and Schmitter, 

1964; Nye, 1971b); the divergence of levels of economic development (Puyana de 

Palacios, 1984; Perez, 1984; Nye, 1971b); the degree of commitment by political 

leaders to the goals of regional integration (Perez, 1984; Nye, 1971b); trade 

interdependence; the level of economic integration; and the level of social (functional) 

integration (Deutsch, Burrell, et al, 1957; Wiltshire-Brodber, 1984). A valid criticism 

of the federalist, functionalist/neofunctionalist, communications, and customs union 

approaches to the study of regional integration is the lack of attention to the impact of 

external regional factors on the integration process. A few scholars have focused 
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upon the impact of die relative openness of these nations to external economic 

influences, such as trade, technological, and debt dependence (Fishlow, 1982; 

Schmitter, 1972), and hegemonic interference (Miller, 1968; Shaw, 1981). What is 

needed is a study of regional political integration which will focus upon the impact of 

both internal and external forces over time. This will allow one to evaluate the relative 

importance of these internal and external forces which may (or may not) influence the 

regional political integration process in a positive or negative direction. This is 

another of the major goals of this study. 

Review of the Literature with Respect to the 
CARlb l A/CARICOM Experience 

The literature concerning integration among the Caribbean nations and 

CARlb I A/CARICOM in particular tends to focus upon three major, interrelated 

areas. The first major area of discussion concerns the regional integration strategy as 

an appropriate method of achieving economic development within the region. The 

second area of discussion emphasizes the influence of extraregional forces and their 

impact upon regional integration. The various forms of dependence are emphasized 

such as trade, technology, debt, capital, the dominance of multinational corporations 

from the United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada, as well as hegemonic 

interference. The third area of discussion emphasizes the predominate role of political 

elites and the growing intelligentsia in the CARIFTA/CARICOM integration process. 

The most influential advocate of the regional integration strategy for the 

development of the nations of the Caribbean is William Demas. Demas (1965, pp. 3, 

39,85) argued that the integration strategy would allow the small nations of the 

Caribbean to take advantage of economies of scale and external economies. He 
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argued that underdevelopment and self-sustained growth cannot be considered in 

isolation from the size of a particular nation; therefore, the development alternatives 

for the small nations of the Caribbean are much more limited than for larger nations. 

Regional integration would negate the problems presented by the small size of the 

Caribbean nations. 

The concept of regional economic integration as an alternative strategy for 

development came to the forefront of the scholarly literature in the late 1960's. It was 

viewed by many intellectuals as a form of collective, self-reliant development (Payne 

and Sutton, 1984, p. 127). An influential group of economists from the University 

of the West Indies known as the New World Group began to publish articles 

concerning the operational and theoretical aspects of regional integration in the 

Commonwealth Caribbean.^ Some of these scholars rejected the classical customs 

union/free trade approach in favor of the integration of specific sectors and industries 

(Brewster, 1972; Brewster and Thomas, 1967). It was argued that the integration of 

specific productive sectors was politically more realistic because it does not 

compromise sovereignty as much as the traditional customs union/free trade approach 

(Brewster, 1972, p. 93). The on-going intellectual debate over regional integration 

contributed greatly to the establishment of CARIFTA. During this time, period there 

was also a growing sentiment among the business sectors for freer trade among all the 

Commonwealth Caribbean. As early as 1965 the Commonwealth Caribbean 

6Some of the members of this group include George Beckford, Loyd Best, 
H. Brewster, William Demas, Norman Girvan, Owen Jefferson, Kai Levitt, Alister 
Mclntyre, and dive Thomas. All were influential in the development of 
CARIFTA/CARICOM and several have played major roles in the institutionalization 
and administration of CARIFTA/CARICOM over the past two decades. 
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Chambers of Commerce were supporting the idea of the creation of a free trade area 

(Geiser, Alleyne, Gajraj, 1976, pp. 12-13). By the time CARICOM was established 

in 1973, a genuine consensus existed among the leaders of the nations over the 

appropriateness of the regional integration strategy for promoting development. By 

the late 1970's and throughout the 1980's, the consensus was strained largely due to 

the divisive impact of international economic and political forces, heated rivalries 

among the leaders of the member nations, and the election of several conservative 

leaders more receptive to the development strategy of remaining linked or dependent 

upon the developed nations. 

Hie second area of discussion emphasizes the impact of extraregional forces 

on the development of CARIFTA/CARICOM. The New World Group of 

intellectuals from the University of the West Indies began to stress the existence of the 

region's dependence upon the rest of the world and the impact of that dependence 

upon future development prospects in the early 1960's. The group criticized the free 

enterprise development policy of the nations of the Commonwealth Caribbean which 

kept them linked and dependent upon the developed nations. Studies of monetary 

arrangements (Thomas, 1965), trade policy (Mclntyre, 1971), industrialization (Best 

and Levitt, 1969), agriculture (Beckfoid, 1972), and mineral excavation (Girvan, 

1967) focused upon the debilitating impact that continued dependence upon the 

developed nations would have on the future development of the Commonwealth 

Caribbean. This literature coincided with the idea that the regional integration 

development strategy was a form of collective, self-reliant development which would 

enable the developing nations to break the dependent linkages with the developed 

nations. Critiques of the failure of the free trade policies of CARIFTA to promote 
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development and to reduce dependence (Brewster, 1972), the dissatisfaction of the 

LDC's with the gap between expected and received benefits, and the desire for greater 

leverage (less dependence) when interacting with the developed nations, especially 

Britain and the EEC, led to the deepening of the regional integration movement with 

the establishment of CARICOM. Dependence, whether it focuses upon trade, debt, 

technology, capital, or multinational corporations, is still a major topic today (Payne 

and Sutton, 1984) and much of the literature emphasizes the negative impact of 

dependence upon the ability of the integration process to meet the goal of regional 

economic development (Axline, 1984, pp. 152-173; Payne, 1984, pp. 131-154; 

Fishlow, 1984, pp. 64-91; Mclntyre, 1984, pp. 14-26; Lewis, 1984, pp. 54-70; and 

Bany, Wood, and Preusch, 1984). 

The third area of discussion emphasizes the predominant role of elites in the 

process of regional integration in the Caribbean. Two groups of elites appear in most 

of the literature. The first group concerns the political elites of the Caribbean nations. 

Wiltshire (1974) argues that the success or failure of regional integration in the 

Caribbean is heavily determined by the leaders in power. The concensus or lack of 

concensus among these individuals is perhaps the primary factor determing the level 

of regional political integration that is present at one time or another (Payne and 

Sutton, 1984, p. 130). Joseph Nye (1971b, pp. 195-200,203-205) argues that the 

recognition of the importance of this factor is necessary if regional integration theory 

is to be applied successfully outside the European context The second group of elites 

which is discussed most often in the literature is the growing Caribbean intelligentsia. 

In the 1960's this group was represented by a small group of scholars from the 

University of the West Indies known as the New World Group (Payne and Sutton, 
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1984, pp. 1-8). These scholars were a major force in the establishment of 

CARIFTA/CARICOM and continue to play a major role in the integration process. It 

is argued that the University df the West Indies has played a major role in the 

integrative process within the Caribbean because it has established a transnational link 

among its graduates and trained professionals (Wiltshire-Brodber, 1984, p. 191). 

A Working Definition of Regional Political Integration 

A working definition of regional political integration must meet the following 

criteria: 0) it must focus upon the uniquely political aspect of integration, rather than 

die economic or social aspects, (2) it must enable a researcher to identify regional 

political integration, in other words one must be able to distinguish it from regional 

cooperation, interdependence, alliances, and/or international regimes, (3) it must 

contain referents which enable scholars to measure levels of regional political 

integration, and (4) it must enable researchers to generate hypotheses. Regional 

integration refers to "forming parts into a whole" or the linkage of nation-states into a 

larger unit within an identifiable geographic region (Nye, 1971). Regional political, 

economic, and social integration are distinct aspects of the general process of regional 

integration 

What does one mean by the uniquely political aspect of regional integration? 

Politics can be defined as "who gets what, when, and how" (Lasswell, 1958) or that 

system of interactions through which binding or authoritative allocations are marie and 

implemented (Easton, 1965). In other words, politics refers to the decision-making 

process which allocates scarce resources among the members of various types of 



38 

communities. Focusing upon politics or the decision-making process, Lindberg 

(1971, pp. 45-46) defines international political integration as: 

. . . a group of nations coming to regularly make and 
implement binding public decisions by means of collective institutions 
. . . rather than by formally autonomous national means... political 
integration can be said to occur when the linkage [among nations] 
consists of joint participation in regularized, ongoing decision-making. 

Regional political integration refers to the development of a collective, 

allocative decision-making system among nations within an identifiable, geographic 

region. The primary focus is placed upon the collective decision-making process of 

the region; whereas, the primary focus of regional economic integration is placed 

upon the concentrations of economic exchange or the circulation of the factors of 

production among the nations and the primary focus of regional social integration is 

placed upon the mutual contacts among the populations of the nations. Regional 

political integration implies: 

. . . that a number of governments begin to create and to use 
common resources to be committed in the pursuit of certain common 
objectives and that they do so by foregoing some of the factual 
attributes of sovereignty and decision-making autonomy, in contrast to 
more classical modes of cooperation such as alliances or international 
organization (Lindberg, 1971, p. 46). 

How does a researcher identify regional political integration? The nations 

must be located within an identifiable, geographic region such as Central America, 

Southeast Asia, Western Europe, South America, or the Caribbean. The nations 

within the region must constitute a security community (Deutsch, Burrell, et al, 1957, 

p. 5) because the uniqueness of the study of regional integration is that it is limited to 

voluntary or non-coercive efforts to achieve political unification. The decision-

making mechanism(s) created among the nations of the region must be recognized 
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through practice and tradition or institutionalized by the establishment of a legal 

mechanism such as a treaty and by the recurrent exercise of authority by the decision-

making mechanism(s). The treaty or practice and tradition must specify the authority 

and jurisdiction of the decision-making mechanism(s), the allocation of power within 

the decision-making mechanism(s), and the collective, intraregional goals of the 

decision-making process, as well as procedures for inputs into the decision-making 

process. The decision-making mechanism(s) created by treaty or recognized through 

tradition and practice must be a regularized, ongoing process and must do what was 

normally done by independent, sovereign nation-states. These characteristics are 

essential if one is to differentiate regional political integration from concepts such as 

cooperation, alliances, interdependence, and regimes. 

Cooperation among nations does not need to be institutionalized through 

treaties or recognized through tradition and practice, does not need to be recurrent, 

and does not need to create an authoritative decision making mechanism which does 

"what was normally done by independent, sovereign nation-states". A regional 

alliance involves institutionalized cooperation only in reaction to some mutually 

perceived enemy external to the region. Thus, its raison d'etre is external; whereas, 

the raison d'etre of regional political integration is internal to the region. Alliances, by 

definition, are only concerned with matters of war, security, or military affairs 

(Russett and Starr, 1981, p. 92). Interdependence in world or regional politics refers 

to "situations characterized by reciprocal effects among countries or among actors in 

different countries" (Keohane and Nye, 1977, p. 8). Regional political integration 

necessarily implies the existence of interdependence among the member nations, but a 

situation of interdependence among nations is not sufficient for the existence of 
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regional political integration. Interdependence among nations is not always 

cooperative in nature; it may be conflictual or manipulative when characterized by 

extreme assymetry. 

The concept of regime refers to "principles, norms, rules, and decision-

making procedures around which actor expectations converge in a given issue area" 

(Krasner, 1982, p. 185) or to "patterns of regularized, cooperative behavior in world 

politics" (Keohane, 1980, p. 183). Regimes embody implicit and/or explicit norms 

which guide the behavior of the particular actors involved. Patterns of international 

and regional cooperation which have evolved around specific issues are studied by 

scholars. Regimes are identified by specific issue areas. Examples include the 

international monetary regime, the nondiscriminatory reciprocal trade regime of the 

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), the international human rights 

regime, the European and Inter-American human rights regimes, and the international 

regimes on worker's rights, women's rights, and torture. 

Once a researcher is able to identify regional political integration, his next task 

is to be able to measure the level or degree of political integration that is present. This 

is one of the major shortfalls of regional integration theory and one of the major goals 

of this study. It is in this area that the recent literature concerning international 

regimes can be helpful and instructive. Scholars studying international regimes have 

been able to classify, rank, and identify the various levels of international political 

decision making that exist? This literature, its relationship to regional political 

integration, and its utility is discussed fully in chapter three. 

7One should refer to the Spring, 1982 special issue of International 
Organization which addresses the topic of international regimes for an excellent 
review of the literature. 
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The review of the literature indicates many possible hypotheses which 

suggest explanations for the existence of increasing or decreasing levels of regional 

political integration at different time periods. Once scholars are able to measure the 

levels of regional political integration present at different time periods, then the testing 

of these hypotheses becomes a matter of scientific research and endeavor. This is the 

major goal of this study concerning regional political integration within the Caribbean. 

Hypotheses 

Regional political integration is viewed as a function of (1) internal variables, 

such as the commitment of political leadership and elites to the regional goals of the 

integration process, the divergence of economic development within the region, the 

level of regional trade interdependence, the level of regional economic integration, and 

the relative congruence of political structures within the region and (2) external 

variables, such as the degree of external trade and debt dependence. With this in 

mind, one can make the following hypotheses (it is assumed that all other variables 

are held constant in each hypothesis): 

1. The level of regional political integration is negatively 
related to the divergence of economic development within the region. 

2. The level of regional political integration is negatively 
related to the degree of external dependence. 

3. The level of regional political integration is positively related 
to the level of regional economic integration. 

4. The level of regional political integration is positively 
related to the level of regional trade interdependence. 

5. The level of regional political integration is positively related 
to the relative congruence of political structures within the region. 
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6. The level of regional political integration is positively related 
to the level of commitment by the political leadership and elites to the 
regional goals of the integration process. 

Research Design 

This study is a multivariate analy sis of regional political integration within 

CARIFTA/CARICOM from 1965 to 1983. In the next chapter I define and 

operationalize die dependent variable regional political integration within CAR1FTA/ 

CARICOM. This operationalization will allow scholars to measure and evaluate the 

changing, ordinal levels of regional political integration on an annual basis. In 

chapters four through nine I define and operationalize each of the independent 

variables in the study. I analyse the hypothesized relationship between the dependent 

variable and the independent variables using non-parametric statistical techniques. In 

chapter ten I analyse the significant independent variables as causal factors in 

explaining regional political integration. In chapter eleven I reanalyze the data using 

more powerful parametric statistical techniques. I summarize the results of the study, 

indicate its weaknesses, offer suggested hypotheses for future evaluation, and explain 

the contribution of the study to the theory of regional integration and international 

relations in general in chapter twelve. 
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Definition of the Dependent Variable Regional Political Integration 

Definitions of regional political integration tend to either specify an end result 

such as a particular type of regional political unit or to focus upon a process which 

leads to some unspecified regional political end result A particular type of regional 

political result may be a regional federation as suggested by the activist federalists or a 

type of security community as suggested by the communications theorists. A 

problem in defining regional political integration in this way is its observance and 

measurement A regional federal state or a regional amalgamated security community 

does not exist in the international system. These are ideal types which make them 

virtually impossible to operationalize and evaluate in a scientific manner. There have 

been attempts to create a regional state federation, but none have been successful to 

the point that compares to current national federal systems. If one attempts to define 

regional political integration by an end result or a particular type of political unit, these 

results must be observable in the international political system. This is essential for 

scientific operationalization, evaluation, and measurement. 

The theorist group of federalists and the fiinctionalist/neofunctionalists tend to 

define regional political integration in terms of a process leading to some unspecified 

regional political result These definitions focus upon measurable indicators or 

dimensions of regional political decision-making such as the scope, the range of 

participation, the decisiveness of regional versus national decisions, types of 

demands, available resources, leader expectations, the level of penetration achieved 

43 
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by regional decisions, compliance with regional decisions, and distributive 

consequences (Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970; Lindberg, 1971). These definitions 

suggest that if a region scores progressively higher on the various indicators or 

dimensions of political integration over time, it is becoming more integrated. The 

level of regional political integration is defined in terms of a scale or index 

(representing the sum of all or several dimensions of political integration) with an 

undetermined end result represented by the highest point The major criticism is that 

the various points are neither hypothetically linked to a variety of possible integrative 

outcomes nor to the various independent variables. In other words the relative 

salience of some dimensions compared to others, the links among the various 

dimensions, and the links between the various dimensions and the many independent 

variables are glossed over for the sake of measurement. According to Haas (1971, 

pp. 28-29): 

Scales of separate dimensions of integration are useful 
descriptively because they capture a process; but without 
hypothetically linked variables they are not explanatory of an outcome 
which, itself, remains unspecified. When used in lieu of descriptive 
or schematic images of end states they substitute premature 
operationalization for theory and vision. 

What is needed is a definition of regional political integration which combines 

references to observable types of regional political units with indicators of each 

particular type of regional political unit In other words, the two previous approaches 

must be synthesized. 

As indicated in chapter two the following definition of regional political 

integration is suggested by Leon Lindberg (1971, pp. 45-46): 

. . . a group of nations coming to regularly make and 
implement binding public decisions by means of collective institutions 
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rather than by formally autonomous national means... that a 
number of governments begin to create and use common resources to 
be cpmrafogd in the pursuit of certain common objectives and that they 
do so by foregoing some of the factual attributes of sovereignty and 
decision making autonomy. 

This definition allows scholars to identify regional political integration and it contains 

referents or indicators which may serve to operationalize the concept Prom this 

definition one can ask the following questions in order to deteimine if regional 

political integration is present: 

(1) Is there an identifiable geographic region? 

(2) Does a pluralistic security community exist among the 
regional nations? 

(3) Does a regional decision making mechanism(s) such as a 
regional conference or institution exist among the nations? 

(4) Is the existence of this regional decision making 
mechanism a result of the expressed desire for regional norms which 
will "better" the region as a whole, as opposed to being solely the 
result of a reaction to an external military or security threat? 

(5) Is the authority, jurisdiction, and goals of this decision 
making mechanism(s) recognized by traditional practices or defined by 
a regional treaty or some other legal mechanism? 

(6) Does the authority and jurisdiction of the decision making 
mechanism(s) include any of what is normally associated with the 
independent sovereign nations of the region? 

(7) Is the regional decision making mechanism(s) characterized 
as an on-going, periodic, and regularized process? 

If a scholar can answer yes to all of the above questions (indicators), then regional 

political integration exists. An answer of no to any one of the above questions 

indicates that regional political integration is not present at that particular time. 

Once a scholar identifies the existence of regional political integration, it is 

essential to indicate the type and level of political integration that is present. The 
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recent literature on the topic of international regimes is instructive.1 As indicated in 

chapter two a regime refers to the patterns of cooperative behavior among nations that 

have evolved in specific issue areas. Jack Donnelly (1986, pp. 604,634-635) 

identifies six distinct types of international regime decision making activities: (1) 

national decision making in which there exists full state sovereignty in decision 

making for the issue area, (2) international promotion or assistance in which there 

exists institutionalized international promotion of or assistance in the national 

implementation of international norms, (3) international information exchange in 

which there exists obligatory or strongly expected use of international channels to 

inform other states of one's practice with respect to international norms, (4) 

international policy coordination in which there exists regular and expected use of 

international forum(s) to achieve greater coordination of national policies but there is 

no significant international regional review of state practice, (5) international 

monitoring in which there exists a formal international review of state practice but 

there is no authoritative enforcement procedures, and (6) authoritative international 

decision making in which there exists institutionalized, binding decision making, 

including generally effective enforcement powers. Donnelly has identified the 

existence of each type of regime decision making activity in the current international 

nation state system. 

These types or categories represent ordinal levels of international decision 

making or international political integration. The categories range from no political 

lOne should see the Spring, 1982 special issue of International Organization 
which addresses the topic of international regimes. One should also see Keohane and 
Nye (1977); and Keohane (1980, pp. 131-162). 
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integration or national decision making to the highest form of political integration or 

authoritative international decision making. They can be applied to the regional level 

as well. In other words, the level of regional political integration can be evaluated in 

each of the authoritative decision making areas of the regional decision making 

mechanism (as defined in the regional treaty or other legal mechanism, or recognized 

by traditional practices). One could refer to each of these regional authoritative 

decision making areas as regional regimes. In each of the regional decision making 

mechanism's authoritative issue areas or regimes, the level of regional political 

integration can be evaluated in the following terms: regional promotion, regional 

information exchange, regional policy coordination, regional monitoring, and 

authoritative regional decision making. 

Regional promotion is the lowest level of regional political integration. 

Decisions of the regional decision making mechanism(s) tend to take the form of 

general statements of unity and common goals. These decisions of stated unity and 

common goals represent a growing concensus concerning the creation and 

development of regional norms. The regional decision making mechanism(s) 

attempts to urge, promote, or assist in the national adoption of the regional norms. 

Any decision made by the regional decision making mechanism is subject to 

ratification and implementation at the discretion of the member national political 

systems. Specific indicators of this type of regional political integration include 

general statements of unity and goals issued by the regional decision making 

mechanism(s) and attempts on behalf of the regional decision making mechanism(s) 

to create regional norms which have the possibility of being implemented at the 

national level. The impact of this is the beginning of a dialogue among regional 
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nations concerning these norms which may (or may not) lead to the next level of 

regional political integration. 

Regional information exchange is the next level of regional political 

integration. The beginning of dialogue among regional nations and between regional 

nations and the regional decision making mechanism(s) creates a need for a regional 

bureaucracy, such as a secretariat. The secretariat organizes and coordinates the 

conferences and meetings of the regional decision making mefhanism(s). It publishes 

and distributes the results of these conferences. It also conducts reasearch and 

provides data to the regional decision making mechanism(s) and the regional nations 

at the request of each. Regional nations begin to input new demands and/or demands 

for changes in current norms to the regional decision making mechanism(s). They 

routinely exchange information with other nations via the regional decision making 

mechanism(s) concerning regional norms and decisions. Regional norms and 

decisions become specific in nature, such as agreements as to how to achieve or 

implement particular goals. Non-governmental organizations (academic groups, trade 

unions, labor unions, or business associations) begin to lobby their national political 

system for inputs into the regional decision making mechanism(s). The regional 

decision making mechanism becomes another focal point in addition to the national 

decision making mechanisms for the political process. Specific indicators of this type 

of regional political integration include the creation of a regional bureaucracy or 

secretariat, an exchange of information among government leaders via the secretariat 

of regional decision making mechanism(s), and the compilation of studies, reports, 

data, and research concerning the viability of regional norms. The impact of this is 

the development of a regional concensus concerning the legitimacy of regional 
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decision making mechanism(s) in addition to national decision making mechanisms 

which may (or may not) lead to the next level of regional political integration. 

Regional policy coordination is the next level of regional political integration. 

Regional norms and decisions begin to be implemented by the individual nations. 

The regional decision making mechanism(s) and/or the secretariat begin to report on 

the implementation of regional norms or decisions. New demands and/or demands 

for changes in current regional norms are not only discussed but are resolved by the 

regional decision making mechanism The regional decision making mechanism(s) is 

beginning to gain the ability to adapt to changing circumstances and demands. There 

is an expectation or concensus among regional nations to use the regional decision 

making mechanism to resolve or discuss questions concerning regional norms rather 

than the sole use of national decision making mechanisms. Non governmental 

organizations begin to lobby directly to the regional decision making mechanism as 

well as their respective national political systems. Specific indicators of this type of 

regional political integration include the adoption of specific regional norms, authority 

given (through a treaty or legal mechanism or through tradition and practice) to a 

regional decision making mechanism to "coordinate" policies within the regional 

norms, and the demonstrated ability of the regional decision making mechanism(s) to 

respond to and resolve new demands being placed upon it (system adaptation). The 

acceptance of the regional decision making mechanism as the more appropriate 

mechanism (as opposed to the national decision making mechanisms, but not to the 

exclusion of the national decision making mechanisms) for the coordination of 

regional norms and decisions may (or may not) lead to the next level of regional 

political integration. 
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Regional monitor is the next level of regional political integration. The 

regional decision making mechanism(s) and/or the secretariat not only report on the 

implementation of regional norms and decisions but also begin to lodge complaints on 

tv.half of the region with individual nations found not to be implementing the regional 

norms and decisions. Individual nations make use of the regional decision making 

mechanism(s) to raise questions concerning non-implementation of regional norms 

and decisions or concerning the proper interpretation of the regional norms and 

decisions. The regional decision making mechanism(s) may issue statements 

concerning the non implementation or violation of regional norms and decisions, as 

well as clarifications concerning the proper interpretation and intent of regional norms 

and decisions. Although the regional decision making mechanism(s) does not have 

the ability to enforce compliance or to apply sanctions against violators of regional 

norms and decisions, it may use methods of persuasion (such as appeals to regional 

unity and goals, appeals to regional tradition and practice, and references to the stigma 

of being branded and "outlaw") to gain such compliance. Member nations may 

voluntarily (and are encouraged to) use the regional adjudication or arbitration 

mw-hanisms to resolve disputes. Specific indicators of this type of regional political 

integration include the formal review by the regional decision making mechanism(s) 

concerning the implementation of regional norms by the member nations, the 

voluntary use of the regional adjudication mechanism to resolve disputes, and an 

increasingly active role by the regional bureaucracy or secretariat in the decision 

making process. This increasingly active role by the regional secretariat may take the 

form of independent (not at the request of the regional decision making mechanism(s) 

nor at the request of the member nations) studies, policy recommendations, and 
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monitoring of implementation of regional norms. The regional monitor level of 

political integration may result in the discussion and study of the possible 

iiripiMTipntatinn of voting schemes which do not require regional unanimity. The 

acrepfrtira of the regional decision making mechanism(s) as the more appropriate 

nwhaniffli (as opposed to national decision making mechanisms, but not to the 

exclusion of the national decision making mechanisms) for discussing, coordinating, 

and monitoring regional norms may (or may not) lead to the next level of regional 

political integration. 

Authoritative regional decision making is the highest level of regional political 

integration. Authoritative regional decision making includes all the characteristics of 

the other levels of regional political integration as well as generally effective 

enforcement procedures. Compliance with regional treaties and decisions is achieved 

either through an accepted regional adjudication mechanism (such as a regional court, 

regional arbitration, or the decisions of the authoritative regional decision making 

body) or through collective sanctions (such as an embargo). The regional decision 

making mechanism(s) is completely accepted as the legitimate authority in the area of 

regional norms. The harmonization of national law and authority with regional norms 

and authority is a requisite characteristic of of this level of regional political 

integration. This level has not been achieved by CARIFTA/CARICOM, but 

international regime scholars have identified its existence (Donnelly, 1986, pp. 620-

624). 

These categories may produce operational problems if, for example, 

CARIFTA/CARICOM is determined to be at the regional monitor level of political 

integration in the trade issue area, while at the same time it is determined to be at the 
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regional information exchange level of political integration in the foreign policy issue 

area. One may suggest that the scores be averaged giving equal weight to each issue 

area, or that the most salient issue area should be weighted before averaging the 

scores. The problem with these suggestions is that they again substitute measurement 

for the lack of proper theory and definition. What does it mean in theoretical terms to 

average the various levels of political integration in the regional authoritative decision 

making issue areas? Perhaps the best solution to this problem is to evaluate the level 

of regional political integration only within the most salient authoritative decision 

making issue area. By concentrating on the most salient authoritative decision making 

issue area a scholar obtains a more valid evaluation and observance of the level of 

regional political integration because it represents the predominant reason for the 

continuance of the regional decision making process. 

The most salient authoritative issue area can be determined by studying the 

original intent for the creation of the regional decision making mechanism(s), by 

studying the content of statements made by the various regional leaders concerning 

the regional decision making processes and issues (which may indicate a change in 

the salience level of various issue areas), by studying which issues were given the 

most time for study and discussion at the meetings of the decision making 

mechanism(s), by studying the major decisions which were implemented, and by 

studying the content of the regional treaties, supplements to the original treaties, legal 

agreements, decisions and customary practices. These sources should allow one to 

determine the most salient issue area for the regional decision making mechanism(s) 

over a specified period of time. It should be noted that it is possible for the most 

salient issue area to change over time. Once the most salient issue area is determined 
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for a specific time period, the level of regional political integration present can be 

determined by the definitions presented above. 

Operationalization of Regional Political Integration 
within CAJRJOFTA/CARICOM 

Regional political integration is operationalized with respect to 

CARIFTA/CARICOM from 1965 through 1983. The most salient issue area for the 

regional making mechanism(s) of CARIFTA/CARICOM is trade policy. 

The significance of trade to the economic development of the region throughout the 

colonial and post independence periods can not be overstated. Trade issues 

dominated the regional decision making process during the pre-CARIFTA period 

(1965-1967/68), the CARIFTA period (1967/68-1973/74), and the CARICOM period 

(1973/74 to the present). The bulk of the provisions in the Treaties of Dickenson 

Bay, St. Johns, and Chaguaramus deal with issues concerning regional trade. The 

regional decision making mechanism(s) devoted most of its time to trade policy. 

Although other significant regional decision making issue areas such as foreign 

investment, a common foreign policy, industrial incentives and cooperation, and the 

facilitation of balance of payments problems are addressed in the treaties and 

supplements to the treaties and in the regional decision making mechanisms(s), these 

issue areas are most often linked to trade policy. 

During the pre-CARIFTA period the issue of regional trade dominated the 

discussion and debate among regional leaders, business elites, academics, and at the 

meetings of the regional decision making mechanism(s). The discussions at the 

1963,1964,1965,1966, and 1967 Heads of Government Conferences of the 

Commonwealth Caribbean Countries, as well as among regional business elites, and 
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academics focused upon methods to solve the economic problems of the region. As 

early as 1962 Trinidad and Tobago under the leadership of Eric Williams had 

advocated the establishment of a Caribbean Economic Community (CARICOM 

Secretariat, 1973). At the first Heads of Government Conference in 1963 in Trinidad 

a strategy of cooperation was strongly advocated in the area of regional trade. Models 

of regional free trade areas in Europe, Latin America, and Africa and their possible 

application to the Caribbean became the major topic for discussion among regional 

decision makers (Geiser, Alleyne, and Gajraj, 1976, p. 12). The original CARIFTA 

agreement, the Treaty of Dickenson Bay signed by Antigua and Barbados in 

December of 1965 and by Guyana in December of 1966, created a free trade area to 

promote economic development Article two of the Treaty of Dickenson Bay states 

the objectives of the agreement: the expansion and diversification of trade, the 

provision of fair competition, the establishment of a free trade area and development 

(Treaty of Dickenson Bay, 1965). The major focus of the treaty concerned itself with 

trade issues. 

The implementation of the Treaty of Dickenson Bay was delayed until a region 

wide membership (thus a region wide free trade area) could be achieved. At the 1965 

meeting of the Commonwealth Caribbean Chambers of Industry and Commerce 

business leaders voted in favor of a phased freeing of regional trade (Geiser, Alleyne, 

and Gajraj, 1976, p. 13). Influential Caribbean economists such as William Demas 

advocated the virtues of a largo* market for regional products and advocated the 

strategy of the creation of a regional free trade area to solve development problems. 

Although other economists criticized the traditional free trade area/customs union 

approach to the development problems of the region, their focus was also upon 
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regional trade issues.^ At the Fourth Heads of Government Conference in Barbados 

in 1967 it was formally agreed to establish CARIFTA based upon the original 

agreement (the Treaty of Dickenson Bay). The Treaty of St Johns which created 

CARIFTA was ratified by Antigua, Barbados, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, 

Montseirat, St Kitts-Nevis, St Lucia, St Vincent, and Trinidad and Tobago by 

August of 1968. The promotion of regional trade and trade issues were the major 

reasons for the creation of CARIFTA. 

During the CARIFTA period the most salient issue area for the regional 

decision making mechanism(s) continued to be regional trade policy. The bulk of the 

provisions in the Treaty of St Johns and its supplements relate to the governing of 

the liberalization of trade within the region. The stated regional objectives listed in the 

Treaty of St. Johns were basically the same as the objectives listed in the Treaty of 

Dickenson Bay. Throughout this period the continuing dispute between the MDC's 

(Barbados, Jamaica, Guyana, and Trinidad and Tobago) and the LDC s (Antigua, 

Belize which joined CARIFTA in 1971, Dominica, Grenada, Montserrat, St Kitts-

Nevis, St. Lucia, and St Vincent) over particular trade policies surfaced. The dispute 

over the location of the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) represented the desire of 

the MDC's for a guarantee of access to hard loans and the desire of the LDC's for a 

guarantee of access to soft loans. Although intraregional trade increased overall 

during this period, the MDC's increased their share while the share of the LDC's 

2some of the economists at the University of the West Indies such as H. 
Brewster and C. Thomas rejected the traditional trade union/customs union approach 
to development They argued for the regional integration of specific economic 
sectors. This discussion and debate resulted in a continuing focus by regional 
decision makers on trade issues. One should see Brewster and Thomas (1967), as 
well as Demas (1965). 
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(forrase/i LDC dissatisfaction over the expected benefits of free trade were voiced at 

the Sixth Meeting of the CARIFTA Council of Ministers in 1970 in Guyana. 

Complaints concerning the failure of the LDC's to increase their share of regional 

trade and their failure to receive adequate aid from the CDB were voiced by the Chief 

Minister of Montsenat At the Seventh Meeting of the CARIFTA Council of 

Ministers in November of 1970 the LDC's began to demand preferential access to the 

CDB and the strengthening of their trade position within CARIFTA. At the July 1972 

Meeting of the CARIFTA Council of Ministers the discussion focused upon the 

possible expansion of links from the MDC's to the LDC's through guaranteed 

agricultural purchases, the development of a common external tariff (CET), the 

desired negotiating relationship with the European Economic Community (EEC) 

concerning trade issues, and the establishment of joint (MDC and LDC) industrial 

ventures to promote intraregional trade.. At the Seventh Heads of Government 

Conference in October of 1972 it was agreed that CARIFTA would become a 

common market in May of 1973.3 At the Eighth Heads of Government Conference 

in Guyana in April of 1973 the Georgetown Accord was signed by all members 

3It should be noted that although CARICOM is referred to as a common 
market, it does not have die all the characteristics of the traditional common market 
A CET was agreed upon but there is no freedom of movement of the factors of 
production, especially labor, within CARICOM. In the the classical sense the 
CARICOM agreement established a customs union rather than a common market 
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except Antigua and Montserrat which committed the members of CARIFTA to join 

CARICOM by August of 1974.4 

The Treaty of Chaguaramus which created CARICOM was signed by all the 

members of CARIFTA by July of 1974. It adopted many of the same features of the 

CARIFTA agreement (die Treaty of St. Johns) concerning trade policy, but also 

contained provisions for the implementation of a CET, the avoidance of double 

taxation among the members, the harmonization of fiscal incentives, and the 

development of a common foreign policy. Perhaps more important, the problems of 

the LDC's were recognized by the MDC's and the treaty contains provisions which 

allow for the preferential trade treatment of the LDC's within CARICOM. (See 

chapter one for a list of these provisions.) 

Hie Treaty of Chaguaramus was implemented by the MDC's in August of 

1973 and by the LDC's in August of 1974. From the beginning of the CARICOM 

period trade issues continued to dominate the regional decision making agenda. Trade 

policy is still the most salient issue area, today. The bulk of the provisions of the 

Treaty of Chaguaramus, its annex, its supplements, and the special provisions for the 

preferential treatment of the LDC's discuss the functions and goals of the trade 

regime. During the CARICOM period discussion and debate within the regional 

decision making mechanism(s) have focused chiefly upon issues directly and in-

directly related to the trade regime such as the energy crisis, BOP problems, import 

4Antigua and Montserrat did not sign the accord until December of 1973. 
Both expressed the LDC fear of continued MDC dominance, the lack of any regional 
development plan which would "correct... infrastructural imbalances" and the 
continued lack of benefits (actual and perceived) from membership. The MDC's 
committed to join CARICOM by August of 1973, the LDC's committed to join 
CARICOM by August of 1974. 
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restrictions such as quotas and commodity licensing, exchange rate problems, 

currency links to the U.S. and Great Britain, and the rules of origin for intraregional 

trade. At the beginning of this decade the survival of the trade regime became the 

major topic of discussion and debate which continues today. 

All the evidence suggests that issues concerning trade policy have always been 

the most salient for the regional decision making mechanism(s) of CARETA/ 

CARICOM. Therefore, regional political integration within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

from 1965 through 1983 is evaluated with respect to trade policy. An evaluation is 

maHp each year with respect to regional decision making related to trade issues. In 

making the evaluation for each year, the first determination concerns whether or not 

regional political integration is present. This is based upon the definition and 

indicators presented earlier in this chapter. In those years where regional political 

integration is found to be present, the level of regional political integration 

(promotion, information exchange, coordination, monitor, or authoritative decision 

making) is then determined from the definitions and indicators presented earlier in this 

chapter. 

Findings and Discussion 

From 1965 through 1983 regional political integration within CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM was found to be as follows: 

1965 - regional promotion 
1966 - regional promotion 
1967 - regional information exchange 
1968 - regional information exchange 
1969 - regional policy coordination 
1970 - regional policy coordination 
1971 - regional policy coordination 
1972 - regional monitor 
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1973 - regional monitor 
1974 - regional monitor 
1975 - regional policy coordination 
1976 - regional information exchange 
1977 - no regional political integration 
1978 - regional information exchange 
1979 - regional information exchange 
1980 - regional information exchange 
1981 - regional information exchange 
1982 - regional information exchange 

1983 - no regional political integration 

The discussion and reasoning for each evaluation is found in Appendix HI. The 

findings inHiratf. dramatic changes in both the level and direction of regional political 

integration within CARIFTA/CARICOM from 1965 through 1983. Regional political 

integration increased from 1965 through 1974, but generally decreased from 1975 

through 1983. This indicates that independent variables which were present from 

1965 through 1974 either changed (direction or intensity) or were not present from 

1975 through 1983. The identification of these independent variables, their 

operationalization, and their relationship to the changes in the levels of regional 

political integration is one of the major goals of this study. The hypotheses listed in 

chapter two suggest that the following are positively related to regional political 

integration: the level of commitment of the political leadership and elites to the 

regional goals; the level of regional trade interdependence; the level of regional 

economic integration; and the relative congruence of political structures within the 

region. The hypotheses suggest that the following are negatively related to regional 

political integration: the divergence of economic development within the region and 

the degree of external dependence. In chapters four through nine each of the 

independent variables are operationalized and studied in order to evaluate its 
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relationship to the changing levels of regional political integration within CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM. 



CHAPTER IV 

Divergence of Economic Development within CARJFTA/CARICOM 

Several scholars have argued that the regional integration process is inhibited 

by the existence of a divergence in the levels of economic development among the 

regional nations (Haas and Schmitter, 1964; Nye, 1971a; Axline, 1979; Perez, 1984; 

Puyana de Palacios, 1984). Healey (1977, pp. 31-32) argues: 

. . . one of the main obstacles lies in the differences among the 
developing nations which form a union. These disparities of size and 
stage of economic development cause problems so far as the equitable 
sharing of costs and benefits... in fact, this emphasis on equity 
might well prove the rock on which all such schemes founder. 

It is argued that nations which have different levels of economic development will 

pursue different goals and policies. These policies may conflict with one another 

which will inhibit or deter the regional political integration process. 

This process is evident in the history of CARIFTA/CARICOM. The MDC's 

(Barbados, Guyana, Jamaica, and Trindiad and Tobago) have, for the most part, 

pursued expansive, laissez-faire type policies concerned with the effect of increasing 

or creating benefits for the region as a whole. Their goals have been trade 

liberalization and expansion within the region. The MDC s have focused primarily 

upon the issues of free trade, the common external tariff, and factor movements 

within the region. These goals reflect ihe existing level of economic development 

among the MDC's. The LDC's (the OECS nations) have pursued distributionist or 

redistributionist policies. They have focused upon policies which will have the effect 

of bringing about a more egalitarian distribution of the benefits among the member 
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nations. Preferential treatment for the LDC's within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

concerning trade and investment practices, and the impact of (and proposed solutions 

to) the problem of trade diversion have been the major issues for the LDC's. The 

expansionist goals of the MDCs and the redistributionist goals of the LDC's often 

conflict to the extent of placing great strains upon the regional decision making 

process (Axline, 1979). This leads the discussion to the following hypothesis. The 

level of regional political integration is negatively related to the divergence of 

economic development within the region. (All other variables held constant) 

Definition and Operationalization of the Divergence of Economic 
Development within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

The concept of economic development will probably never be defined and , 

operationalized to the satisfaction of all social scientists. Gerald Meier (1984, p. 5) 

has stated: 

To the dismay of the purist, but not to the surprise of the 
development practitioner, it is difficult to give one precise meaning to 
economic development Perhaps it is easier to say what economic 
development is not 

Meier then aigues that economic development should not be equated with 

industrialization, the acquisition of industries, or economic growth. Economic 

development is economic growth plus qualitative changes such as improved 

techniques of production and higher standards of living for all of the members of 

society. He then offers this definition of economic development: 

. . . the process whereby the real per capita income of a 
country increases over a long period of time - subject to the 
stipulations that the number below an 'absolute poverty line* does not 
increase, and that the distribution of income does not become more 
unequal... [it is] a means - as an instrumental process for 
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overcoming persistent poverty, absorbing the surplus labor, and 
diminishing inequality" (Meier, 1984a, pp. 6,9). 

This definition emphasizes that economic development is a process which is 

with the preferred goals and values of the nation and its decision makers. 

This increases the difficulty in developing adequate indicators of economic 

development in order to evaluate scientifically its impact upon other variables and to 

make cross-national comparisions. 

A variety of indicators of economic development has been used by scholars, 

such as gross national product (GNP), gross domestic product (GDP), GNP per 

capita, GDP per capita, increase (or decrease) in real GNP or GDP, domestic capital 

formation, domestic savings, income inequality, the per centage of the population 

living below an established minimum income level, literacy rates, number of schools, 

number of telephones, kilowatt hours of electricity per capita, miles of roads, and the 

amount of leisure time available. All of these indicators give researchers some 

estimation of the level of economic development present in a nation at one time. The 

problem is that one indicator is not indicative of the entire economic development 

process. Individual indicators represent only a portion of the economic development 

process. One possible solution is to use multiple indicators to construct an index or a 

scale of economic development 

The selection of an indicator(s) by a scholar is dependent upon many factors. 

The value bias of the economic development scholar may influence his selection. In 

other words, is the most important part of economic development the overcoming of 

poverty, the growth of capital or industry, or the growth of infrastructure? The 

selection of the indicators) is also dependent upon its proposed use. Is it going to be 
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compared to other nations; if so, is it comparable and are the data available? These are 

important questions and should be answered by the scholar before selecting an 

indicators). 

Perhaps the major problem in operationalizing economic development is the 

availability of comparable data. This is especially crucial when one is investigating 

the developing nations of the world. The developed nations of the world have 

extensive statistics available to measure the level of economic development. This is 

not true for the developing nations of the world and those statistics that are available 

are often inaccurate or estimates. For this reason, perhaps the most commonly used 

indicator of economic development is either GNP or GDP per capita. Even this 

statistic is not available for some of the developing nations. In this study, I will 

operationalize economic development in terms of the nation's GDP per capita. GDP 

is the most common national accounts statistic listed by the United Nations, the World 

Bank, and the International Monetary Fund for the vast majority of the nations of the 

world. GDP is the value of all goods and services produced domestically in a time 

period of one year. GDP per capita allows a researcher to control for population size 

and to make cross-national comparisons. The average GDP per capita among the 

CARIFTA/CARICOM member nations will indicate the general level of regional 

economic development at a particular period of time. 

The divergence of regional economic development can be operationalized by 

the standard deviation of the average GDP per capita among the CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM nations. Blalock (1979, p. 80) suggests that for most data the standard 

deviation is the most appropriate measure of dispersion. A measure of dispersion 

indicates the degree of heterogeneity or divergence among a group. This means that 
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the greater the standard deviation the greater the heterogeneity or divergence among 

the group. A small standard deviation represents a more homogeneous or less 

divergent group. Blalock (1979, p. 84) also suggests that if one is comparing several 

groups or the same group over a number of years which have very different means it 

can be misleading to compare the absolute magnitudes of the standard deviations. (A 

group of data with a very large mean may have a fairly large standard deviation, 

whereas a group of data with a small mean will have a small standard deviation. A 

comparison of the absolute magnitudes of the standard deviations does not indicate 

the relative homogeneity or heterogeneity of the two groups. One must control for the 

size of the mean.) It is best to measure the size of the standard deviation relative to 

that of the mean in this situation. The coefficient of variability allows one to compare 

the relative homogeneity or heterogeneity of several groups or the same group over 

several years which have different means. The coefficient of variability is equal to the 

ratio of the standard deviation to the mean. 

The divergence of economic development within the nations of CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM is operationalized by calculating the coefficient of variation (from the 

annual mean GDP per capita of CARIFTA/CARICOM and the standard deviation) for 

each year from 1965 through 1983. This allows one to indicate the divergence of 

economic development within CARIFTA/CARICOM each year and to compare the 

relative divergence from one year to the next. A high coefficient of variation in any 

one year represents a greater divergence of economic development in that particular 

year. 
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Findings and Discussion 

The coefficient of variation of the standard deviation of the mean per capita 

GDP of CARIFTA/CARICOM was calculated for each year from 1965 through 1983. 

(See the following from Appendix VII: Tables XIH-XV, XX.) The coefficient of 

variation for each year is as follows. 

1965 - .64 1975 - .67 
1966 - .54 1976 - .77 
1967 - .47 1977 - .83 
1968 - .54 1978 - .76 
1969 - .50 1979 - .88 
1970 - .43 1980 - .61 
1971 - .41 1981 - .51 
1972 - .47 1982 - .56 
1973-.49 1983-.63 

1974-.61 

The dramatic increase from 1971 through 1979 within CARIFTA/CARICOM is 

largely a function of the dramatic oil revenues received by Trinidad and Tobago. This 

also resulted in a dramatic increase in the divergence of economic development among 

the MDC's (Barbados, Guyana, Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago) from 1971 

through 1982. It indicates that CARIFTA/CARICOM was the most homogeneous 

from 1970 through 1972. 

It was hypothesized that the level of regional political integration is negatively 

related to the divergence of economic development Table I on the next page indicates 

the findings A statistical analysis of the data reveals a moderate Spearman's Rank 
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TABLEI 

LEVEL OF REGIONAL POLITICAL INTEGRATION AND DIVERGENCE OF 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN CARIFTA/CARICOM1965-1983 

Year Level of Regional Political Integration 

Divergence of 
Economic 

Development 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

regional promotion 
regional promotion 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional policy coordination 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 

.64 

.54 

.47 

.54 

.50 

.43 

.41 

.47 

.49 

.61 

.67 

.77 

.83 

.76 

.88 

.61 

.51 

.56 

.63 

Correlation Coefficient of-.52 which is statistically significant at the .01 level.1 This 

indicates that there is a moderately strong, negative relationship between the level of 

lThe Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient (often called rho) indicates the 
degree of correlation between 2 variables measured at the ordinal level. It ranges 
from a -1 to a +1. A -1 coefficient indicates a perfect negative correlation, while a +1 
coefficient indicates a perfect positive correlation. A coefficient of 0 indicates no 
correlation between the variables. The method for the correction of the Spearman's 
Rank Correlation Coefficient because of "tied data" is suggested by Siegel (1956, pp. 
206-210) and is used in this analysis. 
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regional political integration and the divergence of economic development for 

CARIFTA/ CARICOM from 1965 through 1983. This is the relationship predicted 

by the hypothesis and the review of the literature. 



CHAPTER V 

The Degree of External Dependence of CARIFTA/CARICOM 

The study of the concept of dependence by scholars has traditionally em-

phasized or attempted to illustrate its negative impact upon the developing nations. 

Russett and Stair (1981, p. 462) summarize: 

. . . foreign penetration [by the developed nations] and external 
dependence lead to large-scale distortions in the structure of peripheral 
economies, which in turn result in intense social conflict and ultimately 
in harsh state repression in dependent societies. 

Examples of such large-scale distortions in the developing or peripheral nations 

include the following: development is uneven, being significantly greater in the export 

enclave sectors; a poorly integrated economy or the lack of backward and forward 

economic linkages; the presence of markedly different wages (economic rewards) 

from one sector to the next; and the reduction of economic growth if local capital is 

ultimately diverted out of the economy due to the development of a significantly large 

export enclave. 

Developed nations are able to penetrate the developing nations through direct 

investment by multinational corporations, through the exportation of technology 

developed and licensed in the developed nations, through economic assistance in the 

form of tied aid, through the process of acculturation, and through sales of advanced 

military hardware or training programs. This penetration of the developing nations 

creates a dependence upon the developed nations. The literature is rich with studies 

which link (or attempt to link) the distorted development present in the developing 

nations with their continued dependence upon the developed nations of the world. 

69 
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The New World Group of Caribbean scholars in the 1960's and early 1970's studied 

the impact of continued dependence upon the nations of the Caribbean 

Commonwealth. Continued dependence upon the developed nations in the areas of 

monetary arrangements (Thomas, 1965), mineral excavation (Girvan, 1967), 

industrialization (Best and Levitt, 1969), trade policy (Mclntyre, 1971), and 

agriculture (Beckford, 1972) was argued to hinder the future economic growth and 

development of the Caribbean Commonwealth nations. 

Dependence is viewed to have a negative impact not only upon the developing 

peripheral nations, but also upon the regional integration process among the 

developing nations (Axline, 1984, pp. 152-173; Barry, Wood, and Preusch, 1984; 

Fishlow, 1984, pp. 64-91; Lewis, 1984, pp. 54-70; Mclntyre, 1984, pp. 14-26, and 

Payne, 1984, pp. 127-151). Cochrane (1969) and Shaw (1981) argue that 

penetration by the United States and Central American dependence upon the United 

States resulted in the premature formation of a common market This premature 

formation resulted in a lesser degree of commitment to the regional integration process 

by business elites than what might have evolved in the Central American Common 

Market Schmitter (1972) in his study of the Central American Common Market 

argues that external penetration and dependence are the most serious threats to the 

regional integration process. Dependent nations often must choose policies which are 

not conducive to regional goals because of external pressures. A recent example of 

this is the imposition of a two-tier exchange rate system by Jamaica (Stephens and 

Stephens, 1986). This leads the discussion to the following hypothesis. The level of 

regional political integration is negatively related to the degree of external dependence. 

(All other variables are held constant.) 
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Definition and Operationalization of the Degree of External 
Dependence of CARIFTA/CARICOM 

Scholars and laymen often confuse the terms dependencia, dependency, and 

dependence. Dependencia, or dependencia theory to which it is often referred, 

developed from a Latin American scholarly tradition.! Dependencia provides an 

umbrella-like framework for a broad set of mid-range theories and hypotheses 

concerning the relationship between the developed capitalist nations and the 

developing nations. These mid-range theories focus upon neo-colonialism, 

imperialism, development and underdevelopment, center-periphery relations, and 

global inequality. The hypotheses focus upon the political, economic, and social 

distortions in the periphery nations which result from their cooptation and assimilation 

into the international capitalist system (Duvall, Jackson, Russett, Snydal, and Sylvan, 

1981, p. 312). The concept of dependencia can not be operationalized in terms of a 

measureable or quantifiable indicator. 

James Caporaso (1978, p. 21) states that dependency is: 

. . . impossible to reduce to a single unidimensional concept 
. . . dependency suggests a unit environment focus (an actor viewed in 
relation to its total external environment) while dependence has a 
dyadic (actor to actor) focus. 

It involves not only external reliance factors but also some measure of the ability of 

choices to be made by the dependent nation and some measure of the integrity and 

ability of the domestic economy and political processes. The concept of dependency, 

*For examples of scholarly work in the dependencia tradition one should see 
Furtado (1970); A.G. Frank (1972, pp. 3-17); T. Dos Santos (1971, pp. 225-235); 
Cardoso and Faletto (1979); and S. Bodenheimer (1971, pp. 327-357). 
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or the dependency paradigm to which it is sometimes referred, has its intellectual 

antecedents in the theories of imperialism, structuralism, and dependencia.2 It has the 

following fundamental ideas from which many different mid-range theories and 

hypotheses have been generated, studied, and evaluated: 

(1) There exists an assymetric interdependence between the 
center and periphery nations in the international system. 

(2) The international political and economic system is 
controlled by the center and works to the disadvantage of the 
periphery. 

(3) The periphery or dependent nations will have the following 
characteristics. Their international trade is characterized by a high 
degree of concentration in one or two trading partners (center nations) 
for the most part The trade between these nations is characterized by 
the exchange of low level processed goods or raw or unprocessed 
goods on behalf of the dependent (periphery) nation and high level 
processed goods on behalf of the center nation. The dependent nation 
is host to a relatively large stock of private, direct foreign investment 
from corporations based in the center nation. There will exist a high 
level of economic assistance flowing from the center nation to the 
dependent nation. The majority of the resources available to the 
dependent nation is used to repay the debts owed to the center nation. 
There usually exists a close relationship between the cener and 
periphery nations in terms of military and educational exchanges. 

(4) Development of the periphery is conditioned by the actions 
taken in the center. Dependence implies a causal relationship. 
Distorted development within the periphery is caused by actions taken 
in the center, although the uniqueness, the mechanism, and the degree 
of causation is subject to interpretation. Forces within the periphery 
are also recognized to contribute to its distorted development. 

(5) There exists a constrained or coopted elite within the 
periphery which serves the interests of the center. This constrained 
elite benefits from the current dependent relationship. This works 

2for excellent reviews of these theories, one should see Karl Deutsch (1974, 
pp. 15-33) and Vincent Mahler (1980, pp. 48-53). One could also see V.I. Lenin 
(1939); Paul Baran (1979, pp. 91-102); T. Weisskopf (1979, pp. 134-150); G. 
Myrdal (1957); Praebisch (1975); Johan Galtung (1971, pp. 81-117); and E.L. 
Gidengil (1978, pp. 51-66). 



73 

further to hinder the development prospects and potential within the 
periphery. 

(6) Examples of distortions within the periphery are an 
increasing degree of income inequality, a decreasing level of political 
competition/participation, decreasing budget expenditures in the areas 
of health, welfare, and educational programs, increasing 
unemployment and underemployment, an outflow of capital from the 
nation, and an increasing coercive power in the hands of the elites. 

(7) Relations among the center and periphery are mutually 
reinforcing and self-perpetuating. This relationship can not change 
until there is a fundamental structural change in the international 
nation-state system. 

The concept of dependency or the dependency paradigm is a breeding ground 

for new theories of economic and political development, as well as theories explaining 

international hegemony. It provides a framework to study the role of the transnational 

coiporation in the developing world, as well as countless hypotheses discussing the 

role of trade, technology, investment, foreign aid, educational aid, and military aid to 

the developing world. It provides a new framework for studies of international 

bargaining and decision-making and class relationships within the developing world. 

Relations among the socialist nations are evaluated within the framework. It has 

caused scholars to re-evaluate the traditional concept of power in terms of complex 

interdependence (Keohane and Nye, 1977) and the role of non-state actors in 

international and national politics. Dependency can not be operationalized in terms of 

a measureable or quantifiable indicator. The dependency paradigm includes not only 

die concept of dependencia or dependencia theory, but also the study of dependence. 

The concept of dependence has an actor to actor focus. Nation A may be 

dependent upon nation B for trade, investment, technology, aid, education, or 

military hardware. Dependence in any of these areas may change over time, nation A 
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may become more or less dependent upon nation B or nation A may become more 

dependent in one area and less dependent in another area. In other words, the study 

of dependence is a component part of the dependency paradigm. Dependence can be 

measured in terms of a variety of quantifiable indicators. 

The most quoted definition of dependence is given by Theotonio Dos Santos 

(1971, p. 226): 

By dependence we mean a situation in which the economy of 
certain countries is conditioned by the development and expansion of 
another economy to which the former is subjected. The relation of 
interdependence between two or more economies, and between these 
and world trade, assumes the form of dependence when some 
countries (the dominant ones) can expand and be self-starting, while 
other countries (the dependent ones) can do this only as a reflection of 
that expansion, which can have either a positive or negative effect on 
their immediate development 

Dependence can be viewed as a situation of assymetric interdependence existing 

between nations allowing the dominant ones to influence or have the potential to 

influence the political, economic, and social arenas within the dependent nations. 

Dos Santos' definition of dependence implicitly recognizes its two major 

components: sensitivity and vulnerability. Sensitivity refers to the liability of one 

nation to be effected by actions or changes in another nation. Vulnerablility refers to 

the ability of a nation to adjust or respond to its sensitivity (Keohane and Nye, 1977, 

pp. 12-19). To illustrate these concepts the following hypothetical example can be 

used. Nation A and nation B both import identical amounts of petroleum from the 

Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC). Both nations are equally 

sensitive to changes in policies made by OPEC (such as price increases or an 

embargo). But, nation A has a much wider economic base and a greater availability 

of substitutes for petroleum than nation B. Nation A is less vulnerable than nation B 
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because it has a greater capacity to respond and to adapt to policy changes made by 

OPEC than does nation B. This interrelationship between sensitivity and vulnerability 

indicates die following. 

(1) The most dependent nations will have both high sensitivity 
and high vulnerabilty. 

(2) The least dependent nations will have both low sensitivity 
and low vulnerability. 

(3) Nations with a medium level of dependence will have either 
high sensitivity and low vulnerability or low sensitivity and high 
vulnerability. 

Quantitative measures of dependence have failed to incorporate adequately the 

interrelationship between sensitivity and vulnerability (Duvall, Jackson, Russett, 

Snydal, and Sylvan, 1981 and Staten, 1984). 

Scholars have identified several mechanisms by which a nation may become 

dependent upon another nation. Trade and investment dependence appear most often 

in the literature. Trade as a mechanism of dependence was first discussed extensively 

in the theories of imperialism, structuralism, and dependencia. Foreign aid, debt, 

educational ties, military and cultural ties are also discussed as mechanisms of 

dependence. In this study I am focusing upon the external trade dependence of 

CAREFTA/CARICOM. A careful study of the history of CARIFTA/CARICOM 

indicates the presence of other forms of dependence such as debt, investment, and 

cultural ties. But external trade has historically been a major factor effecting the 

development of the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM individually and as an integrated 

region. For this reason, I am operationalizing the external dependence of CARUTA/ 

CARICOM in terms of foreign trade indicators. 
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The following measure (equation) of trade dependence accurately reflects the 

interrelationship of trade sensitivity and trade vulnerability (Staten, 1984 and Duvall, 

Jackson, Russett, Snydal, and Sylvan, 1981). 

TD = TS x TV 

where: TD = trade dependence 
TS = trade sensitivity 
TV = trade vulnerability 

This equation allows one to indicate the interrelationship of sensitivity and vulner-

ability. A nation or as in this study a region that is highly trade dependent must be 

highly trade sensitive and vulnerable. A region which is not trade dependent will 

have a low level of trade sensitivity and vulnerability. The equation allows for many 

combinations of sensitivity and vulnerability which will result in differing degrees of 

trade dependence. 

The most common indicator of trade sensitivity is the ratio of the value of the 

total exports of a nation to its gross domestic product This gives the researcher some 

indication of the sensitivity of the economic system to changes that may take place in 

the international market. A nation whose exports form a major portion of its gross 

domestic product will be highly sensitive to changes in demand for its exports. These 

external changes could have a negative impact on the growth and development of the 

political, economic, and social systems of the nation. This same indicator can be 

applied to the regional level as well. The trade sensitivity of CARIFTA/CARICOM is 

the ratio of the value of its total exports to its total gross domestic product 

Trade vulnerability refers to the ability (or inability) of a nation to respond 

adequately to an external stimulus. There are two interrelated components of trade 



77 

vulnerability. The more diverse the economy of a nation or the more diverse the 

number of goods for export is one indication of a nation with low trade vulnerability. 

In other words, a change in the international market for one or two major goods being 

exported will not have that great of an impact on the domestic economy because of its 

diversity. On the other hand, a nation which exports only one or two major goods is 

much more vulnerable because it can not respond to changes in the demand for those 

exports because it lacks the economic diversity. It is important that one emphasizes 

what kind of goods are being exported. In reference to the dependency paradigm 

which emphasizes the export of raw or unprocessed goods as a characteristic of a 

dependent nation (unprocessed or raw goods have fewer spin-off effects than 

processed or finished goods), this indicator of trade vulnerability focuses upon the 

value of the major unprocessed or raw goods exported as a percentage of the value of 

the total exports of a nation. 

The other component of trade vulnerability refers to the concentration of 

trading partners. If a nation exports to a wide variety of nations, it is less vulnerable 

to an action taken by an individual nation because of its diverse trading partner 

options. It is subject to less control or potential control or manipulation by an 

individual nation. On the other hand, if a nation trades with only one or two partners, 

it is more vulnerable to an action taken by one of those nations because it has few 

available trading partner options. The indicator of this component is the ratio of the 

value of the amount of exports received by the largest trading partners of a nation to 

the value of its total amount of exports. 

It is important to note that these components of trade vulnerability are 

interrelated. A highly vulnerable nation will have both of the following 
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characteristics: a high ratio of the value of its major unprocessed goods exported to 

the value of its total exports (export diversification ratio) and a high ratio of the value 

of exports received by its major trading partners to the value of its total amount of 

exports (trading partner concentration). A nation which has a low level of trade 

vulnerability will score low in the export diversification ratio and low in the trading 

partner concentration ratio. This allows for various combinations and results when 

one evaluates trade vulnerability. Far example, if nation A and nation B have the 

same export diversification ratio, but nation A has a higher trading partner con-

centration ratio, then nation A is considered to be more vulnerable than nation B. 

Trade vulnerability is operationalized in the following manner: 

TV = EDR x TPCR 

where: TV = trade vulnerability 
EDR = export diversification ratio 
TPCR = trading partner concentration ratio 

These indicators of trade vulnerability can be applied to the regional level as well. 

The trade vulnerability of CARIFTA/CARICOM is the product of its export 

diversification ratio and its trading partner concentration ratio. 

Findings and Discussion 

Trade dependence for CARIFTA/CARICOM is operationalized as the product 

of its trade sensitivity and its trade vulnerability. (See the following from Appendix 

VH: Tables XIV, XVI, XVHI, XIX, XXII-XVI.) Trade dependence for CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM from 1965 through 1983 was found to be as follows on the next page. 
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1965 - .14 
1966 - .15 
1967 - .13 
1968 - .18 
1969 - .18 
1970 - .19 
1971-.18 
1972 - .17 
1973 - .18 
1974 - .32 
1975 - .29 
1976 - .33 
1977 - .27 
1978 - .24 
1979 - .22 
1980 - .22 
1981 - .22 
1982 - .12 
1983 - .16 

In order to obtain some sense of the degree of trade dependence indicated by these 

figures, the same method was used to calculate the trade dependence of several other 

nations. Table II shows the results: 

TABLE n* 

A COMPARISON OF TRADE DEPENDENCE LEVELS 

Country 1960 1965 1970 1975 

.020 .010 .005 

.070 .040 .020 .020 
.010 .014 .010 

.070 .060 .040 .020 
.030 .008 .030 

.001 .001 .001 .002 

Brazil 
Guatemala 
Kenya 
Sri Lanka 
Upper Volta 
United States 

•Table II taken from Staten (1984) 
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When one compares the levels of trade dependence found in the nations in Table II 

with the levels found for CARlb l A/CARICOM one can immediately see the high 

levels of trade dependence that are present 

How does one explain the changing levels of trade dependence in CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM? The levels of trade sensitivity and trade vulnerability remained about the 

same from 1965 through 1973. The high levels of trade dependence found in 1974, 

1975, and 1976 are the result of increases in both trade sensitivity and trade vulner-

ability. In 1977 and 1978 while trade vulnerability remained high, trade sensitivity 

declined. In 1979 the trade vulnerability of the region also began to decline. (See 

Table XXVI in Appendix VIL) The high levels of trade dependence are largely a 

function of the increased importance of oil to the economy of Trinidad and Tobago 

while the lower levels after 1976 can be attributed to an increase in the importance of 

processed goods as opposed to unprocessed goods and the decline in trade 

sensitivity. 

What is the relationship between the level of trade dependence and the level of 

regional political integration? In chapter two it was hypothesized that the level of 

regional political integration is negatively related to the level of trade dependence. 

Table in on the next page indicates the findings. 

A statistical analysis of the data reveals a Spearman's Rank Correlation 

Coefficient of +.20 which is not statistically significant This indicates that there is 

not a significant relationship between the level of regional political integration and the 

level of trade dependence. The hypothesis is not supported. Compared with other 

nations, the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM as a whole are highly trade dependent 
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Their economies are among the most open in the world and are subject to 

manipulation by the developed nations, multinational companies, and international 

TABLEm 

LEVEL OF REGIONAL POLITICAL INTEGRATION AND TRADE 
DEPENDENCE IN CARIFTA/CARICOM 1965-1983 

Year Regional Political Integration 
Level of Trade 
Dependence 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

regional promotion 
regional promotion 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional policy coordination 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 

.14 

.15 

.13 

.18 

.18 

.19 

.18 

.17 

.18 

.32 

.29 

.33 

.27 

.24 

.22 

.22 

.22 

.12 

.16 

economic conditions. Yet, this dependence is not a significant factor in explaining the 

changing levels of regional political integration. One may explain this by in-

vestigating criticism of the various indicators of dependence. Indicators of 

dependence measure the potential or ability for one nation to influence another nation. 

Potential or ability to influence does not always result in influence. In order to truly 
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measure dependence the potential or ability to influence must be causally associated 

with actual influence. In this respect the indicator of dependence can be criticized for 

its assumption of economic determinism. Another explanation emphasizes that high 

levels of trade dependence are a common and integral part of the political/economic/ 

social environment of the nations of CARIFTA/ CARICOM. Because of its 

pervasiveness, political leaders in the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM have learned 

to work within its given parameters. With respect to the regional decision making 

processes dependence is a "given" fact and may not influence choices to any 

measurable degree. 



CHAFFER VI 

The Level of Economic Integration within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

In this study I have accepted Joseph Nye's distinction between political and 

economic integration because it allows greater conceptual and operational clarity when 

studying the regional integration phenomenon. As discussed in chapter two, Nye 

(1971a) defined economic integration largely in terms of the Balassa categories. 

Axline (1979) suggests that regional economic integration should be defined in terms 

of specific categories of regional policy goals and issues. He identifies three types of 

regional economic integration schemes: the laissez-faire scheme, the redistribution 

scheme, and the redistribution and reduction of dependence scheme. The laissez-faire 

scheme, the most limited form of economic integration, is largely concerned with the 

expansion of intraregional trade and trade liberalization. Predominant issues concern 

free trade, the common external tariff, and factor movements. The redistributionist 

scheme is largely concerned with the equitable distribution of the gains of intra-

regional trade and the development of compensatory and corrective mechanisms to 

achieve the equitable distribution. The redistribution and reduction of dependence 

category represents the highest form of regional economic integration. This scheme is 

not only concerned with expansionist and redistributionist policies, but also the 

problem of continued dependence upon the former metropolitan nations or the 

developed nations. Its goal is a regionally controlled economy, rather than continued 

dependence upon the developed nations for economic development Predominant 
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issues involve the regulation of direct foreign investment and regional development 

planning. 

Balassa (1961) defined economic integration in terms of specific 

institutionalized, economic relationships among nations. According to Balassa, the 

most limited form of regional integration is the free trade area. In a free trade area the 

member nations abolish tariffs and nontariff barriers to trade among themselves, but 

each retains its own restrictions against imports from outside the region. The next 

level of economic integration is the customs union. In a customs union the member 

nations not only abolish tariffs and non tariff barriers to trade among themselves, but 

establish a common external tariff (CET) to be applied to all non members. The next 

level is a common market in which member nations establish all the characteristics of 

a customs union and allow the free movement of the factors of production among 

themselves. The highest level of economic integration is economic union in which the 

member nations establish all the characteristics of a common market and harmonize 

monetary and fiscal policies among themselves as well as the introduction of a 

common currency. 

The Axline categories and the Balassa categories allow for an ordinal ranking 

of regional economic integration. This implies an increase in regional political 

integration as one moves from the laissez-faire schemes to the redistribution and 

reduction of dependence scheme or from the free trade area to the establishment of an 

economic union. In other words, increasing levels of economic integration require an 

increase in the scope and jurisdiction of the regional decision making mechanism, 

institutionalized input procedures, the development of more complex regional 

institutions which perform the functions of implementing, exchanging information, 
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coordinating, monitoring, and/or enforcing policies, and greater political commitment 

on behalf of the regional political elites. This leads the discussion to the following 

hypothesis. The level of regional political integration is positively related to the level 

of regional fronomic integration. (All other variables are held constant.) 

Definition and Operationalization of the Level of Economic 
Integration within CAR1FTA/CARICOM 

One of the major goals of any case study is to use a methodology which can 

be duplicated. This is necessary to establish a basis for comparison which is essential 

for any scientific investigation. For this reason I have chosen to define the level of 

regional economic integration in terms of the Balassa categories rather than the Axline 

categories. The Axline categories were developed in order to study regional economic 

integration only among the developing nations. His categories are; defined in terms of 

the development problems and goals largely faced by the developing nations of the 

world. Another problem with the Axline categories is that they are not defined in 

clear, specific terms, which would make operationalization difficult and unsatisfactory 

at best. 

The Balassa categories can be universally applied if one does not rely upon his 

overly strict definitions. Economic integration schemes rarely meet all the 

specifications designated by the Balassa categories. If a strict definition of free trade 

area were used a scholar would not find its existence anywhere in the developing 

world because these schemes normally exclude certain commodities for various 

reasons. In the case of CARIFTA/CARICOM (and others) these exceptions are listed 

in the various treates, annexes, and supplements. The same is true for most customs 

unions and common markets. There are always some exceptions to the CET and to 
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the free movement of the factors of production (Meier, 1984b, p. 561). With this in 

minH, the following categories of regional economic integration are used in this study: 

limited free trade area, limited customs union, and a limited common market 

The lowest level of regional economic integration is the limited free trade area. 

In a limited free trade area the member nations abolish tariffs and nontariff barriers to 

most of the items that are traded among themselves. Normally the treaty, annex, or 

supplement will specify the few exceptions to free trade. The exceptions may take the 

form of specific items for all members, specific items for some of the members, 

and/or the delay of the implementation of the free trade area for some of the members. 

These exceptions are common for free trade areas established by nations characterized 

by highly divergent levels of economic development 

The next level of regional economic integration is the limited customs union. 

In a limited customs union the member nations have established not only a limited free 

trade area but also a CET applied to nonmembers. The CET will normally have a few 

exceptions to it listed in the treaty, annex, or supplement These exceptions normally 

talfp the form of specific items imported by all or some of the members from 

nonmembers or the delay of the implementation of the CET by some of the members. 

These exceptions are common for customs unions characterized by highly divergent 

levels of economic development. Another possible exception is the delaying of the 

implementation of the CET towards particular nonmember nations due to past treaty 

commitments. This was true of CARICOM in the first two years of CET 

implementation Due to past commitments to the United Kingdom, one CET was 

applied to nonmembers, while another (preferential) was applied to products from the 

United Kingdom. 
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The next level of regional economic integration is the limited common market 

In a limited common market the member nations have established not only a limited 

customs union but also the free movement of the factors of production. There will 

normally be some exceptions to the free movement of the factors of production. The 

free movement of labor is not common to economic integration schemes among the 

developing nations of the world. CARICOM does not have a free movement of labor 

or capital. 

Findings and Discussion 

The following levels of regional economic integration were found among the 

nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM from 1965 through 1983: 

1965 - no economic integration 1975 - limited customs union 
1966 - no economic integration 1976 - limited customs union 
1967 - no economic integration 1977 - no economic integration 
1968 - limit*** free trade area 1978 - no economic integration 
1969 - limited free trade area 1979 - no economic integration 
1970 - limited free trade area 1980 - limited customs union 
1971 - limits free trade area 1981 - limited customs union 
1972 - limited free trade area 1982 - limited customs union 
1973 - limited customs union 1983 - no economic integration 
1974 - limited customs union 

The discussion and reasoning for each evaluation is found in Appendix V. What is the 

relationship between the levels of regional economic integration and the levels of 

regional political integration? It was hypothesized that the level of regional political 

integration was positively related to the level of economic integration. Table IV on the 

next page indicates the findings. An ordinal ranking was assigned to each variable. 

The levels of regional political integration are as follows: no regional political 

integration = 0; regional promotion = 1; regional information exchange = 2; regional 

policy coordination = 3; and regional monitor = 4. The levels of regional economic 
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are as follows: no regional economic integration = 0; limited free trade area = 1; and a 

limited customs union = 2. A statistical analysis of the data reveals a moderate 

Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient of +.57 which is statistically significant at 

the .005 level. 

TABLE IV 

LEVEL OF REGIONAL POLITICAL INTEGRATION AND LEVEL OF 
REGIONAL ECONOMIC INTEGRATION IN 

CARIFTA/CARICOM 1965-1983 

Year 
Level of Regional 
Political Integration 

Level of Regional 
Economic Integration 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

regional promotion 
regional promotion 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional policy coordination 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 

no economic integration 
no economic integration 
no economic integration 
limited free trade area 
limited free trade area 
limited free trade area 
limited free tirade area 
limited free trade area 
limited customs union 
limited customs union 
limited customs union 
limited customs union 
no economic integration 
no economic integration 
no economic integration 
limited customs union 
limited customs union 
limited customs union 
no economic integration 

This indicates that there is a moderately strong, positive relationship between the level 

of regional political integration and the level of regional economic integration for 
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CAWFTA/CARICOM from 1965 through 1983. This is the relationship predicted by 

the hypothesis and the review of the literature. 



CHAPTER VH 

The Level of Trade Interdependence within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

The original functionaUst/neofimctionalist thesis was criticized extensively for 

the following reasons: its characterization of the regional integration process as 

incrementalist, mechanistic, and unidirectional; its lack of attention to the influence of 

political elites; its lack of attention to external factors; and its economic determinism. 

All of these are valid criticisms which are taken into account in this study. The 

original thesis, based upon studies of the development of the European Community, 

emphasized the importance of regional trade interdependence to the integration 

process. In particular, studies focused upon the establishment in 1950 of the 

European Coal and Steel Community and its importance to the future development of 

the European Community (Willis, 1975, pp. 19-37). Trade interdependence was 

viewed as a variable which had helped to create a web of interlocking, common 

interests via the spillover mechanism among regional economic elites and had resulted 

in the transfer of economic elite loyalties and lobbying efforts from the level of the 

nation state to the regional level (Busch, 1978, pp. 545-573). This created a demand 

for an increase in the scope and authority of the regional decision making process and 

helped to establish and maintain the European Community. Although other variables 

such as the influence of the Resistance movements during World War II (Lipgens, 

1975, pp. 1-18), the existence of a political concensus concerning the goal of 

rebuilding the European economy, and the threat (actual and perceived) of Soviet 

expansionism played a major role in the European integration process, scholars and 
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practitioners from the developing nations still emphasize regional trade inter-

dependence as a crucial variable in the integration process. This leads the discussion 

to the following hypothesis. The level of regional political integration is positively 

associated with the level of regional trade interdependence. (All other variables are 

held constant) 

Definition and Operationalization of the Level of Economic Trade 
Interdependence within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

The concept of interdependence emphasizes the links or interconnectedness 

among nations. This interconnectedness which takes the form of transactions of 

money, goods, services, people, and messages among nations is associated with the 

ability of each nation to influence or have an effect upon (to a greater or lesser extent) 

the other nations with which it is interconnected. In a state of interdependence the 

extent or degree of the influence or effect of one nation upon another is dependent 

upon the constraints or costs associated with the transactions. For example, if nation 

A imports all of its oil from nation B and nation B imports all of its sugar from nation 

A, then nations A and B are interdependent because a disruption of either or both of 

these transactions will result in a cost to one or both of the nations. Each have the 

potential to influence the other to a greater or lesser extent One should note that 

nation A which imports all of its oil from nation B is more dependent upon B than B 

is upon A because of the nature of the transactions. Nations may not survive very 

long without oil, yet nations may survive without sugar (through rationing or 

substitutes). In other words, the reciprocal effects of interdependence between nation 

A and B need not be symmetrical. As Keohane and Nye (1977, pp. 8-9) point out: 
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. . . dependence means a state of being determined or 
significantly affected by external forces. Interdependence, most 
simply defined, means mutual dependence. Interdependence... 
refers to situations characterized by reciprocal effects among countries 
. . . Where there are reciprocal (although not necessarily symmetrical) 
costly effects of transactions, there is interdependence. 

Trade interdependence focuses upon the costly effects of trade transactions 

(exports or imports) among nations. As the amount of exports or imports between 

two nations increases, each nation will have a greater, although not necessarily equal, 

potential to influence or effect the other nation. In other words, the amount of exports 

or imports between two nations compared to the amount of their exports or imports 

with all nations may serve as an indicator of the degree of trade interdependence 

between two nations. Trade interdependence within CARIFTA/CARICOM can be 

indicated by the ratio of intra-CARIFTA/CARICOM exports to the total exports of 

CARIFTA/CARICOM. 

Findings and Discussion 

Trade interdependence for CARIFTA/CARICOM was calculated for each year 

from 1965 through 1983. (See the following from Appendix VII: Tables XVI, XVII, 

and XXI.) The following levels of trade interdependence within CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM were found: 

1965 - .064 1975 - .080 
1966 - .077 1976 - .079 
1967 - .071 1977 - .079 
1968 - .067 1978 - .078 
1969 - .078 1979 - .091 
1970-.084 1980-.114 
1971-.092 1981 -.111 
1972 - .100 1982 - .129 
1973-.100 1983-.111 
1974 - .072 
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The data indicate that the levels of trade interdependence among the CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM nations from 1965 through 1983 did not change very much, ranging from 

a low of .064 to a high of .129. With this in mind one may not expect this variable to 

have much of a relationship with the level of regional political integration. It was 

hypothesized that the level of regional political integration is positively related to the 

level of trade interdependence. Table V shows the findings: 

TABLEV 

LEVEL OF REGIONAL POLITICAL INTEGRATION AND TRADE 
INTERDEPENDENCE IN CAREFTA/CARICOM 1965-1983 

Year Level of Regional Political Integration 
Level of Trade 

Interdependence 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

regional promotion 
regional promotion 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional policy coordination 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 

.064 

.077 

.071 

.067 

.078 

.084 

.092 

.100 

.100 

.072 

.080 

.079 

.078 

.091 

.114 

.111 

.118 

.129 

.111 
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A statistical analysis of the data reveals a negligible Spearman's Rank 

Correlation Coefficient of +.0928 which is not statistically significant. This indicates 

that there is no relationship between the level of regional political integration and the 

level of trade interdependence for CARIFTA/CARICOM from 1965 through 1983. 

The hypothesis predicted a positive relationship. How does one explain this? One 

explanation is that the level of trade interdependence was rather constant from 1965 

through 1983. Its variation was from a low of .064 in 1965 to a high of. 129 in 

1982. (Literally translated this means that exports among the member nations 

compared to exports to non-member nations increased from 6.4 per cent to 12.9 per 

cent at their greatest points of variation.) If two variables do not covary, a correlation 

or association can not be found. 

The most important explanation lies in the defintions of interdependence and 

integration. The early studies of regional integration did not theoretically and 

explicitly define and differentiate between the two as I have done in this chapter and in 

chapter two. Conceptual clarity is essential for scientific study. Early studies of the 

concept of interdependence contain a persistent "idealist" interpretation in that 

increasing levels of interdependence will precipitate the emergence of a regional or 

world community. The problem with this argument is that increasing levels of 

interdependence create opportunities for conflict as well as for cooperation and 

integration (Young, 1982, p. 59). Regional political integration necessarily implies 

the existence of interdependence among nations, but a situation of interdependence is 

not sufficient for the existence of regional political integration. The major reason that 

this hypothesis is not supported by the data is that it is based upon an idealist 
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interpretation of interdependence which may or may not exist or that the logic of 

interdependence supports a necessary but not a sufficient condition for integration. 



CHAPTER Vm 

The Relative Congruence of Political Structures 
within CARBFTA/CARICOM 

Regional integration scholars argue that integration among the developing 

nations of the world is more difficult to achieve and maintain than among the nations 

of Western Europe because of the existence of widely divergent political structures/ 

systems (Haas and Schmitter, 1964; Haas, 1967; and Nye, 1971b). Intuitively, it 

appears that nations with similar or congruent political structures/systems would be 

better able to develop a common or regional decision making process. They cite 

factors which are not conducive to the success of the regional integration process such 

as the existence of nonpluralistic or nonparticipatory decision making mechanisms, 

the recent independence of some of the nations which may cause them to be extremely 

sensitive to any actual or perceived encroachment upon sovereignty, the lack of viable 

bureaucratic and administrative structures, and the salience of ideological and/or 

highly nationalistic politics rather than compromise politics. All of these factors were 

absent in Western Europe at the beginning and during the early years of the 

development of the European Community. 

All of the nations of CARBFTA/CARICOM inherited the Westminster style of 

parliamantaiy democracy from Great Britain. Although varying degrees of violence, 

corruption, repression, and electoral irregularities were not uncommon, most of the 

nations maintained pluralistic decision making mechanisms throughout the time period 

of 1965 through 1983. This contrasts sharply with the experience of most developing 

nations of the world. Barbados is considered to be the model democracy in the region 
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(Gastil, 1985). All except Guyana and Trinidad and Tobago experienced at least one 

change in ruling parties through the electoral process during this period. Guyana 

under the leadership (some would argue dictatorship) of Forbes Burnham (who died 

in 1985; his successor Desmonde Hoyte continues to rule) and the People's National 

Congress (PNC) is perhaps the only officially declared Marxist nation in the world 

which allows parliamentary opposition. Although the general elections of 1966, 

1968,1973, and 1980 were characterized by fraud and non democratic measures 

(absence of free press and repression) which allowed the PNC to maintain its 

hegemony, the People's Progressive Party (PPP) under the leadership of Cheddi 

Jagan provided an elected, loyal opposition. It is interesting to note that the PPP is 

also an officially declared Marxist Party (Jeffrey and Baber, 1986; Barry, Wood and 

Preusch, 1984, pp. 324-329). Guyana is the least democratic of all the CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM nations. 

Trinidad and Tobago has been ruled by the People's National Movement 

(PNM) under Eric Williams (who died in 1981; his successor George Chambers 

continues to rule) since its independence in 1962. The continued dominance of the 

PNM in the electoral process can be attributed to the charimatic leadership of Williams 

until his death, petroleum and natural gas wealth, and the inability of the opposition 

parties to unite (Green, 1976, pp. 284-292; Barry, Wood, and Preusch, 1984, pp. 

364-371). Repression, corruption, and election irregularities in Grenada under Eric 

Gairy and the United Labour Party (ULP) resulted in a coup in 1979 led by Maurice 

Bishop and the New Jewel Movement (NJM). A coup staged by the left wing of the 

NJM led by Bernard Coard in 1983 subsequently led to the U.S. invasion. Grenada 
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did not experience pluralistic decision making under the NJM from 1979 through 

1983. 

Political parties in the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM developed from the 

trade union movement and most are either affiliated with or closely aligned with 

particular unions. Clientelism between ruling party and its associated union(s) is 

common.1 Trade union activity in the political process within individual nations and 

within the regional decision making mechanism (the Caribbean Congress of labour 

has consultative status with CARICOM) has been vigorous and outspoken. Perhaps 

the only exceptions were the unwillingness of the Trade Union Congress of Guyana 

to criticize Burnham and the PNC and the non-participation of the trade union 

movement in Grenada under Maurice Bishop and Bernard Coard of the NJM. 

The LDC's have suffered from a lack of viable bureaucratic structures and 

professional administrators (Hawkins, 1976). This was especially evident in the first 

few years of CARICOM in which there were numerous delays in the disbursement of 

economic development loans from the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB) to these 

nations. Bureaucracies lacked the organizational structure to process the loans 

properly and administrators lacked the technical expertise to make proper and 

efficient use of the capital. This continues to be a problem today among the LDC's. 

*The only exception to this among the CARIFTA/CARICOM nations is 
Dominica. Dominica has never experienced a close association between unions and 
political parties. The Dominican Labour Party made a conscious decision to separate 
union affairs from partisan politics when it was formed in 1955. The current 
governing party the Democratic Freedom Party (DFP) is not tied to union activities 
(Midgett, 1983, pp. 39-72). 
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The MDC's were the only independent nations when CAREFTA was initiated 

in 1967. Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago gained their independence in 1962 and 

have always competed for leadership within the region. Their support and 

cooperation is essential to the success of any regional integrative scheme. This was 

evident in the failure of the West Indies Federation. When Jamaica left the Federation 

in 1961, Eric Williams of Trinidad stated that no federation could exist without 

Jamaica. It was also evident in the failure of the Heads of Government Conference to 

meet from 1976 through 1981 largely because of the refusal of Eric Williams to 

attend. Barbados and Guyana signed the original CARIFTA agreement in 1965 and 

both gained their independence in 1966. The LDC's were either colonies of or 

associate states of Great Britain during most of the period from 1965 through 1983. 

Grenada gained its independence in 1974, Dominica in 1978, St. Lucia and St. 

Vincent in 1979, Antigua and Belize in 1981, and St Kitts in 1983. Montserrat is 

still a colony of Great Britain. 

Ideological politics have always been prominent in Guyana with its 

unwavering commitment to socialism (and later to Marxism) and its close ties with 

Cuba. Ideology was not salient in Jamaica until Michael Manley and the PNP shifted 

to the left in 1977 (Stephens and Stephens, 1986, pp. 148-198). Manley's closer 

relationship with Cuba heightened the role of ideology in the region. The 1979 coup 

in Grenada which brought Maurice Bishop and the New Jewel Movement to power 

dramatically inreased ideological tensions in the region. The governments of St. 

Lucia (1979-1982) and Dominica (1979) favored socialist development. These events 

brought right wing ideological politics to the forefront with the election of 
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conservative governments in Jamaica in 1980, Dominica in 1980, St. Kitts in 1980, 

St. Lucia in 1982, and post-invasion Grenada. 

All of the hypothesized factors which are not conducive to regional political 

integration have at one time or another been present within CARIFTA/CARICOM to a 

greater or lesser extent. This leads the discussion to the following hypothesis. The 

level of regional political integration is positively related to the relative congruence of 

political structures within the region. 

Definition and Operationalization of the Relative Congruence of 
Political Structures within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

Scholars of comparative politics have gone to great lengths to explain, define, 

categorize, and operationalize different political structures, processes, and systems.^ 

The literature review indicates four component parts of the political structure/system 

of nations which are positively related to regional political integration if the 

components are congruent (similar or homogeneous) throughout the region. The 

components are pluralistic decision making mechanisms, viable bureaucratic 

structures, the absence of newly independent nations and their sensitivity to en-

croachment (perceived and actual) upon sovereignty, and the absence ideological 

politics. Each component is defined, operationalized, and analyzed with respect to 

regional political integration in the rest of the chapter. 

2Perhaps the best theoretical works are LaPalombara (1974) and Almond and 
Powell (1979). One should also see Huntington (1968), and Gamer (1976). For a 
Marxist approach one should see Moore (1966). For an operationalization in 
quantifiable terms one should see any copy of the World Handbook; of Political and 
Social Indicators by C. Taylor and M. Hudson or Banks and Textor (1964) and 
Banks (1971). 
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Definition and Operationalization of Pluralistic Decision 
Making Mechanisms within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

How does one define and opeiationalize the degree of pluralistic decision 

making that is present in one nation in such a way to make viable comparisons with 

other nations? Pluralistic decision making necessarily demands some form of political 

participation by private citizens. Many studies of participation focus on the vote or 

voting turnout as a measure of citizen participation or pluralism (Scharkansky and 

Hofferbert, 1969; Needier, 1968; McCione and Cnudde, 1967; and Burnham, 1965). 

For most developed nations voting statistics are readily available. For the developing 

nations the statistics are not always available and are not always reliable. Even if 

reliable statistics are available, voter turnout alone is not a valid, cross national 

indicator of participation or pluralism because voting has different functions in 

different political systems. In democratic systems the vote allows citizens to choose 

representatives, to influence public policy, to express dissent, and to repudiate those 

persons and policies which they no longer support. In nondemocratic systems the 

vote serves to legitimize authoritarian leaders, to give the appearance of democracy, 

and to mobilize support for national policies (LaPalombara, 1974, pp. 421-424). For 

these reasons a strict comparison of voter turnout may lead one to the wrong 

conclusion concerning the relative degree of participation or pluralism. Verba, Nye, 

and Kim (1978, pp. 48,51-56) similarly argue that the identification of political 

participation whether it be voting turnout, campaign activity, communal activity, or 

particularized contacts does not solve the problem of comparability because of the 

difference in the extent of the rights of political participation that are available in each 

nation. Comparative evaluations of campaign activity, communal activity, and 
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particularized contacts also require extensive survey research of representative 

populations from different nations. Data of this nature does not exist for most 

nations.^ 

Several scholars have developed ordinal scales to indicate varying degrees of 

political participartion and pluralism (Banks and Textor, 1964; Banks, 1971; Taylor 

and Jodice, 1986; and Gastil, 1985). The scales are usually subjective in nature and 

there may be some disagreement among scholars concerning the various scares that 

are assigned to the participation or pluralism level of each nation, but their constant 

use by scholars for research (especially quantitative) suggests some validity. Haas 

and Barrera (1969) suggest using the scale of interest group (identified by types: 

associational, institutional, and non-associational) participation developed by Banks 

and Textor (1964) and used by Banks (1971) in order to operationalize political 

pluralism. These scales cannot be used in this study because they do not evaluate 

most of the CARib'l'A/CARICOM nations and they are not current. 

A valid indicator of political participation or pluralism must indicate the extent 

of the rights of political participation which are available to citizens and interest 

groups. According to Taylor and Jodice (1986) one of the few comparative scales of 

political rights in existence was developed by Raymond Gastil.^ His political rights 

3 Verba, Nie, and Kim (1978) conducted an extensive survey research of 
Austria, India, Japan, the Netherlands, Nigeria, the United States, and Yugoslavia 
concerning the various forms of participation (voting, campaign activity, communal 
activity, and particularized contacts) and political equality. 

^Gastil's scale of political rights, as well as civil rights, was first developed in 
1973. Gastil and his associates produce the journal Freedom at Issue and an annual 
comparative survey of political and civil freedoms in the nations of the world entitled 
Freedom in the World: Political Rights and Civil Liberties published by the 
Greenwood Press in Westwood, Connecticut. 
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scale ranges from one to seven. Nations are assigned scores which correspond to the 

following definitions. A score of one indicates those political systems in which the 

great majority of persons or families has both the right and the opportunity to 

participate in the electoral process. Political parties may be freely formed for the 

purpose of making the right to compete for public office fairly general. A score of 

two indicates those political systems with an open process, which does not always 

work well, however, due to extreme poverty, a feudal social structure, violence, or 

other limitation on potential participants or results. As is the case with a score of one 

a leader or party can be voted out of office. A score of three indicates a political 

system in which people may elect their leaders or representatives, but in which coups 

d'etat, large scale interference with election results, and often nondemocratic 

procedures occur. A score of four indicates a political system in which full 

democratic elections are blocked constitutionally or have little significance in 

determining power distributions. A score of five indicates a political system in which 

elections are closely controlled or limited, or in which the results have little 

significance. A score of six indicates a political system without elections or with 

elections involving only a single slate of candidates in which voting is largely a matter 

of demonstrating support for the system. Nevertheless there is some distribution of 

power. A score of seven indicates a political system which is a tyranny without 

legitimacy either in tradition or international party doctrine (Gastil, 1985, pp. 1-20 or 

Taylor and Jodice, 1986, pp. 58-61). Scores of each nation are determined by 

several scholars who must all agree upon the assigned score in order to obtain 

measurement precision. Although the scores are still somewhat subjective, the data is 

ordinal level, and the scale has a "democratic" bias, it is perhaps one of the few time 
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series, cross national indicators of the extent of participation rights granted to 

individuals and interest groups in the nations of the world. I define and operationalize 

the level of pluralistic decision making in CARIFTA/CARICOM by using the Gastil 

political rights scale. The relative congruence or incongruence of the degree of 

pluralistic decision making within CARIFTA/CARICOM can be indicated by the 

coefficient of variability (Blalock, 1979, pp. 80, 84) of the standard deviation of the 

mean score for each year on the Gastil political rights scale. 

Findings and Discussion of the Pluralistic Decision Making 
Mechanisms within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

The congruence of political structures/systems with respect to pluralistic 

decision making is operationalized for the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM from 

1965 through 1983 by determining the mean level of politicial participation rights 

(based upon the Gastil Political Rights Scale), the standard deviation, and the 

coefficient of variation. The coefficient of variation indicates the divergence of 

political participation rights among the CARIFTA/CARICOM nations. A low 

coefficient of variation indicates congruence or convergence, whereas a high 

coefficient indicates incongruence or divergence of participation rights. (See 

Appendix VI and the following from Appendix VII: Tables XXVII-XXX.) The 

coefficient of variation was found to be as follows: 

1965 - .22 
1966 - .22 
1967 - .22 
1968 - .22 
1969 - .22 
1970 - .22 
1971 - .25 
1972 - .25 
1973 - .25 
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1974 - .50 
1975 - .41 
1976 - .41 
1977 - .31 
1978 - .38 
1979 - .36 
1980 - .40 
1981 - .50 
1982-.61 

1983 - .67 

How does one explain the variation in the divergence of participation rights 

within CARIFTA/CARICOM? The increase in the divergence in 1974 was caused by 

the increasing dictatorial tendencies of Forbes Burnham in Guyana. The increase in 

the divergence from 1979 through 1983 is largely the result of the Maurice Bishop/ 

Bernard Coard regime in Grenada and the continued dictatorial tendencies of Forbes 

Burnham in Guyana. Jamaica experienced severe economic problems during this 

time period and was plagued with worker strikes and violence. 

It was hypothesized that the level of regional political integration is positively 

related to the congruence of political structures. The congruence of political structures 

is operationalized in terms of the divergence of political rights. Table VI on the next 

page compares the level of regional political integration with the divergence of 

political participation rights among the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM. A statistical 

analysis of the data reveals a negligible Spearman's Rank Conelation Coefficient of 

-.069 which is not statistically significant.5 This indicates that there is not a 

5If one uses only the Gastil data (rather than my additional evaluations), the 
statistical analysis reveals a weak Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient of -.289 
which is not statistically significant It is interesting to note that the direction of the 
coefficient is as predicted by the hypothesis. 
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TABLE VI* 

REGIONAL POLITICAL INTEGRATION WITHIN CARIFTA/CARICOM AND 
DIVERGENCE OF PARTICIPATION RIGHTS FOR INDIVIDUALS 

AND INTEREST GROUPS 1965-1983 

Year Political Integration 

Divergence of 
Participation 

Rights** 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

regional promotion 
regional promotion 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional policy coordination 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 

.22 

.22 

.22 

.22 

.22 

.22 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.50 

.41 

.41 

.31 

.38 

.36 

.40 

.50 

.61 

.67 

•Notes: (1) The Gastil Political Rights Scale provides data on the CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM nations for the following years: 1973 and 1975 through 1983. (See the 
following from Appendix VII: Tables XXIX-XXX.) Montserrat is not evaluated by 
Gastil and is excluded from the analysis. (2) Estimations of the extent of political 
rights available to individuals and interest groups in the CARIFTA/CARICOM 
nations from 1965 through 1972 and for 1974 are my own. (See Appendix VI for a 
discussion of these estimates and see the following from Appendix Vll: Tables 
xxvn-xxvm.) 

••Coefficient of variation. 
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significant relationship between the level of regional political integration and the 

divergence of participation rights (congruence of political structures). The hypothesis 

predicted a positive relationship (or a negative relationship between the level of 

regional political integration and the divergence of participation rights). How does 

one explain this? Most of the hypotheses, concepts, and ideas concerning regional 

integration theory are based upon the experience of the European Community. Its 

European myopia is the source of much criticism. The emphasis placed upon 

pluralistic decision making mechanisms by regional integration scholars is a direct 

result of the study of the European Community . It should be noted that these same 

scholars emphasized that the regional integration process and the debate over regional 

integration is largely a function of elites, technocrats, and academics. If this is true 

for the European nations, one should expect an even greater role for elites, 

technocrats, and academics in the regional integration process among the developing 

nations of the world. This is clearly evident in the CARIFTA/ CARICOM process. It 

is perhaps one explanation why the divergence of pluralistic decision making 

mechanisms among the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM was found not to be a 

significant factor in explaining the changes in the levels of regional political 

integration. 

Definition and Qperationalization of Viable Bureaucratic 
Structures within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

How does one define and operationalize the existence of viable bureaucratic 

structures in such a manner to make cross national comparisons? Bureaucratization as 

a form of administration was introduced to remove the problems endemic in 

ascriptive, patrimonial administration. But according to Bendix (1968), it can 
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develop degenerative characteristics or pathologies. LaPalombara (1974, pp. 285-

293) suggests three categories of bureaucratic pathologies: organization-centered 

defects, defects hampering achievement of goals, and value-centered defects. 

Organization-centered defects include favoritism, inefficient procedures, corruption, 

and high rates of turnover. Defects hampering achievement of goals include 

inadequate coordination and feedback, overcentralization, inadequately trained 

personnel, blocked channels of communication, and rigidity or inadaptability. Value-

centered defects include concentration in bureaucracy of actual control over politics 

and implementation, excessive secrecy, identification or collusion of bureaucracy with 

special social groups or classes, and inadequate supervision of administration 

activities. The appearance of these pathologies in various combinations and degrees 

can cause bureaucracies to be less viable or less able to perform their tasks efficiently. 

A cross national comparison may focus on any (or any combination) of these 

pathologies. 

Findings and Discussion of Viable Bureaucratic 
Structures within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

Data concerning the amount and degree of pathologies that are present in the 

bureaucracies of the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM is limited, impressionistic, 

non-quantitative, case study oriented, and difficult to make valid comparisons. There 

seems to be general agreement that the bureaucracies suffer from duplication of 

function, cooptation by the private sector, patronage and spoils, a scarcity of skilled 

civil servants, collusion with special groups, parties, and classes, lack of innovation, 

and inefficiency (Jones and Mills, 1976, pp. 331; Hawkins, 1976; Stephens and 

Stephens, 1986, pp. 40-42; and Mills, 1970). These characteristics have been 
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common since the achievement of independence or associate status among these 

nations. Hie existence of weak or nonviable bureaucracies is a constant among the 

political systems of the nations of CARih 1A/C ARICOM. Because it is constant it 

does not assist one in explaining the changing levels of regional political integration.^ 

Definition and Operationalization of the Newly Independent Nations 
and their Sensitivity to Encroachment (Perceived and Actual) 

upon Sovereignty within CARIFTA/C ARICOM 

All of the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM except Montserrat are relatively 

recent additions to the international nation state system. By definition they are newly 

independent nations. They gained their independence between 1962 and 1983. 

Although all nations are sensitive to any encroachment upon their sovereignty, it is 

assumed that newly independent nations are more so for a variety of reasons. Newly 

independent nations are just beginning to encounter the problems of state and nation 

building. New leaders may not have legitimized their regimes and will be sensitive to 

the slightest encroachment upon their ability to rule. All of the nations of CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM were also former colonies and/or associate states of Great Britain. 

Nations that are colonies or associate states are not sovereign. Sovereignty is vested 

in the colonial government One method of operationalizing this variable is simply to 

count the number of independent nations within CARIFTA/CARICOM for each year 

from 1965 through 1983. Another is to calculate the ratio of independent nations to 

^Research on comparative bureaucratic structures in the Caribbean does not 
lend itself to ordinal level data as far as my limited literature review indicates. Ordinal 
level data would have been more amenable to scientific analysis of the hypothesized 
relationship. The assumption that weak and nonviable bureaucracies are constant 
over time (1965-1983) and throughout the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM is based 
upon the arguments of Caribbean scholars listed above. 
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the total number of CARIFTA/CARICOM nations for each year. This will indicate 

the number of "sensitive governments or ratio of "sensitive" governments to 

governments not concerned with sovereignty in CARIFTA/CARICOM. It is 

important to note that this variable has no relevance to regional integration among the 

developed nations unless scholars could agree upon the number of years beyond 

independence which are required before a nation is no longer referred to as newly 

independent. 

Findings and Discussion of the Newly Independent Nations and 
their Sensitivity to Encroachment (Perceived and Actual) 

uponSovereignty within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

Newly independent nations and their sensitivity to encroachment upon 

sovereignty is operationalized as the ratio of independent nations to the total number 

of nations in CARIFTA/CARICOM from 1965 through 1983. Table VII indicates the 

findings on the next page. What is the relationship between the level of regional 

political integration and the ratio of newly independent nations to the total number of 

nations in CARIFTA/ CARICOM? Table Vm indicates these findings page 112. A 

statistical analysis of the data reveals a weak Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient 

of -.18 which is not statistically significant. 

This indicates that there is not a significant relationship between the level of 

regional political integration and the number of newly independent nations which may 

be sensitive to encroachments upon their sovereignty. The hypothesis predicted that 

newly independent nations are negatively correlated with increasing levels of regional 

political integration because this serves as a possible threat to their recently acquired 
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TABLE VH 

RATIO OF INDEPENDENT NATIONS TO TOTAL NUMBER OF 
NATIONS IN CARIFTA/CARICOM 1965-1983* 

Year(s) 
Nations which gained 
their Independence 

Ratio of Independen 
Nations to Total 

1965 Jamaica (1962); Trinidad and Tobago (1962) .18 
1966 Barbados; Guyana .36 
1967-1970 

Barbados; Guyana 
.36 

1971-1973 .33 
1974 Grenada .42 
1975-1977 .42 
1978 Dominica .50 
1979 St. Lucia; St Vincent .66 
1980 .66 
1981 Antigua; Belize .83 
1982 

Antigua; Belize 
.83 

1983 St. Kitts .91 

•Note that Belize became a member in 1971 while it was still a colony of 
Great Britain. This is why the ratio declined from .36 in 1970 to .33 in 1971. 

sovereignty. Why is the hypothesis not supported? One explanation lies in the 

tradition of the regional cooperation and integration process among the nations dating 

back to the seventeenth century and with serious efforts beginning in the post World 

War n period. Continual efforts to maintain some level of regional integration have 

survived the newly independent status of these nations. The analysis also contradicts 

the hypothesis because its underlying assumption is false for the CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM nations. CARIFTA/ CARICOM or the regional integration process is not 

perceived by the individual nations as an encroachment upon their sovereignty. 
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TABLE Vm 

REGIONAL POLITICAL INTEGRATION AND NEWLY INDEPENDENT 
NATIONS IN CARIFTA/CARICOM 1965-1983 

Year Level of Regional Political Integration 
Ratio of Independent 

Nations to Total 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

regional promotion 
regional promotion 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional policy coordination 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional informaltion exchange 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 

.18 

.36 

.36 

.36 

.36 

.36 

.33 

.33 

.33 

.42 

.42 

.42 

.42 

.50 

.66 

.66 

.83 

.83 

.91 

In the analysis of the levels of regional political integration, the authoritative 

decision making level was never achieved. It is at this level that a regional decision 

making mechanism has the ability to use legitimate enforcement mechanisms This is 

a "giant leap" from the other levels of regional political integration. (This is one 

reason why these levels represent an ordinal rather than an interval scale.) Regional 

promotion, regional information exchange, regional policy coordination, and regional 

monitor are relatively "safe" levels of regional political integration. 
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Another possible explanation is concerned with a problem in the definition and 

operationalization of the concept newly independent nations. I stated that all the 

nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM were newly independent by definition. But one 

may ask when a newly independent nation becomes simply an independent nation. 

The MDC's were independent several years before the LDC's. Does this make them 

independent rather than newly independent? Perhaps another indicator would have 

greater utility in helping to explain the levels of regional political integration. 

Definition and Operationalization of the Absence of Ideological 
Politics within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

How does one define and operationalize the absence (nonsalience) of 

ideological politics? Ideological politics are characterized by the adoption of an 

official ideology by the ruling or opposition party, continual reference to the ideology 

to provide a means to the goals of the nation and party, and increasing polarization 

within the political arena which makes compromise difficult Content analysis of 

party platforms, newspaper editorials, and speeches of party leaders can provide a 

general indication of increasing or decreasing levels of ideological politics. Stephens 

and Stephens (1986, pp. 379-382) in their masterful study of the attempt of Michael 

Manley and the People's National Party (PNP) to promote democratic socialism in 

Jamaica (1972-1980) use content analysis to indicate and trace increasing ideological 

polarization. Editorials from the Jamaican Gleaner from 1972 through 1980 were 

classified and counted. The results indicate an increasing level of ideological politics 

during the last three years of PNP rule. Similar studies of other CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM nations are not available. A review of regional newspapers, party 

platforms, speeches, and scholarly articles from 1965 through 1986 can indicate 
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general trends toward or away from ideological politics. This is the approach that 1 

have taken.? 

Findings and Discussion of the Absence of Ideological 
Politics within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

Leslie Manigat (1976, pp. 106-107) argued that fissures in CARICOM were 

becoming mate likely: 

. . . because of ideological orientations which are becoming 
more and more different, dissenting policies are more likely and 
antagonistic views may emerge... [ideological orientations are] 
obstacles to unity and integration. 

The review of the literature supports the statement of Manigat and indicates a general 

trend toward ideological polarization among and within the nations of CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM beginning in the mid 1970's. From 1965 through the mid 1970's there 

was a general absence of ideological politics except in Guyana. 

The People's National Congress led by Forbes Burnham commited to develop 

a cooperative socialist society in Guyana as early as 1961. Jeffrey and Baber (1986, 

pp. 20-38) argue that only minor efforts were made in this direction until 1970. In 

1970 Burnham began nationalizing some industries and stepped up his ideological 

rfietoric. He declared Guyana to be a cooperative Republic and recognized Cuba in 

1972. In 1974 he committed the PNC to a stronger socialist orientation in the 

Declaration of Sophia and by 1976 he openly declared Guyana to be a Marxist/ 

7 Primary sources for my research in this area include articles and reports from 
the following newspapers from 1965 through 1983: Caribbean Contact, Jamaican 
Daily and Weekly Gleaner, Barbados Advocate-News, Trinidad Guardian and 
Express, Democrat for St. Kitts, and Caribbean Business. Other sources include: 
Caribbean and West Indies Chronicles, New World Quarterly, Caribbean Insight, 
Latin American Monitor: Caribbean, Latin American Regional Reports: Caribbean, 
and the Quarterly Economic Review. 
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Leninist state. Another indicator of the ideological politics practiced in Guyana is the 

presence of the opposition party the People's Progressive Party led by Cheddi Jagan 

which is also a Marxist/Leninist party. The two major parties in Jamaica, the Labour 

Party (JLP) and the People's National Party (PNP), throughout the 1960's and early 

1970's were similar with respect to the negligible importance of ideology (Stephens 

and Stephens, 1986, p. 44). Eric Williams and the People's National Movement of 

Trinidad and Tobago were characterized as pragmatists (Manigat, 1976, p. 109) in 

their approach to politics and economic development. Party government in Barbados 

under E.W. Barrow and the Democratic Labour Party and in the LDC's was 

characterized by a close relationship with labor groups. Mixed economies were the 

rule in the Eastern Caribbean (Midgett, 1983). 

The private sector in Jamaica was more concerned with economic issues than 

with the new ideological turn represented by the declaration of democratic socialism 

by the PNP in 1974. But, the salience of ideological politics in Jamaica increased 

dramatically in 1975. Stephens and Stephens (1986, p. 104) state: 

The increasing importance of the ideological debate in the PNP 
and between the PNP and the opposition aggravated internal PNP 
splits and brought them into the open, and the reaction from the 
opposition became more and more hostile and strident. The Gleaner 
spearheaded the attacks, criticism in editorials increased in 1975, 
escalating sharply both in frequency and tone in late 1975. 

The 1975 election campaign of the opposition JLP led by Edward Saega focused 

upon the issues of economic mismanagement and the Communist-Cuban threat. The 

entrepreneurial class in Jamaica became alienated from the PNP government because 

of the declining economic situation and its opposition to the government's egalitarian 

policies. This was fueled by antagonism to the ideological posture and rhetoric of the 
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PNP (Stephens and Stephens, 1986, pp. 123-124). The traditional competition 

between Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago for Caribbean leadership became an 

obstacle to continued meetings of the Heads of Government Conference after 1975 

because of the added ideological dimension (Manigat, 1976, p. 109). According to 

Boodhoo and Harnanan (1985/86, p. 25), the traditional support for the regional 

integration process championed by Eric Williams of Trinidad and Tobago abated 

because of the rise of left wing parties in Guyana and Jamaica, and the coup in 

Grenada in 1979. This is largely the reason why there were no Heads of Government 

Conferences held five years prior to the death of Williams. 

Edward Barrow and the ruling Democratic Labour Party in Barbados and 

Burnham in Guyana echoed the fear of Manley in Jamaica of U.S. destabiliation 

efforts and U.S. involvement in Jamaican civil violence.^ It was the coup in Grenada 

in March of 1979 which dramatically increased the salience of ideoligical politics 

among the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM. Eric Williams of Trinidad and Tobago 

violently opposed the New Jewel Movement led by Maurice Bishop in Grenada, 

while the governments of Guyana, Jamaica, and Barbados immmediately recognized 

the Bishop regime. In 1979 and 1980 socialist leaning governments appeared in 

Dominica and St. Lucia. 

^Manley's increasing prestige as a spokesperson of the Third World, the 
bauxite levy imposed upon Kaiser, Reynolds, and Alcoa by the PNP government, 
close ties with Cuba, and Manley's position on the question of Cuban troops in 
Angola led to U.S. actions to undermine the PNP government and to help its 
opponents in the form of reduced aid, negative reports damaging to tourism, and, in 
all probability, covert funding of the opposition (Stephens and Stephens, 1986, pp. 
126-128,134-137; Manley, 1982, pp. 115-117,140; Beth, Wood, and Preusch, 
1984, pp. 342-343). 
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With the defeat of the PNP in Jamaica in 1980 by Edward Saega and the JLP, 

the increasing closeness of Grenada and Cuba, and the election of Reagan in the 

U.S., the salience of ideological politics and rhetoric continued unabated throughout 

the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM. Saega and the JLP came to power in 1980 by 

sounding a high degree of right wing political rhetoric and by "playing the American 

card". Emphasis was placed upon the need for an increased role for private enterprise 

and market forces in securing the development of Jamaica (Stephens and Stephens, 

1986, p. 251). Opposition to Grenada gradually increased among the nations of 

CARIFTA/CARICOM. The election of the right wing Democratic Freedom Party and 

Eugenia Charles in Dominica in July of 1980 added to the ideological polarization. 

Ideological polarization was evident in the failure of the CARIFTA/CARICOM 

nations to reach a concensus concerning the invasion of Grenada in 1983. 

The preliminary evidence indicates a relative absence of ideological politics 

among the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM from 1965 until 1975. From 1975 

through 1983 the evidence indicates an increase in the salience of ideological politics. 

What is the relationship between regional political integration and ideological politics? 

Table IX presents the data on the next page. The hypothesis predicted a negative 

relationship, in other words as the salience of ideological politics increases the level of 

regional political integration will decline. The preliminary evidence seems to support 

the hypothesis. From 1965 through 1974 the level of regional political integration in 

CARIFTA/CARICOM increased, while there was an absence of ideological politics. 

From 1975 through 1983 the level of regional political integration generally declined, 

while the salience of ideological politics increased dramatically. After assigning an 
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TABLE IX 

REGIONAL POLITICAL INTEGRATION AND IDEOLOGICAL 
POLITICS IN CARIFTA/CARICOM 1965-1983 

Year 
Level of Regional 
Political Integration 

Level or Salience 
of Ideological Politics 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

regional promotion 
regional promotion 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional policy coordination 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 

low or 
low or 
low or 
low or 
low or 
low or 
low or 
low or 
low or 
low or 
high 
high 
high 
high 
high 
high 
high 
high 
high 

absent 
absent 
absent 
absent 
absent 
absent 
absent 
absent 
absent 
absent 

ordinal ranking to each variable, a statistical analysis reveals a moderate Spearman's 

Rank Correlation Coefficient of -.44 which is statistically significant at the .05 level. 

This also supports the hypothesis and literature review that there is a negative 

relationship between the level of regional political integration and the salience of 

ideological politics. 



CHAPTER IX 

The Commitment of the Political Leadership 
and Elites to CARIFTA/CARICOM Goals 

The commitment of political and economic elites to regional norms and goals 

is recognized by most scholars as a crucial variable in the regional integration process, 

and in particular the political integration process. Nye (1971b, pp. 195-200,203-

205) argues that the recognition of the importance of this factor is necessary if 

regional integration theory is to be applied outside of the European context This is 

not to deny the importance of elites in the European integration process, but to 

emphasize the fact that the integration process among the developing nations is 

primarily, if not totally a function of political elites, sometimes influenced by business 

or academic elites. Wiltshire (1974) in her study of the Commonwealth Caribbean 

argues that the success or failure of the regional integration movement is heavily, if 

not entirely determined by the leaders in power. Axline (1978) argues that the real 

politics of Caribbean regional integration are represented in the bargaining and 

negotiations among political elites. Payne and Sutton (1984) argue that a concensus 

among regional political elites concerning appropriate norms, strategies, and goals is 

essential if the integration process in the Commonwealth Caribbean is to continue. 

This leads the discussion to the following hypothesis. The level of regional political 

integration is positively associated with the commitment of the political leadership and 

elites to CARIFTA/CARICOM goals. 

119 
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Definition and Operationalization of the Commitment of the Political 
Leadership and Elites to CARIFTA/CARICOM Goals 

Nye (1971b, pp. 214-217) suggests that the commitment of political elites to 

the regional integration process is a function of their perception of the equity of the 

distribution of the benefits from integration, their perceptions of the nature of the 

external situation (external to the region), and the percieved and visible costs 

involved. The emphasis is placed upon perceptions of decision makers which are 

extremely difficult to measure in any type of quantitative manner. Perception of the 

equity of the distribution of the benefits refers to status. In other words, how 

decision makers feel or perceive they have lost or gained status or rank in relation to 

their neighbors. This is not always predictable from economic data because there is 

often a gap between the actual changes in economic symmetry in a region and the 

perception of equity among decision makers. Perceptions of the external situation 

refers to the agreement or lack of agreement concerning the appropriate regional 

strategy to respond to conditions external to the region. Real or visible costs of 

integration may be higher consumer prices from a protected market or the loss of trade 

from nations external to the region. Integration is made easier if decision makers 

perceive that only outsiders are being hurt and the visible costs can be exported. 

Regional development banks funded largely by the developed nations (external to the 

region) which provide development funds and aid are one way of exporting the 

visible costs of integration (Johnson, 1968; Lindberg and Scheingold, 1970; Nye, 

1971b). Perceptions are difficult to analyse and even more difficult to quantify in the 

absence of survey data, but one may be able to obtain some sense of the level of 

commitment of decision makers from their specific policies and actions (whether or 
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not the regional norms and goals are supported by specific actions) and from content 

analysis of party platforms and speeches of decision makers. This is the approach 

that I have taken. 1 

A high commitment is represented by national policies and actions which are 

consistent with regional norms and goals. This commitment is based upon favorable 

views of the distribution of benefits, support for the appropriateness of the regional 

integration strategy to achieve economic development, and/or either a perception of 

low costs involved with the strategy or the ability to externalize the visible costs. A 

moderate commitment is represented by national policies and actions which are 

consistent with regional norms and goals, but there is some evidence of support for or 

commitment to alternative development strategies. This evidence may manifest itself 

in public criticism of the "failures" or "inadequacies" of the regional integration 

strategy or the adoption of policies which do not violate regional norms or goals, but 

are not consistent with the intent and spirit of regional norms and goals. An example 

of such a policy is the institution of lisencing requirements to monitor imports. 

Jamaica and Guyana have used this policy which does not violate the free trade 

provisions of CARICOM but it does violate the intent and spirit of CARICOM norms 

and goals. A low or no commitment is represented by national policies and actions 

which are not consistent with regional norms and goals. A low commitment is based 

upon unfavorable views of the distribution of benefits, support for or belief in other 

1 Primary sources for my research in this area include articles and reports from 
the following newspapers: Caribbean Contact, Jamaican Daily and Weekly Gleaner, 
Barbados Advocate-News, Trinidad Guardian and Express, and Caribbean Business. 
Other sources include Caribbean Insight, Caribbean and West Indies Chronicle, 
CARICOM Bulletin, Latin American Monitor; Caribbean, Latin American Regional 
Reports: Caribbean, and Quarterly Economic Review. 
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strategies to achieve economic development, and/or a perception of high costs 

involved with the regional integration strategy or the inability to externalize the visible 

costs. 

Among the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM the commitment of political elites 

in the MDC's is a necessary condition for the integration process to continue. These 

nations may be described as the entrepreneurs or risk takers of the regional integration 

process in the Caribbean. They are the dominant economies, they have most of the 

region's resources, they have access to resources external to the region, and their 

political elites have assumed the leadership role in representing the nations of the 

Caribbean. My analysis of the commitment of political elites to the goals of 

CARIFTA/CARICOM focuses upon the MDC's. This is not to deny that the 

commitment of the political elites in the LDC's is important to the regional integration 

process, but it is a recognition that the commitment of political elites in the MDC's is a 

necessary condition. Alan Riding (1975) states that the: 

. . . final success of the integration experiment will depend on 
the energy and enthusiasm of Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Barbados, and Guyana since eventually they will be the principal 
beneficiaries. 

Axline (1977) argues that the ultimate success of integration depends upon the ability 

of relevant actors to negotiate coalitions in support to negotiate coalitions in support of 

policies which will contribute to the development of the region as a whole and which 

will assure an acceptable distribution of thesse benefits within the region. The 

relevant actors in CARIFTA/CARICOM are the political elites in the MDC's. 
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Findings and Discussion 

Jamaica has traditionally competed with Trinidad and Tobago for the role of 

regional leader in the Caribbean. Jamaica was ruled by the Labour Party (JLP) under 

Alexandra* Bustamante in 1965 and 1966 and under Hugh Shearer from 1967 to 

1972. Bustamante and Shearer adopted a rather isolationist stance toward Caribbean 

integration. Shearer was not enthusiastic about CARIFTA and signed the Treaty of 

St. Johns only in response to pressure from business and manufacturing interests in 

Jamaica. As LDC complaints concerning the distribution of benefits from CARIFTA 

increased, they were met with either ambivalence or resistance from the Shearer 

government. The dispute over the location of the Caribbean Development Bank 

(CDB) and the type of loans (soft versus hard) available to members from the CDB is 

illustrative. Increasing demands for redistributive mechanisms within the the free 

trade area and demands to deepen the integration movement were met with continued 

ambivalence from the Shearer government. Had it not been for the election of 

Michael Manley and the People's National Party (PNP) in 1972 this situation 

probably would have made the transformation of CARIFTA to CARICOM 

impossible, if not extremely difficult. 

Manley was strongly committed to the integration process (Manigat, 1976, p. 

104). The regional integration strategy of development was consistent with his strong 

anti-dependence and anti-imperialist sentiments and his belief in self-reliant 

development Manley agreed to the redistributionist mechanisms in the Treaty of 

Chaguaramus. Development assistance for the LDC's within the region was largely a 

function of external financing. Visible costs of integration were externalized in this 

way. Jamaica faced severe economic problems from 1975 to 1980. Increasing 
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balance of payments problems caused the Manley government to monitor imports in 

1975 and 1976 through lisencing agreements and to restrict imports from other 

CARICOM nations from 1977 through 1979. Restriction of imports was clearly a 

violation of CARICOM norms and goals. The costs of integration had become great 

enough to warrant violation of regional norms and policies. 

Edward Saega and the JLP came to power in 1980. Saega's philosophy and 

rhetoric implied a return to more laissez-faire type economic policies and support for 

an alternative economic development strategy. He was not so much opposed to the 

regional integration strategy, but the development strategy of dependent capitalism 

was perceived to be more viable and attractive. Due to severe economic problems 

Jamaica again restriced imports from CARICOM nations in 1983 through exchange 

rate manipulations. 

E.W. Barrow and the Democratic Labour Party (DLP) ruled Barbados from 

1965 to 1976. Barrow was one of the architects of the original regional integration 

strategy found in the Treaty of Dickenson Bay in 1965 and a continuing supporter of 

the strategy (Manigat, 1976, p. 104). Barrow's economic policies were moderate 

(mixed economy), but his philosophy expressed a strong anti-imperialist, anti-

dependence, self-reliant approach to development He was suspicious of U.S. 

motives in the Caribbean. He complained of the U.S. attitude toward CARICOM 

nations which had recognized Cuba. Tom Adams and the Barbados Labour Party 

(BLP) came to power in 1976. Similar to Saega he was not so much opposed to the 

regional integration strategy, but perceived the development strategy of dependent 

capitalism as more viable and attractive. 
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Eric Williams and the People's National Movement (PNM) in Trinidad and 

Tobago was a strong advocate of the regional integration strategy for development 

beginning with the West Indies Federation, continuing through CARIFTA and the 

first few years of CARICOM. Williams viewed himself as "the true spokesman of 

Caribbean unity" (Manigat, 1976, p. 109). His enthusiasm for regional integration 

subsided after 1975 because of his fear of Venezuelan colonial designs in the 

Caribbean, his opposition to the ideology of Manley's PNP in Jamaica, his 

competition with Manley and Burnham for the leadership role in the Caribbean, and 

his intense dislike of Maurice Bishop in Grenada (Boodhoo and Harnanan, 1985/86, 

p. 25). Evidence also indicates that he began to perceive that the status ("the true 

spokesman of Caribbean unity") of Trinidad and Tobago as the leader of the regional 

integration process was beginning to fade or decline. Hawkins (1976, pp. 50-53) 

argues that Williams viewed Venezuela as a competitor for the provision of oil to the 

Caribbean nations. Bilateral oil deals between Jamaica and Venezuela and between 

Barbados and Venezuela were a threat to the regional leadership status of Eric 

Williams and Trinidad and Tobago. Forbes Burnham and Michael Manley were 

becoming influential spokespersons for the New International Economic Order and 

were playing a major role in the non-alignment movement among the developing 

nations. These events contributed to the perception of Williams that his status among 

the nations of CARICOM was declining. 

After the 1975 Heads of Government Conference he refused to attend any 

more regional meetings and he adopted a policy toward CARICOM characterized as 

"relative aloofness." His death in 1981 made it possible for a Heads of Government 

Conference to be reconvened in 1982. His successor George Chambers agreed to 
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attend the meetings but continued to fail to exercise a leadership role in CARBFTA/ 

CARICOM (Payne and Sutton, 1984, p. 129). 

Forbes Burnham of the People's National Congress (PNC) of Guyana signed 

the original CARIFTA agreement and was a strong supporter of the regional 

integration process (Manigat, 1976, p. 104). Severe balance of payments problems 

caused Guyana to monitor imports through licensing agreements in 1975 and 1976 

and to restrict imports from 1977 through 1979. It continued to monitor imports from 

1980 through 1983. The costs of integration had become great enough to warrant 

violations of the intent and spirit of regional norms and goals (1975-1976,1980-

1983) and actual norms and goals (1977-1979). 

The findings are summarized in Table X on the next page. What is the 

relationship between the level of regional political integration and the level of 

commitment of the political elites of the MDC's? Table XI on the page 128 indicates 

the findings. The hypothesis predicted a positive relationship between the level of 

regional political integration and the level of commitment by political elites. The data 

indicates that from 1965 through 1974 the levels of regional political integration and 

the levels of commitment either remained at the same high level or increased. From 

1975 through 1983 both variables tended to decline. A statistical analysis of the data 

in Table XI reveals a moderately strong Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient of 

+.67 which is statistically significant to the .005 level. This supports the hypothesis 

and the review of the literature. 
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TABLEX 

LEVEL OF COMMITMENT OF POLITICAL ELITES OF MDC'S 
TO REGIONAL NORMS AND GOALS OF 

CARIFTA/CARICOM 1965-1983* 

Mean 
Trinidad and Level of 

Year Barbados Guyana Jamaica Tobago Commitment 

1965 2 2 1 2 1.75 
1966 2 2 1 2 1.75 
1967 2 2 1 2 1.75 
1968 2 2 1 2 1.75 
1969 2 2 1 2 1.75 
1970 2 2 1 2 1.75 
1971 2 2 1 2 1.75 
1972 2 2 2 2 2.00 
1973 2 2 2 2 2.00 
1974 2 2 2 2 2.00 
1975 2 1 1 2 1.50 
1976 1 1 1 0 0.75 
1977 1 0 0 0 0.25 
1978 1 0 0 0 0.25 
1979 1 0 0 0 0.25 
1980 1 1 1 0 0.75 
1981 1 1 1 0 0.75 
1982 1 1 1 1 1.00 
1983 1 1 0 1 0.75 

•Note the following: (1) Levels of commitment to regional norms and goals 
are as follows: low or no commitment = 0; moderate commitment = 1; and high 
commitment = 2. (2) A high commitment is represented by national policies and 
actions which are consistent with regional norms and goals. This commitment is 
based upon favorable views of the distribution of benefits, support for the 
appropriateness of the regional integration strategy to achieve economic development, 
and/or either a perception of low costs involved with the strategy or the ability to 
externalize the visible costs. (3) A moderate commitment is represented by national 
policies and actions which are consistent with regional norms and goals, but there is 
some evidence of support for or commitment to alternative development strategies. 
This evidence may manifest itself in public criticism of the "failures" or 
"inadequacies" of the regional integration strategy or the adoption of policies which 
do not violate regional norms or goals, but are not consistent with the intent and spirit 
of regional norms and goals. (4) A low level of commitment is represented by 
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national policies which violate regional norms and goals for one or more of the 
following reasons: the perception of an uneven distribution of benefits (refering to 
status), either the perception of high costs of integration or the inability to externalize 
visible costs, and disagreement with the appropriateness of the regional integration 
strategy. (5) Rankings were based upon a content analysis of (and general 
impressions from) newspapers and reports from the sources listed in footnote one in 
this chapter. 

TABLE XI 

REGIONAL POLITICAL INTEGRATION AND LEVEL OF COMMITMENT 
BY POLITICAL ELITES TO REGIONAL NORMS AND GOALS 

OF CARIFTA/CARICOM 1965-1983* 

Year 
Level of Regional 
Political Integration 

Mean Level of 
Commitment 

1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

regional promotion 
regional promotion 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional policy coordination 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional monitor 
regional policy coordination 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
regional information exchange 
no regional political integration 

1.75 
1.75 
1.75 
1.75 
1.75 
1.75 
1.75 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
1.50 
0.75 
0.25 
0.25 
0.25 
0.75 
0.75 
1.00 
0.75 

•Note: The levels of commitment by political elites to the goals of CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM are as follows: low or no commitment = 0; moderate commitment = 1; 
and a high commitment = 2. The figures in this table represent the mean level of 
commitment by the political elites of the MDC's in CARIFTA/CARICOM. 



CHAPTER X 

The Significant Independent Variables and Causation 

This study of CARlbTA/CARICOM from 1965 through 1983 indicates that 

there are significant positive correlations between regional political integration and 

regional economic integration and between regional political integration and com-

mitment of political elites. It also indicates significant negative correlations between 

regional political integration and the divergence of economic development and 

between regional political integration and the level of ideological politics. My goal in 

this chapter is to test for spuriousness and to explain a possible time order sequence in 

order to demonstrate causation between the significant independent variables and the 

dependent variable. 

It is important to note that correlation is not causation. Correlation refers to 

the observation that two variables covary. Causation requires not only the 

demonstration of correlation between two variables, but also the demonstration of 

nonspuriousness and a time order sequence (Simon, 1978, pp. 341-353; Blalock 

1979, pp. 468-477; Nachmias and Nachmias, 1981, pp. 82-84). A nonspurious 

relationship between two variables is one that cannot be explained by a third variable. 

In other words, if the effects of all relevant variables are controlled for and the relation 

between the original variables is maintained, then the relation is nonspurious. One 

method of determining whether or not two variables have a spurious relationship is to 

control for a third varible. The nonparametric statistical measure which allows one to 

do this with ordinal level data is the Kendall Partial Rank Correlation Coefficient 

129 
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(Siegel, 1956, pp. 223-229). A time order sequence requires a scholar to determine 

which phenomenon occurs first or changes prior to another phenomenon. 

Commitment of Political Elites as a Causal Factor 

In chapter nine it was determined that there was a positive correlation between 

regional political integration and the commitment of political elites. The data revealed 

a Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient of +.67 which was significant to the .005 

level. The same data indicates a Kendall Rank Correlation Coefficient of +.58 which 

is significant to the .003 level. The advantage of the Kendall Rank Correlation 

Coefficient over the Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient is that it can be 

generalized to a partial correlation coefficient. This allows one to control for a third 

variable to test for a spurious relationship (Siegel, 1956, p. 214). One could argue 

that the relationship between regional political integration and the level of commitment 

of the political elites may be influenced by the divergence of economic development or 

the level of ideological politics. An analysis of the relationship between regional 

political integration and the commitment of the political elites while holding the 

divergence of economic development constant (partialling it out) reveals a Kendall 

Partial Correlation Coefficient of +.44. An analysis of the relationship between 

regional political integration and the commitment of the political elites while partialling 

out the impact of the level of ideological politics reveals a Kendall Partial Correlation 

Coefficient of +.57. In both cases the predicted relationship between the level of 

regional political integration and die commitment of political elites remains 

significantly strong. The relationship is not spurious. 
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The commitment of political elites to regional norms and goals and regional 

political integration can be set in a time order sequence. An increasing level of 

commitment based upon perceptions of the distribution of benefits, perceptions of the 

appropriate development stategy, and perceptions of cost by decision makers occurs 

prior to an increase in the level of regional political integration if one assumes that 

decision makers are rational in choosing whether to increase or decrease the levels of 

political integration. A causal inference can be applied to the relationship between 

commitment of political elites and regional political integration because the variables 

covary, the relationship is not spurious, and it can be determined that the commitment 

of political elites proceeds regional political integration. 

Divergence of Economic Development as a Causal Factor 

In chapter four it was determined that there was a negative correlation between 

regional political integration and the divergence of economic development. The 

analysis of the data indicated a Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient of -.52 

which was statistically significant to the .01 level. A further analysis indicates a 

Kendall Rank Correlation Coefficient of -.39 which is significant to the .0099 level. 

One could argue that the relationship between regional political integration and the 

divergence of economic development may be influenced by the commitment of 

political elites. An analysis of this relationship while partialling out the commitment 

of political elites reveals a negligible Kendall Partial Correlation Coefficient of .04. 

The relationship virtually disappears. This indicates that the observed relationship 

between regional political integration and the divergence of economic development is 

spurious. In other words, the observed correlation is the result of a third variable, the 
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commitment of political elites. A causal inference can not be applied to the 

relationship between the divergence of economic development and regional political 

integration because it is spurious. 

Level of Ideological Politics as a Causal Factor 

In chapter eight it was determined that there was a negative correlation 

between regional political integration and the level of ideological politics. The 

analysis of the data indicated a Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient of -.44 

which was significant at the .05 level. A further analysis indicates a Kendall Rank 

Correlation Coefficient of -.26 which is significant at the .05 level. One could argue 

that this relationship may be influenced by the level of commitment of the political 

elites or the divergence of economic development. An analysis of this relationship 

partialling out the level of commitment of political elites reveals a Kendall Partial Rank 

Correlation Coefficient of +.24. This indicates that the interpretation of the original 

correlation coefficients was misleading. Rather than a negative relationship, there is a 

positive relationship between regional political integration and the level of ideological 

politics when the effect of the level of commitment by political elites is eliminated. 

This suggests a significant interaction between the level of ideological politics and the 

commitment of political elites. An analysis of the relationship partialling out the 

divergence of economic development reveals a Kendall Partial Correlation Coefficient 

of +.13. This also indicates that the interpretation of the original correlation 

coefficients was misleading. Rather than a negative relationship, there is a positive 

(although extremely weak) relationship between regional political integration and the 
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level of ideological politics when the effect of the divergence of economic 

development is eliminated. 

In terms of a time sequence between regional political integration and the level 

of ideological politics, intuitively it makes no sense to argue that the former occurs 

prica: to the latter. A change in the level of ideological politics is assumed to occur 

prior to a change in the level of regional political integration. A causal inference can 

be applied to the relationship between the level of ideological politics and the level of 

regional political integration because the variables covary, the relationship is 

nonspurious, and a time order sequence can be established. 

Regional Economic Integration as a Causal Factor 

In chapter six it was determined that there is a positive correlation between 

regional political integration and regional economic integration. Can one theoretically 

establish a time order sequence between regional political integration and regional 

economic integration? This debate is perhaps eternal in the literature of politics and 

economics. It can be shown that certain political actions precede economic events, yet 

it also can be shown that certain economic events precede political events. In the 

study of regional political integration in CARIFTA/CARICOM an analysis of the 

events each year indicates that regional political integration was present before 

regional economic integration. In 1965,1966, and 1967 regional political integration 

was present while economic integration was not It was the regional decision making 

which led to the creation of the limited free trade area in 1968. The creation of the 

limited customs union in 1973 was a result of a regional political decision. There was 

no regional economic integration in 1977,1978,1979, and 1983. The reason for this 
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was largely due to the conscious political decisions made in Jamaica and Guyana (see 

chapter six and Appendix V). This seems to indicate that regional political integration 

is prior to regional economic integration in a time order sequence. This implies that 

regional economic integration is the dependent variable, while regional political 

integration is the independent variable. This relationship is worthy of intellectual 

pursuit, but this study treats regional political integration as the dependent variable. 

Yet at the same time, one could argue that higher levels of economic integration (once 

established) require the development of more complex regional decision making 

institutions to perform the functions of promoting, exchanging, coordinating, 

monitoring, and enforcing regional norms and policies. In other words, changing 

levels of regional political integration can be a response to the changing levels of 

regional economic integration. 

The above arguments seem to indicate a bi-directional causality between 

regional political integration and economic integration. This contributes to the 

difficulty in establishing a time order sequence. Causation cannot be inferred at this 

time. 



CHAPTER XI 

A Note on the Choice of Statistical Techniques 

Some social scientists would argue that the non-parametric statistical 

techniques (Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient and Kendall Partial Rank 

Correlation Coefficient) that I have employed to analyze the relationships between the 

dependent variable and the various independent variables represent a rather "con-

servative" approach. This may be true, but there are several merits to these 

techniques. They do not assume that the scores under analysis are drawn from a 

population distributed in a certain way (such as a normal distribution), in other words 

they are "distribution free" (Siegel, 1956, p. vii). They may be used with data 

measured at the ordinal level. The dependent variable and several of the independent 

variables in this study are measured at the ordinal level. They are useful with small 

samples and are easy to compute. The efficiency of the Spearman Rank Correlation 

Coefficient and the Kendall Rank Correlation Coefficient when compared with the 

most powerful parametric correlation, the Pearson r, is about 91 per cent (Siegel, 

1956, pp. 213,223).! 

There are several disadvantages to these techniques. Several of the 

independent variables in the study are measured at the interval level. When these 

techniques are used with interval level data, some of the data are "lost" due to the 

*In other words the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient and the Kendall 
Rank Correlation Coefficient are 91 per cent as efficient as the Pearson r in rejecting 
the null hypothesis. 
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assignment of ranks. Another problem is that these techniques are limited to bivariate 

relationships with the ability to control for only one variable at a time. This limits the 

explanatory capacity of the analysis and hinders data exploration. It is for these 

reasons that political scientists often attempt to assume that the measurement of the 

variables is at the interval level. Tufte (1970, p. 438) has gone so far to argue that the 

distinction between interval and ordinal measurement is usually of little importance in 

data analysis. If one has an ordinal dependent variable there are several alternatives. 

One is to attempt to obtain more data to upgrade the measurement to interval level. 

This is often not possible. A conservative approach is to use mutiple discriminate 

analysis or simply to regress on a dichotomous or nominal dependent variable. The 

liberal alternative is to assume the data is interval level and to be aware of the 

problems and interpretation difficulties. If one has ordinal independent variables there 

are several alternatives. The conservative approach is to treat them as nominal and to 

use dummy variables. The liberal approach is to treat them as interval level. Monte 

Carlo simulations show this can be done with high level ordinal data. One could also 

use theory and intuition to transform ordinal data into "proper" interval data (Tufte, 

1970, p. 438). These alternatives allow the use of more powerful and explanatory 

parametric techniques. In this chapter I use these techniques to further analyse the 

data in this study concerning regional political integration among the nations of 

CARIFTA/CARICOM. 

The Assumption of Interval Level Variables 
and their Operationalization 

The levels of regional political integration (regional promotion, regional 

information exchange, regional policy coordination, and regional monitor) were 
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described in terms of ordinal categories in chapter three. It appears that the levels are 

not equidistant from one another. In other words, the assumption that the movement 

or distance from regional promotion to regional information exchange is "equal to" the 

movement or distance from regional information exchange to regional policy 

coordination or from regional policy coordination to regional monitor does not seem 

to be correct. Intuitively it appears that the distance from one level to the next 

increases as the levels become higher. The development of regional policy 

coordination from regional information exchange is more difficult (a greater distance) 

than the development of regional information exchange from regional promotion. 

Regional information exchange requires the active use of the regional decision making 

mechanism and bureaucracy to exchange information among states concerning 

regional norms. This appears to be a small step or distance from regional promotion 

in which the regional decision making mechanism is promoting or advertising various 

norms. Regional policy coordination requires the beginning of norm implementation, 

and a grant of coordinating authority to the regional decision making mechanism. 

This is a greater step (a greater distance) than the step from regional promotion to 

regional information exchange. The step or distance from regional policy co-

ordination to regional monitor is an even greater one because it assumes the beginning 

of the development of an independent (ability to act independent of the member states) 

regional authority. This is extremely difficult to achieve and maintain because of 

sovereignty questions. With this in mind, one could assign the following values to 

the levels of regional political integration: no regional political integration = 0; regional 

promotion = 1; regional information exchange = 3; regional policy coordination = 6; 
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and regional monitor =10. These values reflect the assumption that the distance 

between levels increases as the levels become higher.^ 

The following independent variables: the divergence of economic 

development, external dependence, trade interdependence, and newly independent 

nations and their sensitivity to encroachment upon sovereignty are measured at the 

interval level. Economic integration, pluralistic decision making mechanisms, and 

commitment of elites are measured at the ordinal level but can be assumed to be 

interval level variables. The levels of each of these variables can be assigned the 

values given in the proceeding chapters. The level of ideological politics can be 

treated as a dummy variable with an absence of or a low level of ideological politics = 

0 and a high level of ideological politics = 1. These assumptions allow the following 

multiple regression model to be evaluated: 

Y = a + B1X1 + B2X2 + B3X3 + B4X4 + B5X5 + B6X6 + B7X7 + B8X8 

where: Y = regional political integration 
a = constant (Y intercept) 
XI = commitment of elites 
X2 = level of ideological politics 
X3 = divergence of economic development 
X4 = external dependence 
X5 = economic integration 
X6 = trade interdependence 
X7 = pluralistic decision making mechanisms 
X8 = independence and sensitivity to sovereignty 
B1 to B8 = slopes or estimates 

2The assignment of numbers to ordered categories to reflect the "proper" 
distances between them is suggested by Tufte (1970, p. 438). Hie wise assignment 
of these numbers coupled with the use of techniques that exploit the properties of the 
numbers is generally preferable to working with ordered categories (ordinal level 
data). 
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A correlation matrix reveals that the following independent variables are 

significant to the .05 level: commitment of elites (XI); level of ideological politics 

(X2); divergence of economic development (X3); and economic integration (X5). 

This confirms the findings of the original data analysis which used non parametric 

techniques. In chapter ten I argued that the independent variable, economic 

integration (X5), can not be used as a causal factor to explain regional political 

integration (Y) because a time order sequence can not be justified. I also presented 

evidence (using non parametric techniques) which revealed that the relationship 

between regional political integration (Y) and divergence of economic development 

(X3) was spurious.3 With this evidence the above regression equation can be 

reduced to the following: 

Y = a + B1X1 + B2X2 

where: Y = regional political integration 
a = constant (Y intercept) 
XI = commitment of elites 
X2 = level of ideological politics 
B1 and B2 = slopes or estimates 

The initial causal analysis in chapter ten indicated some interaction between the 

commitment of elites (XI) and the level of ideological politics (X2). It was found that 

the level of ideological politics (X2) was negatively related to regional political 

integration (Y) until one partialled out the influence of the commitment of elites (XI). 

; — * A regression analysis of the commitment of elites (XI), the level of 
ideological politics (X2), the divergence of economic development (X3), and the level 
of economic integration (X5) on the level of regional political integration (Y) indicated 
insignificant T values for X3 and X5. The results were the same (insignificant T 
values) when X3 was treated as a lagged variable. 
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The relationship was then found to be positive. It was found that the commitment of 

elites (XI) was positively related to regional political integration. Partialling out the 

influence of the level of ideological politics (X2) had little effect upon the relationship. 

All of this suggests some interaction between the commitment of elites and the level of 

ideological politics. A mutiple regression model allows one to further investigate the 

impact of the interaction variable (commitment of elites and level of ideological 

politics) upon the dependent variable. Regional political integration is hypothesized to 

be a function of the commitment of elites to regional norms, the level of ideological 

politics, and the interaction of the commitment of elites and the level of ideological 

politics. The purpose of this chapter is to evaluate this hypothesis or model. 

The Model 

From the above discussion the following model is proposed to explain 

regional political integration within CARIFTA/CARICOM from 1965-1983. 

Y = a + B1X1 + B2X2 + B3X2X1 

where: Y = regional political integration 
a = constant (Y intercept) 
XI = commitment of elites 
X2 = level of ideological politics 
X2X1 = interaction of X2 and XI 
Bl; B2; B3 = slopes or estimates 

This equation allows one to model the interaction of the commitment of elites (XI) to 

regional norms and the level of ideological politics (X2) that are present within the 
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region.* The level of ideological politics (X2) is treated as a dummy variable. In 

cases where the level of ideological politics is absent or low (or where X2 = 0), the 

model reduces to the following: 

Y = a + BlXl 

where: Y = regional political integration 
a = constant (y intercept) 
XI = commitment of elites 
B1 = slope or estimate 

In cases where the level of ideological politics is high, the model reduces to the 

following: 

Y = (a + B2) + (B1 + B3)X1 

where: Y = regional political integration 
a + B2 = constant (Y intercept) 
XI = commitment of elites 
B1 + B3 = slope or estimate 

Findings 

Table XII on the next page indicates the findings of the multiple regression 

analysis. The next step is to substitute the estimates into the equations for the model. 

^Some would argue that the independent variable, commitment of elites, 
should be lagged in the regression equation. The logic being that commitment is not 
realized until a later date, perhaps a year or so. I chose not to lag this variable because 
of the method in which it was calculated Evaluations of elite commitment were based 
upon specific actions within a time period of one year (January 1 through December 
31), statements concerning alternative development strategies made during that same 
time period, statements concerning perceived loss of status within CARICOM, and 
statements concerning the perceived costs of integration. For this reason I felt it was 
not necessary to lag this variable. 
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TABLE XH 

ANALYSIS OF THE HYPOTHESIZED MULTIPLE REGRESSION MODEL 
EXPLAINING REGIONAL POLITICAL INTEGRATION 

IN CARIFTA/CARICOM 1965-1983 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

.85427 

.72978 

.67574 
1.34345 

Analysis of Variance DF Sum of Squares Mean Square 

Regression 
Residual 

3 
15 

73.11659 
27.07288 

24.37220 
1.80486 

F = 13.50366 
Significance of F = .002 

Variable B SEB Beta T SigT 

commitment of 
elites (XI) 9.26896 1.97536 1.57538 4.692 .0003 
level of ideological 
politics (X2) 9.26484 3.47180 1.3446 2.669 .0175 
interaction 
(X1X2) -5.97574 2.1895 -.97993 -2.729 .0155 
constant (a)* -5.42601 1.98705 -2.731 .0155 

•Constant (a) after adjustment for autocorrelation = -9.04335. The Durbin 
method for adjusting estimates to correct for autocorrelation as suggested by Johnston 
(1972:263-264) is used in this analysis.^ 

5The original analysis of the model had an autocorrelation problem. I used 
the Durbin method of adjusting estimates to correct for autocorrelation as discussed in 
Johnston (1972, pp. 263-264). Because of the small number of cases in this study, 
the modifications suggested by Johnston (1972, p. 265) were used to retain the first 
case. It should also be noted that the use of an interaction variable invites questions 
concerning the problem of multicolinearity. Because of this problem one must be 
careful not to interpret the estimates too strictly. 



143 

In cases of a low level or an absence of ideological politics (where X2 = 0); the model 

is as follows: 

Y = a + BlXl 

or 

Y = -9.04335 + 9.26896(X1) 

In cases of high ideological politics (where X2 = 1); the model is as follows: 

Y = (a + B2) + (B1 + B3)X1 

or 

Y = (-9.04335 + 9.26484) + (9.26896 - 5.97574)X1 

Y = .22149 + 3.29322(X1) 

Discussion 

The model explains 67.574 (adjusted R square) percent of the variance or 

change in the dependent variable. It indicates that the commitment of elites is the 

major causal factor in explaining the changing levels of regional political integration 

among CARIFTA/CARICOM nations. This is the same conclusion that was reached 

in the original analysis which used non-parametric methods. The model indicates that 

when there is a low level or an absence of ideological politics present within 

CARIFTA/CARICOM, the commitment of elites to regional norms has a much greater 

impact upon regional political integration than when there is a high level of ideological 

politics. This is shown by the difference in the slope or estimate of elite commitment 

in the case of the absence of or a low level of ideological politics (estimate = 9.26896) 

and in the case of a high level of ideological politics (estimate = 3.29322). The model 



144 

allows one to see the negative impact of the interaction variable (commitment of elites 

and level of ideological politics) which the original analysis was not able to do. From 

1965 through 1974 (when there existed a low level or an absence of ideological 

politics among the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM) the commitment of elites had a 

significantly strong and positive impact upon the level of regional political integration. 

From 1975 through 1983 (when there existed a high level of ideological politics) the 

commitment of elites still had a significantly positive impact upon regional political 

integration but that impact was not near as great as it was between 1965 and 1974. 



CHAPTER XII 

Brief Summary of the Results of the Study 

The first purpose of this study was to provide the reader with a review of the 

literature concerning the general topic of regional integration and, in particular, the 

topic of regional political integration. The major conclusion from the review of the 

literature of the federalists, the functionatists/neofunctionalists, the communications 

theorists, and the customs union theorists is that the concept of regional integration 

lacks a common definition and operationalization. This conceptual and operational 

ambiguity creates significant problems for scholars attempting to conduct scientific 

studies of the phenomenon and for the development of valid theory. 

The second purpose was to provide a definition of regional political 

integration which is precise and parsimonious, which contains referents which may 

be observed and identified empirically, and which is useful in the formulation of 

hypotheses. The recent literature concerning regime analysis is helpful in defining 

and operationalizing the various levels of political integration. Regional political 

integration is defined in terms of the regional decision making process and 

operationalized in discernible, ordinal/interval levels ranging from regional 

promotion, regional information exchange, regional policy coordination, regional 

monitor, and regional authoritative decision making. 

The third purpose of the study was to analyze the factors which are 

hypothesized to be correlated with and responsible for the changing levels of regional 

political integration. The case study of the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM from 
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1965 through 1983 reveals that the following variables do not have a significant 

correlation with the levels of regional political integration: (1) regional trade inter-

dependence, (2) the divergence of regional political pluralism, (3) the existence of 

viable bureaucracies, (4) the recent independent status of the nations of CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM, and (5) external trade dependence. A significant, positive correlation 

exists between the level of regional political integration and both the level of regional 

economic integration and the commitment of elites to regional norms and goals. A 

significant, negative correlation exists between the level of regional political 

integration and both the level of ideological politics and the divergence of economic 

development 

A causal analysis of the significant independent variables reveals the 

following: (1) a strong causal inference can be applied to the level of elite commitment 

to regional norms and goals and the level of regional political integration; (2) the 

observed relationship between the divergence of economic development and the level 

of regional political integration is spurious because of the influence of the commitment 

of political elites; (3) the observed relationship between the level of ideological politics 

and the level of regional political integration is in the opposite direction if the 

commitment of political elites is controlled; (4) there is some interaction between the 

the commitment of political elites and the level of ideological politics, and (5) although 

a moderate positive correlation exists between the level of regional economic 

integration and the level of regional political integration, a causal inference can not be 

applied to the relationship at this time because of the inherent difficulties in 

establishing a time order sequence. 
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A multivariate analysis of the data (assuming interval level data) reveals that 

trade interdependence, divergence of political pluralism, the recent independent status 

of the nations of CARIFTA/ CARICOM, and external trade dependence are not 

significantly related to regional political integration. This confirms the original 

analysis. A multiple regression of the remaining variables (commitment of political 

elites, the level of ideological politics, the divergence of economic development, and 

level of economic integration) on the level of regional political integration reveals that 

the divergence of economic development and the level of economic integration do not 

have significant T values. 

The following multiple regression model is hypothesized to explain regional 

political integration among the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM: 

Y = a + B1X1 + B2X2 + B3X1X2 

where: Y = level of regional political integration 
a = constant (Y intercept) 
XI = commitment of political elites 
X2 = level of ideological politics 
X1X2 = interaction of XI and X2 
Bl, B2, B3 = slopes or estimates 

In the absence of ideological politics, the positive impact of the commitment of 

political elites upon the level of regional political integration is much greater than 

when a high level of ideological politics is present The interaction between the 

commitment of elites and the level of ideological politics has a negative impact upon 

the level of regional political integration. 
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Weaknesses of the Study 

There are several weaknesses in this study. Most are concerned with the 

traditional weaknesses of the case study method. It is difficult and often misleading 

to generalize from a single or just a few instances where a relationship seems to hold. 

Another problem of the case study method is that it encourages the parallel descriptive 

- nation by nation, integration scheme by integration scheme - approach that 

characterized the study of comparative politics and international organization for so 

long (LaPalombara, 1974, pp. 21-22). This approach is not conducive to hypothesis 

validation and generalization. 

Another weakness related to the case study method is its replicability. The 

research design, the definitions and operationalizations, and the methodology 

employed are often difficult, if not impossible for another scholar to duplicate. I have 

attempted to develop definitions, operationalizations, and a methodology which can 

be applied in other situations. The definitions and operationalizations of the 

divergence of economic development and external trade dependence rely upon 

statistical data which can and have been replicated elsewhere. The definition and 

operationalization of regional economic integration is generally consistent with the 

economics literature and should present few problems in cross national comparisons. 

One suggestion is to change the levels discussed in this study (limited free trade area, 

limited customs union, and limited common market) to the following: limited free 

trade area, free trade area, limited customs union, customs union, limited common 

market, and common market. These additional categories will allow comparisons 

with the European Community. 
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The definition and operationalization of the dependent variable can be applied 

successfully to other regional integration schemes but not without problems. 

Although I developed specific indicators of each level of regional political integration, 

there is still some subjectivity to the ordinal/interval categories. One method which 

may achieve greater precision is to allow several scholars who have an expertise in the 

politics of a particular region to evaluate the various levels of regional political 

integration. If these scholars can reach an agreement upon the evaluation of die levels 

of regional political integration this will further contribute to the development of a 

common, comparable definition and operationalization. 

The definition and operationalization of the commitment of political elites to 

regional norms and goals is open to criticism because of its inherent subjectivity. 

Commitment based upon die perceptions of decision makers is difficult to analyse and 

evaluate with precision and difficult to make cross national comparisons of these 

evaluations. One suggestion is to define commitment as a rational choice for decision 

makers. The decision whether to remain commited or not can be based upon a 

rational choice method (cost/benefit analysis of continued support of regional norms 

and goals and the assignment of probabilities to the continued benefits from regional 

norms and goals). This method has been used successfully in the study of the 

decision to wage or not to wage war. 1 One of the problems in applying this type of 

operationalization to commitment decisions concerning regional norms and goals is 

*The classic example of applying the rational choice model (or the utility 
maximization model) to decisions of whether or not to engage in war is Bueno de 
Mesquita (1981). For a discussion of the mathematical theory and applications 
behind this type of analysis, one should see the discussion of Bayesian analysis in 
Freund (1979:136-138). 
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the need to develop an indicator to assign probabilities to the decisions to increase or 

decrease commitment 

The operationalization of the variable political congruence is difficult to apply 

to other regional integration schemes. The indicator of political pluralism (the Gastil 

Political Rights Scale) does provide data for cross national comparisons and is one of 

the few attempts to do so, but its time frame is limited (1973 to the present), and it has 

a "liberal democratic" bias. The study did not develop an indicator of the viability of 

bureaucracies. These indicators may be available for cross national comparisons 

among the developed nations, but I found little evidence of bureaucratic viability 

comparisons among the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM and among the developing 

nations in general. The concept of recent independence status of nations and their 

sensitivity to encroachment upon sovereignty needs to be further analysed, defined, 

and operationalized before cross national studies can be attempted. Questions such as 

when are newly independent nations no longer newly independent and is there 

perhaps a better way to operationalize sensitivity to encroachments upon sovereignty 

rather than by definition as I have done (in a sense I simply stated that newly 

independent nations were sensitive to encroachments upon sovereignty and that 

"older" nations were not as sensitive) need to be addressed. The variable the level of 

ideological politics is again somewhat subjective, although I defined each level in 

terms of specific indicators. A problem here is that I identified only two levels: low 

or absent and high. A closer and more complete content analysis of party platforms, 

public statements, and newspaper editorials may enable a scholar to identify a greater 

variety of levels of ideological politics. 
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There are some advantages of the case study method which are illustrated in 

this study. Case studies provide opportunities to locate concrete examples of 

hypothesized relationhips or to demonstrate when a particular hypothesized 

relationship does not hold (an exception to the rule). This study provides ample 

evidence of both opportunities. Case studies prevent scholars from oversimplification 

of the political process or allow them to see relationships which initially may have 

been overlooked in past studies. The interaction between the level of ideological 

politics and the level of regional political integration among the nations of CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM is an example. 

Another problem of the study is the relatively few number of cases. The 

study covered the years 1965 through 1983. The major reason the study did not 

cover the years prior to 1965 is insufficient data and resources. Recent economic data 

(1984-1986) is not available for most of these nations. This problem is faced by all 

scholars who investigate political and economic phenomena in the developing nations. 

The small number of cases forces one to be extremely careful when attempting to 

make any type of generalization. It illustrates the need to increase the number of 

cross- national comparisons of regional integration schemes and the need to develop 

replicable case studies. 

Conclusions, Suggested Hypotheses, and Future Studies 

The study indicates that the most significant variable which can be causally 

related to the level of regional political integration among the nations of CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM is the commitment to regional norms and goals by political elites. This is 

consistent with the literature review which emphasizes the importance of political 
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elites and decision makers to the integration process, especially among the developing 

nations. The literature on the topic of regional integration developed from the idealist 

school of international relations and its original assumptions are consistent with the 

current globalist paradigm of international relations. Hie study with its recognition of 

the significant role played by political elites provides further evidence of the need to 

converge the realist and globalist paradigms of international relations. Future studies 

of the role of political elites in the regional political integration process may adopt a 

rational choice model (which is consistent with realist assumptions) to explain why 

decisions to increase or decrease the level of integration were made. This type of 

study will contribute to the understanding and perhaps falsification of the 

deterministic and mechanistic assumptions of the original theory of regional 

integration. 

Another area of study which needs further analysis is why external trade 

dependence was found to have no significant impact upon the regional political 

integration process of CARIFTA/CARICOM. The economies of these nations are 

arguably the most open in the world to external manipulation. Perhaps an analysis of 

other forms of dependence (such as debt dependence) will indicate the hypothesized 

relationship. 

The study indicates that the regional integration process is one strategy that is 

being used by the developing nations of the world to achieve their development goals. 

A possible normative study of regional integration should focus upon the 

appropriateness and viability of this strategy. Is this the best strategy to achieve the 

development goals of the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM? Other viable studies 

which focus directly upon the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM are implied by this 
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study. One could use the theory of collective goods and apply it to the entrepreneurial 

role played by the MDC's in the regional integration process. This may provide some 

explanation for the changing levels of regional political integration. A cost/benefit 

analysis of the LDC's in the regional integration process may provide an explanation 

as to why these nations have continually supported some form of regional cooperation 

or integration. The regional leadership role provided by the Secretariat of 

CARlh l A/CARICOM is an important area of study because it may provide an 

explanation of the development of decision making powers (although limited) by 

regional bureaucracies. Another question which needs to be further investigated is 

why CARICOM still exists after all the severe problems it has faced in recent years. 

A World Bank study in 1978 asked the same question and could not provide an 

answer (Chernick, 1978). 

Contribution of the Study to the Theory of Regional 
Integration and International Relations 

Ernst Haas is correct that regional integration theory is obsolete if the only 

purpose of theory is prediction. But if the purpose of theory is to explain, to test 

hypotheses, and to generate new hypotheses and studies, then regional integration 

theory is not obsolete or irrelevant to the study of international relations. The results 

of this case study reveal the viability of regional integration theory if one clearly 

defines and operationalizes the dependent variable. The study provides evidence that 

the theory of regional integration can provide explanations and generate hypotheses 

concerning the integration phenomenon. Its major contribution is the definition of 

regional political integration and the operationalization of its observable ordinal levels. 

This has been sorely lacking in previous studies and it is one of the major reasons that 
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the study of regional integration does not occupy the prestigious level it once did in 

the major journals and among scholars of international relations and, in particular, 

international organization.^ The study provides a theoretical and conceptual link 

between the study of regional integration and the study of regimes. It also generates 

more questions than answers. This in itself is a contribution to regional integration 

theory. 

The contribution the study makes to international relations is that it continues 

the post behavioral tradition of synthesizing traditionalism and behavioralism. I have 

made a conscious attempt to link carefully the theoretical literature review and 

hypotheses with operational definitions, valid, quantifiable indicators, and the 

scientific method. Criticism such as the use of a non-scientific approach and "bare-

foot empiricism" have been avoided in this study. 

2Another reason for the declining interest in regional integration cited by J. 
Martin Rochester (1986, pp. 792-793) is the emergence of the globalist paradigm in 
the early 1970's. 



APPENDIX I 

Brief Sketch of the CARIFTA/CARICOM Nations 

It should be noted that only Barbados, Guyana, Jamaica, and Trinidad and 

Tobago were fully independent nations when they initially became members of 

CARIFTA/CARICOM. Antigua-Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, St. Kitts-Nevis, St. 

Lucia, and St Vincent were associate states of the United Kingdom (U.K.) when 

they became members of CARIFTA/CARICOM. Associate status means that they 

controlled all internal matters while the U.K. retained power over external affairs and 

defense. They could amend their own constitutions and had the ability to declare 

independence. This did present a legal and political dilemma for CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM. The associate states could participate in CARIFTA/CARICOM but they 

had to ensure that the U.K. was apprised of any treaty changes and that the U.K. did 

not object to those changes. The independent members of CARICOM had to accept 

possible interference by the U.K. or not allow the associate states to join which 

would have possibly threatened the integration movement The associate states had to 

choose between the U.K.'s restrictive terms for membership or full independence. 

All of the associate states are now fully independent Montserrat and Belize were 

colonies of the U.K. when they joined CARIFTA/CARICOM. Essentially this meant 

that internal and external sovereignty was vested in the U.K. Any agreements 

between the colonies and CARIFTA/CARICOM had to based upon previous 

delegations of power from Parliament. Belize is currently independent, while 

Montserrat remains a colony. 
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Antigua-Barbuda - Antigua-Barbuda became an associate state of Great Britain 

in 1967 and gained its independence in 1981. Its major exports are clothing, rum, 

sugar, and mineral fuel lubricants. Tourism now represents the largest source of 

government revenues due to the worldwide decline of sugar prices and the subsequent 

decline of the sugar industry. The government is currently under an International 

Monetary Fund (IMF) austerity program which has resulted in higher unempolyment 

rates and local criticism of Prime Minister Vere Bird and the policies of the ruling 

Labour Party. 

Bahamas - The Bahamas has a special relationship with CARICOM in that it is 

a member of the community but not of the common market The Bahamas gained its 

independence from Great Britain in 1973. Tourism is the nation's major industry. 

The Progressive Liberal Party has ruled since 1967. The current Prime Minister is 

Linden Pindling. 

Barbados - Barbados gained its independence from Great Britain in 1966. 

Its major export is sugar, although it also exports clothing and electronics 

components. Its milk and poultry production industry has recently expanded and 

modernized. Tourism represents almost one-half of its foreign exchange reserves. 

Barbados is currently under an IMF austerity program which has generated criticism 

of Prime Minister Bernard St. John's policies. It has been ruled by the Labour Party 

since 1971. 

Belize - It was referred to as British Honduras until 1973 and remained a 

colony of Great Britain until it gained its independence in 1981. Belize is sparsely 

populated. Sugar is its main industry which has been protected from falling world 

prices somewhat by quota agreements with Great Britain and the U.S. The Peoples 
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United Party (PUP) ruled Belize from 1961 to 1984. In 1984 the PUP was defeated 

by die United Democratic Party. Its current Prime Minister is Manuel Esquivel. 

Belize and Guatemala have an on-going dispute because Guatemala has claimed the 

territory of Belize since the 19th century. 

Dominica - Dominica gained its independence from Great Britain in 1978. 

The vast majority of its population are of African decent It is the least developed of 

the CARICOM nations. Its major industry is bananas. It also exports bay oil, 

coconuts, and limes. Politics on the island is extremely factionalized and is often 

characterized by violence. The hurricanes of 1979 and 1980 devastated the island's 

banana crop. Prime Minister Eugenia Charles of the Dominica Freedom Party (DFP) 

has ruled the nation since 1980. She is an outspoken supporter of President Reagan 

and his Caribbean Basin Initiative. The nation is currently under an IMF austerity 

program which has generated criticism of Eugenia Charles and resulted in the loss of 

seats in the House of Assembly by the DFP (and a subsequent gain by the Labour 

Party) in the 1985 elections. 

Grenada - Grenada gained its independence from Great Britain in 1974. Its 

major exports are nutmeg and cocoa. Maurice Bishop and the New Jewel Movement 

overthrew the corrupt and repressive government of Eric Gairy in 1979. Bishop's 

anti-imperialist and socialist tendencies frightened many upper-middle and upper class 

Grenadians. Bishop's regime came under increased criticism from the Reagan 

administration because of its decision not to hold elections and its closer relationship 

with Cuba. In October of 1983 the ultra left faction of the New Jewel Movement led 

by Bernard Coaid staged a military coup and overthrew Bishop. This event coupled 

with Cuban involvement in the construction of a major airport on the island led to the 
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U.S. invasion. Post invasion Grenada is characterized by government support of an 

increased U.S. presence. Grenada is currently ruled by the New National Party and 

its Prime Minister is Herbert Blaize. 

Guyana - Guyana gained its independence from Great Britain in 1966. It is 

the largest of the CARICOM nations and has a history of harsh slavery, sugar 

plantations, and ethnic cleavages and rivalries. The politics of the island has 

historically revolved around Cheddi Jagan of the People's Progressive Party (PPP) 

and Forbes Burnham of the People's National Congress (PNC). Until his recent 

death, Forbes Burnham had ruled the nation since its independence. Bumham's rule 

was characterized by dictatorial tendencies, corruption, rampant crime, repression 

against the East Indians who make up 52% of the population, and an economic 

system which benefitted only a small group of elites. Burnham's successor 

Desmonde Hoyte has continued the policies of Burnham. Guyana has promoted 

socialism since its idependence and continues to have close ties to Cuba. Guyana 

opposed the U.S. invasion of Grenada. The landslide reelection of Hoyte in 1985 

has generated widespread charges of fraud not only within Guyana, but among the 

CARICOM nations. Sugar dominated the economy until the early 1960's, when 

bauxite became the major foreign exchange producer. 

Jamaica - Jamaica gained its independence from Great Britain in 1962. Its 

economy is based upon sugar, bauxite, and the touristry industry. Its politics is 

characterized by a tradition of violence and parties based around charismatic leaders 

and labor unions. The Jamaican Labour Party (JLP) was lead by Alexander 

Bustamante while the People's National Party (PNP) was lead by Norman Manley 

and later his son Michael. Michael was elected Prime Minister in 1972 and initiated a 
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program of democratic socialism. International economic pressure led by the United 

States, a downturn in the world sugar industry, a downturn in the tourist industry in 

the late 1970's, the flight of foreign capital from the island, and opposition from elite 

groups on the island paved the way for the election of Edward Seaga and the JLP. 

Despite an inordinate amount of U.S. aid to Jamaica by the Reagan administration, 

Jamaica's economy is in desparate trouble. It is currentiy under an IMF sanctioned 

austerity program which has generated much criticism, violent demonstrations, and 

strikes. 

Montserrat - Montserrat is still a colony of Great Britain. Cotton is its major 

industry. Less than 10% of the potential land is under cultivation in Monterrsat. Its 

ruling party is the People's Liberation Movement with John Osborne as the Chief 

Minister of the colony. The Progressive Democratic Party is the loyal opposition. 

St. Christopher fKittsVNevis - St. Kitts-Nevis gained its independence from 

Great Britain in 1983. It was known as St. Kitts-Nevis-Anguilla until Anguilla 

rejected St. Kitts' rule and reverted to British dependency in 1971. Its economy is 

almost totally dependent upon the sugar industry. Sugar accounts for 70% of the 

nation's exports, 90% of its cultivated land, and employs one-half of its labor force. 

The Labour Party ruled the nation for almost 30 years until 1980 when the People's 

Action Movement and the Nevis Reformation Party came to power. The tourist 

industry is beginning to grow and Prime Minister Kennedy Simmons has stated that 

he is committed to self-reliant growth. 

St, Lucia - St. Lucia gained its independence from Great Britain in 1979. 

Bananas and sugar are its major exports. Tourism is an enclave industry perhaps 

more than in any other nation of CARICOM. It has a high level of unemployment. 
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"Die Labour Party ruled from 1979 to 1982. Corruption and its inability to govern 

effectively allowed the United Workers Party to come to power in 1982. The current 

government is conservative and is headed by Prime Minister John Compton. 

St. Vincent and the Grenadines - St Vincent gained its independence from 

Great Britain in 1979. Its most important export is bananas, although it does export 

coconuts, nutmeg, sugar, and arrowroot Comparatively speaking it has a large 

manufacturing sector consisting of a fiber glass boat factory, foam rubber production, 

and electronics assembly. The Labour Party under Milton Cato ruled from 1969 until 

1984. The centrist New Democratic Party came to power in 1984 with James 

Mitchell as the Prime Minister. 

Trinidad and Tobago - Trinidad and Tobago gained its independence from 

Great Britain in 1962. Its wealth in oil and gas separates it from the other nations of 

CARICOM. It is the largest producer of oil and gas in the Caribbean. Oil accounts 

for 90% of its export earnings and 60% of its government revenues. It also exports 

sugar, cocoa, citrus, and coffee and has a flourishing fertilizer business. It is 

characterized by a high degree of income inequality and a surprisingly high degree of 

political stability. Eric Williams and his People's National Movement led the struggle 

for independence and ruled the nation until Williams' death in 1981. Williams was a 

strong supporter of cooperation among the Caribbean nations. The party continues to 

rule the nation under Prime Minister George Chambers. Trinidad and Tobago did not 

support the U.S. invasion of Grenada. The recent decline in oil revenues has led the 

government to impose import controls which have severely strained its relationship 

with the other CARICOM nations. 
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Post Script: Most of the CARICOM nations arc holding elections this year 

(1987). Observers of Caribbean politics are predicting that the conservative 

governments which came to power in the late 1970's and the early 1980's will be 

voted out of office. These governments have not been able to solve their continuing 

economic difficulties, even though some (especially Jamaica) have received large 

amounts of aid from the U.S. Barbados conducted an election in July, 1986 and the 

Labour Party was overwhelmingly defeated. The new Prime Minister, E. Barrow, 

promised greater independence from the U.S. and a strengthening of the CARICOM 

integration process. Local elections held this year in Jamaica resulted in an 

overwhelming defeat of the Labour Party. Michael Manley and the PNP has 

demanded that Prime Minister Edward Saega and the JLP call for general elections. 



APPENDIX H 

Institutional Arrangements of the Caribbean Community 
and Common Market (CARICOM) 

Headquarters - Georgetown, Guyana. 

Address of Secretariat - Bank of Guyana Building, POB 10827, Georgetown, 

Guyana. 

Members - Antigua-Barbuda, Bahamas (not a member of common market), 

Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, Montserrat, St. Christopher 

(Kitts)-Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Trinidad and Tobago. 

Observers - Dominican Republic, Haiti, Suriname. 

Decision Making Mechanisms 

Heads of Government Conference - The Heads of Government Conference 

which meets annually is the final authority for all policy matters of the Community. It 

concludes all treaties on behalf of the Community and represents the Community in its 

external relations with the Commonwealth, international organizations, and other 

countries. Decisions usually require a unanimous vote, although the Secretariat is 

currently examining the possibility of the introduction of a voting procedure other 

than by unanimity. Each member nation is normally represented by the head of its 

government, usually the prime minister. 

Common Market Council - The Common Market Council is the principle 

organ of the common market. It is responsible for the development and smooth 

functioning of the common market and for the settlement of any problems. The 
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Heads of Government Conference has delegated its responsibility for making 

financial arrangements to meet Community expenses to the Common Market Council. 

Decisions usually require a unanimous vote of the Council. 

Secretariat - The Secretariat has the following functions: servicing the 

meetings of the Community, taking appropriate follow-up action on decisions made at 

such meetings, and providing services to member states with respect to matters related 

to the achievement of the goals of the Community. It has five divisions: Trade and 

Agriculture, Economics and Industry, Functional Cooperation, General Services and 

Administration, and Legal. The current Secretary-General is Roderick Rainfoid of 

Jamaica. 

Institutions 

Conference of Ministers Responsible for Health; and the following Standing 

Committees of Ministers: Education, Labour, Foreign Affairs, Finance, Agriculture, 

Industry, Transportation, Energy, Mines and Natural Resources, and Science and 

Technology. 

Associate Institutions 

Caribbean Development Bank; Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States; 

Caribbean Examinations Council; Caribbean Meteorological Institution; Council of 

Legal Education; West Indies Shipping Corporation; University of Guyana; and the 

University of the West Indies. 



APPENDIX m 

Discussion and Reasons for the Determined Level of Regional Political 
Integration within CARIFTA/CARICOM 1965-1983 

Evaluations for each year (1965 through 1983) are based upon the operational 

definitions of regional political integration, regional promotion, regional information 

exchange, regional policy coordination, regional monitor, and authoritative regional 

decision making provided in chapter three and a careful study of primaiy and 

secondary data sources concerning the regional decision making process and trade 

policy (the most salient issue area - see chapter three) within the common market. 

Data prior to 1965 are limited and brief at best, although the evidence available 

suggests that the level of regional political integration within CARIFTA/CARICOM in 

1963 and 1964 was regional promotion. 

Primaiy sources include the following: Caribbean Contact; The Caribbean 

Community in the 1980's, a report by a group of Caribbean experts appointed by the 

CARICOM Council of Ministers in 1980; 1979 Trinidad and Tobago White Paper 

explaining its policy toward CARICOM; CARICOM Bulletin; Jamaican Daily and 

Weekly Gleaner; Barbados Advocate-News; Trinidad Guardian and Express, 

Caribbean Business; The Democrat for St Kitts; Treaty of Dickenson Bay; Treaty of 

St Johns; Treaty of Chaguaramus; the Wall Street Journal; and the New York Times. 

Secondary sources include: Latin American Regional Reports - Caribbean 

Report; Caribbean Review; Latin American Monitor - Caribbean; Caribbean Insight; 

Quarterly Economic Review of the West Indies, British Honduras, Bahamas, and 
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Guyana; Quarterly Economic Review of the West Indies, Belize, Bahamas, Bermuda, 

and Guyana; The Caribbean - Who. What, and Whv: The West Indies and Caribbean 

YgflrfrpQk; Caribbean Quarterly; Journal of Caribbean Studies; New World Quarterly; 

Caribbean and West Indies Chronicle; The Caribbean Yearbook of International 

figlfttipn?; Bulletin of East Caribbean Affairs; Personalities Caribbean: Caribbean 

Basin Economic Survey; CARIFTA and the Caribbean Economic Communi ty The 

Caribbean Community: A Guide.: and One Year of CARICOM. (See Appendix IV for 

a select annotated bibliography of the best sources for the study of regional political 

integration within CARIFTA/CAR1COM.) 

1965 and 1966 

I determined that regional political integration was present in both 1965 and 

1966. A pluralistic security community within the Commonwealth Caribbean had 

been in existence since the West Indies Federation. The regional decision making 

mechanism was the Heads of Government Conference which had been created on 

behalf of the regional governments in recognition of the need for cooperation. The 

Conference grew out of the West Indies Federation experience based on the expressed 

need to continue the post Federation dialogue and the desire to continue certain 

region-wide services such as the University of the West Indies, the West Indies 

Shipping Corporation, and the Caribbean Meteorological Service. The Conference 

was held in 1963,64, and 65 and was attended by the MDC's. The authority and 

jurisdiction of the Conference was recognized by custom and practice. Its goals were 

to continue certain regional services and the exploration of other possible regional 
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norms. The Conference was held on a continuing basis not only at the Heads of 

Government level but also at the ministerial level. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration in 1965 and 1966 

was regional promotion. The Heads of Government Conference (the regional 

decision making mechanism) was largely limited to general statements of regional 

goals and unity. Regional economic development through the promotion of a free 

trade area was a major area of discussion, although it was largely limited to official 

government circles. The original CARIFTA agreement, the Treaty of Dickenson Bay, 

was signed by Antigua, Barbados, and Guyana (the latter two being MDC's) and 

called for the creation of a free trade area. The implementation of the Treaty was 

delayed for the expressed purpose of securing region wide membership. The Heads 

of Government Conference and the ministerial level meetings were use to promote the 

regional norm of a free trade area. 

1967 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1967. A 

pluralistic security community within the Commonwealth Caribbean/CARIFI'A was 

present. The regional decision making mechanisms were the Heads of Government 

Conference attended by the MDC's and LDC's in Barbados and the CARIFTA 

Council of Ministers. The authority and jurisdictions of these mechanisms were 

defined in the Treaty of St Johns and recognized by custom and practice. Their 

major goal was to begin and oversee the liberalization of trade within CARIFTA (a 

task normally done by individual sovereign nations). The regional decision making 

was on a continuing basis. 
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I determined that the level of regional political integration in 1967 was regional 

information exchange. A regional secretariat and administration was created. There 

was an exchange of information between governments on the possibility of the 

creation of a free trade area. Leading economists from the University of the West 

Indies presented papers and research concerning the viability of a free trade area. 

Local manufacturing interests in the MDC's, as well as the Caribbean Chambers of 

Commerce began to favor the creation of a free trade area. Throughout the first six 

months of 1967 there was a healthy exchange of ideas and information among 

government leaders, tecnicos, businessmen, university economists and scholars, and 

the Economic Commission for Latin America (ECLA) officials. The discussion of the 

regional norm of a free trade area became specific in nature and resulted in the signing 

of the Treaty of St. Johns at the Fourth Heads of Government Conference in October 

of 1967 in Barbados. 

1968 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1968. A 

pluralistic security community was present among the members of CARIFTA. 

Although the Heads of Government Conference did not meet that year, the CARIFTA 

Council Ministers met Its authority and jurisdiction was defined in the Treaty of St. 

Johns. Its major responsibility was the administration of the free trade area within 

CARIFTA (a task normally limited to individual sovereign nations). The regional 

decision making was on a continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional 

information exchange. The Treaty of St. Johns went into effect for Antigua, 
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Barbados, Guyana, and Trinidad and Tobago on May 1, for Dominica, Grenada, St. 

Kitts-Nevis, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent on July 1, and for Jamaica and Montserrat on 

August 1. The CARIFTA Secretariat (William Demas) assumed the role of 

coordinating the various ministerial level meetings and publishing the results. New 

demands concerning regional trade such as the creation of a regional bank were 

brought before the CARIFTA Council of Ministers, although they were not resolved 

at this time. The discussion over the regional bank dramatized the rift between the 

MDC's and the LDC's which would continually characterize the regional decision 

making process within CARIFTA/CARICOM. Throughout the year there was a 

continual exchange of information concerning trade issues via the regional decision 

making mechanism and administration. 

1969 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1969. There was 

a pluralistic security community among the members of CARIFTA and the regional 

decision making mechanisms were the Heads of Government Conference and the 

CARIFTA Council of Ministers. The authority and jurisdictions of these mechanisms 

were defined by the Treaty of St Johns and recognized by custom and practice. 

Their major responsibilities were regional trade issues and the administration of the 

free trade area. The regional decision making was on a continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration in 1969 was regional 

policy coordination. The private sector such as the Caribbean Congress of Labor 

began to lobby directly the regional decision making mechanisms as well as the 

national decision making mechanisms. The Secretariat's role in the regional decision 
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making process became more assertive in the recommendation of change. The 

Secretariat promoted its own reorganization through the creation of a Trade and 

Tariffs Section in order that it could better administer the needs of the region. The 

dispute over the regional bank was resolved at the Fifth Heads of Government 

Conference in Trinidad and Tobago. It created a Caribbean Development Bank to 

facilitate the growth of new industry and to increase intraregional trade. This 

represented the ability of the regional decision making mechanism to adapt 

successfully to new demands being placed upon it It represented the use of the 

regional decision making mechanism to successfully coordinate national policies 

concerning trade issues. It represented successful system adaptation. 

1970 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1970. A 

pluralistic security community existed among the nations of CARIFTA. The regional 

decision making mechanisms were the Heads of Government Conference and the 

CARIFTA Council of Ministers. Their authority and jurisdictions were defined in the 

Treaty of St. Johns and recognized by custom and practice. The regional decision 

making was on a continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration present was regional 

policy coordination. The LDC's aired complaints against CARIFTA for failure to 

receive aid from the CDB and for declining LDC trade within the region. Demands 

for redistributive mechanisms to be put into place for investment and trade benefits 

among the LDC's were made. At the Heads of Government Conference in April the 

recommendations made by the Secretariat concerning its reorganization were 
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accepted. The Conference ordered the Secretariat to establish a consultative 

committee to study and make recommmendations concerning ownership anH control 

of industry within the region. The draft report prepared in June recommended that 

crucial sectors of the regional economy (mining industry, oil, banking, insurance, and 

tourism) should be either nationalized or required to have 51per cent local ownership. 

Jamaica and, in particular Guyana, began the implementation of such recom-

mendations. (Guyana was already committed to the development of a socialistic 

government and Jamaican Labour Party began to focus on local ownership 

requirements.) The CARIFTA Council agreed in November to grant the LDC's 

preferential access to the CDB. The regional decision making mechanisms were able 

to adapt and respond to the new demands placed upon it 

1971 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1971. A 

pluralistic security community existed among the members of CARIFTA. Belize 

became a member. Although the Heads of Government Conference did not meet, the 

CARIFTA Council of Ministers did. Its authority and jurisdiction was defined in the 

Treaty of St. Johns. Regional decision making was on a continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional policy 

coordination. There was agreement among all members at the ministerial level to 

move toward local ownership in farming, mining, retail trade, and banking. 

Representatives of the regional manufacturing interests, especially Jamaica and 

Trinidad and Tobago, called for the introduction of a CET to promote backward 

integration and to protect Caribbean industry. Preliminary negotiations for a double 
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taxation agreement were initiated. Continuing dissatisfaction by the LDC's over the 

benefits of CARIFTA led to more demands for preferential trade treatment. Many 

observers argued that the mounting tensions between the MDC's and LDC's 

concerning the benefits or lack of benefits from free trade would result in the decline 

and failure of the regional decision making process. (This issue would not be 

resolved until the next year.) Although the MDC/LDC dispute over the benefits of 

free trade placed a strain upon the regional decision making mechanism, it was able to 

continue to respond to new demands and coordinate activities within the trade regime. 

Successful system adaptation and response continued. 

1972 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1972. A 

pluralistic security community existed among the members of CARIFTA. The Heads 

of Government Conference and the CARIFTA Council of Ministers met Their 

authority and jurisdictions were defined by the Treaty of St. Johns and recognized by 

custom and practice. The Secretary General, William Demas, began playing a more 

independent and vital role in the regional decision making process. The jurisdiction 

and authority of the Secretariat was defined largely through precedent set by Demas. 

Regional decision making was on a continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional 

monitor. In 1972 the Secretariat began to play a greater role in the regional decision 

making process. It became a vital actor in initiating regional norms and in advising 

individual members and the CARIFTA Council of Ministers on the proper 

implementation of regional norms. It began to report independently on the 
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implementation (and non implementation) of the trade regime. This role as a vital 

actor in the regional decision making mechanism was largley due to the personality, 

respect, and prestige gained by Demas throughout his tenure as Secretary General and 

his intense belief in the viability of the regional integration process to promote 

development The Secretary General urged the CARIFTA Council of Ministers to 

seek a single form of relationship with the European Economic Community (EEC). 

The Council agreed to accept his recommendation. He urged the expansion of 

economic links from the MDC's to the LDC's in the form of guaranteed agricultural 

product purchases and initiated the discussion of the implementation of the CET. His 

recommendation that the free trade area be transformed into a common market was 

adopted at the Seventh Heads of Government Conference in Chaguaramus, Trinidad. 

This agreement contained redistributive mechanisms designed to satisfy the demands 

of the LDC's concerning the benefits of a free trade area/common market. The Joint 

Consultative Group (the Caribbean Association of Industry and Commerce, the 

Caribbean Congress of Labor, and the Caribbean Consumers Association) was 

granted consultative status to the CARIFTA Council of Ministers. This meant that it 

was guaranteed an institutionalized, direct input into the regional decision making 

process. The regional decision making process in 1972 was able to respond and 

adapt to new demands and it began to monitor and report on the implementation of the 

trade regime norms. 

1973 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1973. A 

pluralistic security community existed among the nations of CAREFTA/CARICOM 



173 

(technically both existed simultaneously). The Heads of Government Conference and 

the CARIFTA/CARICOM Council of Ministers (technically both existed 

simultaneously) met Their authority and jurisdictions were defined in the Treaty of 

St. Johns and the Treaty of Chaguaramus (technically both in effect at this time) and 

recognized by custom and practice. Regional decision making was on a continuing 

basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional 

monitor. In 1973 there was a continuing active role for the secretariat in monitoring 

the activities of the members within the trade regime and in the regional decision 

making mechanism. The Heads of Government Conference and the CAREFTA/ 

CARICOM Council of Ministers issued reports on the implementation of the regional 

trade regime. At the Eighth Heads of Government Conference in April in Guyana all 

the members except Montserrat and Antigua signed the Georgetown Accords which 

formally committed the members to the creation of a common market. This agreement 

represented a compromise between the demands of the MDC's and the LDC's largely 

because of its numerous provisions for LDC preferential treatment. The MDC's 

committed to its implementation by August, while the LDC's committed to its 

implementation by August of 1974. Antigua refused to sign the Accord because of 

the lack of any regional development plan which would "correct. .infrastructural 

imbalances". Monsterrat refused to sign because of its dependence upon import 

duties for government revenue and because of the absence of productive activities 

which would benefit from a common market scheme, although it finally agreed to 

sign the Accord in October. In August a Caribbean Investment Corporation (CIC) 

was established in St. Lucia. The CIC was a joint venture between governments and 
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private sector aimed at LDC industry and infrastructure development Currency 

problems became an issue when Jamaica pegged its currency to the U.S. dollar. All 

the MDC currencies were closer to the U.S. while the LDC currency was linked to the 

British pound. The LDC's desired a closer link with Britain and the EEC while the 

MDC's desired a "looser" relationship because of their closer links to the U.S. The 

Heads of Government Conference also agreed to a solution to the double taxation 

problem within the region. The Secretaiy General secured the services of an 

industrial adviser from the United Nations Industrial Development Organization 

(UNIDO) to report to him concerning the regional footwear industry. The regional 

decision making process continued to respond and adapt successfully to new 

demands and it continued to monitor the implementation of the trade regime norms. 

1974 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1974. A 

pluralistic security community existed among the members of CARIFTA/CARICOM. 

The Heads of Government Conference and the CARIFTA/CARICOM Council of 

Ministers (both existed simultaneously) met. Their authority and jurisdictions were 

defined in the Treaty of St Johns and the Treaty of Chaguaramus (technically both in 

effect at this time) and recognized by custom and tradition. Regional decision making 

was on a continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration that was present was 

regional monitor. Hie Secretariat continued to monitor the activites of the trade 

regime and to play an increasing role in the regional decision making process. The 

CARIFTA/CARICOM Council of Ministers adopted the recommendation of the 
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Secretary General for the development of a protective regime for regional textiles in 

January. The Caribbean Assembly of Youth and the Joint Consultative Group were 

granted consultative status with CARICOM Council of Ministers in April. The 

Secretariat reviewed the Basic Materials List (Annex to the Treaty of Chaguaramus 

which granted certain imported materials common market status) in order to eliminate 

those materials for which substitutes could be produced or found in the region. The 

Secretary General was granted executive authority (coordinating and monitoring 

regional activities, and negotiating with nations external to the region) over the West 

Indies Sugar Association which represents the sugar manufacturers of the region. By 

the end of July all the LDC's had joined CARICOM. The Heads of Government 

Conference in July in St. Lucia considered proposals from the Working Party of 

Officials on National, Regional, and Foreign Investment and recommended further 

study. William Demas stepped down as Secretary General and was replaced by 

Alister Mclntyre in September. The regional decision making process in 1974 

continued to illustrate successful system adaptation to new demands and continued to 

monitor implementation of its trade regime norms. 

1975 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1975. A 

pluralistic security community existed among the CARICOM nations. The Heads of 

Government Conference and the CARICOM Council of Ministers met. Their 

authority and jurisdictions were defined by the Treaty of Chaguaramus and 

recognized by custom and practice. Regional decision making was on a continuing 

basis. 
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I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional policy 

coordination. The new Secretary General, Alister Mclntyre, followed the precedents 

set by William Demas, but received less cooperation from the members concerning 

implementation of trade regime norms. The CARICOM Council of Ministers and the 

Secretariat issued statements concerning the need to supplement existing consultation 

arrangements so that trade regime norms could be monitored successfully. The 

Secretariat supported the development of a system of commissioners to resolve 

regional disputes. The CARICOM Council of Ministers agreed to the Secretariat's 

revision of the Basic Materials List It also agreed to allow the MDC's to impose 

temporary import restrictions on several products in 1976 due to severe BOP 

problems. The Heads of Government Conference agreed in principle to the 

establishment of a regional food plan designed to maximize food production, the 

establishment of a regional safety net for mutual assistance in BOP difficulties, and to 

the establishment of a Caribbean Shipping Corporation which would replace the West 

Indies Shipping Corporation. The dispute between the MDC's and the LDC's 

reappeared. Growing exchange problems within CARICOM surfaced due to MDC 

links to the U.S. dollar and LDC links to the downward moving British pound. The 

Secretariat of the ECCM demanded protection for LDC intermediate industries from 

MDC competition within CARICOM. Disputes among the MDC's began to place a 

strain upon the regional decision making process. BOP problems for Jamaica and 

Guyana, the decision of Trinidad and Tobago to withdraw from the aluminum smelter 

agreement with Jamaica and Guyana, bilateral agreements between Jamaica and 

Venezuela, and growing ideological differences led to the decision on the part of Eric 

Williams of Trinidad and Tobago not to attend future Heads of Government 
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Conferences. The regional decision making process in 1975 was able to respond and 

adapt to new demands, but there was no evidence of monitoring activities by the 

regional decision making mechanism(s) or the bureaucracy. 

1976 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1976. Although 

the Heads of Government Conference was postponed largely due to the refusal of 

Eric Williams of Trinidad and Tobago to attend and to the increasing antagonisms 

among the MDC's, the CARICOM Council of Ministers did meet. Its authority and 

jurisdiction was defined in the Treaty of Chaguaramus. Regional decision making 

was on a continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional 

information exchange. The success of the Secretariat was severely hampered by the 

growing conflict among the MDC's. The postponement of the Heads of Government 

was a severe setback to the regional decision making process and caused growing 

frustration for the Secretariat The Common Market Council of Ministers (not all 

members were present) reported that the mechanisms in the Treaty of Chaguaramus 

designed to transfer resources to the LDC's were being compromised by internal 

factors in the LDC's such as their inability to mobilize equity finance and their weak 

administrative structures. It was agreed to implement a single CET to replace the two 

tier system which had been in place since 1974 due to commitments to Britain and the 

EEC. It was agreed in May to begin the preliminary studies necessary for the trans-

formation of the BOP mutual support facility into a permanent regional institution. 

The ability of the regional decision making process to respond and adapt to new 



178 

<fr»manris was made impossible by the indefinite postponement of the Heads of 

Government Conference. Members continued to use the regional decision making 

mechanism to exchange information coneming trade policies, but the continued 

coordination of policies was not possible. 

1977 

I determined that regional political integration was not present in 1977. The 

regional decision making mechanisms, the Heads of Government Conference and the 

CARICOM Council of Ministers did not meet Regional decision making was not on 

a continuing basis. The Secretary General, A. Mclntyre, resigned stating that "apathy 

and indifference" and "petty nationalism" among regional leaders were the causes of 

the failure of the regional decision making mechanisms to continue the integration 

process. 

1978 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1978. A 

pluralistic security community existed among the members of CARICOM. Although 

the Heads of Government Conference did not meet, the CARICOM Council of 

Ministers did meet in July and October. The jurisdiction and authority of the Council 

was defined in the Treaty of Charaguamus. Regional decision making was on a 

continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional 

information exchange. At the CARICOM Council of Ministers meetings and other 

regional ministerial level meetings there was a constant exchange of information, 

ideas, and new demands concerning the revival of trade among the members, a new 
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system of Rules of Origin for goods traded within the region, a regional food plan, 

and the need to reconvene the Heads of Government Conference. No progress was 

made on any of these issues, the decision making system was not able to adapt and 

respond adequately to them. In November of 1978 Kurleigh King was appointed as 

the new Secretary General of CARICOM. The position had been vacant for more 

than a year. 

1979 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1979. A 

pluralistic security community existed among the members of CARICOM. In March 

the corrupt and repressive government of Eric Gairy was overthrown by Maurice 

Bishop and the New Jewel Movement in a bloodless coup. Although some of the 

members of CARICOM were uncomfortable with the Bishop regime, Guyana, 

Jamaica, and Barbados recognized the government by the end of the month. There 

was no indication of any contemplated use of force against Grenada. Although the 

Heads of Government Conference did not meet, the CARICOM Council of Ministers 

did. Its authority and jurisdiction was defined in the Treaty of Chaguaramus. 

Regional decision making was on a continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional 

information exchange. Although information and ideas were exchanged at various 

levels of decision making, no progress was made by the regional decision making 

mechanism on previous demands such as the Regional Food Plan and the new system 

of Rules of Origin and on new demands for a BOP stabilization fund. The regional 
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decision making system was not able to adapt and respond adequately to the 

demands. The Secretariat's call for a Heads of Government Conference was ignored. 

1980 

I determined that regional political integration was present in 1980. A 

pluralistic security community existed among the CARICOM nations. Although 

several nations (especially Trinidad and Tobago and Antigua) expressed their dislike 

of the Bishop regime in Grenada (others such as Barbados complained of the lack of 

elections and suspected human rights violations), there was no indication that any 

contemplated the use of force. Although the Heads of Government Conference did 

not meet, the CARICOM Council of Ministers did. Its jurisdiction and authority was 

defined in the Treaty of Chaguaramus. Regional decision making was on a con-

tinuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional 

information exchange. Secretary General King was not successful in his efforts to 

convene a Heads of Government Conference. Energy problems, the devastation 

caused by Hurricane Allen, regional trade, the new system of Rules of Origin and the 

survival of CARICOM dominated the discussions at the regional decision making 

level. Although there was a healthy exchange of information and data the issues were 

not resolved. The regional decision making system showed no signs of being able to 

adapt to these demands. 

1981 

I determined that regional political integration in 1981 was present A 

pluralistic security community existed among the nations of CARICOM although 
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heightened tensions due to the Bishop regime in Grenada were becoming more 

evident Evidence indicates that member nations did not contemplate the use of force 

against Grenada. A proposal by St Lucia for the establishment of an Eastern 

Caribbean defense force made little headway, CARICOM was unanimous in its 

condemnation of U.S. attempts to subvert regional institutions by applying pressure 

to individual member states to exclude Grenada from CDB loans, and the 

Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) was formed by Antigua, Dominica, 

Grenada, Montserrat, St. Kitts, St. Lucia, and St Vincent. Although the Heads of 

Government Conference did not meet, the CARICOM Council of Ministers did. Its 

authority and jurisdiction was defined in the Treaty of Chaguaramus. Regional 

decision making was on a continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional 

information exchange. A group of expats chaired by William Demas (President of 

the CDB) reported its findings concerning the future of CARICOM to the CARICOM 

Council of Ministers Meeting in June. The study emphasized that the integration 

movement needed the solidifying effect of regular and public consultations at the 

summit level (Heads of Government Conference). The December meeting of the 

Council endorsed the findings of the study by the group of experts. Regional 

decision making was characterized by the exchange of information but the resolving 

of the many issues and demands was dependent upon the convening of a Heads of 

Government Conference. The regional decision making mechanism was not able to 

adapt and respond to the demands. With the death of Eric Williams of Trinidad and 

Tobago in March, the principle obstacle to the convening of a Heads of Government 

Conference was removed. (Williams refused to attend any more Heads of 



182 

Government Conferences after 1975. His refusal to attend was the major reason the 

conferences were not held) 

1982 

I determined that regional political integration in 1982 was present A 

pluralistic security community existed among the members of CARICOM although 

tp.n$inns concerning the Bishop regime in Grenada continued to grow. There was an 

escalating fear in Antigua and Dominica of internal subversion. The Heads of 

Government Conference and the CARICOM Council of Ministers met in 1982. Their 

authority and jurisdictions were defined in the Treaty of Chaguaramus and recognized 

by custom and practice. Regional decision making was on a continuing basis. 

I determined that the level of regional political integration was regional 

information exchange. The regional decision making mechanisms were faced with 

new demands such as the response to the Caribbean Basin Initiative, the need to 

increase agricultural production, and the reintroduction of U.S. sugar quotas. 

Decision making was limited to the exchange of ideas. Old issues continued to be 

discussed without any progress on their solutions. The regional decision making 

TTv̂ hflnism was not able to resolve old issues, nor to respond adequately to new 

ones. Perhaps the only success was the reconvening of the Heads of Government 

Conference in November. This was made possible larely due to the willingness of 

George Chambers (the successor to Eric Williams) to attend on behalf of Trinidad and 

Tobago. 
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1983 

I determined that regional political integration was not present in 1983. 

Although the regional decision making mechanisms, the Heads of Government 

Conference and the CARICOM Council of Ministers, met during the year, the region 

did not qualify as a pluralistic security community. In a pluralistic security 

community the use of force against members is not an alternative policy. In October 

of 1983 the United States and several members of CARICOM participated (or 

verbally approved of and supported the use of force) in an invasion which overthrew 

Bernard Coard's regime. 



APPENDIX IV 

Annotated Bibliography of Selected Sources for the Study of Regional 
Political Integration within CARIFTA/CARICOM 

Caribbean Business - This is a weekly newspaper published in Puerto Rico. 
Although it is largely concerned with Puerto Rican/American business 
relations, it usually contains a section devoted to Commonwealth Caribbean 
regional news and events. 

Caribbean Community in the 1980's - This report by a group of Caribbean experts 
chaired by William Demas provides an excellent analysis of the problems 
faced by CARICOM and their possible solutions. The report was done at the 
request of the CARICOM Secretariat and was published in 1981. 

Caribbean Contact - This is a monthly newspaper published by the Caribbean 
Conference of Churches in Bridgetown, Barbados. It is perhaps the best 
primary source of regional news. Political analyses and editorials by noted 
Caribbean scholar Tony Best provide insight into the region. 

Caribbean Insight - This is a monthly review of Caribbean news published by the 
West Indies Committee in London. It provides excellent analyses of political 
events. 

Caribbean Integration: The Politics of Regionalism - This excellent study of the 
integration process within the Caribbean was written by W.A. Axline, 
published by the Nichols Publishing Co. in New York in 1979. The author 
develops categories of regional economic schemes common to the developing 
nations and applies this to CARIFTA/CARICOM. 

Caribbean and West Indies Chronicle - This is a bimonthly newsmagazine published 
in London by the West Indies Committee. It usually contains interviews with 
current Caribbean leaders. 

Caribbean Yearbook of International Relations - This book is published by the 
Institute of International Relations, University of the West Indies in St. 
Augustine, Trinidad. Each edition summarizes events and issues of major 
importance in international relations related to the region. It includes a 
chronology, studies on current problems, book reviews, selected documents, 
and an index. 

CARICOM Bulletin - This is the monthly newsletter published by the Secretariat of 
CARICOM in Georgetown, Guyana. 
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Jamaican Weekly Gleaner - This weekly newspaper published in Kingston, Jamaica 
is another excellent source of events not only within Jamaica but within the 
entire region. Political analyses and editorials by noted Caribbean scholar 
Carl Stone provide excellent insight into the region. 

Latin American Monitor Caribbean - This is a monthly newsletter of Caribbean 
events published by Latin American Monitor, Ltd. in London. 

Latin American Regional Reports: Caribbean - This is a weekly review of news in the 
Caribbean. It is published by Latin American Newsletters, Ltd. in London. 

New World Quarterly - Although the journal is no longer published, it was an 
important voice of the rising Caribbean intelligentsia in the early to mid 
1960's. The group of scholars which used it as an outlet helped to promote 
the debate over CAREFTA and many became its principle architects. 

Quarterly Economic Review - The Quarterly Economic Review of the West Indies, 
Belize, the Bahamas, Bermuda, and Guyana, as well as individual country 
reviews provide an excellent source of economic data. The Review also 
contains an analysis of recent regional political events. It is published by the 
Economist Intelligence Unit in London. 

Ten Years of CARICOM - This book published by the Inter-American Development 
Bank contains a series of papers presented at a seminar on Economic 
Integration in the Caribbean held in Bridgetown, Barbados, July, 1983. The 
papers were presented by the top scholars and officials of the Caribbean 
integration movement They provide excellent insight into the integration 
movement 



APPENDIX V 

Discussion and Reasons for the Determined Level of Regional Economic 
Integration within CARIFTA/CARICOM1965-1983 

Evaluations for each year (1965 through 1983) are based upon the operational 

definitions of the various levels of regional economic integration (limited free trade 

area, limited customs union, and limited common market) provided in chapter six and 

a careful study of primary and secondary data sources concerning the economic 

practices of the nations of the region. Primary and secondary data sources include all 

of the sources used in determining the level of regional political integration. These 

sources are listed in Appendix III. 

1965, 1966, and 1967 

I determined that there was no regional economic integration present during 

these years. The original CARIFTA agreement, the Treaty of Dickenson Bay, was 

never implemented. The Treaty of St Johns was signed in 1967 but was not 

implemented until 1968. A limited free trade area did not exist. 

1968, 1969, 1970, 1971,and 1972 

I determined that the level of regional economic integration that was present 

during these years was a limited free trade area. The Treaty of St Johns was 

implemented by all nations by August of 1968. A free trade area was created with the 

following exceptions noted in the agreements: canned and preserved fruits, fruit juices 

and concentrates, alchoholic beverages, tobacco, paint and enamels, soap and 
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cleaning preparations, wooden boxes and crates, radio and television receivers, and 

wood and metal furniture. Duties on these products were to be phased out gradually. 

The limited free trade area functioned without resort to import controls by any of the 

member nations during this time period. 

1973,1974,1975, and 1976 

I determined that the level of regional economic integration that was present 

during these years was a limited customs union. The Treaty of Chaguaramus was 

implemented by the MDC's in May of 1973 and by the LDC's in May of 1974. This 

agreement not only continued the implementation of the limited free trade area 

(Chapter 3 of the Annex to the treaty), but also created a common external tariff 

(GET) (Chapter 4 of the Annex to the treaty). Exceptions to the CET included a 

gradual harmonizing of LDC external tariffs to the CET and preferential treatment of 

goods from the United Kingdom due to prior treaty commitments. This preferential 

treatment for the United Kingdom ended in 1976. Barbados, Guyana, and Trinidad 

and Tobago extended balance of payment (BOP) support to Jamaica in 1976 which 

avoided the activation of Article 28 of the Annex to the Treaty of Chaguaramus which 

permits a member to apply restrictions on imports from the rest of the community in 

situations of fundamental BOP disequilibrium. Activation of this article would have 

violated the operational definition of a limited free trade area as well as that of a 

limited customs union. These actions support the operational definition of a limited 

customs union. 
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1977,1978, and 1979 

I determined that there was no regional economic integration present during 

these years. Jamaica and Guyana were plagued by severe BOP problems and 

restricted imports from the other members of CARICOM. This violates the 

operational definition of a limited free trade area as well as that of a limited customs 

union. 

1980,1981, and 1982 

I determined that the level of regional economic integration present during 

these years was a limited customs union. BOP problems in Jamaica and Guyana 

improved. Both continued to monitor imports through licensing agreements, but this 

did amount to a restriction of CARICOM products. The CET was still in effect. 

These actions support the operational definition of a limited customs union. 

1983 

I determined that there was no regional economic integration present in 1983. 

Import controls imposed by Jamaica resulted in the temporary boycott of Jamaican 

goods by other members of CARICOM. Trade with Grenada was restricted. These 

actions violate the operational definition of a limited free trade area as well as that of a 

limited customs union. 



APPENDIX VI 

Notes on the Gastil Political Rights Index 

The Gastil Political Rights Scale is one of the few comparative scales of 

political rights in existence (see Tables XXDC and XXX in Appendix VII). The scale 

is as follows: 

(1) A score of one indicates those political systems in which 
the great majority of persons or families has both the right and the 
opportunity to participate in the electoral process. Political parties may 
be freely formed for die purpose of making the right to compete for 
public office fairly general. 

(2) A score of two indicates those political systems with an 
open process, which does not always work well, however, due to 
extreme poverty, a feudal social structure, violence, or other limitation 
on potential participants or results. A leader may be voted out of 
office. 

(3) A score of three indicates a political system in which 
people may elect their leaders or representatives, but in which coups 
d'etat, large scale interference with election results, and often 
nondemocratic procedures occur. 

(4) A score of four indicates a political system in which full 
democratic elections are blocked constitutionally or have little 
significance in determining power distributions. 

(5) A score of five indicates a political system in which 
elections are closely controlled or limited, or in which the results have 
little significance. 

(6) A score of six indicates apolitical system without elections 
or with elections involving a single slate of candidates in which voting 
is largely a matter of demonstrating support for the system. 
Nevertheless, there is some distribution of power. 

(7) A score of seven indicates a political system which is a 
tyranny without legitimacy either in tradition or international party 
doctrine. 
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The problem with the scale is that its time frame is limited. It does not evaluate 

political rights in nations prior to 1973. This presents a problem for this study 

because data is needed for the years 1965 through 1972. If one uses only the data 

provided by Gastil the statistical analysis reveals a Spearman's Rank Correlation 

Coefficient of -.289 which is not statistically significant. In other words, there is no 

significant relationship between the levels of regional political integration and the 

divergence of political pluralism. 

Li order to provide data for the years 1965 through 19721 made preliminary 

evaluations based upon the various levels of political rights as defined by Gastil and 

my own preliminary observations of the existence of political rights in the nations of 

CARIFTA/CARICOM (see Tables XXVII and XXVm in Appendix VII). My 

preliminary evaluations are based upon the literature review that I conducted for this 

study which consisted of a great number of primary and secondary sources listed at 

the beginning of Appendix m. There is a reliability question involved with my 

evaluations because they were not reviewed or checked by a scholar with expertise in 

Caribbean politics. Nonetheless my evaluations seem to be consistent with the later 

evaluations made by Gastil. By using the Gastil data and my preliminary estimations 

the data reveals a Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient of -.069 which is not 

statistically significant Once again there is no significant relationship between the 

levels of regional political integration and the divergence of political pluralism within 

CARIFTA/CARICOM. 



APPENDIX Vn 

Statistical Tables 

(See Bibliography far References and Data Sources) 

TABLE XIII 

Population of CARIFTA/CARICOM Nations 1965-1983* 

Nation 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Antigua 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 
Barbados 240,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 
Belize 110,000 110,000 110,000 120,000 120,000 
Dominica 70,000 70,000 70,000 70,000 70,000 
Grenada 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 
Guyana 660,000 680,000 700,000 720,000 740,000 
Jamaica 1,790,000 1,840,000 1,880,000 1,910,000 1,950,000 
Montserrat 14,056 10,000 14,468 14,689 14,527 
St. Kitts 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 
St. Lucia 100,000 100,000 110,000 110,000 110,000 
St. Vincent 90,000 90,000 90,000 90,000 100,000 
Trinidad and 970,000 990,000 1,010,000 1,020,000 1,040,000 
Tobago 

1,020,000 1,040,000 

TABLE XIII—Continued 

Nation 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Antigua 64,794 66,860 68,010 68,960 69,750 
Barbados 235,229 236,443 235,800 237,800 238,800 
Belize 119,934 123,412 127,137 128,298 128,267 
Dominica 69,549 71,752 72,900 74,703 76,188 
Grenada 92,775 98,743 103,991 106,964 104,177 
Guyana 699,848 724,000 740,000 755,500 769,000 
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Nation 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Jamaica 1,797,401 1,901,000 1,932,400 1,972,100 2,007,900 
Montserrat 11,458 11,742 12,117 11,949 12,402 
St Kitts 44,884 47,000 47,900 47,800 47,600 
St. Lucia 99,806 103,800 105,900 108,000 109,000 
St. Vincent 86,314 92,866 92,261 98,444 101,653 
Trinidad and 931,071 1,032,500 1,045,000 1,057,700 1,066,950 
Tobago 

1,057,700 1,066,950 

TABLE XIII—Continued 

Nation 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Antigua 70,520 71,420 72,355 74,000 75,000 
Barbados 243,800 247,200 254,500 250,000 250,000 
Belize 128,613 128,152 126,709 132,000 140,000 
Dominica 77,342 78,578 79,835 81,112 80,000 
Grenada 105,412 105,754 108,124 108,518 110,000 
Guyana 781,000 793,500 806,000 818,000 850,000 
Jamaica 2,042,700 2,072,300 2,096,400 2,131,000 2,150,000 
Montserrat 12,398 12,362 12,160 11,252 11,221 
St. Kitts 48,300 49,100 50,000 50,000 50,000 
St. Lucia 111,800 113,600 115,500 120,000 120,000 
St. Vincent 103,060 109,743 113,223 105,000 100,000 
Trinidad and 1,081,550 1,098,200 1,040,000 1,137,000 1,080,000 
Tobago 

1,040,000 1,137,000 1,080,000 
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Nation 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Antigua 80,000 80,000 80,000 78,200 
Barbados 249,000 252,000 260,000 250,000 
Belize 142,000 148,000 150,000 157,700 
Dominica 80,000 74,300 75,000 80,000 
Grenada 110,000 107,000 113,000 110,000 
Guyana 793,000 795,000 900,000 920,000 
Jamaica 2,100,000 2,100,000 2,230,000 2,260,000 
Montserral 12,034 10,000 10,000 11,733 
St. Kitts 44,404 40,000 40,000 44,404 
St. Lucia 120,300 120,000 120,000 126,000 
St. Vincent 120,000 100,000 127,000 120,000 
Trinidad and Tobago 1,027,000 1,110,000 1,129,000 1,149,000 

*Notes: (1) Some estimates for St Kitts-Nevis include Anguilla. (2) Some 
estimates are official government census figures, others are mid-year estimates. 

TABLE XIV 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of CARIFTA/CARICOM Nations 1965-1983* 

All figures are expressed in millions of Eastern Caribbean dollars. 

Nation 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Antigua 25.1 42.2 34.0 37.0 69.6 
Barbados 153.9 162.3 184.0 216.7 235.3 
Dominica 24.5 25.1 27.0 24.5 30.8 
Grenada 34.5 35.7 38.0 39.3 49.6 
Guyana 366.0 394.0 429.0 466.0 508.0 
Jamaica 2,574.2 2,346.8 2,951.8 2,016.0 2,224.8 
Montserrat 5.6 6.3 6.5 9.2 9.8 
St. Kitts 21.4 23.0 24.0 27.1 29.1 
St. Lucia 36.2 41.5 45.4 43.2 49.1 
St. Vincent 26.6 28.3 29.3 31.4 33.9 
Trinidad and 1,251.0 1,350.0 1,457.0 1,628.0 1,703.0 
Tobago 

1,457.0 1,628.0 1,703.0 
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Nation 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Antigua 83.0 84.9 93.5 100.1 111.8 
Barbados 289.9 321.5 356.7 418.6 640.4 
Belize 105.6 113.4 121.6 169.6 
Dominica 37.1 42.4 46.1 48.8 51.9 
Grenada 60.0 59.5 64.3 65.9 65.4 
Guyana 
Jamaica 

470.0 498.4 488.7 530.9 801.1 Guyana 
Jamaica 2,566.8 2,789.0 3,140.9 3,412.9 4,685.1 
Montserrat 11.9 14.1 17.3 17.3 20.0 
St Kitts 30.3 35.7 43.0 48.3 57.2 
St. Lucia 60.7 66.3 73.3 74.3 97.4 
St. Vincent 39.7 42.7 45.0 49.6 57.9 
Trinidad and 1,630.9 1,796.3 2,039.4 2,554.7 4,101.5 
Tobago 

TABLE XTV-Continued 

Nation 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Antigua 120.3 117.2 134.8 164.1 196.6 
Barbados 756.7 989.9 1,144.9 1,495.8 1,467.3 
Belize 204.5 142.4 286.2 325.3 331.1 
Dominica 57.7 68.6 85.0 100.6 91.6 
Grenada 80.5 84.0 134.3 141.2 196.6 
Guyana 
Jamaica 

1,012.1 1,063.9 1,071.0 1,199.1 1,385.8 Guyana 
Jamaica 5,752.1 7,136.4 8,170.1 8,258.8 6,491.4 
Montserrat 21.2 24.5 25.6 28.6 44.6 
St. Kitts 21.2 82.0 81.7 95.5 89.3 
St. Lucia 108.1 135.4 157.0 227.3 267.4 
St. Vincent 59.8 81.0 125.0 136.7 158.1 
Trinidad and 5,496.7 6,977.0 9,049.1 10,416.0 12,058.4 
Tobago 
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Nation 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Antigua 280.4 319.6 352.8 299.6 
Barbados 1,777.2 2,158.1 2,653.8 2,812.9 
Belize 398.6 427.0 448.6 475.7 
Dominica 156.3 181.7 194.4 208.0 
Grenada 232.2 258.8 290.5 290.5 
Guyana 1,589.1 1,513.5 1,289.6 1,628.9 
Jamaica 7,160.4 8,036.7 8,584.6 9,669.5 
Montserrat 49.7 73.3 77.2 87.6 
St. Kitts 105.4 126.1 138.2 137.0 
St. Lucia 304.1 338.9 361.0 377.5 
St. Vincent 197.0 197.0 223.8 248.2 
Trinidad and Tobago 17,070.4 18,228.3 21,207.5 8,969.7 

•Notes: (1) Most figures represent GDP at factor cost. Some represent GDP 
in purchaser's or market values. GDP at factor cost displays the composition of 
national product or expenditure in terms of the factors of production (wages, salaries, 
profits or rental incomes) employed, the contributions of the factors being measured 
by the incomes that they receive. GDP in purchaser's or market prices incudes all 
taxes on expenditures with subsidies being regarded as negative taxes. Both methods 
are used to estimate national expenditure. Although the two are not directly 
comparable, when these are the only estimates available one must make some crude 
comparison. The United Nations Statistical Office uses both types of estimates. (2) 
A few of the figures represent the gross material product which excludes the value of 
non-material services (public administration, defense, personal and professional 
services, and similar activities). GMP underestimates the GDP. It is often used by 
socialist nations to estimate national expenditure. (3) Figures are not expressed in 
constant Eastern Caribbean Dollars. 
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Gross Domestic Product (GDP) Per Capita of 
CARIFTA/CARICOM Nations 1965-1983* 

All figures are expressed in Eastern Caribbean dollars. 
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Nation 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Antigua 418.3 703.3 566.6 616.6 1,160.0 
Barbados 641.2 649.2 736.0 866.8 941.2 
Dominica 350.0 358.5 385.7 350.0 440.0 
Grenada 345.0 357.0 380.0 393.0 496.0 
Guyana 554.5 579.4 612.8 647.2 686.4 
Jamaica 1,438.1 1,275.4 1,570.1 1,055.4 1,140.9 
Montserrat 399.1 638.0 454.7 626.0 674.6 
St. Kitts 356.6 383.3 400.0 451.6 485.0 
St. Lucia 362.0 415.0 412.7 392.7 446.3 
St Vincent 295.5 314.4 325.5 348.8 339.0 
Trinidad and 1,289.6 1,363.6 1,442.5 1,596.0 1,637.5 
Tobago 

1,442.5 1,596.0 1,637.5 

TABLE XV-Continued 

Nation 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Antigua 1,280.9 1,269.8 1,374.7 1,451.5 1,602.8 
Barbados 1,232.4 1,359.7 1,512.7 1,760.3 2,681.7 
Belize • • • 855.6 891.9 947.7 1,322.2 
Dominica 533.4 590.9 632.3 653.2 681.2 
Grenada 646.7 602.5 618.3 616.0 627.7 
Guyana 671.5 688.3 660.4 702.7 1,041.7 
Jamaica 1,428.0 1,467.1 1,625.3 1,730.5 2,333.3 
Montserrat 1,038.5 1,200.8 1,427.7 1,447.8 1,612.6 
St Kitts 675.0 759.5 897.7 1,010.4 1,201.6 
St Lucia 601.1 638.7 692.1 687.9 886.2 
St Vincent 459.9 459.8 487.7 503.8 569.5 
Trinidad and 1,751.6 1,739.7 1,951.5 2,415.3 3,844.1 
Tobago 

1,951.5 2,415.3 3,844.1 
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Nation 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Antigua 
Barbados 
Belize 
Dominica 
Grenada 
Guyana 
Jamaica 
Montserrat 
St. Kitts 
St. Lucia 
St. Vincent 
Trinidad and 
Tobago 

1.705.8 
3.103.7 
1,590.0 

746.0 
763.6 

1.295.9 
2,815.9 
1,709.9 
1.583.8 

966.9 
580.2 

5,082.2 

1,640.9 
4.003.6 
1,111.1 

873.0 
786.8 

1.340.7 
3.443.7 
1.981.8 
1.670.0 
1.191.9 

650.6 
6.353.1 

1,863.0 
4.498.6 
2.258.7 
1.064.6 
1.242.0 
1.328.7 
3.897.1 
2.105.2 
1,634.0 
1.359.3 

715.4 
8,701.0 

2,217.5 
5.983.2 
2.464.3 
1,240.2 
1,301.1 
1,465.8 
1.465.8 
2,541.7 
1.910.0 
1.894.1 
1.190.4 
9.160.9 

2,621.3 
5,869.2 
2,364.8 
1,145.0 
1.787.2 
1.630.3 
1,630.3 
3,974.6 
1,786.0 
2,228.3 
1,367.0 

11,165.1 

TABLE XV-Continued 

Nation 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Antigua 3,505.0 3,995.0 4,410.0 3,831.0 
Barbados 7,137.3 8,563.8 10,206.9 11,255.6 
Belize 2,807.3 2,885.2 2,990.9 3,016.2 
Dominica 1,953.7 2,445.4 2,592.0 2,600.0 
Grenada 2,110.9 2,418.6 2,570.7 2,640.9 
Guyana 2,003.8 1,903.7 1,432.8 1,770.5 
Jamaica 3,409.7 3,827.0 3,849.5 4,278.5 
Montserrat 4,129.9 7,330.0 7,770.0 7,466.1 
St. Kitts 2,373.6 3,152.5 3,455.0 3,085.3 
St. Lucia 2,527.8 2,824.1 3,008.3 2,996.0 
St. Vincent 1,317.5 1,970.0 1,762.2 2,068.3 
Trinidad and Tobago 16,621.6 16,421.8 18,784.3 7,806.5 

* wiw. YXJ XIU.O uiuiv j l i u i i i uic uaia luuxiu m i&vLCb SLIIL ana 
XIV. (2) See the notes from Tables XIII and XIV for more information. (3) Figures 
are not expressed in constant Eastern Caribbean Dollars. 
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TABLE XVI 

Total Exports of CARIFTA/CARICOM Nations 1965-1983 

All figures are expressed in thousands of Eastern Caribbean dollars. 

Nation 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Antigua 2,475 824 1,949 13,154 11,168 
Barbados 47,616 50,056 53,601 59,646 57,357 
Dominica 9,512 10,050 10,771 12,237 13,989 
Grenada 10,872 10,196 8,581 9,870 14,778 
Guyana 
Jamaica 

165,835 182,595 191,960 228,525 233,673 Guyana 
Jamaica 367,543 390,896 391,954 480,287 494,640 
Montserrat 271 • * • 231 242 114 
St. Kitts 8,812 8,615 9,047 6,298 7,887 
St. Lucia 11,170 12,109 11,665 11,939 16,072 
St. Vincent 6,416 6,711 6,320 6,835 7,176 
Trinidad and 690,458 735,104 763,393 923,868 935,767 
Tobago 

TABLE XVI-Continued 

Nation 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Antigua 21,846 32,230 34,639 50,382 58,950 
Barbados 62,106 53,180 63,103 83,700 124,215 
Belize 29,671 38,167 50,604 99,334 
Dominica 11,430 11,990 12,995 16,224 20,130 
Grenada 10,953 9,291 9,954 13,637 17,837 
Guyana 
Jamaica 

265,566 287,760 276,203 264,321 543,108 Guyana 
Jamaica 669,878 660,487 703,385 747,650 1,466,287 
Montserrat 277 279 122 131 261 
St. Kitts 7,710 7,608 11,409 14,317 21,949 
St. Lucia 8,078 9,207 13,673 15,036 30,934 
St. Vincent 6,529 5,391 5,951 8,962 13,799 
Trinidad and 944,315 1,002,020 1,052,476 1,353,130 3,934,152 
Tobago 



TABLE XVI—Continued 
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Nation 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Antigua 42,999 23,614 21,900 34,020 32,400 
Barbados 192,475 179,810 203,925 253,551 1,209,222 
Belize 115,128 87,770 114,607 277,965 239,490 
Dominica 23,850 36,600 40,500 49,100 32,400 
Grenada 26,004 67,300 80,500 92,300 109,100 
Guyana 771,729 712,106 690,775 779,623 835,021 
Jamaica 1,680,615 1,614,159 2,059,431 2,071,975 3,122,280 
Montserrat 490 780 1,109 1,337 1,600 
St. Kitts 45,081 44,999 40,535 45,282 40,900 
St. Lucia 32,039 45,622 55,597 67,015 176,300 
St. Vincent 15,397 23,666 44,800 78,800 88,600 
Trinidad and 3,839,970 5,721,959 5,837,611 5,403,020 5,529,465 
Tobago 

5,837,611 5,403,020 5,529,465 

TABLE XVI—Continued 

Nation 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Antigua 82,080 102,870 92,340 87,200 
Barbados 1,567,755 1,530,711 1,610,091 1,965,978 
Belize 296,190 273,915 237,735 253,395 
Dominica 34,000 60,200 77,200 72,200 
Grenada 101,800 103,700 103,400 51,090 
Guyana 1,097,226 992,250 705,672 657,558 
Jamaica 3,667,809 3,795,573 3,386,728 3,750,794 
Montserrat 3,200 6,000 4,000 4,000 
St. Kitts 65,100 43,900 50,800 47,000 
St. Lucia 233,600 216,300 224,100 248,400 
St. Vincent 104,800 131,500 141,500 168,500 
Trinidad and Tobago 8,337,924 8,361,171 7,029,450 5,821,951 



TABLE XVn 

Intra CARBFTA/CARICOM Exports 1965-1983 

All figures are expressed in thousands of Eastern Caribbean dollars. 
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Nation 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Antigua 1,270 493 1,463 976 494 
Barbados 9,506 11,928 10,349 11,744 7,606 
Dominica 560 655 843 884 1,146 
Grenada 397 404 240 480 511 
Guyana 19,410 18,605 25,935 25,435 26,065 
Jamaica 7,878 11,822 11,086 15,830 22,583 
Montseixat « • • * • • 20 134 • . . 

St Kitts 1,564 883 773 682 724 
St. Lucia 1,598 2,516 2,158 1,713 1,398 
St. Vincent 1,732 2,120 1,749 1,729 1,936 
Trinidad and 40,773 48,265 49,170 59,209 78,513 
Tobago 

TABLE XVII-Continued 

Nation 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Antigua 828 3,651 4,061 3,172 4,761 
Barbados 16,726 13,074 17,709 21,847 30,141 
Belize 1,669 1,326 3,793 5,436 
Dominica 884 1,131 1,599 1,648 2,392 
Grenada 688 241 597 1,152 • * • 

Guyana 27,633 31,818 34,722 39,128 60,909 
Jamaica 26,886 31,173 41,179 47,247 64,002 
Montserrat 60 46 85 99 121 
St. Kitts 654 657 395 853 • • • 

St. Lucia 2,523 1,897 4,861 3,714 7,806 
St. Vincent 2,106 1,525 1,548 2,957 3,725 
Trinidad and 170,584 193,994 222,438 268,994 458,440 
Tobago 
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Nation 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Antigua 
Barbados 
Belize 
Dominica 
Grenada 
Guyana 
Jamaica 
Montserrat 
St Kitts 
St. Lucia 
St Vincent 
Trinidad and 
Tobago 

9,029 
34,645 
3,453 
4,293 

108,042 
67,224 

235 

12,8 i 5 
2,617 

307,197 

44,952 
3,510 
6,954 
1,749 

142,421 
112,991 

407 

21,442 
4,733 

343,317 

9,855 
48,942 
5,730 

10,125 
4,025 

110,524 
144,160 

599 

27,242 
8,960 

350,256 

18,370 
63,387 
8,338 

11,784 
4,615 

148,128 
145,038 

181 

29,486 
29,156 

378,211 

17,495 
326,489 

19,159 
12,312 
6,546 

141,954 
281,005 

584 

74,046 
35,440 

387,062 

TABLE XVD-Continued 

Nation 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Antigua 
Barbados 
Belize 
Dominica 
Grenada 
Guyana 
Jamaica 
Montserrat 
St Kitts 
St Lucia 
St Vincent 
Trinidad and Tobago 

43,502 
454,648 
20,733 
22,100 
12,216 

120,694 
256,746 

100,448 
46,112 

750,413 

54,521 
443,906 

19,173 
39,130 
12,444 

188,527 
265,690 

93,009 
57,860 

668,893 

48,940 
418,623 

14,264 
46,320 
12,408 

134,077 
372,540 

96,363 
62,260 

562,356 

46,216 
452,117 

15,203 
43,320 
6,130 

124,936 
423,839 

106,812 
74,140 

576,373 
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TABLE XVm 

Exports of Unprocessed/Raw Goods by CARIFTA/CARICOM Nations 1965-1983* 

All figures arc expressed in thousands of Eastern Caribbean dollars. 

Nation 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Antigua 
Barbados 
Dominica 
Grenada 
Guyana 
Jamaica 
Montserrat 
St. Kitts 
St. Lucia 
St. Vincent 
Trinidad and 
Tobago 

2,464 
46,230 

8,942 
10,567 

157,964 
333,531 

8,367 
10,724 
5,935 

630,460 

455 
48,158 
9,249 
9,923 

175,192 
355,401 

8,452 
11,315 
5,809 

646,013 

1,785 
51,023 
10,028 
8,376 

183,641 
353,074 

51 
8,654 

11,041 
5,672 

660,414 

12,906 
53,451 
11,609 
9,782 

221,338 
390,612 

53 
6,284 

11,935 
6,771 

822,212 

10,863 
44,750 
13,048 
14,711 

226,082 
451,588 

114 
7,866 

16,063 
6,998 

818,898 

TABLE XYIU-Continued 

Nation 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Antigua 
Barbados 
Belize 
Dominica 
Grenada 
Guyana 
Jamaica 
Montserrat 
St. Kitts 
St. Lucia 
St. Vincent 
Trinidad and 
Tobago 

21,267 
46,521 

10,275 
10,859 

257,319 
626,446 

270 
6,561 
8,053 
6,454 

833,490 

28,522 
38,739 
26,594 
10,716 
9,238 

278,999 
607,694 

98 
5,667 
9,116 
5,352 

890,691 

31,264 
40,923 
33,042 
11,592 
9,819 

264,392 
648,727 

84 
7,853 

11,285 
5,871 

931,129 

49,354 
49,741 
42,785 
14,587 
13,462 

249,100 
693,296 

91 
6,953 

13,892 
9,272 

1,225,263 

57,669 
80,212 
89,325 
18,743 
17,227 

525,789 
1,392,988 

216 
13,273 
25,876 
13,724 

3,728,864 
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Nation 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Antigua 41,525 22,433 20,805 32,319 30,780 
Barbados 137,044 95,434 102,306 102,949 121,230 
Belize 105,811 71,634 85,844 136,890 153,360 
Dominica 22,290 26,190 27,270 34,290 17,820 
Grenada 25,364 36,180 35,370 42,120 54,000 
Guyana 
Jamaica 

751,365 683,914 661,703 747,949 792,990 Guyana 
Jamaica 1,597,961 1,506,106 1,931,229 1,996,653 1,951,020 
Montserrat 43 688 455 547 810 
St. Kitts 29,203 29,130 27,540 33,210 32,130 
St. Lucia 25,223 31,494 40,400 42,634 54,270 
St. Vincent 15,245 23,277 24,030 30,510 35,100 
Trinidad and 3,618,490 5,472,492 5,591,448 5,099,521 5,252,991 
Tobago 

TABLE XVIII-Conrinued 

Nation 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Antigua 82,080 102,870 92,340 87,200 
Barbados 194,670 109,890 109,890 84,780 
Belize 199,800 159,300 137,700 150,930 
Dominica 11,340 28,620 32,400 36,720 
Grenada 42,120 42,390 35,100 35,370 
Guyana 
Jamaica 

1,148,040 900,990 666,900 609,120 Guyana 
Jamaica 2,383,290 2,406,510 164,889 158,760 
Montserrat 1,620 270 270 2,160 
St. Kitts 41,310 42,930 32,670 26,460 
St. Lucia 48,870 56,970 64,530 73,170 
St. Vincent 35,910 56,160 62,100 64,530 
Trinidad and Tobago 7,921,030 9,254,250 7,420,410 5,877,360 

•Notes: (1) The export of unprocessed/raw goods refers to all goods in the 
Standard International Trade Categories of 0-4. 



TABLE XIX 

Exports to Major Trading Partners by CARIFTA/CARICOM Nations 1965-1983* 

All figures are expressed in thousands of Eastern Caribbean dollars. 
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Nation 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Antigua 1,138 1,582 2,456 
Barbados 34,006 32,536 30,0i6 33,998 41,870 
Dominica • • • • • • * • • * * * • • • 

Grenada 6,600 4,894 6,300 6,810 • • • 

Guyana 72,210 76,689 95,980 98,265 114,499 
Jamaica 235,699 250,173 258,689 302,895 272,052 
Montsenat 159 * • • 101 50 • • • 

St. Kitts 7,002 6,461 8,142 6,481 6,467 
St. Lucia 9,325 10,413 • « * • • • 13,982 
St. Vincent 4,300 4,400 4,487 5,258 4,951 
Trinidad and 346,000 372,000 389,330 480,411 533,387 
Tobago 

TABLE XlX-Continued 

Nation 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

Antigua 6,335 13,214 7,966 12,091 24,759 
Barbados 35,400 32,971 30,289 44,361 54,654 
Belize • • • 17,209 31,296 39,471 87,413 
Dominica 10,058 10,311 10,785 13,303 16,506 
Grenada 8,652 7,061 7,664 10,773 14,298 
Guyana 108,882 132,369 146,387 132,160 249,829 
Jamaica 428,721 422,711 457,200 478,496 938,423 
Montserrat 16 75 12 14 13 
St. Kitts • • • • • • • « • • • « • • • 

St. Lucia 5,572 7,740 8,136 9,923 21,344 
St. Vincent 4,243 3,558 2,082 5,646 9,521 
Trinidad and 519,373 511,030 526,238 771,284 2,439,174 
Tobago 
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TABLE XTX-Continued 

Nation 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

5,589 
107,786 
89,799 
18,603 
22,363 

463,035 
957,950 

88 

88,106 
55,295 
27,084 
28,266 

356,053 
936,212 

17 

9,636 
83,609 
81,370 
28,755 
34,615 

352,295 
1,297,441 

332 

14,628 
96,349 

177,897 
34,390 
41,535 

389,813 
1,346,783 

922 

25,596 
616,703 
208,356 

19,116 
44,731 

392,463 
1,998,259 

768 

17,941* 
11,393 

2,687,979 

22,354 
18,222 

4,405,908 

26,130 
31,808 

4,203,079 

36,188 
44,916 

3,836,144 

93,439 
46,072 

3,262,384 

Antigua 
Barbados 
Belize 
Dominica 
Grenada 
Guyana 
Jamaica 
Montserrat 
St. Kitts 
St. Lucia 
St. Vincent 
Trinidad and 
Tobago 

TABLE XlX-Continued 

Nation 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Antigua 64,843 81,267 72,948 68,888 
Barbados 642,779 642,898 611,834 688,092 
Belize 266,571 246,523 213,961 228,055 
Dominica 12,240 21,672 27,792 25,992 
Grenada 47,846 48,739 48,598 24,012 
Guyana 
Jamaica 

241,389 168,682 338,722 286,037 Guyana 
Jamaica 2,053,973 2,163,476 1,761,098 2,250,476 
Montserrat * • * • • • . . . . . . 
St. Kitts * * * • • • * • * • • • 

St. Lucia 123,808 114,639 118,773 131,652 
St. Vincent 56,592 71,010 76,410 90,990 
Trinidad and Tobago 5,002,754 4,682,255 3,514,725 3,667,829 

* | - V V U I X l O J V / l U B W U l g f W U ' W S V A 

nations arc the United States and the United Kingdom. These figures represent 
exports to these nations. 
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TABLE XX 

Calculation of Coefficient of Variation* 

Standard Coefficient of 
Year Deviation Mean Variation 

1965 380.09 586.35 .64 
1966 346.01 639.73 .54 
1967 313.14 662.41 .47 
1968 363.92 667.67 .54 
1969 386.51 767.90 .50 
1970 409.79 938.10 .43 
1971 400.01 969.36 .41 
1972 466.23 986.05 .47 
1973 570.97 1,160.59 .49 
1974 939.00 1,532.05 .61 
1975 1,232.32 1,828.65 .67 
1976 1,623.67 2,087.26 .77 
1977 2,145.38 2,555.61 .83 
1978 2,238.22 2,937.05 .76 
1979 2,702.73 3,049.83 .88 
1980 2,556.46 4,158.17 .61 
1981 2,479.96 4,811.42 .51 
1982 2,970.58 5,236.03 .56 
1983 2,778.53 4,401.24 .63 

•Notes: (1) The standard deviation and the mean are calculated from the GDP 
per capita of the CARIFTA/CARICOM nations. Formulas for each calculation can be 
found in Blalock (1979, pp. 78-84). (2) The coefficient of variation is the ratio of the 
standard deviation to the mean (Blalock, 1979, p. 84). 



207 

TABLE XXI 

Calculation of Trade Interdependence* 

All export figures are expressed in thousands of Eastern Caribbean dollars. 

Year 
Intra CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM Exports 

Total Exports 
of CARIFTA/ 

CARICOM 

Trade Interdependence 
of CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM 

1965 84,688 1,320,980 .064 
1966 105,472 1,361,775 .077 
1967 103,786 1,449,472 .071 
1968 118,816 1,753,401 .067 
1969 140,976 1,792,621 .078 
1970 170,584 2,008,688 .084 
1971 193,994 2,109,114 .092 
1972 222,438 2,222,077 .100 
1973 268,994 2,618,094 .100 
1974 458,440 6,330,992 .072 
1975 549,550 6,785,777 .080 
1976 682,476 8,558,385 .079 
1977 720,418 9,191,290 .078 
1978 836,694 9,153,988 .091 
1979 1,302,092 11,416,786 .114 
1980 1,827,612 15,591,484 .111 
1981 1,843,153 15,618,090 .118 
1982 1,768,151 13,663,016 .129 
1983 1,462,186 13,128,066 .111 

CARICOM exports to total exports. (2) Figures are taken from Tables XVI and 
XVII. 
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TABLE XXH 

Calculation of Trade Sensitivity* 

All export and GDP figures are expressed in thousands of Eastern Caribbean dollars. 

Year 

Total Exports of 
CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM 

Total GDP of 
CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM 

Trade Sensitivity 
of CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM 

1965 1,320,980 4,492,410 .29 
1966 1,361,775 4,455,300 .30 
1967 1,449,472 5,226,100 .27 
1968 1,753,401 4,538,400 .38 
1969 1,792,621 4,943,000 .36 
1970 2,008,688 5,280,300 .38 
1971 2,109,114 5,856,400 .36 
1972 2,222,077 6,521,600 .34 
1973 2,618,094 7,443,000 .35 
1974 6,330,992 10,859,300 .58 
1975 6,785,777 13,746,200 .49 
1976 8,558,385 16,902,100 .51 
1977 9,191,290 20,464,700 .44 
1978 9,153,988 22,589,000 .40 
1979 11,416,786 22,974,780 .49 
1980 15,591,484 29,320,830 .53 
1981 15,618,090 31,858,020 .49 
1982 13,663,016 35,822,060 .38 
1983 13,128,066 25,205,080 .52 

* \ IV W1V 1UUV VI U1V VVUU VA|/VilO V/4L 

CARIFTA/CARICOM to the total GDP of CARIFTA/CARICOM. (2) Figures are 
taken from Tables XIV and XVI. 
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TABLE XXDI 

Calculation of Export Diversification Ratio Component of Trade Vulnerability* 

All export figures are expressed in thousands of Eastern Caribbean dollars. 

Year 

Exports of 
Unprocessed/ 

Raw Goods Total Exports 

Export 
Diversification 

Ratio 

1965 1,215,184 1,320,980 .91 
1966 1,269,967 1,361,775 .93 
1967 1,293,759 1,449,472 .89 
1968 1,546,953 1,753,401 .88 
1969 1,610,981 1,792,621 .89 
1970 1,827,515 2,008,688 .90 
1971 1,911,426 2,109,114 .90 
1972 1,995,981 2,222,077 .89 
1973 2,367,796 2,618,094 .90 
1974 5,963,906 6,330,992 .94 
1975 6,369,564 6,785,777 .93 
1976 7,998,912 8,558,385 .93 
1977 8,548,400 9,191,290 .93 
1978 8,299,592 9,153,988 .90 
1979 8,496,501 11,416,786 .74 
1980 12,110,080 15,591,484 .77 
1981 13,161,150 15,618,090 .84 
1982 8,655,958 13,663,016 .63 
1983 7,206,560 13,128,066 .54 

unprocessed/raw goods to the total exports of CARIFTA/CARICOM. (2) Figures are 
taken from Tables XVI and XVIH. 
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TABLE XXIV 

Calculation of Trading Partner Concentration Ratio Component of 
Trade Vulnerability* 

All export figures are expressed in thousands of Eastern Caribbean dollars. 

Year 
Exports to Major 
Trading Partners Total Exports 

Trading Partner 
Concentration 

Ratio 

1965 716,439 
1966 757,566 
1967 793,045 
1968 935,750 
1969 989,664 
1970 1,127,252 
1971 1,158,249 
1972 1,228,055 
1973 1,517,522 
1974 3,855,934 
1975 4,382,526 
1976 5,937,517 
1977 6,149,070 
1978 6,019,565 
1979 6,707,887 
1980 8,512,795 
1981 8,241,161 
1982 6,784,861 
1983 7,462,020 

1,320,980 
1,361,775 
1,449,472 
1,753,401 
1,792,621 
2,008,688 
2,109,114 
2,222,077 
2,618,094 
6,330,992 
6,785,777 
8,558,385 
9,191,290 
9,153,988 

11,416,786 
15,591,484 
15,618,090 
13,663,016 
13,128,066 

.54 

.55 

.55 

.53 

.55 

.56 

.55 

.55 

.58 

.60 

.65 

.69 

.67 

.66 

.59 

.55 

.53 

.50 

.57 

•Notes: (1) The trading partner concentration ratio is equal to the ratio of the 
exports to major trading partners to the total exports of CARIFTA/CARICOM. (2) 
Figures are taken from Tables XVI and XIX. 
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TABLE XXV 

Calculation of Trade Vulnerability* 

Year 

Export 
Diversification 

Ratio 

Trading Partner 
Concentration 

Ratio 
Trade 

Vulnerability 

1965 .91 .54 .49 
1966 .93 .55 .51 
1967 .89 .55 .49 
1968 .88 .53 .47 
1969 .89 .55 .49 
1970 .90 .56 .51 
1971 .90 .55 .50 
1972 .89 .55 .49 
1973 .90 .58 .52 
1974 .94 .60 .56 
1975 .93 .65 .60 
1976 .93 .69 .64 
1977 .93 .67 .62 
1978 .90 .66 .59 
1979 .74 .59 .44 
1980 .77 .55 .42 
1981 .84 .53 .45 
1982 .63 .50 .32 
1983 .54 .57 .31 

•Notes: (1) Trade vulnerability is equal to the product of the export 
diversification and the trading partner concentration ratios of CARIFTA/CARICOM. 
(2) Export diversification and trading partner concentration ratios are taken from 
Tables XXIII and XXIV. 
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TABLE XXVI 

Calculation of Trade Dependence* 

Trade Trade Trade 
Year Sensitivity Vulnerability Dependence 

1965 .29 .49 .14 
1966 .30 .51 .15 
1967 .27 .49 .13 
1968 .38 .47 .18 
1969 .36 .49 .18 
1970 .38 .51 .19 
1971 .36 .50 .18 
1972 .34 .49 .17 
1973 .35 .52 .18 
1974 .58 .56 .32 
1975 .49 .60 .29 
1976 .51 .64 .33 
1977 .44 .62 .27 
1978 .40 .59 .24 
1979 .49 .44 .22 
1980 .53 .42 .22 
1981 .49 .45 .22 
1982 .38 .32 .12 
1983 .52 .31 .16 

•Notes: (1) Trade dependence is equal to the product of the trade sensitivity 
and trade vulnerability of CARib 1A/CARICOM (2) Trade sensitivity and trade 
vulnerability figures are taken from Tables XXII and XXV. 
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TABLE XXVn 

Estimated Scale of Political Participation Rights for Individuals and Interest 
Groups in the Nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM 1965-1969 

Based upon the Gastil Political Rights Scale* 

Nation 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Antigua 2 2 2 2 2 
Barbados 1 1 1 1 1 
Dominica 2 2 2 2 2 
Grenada 2 2 2 2 2 
Guyana 2 2 2 2 2 
Jamaica 1 1 1 1 1 
Montserrat , , 

# , 
, , , , , . 

St. Kitts 2 2 2 2 2 
St. Lucia 2 2 2 2 2 
St. Vincent 2 2 2 2 2 
Trinidad and Tobago 2 2 2 2 2 

Totals 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Mean Level for CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM Nations 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.80 1.80 
Standard Deviation .40 .40 .40 .40 .40 
Coefficient of Variation .22 .22 .22 .22 .22 

•Note: (1) Montserrat is not included in any of the totals. (See Appendix VI 
for discussion.) (2) Tables XXVII and XXVIH are my estimations of the relative 
levels of political participation rights for individuals and interest groups found in the 
nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM from 1965 through 1972 and for 1974. These 
estimations are based upon the definitions of the various levels of political 
participation rights provided by Gastil (1985, pp. 35-47). (See Appendix VI for 
discussion.) The tables also indicate the mean level for the CARIFTA/CARICOM 
nations each year, the standard deviation, and the coefficient of variation. 
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TABLE XXVHI 

Estimated Scale of Political Participation Rights for Individuals and Interest 
Groups in the Nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM 1970-1972; 1974 

Based upon the Gastil Political Rights Scale* 

Nation 1970 1971 1972 1974 

Antigua 2 2 2 2 
Barbados 1 1 1 1 
Belize * * 2 2 2 
Dominica 2 2 2 2 
Grenada 2 2 2 2 
Guyana 2 2 2 4 
Jamaica 1 1 1 1 
Montserrat * * . . 
St. Kitts 2 2 2 2 
St. Lucia 2 2 2 2 
St. Vincent 2 2 2 2 
Trinidad and Tobago 2 2 2 2 

Totals 1970 1971 1972 1974 

Mean Level for CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM Nations 1.80 1.81 1.81 2.00 
Standard Deviation .40 .45 .45 1.00 
Coefficient of Variation .22 .25 .25 .50 

•Notes: (1) Montserrat is not included in any of the totals. (2) 1974 estimates 
for Barbados, Guyana, Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago are taken from Gastil 
(1985, pp. 35-47). (See Appendix VI for discussion.) (3) Tables XXVII and 
XXVIII are my estimations of the relative levels of political participation rights for 
individuals and interest groups found in the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM from 
1965 through 1972 and for 1974. These estimations are based upon the definitions of 
the various levels of political participation rights provided by Gastil (1985, pp. 35-
47). (See Appendix VI for discussion.) Hie tables also indicate the mean level for 
the CARIFTA/CARICOM nations each year, the standard deviation, and the 
coefficient of variation. 
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Scale of Political Participation Rights for Individuals and Interest 
Groups in the Nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM 1973-1978 

Gastil Political Rights Scale9" 
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Nation 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

Antigua 2 2 2 2 2 
Barbados 1 *1 1 1 1 1 
Belize 2 * * 1 1 1 1 
Dominica 2 * * 2 2 2 2 
Grenada 2 • * 2 2 2 2 
Guyana 2 4 4 4 3 3 
Jamaica 1 1 1 1 1 2 
Montserrat it * • » 

St. Kitts 2 
# # 

2 2 2 2 
St Lucia 2 • • 2 2 2 2 
St. Vincent 2 2 2 2 2 
Trinidad and Tobago 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Totals 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

Mean Level for CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM Nations 1.81 • • • 1.90 1.90 1.81 1.90 
Standard Deviation .45 • • • .79 .79 .57 .74 
Coefficient of Variation .25 .41 .41 .31 .38 

•Notes: (1) Gastil did not evaluate the level of political rights in Montserrat. It 
is not included in any of the totals. (2) All data except for totals are taken from Gastil 
(1985, pp. 35-47). (3) Tables XXIX and XXX are taken from Gastil (1985, pp. 35-
47) and indicate die relative levels of political participation rights for individuals and 
interest groups found in the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM. The data set does not 
include the years 1965 through 1972 and it evaluates only a few of the CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM nations in 1974. The tables also indicate the mean level for the 
CARIFTA/CARICOM nations each year, the standard deviation, and the coefficient 
of variation. 



TABLE XXX 

Scale of Political Participation Rights for Individuals and Interest 
Groups in the Nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM 1979-1983 

Gastil Political Rights Scale"1 
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Nation 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Antigua 2 2 2 2 2 
Barbados 1 1 1 1 1 
Belize 1 1 1 1 1 
Dominica 2 2 2 2 2 
Grenada 2 4 5 6 7 
Guyana 4 4 4 5 5 
Jamaica 2 2 2 2 2 
Montserrat , , , , * , 

, . 
St. Kitts 2 2 2 2 2 
St. Lucia 2 2 2 2 2 
St. Vincent 2 2 2 2 2 
Trinidad and Tobago 2 2 2 2 2 

Totals 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Mean Level for CARIFTA/ 
CARICOM Nations 2.0 2.18 2.27 2.45 2.54 
Standard Deviation .73 .88 1.13 1.49 1.72 
Coefficient of Variation .36 .40 .50 .61 .67 

•Notes: (1) Gastil did not evaluate the level of political rights in Montserrat. It 
is not included in any of the totals. (2) All data except for the totals are taken from 
Gastil (1985, pp. 35-47). (3) Tables XXIX and XXX are taken from Gastil (1985, 
pp. 35-47) and indicate the relative levels of political participation rights for 
individuals and interest groups found in the nations of CARIFTA/CARICOM. The 
data set does not include the years 1965 through 1972 and it evaluates only a few of 
the CARIFTA/CARICOM nations in 1974. The tables also indicate the mean level for 
the CARIFTA/CARICOM nations each year, the standard deviation, and the 
coefficient of variation. 
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