Structuralism and human development: a seamless marriage? An
assessment of poverty, production and environmental challenges in
CARICOM countries

Keston K. Perry

Department of Accounting, Economics and Finance
University of the West of England, Bristol

Frenchay Campus, Coldharbour Lane, Bristol UK BS16 1QY
Keston.Perry@uwe.ac.uk

ORCID 0000-0002-0783-2083

Twitter @kestontnt

Abstract

The paper examines current human development experience of CARICOM nations focusing on the
interconnected challenges of poverty, production and the environment that shows continuing
uneven development. Using an extended structuralist framework based on international political
economy dynamics, it incorporates organisational dynamics and domestic politics, especially the
role of rents in influencing productive and inclusive development. In this way, the paper examines
the 2016 Caribbean Human Development Report (CHDR) and finds evidence that human
development proxied by expenditures on education and healthcare has been decoupled from
productive capability evinced by decreasing industrial output. We concur with recent critiques of
the human development paradigm (HDP) that it has ignored a productionist view of development
and thus limits the scope of development policy to bring about broad production transformation. By
and large, structural heterogeneity also represents a challenge in CARICOM countries’. Linked to
questions of development finance, we find that the CHDR’s analysis of environmental concerns
offers a narrow instrumentalist view and further marginalizes a deeper understanding of
CARICOM countries’ asymmetrical relationship with transnational forces in the global economy.
This contribution offers an integrated approach showing continued peripherality and helps identify
structural, socio-political and technical drivers that underpin the region’s complex development

challenges.
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Introduction

For observers of countries of the Caribbean Community (CARICOM), the region is replete
with paradoxes’. The region has several small island states with an average per capita income of
over US9448.00 that make them middle and upper-middle income countries, according to the
World Bank (World Bank 2019). This has meant that concessionary lending and overseas
development assistance are curtailed (Dagher 2019). Even with small populations, public debt in
the region is among the highest in the world, with Barbados at 126 per cent of Gross Domestic
Product (GDP), Grenada at 62.7 per cent, Jamaica standing at 97.4 per cent, while Guyana remains
among the heavily indebted poor countries (Caribbean Development Bank 2018; ECLAC 2018a).
These countries also continue to be integrated into circuits of global capital that seek out high-
yielding opportunities supported by major international institutions and face disproportionate
effects of the climate crisis. They remain among the most indebted in the world that reflect their
marginalized role in the global economy (Sealey-Huggins 2017). They comprise several tourism-
based, offshore financial centres and resource rich nations making them acutely vulnerable to
exogenous economic and environmental shocks (ECLAC 2011, 2018a; Heger et al. 2008). With
respect to vulnerability to climate change, Dominica and Haiti rank among the top three countries
at-risk globally, having been successively devastated by hurricanes Irma and Maria, dramatically
increasing the loss of human life and infrastructure damages (Eckstein et al. 2018). It is estimated
that these storms had a cumulative cost of US5.4billion to Caribbean Community island nations

and territories (hereafter CARICOM) during the 2017 season alone? (ECLAC 2018b).

1 The English-speaking Caribbean refers primarily to 14 members of the Caribbean Community and
Common Market (CARICOM) including Antigua and Barbuda, The Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Dominica,
Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, Montserrat, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines,
Suriname and Trinidad and Tobago. Haiti later gained membership in 2002.

2 The effects were assessed in terms of physical damage, losses of incomes and social services, plus
additional costs. In Dominica, damages totaled $930.9 million, while losses amounted to approximately
$380.2 million — the equivalent of 226 percent of the 2016 GDP, while damages and losses in Antigua and

Barbuda amounted to $155 million. 5



Table 1. Macro-economic, social and environmental indicators of CARICOM countries®

Country Population | Real per Main sector / per cent of Public Debt | Human Climate risk
(total) capita income | GDP to GDP (as | development | exposure
(US$) 2017 a per cent) | status (ND-GAIN
ranking)

Antigua and 104,084 14803.01 Tourism / 60 88.2 07.80 (70) 126

Barbuda

The Bahamas 403,095 30,762.01 Tourism /50 57.4 0.807 (54) 46
Financial services / 15

Barbados 287,010 16,356.98 Tourism / 39 126.9 0.800 (58) 53
Financial services / 20

Belize 390,231 4971.20 Tourism / 38.1 92.9 0.708 (106) 118

Dominica 74,679 6719.34 Tourism / 24.8 73.3 0.715 (103) 75
Agriculture / 14.3

Grenada 108,825 10,451.03 Tourism / 24.2 62.7 0.772 (75) 68

Guyana 786,508 4655.14 Agriculture / 19.4 44.5 0.654 (125) 123
Mining (bauxite, diamonds,
gold) /18.1

Jamaica 2,906, 339 | 5114 Tourism / 20 97.7 0.732 (97) 97
Remittances / 14

St. Kitts/Nevis 56,345 17924.07 Tourism / 26.8 58.2 0.778 (72) 90

St. Lucia 180,454 9715.20 Tourism / 65 67.8 0.747 (90) 68

St. Vincentand | 110,488 7145.10 Tourism / 23.4 73.4 0.723 (99) 50

the Grenadines

Suriname 573,085 5317.39 Mining / 26.2 62.5 0.720 (100) 76

Trinidad and 1,375,443 | 16,126.40 Natural gas and 62.2 0.784 (69) 77

Tobago hydrocarbon products / 45

Source: World Bank Development Indicators, UN Human Development Reports, CIA FactBook, Caribbean Development Bank 2018

3The Notre Dame Global Adaptation Initiative (ND-GAIN) Country Index summarizes a country’s vulnerability to climate change and other global
challenges in tandem with its readiness to improve resilience. Lower ranked countries suggest a high level of vulnerability and low level of readiness
and resilience. See here: https://gain-new.crc.nd.edu/ranking. Barbados, Dominica and St. Lucia also feature in the Global Climate Risk Index
(Eckstein, Hutfils, & Winges 2018).
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Although CARICOM nations have historically had a relatively similar production structure
geared towards agricultural exports, based in part on topography that determines the availability of
natural resources and their shared colonial history (Farrell 1982; Kemp-Benedict et al. 2018), their
economies have become more complex. These countries’ level of exposure to economic pressures
both directly related to their longstanding integration into the world economy and shaped by their
interaction with external markets provide the main source of demand for their products. There is
however a certain degree of structural diversity in terms of the level of development and degree of
economic specialisation among these countries (see Table 1 above), with Jamaica showing growth
in the last few years in primary production, while Barbados, Belize, and Guyana showing a relative
decline in primary export basket (Schincariol et al. 2017). On the issue of poverty, according to the
Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC), while the income-poor
made up more than 28% of the regional population in 2014, larger numbers accounting for 50.9%
remain vulnerable to poverty (ECLAC 2018b). Given these factors, the policy shift towards human
development as expansion of capabilities, including political, civic rights, healthcare and education
needs have been widely embraced in the region (PIOJ 2014; Stewart 2019; UNDP 2004). These
concerns have however been at the expense of broad conceptualisation of development linked to
structural changes in production towards a deeper level of technological sophistication in export
products and employment generation (Andreoni and Chang 2017; Farrell 1982). CARICOM
rankings in terms of climate vulnerability show that income status or per capita income, or
‘development’ by World Bank terms on the one hand, and capacity to withstand shocks diverge
significantly.

These considerations and the paradoxes that underlie the empirical reality of the
CARICOM development experience motivate this paper. In 2012, and subsequently in 2016, the

United Nations Development Program (UNDP), Latin America and the Caribbean Office
4



undertook important development-focused studies that sought to integrate concerns about human
security, poverty, environmental stress and household economic vulnerability in several
CARICOM states* (UNDP 2012; UNDP 2016a). Both reports attempt to cast human development
within context based on two different thematic concerns, the first human security, and the second
multidimensional poverty and progress. In particular, the 2016 Caribbean Human Development
Report (hereafter CHDR), uniquely themed ‘multidimensional progress beyond income’, centres
on ‘the multidimensional challenges of sustainable development and human progress taking into
consideration the particularities of the Caribbean’, and with a specific on the household and
community levels (UNDP 2016a: vi). It investigates ‘the specific circumstances and deep structural
challenges that continue to hinder the Caribbean regarding its wide, progressive agenda for human
development and economic transformation” (UNDP 2016a: 2). This current essay argues that the
narrow framework that underpins the CHDR does not offer adequate explanation of why the
CARICOM region is in its current development conundrum. It proposes that, by revisiting the
structural development economic literature, or structuralism, we can gain better insight into these
issues and underlying reasons towards more appropriate policy constructs including the long
maligned area of industrial policy.

The paper thus critically reviews the CHDR’s conceptualisations and policy
recommendations linked to poverty, production and environmental sustainability. Using content
analysis, this contribution addresses how human development has been framed, and to what extent
the report’s analysis, findings and policy conclusions adequately account for the empirical realities
aforementioned. We review seminal historical literature based on the structuralist tradition to

illustrate its relevance to contemporary development concerns. Data that accompany the empirical

* This study focuses on the 2016 report as it addresses environmental, poverty and economic concerns
simultaneously. For interesting reviews of the 2012 report, see (Gomez, Gasper, and Mine, 2016) and

(Munroe and Blake 2017). .



analysis are drawn from a variety of sources, including the World Development Bank, United
Nations Conference on Trade and Development, the Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of
Disasters Emergency Events Database (CRED EM-DAT), the Economic Commission for Latin
America and the Caribbean (ECLAC or CEPAL), and the Caribbean Development Bank to support
the overall argument. The paper thus sketches an integrated approach to consider the structural,
technical and socio-political drivers of major development challenges in the CARICOM region.
The paper is structured as follows: given the aforementioned purpose of the report, the next section
surveys the plantation economy school as part of the structuralist tradition and offers an analytical
framework that delineates the approach’s usefulness linked to understanding contemporary
Caribbean development. Section 3 frames the definitions and issues contained in the report, after
which the subsequent sections comprehensively reviews the CHDR focusing on three main themes
of poverty, production and the environment. In so doing, the following sections then examine the
report’s conceptual tools, methodology, findings and policy recommendations, juxtaposed against
some recent empirical data. Finally, the conclusion summarizes the main points and briefly

discusses some implications for theory and policy.

Literature Review
Revisiting the Plantation Economy School and New Directions in development economics

In the heyday of development economics, human development (though not so termed at
the time) was intricately linked to the modernising production structure of societies through
industrialisation, and the relationship of this process to both internal and external forces (Singer
1950; Prebisch 1950; for recent contributions that integrate earlier insights, see Evans and Heller
2015; Stewart 2019). Development economics grew out of the concern for the specific uneven or

winner-lose relationship between nations in the centre capitalist countries and the peripheral
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regions, including the Caribbean and Latin America during the post-war period (Fischer 2015).
With significant scepticism towards prevailing neoclassical economic theories that promoted
participation in the world markets, structural theorists explained why some countries became
wealthy and successfully industrialized, while others appeared, locked into producing lower value
primary products and did not industrialize (Prebisch 1950). To remedy the unequal dynamic,
policy leaders at the Economic Commission for Latin America led by Raul Prebisch suggested
that industrialization geared towards producing for domestic markets could remove the
impediments of growth (Ocampo 2001; Saad-Filho 2005). Dependence on technologies from
external markets, in particular transnational corporations, also proved detrimental to growth
prospects of these former colonies and could create foreign exchange shortages and ongoing
balance of payments problems (Cimoli and Porcile 2016; Vernengo 2006). Moreover, the lack of
entrepreneurial capabilities in these peripheries was also deemed an important source of
development problems for poorer countries that resulted in unbalanced growth (Hirschman 1958).
In this scenario, declining terms of trade where low-value primary exports yielded insufficient
foreign exchange to purchase imports were of increasing concern since peripheral economies
were driven by demand for energy and raw materials in the industrialized world.

As a critique to Arthur Lewis’ model of development (Lewis, 1950), Caribbean
dependency scholars, also known as the New World Group or Plantation Economy School (PES),
were themselves inspired by the Prebisch-Singer hypothesis and the intellectual currents at the
time associated with Gunnar Myrdal, Dudley Seers and Paul Baran. The PES however drew
important distinctions from the Latin American tradition. They noticed certain patterns in small
CARICOM economies that tended towards stagnation, but in these newly decolonized countries,
their integration had resulted in a monoculture economy that was unable to advance structural

changes to achieve higher standards of living (Best and Levitt 1969; Girvan and Girvan 1973).
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These theorists sought to carve out an intellectual space to resolve problems associated with the
early experiences of relatively open markets and later laissez-faire industrialisation —a model that
drew heavily upon Nobel laureate in economics Arthur Lewis (Marshall 2008; McKenzie 2005).
The New World Group, as they were called, put forward perspectives that emphasized that the
racialized metropolitan-colony relationship was a principal cause of economic stagnation — and
why economic growth did not translate into development or dynamic economic growth. For them,
the economic behaviour resulted from the encounters with Northern and European colonial-
inspired institutions that put in placed racialized labour. This recognition constituted a major
plank of their theoretical explanation of the character of CARICOM economies (Best, 1968).
Girvan (1973) also posited that mineral exploitation depended on multinational resource-
producing enterprises that created an economic imbalance, insofar as they were disconnected from
the rest of the economy, did not generate ‘return value’, repatriated the majority of its profits
which created major difficulties for CARICOM economies and governments.

In this respect, the PES emphasized the legacy of plantation in the economy, in particular
economies had inherited from colonialism (Best 2012; Best and Levitt 1969). This dependent
relationship and unequal, passive integration in the global economy likewise had implications for
sovereignty, and the pursuit of autonomous economic policies to chart their collective
development on their own terms (Bishop 2015; Lewis 2013). This was evident by the several
incursions on ‘sovereignty’ in the region, such as the Grenadian invasion by the United States, the
US occupation of Haiti as well as the massive effects occasioned by the withdrawal of
concessions in trade deals with Europe. This was not merely a function of the small size of these

islands that render them vulnerable, but of the institutional structure and historical economic and



political relationships that stringently circumscribed the policy space for these countries to
determine their own future (Dagher 2019).

As aresult, in similar fashion to Latin American structuralists (Saad-Filho 2005), plantation
economists emphasized the nature of economic organisation, institutional characteristics of these
societies, and external relations with capitalist economies that reproduced persistent poverty and
inhibited structural transformation (Beckford 1999; Best and Levitt 2009). However, the distinct
nature of the relationship was conceived as a ‘total institution’ in which growth was induced by the
offshore economy that prevent the emergence of coherent internal economies and dynamic growth
thus largely determined by external forces, and domestic actors’ behaviour and interpersonal
relations reflected this power relationship. This type of society had an overall hierarchical or top-
down structure based on racial discrimination and ethnicity, supposed lower skills and class, and
reproduced inequality (Beckford 1999). This was equally manifested in the consumer bias and
behaviour of elites whose consumer tastes favoured foreign imports over local substitutes or goods.
Institutions therefore had to be totally transformed to correct these social, economic and political
misgivings and to create a dynamic comparative advantage away from simply exporting natural
resources, such as agriculture.

Moreover, the theoretical approach sought to mirror the major empirical concerns that
mounted the critique of the PES is that the so-called ‘industrialization by invitation’ — coined by
Lloyd Best — that did not generate the employment anticipated across CARICOM economies
involved in light manufacturing or capital intensive industrialization (Carrington 1966). This
remained a major bugbear. Nor did the industrial plans that were initially set out, for example in
Jamaica in the 1950s, nor in Trinidad and Tobago from the mid-1950s help reposition these

economies on a sustained growth path (Bernal 1988). The nature of the state and its interactions
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under postcolonial conditions were however not clearly articulated, as part of the PES model that
left a great deal of room for misinterpretation and limited policy direction (Girvan 2006). PES
theorists over-emphasized the role of transnational forces in defining economic production
decisions that left little room for agency (e.g. Girvan 2006). In major respect, they characterized
these social relations in a very static and monolithic manner, and did not fully explore the changes
in society and the major influences of those adjustments after colonialism. The PES did not
acknowledge the potential of certain public interventions or the role of organized labour to
influence and remedy credit constraint that could support its redistributive power to support and
finance education, health and social programs or via nationalizations or equity acquisitions, thus
leaving the relationship between social forces, elites and political infrastructures under-theorized
(Dagher 2019; Edwards 2017a; Perry 2018).

More contemporary structuralist explanations inspired by these earlier approaches can offer
deeper insight into structural changes and human development occurring today (Chang and
Andreoni 2019; Khan 2018). Scholars of the earlier structural development economics
acknowledged the importance of a dynamic shift in the economic system as a whole to encourage
new industry and productive capabilities (Robert and Yoguel 2016). Taking inspiration from this
approach, Andreoni and Chang (2016, 1) conceived development as ‘a process of production
transformation led by the expansion of collective capabilities and resulting in the creation of good
quality jobs and sustainable structural change’. Accordingly, Chenery (1975) explained that the
structuralist approach seeks to ‘identify specific rigidities, lags, and other characteristics of the
structure of developing economies that affect economic adjustments and the choice of development
policy’. These structural problems thus cannot be addressed through a focus on comparative
advantages, narrow set of capabilities, or efficient (re)allocations of factor endowments based on

remedying market imperfections (e.g. Lin 2012). Rather, industrial policies that create and
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coordinate new investments can help create interdependencies and complementariness between
capital, demand and skills and technologies (Hirschman 1958; Perry 2018). Human development
thus results from an endogenous process of transforming the production structure from a dominant
agriculture or resource-based one through shifting class relationships that may come from
institutional realignments within the society to build upon existing capabilities across structural,
political and organizational domains (Khan 2018). These realignments may generate certain
multiplier effects and are causally interlinked to social provisioning as rents gained from exports or
production can improve wage conditions and investment in the economy.

In this sense, rents refer to incomes generated from productive activity and transfers from
public institutions to social groups through deliberate public action (Khan 2018; Ngo and McCann
2018). The distribution of these rents and benefits are interspersed with global market dynamics, as
international trade rules and prices of goods such as agricultural or hard commodities affect how
they are generated and their quantity in any given year. The competition for rents among social
groups and powerful actors in large measure help determine how institutions perform in developing
countries with a single dominant economic sector, like natural resources or service-oriented
activity, as the case in several CARICOM countries. Within this understanding, rent management
systems are methods of organising politics, institutions, and the industry structure to create, transfer
domestic actors define the extent to which beneficiary firms or public agencies can intervene to
improve productivity, invest in new institutions which help determine the impact, positive or
negative, on dynamic growth (Ngo 2016; Perry 2018). These arrangements may be based on
informal deals between firms in the domestic onshore sector of the economy, and the political elites
to maintain levels of production and profits. Unlike Lewis’ formulation, these arrangements may

encourage a traditional or informal sector to emerge as certain segments of the community utilise
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local resources in trading with the local population or certain tourists as their main markets. This
may generate certain foreign exchange.

Moreover, rents from natural resources or exports in this way may serve as investible
resources for creating the conditions for industrial policy and redistribution (Perry 2018).
Governments that lack the fiscal base or political capability to mobilise domestic resources for
productive investment, given the external environment or international strictures, and thus compete
for foreign investments to address diseconomies of scale, a narrow set of capabilities and trade
dependence (Farrell 1982; Hausmann and Klinger 2009).

These arrangements involve the interdependent and asymmetrical interactions among three
main domains, namely structural, organisational or technical, and the socio-political process. In a
structurally-dependent economy, the political and organisational context and the wider influences
of transnational forces and actors is analytically significant. As part of this social transformation
process, markets are but one area of economic organisation. Structural factors, notably international
finance in a developing economy whose economic structure suited colonial accumulation influence
the possibilities for productive transformation to meet the basic needs of the population. The
availability of finance in the domestic and international markets, and the rules than underpin their
mobilization, and the relationship between finance in the production process can foster or constrain
industrial activities. On the technical/organisational domain, state policy and policy leaders seek to
organize economic activities, including the distribution of policy rents through administrative and
public agencies to deploy capital, foster new skills and expand production capabilities (Ngo 2016).
Through the state, elites and sometimes marginalized factions seek to transfer resources from
certain social groups to another, or from one sector to another to transform erstwhile institutional

and productive relationships.
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Figure 1. Structural, technical and socio-political (STP) drivers that constitute the

transformative rationale for development policy
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In postcolonial societies, where new production may be stymied by powerful incumbent
groups’ (usually merchant capitalists) who try to maintain the status quo based on colonial racial
and class structures. Marginalized actors or factions, like community groups, labor unions or civic
leaders may organize to mount a challenge to reorder the distribution of benefits/rights including
education, jobs, healthcare entitlements, better wages, new assets for new intermediate groups
(Edwards 2017; Teichman 2019). The pattern of development is contingent and varies over time
based on the available resources, changing class relationships and/or the external environment.
These propositions lead us to consider an expanded view of human development based on broader
production considerations.

While human development has been implicitly entangled in development theory from the
beginning, recent development policy associated with the human capabilities approach have paid
less attention to production concerns (Amsden, 2010; Chang 2013; Andreoni and Chang 2017;
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Stewart 2019). The expanded structuralist perspective considers the role of broad-based industrial
and social policy that create interdependencies beyond manufacturing towards service activities,
boost technological upgrading and expands skills and employment opportunities while attending to
external constraints and pressures. These new productive arrangements, and the productive
flexibility in determining what new commodities are emerging in the global economy require shifts
in political, organisational and economic arrangements. This approach offers policy makers and
movements to take a realist account of their circumstances to broaden the skills and technological
capability based in new economic arenas and political organisation and operate both within existing
arrangements and create new possibilities for social reproduction and help develop more
environmentally inclusive industries and sectors that help generate improved wages and
entitlements for workers across the economy. This framework to expand production and improve
human development outcomes offers a new prism to understand contemporary and prevailing

circumstances and will now applied to examine the CHDR (2016).

Framing the Caribbean Human Development Report — definitions and issues

This section defines the main concepts and issues addressed in the CHDR by drawing upon
‘Chapter one: 4 new paradigm for assessing vulnerability: embracing human development’,
locating it in the broader poverty and development literature. The 2016 CHDR was inspired by an
interest to consider the specific development realities of the CARICOM region — this was the major
concern of the PES — based on a concern that challenges vulnerabilities were multiplying and
proliferating causing poverty (Gomez et al. 2016; UNDP 2016a). These reports serve as an agenda-
setting, norm diffusing and policy advocacy tool developed through deliberative dialogue among

stakeholders (Gomez et al. 2016). In addition, they help to focus policy attention on so-called
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structural and strategic matters with a better chance of achieving impact®. In May 2015, the UNDP
Latin American and Caribbean Office brought together its professional staff to engage in dialogue
with twelve stakeholders from the academic, public, non-governmental, private sectors, and civil
society of six CARICOM countries®.

In the CHDR framework, multidimensional poverty describes a series of multiple
deprivations in addition to household income that take into account health, education, and living
standards, and shows both the incidence and intensity of poverty (Alkire et al. 2015). It represents
an agglomeration of multiple measures to indicate whether poverty at the individual and household
level is being reduced or increasing over time. This notion of development is consistent with an
approach beyond simply income that is at the centre of this report (Stewart 2019). The report
utilizes classification of near-poor and vulnerable to represent groups and individuals that suffer
from these multiple deprivations based on level of income, social status, gender, and age that have
over the years been exacerbated by low economy-wide growth that prevents their upward social
mobility. In this respect, the Report defines multidimensional progress, based on normative
considerations as

‘nothing that diminishes the rights of people and communities or jeopardizes the

environmental sustainability of the planet can be regarded as progress. Toachieve this

progress, the definition of well-being must be expanded to include decent work, quality

education, gender equality, social protection and care systems that are within reach of

® The Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) identifies multiple deprivations at the household and
individual level in health, education and standard of living. It uses micro data from the household surveys.
Each person in a given household is classified as poor or non-poor depending on the weighted number of
deprivations his or her household, and thus, he or she experiences. See: http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/what-
multidimensional-poverty-index.

® The author sat as a member of this committee.
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households, and contribute to the development of safe communities, and care for the
environment’ (UNDP 2016a, 32).
Integral to this level of progress is a consideration of economic, environmental and social
vulnerability that underscores a range of ‘structural constraints’ that impede one’s ability to adapt

and better quality of life overall (UNDP 2014, 2016b).

Poverty

The notion of multidimensional progress in the CARICOM region is squarely concerned
with vulnerability and poverty, making the case for that higher levels and the creation of new
classes of ‘near-poor’ and ‘poor’ which have particularly arisen over recent years. This is in part
due to government’s inability to consolidate human development gains and low levels of growth
(UNDP 2016a). Chapter two ‘Profiling human vulnerability in the Caribbean: who are most
vulnerable and why?’ and Chapter 3 ‘Persistent poverty and inequality influence human
vulnerabilities and affect multidimensional progress’ are the main focus of this section’. The
CHDR highlights vulnerability by use of its counterfactual, resilience or adaptive capacity, that is
people’s exposure to multiple interlocking economic, social or environmental hazards are based on
their ability to avert or absorb a given shock (UNDP 2014, 2016a). Though the three areas overlap
in complex ways to generate particular outcomes, this section focuses on the first two while the
following sections will analyse and discuss the environmental dimension discretely.

In the report, economic vulnerability is characterized by people who possess means above
the poverty line but are incapable of reaching the middle class measured in terms income between
US$10 — US$50 per day (UNDP 2016a). This notion thus elaborates the factors that relate to the
risk of falling back into poverty, as unequal pay for the same work, having disproportionate amount

of home-based responsibilities for women, or facing the risk of un/under-employment, insecure
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sources of income, higher health care costs, poverty, discrimination and social exclusion, limited
access to land or land rights, or lower levels of social protection (UNDP 2016a). Social exposure
on the other hand, results from violation of human, civil and political liberties, and people being
discriminated from accessing services or purchase goods based on personal or group
characteristics. Moreover, the CHDR further identifies the causes of these vulnerabilities as linked
to high levels of indebtedness (see table 1), high costs for food imports and high costs for energy. It
further notes that a reduction in poverty in the six case countries, while poverty is becoming worse
in another five, with high levels of indigence’ in Haiti, Guyana, St. Kitts and Nevis and Belize. The
report further acknowledges that ‘the specific circumstances and deep structural challenges that
continue to hinder the CARICOM region regarding its wide, progressive agenda for human
development and economic transformation’ are undoubtedly related to ‘people escaping poverty’
through ‘educational attainment and the labor market’, as well as social protection and access to
financial and physical non-monetary assets (UNDP 2016a: 32). Such considerations are not
focussed per se on institutional or society-level capacity to deliver important public and social
goods (Hickey et al. 2015), but rather an emphasis on human vulnerability and resilience at the
household and community level. It also highlights that such a trend has been observed in
CARICOM countries, with extreme cases in Jamaica and the Dominica, over the last decade, with
lower attainments in human development indicators particularly in the five years preceding the
report’s publication.

In other words, this approach reifies the individual and household’s ability to participate
effectively in markets and enjoy the marginal rewards from such efforts and social investments in
education and labor market policies (e.g. Barrientos 2009; Hulme and Shepherd 2003). Hulme and

Shepherd (2003) argue that such an approach conceives poverty as only among those groups whom

" Indigence is defined as an individual’s incapacity t01a7ff0rd the basic food basket (UNDP 2016a, 102).



the market can ‘liberate’ through further market-opening instruments, and no other types of support
or institutional changes that address the economic structures and political institutions that
reproduce poverty and require longer-term changes. These perspectives show the differences
between the chronic poor and the transient poor — the former focuses on those groups whose life
chances are stymied due to long periods of cyclical and even inter-generational poverty compared
to those experiencing a temporary condition with the expectation of imminent improvements
(Hulme and Shepherd 2003). In this respect, associating purchasing power with economic
vulnerability reducing the structural dimensions of poverty to consumption aligned with the World
Bank’s emphasis on growth. These contradictions arise from the alliance between various measures
that have emerged in development economics in recent history (Cammack 2017; Felice 2016). It
also does not consider the role of household, community and other spheres of productive activity,
especially through public funding and leadership of economic activity. According to Cammack
(2017), this perspective has been widely by World Bank analyses, which entrenches the idea that
people need to be whipped into shape in order to compete in markets and enlarge their
consumption and employment choices with minimal levels of compensation. This formulation also
diminishes any possibility of chronic poverty being addressed linked to those with minimal or no
changes for economic and social mobility because they are structurally limited by the nature of the
social relations that generate poverty itself (Green and Hulme 2005; Selwyn 2018).

This no doubt is associated with the structural conditions of production beyond market
consumption and exchange (see next section), that is, the structure of economies, their historical
antecedents and how domestic and international forces may lock economies into certain paths.
Such notions are more associated with the PES framework outlined above and more generally with
structuralism. The CDHR’s line of argument is thus: that people are poor because there is little

growth, and there is little growth because of a lack of market participation. Supposedly, because
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private enterprises and individuals have not made optimal use of markets, or possess
malfunctioning markets, low levels of competitiveness and poverty prevail. It would appear that
this analysis may depict the CARICOM experience in such a fatalistic way has certainly not
advanced with the potential policy shifts and theoretical flexibility of the structural school or
tradition. This point is further reinforced in the Report:

The new growth paradigm should give prominence to the knowledge that economic

growth is enhanced by multidimensional progress while not ignoring the important role of

economic growth in enabling multidimensional progress. Faster and more stable economic
growth is fostered by multidimensional progress and synchronously enables

multidimensional progress (UNDP 2016, 130).

Inequality almost seems serendipitous, as there is no explanation about its determinants or sources
(Whitfield 2012), while there is some discussion about its effects. This perspective inevitably
reflects the ‘trickle-down’ principle, whereby improved social conditions emerge not by any
specific force or because of a policy, but by a natural tendency of the growth and economic
progress.

In addition, the ‘structural causes’ of unemployment and labor market participation that
the report identifies do not acknowledge interdependent historical, socio-political and structural
at the level of the world economy (Schincariol et al. 2017). The CHDR first frames the problems
facing CARICOM societies, and then explains failures based on national conditions. In other
words, the imperative of market expansion as a basis for human development becomes self-
reinforcing, and CARICOM countries’ lacklustre performance in the ‘market’ represents a self-
evident justification of the current challenges of Caribbean development. The report diverges
significantly from the essence of earlier development thinking reviewed above that facilitated

understanding problems on their own terms with policy objectives such as inducing structural
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changes and employment creation in the economy (for the prevailing conception, see Beuermann
et al. 2018). Development is now about expansion of opportunities for both human beings and
business firms, and the general subordination of aspects of social life to market relations
poverty, lack of structural transformation, narrowing economic alternatives, low growth and
limited technological development as a failure to become more competitive in international
markets. The volatile growth path of CARICOM countries (see figures 2 and 3) do not take into
account the structural realities, dynamics of production and the determinate causes that

structuralists understood well.
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Figure 2. The pattern of growth in selected CARICOM countries (1970s to present)
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In spite of overall decline in the rates of economic and productivity growth in the region in recent
years (see figures above), especially over the last decade in light of the global crisis, there have
been periods of “growth acceleration” in some countries. Werker (2013) identified periods in the
economic growth across the region, when some countries showed some level of sustained growth
of more than 6 per cent over an extended period of time (eight years). They include: Antigua and
Barbuda 1978-1991; The Bahamas 1963-1971, 1978-1986; Barbados 1960 to 1972 ; Belize 1966
to 2006 ; Dominica 1979 to 1988 ; Grenada 1981 to 1991 ; St Kitts and Nevis 1981 to 1993 ;
Saint Lucia 1988 to 1996 (growth rate exceeded 10 % during 1982-1990); St Vincent and the

Grenadines 1980 to 1990 ; Trinidad and Tobago 1973 to 1982, 1995-2009 (Werker 2013, 26-29).

Production
On the question of production, the CHDR limits much of its analysis to the role of
foreign investment. It acknowledges that labor market outcomes are based upon the type of
employment and the contribution of foreign investment in expanding the capital stock.
Additionally, the current fiscal/financial woes of many CARICOM countries have been depicted
as another reason to woo foreign investment to restore the growth process. The report makes this
clear:
‘Foreign direct investment can contribute to economic growth by increasing the stock of
productive capital, introducing new and improved technologies, establishing or
developing export markets, and introducing new organizational systems within the
business sector’ (UNDP 2016: 136).
According to the CHDR, it is necessary to lay a sound foundation for future growth by harnessing
innovation in economic sectors through economic diversification and cost efficiency. To do this,

one must achieve international competitiveness through fiscal reforms and completion of the
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CARICOM economic integration agenda (UNDP 2016: 25) on neoliberal economic terms. The
report does not refer to how firms or public institutions generate or utilize rents for expanding
productive capacities. This is unsurprising, given the lack of policy attention that such human
development reports and goals have paid to production matters more generally (Chang 2014). The
notion that foreign investment serves to address the major structural weaknesses of the economy
have not been borne by recent evidence, and has in part resulted in diminished production
capability (Grazzi and Pietrobelli 2017). Empirical studies also show that foreign investment by
themselves have not translated intotechnology spill-overs, and improvements in technological
capability in new sectors in the CARICOM region (Barclay 2015; ECLAC 2017).

According to ECLAC reports, foreign investment flows in the sub-region reached as high
as 10 per cent of gross domestic product totalling US$ 6.027 billion in 2014 (CEPAL 2015).
Trinidad and Tobago topped the island nations with 23 per cent of inward flows relative to GDP,
the majority of which went to its hydrocarbon sector. The Bahamas, in addition to the Eastern
CARICOM territories received the majority of investment in the tourism sector, while capital
inflows to Guyana, Jamaica, and Belize/Suriname were predominated by gold mining,
telecommunications/transport, and hydrocarbons respectively. These dynamics are intertwined
with and create tensions in generating externally propelled economies that have some degree of
dependence on foreign markets to generate growth and income (Best and Levitt 1969; Couriel and
Correa 2018; Kemp-Benedict et al. 2018). The level of economic performance that is generated
depends on the interdependencies of a number of factors including the internal structure of the
society, its current level of development, the rent management system in place, and the degree of
institutional power by domestic and transnational elites (Sprague-Sigaldo, 2017; Perry 2018). In
turn, this affects the productivity-generating capacity of the economy, a feature that was

understood by structuralists.
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Moreover, these factors are expressed in the structural heterogeneity and sharp fluctuations
in growth of CARICOM economies especially seen during the period of market liberalisation. The
evidence also shows certain dualism in the economy, as there has been shifts to slow-growth
sectors especially services, and a high concentration of employment in informal sectors, as
industrial production has slowed in several countries with a high dependence on transnational
corporations (CEPAL 2015; ECLAC 2017). This structural heterogeneity is manifested by lower
contributions of industry to growth, while increased supply-side expenditures in health and
education over time — despite the lower levels of human development and higher poverty
experienced in the CARICOM over the five years up to 2016. The CHDR characterizes the macro-
economic situation by under-developed labor markets, chronic indebtedness, high costs of food
imports, lack of economic diversification, high energy costs, and so on (UNDP 2016a). However, it
does not mention or analyse how these CARICOM economies have come to be so dependent on
external markets for so many of their goods and to generate growth. The report offers institutional
solutions to these myriad problems that are anchored in public-private partnerships that may
reinforce forms of political clientelism. Relatedly, technological fixes are promoted as a necessary
solution. The structure of labor markets has also come into relief where public employment
programmes are seen as crowding out private sector employment for political purposes rather than
efficiency gains. As a result, policy is seen not to address structural problems, but individuals’
capacity constraints to participate in labor, financial and invest in products to improve
competitiveness (Cammack 2017) outside of a social structure. Similarly, entrepreneurship, skills
and education programmes that attempt to build individual agency are favoured. From this
perspective, collective capabilities fostered through governing institutions and income distribution

linked to economic productivity are not well examined (Cimoli et al. 2017).

Accordingly, the quality of human development is affected by the change in productive
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activity, the sectoral nature of production and quality of employment generated by structural
changes (Amsden 2010; Andreoni and Chang 2017; Chang 2014). The quality of such changes has
been increasingly represented by some decoupling occurring since the early 2000s, until very
recently, between industrial contribution to GDP and the expenditures on health and education.
Health and education expenditures in this sense are proxies for the conventional human
development approach and recognized under the rubric of multidimensional progress in the CHDR.
Conversely, | argue that production factors and employment composition have consequences for
economic growth more broadly and distributions of income and wealth. Development economists
long noted the structure of economic production as causes of divergent development outcomes,
which may be changed through political intervention (Prebisch 1950), but they often paid limited

attention to quality of life factors such as health and education (Stewart 2019).

Even though the CHDR notes that lower growth may be responsible for weak employment
and labor outcomes, it does not indicate that causality may run in the other direction. In other
words, low levels of employment in a diversity of sectors of productive activity may affect the
growth pattern; it also does not illustrate why. This section offers an explanation in lieu of the
limited treatment of production and the sectoral nature of production with respect to finance,
technology and the nature of industry and the link to health and education expenditures. Even as
industrial output has stagnated, expenditures on health and education have been relatively
increasing. This relationship has direct consequences for the quality of employment and the labor
market. In this manner, structural theorists have also already noted that supply-side approaches to
education/ training initiatives do not automatically lead to improved developmental outcomes such
as better employment opportunities (Amsden 2010). While improved education and health may
support a better quality of life overall, the manner in which these public goods are delivered may

not support broader productive transformation and employment opportunities in and of themselves.
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Figure 3. The relationship between industrial production and social expenditures (% of GDP) in select CARICOM countries
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Figure 3 above in this way shows the relationship between industrial production and social
expenditures, based on available data in CARICOM countries. While the trend in certain countries
show some relative decoupling between industrial output and social expenditures, especially in
Guyana and Jamaica since 2000, and in the Bahamas and St. Kitts and Nevis after 2009. This trend
may indicate some form of hollowing out of the productive sector and the decreasing capacity for
these economies over time evinced by lower levels of output. In Barbados, this trend reverses as
the economy entered a period of austerity in 2009. Indeed, this shows that CARICOM countries
have focused to some degree on social investment, while there may be some neglect of production
expansion beyond staple service sectors, especially during the time of the Millennium
Development Goals. We indicate here the specific relationship between these governments to
dedicate greater levels of expenditure to health, education and housing, while the economy have

shown limited productive expansion overall.

Environment

While the level of productive development of an economy is linked to the possibility to
address various forms of inequality, the spectre of climate change and the disruption of extreme
weather events have implications for production-centred human development. The disproportionate
impacts to the effects of climate change and ecological disaster on economies and social groups
affect their ability to adapt and achieve a sustainable future (Diffenbaugh and Burke 2019). The
CHDR acknowledges the ‘intensity of natural and human-made disasters has increased
dramatically over the last decades, impairing human capabilities and threatening human
development everywhere’ that is especially felt in the CARICOM sub-region (UNDP 201643, 7).
This section is therefore based on Chapter 4: Economic transformation, environmentally

sustainable growth and role in multidimensional progress. In tandem with social and economic
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vulnerability, ‘environmental vulnerability” incurs costs and losses in terms of human lives,
physical and productive assets and infrastructure and the productive sectors in the region especially
in agriculture and tourism. It then diverts its attention to proposals around ‘development finance’ to
address these multiple vulnerabilities, but does not quite lay out the developmental context in
which these multiple challenges are constructed (Brooks, Grist, and Brown 2009). While the
economic cost of climate change is important for these small economies, such crude numerical data
do not capture the qualitative effects. This relates to the loss of human life, interruption of public
services, and the ensuing negative impact on the quality of life, including family disruption due to
migration, increased threat of disease, limited access to health and education services, deteriorated
infrastructure, and consequently the increased incidence of poverty due to the loss of livelihoods
(Heger et al. 2008).

Since the mid to late 1990s, the frequency of storms and hurricanes have doubled in
absolute terms, while the damage have also increased considerably with 2004 holding the position
of the most destructive year when hurricane Ivan severely devastated the eastern and northern
Caribbean®. Increasingly, more severe weather patterns like droughts and hurricanes are visiting
the CARICOM countries in more sustained ways (ECLAC 2019), especially affecting its main
productive sectors such as tourism, agriculture and mining (Bishop and Payne 2012; Mejia 2016;
Mycoo 2018). According to the report on the costs of climate change in the CARICOM region,
the effects due to increased hurricane damages, loss of tourism revenue, and infrastructure
damages, under the business-as-usual are projected at about $22 billion annually by 2050 and $46
billion by 2100 (Bueno et al. 2008). This represents between 10 and 22 per cent of the region

wide economy.

8Hurricane lvan caused damages amounting to approximately US$3.1 billion, the extent of which was equal
to about 10 per cent and more than 200 per cent in Grenada as a proportion of GDP (Heger et al. 2008).
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Based on conservative estimates, the costs in terms of losses and damages® in financial
are significant. CARICOM countries have faced the brunt: Haiti after Hurricane Matthew in 2016
(US$ 2.7 billion), the Bahamas after Hurricane Dorian in 2019 (US$ 3.4 billion losses), Barbuda
and Dominica after hurricanes Irma and Maria in 2017 (US$ 155 million and US$ 1.31 billion
respectively) (IDB 2019; ECLAC 2018b; 2018a). These climate-induced disasters are all
connected through common experiences of islandness, ecosystem exposure, slavery, colonialism,
and racialized marginalization within the global economy (Moulton and Machado 2019). During
the period 2000 and 2015, between 33 percent and 200 percent of the economic output of
CARICOM island states was devastated (World Bank 2017). In 2016, the average annual loss due
to successive and destructive hurricanes in the CARICOM region amounted to US$ 835 million
(World Bank 2016). Despite these significant losses and continuing ongoing damage, the
international community has been unwilling to provide sufficient for the costs associated with
adaptation required by CARICOM governments (Robinson and Dornan 2017). In addition, no
dedicated international financial mechanism for loss and damages due to anthropogenic climate
change current exists (Gewirtzman et al. 2018).

In September 2017 alone, successive storms hurricanes Irma and Maria devastated a
number of the CARICOM countries and associated island territories, causing widespread damage
to Barbuda, part of the country Antigua and Barbuda, the Bahamas, and Dominica and St. Kitts
(Moulton and Machado 2019). The total estimated®® cost to infrastructure damage, productive
sectors and to the social system in these countries was approximately US $5.4 billion (ECLAC

2018c). Dominica witnessed 100 per cent loss of its crops and extensive destruction to productive

° Under the United Nations Framework on Climate Change (UNFCC), loss and damage refer to the specific
category of irreversible losses (e.g. loss of life, species, land) and costly damages (e.g. destroyed
infrastructure) associated with the adverse impacts of climate change that can be considered complementary
to adaptation (Gewirtzman et al. 2018).

10 This figure also includes the British Virgin Islands.
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vegetation, and loss of livestock, while an additional 90 per cent of building structures were
damaged, where approximately 6 per cent of houses were severely damaged and 15 per cent
destroyed. Antigua and Barbuda experienced a combined loss of physical assets and productive
sector disruption, equivalent to roughly 9 per cent the country’s GDP in 2016 while Barbuda was
declared uninhabitable by the government authorities (ECLAC 2018c). These extreme events and
the losses occasioned by them show disparate effects of climate crisis and the uneven relationship

between the CARICOM region and the world economy.

Figure 4. Number of hurricanes and storms in the CARICOM region
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Even though the more Southern nations like Guyana and Trinidad and Tobago are not

significantly exposed due to their location, according to the Emergency Events database!!, they

11 See EM DAT Database at https://www.emdat.be/emdat_db/
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have in recent years been subject to acute flooding and internal calamity. Trinidad and Tobago
saw massive flooding incidents in 2018, affecting 150,000 people, and causing damage equivalent
to US$3.7 million. In 2015 and 2017, Guyana experienced severe flooding incidents that affected
202,274 people in both years, about a quarter of the total population. To increase climate
resilience, however, the CHDR focuses largely on market-mediated initiatives,linked to improving
which it views as critical to improving the region’s international competitiveness. For example,
the report states:

The expansion of the share of renewable energies in the energy mix represents an

opportunity both for decreasing the external dependence, and simultaneously creating new,

green employment opportunities within the Caribbean economies (UNDP 20164, p. 158).
In response, the CHDR recommends expanding and facilitating financial mechanisms,
technological fixes and new incentives to address issues of environmental sustainability and
fossil fuel dependence. Certainly, these proposals should be considered against the structural
nature of global financing arrangements, especially in renewables, and ongoing investment-state
relations that have largely been skewed against CARICOM countries (Atteridge et al. 2017;
Atteridge and Savvidou 2019).

h addition, the report follows current policy measures linked to financing and technical
support arrangements from agencies like the Inter-American Development Bank, among others,
including global climate funding mechanisms, that continue to emphasize improving the banking
and business climate, revitalization and investment in new exportable products linked to the
‘blue economy’, tourism, agriculture, culture and the creative economy. It also reinforces greater
efforts towards attracting external financial capital. In this sense, these are not new
recommendations. They have contributed to maintaining the current dependent position that

increases these states’ vulnerability to vicissitudes in international capital and trading markets
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(Dagher 2019; Sealey-Huggins 2017). These proposals in effect do not adequately address the
structural relationship with the global economy that Caribbean plantation scholars laid out. These
proposals may as well as the opposite effect of further deepening fiscal crises, worsening
inequality and environmental crises, as well as narrowing possibilities to develop a productive
economy that addresses the basic needs of the region’s people to improve their adaptive capacity

to endure external shocks.

Conclusion — towards new development possibilities in the CARICOM region

This assessment of the current situation of Caribbean development draws upon the debates
around structuralism and political economy of development to show its continued relevance, by
assessing the analytical, methodological content and associated policy conclusion of the 2016
Caribbean Human Development Report. This contribution puts forward a production-centred
human development approach and contends that CARICOM economies are increasingly
structurally complex and diverse and should be understood within the context of global economic
transformations. While the CHDR argues for a more market-oriented perspective of poverty, |
show that poverty and inequality in the region cannot be solely framed as a concern of low growth,
constrained consumption and exchange of goods, but rooted in the structural conditions of the
political economy and economic production. Relatedly, by focusing on human development as
multidimensional progress focussing on health and education, the CHDR has marginalized
considerations of employment and production. As erstwhile agrarian-based economies, the class
structure has emphasized racialized exploitative relationships. Since the last 50 to 60 years of
independence, these economies have moved from agriculture to minerals, oil and gas, tourism
services, and to a lesser extent, finance which are all volatile and income elastic sectors dependent

on global markets. Thus, the quality of employment and pattern of growth are further defined by
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this transition and exposure, and characterized in certain cases, especially Guyana, Jamaica, and St.
Kitts, by certain trend towards decoupling of social provisioning and productive capability. This
insight is essential as it calls into question the conventional human development approach that
focuses on market-mediated solutions and competitiveness indicators, and not on deepening
productive endeavours that can potentially transform the political and economic trajectories of
CARICOM societies.

Finally, this contribution also challenges thetemptationofmanysuchpolicystudiestogive
pre-determined answers or solutions, without consideration of the nuanced political contexts with
myriad social actors that have specific organizational capabilities and power, public sectors with
uneven institutional capabilities, differentiated developmental needs, and objectives to meeting
collective societal goals. It thus draws attention to the structural, technical and socio-political
rigidities that underlie poverty, production challenges and environmental vulnerability in the
region. The proclivity for powerful institutional actors such as regional development banks to over
prescribe and under-theorise which must be resisted. Such approaches pay less attention to
dynamics of change in these contexts and reify market-led governance approaches. There are
increasingly valid historical examples in the CARICOM region of state-led policy alternatives and
experimentation (Perry 2018) that could inspire new research and generate new policy ideas and
approaches. This assessment thus offers this starting point for (re)assessing the region’s peculiar
development circumstances that may excavate new possibilities to be considered around the issues
pertinenttothisreport. With the multidimensional challenges the region faces, newanalyses must
drawonsound and relevant frameworks and diverse intellectual capacities for CARICOM countries

to have any chance of realising a sustainable future.

34



Notes on contributor
Keston K. Perry is a Lecturer in Economics at the University of the West of England, Bristol. He
thanks the journal referees and editors for their comments and support in bringing the final

manuscript to publication.

35



References
Alkire, S., Roche, J. M., Ballon, P., Foster, J., Santos, M. E., & Seth, S. (2015). Multidimensional

Poverty Measurement and Analysis. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Amsden, A. H. (2010). “Say’s Law, Poverty Persistence, and Employment Neglect”. Journal of
Human Development and Capabilities, 11(1): 57—66.

Andreoni, A., & Chang, H.-J. (2017). “Bringing production and employment back into
development: Alice Amsden’s legacy for a new developmentalist agenda”. Cambridge
Journal of Regions, Economy and Society, 10(1): 173-187.
https://doi.org/10.1093/cjres/rsw029

Andreoni, A., & Chang, H.-J. (2018). « The political economy of industrial policy: Structural
interdependencies, policy alignment and conflict management”. Structural Change and
Economic Dynamics. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2018.10.007

Atteridge, A., Canales, N., & Savvidou, G. (2017). Climate finance in the Caribbean region’s
Small Island Developing States (No. SEI Working Paper 2017-08).
https://www.sei.org/mediamanager/documents/Publications/SEI-WP-2017-climate-finance-
caribbean.pdf

Atteridge, A., & Savvidou, G. (2019). “Development aid for energy in Small Island Developing
States”. Energy, Sustainability and Society, 9(1): 10. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13705-019-
0194-3

Barclay, L. A. (2015). Managing FDI for Development in Resource-Rich States: The Caribbean
Experience. Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.

Barrientos, A. (2009). “Labour markets and the (hyphenated) welfare regime in Latin America.
Economy and Society”. 38(1): 87-108. https://doi.org/10.1080/03085140802560553

Beckford, G. L. (1999). Persistent Poverty: Underdevelopment in Plantation Economies of the

36



Third World. Kingston, Jamaica: University of the West Indies Press.

Bernal, R. L. (1988). “The Great Depression, Colonial Policy and Industrialization in Jamaica”.
Social and Economic Studies, 37(1/2): 33-64.

Best, L. (2012). Transforming the Plantation Economy: Economic Policy and Management
Choices, Trinidad and Tobago (1950-2005). Tunapuna, Trinidad: Lloyd Best Institute of
the West Indies.

Best, L. A. (1968). “Outlines of a Model of Pure Plantation Economy”. Social and Economic
Studies, 17(3): 283-326.

Best, L., & Levitt, K. (2009). Essays on the Theory of Plantation Economy: A Historical and
Institutional Approach to Caribbean Economic Development. Kingston, Jamaica:
University of West Indies Press.

Best, L., & Levitt, Kari. (1969). Externally-propelled growth and industrialization in the
Caribbean. (Vol. 1). Montreal, Canada: McGill University, Centre for Developing-Area
Studies.

Beuermann, D., Schwartz, M., Schmid, J. P., Dippel, C., Khadan, J., Fajgenbaum, J., ... Smets, L.
(2018). Nurturing Institutions for a Resilient Caribbean. Washington, D.C.: Inter-American
Development Bank.

Bishop, M. L. (2015). “State capacity and International Politics.” In Public Administration and
Policy in the Caribbean, edited by I. D. Minto-Coy & E. Berman, 229-243. New York,
NY: CRC Press.

Bishop, M. L., & Payne, A. (2012). “Climate Change and the Future of Caribbean Development”.
The Journal of Development Studies, 48(10): 1536-1553.

Brooks, N., Grist, N., & Brown, K. (2009). “Development Futures in the Context of Climate

Change: Challenging the Present and Learning from the Past”. Development Policy Review,

37



27(6): 741-765.
Bueno, R., Elizabeth A. Stanton, & Frank Ackerman. (2008). The Caribbean and climate change —
the costs of inaction. http://www.sei-us.org/climate-and-

energy/Caribbean_Inaction_Cost.htm

Cammack, P. (2017). “The UNDP, the World Bank and Human Development through the World
Market”. Development Policy Review, 35(1): 3-21.

Caribbean Development Bank. (2018). Regional Economic Summary 2018.
https://www.caribank.org/publications-and-resources/resource-library/economic-
reviews/regional-economic-summary-2018

Carrington, E. (1977). “Industrialization in Trinidad and Tobago since 1950”. In Readings in the
political economy of the Caribbean: A collection of reprints of articles on Caribbean
political economy with suggested further readings, edited by N. Girvan & O. Jefferson
(Eds.). Trinidad and Tobago: New World Group.

CEPAL (2015). Foreign Direct Investment in Latin America and the Caribbean 2015.
https://repositorio.cepal.org//handle/11362/38215

Chang, H. (2014). “Hamlet without the prince of Denmark : How development has disappeared
from today’s ‘development’ discourse.” In Global Governance at Risk edited by D. Held
and C. B. Roger, 129-148. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.

Cimoli, M., & Porcile, G. (2016). “Latin American structuralism: The co- evolution of technology,
structural change and economic growth.” In Handbook on Alternative Theories of
Economic Development, edited by E. S. Reinert, J. Ghosh, and R. Kattel, 228-239.
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Cimoli, M., Porcile, G., Martins Neto, A., Sossdorf, F., Cimoli, M., Porcile, G., ... Sossdorf, F.

38



(2017). « Productivity, social expenditure and income distribution in Latin America”.
Brazilian Journal of Political Economy, 37(4): 660—679.

Couriel, A., & Correa, E. (2018). “External Constraints on Development in Latin America: Theory
and Practice”. International Journal of Political Economy, 47(1): 83-91.

Dagher, R. (2019). “Policy space under a constraining combination — open economies, austerity
and small island states”. Third World Quarterly, 0(0): 1-20.

Diffenbaugh, N. S., & Burke, M. (2019). Global warming has increased global economic
inequality. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 201816020.

Eckstein, D., Hutfils, M. L., & Winges, M. (2018). Global Climate Risk Index 2018: Who Suffers
Most From Extreme Weather Events? Weather-related Loss Events in 2016 and 1997 to
2017 [Briefing Paper].
https://www.germanwatch.org/sites/germanwatch.org/files/Global%20Climate%20Risk%2
0Index%202019 2.pdf

ECLAC. (2011). Study on the vulnerability and resilience of Caribbean Small Island Developing
States (SIDS). https://repositorio.cepal.org//handle/11362/38568

ECLAC. (2017). Foreign Direct Investment in Latin America and the Caribbean 2017.
https://www.cepal.org/en/publications/42024-foreign-direct-investment-latin-america-and-
caribbean-2017

ECLAC. (2018a). Caribbean development report: A perusal of public debt in the Caribbean and its
impact on economic growth. https://www.cepal.org/en/publications/43312-caribbean-
development-report-perusal-public-debt-caribbean-and-its-impact

ECLAC. (2018b). The Caribbean Outlook 2018 (No. LC/SES.37/14).
https://repositorio.cepal.org/bitstream/handle/11362/43581/1/S1800300_en.pdf

ECLAC. (2018c, March). Irma and Maria by numbers. Focus: Magazine of the Caribbean
39



Development and Cooperation Committee (CDCC), (1).

https://repositorio.cepal.org/bitstream/handle/11362/43446/1/FOCUSIssuelJan-

Mar2018.pdf

ECLAC. 2018b. ‘Preliminary Overview of the Economies of Latin America and the Caribbean
2017’. CEPAL. https://www.cepal.org/en/publications/42652-preliminary-overview-

economies-latin-america-and-caribbean-2017.

ECLAC. (2019). Preliminary Overview of the Economies of Latin America and the Caribbean
2018. https://www.cepal.org/en/publications/44327-preliminary-overview-economies-latin-
america-and-caribbean-2018

Edwards, Z. (2017). “No Colonial Working Class, No Post-Colonial Development: A
Comparative-Historical Analysis of Two Oil-Rich Countries”. Studies in Comparative

International Development. 53: 477-499. D0i:10.1007/s12116-017-9255-9.

Evans, P., & Heller, P. (2015). “Human Development, State Transformation, and the Politics of the
Developmental State”. In The Oxford Handbook of Transformations of the State edited by
S. Leibfried, E. Huber, M. Lange, J. D. Levy, and J. D. Stephens, 691-713. Oxford, UK:

Oxford University Press.

Farrell, T. M. A. (1982). Small size, technology and development strategy. St. Augustine, Trinidad
& Tobago: Department of Economics, University of the West Indies.

Felice, E. (2016). “The Misty Grail: The Search for a Comprehensive Measure of Development and
the Reasons for GDP Primacy”. Development and Change, 47(5): 967-994.

Fischer, A. M. (2015). “The End of Peripheries? On the Enduring Relevance of Structuralism for
Understanding Contemporary Global Development”. Development and Change, 46(4):

700-732. https://doi.org/10.1111/dech.12180.
40



https://repositorio.cepal.org/bitstream/handle/11362/43446/1/FOCUSIssue1Jan-Mar2018.pdf
https://repositorio.cepal.org/bitstream/handle/11362/43446/1/FOCUSIssue1Jan-Mar2018.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/dech.12180

Gewirtzman, Jonathan, Sujay Natson, Julie-Anne Richards, Victoria Hoffmeister, Alexis Durand,
Romain Weikmans, Saleemul Hug, and J. Timmons Roberts. 2018. “Financing Loss and
Damage: Reviewing Options under the Warsaw International Mechanism”. Climate Policy
18 (8): 1076-86. https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2018.1450724.

Girvan, N. (2006). “Caribbean Dependency Thought Revisited”. Canadian Journal of
Development Studies / Revue Canadienne d’études Du Développement, 27(3) : 328-352.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02255189.2006.9669151

Girvan, N. (2012). “Social Movements Confront Neoliberalism: Reflections on a Caribbean
Experience”. Globalizations, 9(6): 753-766.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2012.739350

Gomez, O. A., Gasper, D., & Mine, Y. (2016). “Moving Development and Security Narratives a
Step Further: Human Security in the Human Development Reports”. The Journal of
Development Studies, 52(1): 113-129. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2015.1081176

Grazzi, M., & Pietrobelli, C. (2017). Firm Innovation and Productivity in Latin America and the
Caribbean - The Engine of Economic Development. Washington, D.C. and Basingstoke,
UK: Inter-American Development Bank, Palgrave Macmillan.

Green, M., & Hulme, D. (2005). “From correlates and characteristics to causes: Thinking about
poverty from a chronic poverty perspective”. World Development, 33(6): 867—879.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2004.09.013

Hasmann, R., & Klinger, B. (2009). Policies for Achieving Structural Transformation in the
Caribbean (No. IDB-DP-163). https://competecaribbean.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/06/2-Policies-for-Achieving-Structural-Transformation-in-the-
Caribbean-Hausmann-Klinger.pdfcompetecaribbean.org/resources/private-sector-

development/policies-achieving-structural-transformation-caribbean/

41



Heger, M., Julca, A., & Paddison, O. (2008). Analysing the Impact of Natural Hazards in Small
Economies: The Caribbean Case (No. 025). Helsinki, Finland: UNU-WIDER.
https://ideas.repec.org/p/unu/wpaper/rp2008-25.html

Hickey, S., Sen, K., & Bukenya, B. (2015). The Politics of Inclusive Development: Interrogating
the Evidence. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Hirschman, A. O. (1958). The Strategy of Economic Development. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Hulme, D., & Shepherd, A. (2003). “Conceptualizing Chronic Poverty”. World Development,

31(3): 403—423. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(02)00222-X

IDB. 2019. ‘Assessment of the Effects and Impacts of Hurricane Dorian in the Bahamas (Executive
Summary)’. Washington, D.C.: Inter-American Development Bank.
http://idbdocs.iadb.org/wsdocs/getdocument.aspx?docnum=EZSHARE-1256154360-486.

Kemp-Benedict, E., Drakes, C., & Laing, T. J. (2018). “Export-Led Growth, Global Integration,
and the External Balance of Small Island Developing States”. Economies, 6(2): 35.
https://doi.org/10.3390/economies6020035

Khan, M. H. (2018). Institutions and Asia’s development: The role of norms and organizational
power. https://www.wider.unu.edu/sites/default/files/Publications/Working-
paper/PDF/wp2018-132.pdf

Lewis, L. (2013). “Introduction: Sovereignty, Heterodoxy and the last desperate Shibboleth of
Caribbean nationalism.” In Caribbean Sovereignty, Development and Democracy in an Age
of Globalization edited by L. Lewis, 1-16. New York, NY: Routledge.

Lin, J. Y. (2012). New Structural Economics. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-8955-3

Marshall, D. (2008). “The New World Group of Dependency Scholars: reflections on a Caribbean
42


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(02)00222-X

avant-garde movement”. In The Companion to Development Studies edited by V. Desai &
R. B. Potter, 102-106. New York, NY: Routledge.

McKenzie, R. A. (2005, March). Structuralist approaches to social & economic development in the
English speaking Caribbean. Conference presented at the 6th Annual SALISES
Conference : Governance, Institutions and Economic Growth: Reflections on Sir Arthur
Lewis’ Theory of Economic Growth, Mona, Jamaica. https://eprints.kingston.ac.uk/36115/

Mejia, S. A. (2016). Gone with the Wind; Estimating Hurricane and Climate Change Costs in the
Caribbean (No. 16/199). Washington, D.C.: International Monetary Fund.

Moulton, Alex A., and Mario R. Machado. 2019. “Bouncing Forward After Irma and Maria:

Acknowledging Colonialism, Problematizing Resilience and Thinking Climate Justice”.

Journal of Extreme Events 06 (01): 1940003. https://doi.org/10.1142/S2345737619400037

Munroe, M. A, & Blake, D. K. (2017). “Governance and disorder: Neoliberalism and violent
change in Jamaica”. Third World Quarterly, 38(3): 580-603.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436597.2016.1188660

Mycoo, M. A. (2018). “Beyond 1.5 °C: Vulnerabilities and adaptation strategies for Caribbean
Small Island Developing States”. Regional Environmental Change, 18(8): 2341-2353.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-017-1248-8

Ngo, C. N. (2016). “Developmental Rent Management Analysis: Learning, Upgrading, and
Innovation”. Journal of Economic Issues, 50(4): 1045-1068.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2016.1249749

Ngo, C. N., & McCann, C. R. (2018). “Rethinking rent seeking for technological change and
development”. Journal of Evolutionary Economics. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00191-018-
0591-3

Ocampo, J. A. (2001). Raul Prebisch and the development agenda at the dawn of the twenty-first

43


https://doi.org/10.1142/S2345737619400037

century. Santiago, Chile: Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean.
https://repositorio.cepal.org/handle/11362/10833

Perry, K. K. (2018). “The Dynamics of Industrial Development in a Resource-Rich Developing
Society: A Political Economy Analysis. Journal of Developing Societies”. 34(3), 264-296.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0169796X18786136.

Perry, Keston K. 2020. “Innovation, Institutions and Development: A Critical Review and
Grounded Heterodox Economic Analysis of Late-Industrialising Contexts”. Cambridge

Journal of Economics 44 (2): 391-415. https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/bez049.

Prebisch, Raul. 1950. “The Economic Development of Latin Ameriea and Its Principal Problems”.
New York: United Nations.

https://repositorio.cepal.org/bitstream/handle/11362/10079/S6200129.pdf?sequence=L1.

P10J. (2014). Comprehensive Assessment of Jamaica’s Progress Towards the MDGs A Review of
Policies and Programmes. Planning Institute of Jamaica.

Robert, V., & Yoguel, G. (2016). “Complexity paths in neo-Schumpeterian evolutionary
economics, structural change and development policies™. Structural Change and Economic
Dynamics, 38: 3-14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2015.11.004

Robinson, Stacy-ann, and Matthew Dornan. 2017. ‘International Financing for Climate Change
Adaptation in Small Island Developing States’. Regional Environmental Change 17 (4):
1103-15. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-016-1085-1.

Saad-Filho, A. (2005). “The Rise and Decline of Latin American Structuralism and Dependency
Theory”. In Origins of Development Economics: How Schools of Economic Thought
Addressed Development edited by J. K.S & E. S. Reinert, 128-145. London: Zed Books.

Schincariol, V. E., Barbosa, M. S., & Yeros, P. (2017). “Labour Trends in Latin America and the

Caribbean in the Current Crisis (2008—2016)”. Agrarian South: Journal of Political
44


https://doi.org/10.1177/0169796X18786136
https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/bez049

Economy, 6(1): 113-141. https://doi.org/10.1177/2277976017721319

Selwyn, B. (2018). The Struggle for Development. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.

Singer, H. W. 1950. “The Distribution of Gains between Investing and Borrowing Countries”. The
American Economic Review 40 (2): 473-85.

Stewart, F. (2019). “The Human Development Approach: An Overview”. Oxford Development
Studies, 47(2): 135-153. https://doi.org/10.1080/13600818.2019.1585793

Teichman, J. (2019). “Inequality in Twentieth-Century Latin America: Path Dependence,
Countermovements, and Reactive Sequences”. Social Science History, 43(1): 131-157.
https://doi.org/10.1017/ssh.2018.29

UNDP. (2004). Regional Report on the Achievement of the Millennium Development Goals int the
Caricom Community. https://www.cepal.org/mdg/docs/RegionaMDGCaribbean.pdf

UNDP. (2012). Caribbean Human Development Report 2012: Human Development and Shift to
Better Citizen Security. New York, NY: United Nations Development Programme.

UNDP. (2014). Human Development Report 2014: Sustaining Human Progress: Reducing
Vulnerabilities and Building Resilience. New York, NY: United Nations.

UNDP. (2016). Human Development Report for Latin America and the Caribbean 2016.
https://www.undp.org/content/dam/trinidad_tobago/docs/Regional%20Human%20Develop
ment%20Report%20for%20Latin%20America%20and%20the%20Caribbean%202016.pdf

Vernengo, M. (2006). Technology, Finance, and Dependency: Latin American Radical Political
Economy in Retrospect”. Review of Radical Political Economics, 38(4): 551-568.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0486613406293220

Werker, E. D. (2013). Learning from Double-Digit Growth Experiences.
https://www.hbs.edu/faculty/Pages/item.aspx?num=44955

Whitfield, L. (2012). “How Countries Become Rich and Reduce Poverty: A Review of Heterodox

45



Explanations of Economic Development”. Development Policy Review, 30(3): 239-260.
World Bank. 2016. “World Bank Group Engagement with Small States: Taking Stock’.
Washington, D.C: World Bank Group.
http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/en/244361475521083722/Small-States-Stocktaking-
2016.pdf.
World Bank. 2017. “Hurricanes Can Turn Back the Development Clock by Years”. World Bank.
11 September 2017. https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2017/09/11/los-huracanes-

pueden-retrasar-reloj-del-desarrollo.

46



