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It was the late Dr Eric Williams, author of the classic work Capitalism and Slavery, who summed up the Colonial Economy as one in which “we consume what we do not produce and produce what we do not consume.” Later theorists of the Plantation School such as Lloyd Best, George Beckford and Kari Levitt elaborated on this by pointing to the locus of initiative – external, ‘Imperial Preference’ – guaranteeing the profits of the merchants by keeping competitors out of the metropolitan markets, ‘Muscovado Bias’ -- restricting the colonies to production of unprocessed raw materials, ‘Incalculability’ – the merchant’s game of heads I win, tails you lose, economic segmentation – no inter-industry linkages; repatriation of profits; systemic underemployment of land and labour – the plantations keep a reserve of both to keep wages low and to allow expansion in times of high prices, and dynamic underdevelopment effects.

Colonial economy was more than a system of production, it was above all a system of production relations and a system of power; a system that kept the mass of the population without access to land, to education, to credit, to technology, to the means of economic advancement, to social power and to political power. Disempowerment and lack of access translated into persistent poverty. Poverty was not an accidental result or by-product of the inanimate workings of market forces or the laws of economics. It was a deliberate policy of the colonial state: deliberate non-industrialization, non-diversification, non-education, inequality in land distribution, deliberate keeping of a cheap labour force to keep commodity prices low while profits remained high. The use of state power, backed by violence where necessary, was integral to the successful implementation of this policy. 

So fashioning a post colonial economy and society is really about the empowerment of the mass of the population; the collective empowerment of the society as a whole. Empowerment has an economic aspect, a social aspect, and a political aspect. The political aspect has been achieved, at least as far as voting and representative government is concerned. However, much remains to be done in the economic and social field. Empowerment has an internal dimension and an external dimension. The internal that relates to the internal configuration of power in the society and the international relates to its relations with the world community. 

I do not wish to propose we adopt empowerment as a slogan, because slogans can become a substitute for clear thinking and they can be abused for the purposes of misleading and manipulation. I see it rather as a principle of economic strategy and a process of change. 

The process of economic diversification, of moving our economy into higher value goods and services, goods and services that are in growing demand in the world economy, that fetch premium prices in the world markets because they are unique and special, that are efficiently and competitively produced and marketed, that enable us to move up the value chain by means of processing and backward linkages into services, this is a very critical aspect of international economic empowerment; because they enable you to survive and grow in the world economy without preferences and other forms of special assistance.

But it is not the kind of empowerment that results from the vote, or the shouting of slogans, of electoral rallies, of elections, and so on. The people of the English speaking Caribbean have more or less achieved this kind of political power, and we still have many of the problems as before. Of course there are many improvements that need to be made, in democratic and participatory governance, transparency and so on. 

I believe that the basis for economic empowerment and economic diversification is the people of the country, a population that is literate, numerate, computer literate, highly skilled, self-confident,  problem solving, entrepreneurial, able to apply to itself to a wide range of agricultural activities, industrial activities, and technology based service activities with creativity and efficiency. Once you have that, everything else will fall into place—investment, local and foreign, diversification, competitiveness, and a dynamic economy.

What this means is that the revamping of the education system is at the heart of a strategy of economic transformation. Of course there is the challenge of designing and financing the revamping of the system. You need to borrow the best that the rest of the world has to offer, from Cuba, from Costa Rica, from Korea and Singapore. But I do believe that agriculture and the industrial and IT arts should be at the core of the system.

The next think I want to mention is the question of land, science and technology. I believe that these islands have a huge untapped potential in horticultural products, orchard crops, decorative plants, inland fishing, exotic plants and food products, predicts that are eminently suitable for niche marketing and for fetching high prices on international markets.

The basis for this is not plantation production and cheap labour. The basis is applications of science and technology, close attention to detail, discipline, skilled labour and management; backed by scientific and technology education, incentives, and a technology infrastructure that is supportive.

The third thing I want to mention is tourism. We have to look to tourism as a lever for development of the whole economy and society. We need a paradigm shift if tourism, not in terms of bringing lots of visitors here but in terms of a variety of tourism offerings that are fully integrated with the rest of the economy.

The Inter-American Institute for Agricultural Development IICA has developed an excellent plan for agri-tourism—linking tourism to agriculture in a way that creates opportunities for farmers, and for small and medium enterprises, spreading the effects of the tourist dollar more widely among urban and rural communities and diversifying the tourist product and the visitor experience. I commend it strongly to you.

For it to happen and to work successfully, you are going to have to pay great attention to organization, management, and quality of service. You are competing with every other tourist destination in the Caribbean and in the world. Moreover the era of mass tourism may soon to be coming to an end, because of the huge ‘carbon footprint’ generated by mass tourism and the mounting concerns about its contribution to global warming and climate change.

So maximizing the impact of the tourist dollar will be the name of the game, rather than maximizing the number of visitor arrivals.

Now what about the regional economy?  The challenges facing the regional economy are essentially similar and so are the needed responses. Regional integration through the CSME and regional functional cooperation provides opportunities for synergies, for the pooling of resources and the sharing of costs. It is not a complement to the development efforts at the national level; not a substitute for them. 

It is not a panacea, but a facilitator that allows you to do certain things collectively that is out of your reach separately and individually. 

For example in training, in research and development, in joint marketing and promotion, in integrated production, in joint representation in foreign capitals, in external negotiations, in setting up institutions such as SPS, Intellectual Property, Competition, and the CRNM.

The way in which regional integration should complement national development is shown in the diagram (SLIDE).

But this must be guided by a Vision of the development of the Community that we all share. Such a Vision has been developed with inputs from a broad range of stakeholders in the public and private sectors. It was adopted by the Heads of Government in 2007 as the framework for the development of the Community and a road map for the implementation of the CSME.

The Mission Statement is I think, one that we could all subscribe to.

We envision a Caribbean Community in which every citizen has the opportunity to realise his or her human potential and is guaranteed the full enjoyment of their human rights in every sphere; in which social and economic justice is enshrined in law and embedded in practice; a Community from which poverty, unemployment and social exclusion have been banished; in which all citizens willingly accept a responsibility to contribute to the welfare of their fellow citizens and to the common good; and one which serves as a vehicle for the exercise of the collective strength of the Caribbean region, and the affirmation of the collective identity of the Caribbean people, in the world community.
Nice words! But to bring it about we cannot leave it only to governments. We are going to need statesmanlike political leadership throughout the Community. We are going to need a dynamic, innovative and entrepeunerial and socially responsible private sector. We are going to need vigilance, advocacy, pressure and active involvement from civil society and non-state actors.

The development vision is worked out in considerable detail. It speaks to the various dimensions of sustainable development—economic, social, cultural, and environmental and governance. It talks about self-sustaining economic growth based on strong international competitiveness and  innovation, a full-employment economy that provides a decent standard of living and quality of life for all citizens; and provides adequate opportunities for young people, so that they see a future for themselves within the region; for spatially equitable economic growth within the Community, For social equity, social justice, social cohesion and personal security; For environmental protection and ecological sustainability; and for democratic, transparent and participatory governance.

It identifies the main drivers of regional economic transformation as the energy sector; agriculture, forestry and fishing; manufacturing; sustainable tourism; and other export services. These are to be the priorities for regional production integration and regional functional cooperation in the CSME, by means of common Community policies and support measures
. 

There is to be an enabling environment to encourage and facilitate private sector activities in these drivers and in key supporting areas like finance and air and maritime transport. It calls for common policies in foreign trade; human resource utilisation; fiscal, monetary and incentives policies; transport; investment; financial services; capital market integration; competition; regional quality infrastructure; small and medium enterprises; and corporate governance
. 

According to the Vision, the Member States of the Community will prioritise the upgrading of human and social capital, and the promotion of an entrepreneurial culture at all levels of the society, as areas for functional cooperation. This links us to the revamping the education system and culture that I was talking about earlier.

In the social area the Vision calls for Legal entrenchment of the CARICOM Charter for Civil Society, with regular reports on its implementation by an independent body involving Civil Society stakeholders; and adoption of a Regional Human Rights Convention. In this way there would be ‘value added’ for the ordinary citizens of the Community from the existence of the Community.   

In the environmental area the Vision calls for Adoption of a common Environmental Regulatory Regime which protects, preserves, enhances and manages the productive potential of the natural environment to ensure sustainable development, so that investors and other economic agents operate across the entire space of the CSME on the basis of the same policies and regulations that are publicly known and applied in a predictable and transparent manner.

A key feature of the Vision is the Implementation of the Rose Hall Declaration on Governance and Mature Regionalism, adopted by regional Heads of Government in 2003, based on the recommendations of the Technical Working Group on Governance (2007) particularly:

· The automatic application of decisions of the Conference of Heads of Government at the national level in certain defined areas. 

· The creation of a CARICOM Commission with Executive Authority in the implementation of decisions in certain defined areas.

· The automatic generation of resources to fund regional institutions.

· The strengthening of the role of the Assembly of Caribbean Community Parliamentarians.

I say a key feature because I do not believe that this Vision stands a chance of being implemented unless there is a petty radical revamping of the methods of governance of Caricom in the ways set out above.

As a matter of fact I believe that Caricom is not going to go anywhere unless this revamping takes place. And in the context of the region, not going anywhere could mean the eventual break-up of the Community.

We are going to have to abandon the ridiculous notions of insular sovereignty on which the post-colonial dispensation of the region was founded. No country of 100,000 people can be sovereign in any meaningful sense in today’s world. Nor for that matter, one of 1 or 2 million. Even the largest states recognise constrained sovereignty. Germany, an economic powerhouse of 80 million people, has given up some of its national sovereignty to the European Union. Why can’t we do the same? .Our Community of 14 independent states has 14 million people. It still would be a small player by international standards, but not a micro-player, and 14 votes in international fora are useful.    

No sooner had the ink dried on the Development Vision, however, than a fresh challenge presented itself to the integrity of the integration movement and to the ability of the Community to chart its own course of development.

I refer of course to the Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA) recently concluded between the Cariforum countries—Caricom and the DR—and the European Commission, 

I regard this agreement as the single most important economic agreement entered into by the countries of the Caricom since independence. Its scope goes far beyond trade. And quite frankly I don’t think it has much to do with partnership. It is a legally binding agreement of indefinite duration that commits us to far higher degree of integration with Europe than we have so far been able to achieve among ourselves.

It commits the region to removing tariffs on the majority of its imports from Europe and the DR within 15 years. In return for this we get to keep the duty-free quota free access to European market that we have had since the Lome Convention of 1975

It commits the region to liberalizing the majority of its service sectors to the entry of European firms and service providers, 65% for the LDCs and 75% of the MDCs. In return for this several service sectors have been opened to the Caribbean under very strict conditions. 

It commits the region to liberalizing several sectors to investment by EU firms. 

It commits the region to a regional competition regime, in a detailed manner that we have not so far agreed among ourselves.

It commits the region to a regional intellectual property régime, in a detailed manner that we have not so far agreed among ourselves.
It commits the region to a regional public procurement regime, in a detailed manner that we have not so far agreed among ourselves.

It commits the region to changes in customs administration and trade facilitation, in a detailed manner that we have not so far agreed among ourselves.

It submits the region to dispute settlement procedures that involve binding arbitration and use of trade sanctions for non-compliance with the provisions.

It submits the region, in all matters to do with the implementation of the EPA, to the authority of a Joint Cariforum-EC Council which will have the authority to make binding decisions that the Parties are obliged to implement. This Council can delegate its powers to a Cariform-EC Trade and Development Committee consisting of officials. These organs will have a degree of power over member states in certain areas that matchjes and possibly supersedes the power of the corresponding organs of the Caribbean Community itself.

In return for all this, there are promises of development cooperation which are for the most part non-specific in value, amount, and timing; and which therefore cannot be the subject of legal action in the event of non-compliance in the same way as Cariforum’s commitments are.

Caricom’s Development Vision and the Caricom road map for regional integration is absent from the EPA. In the EPA, development is centred on trade liberalization and integration with the world economy. The phasing of EPA implementation is not dovetailed with Caricom’s agreed phasing of CSME implementation. Import liberalization of goods and the opening of service sectors under the EPA are not synchronized with the Community’s own national and regional development strategies. Impending CSME regimes for investment, services, harmonized taxation, incentives, intellectual property, competition, government procurement, telecommunications and the environment are not points of reference in the corresponding sections of the EPA; nor are their establishment anticipated in the text.

So there is a very real possibility of contradictions between CSME and EPA implementation measures, both in content and in sequencing. In any such clash of agendas the odds favour the EPA; for it is legally binding, embodies supranational governance, is reinforced by the leverage of market access to Europe and is supported by EC funding—all of which are lacking in the CSME.  

The most likely scenario, it seems to me, is that the CSME is melded into the EPA as an adjunct to the larger scheme of economic integration with Europe (and collaterally, with the Dominican Republic). Within 10-15 years the Caricom Common External Tariff will have largely been eliminated; market integration in goods, services and investment with much larger and more economically powerful trading partners will be far advanced; and policies in key areas will have been adapted to suit. EU and possibly DR firms may be dominating the most profitable sectors. In a sense, the logic of the EPA is to replace the Caricom Single Market and Economy with a ‘Cariforum-EU Single Market and Economy’. That this logic is integral to the EPA’s objective is clear from a reading of the Preamble and Part 1; and from examination of the Cotonou Agreement from which EPAs were derived
. 

Moreover, there is a further complication that arises out of the way in which the EPA is legally structured. The Caribbean Community as a juridical entity is not a Party to the EPA. The Parties are the European Commission (EC), acting on behalf of the 27 member states of the European Union and the Cariforum states acting collectively. In large number of instances however, the rights and obligations are those of ‘Signatory CARIFORUM States’ which appear to be acting in their individual capacity. In other words the EPA distinguishes obligations for which Cariforum states are collectively responsible from another set of obligations for which they are individually responsible. The reason was to avoid a situation where the collectivity could be exposed to sanctions from the EC as a result of the actions of just one member. 

One consequence of this will be to put Caricom member states in competition with each other for the fulfillment of their EPA obligations and their access to EPA benefits and opportunities, in subjects related to their individual obligations. It is even possible to envisage a situation in which one or several Caricom member states join with the EC in bringing a complaint against another Caricom member or members.

To put it another way, which countries will be ‘first’ to negotiate mutual recognition agreements for their different classes of professionals? To streamline their customs administration in line with EPA implementation? To amend their Intellectual Property legislation and institutions to make them EPA-compliant? To adopt the required public procurement procedures? Those countries will have a built-in advantage in securing ‘development cooperation’ from Europe and their exporters will have an advantage in taking advantage of market access opportunities. 
Given the wide differences among Caricom countries in levels of economic and social development and in the quality of institutions; the likely consequences are undermining of regional solidarity and heightened intra-regional inequalities.

In short the EPA, far from fulfilling its supposed objective of fostering regional integration, could end up superseding the governance of Caricom, marginalizing the CSME, and fragmenting and eventually dismembering the Caribbean Community. 

Finally, we should take into account the impact of the EPA on the up-coming negotiations on bilateral free trade agreements with Canada and the United States. These partners will not accept less, and may well demand more, than the concessions granted to the EU. The main task of regional negotiators, then, will then be to reconcile the different agendas and requirements of different trading partners and of the local export interests associated with the respective markets. In these circumstances, it becomes increasingly difficult to sustain a strategy by which trade policy is adapted to national and regional development strategies and the consolidation of regional integration. 

What the EPA does is to commit the region to a certain development path, that is a path of unequal and asymmetrical integration of the Caribbean with the wider world; of even greater loss of autonomy; and of heightened fragmentation. This is not a new situation for the region, whether in history or in the present. The issue is that the EPA may foreclose certain options for development and integration. If that is the path the region wishes to follow; then it should do so with full knowledge of the possible or likely consequences. If not, then it might wish to pause and take stock. But surely the choice should be a conscious one. 

One has the sense that towards the end decisions on the EPA were driven by a combination of expediency and fright—the loss of DFQF market access to Europe for traditional exports of bananas, sugar, citrus, alumina, and manufactured goods. This may be understandable; but the region will have to live with the consequences indefinitely, consequences that may prove difficult to reverse. 

I note that this Forum is to adopt a Declaration at the end. I have the following suggestion to make about this: that Declaration support the call on our governments to organize a full public disclosure and full public review of the EPA, to the end of ensuring that it fully compatible with the region’s own development agenda, with the CSME, and does not undermine the integrity of the regional integration movement, nor unduly compromise the ability of the region to chart its own course of development, as it seeks to construct its own version of a post-colonial economy.

I thank you. 

� Common policies and support measures are provisions of the Revised Treaty of Chaguaramas.


� Most of these are also called for under the terms of the Revised Treaty.





� Another likely casualty of this logic is the CSME goal of creating large pan -Caribbean firms capable of competing on the world economic stage; for the most successful local enterprises will inevitably become targets for take-over by EU, Canadian and US firms. It is also not unlikely that local small and medium enterprises in the most lucrative lines of business will be displaced as a result of competition from imports or acquisition by extra-regional firms.  
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