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GT63A- Endogenous and Exogenous Systems, Topic 3.

Taino Society and Endogenous Governance

Taino meant ‘men of good’. Can we say anything about their politics to suggest that they had some version of good governance? Columbus found them very healthy looking. Barriero said that from all indications they were good people. Their culture produced a gentle personality. By all accounts generosity and kindness were dominant values. They interacted with their natural surroundings in a sustainable way. They had no need of clothing for warmth and bathed often, a practice that Isabella banned. They had men and women chiefs.

They showed no sign of hunger. They were comfortable with nature and did not cover their breasts or genitals. Their villages were cleanly swept. They practiced a natural economy and had large abundant agricultural fields. They were excellent seafarers and visited each other in different islands regularly. Tainos and Kalinago (Caribs) disliked each other but there is no evidence of genocidal warfare. The Kalinago made periodic raids. There were no sustained campaigns of attrition and the Taino civilization was never threatened. 

Men and women worked. They had vineyards of hundreds of leagues. Thousands of game birds. Great stores of food. Corrals filled with fish and thousands of turtles. Their economy supported large populations of hundreds of thousands or even millions. 

Hispaniola (Bohio, meaning ‘home’) was a land of two confederations. It was the centre of Taino civilization. It was governed by two confederations headed by five chiefs. Three Taino chiefs were relatives and good friends. Two Macorixes chiefs governed the other confederation. The Macorixes were skilled warriors. The Tainos fed them and they defended the Tainos from the Kalinago. A Macorixe chief was married to the daughter of a Taino chief. Despite some violence, they had a peaceful civilization.

Their system of ethics was to feed everyone in the community. When Columbus imposed a tribute of gold to be paid by every man, woman and child, the Taino chiefs made a counter offer. If Columbus would drop the tribute, they promised to feed Columbus and his men for life and they would not have to work. This was consistent with their hospitality principle. They would even feed the people of Castile. They brought 1,000 men with planting sticks ready to begin. For them, land was the great equalizer from which to feed everyone as a fundamental right. Food was to be produced in cooperation and shared. Even chiefs hunted and fished with their communities.

One report says:

“Comparison of the life-style described by the early chroniclers and today's standard of living in Haiti and Dominican Republic for the majority of the population, as well as the ecological degradation caused by extensive deforestation, indicates that the island and its human citizens were better fed, healthier and better governed by the Taino's so-called primitive methods than the modern populations of that same island”. (Tyler 1988)

According to another report:

“They could trade throughout the Caribbean and had systems of governance and beliefs that maintained harmony between human and natural environments. The Tainos enjoyed a peaceful way of life that modern anthropologists now call "ecosystemic." In the wake of recent scientific revelations about the cost of high impact technologies upon the natural world, a culture such as the Taino, that could feed several million people without permanently wearing down its surroundings, might command higher respect. 

There was little quarrelling. Council of elders behaved properly. They commanded great authority. There was public order. Las Casas said they practiced better judgment, order and government than many other nations. They were disciplined and well organized. 

Instinctively, Tainos went out to meet Columbus with gifts of food and the intention to make peace. Columbus said they were free with everything they had, never said no, and invited his men to share while showing love. They were honest and showed little deception. They were so inexperienced with weapons that their young men would hold the blade of swords out of curiosity cutting themselves.

They were intelligent, knew their geography, had good memory, spoke well, were inquiring and were well organized. They were not covetous. Columbus wrote to his King that, “there is not a better country nor a better people in the world than these”. 

Such was the cruelty of the Spanish, on the other hand, that when they tried to covert a Taino chief, he asked if he went to heaven there would be Spanish people there. When told yes, he said he preferred to go to hell. They burnt him.

Columbus said the Tainos were naked and neither carried nor knew of weapons. Nakedness alone says much about their sexual discipline (no rape), respect for nature (and body), lack of deception (to conceal stolen goods in their clothes), and peacefulness (no desire to conceal weapons).

A panel of scientists recently said that the three most important global problems were energy, health, and agriculture. The Tainos were self-sufficient in these three areas. The lessons of governance seem to be:

· Judging people and their ways of life by relevant standards.

· A social system based on some effective bonds of solidarity.

· Self-sufficiency, particularly in food, and spin-offs of good health.

· Ecosystemic production to sustain the natural environment.

· Peace, (since there were no regular armies) within and between islands.

· Gender equality or at least equanimity since women were also chiefs.

· Moral code of conduct and a concept of ‘good’ (as in ‘good people’).

· Spirituality and a relationship between people and the cosmos.

· Freedom since they knew neither slavery, serfdom, nor servitude.

This was the endogenous Caribbean model that came to an end around 1500. In its place came the region’s first exogenous model introduced by Europeans and based on servitude and slavery for the next 300 years. These were obviously the opposite of good governance. We must see how this exogenous model addressed freedom (and the opportunity for good democratic government) upon emancipation. 

Freedom and Democracy During Slavery and After
In the West, freedom means individual liberty. In Africa, it meant belonging to a kin group, a patron, or a system of power. It was only in the New World that its opposite, chattel slavery, became a mode of production based on a system of labor that was specific to a particular racial group considered the negation of human beings. Freedom for the Tainos was ecosystemic. Ecology refers to a biological community of interacting organisms and their physical environment. Humankind was free in nature as were all forms of biological life and physical environment. Indigenous people had no concept of private ownership or that liberty gave some the right to own land and people or their labour power.  

The western discourse on freedom would define western democracy. The concept of liberty evolved within a specific European historical context. It became coterminous with Christian liberty. Salvation was the true pathway to human emancipation. An ethical system setting boundaries to human behaviour emerged. The Enlightenment gave rise to the idea of rationalism but in all of these there was a Christian point of reference. Then the idea of freedom was linked with that of the citizen, defined by his right to property, not natural rights. All of this developed within an Anglo-Atlantic context. (Demetrius Eudell).

Freedom and Emancipation in the West Indies

Cooper presents certain arguments concerning the questions faced by classical liberalism at the time of emancipation in the West Indies. The basic question facing them was, how were the newly freed people to be governed and what kind of democracy were they to have or capable of having? 

Lord Glenelg (1835-39), the Colonial Secretary, proposed a radical transformation to freedom after emancipation. Laws based on racial distinctions and prejudice should, he felt, be abandoned. There should be unlimited personal freedom. Laws restricting access to the vote, to school, church, and occupation should be reviewed. The new contract between Great Britain and its colonies should be free of racial discrimination and aimed at full civil and political equality.

Lord Glenelg’s idea of freedom was founded on classical liberalism, the basis of emerging ideas of European democracy. It differentiated society into spheres of the state, the private economy, civil society as a sphere of public opinion and political equality, and the family as a patriarchal and conjugal unit. The idea of civil society was new, replacing the concept of feudal society. Private society was mediated by free exchange, which would inspire greater productivity. But both the economic sphere and the household were the basis for creating propertied, educated and civilized men, able to cultivate reasoned public opinion as the mode of intellectual exchange necessary for liberal democracy. The invisible hand was the regulator of the market. Public opinion was the regulator of politics. 

It presumed certain conditions for the democratic citizen – property, education, family and social homogeneity. Lord Glenelg’s formula sought to remove all constraints to these so that there would be freedom for all. But the newly emancipated West Indies posed the first serious challenge to classical liberalism. How could this doctrine apply to Black people in white-controlled colonies; who had known only slavery, not freedom; who had not only been deprived of property but were property themselves; among whom ‘family’ was considered a labour unit rather than a conjugal institution; who lacked education and whose public opinion had never mattered; and who now had to build a free society, the conditions for which were far from guaranteed by colonial laws, policies, and ideologies.

Classical Illiberalism

By the 1850s, the policy of the Colonial Office had changed radically. It was feared that political power would be used in the interest of the newly freed black majority and every effort was taken to blunt black political participation. Though not called by the name, colonial policy descended into what should be properly called, classical illiberalism. Men like Charles Grey, Governor of Jamaica (1847-53), held that those without property, education or ‘family upbringing’ would undermine the basis for social order and could not be admitted to the sphere of democratic public opinion formation. Over time, they might meet these conditions, but not at that time.

The immediate policy was for everyone to work but not everyone should participate in democracy. The conditions for eventual inclusion could be created (through gradual reform) but large groups of people who did not have the natural attributes to earn eligibility for citizenship would be excluded in the meantime. 

Colonial policy did not intervene forcefully to create the bourgeois society it envisioned. It relied on indirect instruments like reform of education, taxation and labour recruitment. But it was ignorant of the class and cultural factors that shaped human desire and social relations. It assumed that African ex-slaves would want to imitate bourgeois family life. It assumed that planters could be transformed into capitalists and converted to a view of free labour exchange, respect for family, promotion of education, and competition for property - in a word, to democracy.

Slaves did not become proletarians and planters did not become a bourgeoisie. The idealism of classical liberalism descended into the realism of a racist doctrine of society.

This could be explained in part by the fact that the men who commandeered the policies of liberalism were not detached and disinterested philosophers or interested humanists, but politicians and plantation owners. Governor Sligo of Jamaica (1835), for instance, was also an absentee planter of aristocratic upbringing. 

Sligo’s contribution to the debate was to argue that egalitarian democracy should not even be contemplated because in Jamaica, there were no just institutions to which public opinion could be treated equally; there was a class of people above public opinion, and a class below public opinion, neither under its influence; and there will never be a community of feeling between them. Neither class was capable of reasoned opinion, which is the purpose of civil society, and only civil society could make liberal democracy possible.

Some of these men were well intentioned but disillusioned reformers. Henry Taylor said the real problem was the planter class, ruling through incompetent legislatures and unfit to govern the post-emancipation order with its hostile division into classes. He felt the black majority should rule but did not have the education to do so; the browns had education but were alienated from the other classes; and the whites should not rule, but would. The Crown should intervene and force social change.

The classical liberal doctrine produced its philosophy of the good society. Labor, however harsh, was necessary to build family and own property. Family was necessary to provide education and civic personality. Family and property produced an independent civil society and a sphere of reasoned and rational public opinion. Public opinion was important to liberal democracy. 

In a class and racist society, the doctrine became a class and racist doctrine. Sprouting from Victorian roots, it was also a gendered doctrine. Men worked to provide for women and children in the home. The man was to be obeyed. Labor was important, not just for material reward, but for authority and conjugal privileges. True to European history, family and society were conceived as graded. Although all men were equally free, each grade of people should respect the authority of those above it. Freed people must be respectful, deferential, and civil. The West Indies should replicate European bourgeois society. But how?

Europeans had developed the idea that non-Europeans were primitive or savages. Froude argued that Blacks were only domesticated savages. Using the example of the Haitian Revolution, he argued that blacks would soon strip themselves of any experience of civilization and ‘return’ to a life of savagery.

In Lord Genelg’s more analytical policy-oriented version it was feared that the land to people ratio was such that people would avoid wage labour because they had the opportunity of available land to work for themselves. But plantation or capitalist exports were necessary for the economic good of society. He ordered that laws against the illegal occupation of Crown Land should be strictly enforced, and land should be made expensive so that people had to labour in order to afford it.

This was justified as moral. It would domesticate people to civilization and prevent slippage into a Hobbesian jungle. Underwritten by a theory of supply and demand with the appropriate labour market conditions, it became the liberal solution. A proletariat working to own property would develop bourgeois values and become a contented proletariat.

Emancipation meant that freed people must progress morally, intellectually, and socially. But they had to work hard to obtain property to progress. The interest of the working class and that of the propertied class, it was suggested, was really mutual, not antagonistic. Both had an interest in property. The planter class had to be reformed too. It had to reject its authoritarian and wasteful management practices, adopt scientific agriculture and industrial training for the workers and expose the freed people to moral and religious education. 

These ideas often broke down when decisions had to be made about funding and the distribution of rights and powers. Besides, freed people did not automatically convert to bourgeois ideas and lifestyles as expected and this brought disgust to the whites. The ethics, family life, and sexual practices of Africans were questioned. The image of the Quashee emerged –lazy, morally degenerate, licentious, and heedless of the future. African practices like obeah or superstitions were banned or held in great suspicion. 

The Morant Bay Rebellion was taken to be indicative of the failure of emancipation policy and confirmation of the incapacity of blacks to become democratic citizens. The transition to democracy was suspended for 100 years, in the meantime, while the same debate lingered. The basic view was that freed people needed tutelage towards good government. This was to take place under Crown Colony Government.

Two further issues arise. The Plantation School was critical that colonial policies continued to support the (failing) plantation system, resulting among other things, in repression of newly freed classes. A peasantry was unable to emerge and to produce an entrepreneurial class with democratic possibilities.

The other criticism has come from the Caribbean school of democracy (Munroe, Buddan, Hart). Colonialism failed to transform Caribbean territories into democratic societies. It relied instead on tutelage as a device to ‘train’ Caribbean people into the ways and means of government. It assumed that West Indians were not fit to govern themselves. 

The Plantation Critique

C.Y. Thomas was not part of the Plantation School but his analysis utilized the plantation system as a point of departure from classical economic theories that were based on the European experience. He combined this with a Marxist analysis. 

Unlike the Plantation School Thomas did not view the plantation economy as a distinct mode of production. To him, it was a colonial precapitalist mode of production.  Its economic features were a monocultural factory system based on highly stratified mass labour and intensive large scale agricultural, using sugar production technology to serve large external markets. It produced political features such as centralized authority, state policies dependent on decisions in Britain, and an ideology of racism. And its social system was characterized by weak family structures and community spirit, and a poor quality of life.

The plantation economy was part of a system of capitalism on a world scale. It suppressed the rise of a black peasantry through repressive labour market policies and an imported (transient) labour population of East Indians thereby relying on immigration, force and racial manipulation among its repressive devices. 

The plantation system eventually evolved through more modern joint stock (sugar) companies developing greater internal diversification of production and converting landlordship into modern capitalist production.

Lloyd Best clarified the ideas of the Plantation School through some reflections in 1992 with the benefit of criticism to work with. Best was a founder of the School and did not use the world capitalist system as his analytical unit. This unit of analysis, he felt, failed to differentiate what was important to the Plantation system – the different experiences, histories, and structures of regions like those of Japan and Asia compared to those of the West Indies. This differentiation is necessary to understand why West Indian development has been different from those of other regions. 

Best says this draws attention to the reasons why “the West Indies is the West Indies” and why labour did not have a different experience with foreign capital; business classes do not save; and commerce, industry, and real estate, etc., did not have a different relationship with West Indian people. This therefore focuses attention on West Indian history, culture, personality and character. 

Race and ethnicity were the salient bonds of solidarity. They operated through religion, language, colour, place of origin, occupation, and income. Class and capitalist structures were not as important as Marxism conceived them to be.

The Plantation Model did have a concept of an international structure and inequality within it. The international structure was mediated by economic institutions (companies) involved in production, distribution, marketing, transportation, financing, and research loaded with European culture. They are the long-term determinants of prices of imports and exports and therefore the terms of trade.

The source of inequality lies in these terms of trade, which are governed by social and political relations on a world scale sustaining this occupational division of production. Central to this is the migration (repatriation) of capital.

Criticisms of the Plantation School

The Plantation School has been criticized for analytical failures: 

It was not comparative enough and therefore did not explain the differences among a variety of plantation societies ranging from Brazil to the US South, and Haiti, Barbados, Cayman Islands, Guyana, and so on within the West Indies itself.

It was not empirical enough and therefore did not test propositions about ‘authoritarianism’, ‘centralization’, and ‘dependency’ to show if size was an important independent variable, or how authoritarianism in non-plantation societies differed from that of plantation societies. Authoritarianism has many sources, such as ideology (communism), religion (Catholicism), philosophy (Confucianism). 

It was not dynamic enough to account for change and therefore saw too many continuities with the past based on the proposition of the ‘legacy of slavery’. It has failed to account for the multidimensional changes associated with modernization, and globalization. It was static.

The Plantation Model was important because it was the first self-conscious endogenous theory of the impact of exogenous models on the Caribbean. However, it was largely an economic critique of the plantation society and at best, only offered implicit views on social and political structures. It did not provide a political theory of the Caribbean. It restricted itself to economic categories of ‘land’, ‘labour’ and ‘capital’, none of which are sensitive enough to human creativity, human rights, freedom, and democracy – the critical concepts of political theory. It was an economic critique of the economic aspects of classical liberalism. For a fuller understanding of Caribbean politics, one has to return to classical liberalism’s political propositions.

But the problem with classical liberalism was that it also insisted on the primacy of economic factors if people are to meet the conditions of democracy. In this regard it privileges property rights over political rights. One must first labour to own property (the capitalist proposition); and from the income earned, support a family and its education so that members can become fit citizens capable of reasoned public opinion, which is the basis of civil society (the civil society proposition); which then becomes the prerequisite for liberal democracy (the democratic proposition).

This argument makes a case for tutelage – that people must be trained and prepared to be fit to govern themselves. The evidence of this was first demonstrated in the idea of apprenticeship. People were to be apprenticed into freedom. Emancipation could not be immediate. After emancipation, people were not given full political freedom either. They had to own property, have education, and be capable of reasoned public opinion. 

But rather than devolve power to the people, the Crown under Crown Colony Government centralized power. Even after the riots of the 1930s, the idea of tutelage remained. Rather than immediate independence, the West Indian people had to demonstrate fitness to rule through a series of gradual constitutional adjustments granting them increments of power in the process of constitutional decolonization. This last period was evidence of the idea, not of full democracy, but of tutelary democracy.

The Democratic Critique:

Tutelary democracy and the idea of tutelage represented contradictions of liberalism. The philosophy of natural rights held that all persons were created equal and entitled to equal rights. Freedom was not something to be earned and human rights did not have to be proven. Freedom was a natural state (as it was among the Tainos), and so too was political freedom. 

Yet, classical liberalism did not accept this. It was not a philosophy devoid of western cultural prejudices. Its economic, social, and political aspects were biased in favour of men, men of property, white men of property, and white Christian men of property. Women, the propertyless, non-whites, and non-Christians, all had to demonstrate their right to be free and equal, and their fitness to rule. Thus the right to own property, to be free, to vote, and to be elected had to be won. Classical liberalism was a patriarchal idea upon which economic systems (capitalism), social systems (family) and political systems (democracy) was built.

It is in this light that we must understand the period of decolonization and the Westminster system.   

An idea of tutelage was persistent – apprenticeship, Crown Colony, constitutional decolonization, between emancipation and independence.

During constitutional decolonization, it found expression through:

(i) A colonial separation of powers, which separated the power of elected representatives from colonially executive dominant structures;

(ii) Elected Ministers-in-Embryo, from colonial Heads of departments;

(iii) Self-governing portfolio responsibilities from elected Ministers;

(iv) National arms of government from an expatriate arm of government;

(v) A strategy of constitutional gradualism;

(vi) A philosophy of preparation for self-government based on the criterion of ‘fitness to rule’.

When independence came, it came in the form of a paternalistic democracy. This seemed to convey the ideas of British class prejudice, that although the West Indies was now fit and ready to govern itself, it could best do so through British institutions and only certain people – an Anglophile West Indian elite – in politics, administration, business, media and other leading institutions was trusted and privileged to do so. 

