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Caribbean Political Systems
In what sense is the Caribbean theoretical tradition incomplete?

For the social science enterprise to have any true understanding of Caribbean Political Systems we must begin with the most critical of its actors, the state. In his research proposal “The Role of The State in the Caribbean Commonwealth” Patrick Emmanuel seeks 
a practical paradigm by which we can engage in social scientific enquiry with regards to the state. He arrives at a model derivative of the functionalist school of thought. 
To understand his adoption of the structural-functionalist model we must consider his perspective on several key theoretical concerns of Caribbean Social Science.
I shall here summarise these key theoretical concerns using my own definitions informed by his writings as well as offer his evaluation and view of that critical concern.

(1)Class: a group described by economic status, described in relation to other economic strata i.e. other classes
Emmanuel places keen emphasis on the issues of composition (i.e. who belongs to a class) fluidity (which is concerned with social mobility) and fractionalization of classes (clashing interests among classes). Emmanuel finds the issue of composition particularly problematic given that scholars cannot agree on which groups truly belongs in which class. Additionally, it seems the Marxist school begins to wane in legitimacy for Emmanuel when he notes that the industrial classes of the Caribbean do not gravitate towards the organizational militancy that Marxism asserts is an inevitable product of class consciousness; thus questioning the validity of class consciousness as a useful term for Caribbean political study. 
Consequently Emmanuel is bringing into question the validity of Marxism on describing class in the Caribbean setting. 

(2)Political Power of Classes: a further qualification of those relationships between classes heeding particular attention to power dynamics, useful contextual terms include, ‘the ruling class’, ‘the masses’, ‘the working class’, the petit-bourgeoisie
On this matter Emmanuel takes issues with the theoretical tradition failure to provide a unit of measurement or indices by which we can evaluate the power that classes supposedly wield. Emmanuel takes to task Clive Thomas on the fact which I paraphrase here 
that the political ascendancy of the petit bourgeois is not a consequence of class war but a consequence of independence settlements; furthermore given its propertied status and level of education it was the only class that had access to political power. It seems as though Emmanuel would characterize the rise of the Caribbean petit-bourgeoisie as product of 
happenstance whereas the industrial bourgeoisie of traditional Marxism ascended by design. On this basis he once again finds Marxism incompatible for the Caribbean Social Scientific Research.

(3)State-Systems: what we today might more often refer to as forms and systems of governance Emmanuel includes the categories such as bourgeois-democracy, liberal democracy, popular-statism, and authoritarian states. 

(4)The Power of States in relation to Social Forces: to what degree does the state have autonomy? How capable are the police powers in maintaining domestic order and defending against external threats? It should be noted that the power of the state cannot be discussed without considering its nature, i.e. is it legitimate, coercive, or repressive, furthermore whose interests does it serve?

(5)State Ideology and its functions: Which namely brings into question whether the state serves as a means to reconcile clashing class interests or does it protect the status quo?  

The last three theoretical concerns are more directly with related to Emmanuel’s key issues, the state. In his essay he notes the rise of authoritarian states, the Burnham PNC in Guyana and the Gairy regime in Grenada during the 1970s. Particularly noteworthy to Emmanuel is that Guyana
and Grenada would be placed in the same materialist basis with the greater Caribbean. He notes that Clive Thomas argues that the authoritarian state emerges from the ruling class trying to 
squelch internal conflict. This proves problematic because the emergence of these authoritarian states is anomalous in nature despite the supposed common background with greater Caribbean. This brings us to a key point in Emmanuel’s conclusion, that Caribbean State Systems are not as homogenous as we assumed. It seems to be Emmanuel’s contention that we, the social science enterprise, have developed the bad habit of taking the specific to develop generalizations, instead of using a more ‘general’ truth (he holds this to be Structural Functionalism) as a departure point to describe specific political situations.
In his essay “Reviewing Emmanuel: The Caribbean State in the New Century”, Robert Buddan continues discussion Caribbean Social Science’s central actor, the state. Buddan makes note of the various schools in Caribbean Social Science that have tried to capture the nature of the state. He includes the aforementioned Marxist school, as well as the Plantation school both which discuss the state along class lines the former with regard to economy and industry the other in terms of historical significance, Westminster Model Theory which considers that type of government strengths and weaknesses as an institution, and the Patron-Client school which describes dynamics power and the exchange of favours. Finally he notes the Governance School of thought which emerged towards the end of the 90’s which placed emphasis on transparency and accountability in governments. However Buddan finds these schools inadequate in describing the Caribbean state.
Rightly so, Professor Buddan makes a noteworthy argument in stating that perhaps their main 
flaw lies in the fact these schools originated outside of the region. Indeed Buddan’s notes that so much of the terminology itself is imported e.g. working class & capitalist. His observation reflects this author’s view, myself, that a social scientist could be unconsciously influenced by the parent culture of these schools and in attempting to describe a Caribbean political phenomena would neglect relevant data characteristic of their indigenous culture and history, or what Buddan refers to as “Caribbean Social Content” (4).
Buddan asserts that there is a too much of a focus on the socio-economic factors and the institutions themselves.  He references colleague Trevor Munroe who places an emphasis on the importance of cultural values and attitudes and how these cultural characteristic influence institutions. Buddan takes his review a step further, asserting the need for a multidisciplinary approach that would best discern the intersecting points between culture and institutions. Irregardless of whether the mammoth task of establishing a suitable multidisciplinary model is feasible, 
I wholly agree that some synthesis between our understanding of history, culture, personality and with institutional theories must be developed. 
Furthermore as noted by Professor Buddan the substitution of terms such as civil society for class, market for capitalism, globalization for imperialism is not necessarily a wise step. As elaborated by Buddan in his conclusion the term civil society can be used by scholars with as much enthusiasm as they please, but such enthusiasm does not dictate the attachment that a citizen (in the real world) may place on older labels such
 race and class. Indeed, such blind enthusiasm can lead to inadequate theory building that fails to describe facets of reality. What use is theory if it does not get at truth and political reality?
Questions for Discussion
(1) Does any one particular school of thought jump out at you as the most successful for describing the Caribbean State, and Why?
(2) Figueroa is noted as placing premium on the comparative study for enriching the social enterprise. How do you feel about comparative case studies? Which states and regions outside/other than the Caribbean do you feel would prove most rewarding and why? 
(3) What seems to be the most difficult aspect of adequately describing the Caribbean state?
NB;  I ALSO CRTICISED THE STUCTURAL-FUNCTIONALIST MODEL ITSELF AND SUGGESTED THAT A FAILURE OF THE CARIBBEAN SCHOOLS WAS BY NOT PURSUING FURTHER DEVELOPMENT AND RELEVANCE TO SEE FOR INSTANCE IF THERE WERE AREAS OF COMPATIBILITY BETWEEN POLITICAL PLURALISM AND THE PLANTATION AND MARXIST SCHOOLS. WHAT CONTRIBUTIONS DID RAMPHALL AND LEVITT MAKE?
�Explain “practical” paradigm


�You could briefly say what this model is


�Yes, but also wants empirical studies of classes


�Thisis a vital theoretical point


�Not clear what this means


�Isthereneed for a theory of ethnic rather than just class conflict?


�True of Emmanuel’s model as well


�Potential for a theory


�Civil society is not neutral. It can be racialized or class biased.
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