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Grenada Revolution: (30) Years After: 
An Introduction

Wendy C. Grenade
University of the West Indies, Cave Hill Campus, BARBADOS

This special volume of the Journal of Eastern Caribbean Studies (JECS) 
uses the benefit of over thirty years hindsight to revisit the discourse on the 
Grenada revolution. It builds on a conversation that began at the 33rd Annual 
Caribbean Studies Association Conference in San Andres, Colombia in May 
2008 on a panel Transcending Silence: Revisiting Grenada 30 years later. 
This special volume is intended primarily for two audiences. Thirty years 
on, there is a generation that has come of age in Grenada and the Caribbean, 
who is generally unfamiliar with the Grenada revolution. The essays in 
this special volume specifically target this audience. The second audience 
represents those persons who lived through the period but can benefit from a 
fresh gaze on Grenada, with thirty years hindsight.

This special volume consists of seven articles that represent a variety of 
insights on the Grenada revolution and its aftermath. The contributors bring 
together the debate from multiple levels, several theoretical strands and 
viewpoints. The broad theoretical frame includes Jamesian political thought 
and revolutionary theory. The volume also features insider perspectives on 
the Grenada revolution, its implosion and political developments in post 
revolutionary Grenada.

In the first essay, Tennyson Joseph applies a Jamesian perspective to analyse 
the Grenada revolution. He argues that the Grenada revolution adopted 
theoretical assumptions and tactical approaches that were rooted in the 
experiences of early twentieth century Russia that showed little awareness of 
original Caribbean Marxist thought. Joseph applies the theoretical insights 
of C.L.R. James to understand the lessons of the demise of the Grenada 
revolution and possibilities of future progressive projects in the Caribbean. 
Horace Campbell then analyses the challenges for revolutionary change 
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in the Caribbean. Campbell examines critical concepts such as memory, 
self organisation, self-emancipation and fractal theories of revolution. He 
focuses on four revolutions: the Haitian, Cuban, Rastafarian and Grenadian 
revolutions and counter revolutions and seeks to conceptualise revolutionary 
change for the next twenty-five years by shedding light on the Zapatistas to 
the Bolivarian Revolution. 

David Hinds then discusses the implications of the Grenada revolution for 
the Caribbean left. He argues that the Grenadian revolution and its demise 
had a profound effect on the region’s political trajectory and in particular on 
left-wing political parties. Using the case of the Working People’s Alliance 
(WPA) in Guyana, Hinds examines how the WPA navigated the political 
challenges it confronted in Guyana during the period 1983-1992.  In the 
essay that follows, Wendy Grenade uses the demise of the revolution as the 
point of departure to reflect on politics in post-revolutionary Grenada (1984 
to 2008). The main contention is that despite attempts to break from the past, 
the ghost of the revolution haunts Grenada’s post-revolutionary landscape. 

Patsy Lewis then reconstructs recollections of October 19, 1983.   This piece 
invokes the memory of the 1983 crisis and provides a particular perspective 
of the 1983 events as they unfolded on Fort Rupert. What follows is an 
interview that Wendy Grenade conducted with Bernard Coard, former 
Deputy Prime Minister of the People’s Revolutionary Government (PRG), 
at the Richmond Hill Prison in October 2008. In this interview Coard reflects 
on the radical 1970s in the Caribbean and throughout the Third World. He 
centres the anti-Gairy struggle in Grenada within the larger anti-imperialist 
and anti-dictatorial struggles of the Caribbean left. He points to the highs and 
lows of the 1979-83 period and argues that despite committing fratricide, 
the revolution has placed its stamp on Grenada and the Caribbean that is 
indelible as it is permanent. He admits, however, that the revolutionaries 
made many grave errors. This interview by no means seeks to represent the 
‘truth’. However, given Coard’s central role in the PRG and in the implosion 
of the revolution, his voice adds an insider’s perspective to the discourse. 
This interview is among one of the final interviews Coard gave while in 
prison prior to his controversial early release on September 5, 2009 (along 
with the remaining six prisoners who were convicted for the murder of 
Maurice Bishop and others in 1983). 
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The volume concludes with a speech by Prime Minister Ralph Gonsalves 
of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, on the occasion of the naming of the 
Maurice Bishop International Airport (MBIA) in Grenada in May 2009. 
Gonsalves argued that the spirit and ideas of Maurice Bishop were alive and 
flourishing among the people of Grenada and the Caribbean. He applauded 
the naming of the airport as an act of the Grenadian people ‘coming home 
to themselves out of their agony and compromises, their pain and joys, and 
their triumphs and defeats of the past’. 

The special issue brings into sharp focus the centrality of the Grenada 
revolution and offers a timely collection of articles as a contribution to the 
ongoing debate on the Grenada revolution. 
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C.L.R. James’ Theoretical Concerns and the 
Grenada Revolution: Lessons for the Future

Tennyson S. D. Joseph
University of the West Indies, Cave Hill Campus, BARBADOS

Abstract

Many of the theoretical assumptions and tactical approaches of 
the Grenada revolution were rooted in the experiences of early 
Twentieth Century Russia.  The internal debates within the Grenada 
revolution largely ignored the pre-and post-Stalin theoretical 
debates within Communism, and showed little awareness of original 
Caribbean Marxist thought.  This was reflected in the limited impact 
of the Caribbean’s foremost Marxist theoretician, C.L.R. James, on 
the revolutionary process in Grenada, despite the fact that James’ 
theoretical contributions addressed concerns which bore direct 
relevance to the later implosion of the Grenada revolution, and to a 
post-Stalinist global Marxism.  This article therefore seeks to apply 
the theoretical insights of C.L.R. James to understanding the lessons 
of the collapse of the Grenada Revolution and in pointing the way 
towards the possibilities of a future anti-systemic project in the 
Caribbean. 
 
Keywords: political theory, Grenada, revolution, C.L.R. James, Marxism, 
Socialism.

Copyright © Sir Arthur Lewis Institute of Social and Economic Studies, UWI, (Cave Hill), 
2010
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Introduction

This article utilises the historical moment of the thirtieth anniversary of the 
US invasion of Grenada and the overthrow of the Grenada revolution to re-
examine the theoretical lessons of the revolution, as the region enters what 
appears to be a deepening crisis of global capitalism.  It has centred on the 
theoretical concerns of C.L.R. James for a number of reasons.  Not only was 
C.L.R. James one of the leading Marxist theoreticians from the Caribbean, 
but, in their reluctance to rely on his ideas, the architects of the Grenada 
revolution revealed some critical weakness whose implications need to be 
explored in the process of  a review of the Grenada revolutionary experience.  
Secondly, the exploration of the ideas of James is relevant in a review of 
the Grenada experience because of James’ insistence on the formulation of 
post-Stalinist and post-Leninist interpretations and understandings of the 
relationship between party and mass, the notion of democratic centralism, 
the meaning of socialist democracy and several other critical features of 
the twentieth century revolutionary experience which were important in the 
rise and fall of the Grenada revolution.  Finally, James’ ideas are critical to 
the delineation of a post-Stalinist Marxist Socialist alternative.  Given the 
trauma of the Caribbean left, both as a result of the overthrow of the Grenada 
revolution and secondly as a result of the global reversal of Communism, 
the perspective which James had outlined, the basis for his arguments, and 
equally importantly, the relatively early timing of his pronouncements, make 
his lessons particularly relevant to the post-revolution Grenada analysis of 
radical options and alternatives.  

The article will therefore do the following:  Section II will present the 
central assumptions and approaches of the Marxist thought of C.L.R. James 
highlighting in particular those questions which have direct relevance for the 
dénouement of the Grenada revolution, and for the later collapse of Marxism 
and the construction of a post-Stalinist socialist alternative.  Section III will 
engage directly with applying C.L.R. James’s Marxist perspective to the 
Grenada experience.  Finally, Section IV will shift its gaze to the future, 
showing how the ideas of C.L.R. James can assist in clarifying the future 
Marxist revolutionary possibilities beyond the Stalinist, and Russian model 
which had inspired Grenada.  The final section will also focus on the realities 
of the present which explain and justify James’ optimism in a post-Stalinist 
revolutionary future. 
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Marxism, Post-Communism and the Theoretical Ideas of C.L.R. James

The State and Socialism

There is no area as critical to understanding the relevance of James’ ideas 
to the Grenada revolution, as James’ perspective on the role of the state 
in the establishment of socialism.  This question has been the focus of 
much disagreement among revolutionary forces from the very inception 
of Marxist political theorising and, indeed, many of the errors which have 
occurred in actually existing socialism have come about as a result of an 
erroneous attitude adopted towards the state and its role in the construction 
of socialism.

There has been common agreement in all revolutionary quarters that the 
capitalist state is “nothing but a committee for managing the common affairs 
of the whole bourgeoisie” (Marx and Engels 1968, 5).  The capitalist state is 
seen, not as a neutral arbiter among contending interests, but as an instrument 
whose essence lies in the safeguarding and enhancement of the interests of 
the economically dominant class.  The area of disagreement however has 
been over the method or mechanism through which this specific feature of 
capitalist existence can be overcome in the establishment of socialist society.  
Indeed, one of the early debates among revolutionary intellectuals - the 
Anarchist-Marxist debate - revolved around the role and nature of the state 
in a post-capitalist order.  While the anarchist camp led by Bakunin called 
for the immediate dissolution of the state, the Marxist camp advocated the 
proletarian seizure of state power as a necessary prelude to its withering 
away (Engels 1978, 339-340).  Similarly, the Marxist-Revisionist debate, 
between Lenin and English revisionism in particular, was also concerned 
with the question of state power.  It was primarily a debate over the means 
through which state power could be seized by the workers but never fully 
addressed the question of the implications of the existence of the state as it 
impacts upon the establishment of socialism (Wallerstein 1984, 51).

Where C.L.R. James enters the debate on the role of the state in facilitating 
socialist revolution, it is his absolute disillusionment with the state as a 
mechanism through which socialist development can be initiated that comes 
to the fore.  In James, it is the “withering away of the state”, rather than the 
seizure of state power that is the dominant concern.  James is insistent that a 
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state system which was characterised by the alienation of the majority from 
decision making, the absence of avenues for democratic expression, the 
existence of standing armies and para-military units standing over and above 
society, could never be considered socialist.  To James, socialism can only 
be said to have been realised after the bourgeois state, both in its structure 
and in its functions, has ceased to exist and has been replaced by organs 
that guarantee proletarian participation, ownership and control.  In outlining 
the differences between Stalinist politics and that of a new revolutionary 
international, James (1992, 199) writes that,

the Stalinists seek to establish themselves in the place of the rival 
bureaucracy.  The Fourth International must not seek to substitute 
itself in the place of these, not after, not during nor before the conquest 
of power.  Theory and practice are governed by the recognition of 
the necessity that the bureaucracy as such must be overthrown.

James writes further that,

the Stalinist state, the Nazi state and, in their varying degrees, all 
states today, based upon property and privilege, are the negation 
of the complete democracy of the people. It is this state which is to 
be destroyed, that is to say, it is this state which is to be negated by 
the proletarian revolution.  Thus the inevitability of socialism is the 
inevitability of the negation of the negation (James 1980b, 79-80).

What is profound and significant about James’ insistence on the “withering 
away” of the state is that it anticipates the later perspectives of writers like 
Immanuel Wallerstein (1984) who have questioned the viability of socialism 
as a single state project.  James, like Wallerstein, is aware that socialism 
cannot be truly achieved in one country existing within the confines of a 
dominant world capitalist economy, and like Toffler (1981), argues that 
it cannot be built on a mode of production which has not qualitatively 
superseded the industrial-capitalist mode of production.  James (1992, 198) 
writes that “although completely centralised capital ‘in a given country’ 
can plan, it cannot plan away the contradictions of capitalist production.”  
Further, in State Capitalism and World Revolution, James (1986, 38-39) 
argues that,
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the whole tendency of the Stalinist theory is to build up theoretical 
barriers between the Russian economy and the economy of the rest 
of the world.  The task of the revolutionary movement, beginning in 
theory and... reaching to all aspects of political strategy, is to break 
down this separation.  The development of Russia is to be explained 
by the development of world Capitalism and specifically capitalist 
production in its most advanced stage in the United States. 

This suggestion on the part of James was based on his awareness that a 
socialist state structure would have to be qualitatively superior in terms of 
the existence of avenues for direct participation in decision making and 
implementation, and in the abolition of worker alienation, than that which 
exists within a capitalist framework.  It would also have to be constructed on 
a mode of production which represented a qualitative leap from the capitalist 
mode of production.  Similarly, a qualitatively different state structure, which 
ensures wider popular participation and which dispenses with the division of 
labour in all spheres of life, would have to come into existence.  

Whatever the new state form created, James always felt that the only relevant 
criteria for determining whether or not a socialist form had come into 
existence, was the extent to which workers participated in and controlled 
the decision making process, particularly at the level of production.  Indeed, 
James’ categorisation of the Stalinist bureaucracy as “state capitalism” was 
based on the effectiveness of that bureaucracy in exploiting the proletariat 
along capitalist lines.  Thus, James writes of the division of labour in the 
context of state instituted socialism that,

this is capitalist production, this hierarchy.  The special functions are 
performed “within the conditions of production themselves by special 
agents in opposition to the direct producers”.  These functionaries, 
acting against the proletariat in production, are the enemy.  If this 
is not understood, then workers’ control of production is an empty 
phrase (James 1992, 191-192).

In this regard, James’ category, state capitalism, seems appropriate because 
it encapsulates the reality that socialism cannot be said to have been 
established in individual state units existing in a unified global capitalist 
economy based on an industrial mode of production and, as a result, limited 
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by the constraints of that economic reality.  Far from signalling the arrival 
of socialism, James viewed the Stalinist state bureaucracy as a specific and 
necessary stage in the development of capital.  James (1986, 116) asks,

But didn’t this bureaucracy develop out of the working class?  It did 
and it could only have developed out of the working class.  It is a 
product of the modern mass movement, created by the centralisation 
of capital, and holds its position only because of this movement.  
At the same time it cannot conceive the necessity for abolishing 
the division of labour in production, the only solution to the crisis 
in production.  By a remorseless logic, therefore, representation 
of the proletariat turns into its opposite, administration over the 
proletariat.

The Jamesian concept of state capitalism therefore, rejects unequivocally 
any claim that nationalisation of the means of production in a given territory 
equates the construction of socialism.  State ownership by itself is not an 
automatic guarantee that the worker would have a more direct input in all 
aspects of production and distribution.  Moreover, nationalisation by the 
state succeeds only in enlarging the scope and power of the state and ensures 
the creation of “special agents in opposition to the direct producers.”  What 
is needed is a situation where ownership and control are not undertaken on 
behalf of the workers by an alien and abstract organisation, but a system 
where workers own and control the productive sectors directly in their own 
organisations (James 1992, 199; James 1937, 28; Glaberman 1992, 46-47). 

The Party And Socialism

James’ rejection of the state form as an instrument of socialist construction 
meant logically that the political party - of whatever variety - was not, 
in his perspective, seen as the mechanism through which working class 
empowerment could be achieved.  From the Jamesian perspective, the 
contradiction surrounding the political party as an instrument of liberation 
was two-fold.  

Firstly, the principle of representation upon which the political party is based 
is a product of the division of labour shaped by the industrial-capitalist 
mode of production.  Thus, the very Taylorite system of separation between 
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management and labour (thinking and being) which socialism needs to 
overcome, is incorporated into very the structure of the party itself (Toffler 
1981, 61).  Much of James reflections on the role of the party in socialist 
revolution were expressed in terms of his analysis of the meaning and 
relevance of the Leninist Vanguard party, an institution which was important 
to the Grenadian experience.  In Notes on Dialectics James (1980a) stresses 
that the separation between the “proletariat as being” and the “proletariat 
as knowing” which the party symbolises, is no longer necessary and should 
be done away with.  Writing of the Leninist vanguard party James, Lee and 
Chaulieu (1958, 94) argued that Lenin’s party model had been transformed 
into its opposite, and had now become an instrument of oppression: 

the Bolshevik party of Lenin was the greatest political party the 
modern world has known... But even this party in the last analysis 
was a type of parliament with representatives of the workers divided 
into debating factions, increasingly removed from the actual 
conditions of social and particularly proletarian life.  Today a party 
on that model in an advanced country can be nothing else but an 
instrument of oppression, tyranny and acute failure.

Secondly, because the political party is concerned with the acquisition of 
state power, its raison d’être ultimately limits the extent to which it can serve 
as a vehicle for social transformation and socialist construction.  Indeed, 
James had realised that the political party, because of this fixation on the 
control of state power, has often served as a barrier to spontaneously created 
worker socialist democracy.  Thus, from the Jamesian perspective, periods 
and episodes of socialist organisation such as the Paris commune (1871), 
the Russian soviets (1905 and 1917) and the Hungarian workers’ councils 
(1956) have always been crushed by “revolutionary” governments bent on 
the strengthening of state power (Arendt 1963, 250-251; James, Lee and 
Chaulieu 1958).  Arendt (1963, 252-253) states that,

each time they appeared they sprang up as the  spontaneous organs 
of the people, not only outside of all revolutionary parties but 
entirely unexpected by them and their leaders...[T]hey were utterly 
neglected by statesmen, historians, political theorists and most 
important, by the revolutionary tradition itself... [T]hey failed to 
understand to what an extent the council system confronted them 
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with an entirely new form of government, with a new public space 
for a new freedom which was constituted and organised during the 
course of the revolution itself.

From this perspective, the existence of such organs of working class democracy 
make the party unnecessary for they perform all the political functions of the 
party, and go much further in that they perform the executive functions of 
government as well (Lenin 1943, 40-42; Albert and Hahnel 1978, 329). It 
is for these reasons that in all periods of revolutionary struggle, where such 
councils existed, they met with hostility on the part of the party.  Arendt 
realises that such conflict between workers’ councils and parties is inevitable 
due largely to the statist orientation of the party.  Arendt (1963, 260) notes 
that the party being

firmly anchored in the tradition of the nation-state... conceived of 
revolution as a means to seize power...  What actually happened 
however, was a swift disintegration of the old power, the sudden 
loss of control over the means of violence, and, at the same time, the 
amazing formation of a new power structure which owed its existence 
to nothing but the organisational impulses of the people themselves.  
In other words, when the moment of revolution had come, it turned 
out that there was no power left to seize, so that revolutionists found 
themselves before the rather uncomfortable alternative of either 
putting their own pre-revolutionary “power”, that is, the organisation 
of the party apparatus, into the vacated power centre of the defunct 
government, or simply joining the new revolutionary power centres 
which had sprung up without their help.

It is for these reasons that James advocated the transcendence of the political 
party.  James was aware that the party by its structure and function was a 
bourgeois, and by extension, an anti-proletarian organisation.  He argues 
that,

the modern political party, whatever its policy or program, the 
moment it takes hold of any government, whatever its democratic 
intentions, becomes a system and a method and an organisation 
which is opposed to the masses of the people (James 1966, 28).
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He was aware too that, existing within every party, is a contradiction 
between the party as government and the party as mass mobilisation.  These 
two functions are mutually incompatible and though they may manifest 
themselves independently as functions of the party it is not possible to do 
so simultaneously.  Whilst the “government did not give any power to the 
party” and it is the “party that gave power to the government”, the two exist 
in constant conflict because the government, being placed “in the middle 
of the battle” needs to make concessions, compromises and retreats at the 
expense of the party and the people who form the party (James 1977, 176).  

To James, the only resolution to this contradiction was through the 
transcendence of the party and the creation of worker organisations which 
mirror, in terms of structure and function, the historical examples of the 
commune, soviets and workers’ councils.  It is for these reasons that James 
is adamant that Lenin’s writings in What is to be Done? (1969) and the 
“theory and practice of the vanguard party, of the one party state, is not... the 
central doctrine of Leninism” (James 1964, 3).  It is for these reasons also 
that Miliband (1983, 159) is able to maintain that the “extraordinary fact, 
given the whole cast of Lenin’s mind, is that the political element which 
otherwise occupies so crucial a place in his thought, the party, receives such 
scant attention in “The State and Revolution”.  This is also why  Belle (1994, 
100-101) insists that,

we really miss the central contribution and example of Lenin when 
we ossify his category and make it a fetish and fail to appreciate 
that it was his mastery of dialectical negation that preserves 
Lenin’s outstanding historical role in and contribution to the labour 
movement... For Lenin should be appreciated in the “Why? he 
introduced the vanguard” not in the vanguard itself.

Free Creative Activity - Working Class Organisation

It is clear from these reflections that, from the perspective of C.L.R. James, 
very little hope was placed in the party’s role in the seizure of the bourgeois 
state, and in the construction of socialism.  James, instead, advocated 
unfettered mass activity as the only guarantee that the bourgeois state 
would not only be seized, but overthrown and replaced by new socialist 
structures.  James was insistent that the historical significance of the Paris 
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commune, the Russian soviets and the Hungarian workers’ councils should 
not be missed.  To James, these were obviously far superior as organs of 
working class democracy, than both the state and the political party.  James, 
writing on the Hungarian revolution, observes that its leading characteristic 
was that “political parties and trade unions had nothing whatever to do with 
it.  It was established by workers’ councils in every department of national 
life” (James 1960, 90).  Writing in Facing Reality, James, Lee and Chaulieu 
(1958, 7) observe that,

the Secret of the Workers’ councils is this.  From the very start of the 
Hungarian revolution, these shop-floor organisations of the workers 
demonstrated such conscious mastery of the needs, processes and 
interrelations of production, that they did not have to exercise any 
domination over people.  That mastery is the only basis of political 
power against the bureaucratic state.  It is the very essence of any 
government which is to be based upon general consent and not 
on force.  The administration of things by the workers’ councils 
established a basic coherence in society and from this coherence they 
derived automatically their right to govern.  Workers’ management 
of production, government from below and government by consent 
have thus been shown to be one and the same thing.

These features were not peculiar to the Hungarian workers’ councils.  They 
had been identified in the Russian soviets by Lenin.  According to James, it 
was the reappearance of the soviets in the heat of the revolutionary struggle 
of 1917, after they had burst on the scene in 1905, that convinced Lenin that 
Russia was ready for socialism.  Thus James quotes Lenin as saying that,

the soviets are a new state apparatus, which... provide an armed 
force of workers and peasants; and this force is not divorced from 
the people as was the old standing army, but is fused with the people 
in the closest possible fashion... [T]his apparatus by virtue of the 
fact that it is elected and subject to recall at the will of the people 
without any bureaucratic formalities, is far more democratic than any 
previous apparatus.  [I]t provides the possibilities of combining the 
advantages of parliamentarianism with the advantages of immediate 
and direct democracy, that is of uniting in the persons of the elected 
representatives of the people both legislative and executive functions.  
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Compared with bourgeois parliamentarianism, this represents an 
advance in the development of democracy which is of historical and 
world-wide importance (in James 1986, ix-x).

It is on this basis therefore that James was able to develop and insist on 
his notion of “free creative activity” of the proletariat as being the basis 
of overcoming the bureaucratisation of the petty bourgeois state and party 
forms.  James was always quick to point out that in all great periods of 
change, it has always been the underclasses which have taken the most 
decisive steps towards dismantling the old order (James 1977, 105).  The 
working classes have always proven themselves to be more farsighted and 
revolutionary than any other revolutionary class (James, Lee and Chaulieu 
1958, 92-93).  This is why to James the establishment of socialism can only 
be the work of the working class itself and not that of representatives of that 
class. James notes that,

the idea that the emancipation of the workers will be the work of the 
workers themselves is the literal and total truth.  It is not enough to 
say that the working class alone has the necessary force to realise its 
emancipation, as if the working class were the steam of an engine with 
intellectuals as mechanics and engine drivers.  The reality is that it 
is the working class alone which is able to produce the organisation, 
the forms, and the ideas which this emancipation demands (James, 
Lee and Chaulieu [1958] 1974, 91).

All of these reflections on the part of James, have direct relevance to the 
revolutionary experience in Grenada.  James’ awareness of the limitations 
of single state-led socialism in the context of a global  capitalist system, 
his rejection of the state and party as genuinely revolutionary institutions 
and his awareness of their structural limits as instruments of proletarian 
transformation, his clarification of the new forms of proletarian democracy 
which would serve as the revolutionary alternative, his concern to resolve 
the contradiction between “party as being” and “party as consciousness” as 
well as his rejection of the Stalinist bureaucratic “state capitalism” were all 
important lessons for the Grenada revolution.
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C.L.R. James and the Grenada Revolution: The Lessons

Of the several analyses of the demise of the Grenada Revolution, the 
view that the implosion was caused by the struggle between two mutually 
opposed views of socialism seems to provide the most useful framework 
for the analysis of the events surrounding the disruption of the Grenada 
revolution.  Indeed, the framework of analysis which identifies a struggle 
between structures of popular socialist democracy and those of state-oriented 
mechanisms has been applied to the study of past episodes of revolutionary 
struggle, and is by no means unique to Grenada.  As John La Rose (1985, 
3) notes,

Grenada is not the first place in this century, following from the 
October Revolution in 1917, that revolutionary power has been 
seized, then could not be consolidated and was lost.  The liberating 
waves of the October Revolution in Russia in 1917 rippled out 
to other countries and inspired revolutionary uprisings and the 
formation of soviets in Bavaria, Germany and Hungary in 1919, but 
power was not held for very long.  This power lasted for months, not 
years as in Grenada.

Such a perspective is the foundation upon which C.L.R James’ socialist 
thought is based.  It is such an outlook which must inform any attempt to 
analyse and understand the events which occurred in Grenada from the early 
1970s to the year 1983 when the internal collapse of the Grenada revolution 
paved the way for the invasion of the country by the USA.  The validity 
of this perspective lies in the fact that it recognises that during periods of 
transformation, the struggle operates on two levels.  Not only is there a 
struggle waged by a new political elite seeking to replace the old, but there is 
also a struggle by the underclass to smash completely those very structures 
which the new elite is seeking to occupy (James 1977; Arendt 1963).

It is for this reason that a Jamesian analysis of the Grenada Revolution should 
begin, not in 1979 when the state apparatus was seized by the People’s 
Revolutionary Government (PRG), but from the early 1970s when a very 
conscious and deliberate process was set in motion which had as its main aim 
the supersession of the old state structures and their replacement by structures 
of popular democracy, as witnessed in the programmes and activities of 
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the early anti-Gairy groups such as the Movement for the Advancement 
of Community Effort (MACE), the Movement for the Assemblies of the 
People (MAP), and the Joint Endeavour for Welfare and Educational 
Liberation (JEWEL).  Such an emphasis found concrete expression in the 
1974 “independence” manifesto of the New Jewel Movement (NJM) which 
was framed with the assistance of Jamesian scholar Franklyn Harvey (see 
Marable 1987, 208).  The Manifesto stated unequivocally that,

since politics deals with the making of decisions, and since politics 
is largely the process which decides who gets what, where, how 
and when, New Jewel does not consider it to be the function of an 
“exclusive club”. NJM stands solidly behind Peoples’ Assemblies 
as the new form of government that will involve all the people all 
the time.  Through this form, people will be assured of both their 
political and their economic rights.  To us, Peoples’ Assemblies will 
bring in true democracy (NJM Manifesto 1974, 9).

The Manifesto stated further that the NJM was,
rejecting the party system for many reasons.  Firstly parties divide 
the people into warring camps.  Secondly the system places power 
into the hands of a small ruling clique.  That clique victimises and 
terrorises members of the other party.  Thirdly the ruling elite seizes 
control of all avenues of public information, for example, the radio 
station and use them for its own ends.  Finally, and most important 
it fails to involve the people except for a few seconds once in every 
five years when they make an “X” on a ballot paper (NJM Manifesto 
1974, 9).

Support for the perception of the early moments of the Grenada revolution 
as genuinely anti-elitist democratic movements can be found in the political 
programmes of the main parties in the anti-Gairy struggle.  The concrete 
activity of these groups seemed to adhere to the political programmes 
presented to the 1973 Congress by the MAP delegates which held that 
their sole aim was “the organisation of a mass movement to seize political 
power” and that “the strategy and tactics” that they had to adopt at that 
period was the “mass uprising” (Sandford 1985, 13).  The activities of 
MACE, MAP and JEWEL, and later the NJM, were consciously geared 
towards an enlargement of democracy in Grenada, the political education 
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of the Grenadian masses through the medium of the mass meeting, and 
the soliciting of the involvement of the Grenadian masses in every stage 
of the struggle through mass demonstrations.  Moreover, the emphasis on 
the establishment of assemblies of the people was a concrete attempt at 
superseding the old centralised state structures and at creating mechanisms 
of popular democracy (Hodge and Searle 1981, 23-24).  The fact that this 
demand formed a major part of the agenda of the Grenada revolution and 
remained on that agenda until the demise of the revolution is by far the most 
significant political development to have occurred in Grenada and indeed the 
entire Caribbean in the period leading up to the invasion of the country by 
the United States of America.

It is this populist-democratic outlook which characterised the politics of 
Maurice Bishop and his supporters and marked them out from the state-
party orientation of Bernard Coard and his supporters (Sandstrom 1988).  It 
is this difference in the perception of socialism rather than the more popular 
“personality differences” or “power hunger” explanations which account 
for the internal struggle and the eventual demise of the Grenada revolution 
(Sandstrom 1988, 22; 41).  As Marable (1987, 250-251) notes,

what actually distinguished the two factions were their conflicting 
definitions of “socialism”, and their profound difference over 
the relationship between the party and the masses... For Bishop, 
Radix and the NJM founders, socialism meant the self-conscious 
development and empowerment of workers and farmers.  Bernard 
Coard and the NJM cadre closest to him perceived the revolutionary 
process differently.  [T]hey tended to view the problems of the 
revolution from the tradition of statist socialism: emphasis on 
individual incentives to promote productivity; the pursuit of central 
planning and an all-inclusive economic program for society; a 
hierarchical system of decision making; a firm conviction that all 
power should reside within the party organisation.

The outlook of the Coard faction can be discerned from the content of the 
activities which preoccupied this group when compared to those of the earlier 
movements of the Grenada revolution.  A group known as the Organisation 
for Research, Education and Liberation (OREL) was founded by Coard in 
1974 and it functioned as a secret study group within the NJM.  One of the 
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main aims of OREL ‘was to promote a more consistent Marxist-Leninist 
line within the party’.  OREL, in its publication, The Spark, also advocated 
“violent revolution as the only means of political change in Grenada.  
OREL also implied that its perspective was the only correct one, and that if 
necessary the people would have to be forced to be free” (Dujmovic 1988, 
11). Writing on the membership and activities of OREL, Sandford (1985, 
29) observes that,

having gathered around himself a band of loyal supporters and 
schooled them in Leninist theory and technique, Bernard Coard kept 
them close to him as a personal power base.  In subsequent years 
the young revolutionaries - men like Liam “Osowu” James, Leon 
“Bogo” Cornwall, Basil Gehagen and Ewart Layne, inexperienced 
in grass-roots work among the people but dedicated to the cause 
of class struggle and revolution - would become leading advocates 
within the party for “Marxist-Leninist standards of discipline” and 
strict adherence to the lessons of the Soviet revolution.  Unlike 
Bishop, Whiteman and the older leaders their constituency was not 
the Grenadian people but rather the party organisation.

It is the dominating influence of such an outlook which is perhaps responsible 
for Bernard Coard’s curt dismissal of C.L.R. James as a “neo-Trotskyist” 
(Marable 1987, 215).  Later, when the Grenadian crisis was coming to a 
head and the Grenadian masses were becoming increasingly restless over 
the incarceration of their leader, Bernard Coard was reported to have replied 
to George Louison’s plea that the Grenadian masses would never accept the 
new situation without a struggle, with the following retort:

The people can march, they can demonstrate, and we won’t stop 
them.  But they’ll get tired.  Gairy let them march and demonstrate 
almost daily for two months in 1973 and 1974.  The same happened 
in Trinidad in 1970.  The masses will get tired and life will return to 
normal.  And we will continue the revolutionary process, on a more 
Marxist, more Leninist footing (Marable 1987, 260).

It is clear therefore that the Coard’s approach when juxtaposed alongside the 
theoretical prescriptions of C.L.R. James, recalled the organisation versus 
spontaneity or the centralisation versus democratisation debates which found 
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expression in the Lenin-Luxemburg disagreement over the vanguard party 
model or in the later Trotsky-Stalin controversies.  What is clear however, 
is that Coard’s tendency was consistent with that of the statist oriented 
“socialist” whose primary aim, as stated earlier, is to occupy the position held 
by the former controller of state power rather than to smash these and replace 
them with new structures more suited to working class empowerment. The 
socialism envisaged by such revolutionaries is one which is imposed upon 
a passive people rather than one which seeks and encourages their active 
participation and support at every stage of the process. 
 
There are many factors which account for the deliberate transformation of 
the NJM from being a party which was concerned with the mobilisation of 
mass support to a closed, secret, conspiratorial vanguard party, “limited to 
the exigency of seizing state power” (Ambursely 1983, 205).  The failure 
of the mass demonstrations and general strikes of 1973-74, following the 
“bloody Sunday” beatings of Maurice Bishop, Hudson Austin and other 
NJM leaders, resulted in a reassessment of the role and strategy of the NJM.  
The fact of the beatings themselves, and the increasing acts of repression and 
brutality on the part of the Gairy regime against the members and leadership 
of the NJM, impressed upon the party the need for such a reassessment.  
Of key importance, too, in accounting for the transformation of the NJM 
is the fact that the party, although being a major catalyst in contributing to 
some of the demonstrations of 1973-74, had been left out of the Committee 
of 22 which had been the major force behind the demonstrations, deciding 
when they would end, and excluding the NJM on the grounds that it, the 
committee, wanted to remain a “non-partisan” body (Sandford 1985, 19).  
The analysis of this situation by the NJM reveals the factors which influenced 
the transition within the party and, by implication, provides an indication as 
to the direction in which the party was headed.  The leadership of the NJM 
felt that,

the root cause for the failure of the 1973-74 revolution... was the 
backwardness of the economic structure of Grenada, resulting in a 
strong petty bourgeoisie and an under-developed, ideologically weak 
working class.  This in turn led to ideological and organisational 
weakness on the part of the NJM itself:  an “ultra-leftist” tendency 
characterised by over-reliance on spontaneous revolutionary action by 
the masses themselves.  The party had failed to organise and lead the 
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exploited masses, particularly the working class, as an independent 
force with its own tactics.  Consequently, the bourgeoisie had been 
able to “sell out” the revolution when it grew alarmed at the NJM’s 
mobilisation of the masses (Sandford 1985, 20).

It is clear therefore that the main factor contributing to the transformation 
of the NJM into a Leninist vanguard party was the increasingly more urgent 
need to topple the Gairy regime and to seize state power.  The NJM’s elevation 
of this aim into an all-consuming priority rendered the old strategy and 
tactics of the party wholly untenable.  It is clear too that the internal conflict 
within the NJM, and the subsequent demise of the Grenada revolution itself, 
was a result of the conflict between the old populism and the new need to 
structure the party along “Marxist-Leninist” lines (Sandstrom 1988, 20).  
The increasing impatience of the Coard faction, which had grown in stature 
and importance within the party as a consequence of the shift to Leninism, 
with the “ideological backwardness” of the populist faction, accounts for the 
schism which developed within the party and for the subsequent implosion 
of the Grenada revolution.  As Sandford (1985, 197) writes,

the NJM’s failure to resolve this conflict between populism and 
communism, contributed to its self-destruction.  The presence of 
Bishop as a popular leader long after the party had moved beyond 
him ideologically was an aggravating factor.

This shift to “Leninism” had many consequences for the development of the 
revolutionary process in Grenada, of which arguably, the most disastrous 
was the alienation of the Grenadian masses from the revolutionary process.  
The party became increasingly divorced from the people of Grenada.  As 
Meeks (1993, 151-153) observes:

This was the central tension on the final lap to insurrection.  Each 
Leninist measure which made the party more capable of taking power, 
also increased its tendency towards hierarchical decision-making and 
enhanced the autonomy of the leadership both from ordinary party 
members and the people... If Leninism was the necessary ingredient 
for victory then it had to be implemented.  Leninism prepared the 
party for insurrection, but also at the same time it made it more 



C.L.R. James’ Theoretical Concerns and the Grenada Revolution 21

hierarchical.  The populist elements in the Jamesian approach had 
been thrown out with its tactical weaknesses.

Closely related to this was the fact of the shrinking membership of the NJM 
as increasingly more rigid criteria for membership of the party became 
implemented.  This was a direct result of the party’s new conspiratorial outlook, 
its need for secrecy and the desire to maintain the character of a Leninist 
vanguard party comprising a small clique of dedicated revolutionaries.  As 
La Rose (1985, 5) observes,

in a country in which the mass struggle against Gairy had seen 
demonstrations of 20,000 people in a population of just over 100,000 
and massive demonstrations of popular support for the People’s 
Revolutionary Government after March 13th 1979, there was an 
entire membership of less than 200 in the New Jewel Movement 
[by 1983].

The shift in the ideological orientation of the NJM resulted in a situation 
where the problems facing the party were blamed unswervingly on the 
absence of a strict Leninist perspective within the party.  This outlook was 
to persist with ever greater force once the NJM had seized political power 
and was confronted with the problems of administering the state.  As Meeks 
(1993, 178) observes, 

at each turning point in the Grenada revolution, the leadership, 
almost instinctively sought to solve problems and crises from above.  
In 1982, with Coard’s resignation, the answer was to intensify 
Leninism.  In July 1983, with increasing fear of foreign intervention 
and a demoralised population, this again was the first response.  When 
revolt within the party threatened everything, the leadership at last 
recognised a deeper crisis, but the first answer was again on course.  
This inability to escape from a deeply-entrenched cumulative and 
available ideological context of Leninism and hierarchy and not the 
chimera of conspiracy was the critical element in the denouement of 
the revolution.

With such developments within the NJM, the stage had been set, by the time of 
the seizure of power in 1979, for a conflict between the party and state organs 



22 Journal of Eastern Caribbean Studies

and the people of Grenada seeking to maintain the independent development 
of their organisations (Ambursely 1983, 214-215).  The increasing demands 
of the party to control every aspect of political development in Grenada 
relegated the popular assemblies to a public relations role and left them 
with no power for concrete decision making (La Rose 1985, 6).  It can 
perhaps be concluded that the Grenada Revolution had come to an end long 
before October 1983.  The events which led to the subsequent occupation 
of Grenada by the armed forces of the United States were merely a more 
overt enactment, on the Grenada public stage of a performance which had 
taken place behind the scenes within the thin ranks of the ruling clique of the 
Peoples’ Revolutionary Government.  The uprising of the Grenadian people 
to force the release of their leader serves as the most poignant indication of 
the turn which the Grenada Revolution had taken.  As Fidel Castro (1983, 6) 
had pointed out, the Revolutionary Military Council (RMC) formed after the 
slaying of Maurice Bishop was “morally indefensible” since,

the party, the government and the army had divorced themselves 
from the people, it was also impossible to defend the nation militarily, 
because a revolutionary war is only feasible and justifiable when 
united with the people.

From a Jamesian perspective, therefore, the attack on the Grenadian people 
by the People’s Revolutionary Army (PRA) can be interpreted as a mere 
re-enactment of a process which had unfolded elsewhere in the twentieth 
century where the army had come out in support of the party against the 
people.  As Dujmovic notes, “the PRA was the true defender of the revolution, 
as in Hungary 1956, Czechoslovakia in 1968, and Poland in 1981, the army 
fulfilled its duty to save the party” (Dujmovic 1988, 19).

The lesson that has to be learned from the Grenada experience as far as the 
establishment of socialism is concerned is that the movement for socialism 
cannot be divorced from the movement for democracy.  This is particularly 
true in the English-speaking Caribbean, where all the major advances in 
the political development of the masses of the population – from the 
abolition of slavery to decolonisation – have been measured in terms of the 
degree of democratic rights and freedoms, and civic, social and economic 
empowerment that has accrued to previously disenfranchised people.  From 
the Jamesian perspective the movement for democracy and the movement 
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for socialism are not mutually exclusive, but are inextricably intertwined.  
Socialism cannot be “decreed from above” but must involve the active 
participation of the people at every stage of the process.  As Marable (1987, 
248), echoing Rose Luxemburg, notes,

without democracy, democratic centralism becomes the rationale for 
authoritarianism.  A rupture can occur between the dominant tendency 
of a party and the working class which it claims to represent.  The 
party’s leadership then must place the masses under ‘revolutionary 
manners’.  It was Bishop’s tragedy that “during the years the NJM 
was preparing itself for the exercise of power [he] advocated, or 
permitted, lines of action, which contributed to the strengthening 
of a narrow ideological outlook in the party”.  He never anticipated 
that this growing political intolerance could be turned against him, 
or the people.  

C.L.R. James and the Revolutionary Future – 30 years after Grenada

These reflections, upon both C. L. R. James theoretical perspective, as well 
as the Grenada experience, provide a basis upon which a brief examination 
of the revolutionary moment and possibilities in the twenty-fifth year after 
the collapse of the revolution can be undertaken.  In undertaking this review, 
the method and perspective of James will be applied to understand the 
revolutionary possibilities in the Caribbean post-Grenada.  In undertaking 
this task, it is clear that the great value of C.L.R. James’ political thought 
remains his constant reminder that revolutionaries need to be focused, at 
all times on what constitutes the universal of the socialist movement.  
James was always insistent that one had to draw a strict line between that 
Universal which is the ultimate end to which the movement is directed - the 
liberation of mankind from every basis of exploitation and domination - and 
the Particulars, that is, the specific tactical approaches and organisational 
means adopted on the road to the realisation of the universal.  It is for this 
reason that James was always able to maintain a degree of revolutionary 
optimism in future possibilities.  Developments which were considered as 
“setbacks” or “defeats” were scoured by James to identify the embryonic 
possibilities for new modes of revolutionary expression which could assist 
mankind’s oppressed populations in their long march towards freedom and 
self-liberation (James 1980a).  
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James’ commitment to the universal and his willingness to constantly 
re-examine the particular provides a firm basis for the analysis of the 
transformations occurring within the global political economy today and 
facilitates a continued application of Marxist analysis to account for such 
transformations.  His analyses of the politico-economic and technological 
transformations in his lifetime were always governed by the more pertinent 
question of the relevance of such transformations to the workers’ movement.  
It was James’ firm belief that the basis of socialism lay in the appropriation 
and further development of the products of capitalism by the working class 
in the interest of the working class.  All the technological advances in 
capitalism, in James’ view, provide a more solid material basis for the future 
construction of socialism.  It is for this reason that the concept of an “invading 
socialist society” - a gradual and barely recognised, daily development - was 
a favourite conception of James in explaining the anticipated transition to 
socialism (James, Forest and Stone 1972).  

When looked at in this light, the much feared “globalisation”, which has 
defined Caribbean development post-Grenada can be seen as presenting 
the basis for the establishment of a global proletariat, a global proletarian 
consciousness and by extension, a global socialism which transcends the 
“Socialism in One Country” of Russia, China, Vietnam, Cuba, Nicaragua 
and Grenada and the many socialist revolutions which dotted the map in the 
mid-twentieth century.  It is only through globalisation that genuine socialist 
internationalism and Marx’s war cry of “Workers’ of the World Unite!” can 
be realised concretely.  In this sense, for example, although the establishment 
of the capitalist world market has resulted in unprecedented human suffering 
for the majority of the world’s population, it has laid the technological and 
material basis for the distribution of resources on a socialist basis to all of 
mankind.  Thus, as Wallerstein (1984, 24-25) observes,

the capitalist development of the world economy itself moves towards 
the socialisation of the productive forces.  There is an organisational 
(as opposed to political) imperative, in which the full achievement 
of capitalist relations of production - through its emphasis on the 
increase of relative surplus value and the maximum efficiency (free 
flow) of the forces of production - pushes towards a fully planned 
single productive organisational network in the world economy.
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Further, Wallerstein sees the post-Cold War “victory of capitalism” as opening 
a process through which the internal contradictions within capitalism have 
now been able to manifest themselves at the global level.  According to 
Wallerstein (1984, 55),

...the full triumph of capitalist values is a sign, indeed, the sign of the 
crisis of capitalism as a system.  Capitalism has never historically 
operated in the mode its ideology dictates, because it cannot... The 
universalisation of the law of value is precisely what will make it 
finally impossible to maintain the “mystical veil” of commodities, 
what will complete the process of the “destruction of the protecting 
strata.”  This will happen because the contradictory processes of 
the current phase of the capitalist world-economy will have so 
thoroughly demystified the techniques of domination that they will 
render them politically untenable.

Similarly, Belle (1994) has identified the global movement towards capitalism 
and neo-liberalism as being a vindication of both Immanuel Wallerstein and 
C.L.R. James. Belle (1994, 106) observes that,

we have seen with our own eyes the rise today indisputably of a global 
system of world capitalism.  Soviet socialism has collapsed and Islam 
is “under manners.”  Wallerstein says this world-economy has been 
there for five hundred years.  Buttressing this system as presently 
formulated are economic integration movements on a continental 
scale.  In these all the same lie... one of the contradictions of the 
new world order.  Let us remember James’ “Other of Stalinism”: 
“The Other of Stalinism is an international socialist economic order, 
embracing from the start whole continents”. How else should we get 
there but maybe through the present historical farce of a new world 
order, with its regional integration movements led by the European 
Economic Community, the I.M.F. and the World Bank?

Today, in 2010, it is fair to say that the “mystical veil” has been ripped 
off the face of capitalism and the “farce” has been exposed.  The current 
crisis of American capitalism revolving (initially) around the financial 
sector suggests that capitalism may now be entering the point at which it is 
beginning to perish.  The Fukuyama-like triumphalism post-Gorbachev has 
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been toned down, and pessimism has gripped the very centres of capitalism 
itself.  A cursory reading of the financial pages will reveal that all forecasts 
indicate that the so-called “credit crisis” and “oil price crisis” and “food 
cost” crisis present a possibility of deep structural reversal in the continued 
viability of capitalism as an economic system.  The twenty-first century has 
opened with a crisis of capitalism which, though still in its infancy, in some 
of its aspects, has been raising comparisons to the experience of the great 
depression (see Blaine and Strott 2008).  Indeed, the desperate adoption of 
the very state-led intervention (as seen in  the seven hundred billion dollar 
bailout of the financial sector) which had been so vigorously condemned and 
fought against for two and a half decades before the current crisis, can be 
seen as a concrete example of the process of the ideological collapse of the 
alternative to socialism. 

It is also true to say that the years since the collapse of the Grenada Revolution 
have seen the region move from one development challenge to another, 
resulting from the region’s adjustment to the global market demands, and 
the dismantling of the socio-political relations which had sustained the 
Caribbean economies in the immediate post-colonial period (see Joseph 
1997).  However, despite the adjustments to globalisation and neo-liberalism, 
the expected benefits have not materialised.  Whilst the global and regional 
bourgeoisie have enjoyed the political freedom to pursue their objectives 
without the obstructions from a vibrant Caribbean left alternative, it is the 
Caribbean poor and working class which have had to shoulder the burden of 
adjustment and which have been continually called upon to make sacrifices 
in the expectation of future hardship.  
   
However, economic crises by themselves cannot resolve the difficulties of the 
Caribbean left.  Any resurgence of the left, must involve a deep and objective 
examination of Caribbean Marxism leading up to and beyond the Grenada 
revolution.  In this regard, as the warnings of C.L.R. James have shown, 
serious consideration must be given to the organisational models, tactics and 
approaches which have hitherto defined the Caribbean left.  Indeed, one of 
the clearest places in which the crisis of Marxism in the Caribbean can be 
identified, is in the specific organisational and tactical mechanisms adopted to 
defend, protect and advance the political interests of the Caribbean working 
class.  A vacuum has been created by this failure, and a major part of the 
crisis of Marxism lies in its hesitation in reformulating and developing new 
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organisational and tactical mechanisms better suited to the specific stage of 
development of global capitalism.  The crisis of Marxism lies in the nature 
of its response to the present challenges faced by workers; it does not lie in 
the fact that a Marxist response is no longer possible, viable or necessary.  In 
the words of McAfee (1991, 244),

the Stalinist version of the vanguard party and the bureaucratic 
socialist state have been widely discredited.  Yet the socialist 
ideal that places the needs of people in front of the right of private 
property is far from dead.  The placing of the collective good ahead 
of individual gain also resonates with the values of many traditional 
societies.  At the same time, the democratic ideal of a society in 
which ordinary people have a say in the decisions that affect their 
lives, and civil liberties are honoured, is also very much alive.

It is a similar continued insistence on the attainment of the universal, in 
spite of the temporary crisis within the particular, which should inform the 
Jamesian response (see Joseph 1994).  A Caribbean Marxist response to the 
present dilemma facing the state should seek to strengthen and encourage 
the development of popular, community, non-governmental organisations 
and groups, since these represent the nearest approximation of a worker-
oriented, democratisation of Caribbean politics.  Such a development serves 
to strengthen the Marxist call for the “withering away of the state” by 
placing greater emphasis on the empowerment of society.  However, the 
“retreat” of the Caribbean state, although it opens up immense possibilities 
for the pursuit and achievement of socialist objectives, also presents the 
very imminent possibility of the further entrenchment of capitalist social 
and economic relations and a more complete amalgamation of the Caribbean 
economy into a global capitalist economy, creating the possibility of a total 
recolonisation of the region (Raghavan 1990).  
The reality though, is that the battle lines for future struggle are now 
becoming clear.  The euphoria over the collapse of European Communism 
had begun to subside in the Caribbean by the late 1990s (see Midget 1998).  
Up to the late 1990s, the region had not reaped the expected benefits from 
the uni-polar world of global capitalism, and more recently, capitalism 
has entered a period of deep crisis, which is affecting the daily lives of all 
Caribbean people.  The left, which had for several decades been forced 
into reflection, has seen the emergence of Venezuela as a major force in 
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the region under Hugo Chavez, and that country is now beginning to offer 
development alternatives which can be tapped into by the more progressive 
leadership in the region.  (Similar tendencies are also evident in the wider 
Latin-American sub-continent).  These are structural realities which have 
not existed since the demise of the Grenada revolution.  Thirty years after 
the revolution therefore, some new structural possibilities for non-capitalist 
options are now presenting themselves.  

A Jamesian response to the present crisis of Marxism and the continued 
stagnation of the working class movement lies in encouraging the working 
class to adopt new forms of organisational structures which are more 
appropriate to the present stage of capitalism.  The achievement of this 
goal, will necessarily involve a struggle between rank-and-file workers and 
their representatives in both political parties and trade unions.  The new 
organisational structures should seek to address the specific weaknesses 
created by the division-of-labour within the party and trade union, and 
the general shortcomings of representative politics, as well as addressing 
the distortions resulting from the separation of politics and economics, 
a reality furthered by the separate aims and functions of political parties 
and trade unions within Caribbean society.  The new thrust of Caribbean 
Marxism should also aim at effecting a more fundamental economic and 
political democratisation of Caribbean society. All of these concerns, had 
been part of the original thrust of the Grenada revolution.  However, the 
revolution collapsed and failed on the basis of the organisational choices 
and methods which it adopted.  Years before the NJM was even conceived, 
C.L.R. James had been clarifying some of the very critical questions which 
became important in Grenada, albeit in the context of the debates within 
European Marxist circles.  There is very little evidence to suggest that the 
Grenadian revolutionaries paid much attention to his ideas and work.  Today, 
the political thought of C.L.R. James still remains among the most lucid 
indications of the continued validity of the Marxist approach in attaining 
many of the goals of the Caribbean left.  In reflecting on Grenada, thirty 
years later, we would do well to read the thought of James, alongside our 
analysis of the concrete lessons of the Grenada revolution.
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‘It Takes a Revolution to make a Solution,’ Bob Marley.

Introduction

This article arises out of a discussion on the concepts of revolution and 
revolutionary change in the Caribbean thirty years after the Grenadian 
revolution. Grenada is a small island in the Eastern Caribbean that gained 
international notoriety in 1979 when a small group from the New Jewel 
Movement (the New Joint Endeavour for Welfare, Education, and Liberation) 
(NJM) led by Maurice Bishop seized power in a bloodless change over of 
government. For four years this small group held state power in this territory 
of over 100,000 persons. 

During this period the NJM embarked on a number of social reforms relating 
to universal health care, universal adult education and moving to provide 
food, shelter and clothing for the Grenadian peoples.  Though the leadership 
had proclaimed that the reforms were revolutionary, the economy was still 
based on the export of primary commodities and tourism. There were no 
fundamental breaks with the old colonial production relations. Despite this 
limitation, the reforms in Grenada were far reaching enough to garner support 
from other parts of the Caribbean and from the Cuban political leadership. 

Copyright © Sir Arthur Lewis Institute of Social and Economic Studies, UWI, (Cave Hill), 
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As self-proclaimed revolutionaries, the Grenadian political leaders were 
propelled in the midst of the global struggles against capitalism and were 
being called upon to make alliances at the global level. Within four years 
of this experiment the Grenadian revolution imploded as a result of internal 
contradictions. The US military opportunistically seized upon this implosion 
and invaded Grenada in October 1983. Thereafter, the US Government 
seized the ideological offensive to assault ideas of revolutionary change 
in the Caribbean region. While the Grenadian reversal was based on a one 
week military invasion, the counter revolutionary offensive of the Reagan 
administration in the Caribbean and Central America was unrelenting, 
with genocidal atrocities carried out in El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, 
Nicaragua and other parts of the region. In many ways, the Caribbean 
societies have not recovered fully from this onslaught. 

At the intellectual level there was another assault; one on the very idea 
of independence in the Caribbean. Using the Cuban revolution as the 
foil, the spokespersons and ideologues of radical conservatism sought to 
dominate the intellectual spaces in an attempt to silence serious discussions 
on revolutionary ideas and revolutionary change. Despite the history of 
revolutionary changes in the region the mantra of Margaret Thatcher, ‘there 
is no alternative’ to capitalism was reproduced in literature, arts and in the 
social sciences. Yet in the spaces of the Caribbean that allowed for such 
activities there were organisations and movements that emerged to continue 
to call for profound transformations, or in the words of Frantz Fanon, a 
‘change in society from top to bottom.’ 1 

One of the outstanding issues in the discussion of revolutionary change in the 
Caribbean is the place of armed struggles in the transformation of society. 
Our discussions on the Grenadian revolution had taken place on the island 
of San Andreas in Colombia at the Annual Caribbean Studies Association 
(CSA) conference in May-June 2008.  Colombia is a meeting point of 
different elements of Caribbean and Latin American history, cultures and 
experiences. In this society of Colombia, there are groups that call themselves 
revolutionaries. One group, in particular, called the Revolutionary Armed 
Forces of Colombia (FARC) has been waging armed struggles in Colombia 

1 See Lewis Ricardo Gordon, T. D. Sharpley-Whiting Fann: A Critical Reader, Blackwell 
Publishers, London 1996 page 108.
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for over forty years. For a long period in the sixties and seventies the 
idea of revolutionary change in the Caribbean was associated with armed 
military struggles. Supposedly, this armed struggle was only valid if the 
revolutionaries declared themselves to be Marxist Leninists in a vanguard 
party. Shortly after the CSA conference in June 2008 the experiences of 
armed struggles were brought to international attention when some hostages 
held by the FARC were ‘rescued’. Hugo Chavez, the President of Venezuela, 
used the occasion to call on the FARC to suspend armed struggles. 

The discussion on the Grenadian revolution and revolutionary change 
afforded an opportunity to break the silences among Caribbean intellectuals 
on revolution and revolutionary change. This article is an attempt to grasp 
the quantum leaps in the consciousness of the Caribbean peoples in relation 
to self determination, independence, cooperation and social transformation. 

The article will agree with the view of C. L. R James that the Caribbean has 
always stood at the crossroads of human transformations being endowed 
with the knowledge and skills of humans from every corner of the globe. 

The introduction seeks to engage new conceptual tools that are being 
offered in the area of revolutionary thought to seek to link up with the 
historic revolutionary traditions of the peoples of the Caribbean. It is 
in this introduction where the article seeks to lay out a new theoretical 
terrain relating to social transformations and the collateral ideas of peoples 
consciousness and political actions. In this sense the transformations are 
linked to the conscious activities of the producers who want a new world 
order. It is the transformation where the working people ‘who have eyes 
and ears’ will chose to look back in order to look forward.  Looking back 
draws on the memories of revolution and counter revolutionary changes in 
the Caribbean. This analysis also clarified the differences between the liberal 
democratic revolution of the United States and thoroughgoing revolution of 
the peoples of Haiti. In this looking back the article seeks to understand the 
importance of memory. 

According to one Stanford Encyclopaedia, memory is “a label for a diverse 
set of cognitive capacities by which humans and perhaps other animals 
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retain information and reconstruct past experiences, usually for present 
purposes.” 2  

The use of the memory of revolutionary change for the present purpose of 
setting in motion a new revolutionary period is very much part of the global 
political concept. In the simplest definition memory is defined as “the mental 
faculty of retaining and recalling past experience.” 

Memory is also central to the concept of recursion. This concept of recursion 
is receiving more attention in the field of social sciences and in the field of 
computer sciences. Ron Eglash developed this concept of recursion as one 
of the core principles of fractal geometry. 3  In this article our task is to draw 
from the memories of revolution in the Caribbean in order to make choices 
for the future of the Caribbean. There will be the attempt to draw on the 
numerous memories of the different peoples of the Caribbean. Within these 
memories will be an attempt to draw out the emancipatory traditions and to 
distinguish these traditions from the traditions of enslavement, indentureship, 
colonialism and exploitation. 

From these traditions it can be understood that there are many ways forward 
for the people in the quest for liberation and independence. These choices 
have been made clear by the experiments in Haiti, Mexico, Cuba, Nicaragua, 
with the on-going revolution nested within Rastafari cultures and the 
Bolivarian revolution. 

The discussion on revolution has been deepened by new ideas on revolution 
and the stark choices being placed before humans in the face of the neoliberal 
logic that sustained the imperial hegemony of the United States. The global 
capitalist depression along with the sharp intervention by the US state to prop 
up the capitalist classes brought back questions of nationalisation within the 
discussion of transition. These changes at the political and economic levels 
are on-going while political leaders have emerged in the Caribbean and 
Latin America searching for new forms of economic cooperation. This is the 
context for this submission reflecting on what we mean by revolution thirty 

2 Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/memory/
3 Ron Eglash 1999 African Fractals: Modern Computing and Indigenous Design, Rutgers 
University Press.
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years after the Grenadian experience.  It was C.L. R. James, who in reflecting 
on the spurts, leaps and catastrophes associated with revolutionary change in 
the Caribbean, saw a clear linkage in the search for freedom from Toussaint 
L’ Ouverture to Fidel Castro. 4   James was noting the impact of enslavement 
and the colonial economy in stimulating revolutionary thought and action.  
Tim Hector (2000:6) one of the leaders of the progressive movements in 
the Caribbean had this to say in the wake of the demise of the Grenadian 
revolution: 

The Caribbean people will move again and when they move, they 
will move to [ensure] democratic control of [their] economics and 
politics - the highest form of democracy. Then, they will teach and 
give an impetus to countries many times larger than themselves.  

This article seeks to engage the questions of democratic participation and 
revolutionary change when the Caribbean peoples move again. 

Self Organisation, Self Emancipation and Fractal Wisdom in 
Revolution

Thirty years after the implosion of the Grenadian revolution and nearly 
twenty-five years after the experiments in Nicaragua there are new political 
movements in the Caribbean and Latin America raising the question of 
revolution and revolutionary change. In these discussions from Venezuela, 
Bolivia and other parts of Latin America there is an entirely new feature 
that has been brought into the discussion. That is the role of the ideas of 
the indigenous peoples in shaping the new political cultures that can 
emerge out of the challenges to the old ideas of domination over nature and 
dominion over other human beings.  James Petras, in his contribution to 
the contemporary forces of revolution in Latin America today, specifically 
named the Indian and peasant movements in Paraguay, Ecuador, Guatemala, 
Brazil as the organisations guiding the new understanding and practices 

4 C. L. R. James, “From Toussaint L’Ouverture to Fidel Castro,” in the. C. L. R. James 
Reader, edited by Anne Grimshaw, Blackwell Publishers, London, 1992.
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of revolution.5   In these discussions it is no longer possible to write and 
deliberate on revolution as if the indigenous and former enslaved are non-
persons. The debate on revolutions involves a fundamental transformation 
in people’s consciousness about the worth of all humans and feminist 
consciousness has deepened the understanding that revolutionary ideas must 
challenge patriarchal and homophobic ideas about the state and politics. 

My proposition is that we are not reflecting on revolution in the traditional 
sense of simply seizing state power; we are talking about a fundamental 
transformation. These are transformations at the levels of consciousness, 
transformations at the level of material organisation, transformations in 
the manner of political organisation, transformations at the level of gender 
relations, new conceptions of leadership and transformations at the level of 
our relation to the planet Earth and the Universe.  It is the transformation 
at the level of our relationship to the planet that Vandana Shiva calls, Earth 
Democracy. 6  These transformations in consciousness are taking place at 
the same time when the old ideas that legitimated capitalist exploitation are 
now in disarray. It is from within the United States where the need for state 
intervention has been brought back to the centre of politics. These economic 
and financial changes are occurring at the same time when there are major 
advances in the realms of science and technology and especially with 
the convergence of the many revolutionary technologies: biotechnology, 
information technologies, nanotechnologies and cognitive technologies. 
Mobilising the resources of the state in the service of the people had been 
dramatised by the experiences of the Cuban society in the periods of 
hurricanes. It is also in Cuba where advances in biotechnology and stem cell 
research have been harnessed to ensure the health of the population rather 
than for corporate profits. Where it is possible to discern scientific changes 
at the material level with the precision of the physical sciences, it is not so 

5 James Petras, “Che Guevara and Contemporary Revolutionary Movements,” Latin American 
Perspectives, Vol 25, No 4, 1998. Petras named the Landless Workers Movement in Brazil, the 
National Peasant Federation in Paraguay, the Zapatista National Liberation Army in Mexico, 
the Peasant Syndicate and sectors of the mining unions in Bolivia, the National Federation of 
Indian and Peasant Organisations in Ecuador, the National Indian and Peasant Coordination 
in Guatemala, the Democratic Peasant Alliance in El Salvador and the Revolutionary Force in 
the Dominican Republic as new forces of revolution in Central and Latin America.
6 Vandana Shiva, Earth Democracy: Justice, Sustainability and Peace, South End Press, 
Boston 2005.
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possible to discern the very same changes at the levels of the consciousness 
of people and how people transform themselves and their consciousness. 
Usually the transformation of a people’s consciousness is a slower process 
but from time to time the convergence of political and social forces merge to 
a point were revolution can some times come, like a ‘thief in the night.’ 

The implosion of the financial sector of US capitalism along with the 
deepening contradictions between the vast inequalities between the super 
rich and the poor mean that peoples are looking for alternatives. In the 
process, peoples in the Caribbean are reflecting on the Grenadian revolution 
while at the same time drawing lessons from other revolutions. The major 
revolutionary changes in the Caribbean that have been the most important 
were: the Haitian revolution, the Mexican revolution, the Cuban revolution, 
the Nicaraguan revolution, the Rastafari Cultural Revolution, the Grenadian 
revolution and the Bolivarian revolution.  

Recursion and the Break with Capitalist Ideas

It is the Bolivarian revolution that has set the stage for the new rounds 
of revolutionary changes, where it brings into being all of the lessons of 
the former revolutions, so that revolution will spread like wild fire in the 
next twenty-five years in the Caribbean.  Hugo Chavez emerged from one 
section of the society that had been discriminated against for centuries. 
Richard Gott, the English journalist, noted the impact of white racist ideas 
on the left and revolutionary thinking in Latin America and the Caribbean. 
Writing in The Guardian, he clearly outlined the impact of European “settler 
colonialism” throughout the world.  Settler colonialism is an evocative term 
used in discussions about the British Empire, and is used to describe how 
settlers attempted to exterminate indigenous peoples while setting up social 
relations of extreme exploitation. He states that:

Latin America shares these characteristics of “settler colonialism.” 
Together with the Caribbean and the US, it has a further characteristic 
not shared by Europe’s colonies elsewhere: the legacy of a non-
indigenous enslaved class. Although slavery had been abolished 
in much of the world by the 1830s, the practice continued in Latin 
America (and the US) for several decades. The white settlers were 
unique in oppressing two different groups, seizing the land of 
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the indigenous peoples and appropriating the labour of enslaved 
Africans. 

A feature of all “settler colonialist” societies has been the ingrained 
racist fear and hatred felt by the settlers, who are permanently 
alarmed by the presence of an expropriated producers of wealth. 
Yet, the race hatred of Latin America’s settlers has only had a minor 
part in our customary understanding of the continent’s history and 
society. Even politicians and historians on the left have preferred to 
discuss the impact of class rather than race. 7 

  
One of the important points about the class structure of settler societies is the 
ways in which one section of the dominated classes internalises the alleged 
superiority of Europe and accepts the idea that Africa is uncivilised, backward 
and bereft of ideas. Between these two extremes were the mulattoes who 
accepted the idea that Europe was a space of enlightenment and progress 
and Africa a zone of disease, hunger and savagery. Such a deformation in 
thinking has stifled creativity and original thinking in many parts of the 
Caribbean. Throughout this region, that stratum that calls itself mulatto 
or the brown intelligentsia has been the group most insecure in relation to 
its subservience to ideas from Western Europe. This subservience is also 
manifested in the belief in a linear conception of the world. The chaos and 
complexity unleashed by genocidal wars, genocidal economics, genocidal 
thinking and the actual genocide of millions was passed off as an unfortunate, 
but necessary stage of progress. 
 
One variant of this thinking was the view that the Caribbean and Latin 
America had to go through stages of development (from communalism to 
capitalism and then socialism) similar to Europe. This was legitimised in the 
language of the need for the ‘development of the productive forces.’  By this 
logic the eugenic ideas of the need for European guidance is brought into the 
discourse on liberation and revolution.  This defect at the intellectual level is 
manifest all over the Caribbean region, but, is most pronounced in a society 
such as the Dominican Republic where this deformity inspired genocidal 

7 Richard Gott, “Latin America is preparing to settle accounts with its white settler elite,” 
Guardian, UK, November 15, 2006, 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2006/nov/15/comment.venezuela.
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thoughts and acts against Haitians in the thirties. Thus far it is the novelists 
and non-fiction writers such as Edwige Danticat (1998) who have broken 
the silence on the genocide of the Haitians in 1937. The Farming of Bones 
remains a work of fiction that reminds the world of the silences relating to 
the genocidal violence against the Haitian peoples and sharpens the need for 
revolution in the Caribbean. 
 
The middle classes, usually the brown middle class leadership, appointed 
themselves as teachers and leaders of the Caribbean people. In terms of 
the cultural and intellectual stagnation, one can witness the results of the 
intellectual leadership of this class, especially their hostility to Africa and 
indigenous knowledge and indigenous people. This stratum has acted as a 
break in the full understanding of the inner cultural and spiritual strengths 
of the people. In this way their intellectual orientation acted as a drag on 
revolutionary action. 

One can reflect on the experiences of the Grenadian revolution which lasted 
four short years, to analyse the pitfalls of the theory of revolution that issued 
from the leadership, and how the very same theory hastened the decimation 
of the leadership. 

Walter Rodney’s admonition that the intellectual must root himself and 
herself in the activity of the masses then becomes a relevant starting point. It 
was the very Walter Rodney who reminded the Caribbean intellectual of the 
importance of memory.  In writing on the African Revolution, in celebrating 
C. L. R. James, Rodney argued that a people’s consciousness is heightened 
by knowledge of the dignity and determination of their fore-parents.  He 
went on to observe that the African worldview regarding ancestors is an 
integral part of their living community which makes it so much easier for a 
given generation to identify with the struggles of an earlier generation. 8

How do we use our knowledge of our fore-parents in order to empower the 
present generation to move in a new revolutionary direction?  This question 
brings us to the concept that was introduced in the introduction, which is 

8 Walter Rodney, “The African Revolution, “ in C. L. R. James: His Life and Work, edited by 
Paul Buhle, Allison and Busby, New York, 1986:34.
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‘emancipatory politics’ rooted in the memory of previous revolutions.  This 
concept of memory is tied to a new paradigm of what we call the unified 
emancipatory approach to revolution. This new paradigm which accords 
proper respect to memory and clear deliberate thought and action, should 
liberate humanity from the mechanical competitive and individualistic 
conception of the European enlightenment.  It is only when we move out 
of the linear worldview of Europe that it will be possible to accelerate 
the potentialities for new revolutionary changes. It is the binary in which 
Europe reduced humans to material blobs; and the divisions within the 
Cartesian model of the separation of spirit and matter, man and woman, 
black and white, mind and body - in short, the kind of separation which 
breaks the links between human beings and the universe.  Bruce Lipton 
has written on the interconnectedness of all humans and the fractal wisdom 
that must be mobilised to benefit from this interconnectedness. 9  It is this 
interconnectedness and unified emancipatory approach, which inspires the 
lyrics of our other liberation fighter, Bob Marley, who exhorts: “emancipate 
yourself from mental slavery.”  It is here where we want to introduce fractal 
theory. 
 
The revolution in the twenty-first century seeks to arise out of democratic 
traditions and democratic relations between human beings. It is in this sense 
that fractal theory seeks to transcend ideologies that are exclusivist and 
vanguardist.  In other words, in some revolutions there were revolutionaries 
who were quick to exclude others based on their beliefs or backgrounds. This 
was certainly the case in the US revolution of 1776 where the revolutionaries 
felt that it was possible to fight for freedom from British colonialism and yet 
continued to enslave African descendants; while carrying forward genocidal 
ideas and genocidal practices against the first nation peoples. 10  A similar 
fate befell the Mexican revolution of 1910 when the ruling classes sought to 
align themselves with the liberal democratic traditions of the United States.  
The rulers, who emerged within the dominant political party, reversed the 
struggles for land and freedom that had inspired the massive participation of 
the indigenous peoples. This limitation in relation to the politics of exclusion 

9 Bruce Lipton, The Biology of Belief: Unleashing the Power of Consciousness, Matter and 
Miracles, Mountain of Love, 2005.
10 David Stannard, 1992 American Holocaust: Columbus and the Conquest of the New World, 
New York: Oxford University Press.



42 Journal of Eastern Caribbean Studies

has only been compounded in the bloodletting of the Bolshevik revolution. 
In this revolution there were those who thought that they were correct to 
believe that whoever held on to state power must be the ones with the correct 
ideological line. A consequence of this belief is that under Joseph Stalin an 
orgy of violence was carried out against those who were out of power.  This 
political tradition, rooted in vanguardism and exclusivist ideas was copied in 
Grenada, in the Caribbean, with disastrous consequences. 

Fractal theory seeks to break with the binary categories that perpetuate 
division and the politics of exclusion. Fractal theory presupposed democratic 
relations between human beings and a spirit of the appreciation of human 
beings beyond the hierarchies based on superiority and inferiority. In essence, 
fractal theory would challenge the theory of the superiority of the capitalist 
mode of production, just as it would challenge the idea of white supremacy 
or the supremacy of man over woman. 
 
Fractal theory is that theoretical framework which comes out of fractal 
wisdom and appreciation of humans in the universe and the relationship 
between human and nature. In the attempt to move beyond mechanical 
and hierarchical thinking there are scholars who have been theorising the 
concept of quantum societies and quantum politics. 11  These theoreticians 
of quantum societies are seeking to draw on the spiritual energies of human 
beings in order to unleash new capabilities for free human beings. That is, 
human beings who are being freed from the complexes of racial, gendered 
and sexual hierarchies. Some have already begun to rethink how human 
beings can unleash their spiritual energies. 

This spiritual energy which taps into the potentialities of human beings, is 
then, very important to the concept of recursion which is the heart of fractals.  
Space and time do not allow us to go into the five elements of fractals which 
are scaling, self-similarity, recursion, fractal dimension and infinity. The one 

11 For an elaboration of Fractal Wisdom see the commentaries of Bruce Lipton on You 
Tube, at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9GaB1VMAXPQ. The theoreticians of quantum 
politics argue that view that a Newtonian worldview is inadequate to explain today’s political 
phenomena. These theorists believe that the laws and findings of quantum physics provide a 
more appropriate scientific paradigm. See Dana Zohar and Ian Marshal (1990) The Quantum 
Society: Mind , Physics and the New Social Vision, London: Flamingo Books.
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core element of fractals that is central to the emancipatory theory is that of 
recursion. Fractal theory is built on recursion and in particular self-referencing. 
In this article, we want to self-reference the Caribbean revolutions by tracing 
the trajectory of revolutionary activities in the Caribbean. The freedom from 
mental slavery starts with memories of freedom. 

How do we achieve that quantum leap in our consciousness, so that the 
Caribbean tradition of emancipation based on self-determined politics and 
self-determined activity becomes the reference point for the people and for 
the new phase of revolution?  It is memory to which we must appeal and 
not to the activities of those who carried out genocide, enslavement and 
indenture-ship. Only then will the new thinking become the reference point 
away from what is known as ‘progress’ and ‘development.’  Presently, the 
language of progress and development paralyse the region to the point where 
the societies seem helpless in the face of the violent masculinity and the 
view that profits come before human beings. 

There had been a circumstance in which a certain branch of Marxism, as 
a doctrine, bought into the Newtonian physics of what is called dialectical 
materialism, which goes into the stages of development of human beings, 
and draws a caste line from a lower to a higher stage of development. It 
is now urgent to ponder and reflect on whether this rigidity contributed 
to progressive societal and spiritual decay. These stage theories buy into 
the linearity and homogeneity of enlightenment theories. This mode of 
thinking about stages has prevented us from moving into that self-liberating 
consciousness.  
 
There are numerous historical memories in the Caribbean, but the two 
most powerful ones have been the memory of the fight against slavery, 
indenture-ship and genocide and the other is the memory of chaos, wars, 
genocide, slavery, indentureship and colonialism. This memory of genocide 
and colonialism is the one that has been celebrated as modernity. Each of 
these two memories set in motion different recursive processes. To the 
extent that the first memory reference possibilities it produces a positive 
input/output cycle. Whereas the second memory (which is called progress, 
technological advancement and the European civilising mission), reproduces 
counterrevolutionary cycles.   We now turn to the lessons learnt from the first 
and most profound revolution in the Caribbean, the Haitian Revolution. 
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Lessons from the Haitian Revolution

The Haitian people were the first ones who imagined the break with bondage 
and with European thought.  The Haitian revolution banished slavery, 
colonialism and white supremacy in one blow. It was an historical novelty 
borne out of a peculiar history.  It was a novelty which shocked the Western 
world. It was a powerful transformation of Santo Domingo. More clearly, the 
Haitian revolution influenced major revolutionary changes in the thinking of 
the peoples of the Caribbean. It was the society that inspired the struggles for 
independence and self-determination in Central America and Latin America. 
In the words of C. L. R James: 

Toussaint L’Ouverture and the Haitian slaves brought into the world 
more than the abolition of slavery. When Latin Americans saw the 
small and insignificant Haiti could win and keep independence they 
began to think that they ought to do the same. Petion, the ruler of 
Haiti, nursed back to health the sick and defeated Bolivar, gave him 
money, arms and a printing press to help in the campaign which 
ended in the freedom of the Five States. 

Despite this record, the scholarship in Latin America remain silent on the 
linkage between the Haitian revolution and the role of Simon Bolivar as a 
liberator.  The mainstream Spanish media seeks to reproduce an incessant 
flow of misinformation on the history of the Haitian peoples. The majesty 
and pride of the historical struggles has been overshadowed by another 
history, that of militarism, dictatorships and brutal repression of the ideas of 
the majority. It is this brutal history that is documented in the book, Trouillot 
(1989) Haiti State against Nation: the Origins and Legacy of Duvalierism.  
Imperial opposition to the Haitian Revolution along with the racial and social 
imbalances within Haiti led to chronic political instability. This recursion 
of militarism throughout the 19th century was abetted by external forces 
that wanted to cripple the memory of the majesty of the Haitian revolution. 
US military occupation in the twentieth century strengthened the military 
forces and these social forces continue to beat back popular participation and 
democratic rights in Haiti. 

12 C. L. R. James, “From Toussaint L’Ouverture to Fidel Castro,”  op cit, p 310.
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In 1913, the ceaseless battering from foreign press was reinforced by the 
bayonets of the American marines. 13 
  
Patrick Bellagarde-Smith used the metaphor of the Breached Citadel to 
convey the varying forces that continued to work against the realisation of 
the full potentialities of the Haitian peoples. 14  

For a short period after the overthrow of the Duvaliers the people’s of Haiti 
were seeking the memory of the first revolution in order to make a break 
with the militaristic forms of rule that had overshadowed the revolution of 
1791. 

So what do we understand about the Haitian revolution today? The Haitian 
revolution is a non-event in the history books on revolution and this rendering 
of the Haitian revolution is manifest in the silences on the importance of the 
events of 1791-1804. 15 

Here it is necessary to offer one definition of Revolution:

A revolution is a systemic upending of the status quo and a complete 
break from the past. It is generally associated with a set of quick 
changes that add up to a reversal of the old order. However, the term 
has also been used to denote slow and peaceful transformation (e.g. 
Gandhi’s three-decade-long nonviolent struggle to rid India of British 
colonialism or China’s three-decade-long effort to reduce poverty 
for hundreds of millions). Some thinkers associate revolutions with 
technological advances (e.g. IT revolution) that will change the way 
humans produce, consume and think. However, the standard Political 
Science understanding of revolution is that which overthrows a 
regime or system of rule and replaces it with an idealistic and radical 
alternative. 16 

13 Ibid. p.298.
14 Patrick Bellegarde Smith, 2004. Haiti: The Breached Citadel, Canadian Scholars Press, 
Toronto.
15 Michel Rolph Trouillot, 1997. Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History, 
Beacon Press, Boston.
16 Compiled by author with inputs from Andrew Heywood, Politics, Palgrave Hampshire 
U.K. 2002, pages 214-219.
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By this definition and by the works of Carolyn Fick, C. L. R. James and 
Michel Rolph Trouillot, the radical overthrow of slavery in Haiti qualified as 
a revolution.  The Haitian revolution set itself on the stage of human history; 
about which C. L. R. James said: “how is it that this revolution could defeat 
two major powers of the world?”  Ultimately, the Haitian revolution was 
defeated politically. The internal contradictions of the Haitian revolution 
meant that it could not survive in the world within which it was inserted. 
But, it sent a message to people, that in the midst of the most oppressive 
forms of human relations, human beings can make a revolution. 

Haitian revolutionaries such as Rene Depestre have also underscored the 
unique achievements of the Haitian revolution.  Depestre was writing in 
an effort to understand the reversal of the revolution and the militaristic 
traditions that emerged from the need to defend the revolution against those 
who wanted to return the peoples to slavery. In many respects the implosion 
of Grenada in 1983 emanated from the fact that many on the Caribbean left 
did not study the Haitian revolution. 

We have not yet learnt the lesson that Haiti taught us: that the people through 
their self-organisation and self-mobilisation could develop revolution. This 
is because the standard texts on revolution in the Americas exclude Haiti 
from the revolutionary traditions. Michael West sought to make up for these 
lacunae in Caribbean historiography by drawing from the song of the popular 
artists David Rudder in his song, ‘Haiti, I’m Sorry.’  West maintained: 

In one fell swoop, the Haitian Revolution banished slavery, 
colonialism and white supremacy, the three foundational institutions 
of the post-Columbian dispensation in the Americas.  It was a 
historical novelty, including a novel shock to the rising consumer 
culture of the western world, now deprived of its foremost sugar 
bowl and coffee pot.  The thoroughgoing transformation in Saint 
Domingue ended slavery in an entire society, the first such act of 
general emancipation in the annals of the human experience.  And 
although it did not eliminate human bondage, meaning concretely 
African bondage, from the hemisphere as a whole, the Haitian 
Revolution left a deep imprint on slavery in the Americas, for 
masters and slaves alike.  Neither would be quite the same again.  
More broadly, the Haitian Revolution powerfully influenced major 
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changes in the Atlantic political economy, and thereby in the course 
of world history. 
The slave revolt turned revolution in Saint Domingue was, quite 
simply, the single most cataclysmic and transfiguring event of its 
time, the Age of Revolution, a historical verity recklessly omitted 
from the literature on that era. 17 

  
In his contribution Michael West was exploring the fundamental contribution 
of the Haitian Revolution to revolutionary thought and action and to black 
internationalism. Thus, it was striking that there was the same silence as 
mainstream western writers in the book by Brian Meeks, (2001) Caribbean 
Revolutions and Revolutionary Theory: An assessment of Cuba, Nicaragua 
and Grenada. The silence of Meeks on the revolution is even more deafening 
in so far as the book appeared after Caribbean scholars such as C.L.R James, 
Michel Trouillot and Bellegarde-Smith wrote about why it is necessary to 
learn the positive and negative lessons of the Haitian revolution.
 
Michael West had grasped this vacuum in the Western literature in his tribute 
to the revolutionaries from Haiti: 

None of the classic works on either the period or revolutions generally--
including those by Crane Brinton, Eric Hobsbawn, Barrington Moore, and 
Theda Skocpol--sees fit to study Haiti. 18 
  

17 Michael West, Haiti, I’m Sorry,  See also, Michael West, Bill Martin and Fanon Che 
Wilkins, From Toussaint to Tupac :The Black International Since the Age of Revolution, 
University of North Carolina Press, 2009: 72.
18 Crane Brinton, The Anatomy of Revolution (New York: Vintage, 1958); Eric Hobsbawn, 
The Age of Revolution, 1789-1848 (New York: New American Library, 1962); Barrington 
Moore, Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord and Peasant in the Making of the 
Modern World (Boston: Beacon Press, 1966); Theda Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions: 
A Comparative Analysis of France, Russia, and China (New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 1979).
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West continued as follows:

With few exceptions, 19  more recent work equally fails to address 
the Haitian Revolution, whether the subject is the past and future 
of revolutions, 20  or specific studies on the 200th anniverary of the 
French Revolution. 21   Yet compared to the revolutions of the white 
Atlantic, the revolution in Saint Domingue effected far greater 
political, social and economic change.

I have quoted liberally and extensively from Michael West to hammer 
home the point on the intellectual silencing of the Haitian experiment on 
revolutionary change. Within the mainstream academia, Theda Skocpol’s 
(1979), States and Social Revolutions:  Social Revolutions in the Modern 
World is suggested to students in order to enable western bourgeois to 
monopolise the discourse on revolution.  Skocpol is referenced as the 
authority on political revolutions in France, Russia and China. Despite the 
western view of the Haitian revolution, this author can agree with C.L. R. 
James and Michael West that we can learn from the Haitians, how these 
enslaved peoples overcame obstacles to realise self-liberation and defeated 
the French, the British and the Spaniards. The poor people had to fight for 
liberty, for their very lives. 

It is this fear of the replay of revolution by the most  oppressed that continues 
to exercise the brains of western borrgeois scholars. 

19 On exceptions see, for example, Robin Blackburn, The Overthrow of Colonial Slavery 
(London: Verso, 1989), pp. 161-211; Yves Benot, La Révolution Française et la fin des colo-
nies: essai  (Paris: Éditions La Découverte, 1988); and from the side of Haitian studies, Fick, 
“The French Revolution in Saint Domingue.” 
20 See, for example, James Defronzo, Revolutions and Revolutionary Movements (Boulder: 
Westview Press, 1991); John Foran, editor, The Future of Revolutions: Rethinking Radical 
Change in the Age of Globalisation ( New York : Zed Press, 2003); and Jack Goldstone, 
Revolutions: Theoretical, Comparative, and Historical Studies ( Belmont , CA : Wadsworth/
Thomson Learning, 2003).
21 See, for example, the special issue of Social Research, 56, 1, Spring, 1989, and the sum-
mary of bicentennial debates in William Doyle, The French Revolution: A Very Short Intro-
duction (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), pp. 98-108.
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The Lessons from the Haitian  Revolution

‘What took place in French San Domingo in 1792-1804 reappeared in Cuba 
in 1958’. C. L. R James. 22 
 
Counter revolution refers to the opposition to revolution, particularly those 
who act after a revolution to try to overturn or reverse it, in full or in part. 
This designation of counter revolution has been most appropriate with the 
efforts to erase the reality and memory of the  Haitian revolution. In the 
case of the militaristic dictatorship since 1804 there has been a continuity 
in the rise of social forces who sought to return Haiti to the class and racial 
composition  and the principles of white supremacy that existed before the 
revolution. Returning Haiti to colonialism and slavery was not possible and 
the governments of the world grudgingly accepted  Haiti’s claim to national 
sovereignty while undermining its efforts towards economic independence. 
Such was the hostility within and without Haiti that even in the wake of  the 
kind of genocidal violence visited upon the Haitian peoples by their own 
leaders and by Trujillo in the Dominican Republic, there is not the kind of 
international outcry that would oppose the counter revolution. 

The Revolution in Mexico of 1910-1920 has been followed by a similar 
wave of counter revolutionary ideas and practices. For the peoples of Mexico 
(who had been robbed of their land by the expansion of the US territory) the 
forms of governance in the 19th century had brought a succession of dictators. 
The Mexican revolution was a revolution that sought to end the years of 
dictatorship; end the marginalisation and exploitation of the indigenous 
peoples and create a platform for land reform. Though the revolution laid 
the basis for regular elections, the results of the revolution in Mexico would 
place it within the category of a liberal democratic revolution - similar to the 
US revolution. 

As in the United States where it required a civil war to bring about the rights 
of  African Americans, so it is in Mexico where the landless and the poor have 
been waging numerous forms of political and social struggles to complete 
the tasks engendered in the revolution of 1910. In the 1990s the Zapatistas 

22 C L R James, “From Toussaint L’Ouverture to Fidel Castro, 1962.
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in the Chiapas region took inspiration from this revolution to call for a new 
struggle against dispossession, exploitation and the politics of exclusion. 
The Zapatistas launched a new phase of revolutionary struggles against 
the counter revolutionary politics of global capitalism that was promoted 
under the neo-liberal agenda of the North America Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA.) It is this new struggle that brings into focus the memories of past 
and present counter revolutionary violence against the Mexican working 
peoples as a whole and the indigenous peoples in particular. Slowly, it is 
becoming clearer that the Mexican revolution was a demographic disaster 
for the indigenous peoples. 23

The Survival of the Cuban Revolution
  
The more recent literature on revolution and counter revolution in Latin 
America and the Caribbean moves the discussion beyond class struggles to 
include questions of race, culture and gender relations. It is in the case of the 
successful defence of revolutionary principles in Cuba where the success is 
more important because this revolution survived the hostile onslaughts from 
the US for the past fifty years. The literature on the origins, consolidation 
and survival of the Cuban revolutionary process is quite extensive and it 
will not be necessary to revisit this literature here. 24  What is of particular 
relevance here is the various efforts to preserve autonomy and independence 
in a society that had fought to overthrow the Batista dictatorship in 1959. In 
his research on “Whither Cuban Socialism? The Changing Political Economy 
of the Cuban Revolution,” Douglas Hamilton identified six periods in the 
annals of the consolidation of the Cuban revolution. These were: 
(a) 1959-1963       Nationalisation of the economy 
(b) 1963-1970      Socialist Construction 
(c) 1970-1986      Material incentives and Sovietisation of the economy 
(d) 1986-1990      Rectification Period 

23 Robert Mc Caa, “Missing Millions: The Democratic Cost of the Mexican Revolution.”, 
Mexican Studies, Vol. 19, No.2 2003.
24 For a coherent bibliography of the challenges of the Cuban revolution from the point of 
view of female scholars in Cuba see, Martha Nunez Sarmiento, “Gender Studies in Cuba: 
Methodological Approaches 1974-2001, Gender and Society, Vol. 17, No 1 Feb 2003.
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(e) 1990-1994      Special Period
(f)   1994- present 25  

What became clear from the different periods is the fact that it was the 
popular mobilisation of the people of Cuba that prevented the reversal of 
this revolution, especially after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989. The 
impressive gains in the areas of the delivery of social services such as health 
care and education have been acknowledged by international organisations 
such as the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) and the United 
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF.) These transformations of education and 
health services have been associated with the kind of popular leadership that 
can mobilise the society for defensive purposes. It was in the defence by the 
society against such natural disasters as hurricanes where the full importance 
of the committees for the Defence of the Revolutions emerged. These 
committees were associated with mass organisations of workers, students, 
women, cultural workers, writers and small scale agricultural workers. In 
his call on the peoples of the Caribbean to remember the revolutions of the 
region Tim Hector waxed in praise of the survival of Cuba. Hector held forth 
as follows: 

Indeed, our examination of the Cuban Revolution had made us look 
closely at the unique democratic organ of people’s power there. 
These were the Committees for the Defence of the Revolution. 
These are the neighbourhood groups which promote community 
activities such as vaccination and blood donor campaigns, waste 
recycling, hurricane preparedness, vigilance against crime and civil 
defence. Today, that is right now, there are more than 120,000 such 
committees of the people claiming about 8 million members, out of 
a population of 11.5 million. 
We felt that it was unrelenting U.S. hostility which had blockaded (I 
use that word deliberately) these Committees of popular power from 
advancing into organs of self-government. We felt certain that if in 
our context they were given an economic base, be it a co-operative, 
credit union or otherwise, they could become an independent 
sector of the economy, with its own investment capability. (Hector 
2000:5).

25 Douglas Hamilton, “Whither Cuban Socialism? The Changing Political Economy of the 
Cuban Revolution,” Latin American Perspectives, Vol. 29, No 3, 2002.
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There is another aspect of the narrative of the Cuban Revolution told by 
women who have argued that the revolution is still grappling with the heritages 
of patriarchy and misogyny within the society. While acknowledging the 
successes of the revolution and the important benefits it has brought women 
in relation to reproductive health, these critiques relate the issues of Sex and 
Revolution to the new stage of transformation which is necessary to combat 
all forms of domination and oppression. Within Cuba, there are also African 
descendants, who point to the ways in which the policies of the Special 
Period which strengthened foreign interests in the tourism sector conspire in 
the new attitudes of privileging whiteness to the detriment of some citizens 
of African descent. Some of the Cuban writers and activists making these 
criticisms within the revolution can be distinguished from those who do 
not make a distinction between the successes of the Cuban revolution and 
the continued counter revolution project from those who are ensconced in 
the USA, especially the Cuban community in Florida. Carlos Moore has 
sought to carve out a special place outside of the ranks of the Cuban émigré 
community in Miami to discuss the continued presence of racism within the 
Cuban revolution. 26  The binaries between black nationalism and socialism 
continue to hold back serious discussion on the future of revolutions in Latin 
America and the Caribbean and revolutionaries must be open to challenging 
all forms of chauvinism, whether from the right or left. In his essay on Che 
Guevara and Contemporary revolutionary movements James Petras (1998) 
called for a new ethic that eliminates hierarchy and privileged positions. 

Today, the Cuban revolution is confronted with the challenge of how 
to transform the consciousness of the people, beyond the generation of 
political ideas that emanated from the Cold War period.  It is here where it 
can be understood that successful defence of the revolution can bring new 
challenges. Can the society repair and heal from the traditions of colonialism 
without confronting Eurocentrism?  Revolutionary Cubans are confronted 
with the same question as Vietnam and China. Vietnam and China have been 
confronted with whether revolution is based on rapid industrialisation and 
what is called development of the productive forces. Do you develop the 

26 Carlos Moore, Pichon: Race and Revolution in Castro’s Cuba: A Memoir, Lawrence Hill, 
2008.
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industrial productive capacity of the society at the expense of the cultural or 
social knowledge of the people? 

Cuba is confronting this crossroads at a later period than Vietnam and China 
because it was not able to invest in rapid industrialisation in the ways that 
China has embarked on. The consequence of this rapid industrialisation in 
China, however, has resulted in income inequality, ecological destruction and 
the intensified exploitation of the producing classes.  The Cuban Revolution 
is at a crossroad of whether it builds on those elements that preserved the 
revolution - the elements of people’s power, and the committees for the 
defence of the revolution or will it go towards a direction of foreign direct 
investment. If Cuba moves towards the path of the consolidation of people’s 
power, it will have to have a better appreciation of the diversity and the 
unity of the different peoples in Cuba, especially the African population.  
According to one of the platforms of Afro-Cuba, more than 70 per cent of 
the Cuban population is of African ancestry. How the Cuban society deepens 
the sense of justice and transformation about the legacies of the African 
knowledge systems, the African religious and spiritual forms will help to 
preserve the independence of Cuba. At the same time Cuba will continue to 
distinguish itself from societies such as the Dominican Republic, Jamaica 
and Puerto Rico. 

Democratisation of racial and gender relations are major challenges that no 
society can solve by itself. These challenges can only be solved within the 
wider anti-imperial, anti-racist and anti-sexist struggles that seek to repair 
the history of genocide, deformed masculinity, sexism, slavery and racism. 
This challenge can only be solved in relationship to the ongoing revolutions 
in other parts of the Caribbean. Yet, despite these challenges it is possible to 
agree with Walter Rodney that the Cuban Revolution will become written 
in the history books as the forerunner of the socialist transformation of the 
Americas. 27

 

 27 Walter Rodney, ‘Transition’, in Transition, Vol 1No1, (Guyana) 1978.
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The Rastafari Revolution – From Cultural Resistance to Cultural 
Transformation
 
The Rastafari revolution has been  one of the most profound attempts to 
transform the consciousness of the Caribbean people  in the sense that the 
Rastafari movement confronted human’s relationship with the universe, 
human’s relationship with spirits, human’s relationships with matter and 
how to reorganise society. In their own way this movement that arose out of 
the hills of the Jamaican countryside challenged the old forms of agricultural 
production and the ways of organising agriculture, organising the Earth.  There 
is an old philosophy that came out of Egypt called geomancy, it is about Earth 
Science and it deals with one of the fundamental contradictions of society 
today - the destruction of the planet Earth by the capitalist consumption 
model.  It is at the plane of geomancy and Earth Democracy where the 
Rastafari movement is at one with one of the most profound movements 
today, the environmental justice movement. Hurricanes and storms in the 
Caribbean have been the most dramatic reminders of the imminent dangers 
of global warming.   The intensity of the storms has been indentified by the 
Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change as manifestations of the threats 
of rising oceans to island societies. The Rastafari have always been against 
the obscene consumptive patterns of the capitalist mode of production and 
railed against the forms of economic organisation that placed material goods 
before human needs. 

The Rastafari philosophy attacked crude consumerism, as well as the idea of 
white supremacy and black inferiority.  Yet, it should be acknowledged up 
front that this movement inherited many of the contradictions that emanated 
from the ways in which it extended itself to identification with an African 
monarch. Thus, it can be said that the Rastafari movement contained numerous 
contradictions. One would, therefore, seek out the wisdom of Amilcar Cabral 
on how to grasp the dialectic of the positive and the negative in the cultural 
struggles of a people. Contrary to the sociological and anthropological 
studies of the Rastafari movement that labelled the movement millenarian, 
escapist and cultist, our study identified this movement as a major force for 
cultural and political resistance. Our study had identified the Rastafari song 
as a song of deep memory of African independence and autonomy. In more 
recent times our study has focused on Bob Marley and the transition from the 
memory of slavery to the memories of emancipation and freedom. Marley 
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emerged as a Caribbean Revolutionary who wailed: “It takes a revolution to 
make a solution.” 28 

It is to the lyrics and inspiration of Bob Marley that many youth turn in 
their search for levers to understand the chaos and destruction of the 
capitalist world. Of his many renditions about emancipatory politics and the 
emancipation of the mind, Marley turned to religious language and images 
to reach a section of the population that is not usually reached by traditional 
discourses on revolution. Those who study wave theory and the physics of 
music are examining the lyrics and vibrations of the music produced by Bob 
Marley and reggae artists to see how this art form and spiritual message 
emerged as a revolutionary form. 

Firstly, Bob Marley used religious metaphors to stimulate the imagination 
of the sufferers. In the song:  It Takes a Revolution to Make a Solution, 
Marley starts out with the need for a memory of truth.  He used the word 
revelation, which served as the opener for his call for truth. Secondly, this 
truth telling and the politics of truth would allow the people to expose the 
mainstream politicians who perpetuated what was termed, ‘the Babylonian 
system.’ In contemporary society politics is about accumulation, exclusion 
and divisions. Bob Marley said that one cannot trust a politician: “Can’t 
trust no shadows after dark” adding:  “never trust a politician to grant you a 
favour.” Thirdly, Marley also calls on the people to self-organise by standing 
up for their rights. Earlier, Marley had called on the people to “Get up, Stand 
up, stand up for your rights.”  Now, in this song on revolution, Marley was 
calling for the people to fight so that “Rasta can never flop.” Finally, Marley 
used the metaphor of the storms and hurricanes to remind the people of 
the chaos caused by capitalism and to call for the overthrow of capitalism:  
“blood a go run.”  Marley states: “In this process of revolution there will 
be redemption as righteousness covers the earth, as the water covers the 
seas.” For Marley, the weak of mind and heart cannot make revolution. The 
weak conceptions of inferiority had to be transcended in order for revolution 
to develop.  Revolution and freedom are the constant themes of the lyrics 
where Bob Marley was calling for the prisoners of Babylon to be free, 

28 Horace Campbell,  1987 Rasta and Resistance: From Marcus Garvey to Walter Rodney, 
New Jersey: Africa World Press.
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Too much confusion; so much frustration 
I don’t want to live in the park 
Can’t trust shadows after dark 
Like the birds in the tree, the prisoners must be free. 29  

Eusi Kwayana, the Caribbean revolutionary, grasped the importance of 
the Marley intervention and called his contribution one of the landmarks 
achievements of the Caribbean Revolution. In the preface to Rasta and 
Resistance: From Marcus Garvey to Walter Rodney, Kwayana had written: 

The placing of the stamp of Babylon on the whole of official society 
and the wide acceptance of this description is one of the landmark 
achievements of the Caribbean Revolution. The more it is seriously 
accepted, the more the culture divides into two poles of authority: 
a necessary forerunner to any long term revolutionary objectives. 
Those members of the society who do not accept or embrace the 
dress, or need the religious ideas, accept the language, those who do 
not accept the language with the movement’s definition of the order 
of things, accept the music. In fact, such is the power of art that Bob 
Marley’s music has done more to popularise the real issues of the 
African liberation movement than several decades of backbreaking 
work of Pan Africanists and international revolutionaries. 30  

   
In my work, on Rasta and Resistance I have critiqued what I call Babylonian 
epistemology: that is, the epistemology of capitalism that comes in the form 
of neo-liberal ideas - this is what I term Babylonian epistemology. So, when 
the Rastafari and Bob Marley called on us to “emancipate ourselves from 
mental slavery,” they are admonishing the intellectuals and the activists to 
make a break with the epistemologies that justify and cover up oppression.  
Because social movements are not static, the dynamism of the Rastafari 
culture has been challenged by the mainstream attack on the Rastafari along 
with the attempts at cooptation within the system. However, one of the 
severe weaknesses of this movement was the extent to which some of the 
most conscious elements of the movement succumbed to homophobic and 
patriarchal ideas.

29 Lyrics of the song Revolution, by Bob Marley.
30 Horace Campbell,  1987. Rasta and Resistance: From Marcus Garvey to Walter Rodney, 
New Jersey: Africa World Press, Preface.
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The Lessons from the Nicaraguan Experiment

The other two revolutions that are important to the memory of Caribbean 
revolution and revolutionaries are those of the Nicaraguan Revolution of 
1978 that brought the Sandinistas to power and the Grenadian revolution in 
1979. Nicaragua along with Haiti and Cuba share a history of US military 
occupation and brutal dictators. General Sandino in Nicaragua had launched 
a popular democratic struggle against local planters and militarists and 
inspired the ideas of independence and land reform that had swept across 
Mexico during the Mexican Revolution. Not only did the US intervene 
militarily against General Sandino, but after the first defeat of the popular 
rebellion the US supported the brutal dictatorship of General Anastasio 
Somoza for over thirty years. 

It was from the memory of the revolt that the people drew on to launch a new 
struggle in the seventies that culminated in the removal of General Anastasio 
Somoza in 1979. The revolutionaries called themselves the Sandinistas 
and moved to carry forward the reforms that were initiated in an earlier 
period. This revolution did not survive because the Reagan administration 
carried out one of the most sustained counter revolutionary onslaughts in 
the Caribbean region in the form of support for counter revolutionaries who 
were called the Contras. 

This counter revolution involved the support for conservative and militarists 
forces all over Central America and the Caribbean. It was in the counter 
revolutionary onslaught that the US government intensified its alliance with 
those who were involved in the shipment and sale of narcotics in order to 
finance its war against the Nicaraguan revolution. This counter revolutionary 
philosophy inspired brutality, violence, supporting armed thugs and the 
strengthening of the drug cartels in Latin America and the Caribbean. Gary 
Webb (1999) in his book, Dark Alliance, chronicled the web of destruction 
wreaked by this alliance all across the region, especially the initiation of 
the crack cocaine epidemic inside the United States by the intelligence 
services. 31  When the United States is democratised the full extent of this 

31 Gary Webb, Dark Alliance: The CIA, the Contras, and the Crack Cocaine Explosion, 
Seven Sisters Press, California, 1998. For a mainstream rendition of the role of drugs in the 
Caribbean see Ivelaw Griffith, Drugs and Security in The Caribbean: Sovereignty Under 
Siege, Pennsylvania University Press, 1997.
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nested loop of drugs, militarism, counter revolution and dictatorship will be 
revealed. What is of importance to this analysis is the fact that the Grenadian 
revolution had attempted to make a break from external covert rule in this 
global political climate. 

Revolution and Counter Revolution in Grenada
 
In preparing would be Caribbean revolutionaries to understand the world 
revolution, Walter Rodney had written a document on the Russian revolution 
entitled: Two World Views of the Russian Revolution. 32 Written at the height 
of the Cold war, the chapters considered the impact of bourgeois writing and 
Cold war hostilities to revolution. Walter Rodney was warning the freedom 
fighters that they could not depend on the Russian émigrés or the bourgeois 
writers for their analysis of the Russian revolution.  Covering over fifteen 
chapters, the manuscript took on the lessons of revolution, in general, before 
taking on proper the question of the Marxism and the October Revolution. 
Drawing from the historiography of the French Revolution, he pointed to 
the differences between several interpretations, that is to say, the “Liberal” 
Thiers, the ‘Conservative’ Taine, the ‘Social Democrat’ Jaures and Marx 
himself. 

What Rodney wanted to do was to point out that just as there were many 
differing interpretations of the French Revolution, so there were differences 
between the Bolshevik analysis, the Trotskyist, the academic Marxists and 
the bourgeois interpretations of the Russian revolution. In many ways going 
through these interpretations was a clearing ground for a critical assessment 
of the problems of building a revolutionary movement and carrying forward 
the transformation of society. The chapters on the problems of peasant 
collectivisation and issues of industrialisation brought to the fore the fact 
that whatever the context, transformation could not be carried forward with 
dictatorial tendencies. 

It was in this section of the book that Rodney developed the critique of 
vanguardism and the party form that celebrated the virtues of democratic 
centralism where there was a lot of centralisation but no democracy. In 
conclusion, Rodney sharpened his point of the need for an African point of 

32 Unpublished document no date (circa 1978 or 1979).
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view on the Bolshevik revolution by noting that the African point of view on 
the Bolshevik revolution had to be radically different from the bourgeois or 
the Marxist view that was distorted by bourgeois lens. In the last paragraph 
of the manuscript Rodney wrote: 

Ours clearly could not be that of the bourgeois. Is it that of the 
Soviets? They have their national interests, their great power interests 
and historiography reflects that – but we are likely to be very close 
because of the similarity of our present and past with their past in the 
period under study. Current developments might complicate the issue 
of taking a stand with the Soviets; but essentially what we need to do 
is define our own stand first and see where it coincides. Assuming a 
view springing from some Socialist variant not necessarily Marxist 
but anti capitalist, assuming a view that is at least radical humanist – 
then the Soviet Revolution of 1917 and the subsequent construction 
of socialism emerges as a very positive historical experience from 
which we ourselves can derive a great deal as we move to confront 
similar problems. 33

Walter Rodney was seeking an understanding of the internal dynamics of 
the contradictions within Bolshevism that could have produced the kind of 
leader such as Josef Stalin. Here, Walter Rodney was developing a critique 
of the subservience to a certain type of Marxism. It is a brand of Marxism 
that does not take into consideration the particularities of a people’s history. 
Rodney also sought to specify those aspects of Marxism that were relevant 
in the contemporary period of revolution.  These were the importance of 
history, class struggle and revolutionary change. Rodney was assassinated 
in Guyana in June 1980 before his ideas on self-organisation and self-
mobilisation could be refined. But a close reading of this text was like a 
warning to the leaders of the Grenadian revolution. Before his assassination, 
Walter Rodney had travelled to Grenada and had seen clearly the dangers 
of those who were calling for the development of a vanguard party and for 
democratic centralism in Grenada. 

33 Walter Rodney (n.d.), Two World Views of the Russian Revolution, unpublished manu-
script.
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Revolution in Grenada

The idea that a small island of the size of Grenada, 133 sq miles, could 
consider itself a force for change on the world stage was itself a manifestation 
of the boldness and self-assertiveness of the Caribbean peoples. In March 
1979, a small group that called itself the New Jewel Movement removed the 
government of Eric Gairy. The government of Gairy had gained international 
notoriety in its attempts to confuse the working peoples about unidentified 
flying objects while unleashing a form of terrorism that was associated 
with a paramilitary gang called the Mongoose Squad. It was because of the 
brutality of this government that the people welcomed this unconstitutional 
change of government. Maurice Bishop, the leader of the movement moved 
swiftly to enact social reforms to better the conditions of the people. There 
are numerous books on this experiment that showed what was possible when 
a government placed itself in the service of the people.  Bishop had been 
associated with a tendency in the Caribbean known as the ‘New Beginning’ 
that was influenced by the ideas of C.L. R James. Thus, in Grenada Bishop 
and the NJM sought to embark on a new course that placed the workers, 
farmers and youth at the forefront and organised agrarian reform to benefit 
small farmers and farm workers. Very rapidly the NJM expanded trade union 
rights, advanced women’s equality in the workplace, established literacy 
programs, and instituted free medical care. These reforms were dubbed as 
communist by the internal and external opposition in the Caribbean. 

Very early after the seizure of power there were sharp divisions within the 
NJM over questions of the ideas, organisation and leadership and the path 
being embarked upon in Grenada. Shortly after seizing power one faction 
of the NJM dictated the line that the NJM should declare itself as a Marxist 
Leninist vanguard party. Here was a small society of nearly one hundred 
thousand people where the people all knew each other and lived peacefully 
in communities. Those who called themselves Marxists insisted that the 
society should embark on a path of Marxism-Leninism without regard for the 
history of Grenada.  This small group was aligned at the regional level with 
a group across the Caribbean that was associated with Marxists in Jamaica 
called the Workers Party of Jamaica led by Trevor Munroe. 

Bob Marley, in his song revolution, had started out with the need for 
revelation to reveal the truth. Thirty years after the Grenadian revolution 
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this revelation of truth is urgent in order to move the region out of the grip 
of the economic and social retrogression that set in after the overthrow  of 
the Grenadian experiment. This truth is needed, in so far as the events and 
causes of the implosion that led to the arrest and assassination of Maurice 
Bishop is still clouded by partisan feelings. In his book Grenada Revolution, 
Invasion and Aftermath Hugh O’Shaughnessy (1984) has provided an in-
depth account of the nature of the political struggles within the NJM and 
the factors that led to the assassination of Maurice Bishop. Tim Hector was 
scathing in his treatment of the role of Trevor Munroe and Bernard Coard in 
the destruction of the Grenadian Revolution: 

Munroe and the Coardites, following absurd Stalinist texts, abandoned 
even in the Soviet Union, went for the grandiose state project, rather 
than the peoples Revolutionary project, housing themselves, and 
organising themselves to do so. Our Caribbean Nation tendency was 
shunted aside, and the Munroe-Coard tendency elevated. We had no 
voice inside Grenada and ACLM-NJM relations once very fraternal, 
deteriorated beyond belief (Hector, 2000:6).

  
Historians are now awaiting the declassification of the internal documents of 
the New Jewel Movement that were seized by the US military when it used 
the implosion to invade this small territory. 

US Invasion and Counter Revolution

After the assassination of Maurice Bishop on October 19, 1983, the political 
leaders of Barbados, Dominica and Jamaica aligned themselves with the 
political leadership of Ronald Reagan to provide diplomatic and political 
cover for the US invasion. One of the incomplete lessons of this invasion was 
the extent to which the political leadership within the Reagan administration 
had wanted to use the invasion as a provocation to intensify military action 
against Cuba.  As it were, the invasion of Grenada was as traumatic for 
the Caribbean as the overthrow of the government of Salvador Allende had 
been for the Chilean people, in 1983, when the United States supported the 
military overthrow of his government. These military interventions at a time 
when the US was arming the contras and integrating itself with the financial 
barons of the international narcotics trade set the stage for counterrevolution 
not only in the Caribbean, but it solidified counterrevolution in the world. It 
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was the Reagan doctrine of military supremacy, in the context of Grenada 
that laid and refined those elements of counterrevolution that we are seeing 
today.  Space and time does not allow for an elaboration on the strong arm 
measures used by the United States to support the neo-liberal policies that 
were supposed to be the vehicles for economic prosperity.  Samir Amin (2004) 
in his book, The Liberal Virus: Permanent War and the Americanisation of 
the World had argued that the US project for military domination and crude 
materialism had its roots in the liberal ideas of Western Europe. Amin pointed 
to the memory of genocide and the potential for genocide as growing from 
a mode of economic organisation that placed profits before humans. For 
Samir Amin, the new and more dangerous form of liberalism is related to the 
particularities of US history. Amin noted that: 

American society despises equality…. Extreme inequality is not only 
tolerated, it is taken as a symbol of “success” that liberty promises. 
But liberty without equality is equal to barbarism. 34 

This author would agree that this form of rule is equal to barbarism and note 
that the following would be how this barbarism plays itself out in the course 
of counter revolutionary politics. David Harvey deepened the clarification 
of how this neo-liberal project was associated with the class project of those 
in power. Writing on whether we were at the end of the neo-liberal project 
Harvey (2009) claimed, that:

My interpretation is that it’s a class project, masked by a lot of 
neo-liberal rhetoric about individual freedom, liberty, personal 
responsibility, privatisation and the free market. These were means, 
however, towards the restoration and consolidation of class power, 
and that neo-liberal project has been fairly successful. 35 

34 Samir Amin, The Liberal Virus: Permanent War and the Americanisation of the World, 
Monthly Review Press, New York 2004 page 59.
35 David Harvey,”Is this really the end of Neo-liberalism? Counterpunch, March13/15, 2009, 
http://www.counterpunch.org/harvey03132009.html.
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This author had identified the following features as elements of the restoration 
and consolidation of class power in the Americas from the period of Reagan 
up to 2009:

1.    Re-segregation 
2.    Economic polarisation - this is pure Neo-Liberalism 
3.    Designer eugenics - eugenics which really reproduce and reinforce  
 white supremacy 
4.    Armaments culture - wars, the spread of wars, development of private  
 military contractors and mercenaries 
5.    Environmental degradation - pollution and global warming 
6.    Big pharmacy - genetically modified food, genetically modified seeds  
 - in the counter-revolution we see this in terms of what is called the 
 ‘food crisis’ in the world 
7.    Media disinformation and mind control - psychological, informational  
 warfare 
8.    Racism  
9.    Sexism, homophobia and misogyny 
10.  Religious fundamentalism 

These are elements of counterrevolution. Where this counter-revolution is 
most manifest is in the small Caribbean territories through the level of gun 
violence, misogyny and homophobia.  In societies such as Guyana, Jamaica 
and Trinidad and Tobago the levels of gun violence and murders have made 
life a total misery for the poor and the sufferers. Many communities have 
become ‘no go’ areas as criminal enforcers terrorise the people. One of the 
challenges for revolutionary change today is to be able to recover from this 
counter revolutionary violence and murder throughout the Caribbean. This 
will require a reconfiguration of communities and the reorganisation of the 
priorities of the societies.

Revolution and Democratic Participation

The spread of counter revolutionary violence thirty years after the Grenadian 
revolution brought back the burning questions of peace, justice, healing of 
the people, security, and democratic participation. One of the outstanding 
criticisms of the Grenadian revolution even by those who were sympathetic 
to the Revolution was the fact that the leadership, in their effort to establish 



64 Journal of Eastern Caribbean Studies

vanguardism over the people forgot the elementary principles of democratic 
participation. One critique of the revolution from one of the leaders has 
elaborated on how this undemocratic tendency reproduced sharp binaries:

That was a lesson to me; a lesson that our world is not made of 
exploiters and exploited. A lesson that our world is not made up of 
oppressors and oppressed, working class and capitalists. Our society 
is made up of people, of human beings. I came to realise that if 
one could see beyond the categories and the formula, if one could 
see beyond the science, reach out beyond the collective descriptions 
and reach out to the human being, then so much is possible. And I 
recognise in a more profound way than ever before, that with all our 
imperfections, humanity is still God’s greatest creation, and shall so 
be treated. 36

There is no doubt that revolutionaries must oppose and expose exploiters 
but the conflict model of human society can no longer serve as the basis for 
political engagement and democratic participation. Tomorrow’s revolution 
must be under-girded by a conception of democracy that deepens the model 
of sharing and cooperation that had existed before rapacious capitalism. 
This is the democracy that C. L. R. James wrote about in his writings on 
the Caribbean revolution. James had already given notice to this democratic 
participation by distinguishing the democracy of the people’s assemblies 
from that of parliaments. In the Black Jacobins James (1963) had noted that 
revolution starts with the self-mobilisation of the people: “but phases of a 
revolution are not decided in parliaments, they are only registered there.” 37 

Thus, it is necessary to reassert that while representative democratic 
participation is an important component of revolutionary change, the 
central aspect of change is not in the contest for positions. Democracy is 
not simply about voting every five years. This is part of the neo-liberal and 
counter- revolutionary democracy. That’s the democracy where there is no 

36 Quoted from the forthcoming book by Ewert Layne, Making of the Revolution.
37 C.L.R. James, The Black Jacobins, Toussaint L’Ouverture and the San Domingo Revolution 
2nd edition New York: 1989 Vintage Books p. 81.
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accountability once a person is elected. C. L. R. James had written extensively 
about a new democracy, a democracy where every cook can govern: 

The over-riding idea was to organise the mass of the people not 
just to vote, but to govern - to govern through organs in village and 
town. To govern through Councils on Trade and Foreign policy, 
which would bring business, unions and the people to discuss the 
initiatives their Parliamentary leaders were pursuing, or to propose 
new initiatives - to govern by way of over-sight committees in every 
ministry. That way for sure, government would be of the people. By 
the people could come later when the people in councils, in their 
own self-movement, would take back from the State, the remaining 
power vested in the State. And then proceed to a new and unparalleled 
democracy which would make even ancient Greek democracy look 
pallid by comparison. 38  

   
This is the new revolutionary place that we are in at this moment, in this 
new century, when popular forms of expressions are breaking out as peoples 
develop new techniques at self-organisation.  This revolutionary process 
seeks to draw a line of steel between the traditions of revolution and counter 
revolution and breaks down the vanguardism and leaderism of the social 
classes that looked to Europe for guidance and intellectual leadership. It is also 
now possible to enrich the observations of C.L. R James by not only looking 
at Greek democracy (which was limited) but also at the social collectivism 
of the African village community and the communities of the indigenous 
peoples of Central America and South America, the cooperative institutions 
of the indigenous peoples in Latin America as well as the Iroquois concept 
of democracy. It is now possible to draw on the memory of these forms of 
democratic participation to inform this democratic participation.

It is this new basis for democracy that is informing the Zapatistas. And the 
Zapatistas of Mexico who James Petras and others see as being the forerunner 
of the new revolution are already practicing.  They say that fractal theory of 
self-emancipation; self-organisation of how the people can be the basis for 
new political relations. This self-organisation for revolution is very different 
from self-organisation for representative politics. It is the self-organisation 
where the people take themselves from one level of consciousness to the next. 
At the same time one of the most profound aspects of the Zapatistas have been 
the ways in which they have deepened the mobilisation of positive cultural 
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values from their history. It is not by accident that informed observers have 
identified the fractal concepts associated with the revolutionary project in 
Mexico. Another important aspect of this revolutionary approach is the need 
to build community power so that the power shifts to the people away from 
the old state machinery of violence and domination. The Zapatistas have 
also moved to end the romance with armed struggles. The militarism of the 
drug cartels and the counter revolutionary forces has taught the Zapatistas 
that armed means should only be used in exceptional circumstances. Ewert 
Layne (forthcoming) came to the same conclusion in his reflection on the 
Grenada Revolution:

It is against the background of all of the above that I say to our 
people, armed  struggle, viewed as a preference for solving political 
problems is politically immature and in my view, morally wrong.  It 
is possible for a people to pursue their aspirations for a better life 
and to change society, so that there are more opportunities for more 
and more equitable distribution of society’s fruits, through legal and 
constitutional means. I believe that the experiment now underway 
next door in Venezuela may well provide strong evidence of this.

From the Zapatistas to the Bolivarian Revolution
 
In looking back over the past thirty years one is attempting to grasp the 
balance of forces in order to conceptualise revolutionary change for the 
next thirty years. In Mexico, the Zapatista movement sought to bring back 
the memory of the 1910 revolution to launch a new protracted struggle 
for revolutionary change. In this new stage, the Zapatistas have mobilised 
the new information technologies while moving to strengthen the cultural 
spaces where the politics of self-emancipation can emerge. This brings the 
Caribbean face to face with the new Bolivarian process that is sweeping both 
the Caribbean and Latin America. 

The Bolivarian revolution is enriched by the main social movements in the 
Caribbean and Latin America. These are six principal movements: 
1. The Environmental Justice Movement 
2. The movements of workers and farmers 
3. The Women’s Movement 
4. The Peace and Justice Movement 
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5. The Anti-Racist Movement of the former enslaved and indigenous  
 peoples 
6. The Reparations Movement 
 
Since the onslaught of the Washington Consensus and the deterioration of   
the standards of living of the working peoples, the traditional struggles over 
workers rights have been supported by new struggles over land, housing, 
water, health care and education. In Venezuela the leadership that is associated 
with Hugo Chavez has survived attempts to remove a political leadership 
that is clearly anti-racist. The political leadership in Venezuela is confronted 
with the reality that it is not simply financial resources that are needed to 
repair the blight of social exclusion. The physical space of the urban areas 
of Venezuela bears all of the markings of apartheid housing and apartheid 
engineering most apparent with the masses of people who are forced to live 
in poor housing conditions.

After ten years of holding power and with an economy flush with revenues 
from high oil prices, the Bolivarian revolution in Venezuela has made 
important proclamations in the direction of radical reforms. Some of these 
reforms in community ‘missiones’ have provided health care for the poor but 
these reforms have not dented the entrenched class and racial  inequalities.  
Some of these measures seek to deepen the social democratic traditions that 
had existed within Venezuela but the ideological rigidness of the liberal 
forces in the bureaucracies act as a break on the transition in Venezuela. 
One of the most profound tasks in Venezuela remains the challenges to the 
oppression of women and the forms of patriarchy that had been buttressed 
by a culture of ‘machismo.’  It is at the intersection of these struggles where 
the women’s movement throughout the Caribbean is standing up against all 
forms of oppression. It is this movement that is opposing rape, violence 
against women, homophobia, child pornography and those elements of 
oppression that emanate from patriarchy. From as far as South Africa to the 
small islands in the Caribbean women are calling for opposition to rape and 
violation. The trial of Jacob Zuma in South Africa for rape has emboldened 
the women’s movement all over the world in ending the enforced silences on 
rape and gender oppression. 39   

39 Mmatshilo Motsei, The	Kanga	and	the	Kangaroo	Court:	Reflections	on	the	Rape	Trial	of	
Jacob Zuma, Jacana Media, South Africa, 2007.
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It is at the level of gender relations where the new  revolutionary movement 
is challenging the weaknesses of all previous movements for revolution 
whether in Haiti, Cuba, Grenada, Nicaragua and most especially among the 
Rastafari movement.  While placing patriarchy and sexist ideas at the centre 
of revolutionary thinking the women’s movement successfully challenged 
the labour theory of value and influences our understanding of the centrality 
of household production. Female labour power was never properly calculated 
in the economic models of many Marxists.  Radical women in Guyana have 
been one of the leaders of the Global Women’s strike. This is the international 
movement that is placing the question of care at the centre of change. It is 
on this point of care as well as the deformed legacies of white racism where 
there are such a great challenges as the Caribbean seeks to move out of 
counter revolutionary politics. 

The women’s movement joins the workers movement, the anti–racist 
movement and the environmental justice movement to enrich the struggles 
for change beyond the single issue struggles that have in the past influenced 
political mobilisation. In particular, the reparations movement is calling for 
the society to ‘reveal the truth’ about genocide and slavery. This revelation 
calls for a rewriting of the textbooks and a retreat of the celebration of racist 
ideas.  It is the revelation of the truth that will be another component of the 
transformation of the Caribbean.

Transformation involves processes of liberation and one of the first tasks 
is to validate the humanity of all humans. In this context, this article views 
reparations as an essential aspect of reconstruction and revolution. This 
reparative process could lay the basis for the repairing of the human spirit. 
In the process there would be a clearer understanding of the fact that slavery 
and colonialism constituted crimes against humanity.  The understanding 
of Genocide War, Crimes and the West seems to be a basic requirement for 
peace in all parts of the world and the conceptualisation of the reconstruction 
of human lives, human communities and a new global basis for reorganising 
the mode of economic organisation. 

Reparations should involve reconciliation, atonement, healing, justice and 
the repairing of what has been broken. In essence, the reparations movement 
requires a break with past crimes of capitalism and racism. Throughout the 
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process of the Third World Conference against Racism (WCAR), there was 
a basic agreement that: 

together with a legal framework and policies aimed at preventing 
and eliminating racism and various forms of discrimination, the first 
step in creating a just society should be a global acknowledgement 
of the past, accompanied by various redress mechanisms to repair 
past injustices. … Reparations are the most important means of 
achieving redress in fact. Reparations are a question of justice and 
the restoration of lost human dignity. 40 

In so far as the debates on reparations from the WCAR moved the discussion 
to alternatives to current forms of racism, the forum of African descendants 
discussed four remedies: restitution, monetary compensation, rehabilitation 
and satisfaction and guarantees of non-repetition.

How can we unleash and tap into the revolutionary possibilities of the 
millions of citizens of the Caribbean and Latin America who have been 
left out of the political process? These forces face the strength of Brazilian 
capitalism, and democratic struggles over education and health will open 
up the contradictions for all other oppressed sections of the population. 
Reparations and the restructuring of knowledge will become revolutionary in 
these societies if one follows the logic of dismantling white settler privileges 
and cultural apartheid. 

Evo Morales is looking for revolutionary ideas of transformation within 
the history of the Indian cultures. On the question of language, Morales 
is opening up questions that the left has been silent on. The new bases of 
the economy would be in new forms of energy (solar and hydrogen), new 
forms of health care and use of bio technology along with new forms of 
construction and housing. If this task of building the alternative economy 
is not initiated, the oil economy will strengthen the old oligarchy and white 
power in education, medicine, transport, communications and housing and 
will cripple the advances of the Bolivarian project. 

40 NGO Program of Action for the World Conference against Racism, Racial Discrimina-
tion, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance. Durban, South Africa, 28 August to 1 September 
2001.



70 Journal of Eastern Caribbean Studies

Conclusion

Despite the counter revolutionary onslaught, the peoples of the Caribbean 
maintain a spirit of freedom, laughter and song. These songs of freedom 
have inspired millions from all parts of the world and kept the revolutionary 
optimism that remained in the Caribbean from the period of the Haitian 
revolution. This optimism has been carried to a new level by the Zapatistas 
in Mexico who have tapped into both the memory of social collectivism 
as well as the power of the information revolution to resist oppression in 
Mexico. Revolutionary optimism comes across from the songs of Bob 
Marley who continuously sang that ‘everything will be all right.’ It is the 
same spirit that was communicated by Che Guevara who believed in the 
capacity of the working people to effect profound changes. Guevara believed 
that a better future could be built if one unleashed the power of the citizens.  
Che Guevara, like Bob Marley, believed that love is an explosive force in 
politics. For this reason Guevara noted that a true revolutionary is guided by 
profound feelings of love.

Thirty years after the Grenadian revolution there are momentous changes in 
the world as the ideas of neo-liberalism and unbridled capitalism collapsed 
within the USA.  As thinkers and activists it is necessary to learn the positive 
and negative lessons of revolutions and revolutionary change, so that when 
the Caribbean people move again, they will move decisively. The Caribbean 
people, when they move, they will move so that Che Guevara’s idea of a 
new person becomes a transformed human being - a transformed human 
being that will have moved away from all of the alienation and complexes of 
capitalism and the European ideation system.  It was Martin Luther King Jr. 
who in the struggles against racism in the USA argued for a new revolution. 
In his passionate speech: Beyond Vietnam, Martin Luther King Jr. (1967) 
called upon humans to rekindle the revolutionary spirits and actions.  Forty 
one years after this speech it is apt to recall his message:

These are revolutionary times. All over the globe men are revolting 
against old systems of exploitation and oppression and out of the 
wombs of a frail world new systems of justice and equality are 
being born. The shirtless and barefoot people of the land are rising 
up as never before. “The people who sat in darkness have seen a 
great light.” We in the West must support these revolutions. It is a 
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sad fact that, because of comfort, complacency, a morbid fear of 
communism, and our proneness to adjust to injustice, the Western 
nations that initiated so much of the revolutionary spirit of the 
modern world have now become the arch-anti-revolutionaries. This 
has driven many to feel that only Marxism has the revolutionary 
spirit. Therefore, communism is a judgment against our failure 
to make democracy real and follow through on the revolutions 
we initiated. Our only hope today lies in our ability to recapture 
the revolutionary spirit and go out into a sometimes hostile world 
declaring eternal hostility to poverty, racism, and militarism. With 
this powerful commitment we shall boldly challenge the status quo 
and unjust mores and thereby speed the day when “every valley shall 
be exalted, and every mountain and hill shall be made low, and the 
crooked shall be made straight and the rough places plain.

A genuine revolution of values means in the final analysis that our 
loyalties must become ecumenical rather than sectional. Every nation 
must now develop an overriding loyalty to mankind as a whole in 
order to preserve the best in their individual societies. 41 

Martin Luther King added: 

“A true revolution of values will lay hands on the world order.”  And 
he says of war: 

This way of settling differences is not just. This business of burning 
human beings with napalm, of filling our nation’s homes with orphans 
and widows, of injecting poisonous drugs of hate into veins of people 
normally humane, of sending men home from dark and bloody 
battlefields physically handicapped and psychologically deranged, 
cannot be reconciled with wisdom, justice and love. A nation that 
continues year after year to spend more money on military defence 
than on programs of social uplift is approaching spiritual death. 42   

41Martin Luther Ling, Beyond Vietnam: A Time to Break the Silence, 
http://www.hartford-hwp.com/archives/45a/058.html.
42Martin Luther Ling, Beyond Vietnam: A Time to Break the Silence, 
http://www.hartford-hwp.com/archives/45a/058.html.
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Increasingly it is the struggles against spiritual and social death that drives 
the new revolutionary period in the Caribbean. So, in the next twenty-
five years the Caribbean is going to be in the forefront of paving the way 
new revolutionary breakthroughs.  It’s a revolution that is going to sweep 
humanity. It is this sweep that will realise the dream of the Cuban revolution 
of becoming the forerunner of socialist transformation in the Caribbean.
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Introduction

In the almost three decades since the demise of the Grenadian revolution, 
there has been a general avoidance of a comprehensive analysis of its 
relevance to a proper understanding of post-colonial Caribbean politics 
and society. Insofar as there had been a discourse on Grenada, it has been 
confined to shouting matches between supporters of the two sides which 
squared off in the final months of the revolution. While such an exchange is 
useful, it never gets beyond emotions and self-serving narratives, which by 
definition are counterproductive.  As Gordon K Lewis (1987: 164) warned 
“the left must not allow itself to be bogged down in the sort of useless and 
nasty speculation that has characterised the rumour mill since October 
1983”.  Some have dismissed the revolution as nothing more than an orgy of 
violence by a few political hooligans who in the end slaughtered each other. 
Others have located the revolution in narrow Cold War terms, a narrative 
which exalts the evil of Marxism and communism. 

In the process the larger significance of the revolution is either marginalised 
or erased. The revolution is reduced to an event with little significance to 
those who lived through it or to the construction of Grenadian and Caribbean 
history. Yet the events in Grenada from March 1979 to October 1983 deserve 
more scrutiny not to determine who were the saints and the devils but to 
engage something which arose from the bowels of the Caribbean society and 
has since its demise greatly influenced the region’s political motion. Again 
Gordon K. Lewis is on the ball:

It thus became necessary, and is still necessary, for the progressive 
movement, in the best spirit of democratic self-criticism, without 
nostalgia or evasive apologetics or scapegoating, to ask and to seek 
to answer, the crucial questions: what went wrong in the internal 
dynamics of the revolution, why did things go wrong, and what are 
the long term implications for the Caribbean revolutionary cause in 
the future? (Lewis 1987:161)

This article attempts to engage this thesis. It makes three overriding 
assumptions. First, it locates the revolution in the large struggle of the 
Caribbean for liberation from various forms of subjugation. In that regard it 
was the culmination of three centuries of struggle against plantation bondage. 
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Second, it identifies its immediate roots in the post-colonial radicalism that 
emerged shortly after independence and was exemplified by the Black Power 
Movement and the left radical movement it spawned in the 1970s. The 
Grenadian revolution, therefore, is part of what Bouges (2003) and Rupert 
Lewis (1998) calls the Black radical tradition and the Caribbean radical 
tradition respectively. The third assumption flows from the first two. If the 
Grenadian revolution was Caribbean in origin and nature then it follows that 
what transpired in Grenada had consequences for the wider Caribbean. 

The article looks at the consequences of the Grenadian revolution for 
politics in Guyana, in particular for the Working People’s Alliance (WPA) 
which shared a similar orientation with the New Jewel Movement (NJM), 
the party that led the Grenadian Revolution. In particular the article looks at 
the impact of the revolution on the WPA. It argues that the events in Grenada 
were pivotal in galvanising the party’s popular challenge to the then Guyana 
government and that its demise was equally critical to the WPA’s subsequent 
shift in emphasis from one of popular insurrection from the outside to 
greater participation in the formal political process. Towards this end, the 
article examines the political stances of the party in the years during and 
immediately following the end of the revolution. The first part looks at the 
circumstances that led to the rise of the Caribbean left while the second part 
traces the rise of the WPA. The third part looks at the relationship between 
the two parties during the revolution and the final part examines the stances 
of the WPA after the end of the revolution. 

The Rise of the Caribbean Left

Independence came to Anglophone Caribbean courtesy of a nationalist 
movement that represented a broad consensus among the various segments of 
the colonised peoples. This nationalist fervour would soon unravel as the new 
post-colonial rulers began to steer independence away from the overriding 
principles of the independence movement. Lewis (1998: xvii) contends that 
“the moment of independence was also a moment of re-colonisation” and 
Bouges (2003:126) calls it “the double transformation of colonialism into 
post colonialism, then into neo-colonialism.” Under the pretext of the Cold 
War, the US implemented a coercive foreign policy that exercised the right 
to forcefully intervene in newly independent countries which showed signs 
of self-determination. The geographical location of the Caribbean coupled 
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with the reality of the Cuban revolution made the region a prime target of this 
policy. This imperialism invariably led to an anti-imperialist response that 
would be pivotal to the radical praxis of the 1970s. The ready capitulation of 
the independence leadership to this Cold War policy meant that local policies 
reflected the imperialist logic. 

In particular, economic and developmental policies followed the dictates 
of global capital and its local representatives. Such policies inevitably 
reinforced the socio-economic inequities of the colonial order. As was the 
case during colonialism the economic order was accompanied by a political 
order geared towards perpetuating the economic inequality and preventing 
challenges to the status quo. The post-colonial state, despite slight 
modifications, maintained the essence of the colonial state. In this context 
the monoculture export oriented economy inherited from colonialism was 
not overly interrupted. 

The first decade of independence, therefore, was quickly transformed into a 
negation of substantive independence whereby the structures of colonialism 
were aggressively transformed. While the leaders employed a nationalistic 
rhetoric, their policies reflected anything but nationalism. It is in this context 
that the issue of race becomes central. The new leadership downplayed race 
as a central factor in determining the shape and content of the post-colonial 
order. They opted for a “brown nationalism” that privileged the European 
cultural order and marginalised African symbols. Further, because the 
majority of the working class was black the policies that negatively affected 
the poor had racial consequences.

The betrayal by the ruling class converged with the coming of age of a 
new generation of Caribbean scholars. Radicalised by the independence 
movement and exposed to a new kind of education these scholars were asking 
questions about the content and direction of independence. They rejected 
the independence leaders’ gradualist approach to change that invariably 
catered to the imperatives of the former colonisers and advocated instead 
a decisive break with colonialism and the institution of a political economy 
that reflected the logic of political independence. In short, therefore, the 
question was whether independence meant a reform of the colonial order or 
freedom from its clutches. 
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This standoff proved to be the seed of a new second independence struggle 
that began with the Black Power movement that later gave way to a radical 
leftist upsurge. If the earlier independence movement was fuelled by the 
need to get rid of colonial rule, this new movement focused on the need to 
turn the rights won at independence into real freedoms. By the end of the 
1960s, race, class, national self-determination and Caribbean nationalism 
were intertwined both at the level of governance and the level of repose 
to governance. The power of governance was concentrated in the hands 
of the brown and black middle class. So too was ownership of the means 
of production, which meant that the working poor was kept as a source of 
cheap labour and their fears were manipulated for political ends. 

It is against this background that the call for true independence by the Black 
Power activists was grounded. Black Power represented not only a racial 
response but it was also class based and anti-imperialist/nationalist. In this 
regard the target was simultaneously international and local capitalism, 
racism and authoritarian rule. The message of racial pride, uplift and 
empowerment, local ownership of the economy and socio-economic and 
political democracy resonated with both the middle class, youth and the 
working poor. The former were largely animated by the need for social 
justice, while the latter continued its historical struggle against social, racial 
and political marginalisation. As Kwayana (2004: 1) contends:

Revolutions become natural and acceptable when the existing state 
of things discredits itself so massively that the whole society feels in 
its bones the need for casting aside the established, or establishment 
parties, both government and opposition. This was not a need 
that people generally felt. So where possible, they would change 
one for the other.  This would satisfy the need for a change of 
government rather than a need for change.  So the people connected 
the establishment parties with the established economies and would 
tolerate them so long as the economy delivered livelihoods and did 
not threaten collapse of living arrangements on a massive scale. 
But the left movements still had a place because they connected the 
ordinary people and radical elites as well with a wider world, new 
information, and new standards for measuring the good life, new 
social goals and often dealt with neglected injustices in the society.
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The NJM and the WPA were products of this movement, which can be traced to 
the demonstrations that followed the 1968 expulsion of Walter Rodney, from 
Jamaica. The “Rodney Riots” were a popular expression mainly by the urban 
youth of Jamaica against a government that had done little to turn the dreams 
of independence into freedom. Rodney, then a lecturer at the University of 
the West Indies, had exposed this shortcoming of Caribbean independence 
at two levels. First, he critiqued the new ruling class for not making a 
fundamental break with colonialism thereby abandoning the aspirations of 
the Black and poor peoples of the region. Second, by grounding with the 
masses and teaching them about Africa and African history, he introduced 
and expanded a new Black consciousness among the popular masses about 
both their identity and their political capacity. His expulsion exposed not only 
the hostility of the post-colonial state to popular empowerment but its drift 
towards authoritarianism. The Rodney intervention--Rodney’s activities, his 
expulsion and the riots—therefore, represented the beginnings of clashes 
between the Caribbean state and the popular masses and radical section of 
the intelligentsia on the other hand--a clash that would culminate with the 
Grenadian revolution in 1979.

The “Rodney Riots” were followed in 1970 by the “February Revolution” 
in Trinidad and Tobago where Black Power demonstrations brought the 
government to its knees. The movement inspired a cultural renaissance 
among the African descended peoples that was manifested in a flush of 
African pride and interest in their African heritage. Second, it ignited a new 
resistance spirit that would serve as the basis for the broad radical movement 
that pushed the region to revolutionary action. Third, it inspired a new 
Caribbean nationalism among the masses based on a shared history and the 
unity of the ethnic groups.  

At the political level the influence of Black Power radicalism engendered a 
simultaneous rise in autocratic governance. Fearing the spread of radicalism 
to their countries, most of the governments took a confrontational attitude 
to the movement. They passed laws aimed at frustrating dissent and in the 
process trampling on civil liberties such as freedom of the press and freedom 
of association. Radical leaders were routinely harassed and persecuted and 
in some cases were assassinated. 
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While governments in Guyana, Grenada and Dominica were the most extreme 
in this regard, former St. Lucian Prime Minister, Kenny Anthony observes, 
the others were not far behind.  According to him, the leadership “was 
intolerant of criticism and, in many instances, did not hesitate to use force 
to defeat political opponents. Eric Gairy’s Grenada and Forbes Burnham’s 
Guyana were only the most extreme examples of these tendencies. The rest 
of the Caribbean differed from these countries only in quantitative terms 
(Anthony, 2004: 263). Civil liberties were routinely undermined, draconian 
laws were introduced and opposition politicians and other dissenters were 
routinely harassed, imprisoned and assassinated. In short, governments 
became unaccountable to its citizens. 

NJM and WPA

These repressive tactics led to a shift in emphasis by the radicals from race 
to a more class oriented approach that advocated a revolutionary socialism 
that stressed popular democratic participation in politics and economics. 
This authoritarianism pushed the NJM and the WPA in two directions. 
First, at the political level, they developed relationships with moderate and 
right of centre forces in pursuit of broad anti-dictatorial alliances. Second, 
they moved towards an embrace of armed insurrection as a last resort. The 
latter would take the region in a political direction that would inspire both a 
freedom moment and a tragic upheaval. As Kwayana (2004: 2) observes:

The radical parties filled their allotted or achieved political space 
rather well. The New Jewel Movement (Grenada) seemed at one 
time to be invading the territory of an establishment party.  Then it 
went beyond that space after failing to win at elections, and deeming 
the regime a rogue government not removable by elections, and a 
threat to safety, in 1979 overthrew the government by force of arms 
endorsed by popular demonstration, especially of the youth.

Both the WPA and NJM were in effect alliances of left wing progressive 
groups. There were two dominant tendencies in these alliances- left wing 
Black Power and Marxism. The former represented a Black Nationalism that 
was grounded in working class liberation. Hence it incorporated race and 
class in a synthesis that downplayed the orthodox Marxist formulation of 
the primacy of class over race. The other tendency reflected a more orthodox 
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Marxism along the lines of the traditional communist movement. Despite 
these differences the two tendencies were united in their commitment to 
decolonisation, Caribbean integration and revolution. Both parties opted 
to join the Socialist International rather than the International Communist 
movement. The WPA actually described itself as Independent Marxist and 
was most forceful in advocating for democratic rights, which were frowned 
upon by orthodox Marxists as bourgeoisie democracy, but which the WPA 
contended were rights which were fought for and won by the sacrifices of the 
working people (Rodney 1979). 

The early NJM reflected a similar independent tendency that included 
a movement away from maximum leadership, the minimising of the 
importance of traditional elections, decentralisation of power, a preference 
for mass insurrection and the need to steer clear of the international 
communist movement. Brian Meeks correctly attributes these positions to 
the influence of CLR James whose ideological outlook had a large impact on 
the Caribbean Black Power Left. He puts it this way:

The chosen ideological perspective of 1974 was related of course to 
the specific experiences of individuals, but a cumulative and available 
ideological context can be identified, with boundaries delineated by 
Black Nationalism, an indigenous orientation and most notably an 
absence of Leninism (Meeks 2001:146)

Of the Caribbean Left parties, the WPA, the Workers Party of Jamaica 
(WPJ) and Tim Hector’s Antigua Caribbean Liberation Movement (ACLM) 
enjoyed close ties with the NJM. The NJM’s relationship with the WPJ arose 
largely on account of Bernard Coard, who had been a member of the pre-
party WPJ. While the WPJ adopted an orthodox Marxist- Leninist praxis, 
the ACLM and WPA were more in line with the independent Marxist strand. 
More than the WPJ, the ACLM, WPA and NJM reflected the influence of the 
Black Power Movement. Maurice Bishop and Tim Hector had developed 
close ties with Eusi Kwayana, whose African Society for Cultural Relations 
with Independent Africa (ASCRIA) was one of the founding groups of the 
WPA. 

The NJM and the WPA adopted a collective leadership approach, although 
the NJM was less rigid in this area. While Bernard Coard and Unison 
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Whiteman were recognised as part of the top leadership, Maurice Bishop 
emerged as the leading force of the NJM. In the case of the WPA, although 
Walter Rodney emerged as the foremost leader, the party never named him 
as leader. Eusi Kwayana, Moses Bhagwan and Clive Thomas, the leaders 
of the founding groups, along with Rupert Roopnarine, were all influential 
leaders. There seems to have been some suspicions of Coard’s ambition in 
the pre-revolution period, leading to a sometimes uneasy relation among 
the factions. This may have been due to the influence of the Organisation 
for Revolutionary Education and Liberation (OREL) of which Coard was 
regarded as the unofficial leader. The OREL faction reportedly sought to turn 
the party into a traditional Marxist Leninist outfit and was also critical of what 
it termed the petty bourgeoisie orientation of the NJM’s leadership (Marable 
1987:215). The WPA did not experience the same kind of tensions perhaps 
because none of its constituent groups was as orthodox as OREL. However, 
after Rodney’s murder and as the party developed closer relationship with 
the Grenada revolution, there developed a muted tension between those who 
wanted a more disciplined cadre party and others who wanted to avoid what 
it saw as the pitfalls of the Grenadian revolution. 

By the time of the revolution in March 1979 the NJM seemed to have 
embraced a Leninist form of organisation. In particular, it became wedded 
to the notions of the vanguard party, the maximum leader and democratic 
centralism. This change in the NJM’s outlook has to be seen in the context of 
having to first confront a brutal regime and later manage a revolution amidst 
hostility from the West and the Caribbean right wing. From the evidence 
it seems that the orthodox Marxist tendency, as represented by the OREL 
faction, was the major catalyst. While the group ceased to exist in a formal 
sense, its former members held to the principles espoused by the group 
(Marable 1987: 215). 

Brian Meeks, a member of the WPJ who worked in Grenada during the 
revolution, has argued that the earlier “independent” NJM ideological 
outlook had peaked by 1974. He contends that the failure of the Black Power 
Movement in Trinidad and Tobago, the changing world situation and the 
early attempts by the NJM to mount a popular insurrection had prompted 
a search for alternative paths to revolution  and transformed “the agenda of 
available ideas and placing Leninist notions at the forefront” (2001: 147). 
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The Rise of the WPA

The WPA was founded in 1974 as a pressure group and became a political 
party in 1979.  The alliance originally was composed of four pressure 
groups -- African Society for Cultural Relations with Independent Africa 
(ASCRIA), Indian People’s Revolutionary Associates (IPRA), Ratoon (a 
radical movement) and the Working People’s Vanguard Party (WPVP). The 
WPVP left the alliance in 1975.  ASCRIA was an Africanist or Black Power 
organisation led by Eusi Kwayana, a former leading member of both the 
PPP and PNC.  IPRA, the Indian equivalent of ASCRIA, was led by Moses 
Bhagwan, a former leader of the PPP’s youth section and a leading party 
member.  RATOON was a leftist radical organisation based at the University 
of Guyana and led by economist Clive Thomas; and WPVP another leftist 
group, was led by former PPP chairman Brindley Benn.  The four groups had 
three things in common. First they were all opposed to the government of the 
day, which was becoming increasingly authoritarian. Second, they shared 
commitment to ethnic unity as a pre-requisite for political and economic 
advancement. Third, they shared an ideological affiliation to socialism and 
anti-imperialism. These shared values made it easier for the formation of the 
party although the WPVP would leave the party over disagreement on how 
to deal with the other ethnic party.

The WPA was bolstered by the addition to its ranks of three activists who 
would go on to play decisive roles in the party. First, in 1974 just as the 
WPA was being formed, Walter Rodney, a renowned scholar-revolutionary, 
returned to the University of Guyana (UG). The government, however, 
rescinded the appointment on the grounds that Rodney would pose problems 
for them. This led to a series of protest rallies or open-air meetings organised 
by ASCRIA. Unexpectedly, attendance at the meetings was the largest since 
the 1950s and more importantly they were multiethnic. Instead of leaving, 
Rodney stayed in Guyana, joined the WPA and emerged as its leading 
spokesperson and the leader of the multiethnic opposition movement.

Three years later Rupert Roopnarine, an Indian Guyanese academic and 
Andaiye, an African former school principal returned to Guyana from the 
USA to join the WPA. Both had been friends of Rodney and were responding 
to his urgings. Roopnarine became a leading figure in the party and was 
seen as the Indian equivalent of Rodney. Kwayana would later refer to 
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Roopnarine and Rodney as symbols of the new politics. Andaiye had left 
Guyana seven years before amidst controversy over her support of the Black 
Power Movement while serving as principal of one of the country’s secondary 
school. Her actions were seen as an act of betrayal by some members of the 
government since her father was closely associated with the Prime Minister. 
Andaiye would serve as the party’s International Secretary and editor of its 
newspaper, Dayclean. 

The impetus for the formation of the WPA came from three sources. First, 
the repressive nature of the African-based People’s National Congress (PNC) 
government had begun to negatively affect and alienate sections of the 
African Guyanese community. Second, given the ethnic nature of the major 
opposition party, the PPP, there were limitations to its ability to mobilise 
across ethnic lines. Third, the major African interest group, ASCRIA, 
had publicly withdrawn its support for the PNC. This served to dismantle 
the African ethnic solidarity that had been the norm for a decade. Fourth 
ASCRIA and IPRA had mounted a successful mass multi-ethnic “Land 
for the landless” campaign that brought together hundreds of Africans and 
Indians in a common cause - the first since the demise of the nationalist 
movement in 1955. Rodney (1976:120) explained the factors that brought 
together the groups in the WPA:

These groups came together in response to at least two important 
pressures.  One was a new demand to overcome a racist-oriented 
politics, to break with the divisiveness of race as a fact of organisation, 
so that both ASCRIA and IPRA collaborated on issues such as the 
landless squatters, of both Indian and African descent. The question 
was dealt with in class terms rather than racial terms. Second, as 
questions of socialism and ideology were being raised, the aim was 
to provide an organisation, which would take the task of political 
and ideological education more seriously than any other existing 
political group.

The WPA’s birth broke new ground in Guyanese post-colonial politics. First, 
it was the first time since the split of original PPP in 1955 that a political 
group had declared as its major objective the unity of the various ethnic 
groups, thus challenging one of the main planks of the PNC’s survival 
mechanism. Roopnarine (November 14, 1998) observes:
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On the internal front, Burnham said to the Africans, “you know, the 
alternative to me is these Indian people who are going to create an 
avalanche and swamp all of us. So I am really your only hope.”  He 
said this to the military, he said this to the police force, to the civil 
service, to the trade union movement.  As a result, he had his bases 
covered.  So the PPP was effectually neutralised.  It is not that it 
did not raise up the cry for free and fair elections, they did.  They 
mounted what protest they could have mounted but it remained very 
ineffective because first of all they had no particular presence in the 
capital city and that is where the seat of government was. But even 
if the PPP organised the protest in the rural areas - the farmers – this 
made no particular impact on the political situation and Burnham 
could shrug it off. I recall that in 1973 when Dr. Jagan complained 
about rigging he told him “well, you have neither the capacity nor 
the will to do anything about it.  March if you will.

Second, although it declared itself Marxist, the WPA eschewed any 
affiliation with the Moscow-oriented communist parties. In this regard the 
charge of communism that was levelled at the PPP with good effect could 
not be levelled in the same way at the WPA. Roopnarine (November 14 
1998) explains “Burnham had really mastered the art of dealing with the 
internal opposition and he did this in a very clever way. On the one hand 
he said to the United States ‘the alternative to me is Moscow; these people 
are communists, what are you really doing.’  So he played off the United 
States and as a result he was able to win their support on the external front 
against the PPP”. The emergence of the WPA also had direct implications for 
the PNC influence in the African-Guyanese community.  Rodney, Kwayana, 
and Thomas were well-known African leaders whose political and moral 
standing in that community was significant. Crucially, unlike ASCRIA, 
which never openly rivalled the PNC politically, the WPA made clear that it 
was a political group opposed to the PNC and dedicated to combating it in 
the political arena.

Between 1974 and 1979 the WPA concentrated on mobilisation and public 
education rather than projecting itself as a conventional party. In this regard 
it avoided an arena in which ethnic sentiments are most inflamed. The 
advantage of this strategy is that it placed store on transformation from the 
bottom that it hoped would in turn affect the broader politics. For the WPA, 
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therefore, changing the political culture was essential to defeating ethnic 
conflict. The mobilisation took the form of open-air public meetings, smaller 
“bottom house” meetings and classes in political economy. The party also 
published a regular news-sheet, Dayclean, which it used generally to expose 
government overreach and scandals but also to advance the party’s ideas 
on issues such as race and ethnicity, governance and the economy. The 
WPAs message was a combination of anti-dictatorship and multiracialism. 
It addressed what it saw as the twin problem of authoritarian rule and ethnic 
division. It argued that the survival of authoritarian governance was largely 
the result of ethnic polarisation and that its demise would be achieved 
through ethnic solidarity (Rodney 1976). 

The WPA’s praxis was greatly influenced by Walter Rodney whose political 
thought and practice represented the convergence of several strands of the 
problems and challenges faced by the formerly enslaved and colonised 
peoples of Africa and the Americas. In this regard he interrogated class and 
race as interrelated phenomena. Given Rodney’s trajectory, it is difficult to 
pin him down to any single perspective. His early academic work examined 
African history as a departure point for understanding and reclaiming the 
history and culture of Blacks and achieving true liberation. He was concerned 
with the impact of slavery and colonialism on post-colonial Africa and the 
diaspora. He used Africa as his site of inquiry but his conclusions were 
geared towards empowering Africa and its diaspora. Therein lay the Pan-
African context and intent of his work. Further, Rodney was not content 
with investigating and explaining the African condition in purely racial 
terms; he was equally concerned with social oppression within the African 
and diasporic communities. He, therefore, extended his analysis to include 
governance and class particularly in Africa and the Caribbean. 

An important aspect of Rodney’s praxis was his ability to build alliances 
without compromising his core beliefs; he was adept at subordinating his 
core beliefs in the interest of the broader struggle. There were two aspects 
of his alliance and coalition-building--ideological and ethnic. Although a 
Marxist and Black Nationalist, Rodney did not use these as litmus tests 
for political relationships. The fact that he opposed the PNC regime which 
was black-dominated and professed Marxism-Leninism is testimony to his 
anti-dogmatism. He was of the view that the regime was using both Black 
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Nationalism and socialism to mask its anti-Black and working class policies 
and actions.

While Rodney accepted the Marxist methodology he was less wedded to 
its dogmas. In this regard he belonged to the tradition of CLR James and 
Eusi Kwayana, both of whom rejected the Leninist vanguardist dogma. This 
non-dogmatic tendency was central to Rodney’s praxis and was partly the 
source of his and the WPA’s alliance approach. Given the PPP’s acceptance 
of Marxist orthodoxy along the lines of the USSR, ideology was a source 
of tension throughout the relationship between the two parties. Rodney’s 
Marxism was also consistent with the Caribbean Marxism that emerged in 
the 1970s, which integrated race, ethnicity and aspects of liberal democracy 
into its praxis.

The NJM had actually gone the furthest with the principle of broad alliances 
when it contested the 1976 election as part of an alliance with the conservative 
Grenada National Party (GNP), a strategy the party was likely to continue 
at the next election which was due, in 1981. In hindsight, the NJM might 
have been better served by inviting the GNP to be part of the revolutionary 
government. While individuals from the private sector did serve in the 
government, they did not represent an autonomous force. 

The Guyana Government and the Revolution

The Guyana Government played a positive role in the preparations for the 
NJM’s seizure of power and in the period immediately following the events 
of March 13, 1979. The PNC facilitated the military training in Guyana 
of some of the NJM cadres. After the success of the revolution on March 
13, 1979, the Guyana Government also provided the new revolutionary 
government with various forms of material support. Maurice Bishop would 
later reveal to WPA leaders how difficult it was to deal with Guyana given this 
close relationship with the three then major parties- the PNC, the People’s 
Progressive Party (PPP) and WPA. According to Roopnarine (2010: 18)

It was always something of a high-wire act for the NJM to maintain 
and manage fraternal relations with all three of Guyana’s (at that 
time) main parties, two of which were waging a bitter fight against 
the third. Burnham - it is now well-enough known - had given active 
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support to the NJM in the preparations for the assault on Gairy, even 
providing training for senior PRA officers in Guyana Defence Force 
facilities in Guyana.

The NJM’s relationship with the PNC is fascinating. Bishop and the early 
NJM had developed a close relationship with ASCRIA. This relationship 
was cemented during the period when the two groups along with others such 
as the National Joint Action Committee (NJAC) of Trinidad and Tobago 
and the Antigua Caribbean Liberation Movement (ACLM) of Antigua and 
Barbuda, served on the Caribbean preparatory committee for the sixth Pan-
African conference held in Tanzania. ASCRIA’s Kwayana served as secretary 
of the committee. Bishop, who visited Guyana during the 1970s, appeared 
as part of the defence team for the much publicised trial of a PPP activist, 
Arnold Rampersaud, who was charged for the murder of a policeman at a 
toll station. Bishop, then, would have been on the PNC’s enemy list as the 
Guyana government was known to be hostile to “meddlers” in the country’s 
internal affairs. His close relationship to Kwayana who had emerged as 
one of Burnham’s most strident critics after the breakdown of a very close 
relationship, would have also worked against him. Burnham had actually 
expelled many of the African Americans who had refused to denounce 
Kwayana. 

The relationship between the NJM and the PNC was actually engineered by 
Cuba, which enjoyed close ties with both parties. On approaching the Cubans 
for assistance, the NJM was steered to the Guyana government. The Cubans 
were obviously mindful that any direct aid to the NJM would have been 
detected by the USA. The suggested Guyana connection presented serious 
problems for the NJM, which was split on the issue. Bishop and a few others 
were strongly opposed to it on the grounds that the PNC government was as 
authoritarian as the Grenadian government and the consequences for their 
relationship with the WPA. They were however, overruled and Bishop was 
sent on the mission to Guyana. 1  While in Guyana he briefed one of the WPA 
leaders on the mission. The WPA, for its part, treated the information with 

1 This information was gathered from a private interview with a then high ranking member 
of the PNC.
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the utmost secrecy; it was confined to a very small group and there was no 
discussion on the issue in the WPA. 2   

Burnham reportedly agreed to the scheme without much hesitation. Well 
known for his Machiavellian political moves, he would have seen the 
opportunity to neutralise the relationship between his local political 
opponents, namely the WPA and the Caribbean radical left. A similar tactic 
had been successful regarding the PPP’s relationship with the regional and 
international communist movement. Mr. Burnham’s announcement that 
the PNC had become Marxist Leninist and his implementation of socialist 
policies such as nationalisation of the economy and education had ingratiated 
him to the communist world, which had hitherto been the main sponsor of 
the PPP. In any case, sections of the Caribbean left were impressed with the 
PNC’s progressive anti-imperialist and non-aligned foreign policy including 
its support for the African liberation struggle. 

WPA-NJM Relationship 1979-83

The WPA, therefore, would not have been surprised when the NJM seized 
power on March 13, 1979. Although formal contact between the two parties 
was almost non-existent the WPA would have had a sense of the preparation. 
Based on recent revelations by WPA co-leader, Rupert Roopnarine, the 
WPA itself was engaged in what he referred to as “preparation for an 
armed insurrection on the state.” 3  According to Roopnarine the WPA was 
accumulating weapons from sources, including the Guyana army. 

The WPA’s first statement in 1979 called it the “year of the turn.” It called 
on Guyanese to find new ways to confront the dictatorial government 
(Dayclean: January 1979). The statement turned out to be prophetic for the 
WPA, the NJM and for the Anglophone Caribbean as a whole. Apart from 
the Grenada revolution, there were other popular insurrections that either 
led to change of government or seriously challenged the incumbents. In 
Dominica, the authoritarian Patrick John government was ousted by popular 
insurrection led by left wing forces. In nearby St. Lucia, left wing activists, 

2 Private interview with a leading member of the WPA, October 31, 2010.
3 Roopnarine first made this revelation in a documentary on Walter Rodney, W.A.R stories, 
produced by Guyanese Filmmaker, Clairmont Chung which was released in March 2010.
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led by George Odlum, spearheaded the electoral victory of the St. Lucia 
Labour Party (SLP) over the incumbent United Workers Party (UWP). The 
Suriname government was overthrown by left leaning military officers in 
February 1980 and there was a serious electoral challenge to the Milton 
Cato-led Labour government in St Vincent and the Grenadines. 

In Guyana, the WPA led a spirited challenge to the PNC government, popularly 
known as the Civil Rebellion. Beginning in July 1979, the party inspired a 
series of massive street demonstrations and industrial strikes, which brought 
thousands of people to the streets in protest against the authoritarianism 
of the government. In the process, Walter Rodney emerged as the leading 
anti-dictatorial figure. He was crucial to the WPA’s mass mobilisation of 
Guyanese across ethnic lines, a feat that was only accomplished twenty six 
years before around the country’s first election under adult suffrage. 4  

Roopnarine (2010) reveals that the WPA’s civil rebellion was clearly inspired 
by the success of the Grenadian revolution. 5  One of the slogans introduced 
by the WPA in the weeks following March 13 made direct reference to 
Grenada—“The Shah Gone! Gairy Gone!  Who Next?” Walter Rodney 
captured the WPA’s attitude to the revolution when he told cheering crowds 
at WPA public meetings that the best assistance the WPA and Guyanese 
could give to the Grenadian revolution was to make their own revolution. 
It is obvious, then, that the WPA viewed the Grenadian revolution as an 
example to emulate. 

The party issued a statement which drew the following lessons from Grenada 
for Guyana: “Within hours, a dictatorship which once looked like it could 
not be touched can be overthrown; when dictators use their power against 
the people, power has to be seized and taken back by any means necessary; 
the violence and thuggery of the tyrant cannot prevail against the armed 
people; the leadership of the revolution is entrusted to those in the frontline 
of the resistance who become the special targets of the regime and pay a high 
price at the hands of its forces; a regional and international public opinion 
must be mobilised to expose the crimes of the dictator; the task is to build an 

4 For a full account of the Civil Rebellion see Eusi Kwayana’s Walter Rodney  (WPA: 1981)
5 See Roopnarine’s “Resonances of Revolution: Grenada, Suriname, Guyana. Interventions, 
Volume 12, Issue 1 March 2010,  pages 11 - 34
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alliance of all forces opposed to dictatorship and corruption” (Roopnarine, 
2010:17).

Despite the enthusiasm for the revolution in the WPA there were no close 
relations between the Grenadian government and the WPA during the first two 
years of the revolution. The WPA was locked in its own struggle against the 
Burnham dictatorship while the PRG was fighting to protect the revolution 
from challenges inside Grenada, from hostile Caribbean governments and 
from the USA government. The close relationship between the PNC and 
the NJM also would have made it awkward for the NJM to relate more 
closely with the WPA. This awkwardness was reflected at the time of Walter 
Rodney’s assassination when the representative to Rodney’s funeral was 
pressured by the PNC to deny that the Grenadian government had claimed 
that Rodney was assassinated. Bishop had to reiterate the earlier statement 
that called the murder an assassination. As Roopnarine (2010: 18) reports 
about a conversation with Bishop:

Maurice spoke more sombrely about Walter’s assassination and 
the necessary harshness of the NJM statement in June 1980, and of 
Burnham’s displeasure. In fact, Maurice had to repeat the statement 
that Walter Rodney had been assassinated after the PRG minister 
who came to the funeral was pressured into denying it.

A third factor may have influenced the distant relationship between the WPA 
and the NJM during the period in question namely – the general uneasiness 
among sections of the orthodox Caribbean left who considered the WPA not 
orthodox enough. It is now established that the WPJ, which was somewhat 
uneasy with the WPA, had enormous influence on the Grenada revolution. In 
addition, the OREL faction, which held tremendous sway on the ideological 
direction of the NJM, preferred closer relations with Guyana’s PPP rather 
than with the WPA. 

The WPA’s attitude to leadership, in particular its repudiation of one-
man leadership and preference instead for a rotating or collective form of 
leadership, was seen as unorthodox. Ironically the NJM’s movement in that 
direction would be the catalyst for the events of October 1983. As Kwayana 
(2004: 3) puts it: 
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The essential difference between the WPA and other left radical 
parties was that the WPA has never had a maximum leader.  This 
implies that it anticipates other approaches in this supremely human 
project of the overthrow of oppression, especially of the working 
people, oppression of women and oppression of subject nations.

The WPA also eschewed vanguardism, a central plank of left orthodoxy. 
The party preferred the strategy of broad alliances without any ideological 
litmus test. This approach, which was embraced by the NJM before 1979, 
was a bone of contention between the WPA and its main ally, the PPP, in 
the anti-dictatorial movement in Guyana. Third, although subscribing to the 
theory and practice of revolution, the WPA, unlike others of the Caribbean 
left, viewed liberal democratic norms such as free and fair elections, rule of 
law and freedom of expression and association as vital to the revolutionary 
processes. In other words the party did not view those freedoms as 
“bourgeoisie rights” but “people’s rights” which were won by the sacrifices of 
the working people. While this thesis was most articulated by Clive Thomas, 
it was also deeply held by other major leaders such as Rodney, Kwayana and 
Moses Bhagwan. Finally, others on the Caribbean left were uncomfortable 
with the WPA’s “populism” in particular as it related to Walter Rodney. As 
Roopnarine (2010:19) observes:

It must be admitted that the WPA was regarded as somewhat heretical 
in the congregation of orthodoxy that gathered in St Georges for 
the party building workshops. As an independent Marxist party, 
we had not only long set our face against vanguardism -  Guyana 
was already suffering from two established vanguard parties, 
Jagan’s PPP and Burnham’s PNC  but had compounded the heresy 
by institutionalising co-leadership as a counterexample to the one-
manism of the dictator we were fighting. 

Rupert Lewis confirms this in relation to the WPJ:

Well, I know a little about the inner-party discussions on how Walter 
should be treated. That was a special matter at the 1978 Congress 
preparatory committee. Because we all knew that Walter would 
receive a big reception and Walter was not allowed to speak. In fact 
I know the person who carried that line against Walter. There was 
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an event, a party event, [where] discussions took place in which 
Walter was seen in a light not too far different from Beckford. And 
the WPA at a certain point (with its notions of collective leadership) 
was seen more as a non-Leninist party. Of course the WPA went on 
a Leninist thing at a certain stage after Grenada, ‘79. But I would say 
that the evidence is that Walter would obviously not be seen in the 
same way as G-Beck, but pretty close to Beckford in relationship to 
this notion of petit bourgeois revolutionary because I do remember 
serious discussion as to how Walter should be treated. Walter could 
have upstaged Trevor had he been allowed to speak. The second 
area where Walter and the WPJ had differences was, of course, the 
Grenada Revolution and the issue of the different attitudes toward 
freedom of press, and the possibility of elections. Because, coming 
out of the Guyanese situation, Rodney felt that the role of the New 
Jewel Movement [NJM] should be to recognise some of the elements 
of democracy within Grenada, to show in what way it was different, 
and to strive for a more open revolution rather than one that was 
reinforcing the strength of the NJM. In other words, it should have a 
timetable for elections, and it should have some degree of freedom 
of the press (Lewis, 2001: 151-152).

Because of the WPA’s ideological orientation the developments in the early 
years of the revolution placed the party in a dilemma. While it viewed 
the revolution as a significant blow for Caribbean freedom that should be 
encouraged and nurtured, it was uncomfortable with some of the human-
rights violations such as the summary in pursuant of political opponents 
and the muzzling of the non-government media –including the closing down 
of the Torchlight newspaper. The party also felt that the delay in holding 
elections was a costly mistake. Finally, the WPA was uneasy about the cadre 
party formation which had been adopted by the NJM. While it felt that in the 
case of armed insurrection it had its merits, it also isolated the party from the 
popular masses and limits popular discussion. 6  Despite these misgivings, 
the WPA did not publicly criticise the revolution. It felt that such public 
criticism would play into the hands of the enemies of the revolution, which 
in the WPA’s estimation was making tremendous strides in transforming the 

6 See Roopnarine’s “Resonances of Revolution: Grenada, Suriname, Guyana. Interventions, 
Volume 12, Issue 1 March 2010,  pages 11 - 34
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Grenadian society and political economy. Even Walter Rodney who was 
known for his fierce independence of thought and action did not speak out 
publicly although he was very critical in private. The problem for the WPA 
was that it was fighting for those very rights that the Grenada revolution was 
trampling upon. 7 

The WPA instead, concentrated on urging defence of the revolution against 
imperialist threat, in particular from the USA. In the days following the 
revolution, for example, when some Caribbean governments were hesitant 
about recognising the revolutionary government, the WPA urged immediate 
recognition. In a cable to the governments, the party warned that the delay 
was tantamount to “sabotage’ and “foreign intervention.” 8 

Relations between the two parties changed in 1981 after a visit to Grenada 
by WPA executives, Rupert Roopnarine and Andaiye. That initial visit led 
to very close relationship over the next two years of the revolution. WPA 
leaders and activists were frequent visitors to Grenada for seminars and 
other political meetings. Some leaders actually attended executive meetings 
of the NJM, which was normal practice for close allies such as the WPJ and 
the ACLM. According to Roopnarine (2010:19)

Our relations with the NJM deepened, including the establishment 
of systems of communication and mutual assistance. WPA sent 
delegations to Grenada to participate along with representatives of 
other Caribbean parties in the political education classes on Marxist- 
Leninist party building facilitated by the NJM and led by Trevor 
Munroe, then General Secretary of the Workers Party of Jamaica. 

The immediate impact of this close relationship on the WPA was reflected 
in the party’s movement in a Leninist direction, in particular as it related 
to internal party organisation. The party adopted the cadre party formation, 
which had begun to develop since Rodney’s assassination in June 1980. This 
was a source of some debate in the WPA as some activists were uncomfortable 
with the secrecy it encouraged. Another development in the WPA was 

7 Private Interview with Eusi Kwayana (November 7, 2010)
8 See Roopnarine’s “Resonances of Revolution: Grenada, Suriname, Guyana. Interventions, 
Volume 12, Issue 1 March 2010 , pages 11 - 34
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increased emphasis on political education which occurred at two levels. 
First, there were the political education classes, which included the political 
history of Guyana and the Caribbean and some introduction to Marxism. 
Second, there were the more advanced classes for the first and second level 
leaderships, which exposed them more fully to Marxism Leninism. While 
these classes took place in some form before 1981, they increased with the 
closer relationship with the NJM.

These developments were accompanied by some degree of factionalisation 
inside the WPA between those who were closer to the NJM, on the one hand, 
and others who did not visit Grenada often. The differences, however, had 
less to do with Grenada and more to do with the general direction of the party, 
which had to considerably alter its approach after Rodney’s assassination. 
There was also some disagreement over the question of elections in Grenada 
with some leaders more outspoken than others. Clive Thomas was the most 
extreme in this regard and did publicly express his views in his capacity as a 
leading academic, something that displeased the PRG. 9   Eusi Kwayana was 
equally adamant that the PRG should hold elections, but did not publicly 
express his views. Instead he wrote privately to Bishop outlining his views 
on the issue. 10  

Members of the WPA attended the celebrations in Grenada to mark the fourth 
anniversary of the revolution and were impressed with the progress made by 
the revolution in the areas of the economy and education:

The Working People’s Alliance hails the fourth anniversary of the 
Grenada revolution and salutes the Grenadian people, the People’s 
Revolutionary Government and the New Jewel Movement for 
holding high the banner of Caribbean sovereignty and national 
independence…After only four years of revolution the shattered 
economy inherited from the dictatorship has been repaired and set 
firmly on the path of reconstruction. In the midst of the most sever 
crisis of world capitalism which is bringing havoc and devastation to 
the dependent economies of the developing countries, the Grenadian 

9 Private interview with leading WPA member (October 31, 2010).
10 Private Interview with Eusi Kwayana (November  7, 2010).
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economy is growing and the producers of wealth are benefiting from 
its growth. Even the World Bank has not been able to evade the 
evidence that the Grenadian economy is in an enviable state of health. 
In this the year of political and academic education, the revolution 
has resolutely and for all time turned its back on the ignorance and 
superstition of Gairyism and has set out to mobilise the working 
people to cast off the bonds of mental slavery and to become the 
subject of their history (WPA: March 1983 ). 

The Events of October 1983

Despite the close relationship between the NJM and the WPA, the latter 
had no idea of the problems in the NJM’s leadership. Hence the party was 
confused when the matter publicly erupted. The immediate response was to 
send a cable to the NJM expressing hope that the two sides could resolve 
the differences in a fraternal manner and not deliver the revolution to its 
enemies:

Political Bureau in session conveys to NJM our confidence that 
revolution will seize space within principles apparently in dispute in 
interest mainly of working people’s morale in this hour of reactionary 
counter-vigilance in region, and will establish revolutionary 
composition of issues to permit continued examination. Respectfully 
and fraternally request circulation of this message (Dayclean: 
October 22, 1983).

The party then accepted an invitation by the NJM to mediate the difference. 
Towards this end, Roopnarine was dispatched to Grenada with instructions 
from the WPA to first speak with Bishop. The WPA leadership and membership 
went into permanent session as they monitored the developments in Grenada. 
According to Roopnarine, he was not allowed to meet with Bishop nor did 
he play any role in the attempts at mediation. His contact was contained to 
a member of the Coard faction who furnished him with the minutes of the 
Central Committee meeting. 11  In the meantime, the WPA issued a statement 

11 See Roopnarine’s “Resonances of Revolution: Grenada, Suriname, Guyana. Interventions, 
Volume 12, Issue 1 March 2010 , pages 11 - 34
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based on the limited information it received. The statement wrongly 
concluded that the crisis did not result from a power struggle in the NJM:

Was there a coup in Grenada? No. The People’s Revolutionary 
Government remains the government of Grenada. What is the issue? 
It appears to be about the form of collective leadership in the party. 
The New Jewel Movement has long been committed to collective 
leadership. At one point there was joint leadership of Maurice 
Bishop and Unison Whiteman. The disagreement arose over the 
implementation of decisions taken by the whole central committee. 
It is not a power struggle between Bishop and Coard (Open Word: 
October 17, 1983).

Some WPA members pointed to the close relationship between Coard and 
Bishop to buttress the party’s position. However, others who knew Bishop 
well doubted that he would renege on a decision without some profound 
reason. Roopnarine’s presence in Grenada did not help as he did not 
have access to both sides. This would later lead to accusations, denied by 
Roopnarine, that he sided with the Coard faction. 12  

The murder of Bishop and other NJM leaders shocked the WPA, which issued 
a strong condemnatory statement. It concluded that whatever the differences 
murder was unacceptable:

The Working People’s Alliance finds the killing of Prime Minister 
Maurice Bishop and others, and the explanations given by the 
Revolutionary Military Council, totally unacceptable. The party is 
sickened by the killings and can find no justification or explanation 
to excuse those who were responsible for this act. Because the WPA 
has had long, close and fraternal relations with the NJM, we believe 
that it is our duty to say very plainly that the events of October 19 
dishonour the name of the New Jewel Movement and cover with 
shame those associated with the act. The WPA is awaiting the return 
of our two members in Grenada before a full analysis of the present 

12 See Roopnarine’s “Resonances of Revolution: Grenada, Suriname, Guyana. Interventions, 
Volume 12, Issue 1 March 2010 pp 11 – 34.
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stage and the party’s future attitude can be attempted. We do not 
intend to shirk our responsibility to understand and discuss with 
the Guyanese and the rest of the Caribbean people at the earliest 
possible opportunity. Along with other responsible Caribbean parties 
and organisations, we must come to know and share with the people 
in our region what it is in our political culture that could lead to 
such an ugly explosion which even to close friends was unexpected 
(Dayclean October 22, 1983 ).

The party took the matter to the streets in the form of a public meeting 
where the speakers took the opportunity to discuss both the positives and 
negatives of the revolution and its relationship to the Guyanese struggle. 
The speakers also warned of the threat of invasion which it opined would 
be a backward step. The WPA also organised a traditional Guyanese “wake” 
in Buxton in memory of Bishop and his comrades. According to the party’s 
organ, Dayclean: 

Last Thursday night, the nine-night, a wake in the memory of brother 
Maurice Bishop was held in Buxton. Villagers of all age groups took 
part. There were prayers, hymns and African death or wake songs. 
Using the “nancy” form, a game played at wakes, a brother told 
of the part played by the NJM and brother Bishop in the Grenada 
struggle. They condemned his killing saluted the Grenadian masses 
on their resistance against the US invaders (Dayclean: October 22, 
1983).

After the invasion was launched, the WPA accepted an invitation by the PPP 
to join a picket of the US embassy. The party also mounted an all-night vigil 
in Georgetown to protest the invasion which it vehemently opposed. Other 
activities in Guyana included a church service organised by the Catholic and 
Anglican churches. The party also paid tribute to Bishop whom it described 
as a young and creative statesman:

Despite his reported errors, Maurice Bishop’s contribution as a young 
and creative statesman to the popularisation of the ideas of Caribbean 
dignity and independence, Caribbean renewal and unity, his historic 
work in linking the struggles of the oppressed of the Caribbean and 
Latin America, his infectious and genuine revolutionary love are a 
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lasting enlargement of the political culture of our times in this region 
(Dayclean: October 22, 1983).

Roopnarine, who was stuck in Grenada, offered his services to the 
Revolutionary Military Council (RMC) to help defend the country against 
the invasion, an action that drew strong criticism from the anti-Coard 
supporters in the region. The WPA issued a wide-ranging statement which 
contended, among other things, that the party “had no rules to deal with 
the emergency when it arose and that terrible errors were committed by 
everyone involved,” that “Maurice and the others were not killed in crossfire 
after the soldiers were killed. They were arrested and then killed,” that 
“whatever the difficult ties the NJM or the army found themselves in, the 
execution of Maurice Bishop and others is not excusable.” That there was 
not a “conspiracy theory,” that the leaders who invited the US to invade 
were “guilty of high treason and murder against the Caribbean nation;” that 
attempts to “frame the Cuban people and government, vulgar;” that Maurice 
Bishop “was a shield protecting Grenada and the entire Caribbean;” that the 
events in Grenada “raise a question that all serious parties have to be face: 
whether or not differences which develop inside the party should be put for 
public discussion before they get out of hand”  (Roopnarine 2010: 28-29).

This WPA statement was one of the clearest to come from the Caribbean 
Left. Except for the conclusion that mistakes were made by all involved, 
it clearly took the position that the anti-Bishop faction must take ultimate 
responsibility for what happened. The statement therefore, was not 
ambivalent about Bishop’s execution or his executioners. It did not allow 
its opposition to get in the way of its assessment of what happened. Thus 
one may conclude that despite being perplexed with the outcome of the 
revolution, the WPA came out with as clear a sense of the immediate future 
as could be mustered in the circumstances. The party recommended that 
Bishop’s banner of the Caribbean as a Zone of Peace should be taken up by 
all peace-loving people, in our own circumstances in Guyana where it was 
still locked in a bitter struggle against the PNC dictatorship. Like all the 
parties of the left, the WPA condemned the US invasion, which followed the 
murder of Bishop and his comrades. As news of the advancing US invasion 
forces emerged the party issued the following statement:
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The news of 2000 Marines and 17 US warships advancing on 
Grenada under the pretext for saving US nationals has alarmed the 
entire Caribbean. No one who is distressed that so much blood had 
been shed already, can fail to raise their voices against an outside 
intervention that can only lead to the shedding of more blood and the 
suffering of greater numbers. Although we do not accept the killings 
or the explanations given by the authorities, WPA joins all those 
who have raised their strong voices against the armed intervention 
of Grenada. It is reported that non-Barbadian troops are already 
visible in Barbados. The most backward governments in the region 
are calling for a joint US/Caricom operation which will be under 
US Command. WPA wishes to remind the people that all examples 
of landings of this kind have turned out to be major disasters for the 
population (Dayclean: October 22, 1983).

Unlike other parties of the Left, then, the WPA did not have the luxury of 
long gradual introspection. The invasion of Grenada had presented Burnham 
with the first opportunity since Rodney’s murder to redeem himself with the 
progressive community. His opposition to the invasion and the fact that he 
alerted the RMC to its imminence cast him apart from all of his CARICOM 
colleagues, except the Trinidad and Tobago leader. Not for the first time the 
WPA had to counter this positive image of Burnham. The party lauded his 
stance and supported his call for an international fact-finding mission for 
Grenada but also called for a similar mission to Guyana. As the party put it:

In the heat of the CARICOM meetings over Grenada after the 
execution of Maurice Bishop and others, Burnham opposed 
intervention. He did not oppose intervention in Anguilla by Barbados 
some years ago. However, this time, he agreed with progressive 
opinion in the region and with most of the world that there should 
be no intervention in Grenada. Then he made a call for a very good 
thing, a fact-finding mission from outside to go into Grenada to 
investigate what happened. He made another good point. In opposing 
those who called in Reagan and the US Marines, he said they were 
acting illegally. This is the same Burnham who is against the idea of 
observers coming to look at the situation in Guyana because it is a 
sovereign and independent state. It is the same Burnham who says 
to people who complain against his abuses of the law in Guyana. “I 
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am not interested in technicalities. Now he has gone on record as 
being in favour of things being done legally and of a fact-finding 
mission (observers) in another sovereign and independent state. This 
is why WPA sent a cable to the Commonwealth Summit in New 
Delhi saying we support fact-finding missions for both Grenada and 
Guyana (Dayclean: November 2: 1983) 

The PNC countered by charging the WPA with passing information to the 
CIA through its members in Grenada. The WPA challenged the PNC to name 
those WPA members it had in mind, a challenge the PNC did not respond 
to. The Grenadian debacle had actually interrupted a major offensive by the 
WPA against food shortages which had developed into a mass movement 
reminiscent of the 1979 Civil Rebellion. Starting with a one-day strike 
by bauxite workers at Linden, the protest grew to include a general strike 
in the industry, solidarity strikes by sugar workers and two days of rest” 
organised by the WPA. The government hit back by firing striking bauxite 
workers which served to prolong the confrontation. This clash between the 
government and the WPA represented the first major confrontation since 
Rodney’s murder. The WPA had not lost its capacity to mobilise on a large 
scale. The government’s reaction also showed that it still saw the WPA as a 
major threat.
 
Given the ongoing battle with the PNC, the WPA moved quickly to announce 
some major alterations. First, it declared that armed insurrection was no 
longer on the table. Although it had begun a retreat from that position after 
Rodney’s murder it had not completely abandon it. Second, it concluded 
that it was not aspiring to a Leninist party but to build one that was “most 
suited to meet the needs of the struggle against dictatorship.” The party also 
announced that it would make the struggle for free and fair election the 
centre of its activities. The WPA soon declared that it was a Rodneyite party 
committed to democratisation and concluded that should the PNC commit 
itself to free and fair elections it was prepared to work with it. Roopnarine 
(2010:20) sums up the WPA’s shift this way:

At its members’ conference of April 1984, the WPA formally 
abandoned the Leninist form of organisation, dismantled the 
clandestine security units, and opted for the electoral path and the 
building of a mass party.



The Grenada Revolution and the Caribbean Left 103

Some critics, such as the PPP, viewed the WPA declaration that it was a 
Rodneyite party as abandonment of Rodney’s ideals and of Marxism. But 
Kwayana defended the party’s position.
 

Based on practice in Guyana, Rodney’s thought firmly emancipated 
workers, women’s and youth groups and other self-organised groups 
from party control.  On general questions Rodney held that people 
who had not made revolution had no moral ground for criticising a 
revolution made by others.  He took no part in the conflict between 
the USSR and China. Rodneyite doctrine is grounded in self-
emancipation of each oppressed group acting together or apart.  It 
did not ideologically dismiss classes, but sought to democratise 
them, assigning them responsibility for their own spheres for the 
benefit of the whole society, depriving the predatory classes of power 
and creating a climate of genuine respect, justice and new rights to 
the working people, giving them the possibility of pursuing its own 
emancipation. At the same time he was reeducating the academic 
and new professionals that their destiny lay with the working people 
(Kwayana 2004: 8).

The WPA also concluded that building socialism in Guyana was not possible 
at that juncture. Speaking at a conference organised by the Critchlow Labour 
College, Eusi Kwayana reiterated the WPA’s position that the PNC’s claim 
to be building a socialist society was not borne out by the actual experience. 
He argued that the PNC had instead created a form of state capitalism 
accompanied by an authoritarian state and recommended as a solution a 
democratic republic that guarantees civil liberties, free and fair elections, 
eschews ethnic domination, respects the sovereignty of the people and 
trade union rights and defend the national independence of the Caribbean 
(Kwayana 1984: 9). The WPA also responded to an article by a well-known 
conservative lawyer, David De Caries, in the Catholic Standard in which 
he called on the WPA to clearly state its ideological position in relation to 
Marxism-Leninism. The WPA replied by saying that it was not struggling 
for the dictatorship of any class but for a democratic society The party did 
not view this position as an abandonment of the working class as it has 
always stayed clear of “ideological rigidity” despite its Marxist outlook.  It 
argued that the anti-dictatorial struggle and the reconstruction of the country 
demanded ideological flexibility (Catholic Standard: February 21, 1984) 
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Conclusion

The demise of the Grenadian revolution left the Caribbean Left in disarray. 
The revolution had become the hope for fundamental transformation in the 
Anglophone Caribbean. It was a popular revolution whose effects reached 
far beyond the shores of Grenada. No party of the regional left was more 
affected than the WPA. Not only because of the close relations between the 
NJM and the WPA, but because of the startling similarities in the regimes 
both confronted: not since the murder of Rodney three years earlier had the 
WPA been so tested. In the end the party made some sweeping adjustments 
to its praxis. 

One lesson one may draw from this examination of the WPA’s relationship 
with the NJM and the Grenadian revolution is that revolutions by their very 
nature are universal and have effects beyond their places of execution. The 
smallness of the Caribbean society and their shared identity meant that a 
revolution in one island could not be contained there. Just as the Haitian 
revolution inspired slave uprisings in the USA and other parts of the diaspora, 
the Grenadian revolution served as a point of reference for the entire region 
which could not be ignored. The Grenadian revolution then represented 
the highest form of regional integration – it served as the meeting point for 
the Caribbean Left, but it also galvanised a unity among the ruling class 
which was understandably terrified of a living alternative to their form of 
governance. 

The impact of the revolution on Guyanese politics in general was unmistakable. 
That the NJM had to navigate between the country’s three major parties 
points to this reality. The impetus the revolution gave to the 1979 civil 
rebellion was not lost. The WPA could see the possibility of success from 
the NJM’s example and pursued it with renewed purpose. But the revolution 
also presented the WPA with difficulties. What might have happened had the 
WPA publicly criticised the shortcomings of the revolution? Could it have 
made a difference? One can never know the answers to these questions, but 
it is clear that the lack of public criticisms did not help the NJM and the 
revolution. 

Unlike other left parties, the WPA ultimately survived the death of the 
revolution. This was due largely to its shift in tactics. Because it located 
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itself in the concrete needs of the struggle in Guyana, in particular the need 
to return the country to democratic norms and because of its insistence on 
alliance, it was able to remain relevant to the political process. Its subsequent 
decline arose out of the internal dynamics of Guyanese ethnic politics 
whereby the return of democratic norms was accompanied by a return to 
ethnic polarisation. The key point here is that the WPA did not allow itself 
to be overly paralysed by the situation. The left parties were obviously torn 
by what had happened. In a fight between comrades, it was difficult to come 
to grips with the fact that one side may be guilty. Perhaps, because they had 
warned about the dangers of a closed party; the WPA was not overcome by 
a sense of guilt. That explained why the statements following the events of 
October 1983 were not ambivalent.  As they argued, ultimately murder could 
not be justified. Without demonising the accused the statements signalled 
that for the WPA there was limit to political reasoning and logic.

Another lesson to be drawn is that closed political parties are diametrically 
opposed to the notion of democratic leadership. The NJM and other parties 
of the left did not sufficiently distinguish between secrecy as a function of 
security and as a function limited debate and discourse on public issues. The 
revolution was treated as the property of the party rather than that of the 
people who ultimately would be its defenders and nurturers. While the WPA 
in its practice strove to make the distinction it did not sufficiently make this 
a central tenet in its relationship with the NJM. In this regard, Tim Hector 
and the ACLM, which publicly spoke out on some of the excesses of the 
revolution, were the most principled. In the circumstances one would not 
be out of place to label the WPA and other fraternal parties, some more 
direct than others, as enablers of some of the negative tendencies in the 
revolution.

Some observers have contended that the death of the revolution brought into 
the open the limitations of armed insurrection as a path to power. While 
that may be true, I think, more importantly, it brought out the limitation 
of managing a revolution in the face of inevitable hostility. In light of a 
reinvigorated American imperialism, as represented by Reaganism, the 
pressure on the Grenadian revolution was inevitable. Hence, the need for the 
broadest possible shield. The lesson is that any fundamental transformation 
by necessity required a broad national alliance which by definition is 
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diametrically opposed to vanguardism.  Roopnarine (2010: 25) is, therefore, 
correct when he asserts that:

The experience of Grenada has delegitimised vanguardism and 
instructs that it is more imperative than ever to build alliances 
across differences. We must learn the strength of otherness and 
difference and, above all, we must guard against the fatal arrogance 
of righteousness. We must focus on what we agree on and work 
persistently and with integrity on differences that are primary 
contradictions.

Leadership is vital to all political processes, particularly one whose objective 
is to revolutionise the state and society. The problem with the Caribbean 
Left on this score was the contradiction between its desire to transform the 
political culture while holding dearly to one of the most discredited aspects 
of the culture. The one-man leadership model seemed to be too seductive. 
For the NJM, Bishop became problematic. On the one hand the party wanted 
his charisma to sell the revolution to the masses, to be its face. But they were 
not prepared to deal with the logic of that thrust. Over time, the maximum 
leader becomes the sovereign. The WPA’s Clive Thomas captures perhaps 
the biggest lesson of Grenada: 

After Grenada, no social project carried out in the name of the masses 
of the Caribbean peoples, whether by government or opposition, 
will receive widespread support from the popular forces and their 
organisations if it does not clearly embrace political democracy in 
its norms of political conduct’ (Thomas 1984).
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Introduction

In the aftermath of the US invasion of Grenada in October 1983, several 
scholars and other observers turned their gaze on that small island state 
(Boodhoo, 1984; Payne, Sutton and Thornlike, 1984; Archer, 1985; 
Thornlike, 1985; Pastor, 1986 and Lewis, 1987). With the end of the Cold 
War and Grenada’s return to parliamentary democracy, interest in Grenada 
subsided. However, there is a recent rekindling of scholarly interests in the 
‘Grenada affair’ (Beck, 1993; Noguera, 1997; Meeks, 2001; Scott, 2007; 
Puri, 2010). 1  This study seeks to contribute to that discourse.  

This essay reports on the first phase of a larger study of political life in post-
revolutionary Grenada. Data for this initial phase were mined from three 
sources: direct and participant observations, elite interviews and document 
analysis. During the period May 1985 to August 2001, I worked as a public 
officer and member of Grenada’s diplomatic service and was therefore able 
to observe the political process in Grenada first-hand.  This experience 
also facilitated access to elite interviewees from various sides of Grenada’s 
political spectrum. In this first phase of the study, I conducted elite interviews 
with former prime ministers, leaders of political parties, former revolutionary 
leaders, other political elites and key actors from civil society organisations 
(CSOs). (In subsequent phases I will draw information from Grenada’s rank 
and file). My sample of elites is quite purposive, chosen to reflect a balance 
in ideological, political, and socio-cultural perspectives. Some interviewees 
consented to have their identity revealed; some requested anonymity. 

In terms of document analysis, a wide range of archival sources were 
examined, including official documents from the Government of Grenada 
(GOG) and the US government, reports from international organisations, 
political party manifestoes, press releases and newspaper articles. The research 
also benefited from studies which concentrated on political change, public 
opinion and electoral politics in Grenada and the Caribbean (Emmanuel, 
1978, 1983, 1992; Emmanuel et. al, 1986; Noguera, 1997; Ryan, 1999; and 
Barrow-Giles and Joseph, 2006). I do not wish to test hypotheses in this study. 

1 At the annual Caribbean Studies Association Conference held in San Andres, Colombia 
(2008); Jamaica (2009) and Barbados (2010) panels on Grenada revisited old questions, 
raised new ones and generated intense debates.
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Rather, my intent is to generate fresh understandings and explanations of 
political life in a post- revolutionary context. Consequently, I do not impose 
a theoretical framework, a priori, on the data. Instead, I employ a grounded 
theory approach that uses themes generated from the data and compares them 
with extant theory. This is not to suggest that I did not employ theoretical 
perspectives during data collection and analysis. Indeed, in conducting the 
study, I was guided by the works of several scholars (Meeks, 2001; Ryan, 
1999; Noguera, 1997; Emmanuel, et al, 1986). In keeping with grounded 
theory, however, I did not try to squeeze my data into these perspectives. 
Rather, I used those perspectives to illumine the data, while, simultaneously, 
allowing the data to challenge my original positions.

The remainder of the article is divided into three sections. Section 1 provides 
a brief background of Grenada’s modern political history. Section II assesses 
three features of Grenada’s post-revolutionary landscape: the need to break 
from the revolutionary path; the persistent ghost of the revolution and the 
eventual assimilation of the Grenada left into mainstream political parties. 
The final section presents conclusions and explores lessons.  

Background

Grenada’s political history is characterised by its struggle against 
slavery and colonisation and the quest for independence. 2  Grenada is a 
parliamentary democracy. Eight elections were held from 1951 to 1976 and 
Eric Gairy’s 3   Grenada United Labour Party (GULP) won six victories 
(see Emmanuel 1983). Gairy initially used the trade union movement in the 

2
 Grenadian historian, George Brizan, makes the case that from 1763-1979, there were at 

least six broad stages in Grenada’s historical development:  the old Representative System – 
1763-1876; the classic Crown Colony Government – 1877-1924; the modified Crown Colony 
Government – 1924-51; the responsible Government – 1952-67; Self-Government – 1967-74 
and the Pre-Revolution and Independence era – 1974–79 (Brizan, 1984:350). For historical 
accounts of Grenada see Singham, 1968; Cox, 1984, 2007; Brizan, 1998; Phillip, 2003; 
Steele, 2003 and Sookram, 2007.
3 Eric Gairy (1927-1997) dominated Grenadian politics for almost three decades, serving as a 
legislator (1951-1979), Prime Minister (1974-1979) (Martin, 2007: 91). Gairy is considered 
the Father of Independence. He was overthrown by the New Jewel Movement (NJM) on 13th 
March, 1979. He was in exile during the period of the revolution but later returned to Grenada 
and remained the leader of the GULP until his death in August 1997.
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struggle against injustice for the working class.  However, he would later 
use state power to crush trade unions and solidify his authoritarianism. In 
1976, a People’s Alliance was formed between the conservative Grenada 
National Party (GNP), led by Herbert Blaize, 4  Maurice Bishop’s leftist 
New Jewel Movement (NJM) and the United People’s Party (UPP), a 
smaller party led by Winston Whyte. 5  The opposition won six of the 
fifteen parliamentary seats and mounted a strong force against Gairy’s 
rule. Tensions intensified between Gairy and opposition forces, which 
paved the way for the 1979 revolution. 

A wide range of views exists on the Grenada revolution. One strand in the 
literature locates it within the Cold War conjuncture. A view on the right 
argues that the revolution “…was designed to create a Communist society 
and to bring Grenada into the Soviet orbit” (Ledeen and Romerstein, 1984:3).  
Representing this view, the then US President, Ronald Reagan, argued that 
“...America was being kicked around as it had been when Carter was in 
charge”, and that if he could not react in Beirut, in Grenada “he bloody well 
could react – and would” (Payne, Sutton and Thornlike, 1985:150-151 cited 
in Morales, 1994:80).  A second view, from the left, locates the Grenada 
affair with the Caribbean radical tradition.  Rupert Lewis observes that: 

Grenada is the beginning of the end of the Caribbean radicalism that 
really begins with the late 1960s, rises to a high point in 1970 in 
Trinidad, and then with the Manley period in Jamaica, and develops in 
most of the islands as critical groupings and organisational activities 
and, which from a regional point of view, has a sense of itself as 
having a common agenda for change, with different groups having 
different ideological positions, but being all part of a movement for 
change in the sixties and seventies. That ends quite definitively in 
Grenada in 1983 (Lewis in Scott, 2001:158).  

4 Herbert Blaize (1918-1989) was the political leader of the Grenada National Party (GNP) 
(1956-1984) and The New National Party (TNP) (1989). He served as Chief Minister (1960-
61 and 1962-67) and Prime Minister (1984-1989). In 1976 Blaize participated in the People’s 
Alliance with the New Jewel Movement (NJM). Blaize and the GNP represented the interests 
of the minority planter class.
5 Winston Whyte is a Grenadian businessman and a former detainee of the People’s 
Revolutionary Government (PRG).
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From my perspective, the Grenada revolution was many-faced. On the one 
hand it attempted to find an alternative path to development, and in doing so 
it instilled a measure of pride and a healthy nationalism among Grenadians.  
However, it was an authoritarian, militarised project that promoted a sense 
of fear within Grenada. Revolutionary leaders condoned “unnecessary 
measures of suppression and brutality against their own Grenadian people” 
(Steele, 2003:412). The Marxist-Leninist project was alien to the psyche 
of the Grenadian rank and file and, consequently, progressively alienated 
the Grenadian masses from the NJM leadership. As Brizan observes, “[t]he 
Revolution had committed suicide, and the rigid adherence to ideology 
proved to be its self-inflicted deadly wound…Bishop and his colleagues 
created a monster they could not tame; it went wild and devoured them all” 
(Brizan, 1998:442).  What were the implications for the cut and thrust of 
politics in the post-revolutionary era?   

Politics in Post-Revolutionary Grenada

This section uses the demise of the revolution as the point of departure to 
reflect on political life in post revolutionary Grenada. I locate the discussion 
within four broad phases of Grenada’s post revolutionary trajectory: phase I 
- marriage of convenience (1984-1989); phase II - technocratic politics in an 
unstable multi-party system (1990-1995); phase III - single party dominance 
(1995-2003) and phase IV - the realignment of Grenada’s politics to the two-
party system (2003-2008). In keeping with the spirit of this volume, I place 
emphasis on three broad themes: the need to break from the revolutionary 
path; the persistent ghost of the revolution and the eventual assimilation of 
the Grenada left into mainstream politics. Each will be examined in turn.

Break from the Revolutionary Path

Phase I: Externally imposed Marriage of Convenience (1984-1989)

The events of October 1983 marked a critical juncture for Grenada. 
Consequently, in the immediate post-invasion period, there was an urgency 
to break from the past and establish a new political and economic order. This 
was greatly influenced by external forces. As is the case with many other 
small island developing states, external domination is not new. Vulnerability, 
dependency, minimal sovereignty and relative powerlessness have defined 
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Grenada’s location in the international system. However, the Grenada 
revolution, its self-destruction and the subsequent US invasion created the 
opportunity for external forces to capitalise on Grenada’s weakness as a 
small state and intervene directly to shape Grenada’s electoral machinery 
and policy space. This was in keeping with the US policy to rid the world 
of communism and spread the ideas of democracy and free markets.  Lewis 
explained the role of empire and reminded us that:

 …no empire in history conquers a new territory and then evacuates. 
It sets up a machinery of governance to guarantee its continuing 
control of the newly conquered province. So, in Grenada, Americans 
moved in with typical American efficiency to ensure the dividends 
of their new conquest-investment (Lewis, 1987:180). 

In the initial phase of the transition, the US and Caribbean governments that 
had participated in the invasion were instrumental in creating an Advisory 
Council (AC). 6   One of the AC’s major objectives was the dismantling 
of the People’s Revolutionary Government’s (PRG’s) state-run enterprises 
through privatisation and closures and removing any and all vestiges of 
socialism (Martin 2007:1). The principal responsibility of the AC was to 
bring about the return to parliamentary democracy through arrangements 
for general elections.  Although Grenada’s fragile sovereignty was being 
violated, Grenadians did not resist since the alternatives (Gairy or Coard) 
seemed far less desirable.  Based on survey data, 88.1 percent of respondents 
supported the intervention of US troops while only 10.9 percent disapproved, 
with a much smaller 1.0 percent having mixed reactions (Emmanuel, et al, 
1986:44).

A critical feature of this initial phase was the construction of a new political 
party architecture. The intention was to rid Grenada of both Gairy and the 
remnants of the Grenada left and usher in a new democratic order. In this vein, 
the reopening of the electoral system saw the rebirth of traditional political 

6 The Advisory Council was established on the 15 November 1983 as an interim/caretaker 
government following the US-led invasion. Its primary objectives were the restoration of 
public services and economic institutions, and the preparations for parliamentary elections. 
The nine member council was made up of technocrats and chaired by Nicholas Brathwaite. It 
possessed legislative and executive powers (for further details see Martin 2007:1).
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parties, the formation of new ones and political mobilisation. 7  The US and 
Caribbean governments who were part of the invasion successfully pursued 
an amalgamation of centrist parties, “whose leaders on their own efforts had 
been unable to coalesce” (Emmanuel, et. al, 1986: 83-84). This resulted in 
the formation of the New National Party (NNP), which was a marriage of 
convenience among disparate parties. 8  The NNP, led by Herbert Blaize, 
won fourteen of the fifteen parliamentary seats in the 1984 general elections 
(see Table I).
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Table I:   
Summary of results of General Elections, Grenada: 1984-2008 

Date Registered 
Voters 

%
Votes
Cast

Party *Political Leader No. Votes % of 
Votes

No. of 
Seats 

Dec 3 
1984

48,158 85.3% NNP
GULP
MBPM
CDLP
Independents 
GFLP

Herbert Blaize 
Eric Gairy 
Kenrick Radix 
Winston Whyte 
N/A
**

28,997
14,798
  2,024 
     107 
     105 
       10 

58.48
36.06
  4.93 
    .26 
    .25 
    .02 

14
  1 
  0 
  0 
  0 
  0 

March 
13 1990 

54,374 68.4% NDC
GULP
NNP
TNP 
MBPM
Independents 

Nicholas Brathwaite 
Eric Gairy 
Keith Mitchell 
Ben Jones 
Terrence Marryshow 
N/A

13,637
11,105
  6,916 
  6,854 
     938 
       15 

34.57
28.13
17.52
17.36
  2.37 
  0.38 

  7 
  4 
  2 
  2 
  0 
  0 

June 20 
1995

71,413 61.7% TNP
NDC
GULP
TNP 
Independents 
MBPM
URP

Keith Mitchell 
George Brizan 
Eric Gairy 
Ben Jones 
N/A
Terrence Marryshow 
**

14,154
13,372
11,608
  2,826 
     982   
     694 
       67 
      

32.37
30.59
26.55
  6.46 
  2.25 
  1.59 
  0.15 

  8 
  5 
  2 
  0 
  0 
  0  
  0 

Jan 18 
1999

73,673 56.54
%

NNP
NDC
GULP/UL
MBPM
Independents 

Keith Mitchell 
Joan Purcell 
**
Terrence Marryshow 
N/A

25,896
10,396
  4,853 
     260 
       38 

62.20
24.90
11.60
  0.62 
  0.08 

15
  0 
  0 
  0 
  0 

Nov 27 
2003

82,270 59% NNP  
NDC
GULP
PLM 
GOD
Independents 
GRP

Keith Mitchell 
Tillman Thomas 
Gloria Payne-Banfield 
Francis Alexis 
Justin Crow McBurnie 
N/A
**

22,677
21,446
  2,263 
     933 
       10 
       34     
         6 

46.60
44.10
  4.60 
   1.90 
   ** 
    ** 
    ** 

  8 
  7 
  0 
  0 
  0 
  0 
  0 
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Source: Parliamentary Elections Office, St. George, Grenada.
*My emphasis
**Not Available 

CDLP- Christian Democratic Labour Party
GOD – Good Old Democracy is a small party led by Mr. Francis Mc Burnie 
which has never made a dent in Grenada’s politics
GRP – Grenada Renaissance Party
GULP – Grenada United Labour Party
Labour Platform – Represented the merger of Francis Alexis’ People’s Labour 
Movement (PLM) and  the Maurice Bishop Patriotic Movement (MBPM)
MBPM – Maurice Bishop Patriotic Movement
NDC – National Democratic Congress
NNP – The New National Party
PLM – People’s Labour Movement
TNP- The National Party 
URP – United Republican Party 
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Table I continued:   
Summary of results of General Elections, Grenada: 1984-2008 

Date Registered 
Voters 

%
Votes
Cast

Party *Political Leader No. Votes % of 
Votes

No. of 
Seats 

July 8 
2008

71,751 79.48 NDC
NNP
Labour Platform 
Independents 
GOD

Tillman Thomas 
Keith Mitchell 
Francis Alexis 
N/A
Justin Crow McBurnie 

28,998
27,188
      479 
          9 
          3    

50.85
47.68
  0.84 
  0.02 
  0.01 

11
  4 
  0 
  0 
  0 

Source: Parliamentary Elections Office, St. George, Grenada. 
*My emphasis 
**Not Available  

CDLP- Christian Democratic Labour Party 
GOD – Good Old Democracy is a small party led by Mr. Francis Mc Burnie 
which has never made a dent in Grenada’s politics 
GRP – Grenada Renaissance Party 
GULP – Grenada United Labour Party 
Labour Platform – Represented the merger of Francis Alexis’ People’s Labour 
Movement (PLM) and  the Maurice Bishop Patriotic Movement (MBPM) 
MBPM – Maurice Bishop Patriotic Movement 
NDC – National Democratic Congress 
NNP – The New National Party 
PLM – People’s Labour Movement 
TNP- The National Party  
URP – United Republican Party  

In the initial post-invasion period (1984-1989), Grenada was no longer 
dependent on Cuba and other socialist countries for financial and 
technical assistance. Instead there was a heavy reliance on the US. The 
newly elected Herbert Blaize administration depended heavily for 
economic advice and financial assistance from the US government. As 
Noguera points out, “[d]uring his last term in office [Blaize] was 
influenced by U.S. economic advisors and relied quite heavily upon their 
advice in devising economic policies. As a result of this influence, the 
policies of the NNP government heavily favoured the interests of the 
business sector and the wealthy, while the needs of the lower class were 
treated as less of a priority” (Noguera, 1997:224).  Thus, the traditional 

7 The Grenada United Labour Party and Grenada National Party were resuscitated, led by 
Eric Gairy and Herbert Blaize respectively. Four new parties were also formed under the 
leadership of new political figures: the Grenada Democratic Movement (GDM) of Francis 
Alexis; George Brizan’s National Democratic Party (NDP); the Maurice Bishop Patriotic 
Movement (MBPM), led by Kenrick Radix, a former member of the PRG, who was associated 
with the Bishop faction of the defunct revolution and two smaller parties: Winston Whyte’s 
Christian Democratic Labour Party (CDLP) (which was generally associated with former 
detainees of the PRG) and the Grenada Federated Labour Party (GFLP). 
8 On 26th August 1984 three Caribbean Prime Ministers (James Mitchell of St. Vincent 
and the Grenadines, the late John Compton of St. Lucia and Tom Adams of Barbados) 
orchestrated the Union Island Accord which created the New National Party (NNP). The 
NNP was a coalition of three parties: the Grenada National Party (GNP) of Herbert Blaize, the 
Grenada Democratic Movement (GDM) led by Francis Alexis and George Brizan’s National 
Democratic Party (NDP).
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In the initial post-invasion period (1984-1989), Grenada was no longer 
dependent on Cuba and other socialist countries for financial and technical 
assistance. Instead there was a heavy reliance on the US. The newly elected 
Herbert Blaize administration depended heavily for economic advice and 
financial assistance from the US government. As Noguera points out, 
“[d]uring his last term in office [Blaize] was influenced by U.S. economic 
advisors and relied quite heavily upon their advice in devising economic 
policies. As a result of this influence, the policies of the NNP government 
heavily favoured the interests of the business sector and the wealthy, while 
the needs of the lower class were treated as less of a priority” (Noguera, 
1997:224).  Thus, the traditional GNP conservative agenda converged with 
the US interests. This was a definite break from the revolutionary path.

However, when the Cold War ended the US turned its attention away from 
Grenada and the Caribbean. As Payne observes: 

…by the end of the 1980s the US had, to a significant degree, again 
withdrawn its particular political interest from the region. The 
Caribbean was no longer ‘a circle of crisis’ or a ‘sea of splashing 
dominoes’, the colourful phrases widely used by the US State 
Department personnel in the mid-to-late 1970s. Other priorities 
emerged – in Eastern Europe, the Middle East and elsewhere – with 
the result that the Caribbean was downgraded. The USA in fact 
considered that its job in the Caribbean had been well done (Payne, 
1998:211). 

In essence, “what started out as a marriage made in heaven has begun to look 
more like a one-night stand” (Gary Krist, 1989, cited in Noguera, 1997:5).  
Since the Cold War and the communist threat had ended Grenada was no 
longer of strategic interest to the US – the jewel was reclaimed. How did 
Grenada navigate its new path?

By the end of the 1980s, there was no longer an East-West ideological 
divide. Instead the new wave of globalisation had intensified and the neo-
liberal doctrine was entrenched in the global political economy (see Klak, 
1998; Thomas 2001; Ramsaran, 2002; Barrow-Giles and Marshall, 2003; 
Benn and Hall, 2003). Consequently many developing countries, such as 
Grenada, adopted neoliberal principles and underwent Structural Adjustment 
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Programmes (SAPs). In Grenada, a strictly market-oriented approach was 
adopted in the first phase. This was in stark contrast to the 1979-83 period 
when the PRG embarked on a series of social and economic reforms as part 
of a centrally planned development strategy (Emmanuel, 1983; Brierley, 
1985). For example, the thrust of the Blaize-led NNP’s reform strategy was 
outlined in the 1986 Budget Address:

This Budget is easier to prepare than the last one, as it was fashioned 
within the framework of a clearly defined development strategy, aimed 
at transforming the economy from a controlled and narrowly based 
one to a free enterprise, market oriented one (GOG, 1986:14).

  
The urgency to completely break from the past and reorient Grenada’s 
economy had consequences for the Blaize administration.  As Williams 
observes, during the period 1984 to 1990:

…developments in the public sector were the major cause of concern. 
The central government recorded huge current account deficits 
following the 1986 Tax Reform Programme. This Reform Programme 
repealed the personal income tax, the company tax, various taxes on 
imports, export duty, telecommunications surcharge and the hotel 
occupancy tax.  These taxes were replaced by a business levy, a value 
added tax, a modified land value tax and a gasoline tax.  Reflecting 
the administrative difficulties of administering the new tax system, 
tax revenue declined.  Despite the fall in recurrent revenue, recurrent 
expenditure continued to rise. Thus, public savings was negligible 
and domestic savings remained depressed” (Williams 2003:47). 

The problem in the public sector was compounded when the GOG reduced 
its activities in some of the state-owned enterprises, causing the public sector 
to contract. This was further complicated by the implementation of a SAP 
that included the retrenchment of public officers. These economic and fiscal 
measures fuelled conflict within the NNP.  According to George Brizan 9 : 

9 George Brizan (1943- ) is an educator, historian and served as a member of Grenada’s 
executive and legislature from 1984 to 1987 and again from 1990-1995. He served as Prime 
Minister from February to June, 1995.
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Francis Alexis and I strongly disagreed with the government’s 
decision to retrench workers. As an economist, I advised Mr. Blaize 
that this was wrong. I suggested ways in which things could be 
done differently. Mr. Blaize did not listen and went ahead with the 
retrenchment programme. It was at this point that Francis Alexis, 
Tillman Thomas and I left the NNP and formed the National 
Democratic Congress (NDC) (Brizan, 2010:5).

This first split in the NNP occurred in 1987 and marked the beginning of the 
disintegration of the Blaize-led NNP. While there was political stability in 
the country as a whole, the NNP continued to grapple with internal conflict.10  
The 1984 marriage of convenience was short-lived and the Blaize-led NNP 
was not consolidated. 

Phase II: Technocratic Politics in an Unstable Multi Party System (1990-
1995)

One of the consequences of the disintegration of the Blaize-NNP was the 
ushering in of an unstable multi-party system. The 1990 elections failed to 
produce a clear majority for any party (see Table 1) and the NDC led a 
coalition government with support from GULP members of parliament and 
TNP.  During this second phase, there were less direct attempts to demonise 
the revolution.  Economic issues continued to dominate the policy agenda 
and the NDC government adopted a technocratic-nationalistic approach to 
governance. The new administration assumed office in March 1990 in the 
context of chronic current account deficits.  As Will (1991), observes:

Severe economic dislocations in Grenada pose a constant threat 
of derailing not only the NDC government but even the pursuit 
of democracy itself. Such dislocations are compounded by the 
island’s limited resource base, continuing market weaknesses 
within [the Caribbean Community] CARICOM, increased societal 
divisions, youth migration stemming from the unfavourable status 

10 The high point of the conflict was the 1989 NNP convention, where Keith Mitchell (a 
former mathematics professor at Howard University, who would later play a dominant role 
in Grenada’s political life) was alleged to have wrested the political leadership of the party 
from Prime Minister Blaize.
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of employment in Grenada, and by Grenada’s serious debt and 
cash flow problems – one of several legacies of the 1984-89 Blaize 
administration (Will, 1991:52). 

As Grenada’s economy took a downward turn, the GOG faced the prospect 
of going to the International Monetary Fund (IMF). George Brizan summed 
it up this way:

In 1990 I was Minister of Finance and Grenada had lost its credit 
worthiness from the IMF and there were many who said that Grenada 
should go to the IMF and sign up to an IMF SAP.  Being a teacher 
of economics I understood what an IMF SAP was.  And I said I 
would never put Grenada into an IMF structural fund – never.  But 
I also recognised that Grenada needed a SAP.  So I told the IMF 
that we would design our own programme and the IMF said ‘well, 
you will fail because no other country has done this before.’  I said 
‘all we want is your blessings.’  They said ‘you have it, we wish 
you luck.’  Two and a half years later they wrote back saying that 
‘the government must be congratulated, the home-grown SAP has 
succeeded and Grenada’s credit worthiness has been restored and 
enhanced.’  The people said at the time that the SAP was too tight. 
Of course it was tight; nothing comes easily (Brizan 2004:8).

The NDC adopted an almost purely technocratic approach to governance. 
That is, there was very little, if any, populist appeal. Although Grenada 
regained its credit-worthiness with the IMF, there was growing dissatisfaction 
among the Grenadian working class, which was problematic for the NDC 
politically. 

Another major issue during this phase was the trial and appeal of the ‘Grenada 
17.’ 11   Of the eighteen persons charged for the murder of Maurice Bishop 
and others, one was acquitted, three were found guilty of manslaughter 
and sentenced to imprisonment for a total of 121 years and fourteen were 
sentenced to die by hanging. This was a sensitive legal and political issue 

11 The ‘Grenada 17’ and ‘Grenada 14’ refer to military, political and civilian personnel who 
were convicted for the murder of Maurice Bishop, some members of his cabinet and others 
on 19 October, 1983.
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that divided the Grenadian society and challenged political leaders in the 
post-revolutionary era. The Grenada constitution makes provision for mercy 
to be extended to prisoners on death row (Grenada Constitution, 1973 
Sections 72, 73 and 74). Yet if mercy were granted to the prisoners this could 
jeopardise political capital and further divide the Grenadian society.  During 
the NDC administration a decision was taken to commute death sentences 
of the fourteen to life imprisonment. Joan Purcell was chairperson of the 
Prerogative of Mercy Committee and reflected on her decision to recommend 
the commutation of the death sentences in this way:

That the lives of fourteen persons should, one day, depend on my 
judgment was something I never dreamed of. In the reality of that 
‘dread’ situation my spirit rebelled. My conscious cringed. My heart 
pained. Even my body ached. But no matter how much I tried to avoid 
the responsibility, according to law, there was no way out. From a 
secular viewpoint, fate had chosen me. From a Christian perspective, 
God had ordained my part in the making of this judgment (Purcell, 
2007:155).

The NDC-led coalition also experienced internal conflict, as NDC Minister, 
Purcell confirms:

 …while we stayed together for the full duration of our term in 
office, we never became a team. We never learnt to fight gracefully 
and constructively.  We were in the main an un-cohesive and 
uncooperative group of people attempting to work together, with 
a sincere wish to see betterment for the country but with widely 
varying values, views and approaches for getting this done. We 
never succeeded at developing a true consensus or community…this 
promising group of people became unglued (Purcell, 2007:142).

Grenada continued to be an ‘island of conflict’ (Brizan 1984) although conflict 
was relatively benign in the post revolutionary period when compared to the 
political violence that existed prior to and during the period of the revolution.  
What were the political implications for the NDC? That party’s defeat in the 
1995 general elections can be attributed in part to its stringent economic 
policies, internal wrangling and the alienation of the people. 
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Phase III: Single Party Dominance (1995-2003)

A major high point of politics in post-revolutionary Grenada was the thirteen 
year reign of Keith Mitchell (1995-2008). Alliance-building, cooptation and 
populism defined the early phase of Mitchell’s reign. Following the 1995 
elections (see Table I), the Mitchell-led NNP formed the government and 
entered into a strategic partnership with the GULP and, as a consequence, 
received the support of two GULP MPs “to secure a more effective majority” 
(Ryan 1999:97). Tangible evidence was the appointment of Gairy’s daughter, 
as High Commissioner to Britain and the naming of Gairy as the Father of 
Independence, which appealed to GULP supporters.

Mitchell balanced neo-liberal principles, technocratic leadership and 
populism to consolidate the NNP. Mitchell’s neoliberal-populism 12   enabled 
him to hold on to power beyond two terms. He satisfied the business class by 
adopting market-oriented economic and fiscal policies. In the 2000 budget 
speech, the Minister of Finance confirmed that:
 

This Administration remains committed to the principle of small 
government and a more efficient Public Service. Consequently 
public sector reform remains a high priority for Government. It is 
the principal strategy to curb increases in recurrent expenditure. The 
freeze on hiring in the Public Service will remain in force and we will 
continue to reduce the size of the Public Service, where appropriate 
(GOG 1999:19-20). 

This article does not allow me the scope to sufficiently probe the NNP 
administration’s neoliberal agenda. It is necessary to note that Mitchell 
promoted a private sector-led growth strategy and created the infrastructural 
support to attract foreign investment. 
 
Yet, as a product of the working class, Mitchell always presented himself as 
a champion of the poor, using populism to ground with the working class. 
In a Gairy-like manner, Mitchell used clientelism to gain the loyalty of his 
supporters but promoted a ‘culture of fear’ among detractors. Therefore, the 

12 See Don Marshall (2002) for his take on the ‘liberal-populist’.
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NNP was able to capitalise on GULP support and the party was consolidated 
following Gairy’s death in 1997.

However, benign authoritarianism and allegations of corruption also 
characterised this phase. Mitchell was accused of being “corrupt, dictatorial 
and egomaniac” (cited in Ryan, 1999:97). 13  Yet in 1999 the NNP gained 
all 15 seats with 62.2 percent of the popular vote.  What accounted for the 
electoral dominance of the NNP? The opposition forces were ill-prepared for 
the snap elections that were held in January 1999 prior to the constitutionally 
due date. As Purcell argues, it was the first time that an obviously “immoral 
alliance” sought to fight an enemy for which it was no match (Purcell, 
2007:249). This was compounded by the fact that the 1999 election campaign 
was characterised by a new kind of electoral politics that featured excessive 
campaign financing, massive rallies that featured prominent entertainers and 
an emphasis on party colours. The electorate became even more divided and 
apathetic and voter turnout was relatively low at 56.54 percent (see Table 
I). The results of the 1999 elections brought to the fore the distortions of 
the First-Past-the-Post-(FPTP) System. Former Barbados’ Prime Minister, 
Owen Arthur argues that: 

...there is something fundamentally flawed about a system of 
governance, based upon the first-past-the-post principle, in which 
the victor gets all the spoils, but in which all other than hard core 
party supporters and in fact, almost half of the population at any time 
feel alienated from participating in what is taking place around them 
(cited in Ryan, 1999:47). 

Issues of governance and democracy were critical during this phase. The 
NNP again formed the government, this time without any parliamentary 
opposition. When asked how he was able to govern in a parliamentary 
democracy that assumes a parliamentary opposition, Mitchell indicated that 
his government believed that the most important opposition was really the 
opposition coming from the people. He pointed out that:

We’ve seen a deepening of the democratic process in the country 
not a reduction of it. In the sense that the government recognises 

13 See Miami Herald 20 January 1999.
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that if you do not involve the people, particularly in the context of 
no opposition in parliament you can create enormous problems for 
yourself down the road (Mitchell, 1999: 1).

Mitchell referred to the multi-partite arrangement, where the social 
partners, the business community, the trade union movement and the Non-
Governmental Organisations (NGOs) met with government on a regular 
basis to consult on issues of national concern. He also referred to the weekly 
face-to-face programs in the villages where the people of Grenada were 
given the opportunity to become involved in the governance process. 

This view was not shared by some members of civil society. When asked to 
comment on the effectiveness of the multi-partite process, a leading NGO 
representative indicated that:

…the relationship between Government and the NGO community is 
generally lukewarm and growing cold. There is insufficient space for 
civil society.  The multipartite committee which has been in existence 
since 1997 is going nowhere. We have seen no clear and concrete 
evidence of commitment to follow up or to take decisions based on 
our suggestions. We have to ask: who sets the policy agenda? The 
politicians do and they decide whose views they consider and whose 
they don’t (Ferguson, 2003a).

By the 2003 elections, opposition forces had regrouped, the NNP’s 
incumbent advantage was threatened and this paved the way for realignment 
in Grenada’s politics during phase four. 

Therefore, as the above discussion shows, concerted efforts were made to 
break from the revolutionary path politically and economically. Yet conflict 
and benign authoritarianism persisted. 

The Ghost of the Revolution

The ghost of the revolution lurked in the post-revolutionary period. When 
asked whether Grenada had recovered from the 1983 trauma, Mitchell 
responded in this way:
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Well, I would not say entirely so. I think there is still a lot of 
bitterness, there is still a lot of hurt and pain, there are still a lot of 
unknowns, and there is still a lot of unwillingness to forgive. I think 
that is certainly prevailing at this time. I think in some ways we 
have recovered, but I certainly believe it is going to be difficult for 
any political leader or any leader of this country to ever impose any 
system of military rule in Grenada again… (Mitchell, 1999:6).

In 2001, a Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) was appointed by 
the Mitchell administration to ‘inquire into certain political events’ that had 
occurred in Grenada between January 1976 and December 1991. The TRC’s 
mandate included an investigation into the events leading up to Gairy’s 
overthrow, the political conduct of the PRG and the events leading up to the 
demise of the PRG 19 October 1983. The TRC was to concern itself with 
“the lingering question of the disposal of the remains of those who lost their 
lives at the fort that day” (Scott 2007: vii).  The TRC reported that: 

…during its extensive and intensive inquiry, it unearthed little more 
knowledge of the truth of facts and events pertaining to the periods 
under inquiry, than that which was already known… the Grenadian 
government, while duly constituting the commission and providing 
it with its terms of reference, had very little interest in seeing to it 
that it was able to carry out the full and serious investigation that 
was – and is- warranted  (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 
1:12 cited in Scott, 2007, vii).  

The TRC maintained that, “throughout much of its work, the Commission 
suffered from several setbacks occasioned by the administration; inadequate 
logistical accommodation; and some unwilling and uncooperative official 
personnel” (Truth and Reconciliation Commission, 1:7 cited in Scott, 2007: 
vii). The TRC did not achieve its objectives. Grenadians were still divided 
and there was pain and silence. As Grenadian poet Merle Collins pens:

All these years, people say, and still Grenadians not talking
Nearly twenty years and look is silence that reigning
They remember good days, and that’s the constant lament
Can’t forget the promise of that jewel of a movement
They remember mango nectar, guava nectar, mango juice
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They remember the airport, everybody plan, only one could 
produce
All over the land, the talk was popular education
They remember schools in agriculture, the striving of a nation
So is not as you might think that people memory short
They grieving for the hopes we destroy, for the things we distort

…Look is twenty years and the nation still hurting
People playing a waiting game, they just not talking
Is hard if men suffering on the hill for things they didn’t do
People not relenting because they have their memories too
Dust don’t disappear when you sweep it behind bed
People stay quiet but all the questions in their head
Is true time could heal and bad times could change people mind
But we have to figure out how to talk, leave the hurt behind… 
(Collins, 2003:50-51).

This poem captures some of the contradictions of post-revolutionary 
Grenada. 

The Assimilation of the Grenada Left into Mainstream Parties

Phase IV: Realignment to the Two-party System

A major feature of politics in the post-revolutionary era was the assimilation 
of the Grenada left into mainstream political parties and the realignment to 
a two- party system. In the immediate aftermath of the 1983 crisis former 
revolutionaries were divided 14  and many of the leaders of the revolution were 
either in prison or had migrated.  The Maurice Bishop Patriotic Movement 
(MBPM), whose members were perceived as ‘soft’ revolutionaries, did not 
make an impact on the Grenadian electorate, although the party represented 
the memory of Maurice Bishop.  In the 1984 general elections the MBPM 
received a mere 2,024 votes, which represented 4.93 percent of the votes cast. 

14 The implosion of the Grenada Revolution in October 1983 was linked to a split between 
Maurice Bishop and his deputy Bernard Coard (see Coard’s account in this volume). Given 
the vicious execution of Maurice Bishop and several of his colleagues, the Coard faction was 
maligned for several years.
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The party’s electoral performance progressively deteriorated in subsequent 
electoral cycles.   In 1990, 1995 and 1999 general elections the MBPM 
received 938, 694 and 260 votes respectively, which represented 2.37, 1.59 
and 0.62 percent of the popular votes. This can be explained by the fact that 
the Grenadian electorate was disenchanted with the Grenada left and scarred 
by the implosion of the Grenada revolution. In addition, the leader Terrence 
Marryshow did not possess charisma nor populist appeal. Despite the fact 
that Maurice Bishop remains a popular figure in the Grenadian psyche, the 
MBPM never made a dent in Grenada’s politics. 

Prior to 2003 general elections, the perceived ‘hard’ revolutionaries (those 
associated with the Coard faction) were not generally involved in electoral 
politics in Grenada. This changed in the 2003 general elections, when the 
electoral contest was primarily between the incumbent NNP and a new-look 
NDC, whose leadership consisted of former second-tier revolutionaries who 
were associated with the Coard faction of the defunct revolution. 

The 2003 campaign was vicious. It was dubbed “the politics of hatred” by a 
leading NGO representative (Ferguson 2003b). The fury was pitched against 
the revolutionary faction of the NDC. It was argued that the ‘ghost of the 
revolution’ was haunting Grenada’s politics (Johnson 2003). The NNP party 
was very critical of the former revolutionaries, who assumed leading and 
visible roles in the NDC. According to Grenada Today: 

Mitchell stated that although he has been preaching reconciliation, 
forgiveness and peace, it would be folly for Grenadians to take the 
same men who have destroyed the country, hurt our children, our 
mothers and fathers… and put them in charge of this country again… 
if we Grenadians do that, I will say to everyone ‘you mad or what’ 
(Grenada Today, October 17, 2003). 

It was also reported that a female member of the ruling administration in 
a rousing address during a NNP rally asked the question, “Whe de di dey 
(where were they)…” intimating when Prime Minister Maurice Bishop was 
murdered (Johnson, 2003). 

The 2003 general elections were held against a number of visible achievements 
by the NNP administration. In the seven and a half years in office, it undertook 
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a number of development projects. However, a major campaign issue again 
surrounded allegations of corruption against the Mitchell administration. In 
addition, Grenada’s national debt stood at EC$1.5 billion, more than four 
times the EC$372 million that the NNP inherited on taking office in 1995. 
The campaign was also marked by confrontations between government and 
leading sectors such as the medical and legal professions as well as some 
labour unions. Key trade union leaders appeared on opposition platforms 
seeking in their view to prevent the NNP from regaining power and enacting 
anti-worker legislation. Caribupdate provided an apt summary:

The thing the NNP government has done best in the past four years 
is find ways to, many times unnecessarily so, appear to be at war 
with significant sections of society; an arrogance grown out of 
its amazing 1999 victory. Many outsiders who have not followed 
Grenadian politics closely cannot understand how a government 
that has done so much and only four and a half years ago won all 
the seats in a general election, can be fighting for its survival. An 
administration that had instituted face-to-face, made for television 
community meetings, missed the point that the best public relations 
is human relations. 15  

Therefore, after winning all fifteen seats in the 1999 elections, the NNP 
almost suffered electoral defeat in 2003. The NDC received 44.1 percent of 
the popular vote and gained seven parliamentary seats, while the incumbent 
NNP received 46.6 percent and only managed to hold on to eight seats – a 
mere six votes separated both parties (see Table I). Why was the NNP not 
able to transfer its incumbent advantage with such visible achievements 
to greater political capital? Why such a strong showing by the NDC?  As 
Grenade observes:

…the 2003 elections was the culmination of twenty years of conflict, 
fragmentation and re-alignment in Grenada…. ‘softer’ issues such 
as integrity, accountability and transparency were high on the 
electoral agenda. Although the Mitchell administration scored 
relatively high in terms of infrastructural development, it was found 

15 Caribupdate 9 November, 2003.
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wanting on questions of governance. For instance, some of the NDC 
campaign promises were not roads or electricity – Grenadians had 
those – but some of the campaign pledges included constitutional 
reform, electoral reform, an integrity commission, an ombudsman 
and parliamentary oversight committees. An examination of the 
campaign promises made by the NDC and the election results 
suggest that “softer” electoral issues are becoming more important 
to the electorate as the polity, economy and society evolve (Grenade 
2004:17).

What is salient for the purposes of this article is that former revolutionaries 
were integrated into the NDC as they could not achieve electoral success 
as a leftist party. A number of factors can account for the re-emergence and 
acceptance of remnants of the Grenada left: the collapse of the Soviet Union 
and the reconfiguration of global politics beyond the East-West divide; the 
preoccupation of the US with Iraq and the war on terror; the professional 
remake of the former revolutionaries; the highhandedness of Mitchell and 
the sheer passage of time. The revolutionaries may have learnt the ‘supreme 
lesson of Grenada’ that “socialism must go hand in hand with democracy” 
(Rupert Lewis cited in Ryan, 1999:93). 

During this phase Grenada suffered the onslaught of Hurricanes Ivan and 
Emily in 2004 and 2005 respectively (Agency for Reconstruction and 
Development, 2004; OECS, 2004). This crisis had political implications. 
As parliamentary opposition, the NDC called for a government of national 
unity to manage the crisis. The proposal recommended that the 15 elected 
members of parliament form part of the government with the opposition 
leader as deputy Prime Minister (BBC Caribbean, September 24, 2004; NDC, 
2004). However the Mitchell administration rejected the NDC’s proposal, 
indicating that the Cabinet is a special element of the government and he 
feels a government must be comprised of “like-minded” people (Leroy 
Noel, Caribbean Net News 2008). By 2007, the Mitchell administration had 
managed to successfully spearhead the recovery (IMF, 2007). 

Despite the ravages of two hurricanes, there was again tangible evidence 
of ‘progress’ under the leadership of the NNP administration:  a new port 
facility, a new national stadium, a much improved road network, a refurbished 
market, and a number of other capital projects were implemented.  However, 
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there were concerns about Grenada’s high public debt (debt/GDP ratio 
spiralled from 56.25 in 2000 to 103.77 in 2007 (Eastern Caribbean Central 
Bank, 2008) and allegations of corruption. Perhaps more than any other 
Prime Minister in Grenada’s recent history, Mitchell was repeatedly accused 
of corruption in public office. 16  His administration was also accused of 
unsavoury relationships with global capital interests (investors/campaign 
financiers). However, a one-man Commission of Enquiry reported that no 
evidence had been produced to incriminate him. 17 

Within this context the 2008 general elections were held.  These elections 
were also contested against the backdrop of a ‘wind of change’ which was 
blowing through the Caribbean 18  (Grenade 2008). The large question was, 
should Mitchell and the NNP be returned to power for a fourth consecutive 
term? 

The NNP’s campaign strategy was two-fold: it reminded the electorate of 
the progress it had achieved in thirteen years and maligned the revolutionary 
faction within the NDC. According to the NNP’s official Website: 

Can you trust the NDC with political power in Grenada?  What 
would happen to progress, peace and stability in Grenada under the 
NDC?  Can you trust men nestled in the leadership of the NDC who 
once turned guns on their own siblings during the era of the PRG, 
publicly scandalised relatives with the worst kind of allegations and 
fleeced the treasury of the country (New National Party, 1 February, 
2008). 

16 See Case RSM v. Fridman, 06-CV-11512, Southern District of New York. The Timothy 
Bass Expose on Mitchell Grenada Today 23 June, 2007. 
http://www.belgrafix.com/gtoday/2007news/Jun/Jun23/The-Timothy-Bass-Expose-On-
Mitchell.. Accessed May 15, 2008. 
17 Barbadian Jurist Sir Richard Cheltenham carried out an investigation into allegations 
of corruption made against Prime Minister Mitchell and found no incriminating evidence 
against him.
18 Incumbents were defeated in general elections in the following Caribbean countries during 
2006-2008: St. Lucia (11 December, 2006); The Commonwealth of the Bahamas (2 May, 
2007); Jamaica (3 September, 2007); Barbados (15 January, 2008) and  Belize (7 February, 
2008); Grenada (8 July, 2008). Subsequently incumbents suffered electoral defeats in Trinidad 
and Tobago (24 May, 2010) and Suriname (25 May, 2010).
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The NDC’s campaign strategy highlighted the excesses of the NNP and 
promised good governance, transparency and accountability. In an address 
to the nation, then opposition leader, Tillman Thomas, pointed out: 

The NNP had disgraced our country. The regime has taken the 
nation into the camp of international crooks, money launders and 
fraudsters. Grenada is the only country in all of Caricom with three 
of its ambassadors currently serving prison sentences. Both Prime 
Minister and deputy are now before courts of law in different foreign 
countries in connection with their conduct in public office. These 
are very serious matters which must concern every self respecting 
Grenadian (Thomas, 2007). 

On 8th July, 2008 the NDC defeated the NNP in closely contested elections. 
Evidence suggests that Mitchell’s political longevity led to arrogance, 
encouraged corruption and undermined governance. This in turn eventually 
frustrated the majority of the electorate who utilised the electoral machinery 
to oust him.  As was the case in 2003, the 2008 general elections centred 
around a referendum on Keith Mitchell’s highhandedness. As Hinds argues, 
“[t]he incumbent lost not so much because the NDC presented a better 
alternative but the better half of the electorate turned on a government that 
had gotten out of control” (Hinds, 2008:1).  

Although a bit early to predict, the 2008 general elections appear to be a 
defining moment in Grenada’s post-revolutionary politics. As was the case in 
1984, voter turn out was relatively high at 79.48 percent. The NDC received 
50.85 percent of the total votes cast (28,998 voters) and the NNP 47.68 
percent (27,188 voters). However, the distribution of parliamentary seats 
does not reflect a close contest. Given the distortions of the first-past-the-
post electoral system, the NDC obtained eleven of the fifteen parliamentary 
seats, with the NNP gaining only four (4) seats.  Although the NNP was 
defeated electorally, there was still widespread support for the party and its 
leader. Based on the popular vote, the electorate was almost evenly divided 
(see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: 
Grenada: Summary of Results of General Elections

July 8, 2008

 

Source: Parliamentary Elections Office, St. George’s Grenada. 

Following its electoral victory, the NDC administration took two bold 
initiatives. On 30th  May, 2009, the Point Salines International Airport was 
renamed the Maurice Bishop International Airport (MBIA).  In his official 
address to mark the airport’s renaming, Prime Minister Thomas justified his 
administration’s decision this way:

Ideally, I would have loved to have all Grenadians unanimously 
support this action. However, to those who hold different views, I 
wish to remind you that whether we like it or not the revolution forms 
a significant part of our history….You may not believe like I did 
with many of the things that were done, but the facts cannot change 
conveniently. Maurice Bishop was a Prime Minister of Grenada, 
and his government moved to make this project a reality…. Many 
of us suffered innocently during the period of the revolution.… I 
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must remind you that I was incarcerated by the revolution for what I 
believed in, was the defence and the preservation of human rights.… 
I am of the same belief today and will do the same if the occasion 
arises. Equally, I have forgiven and embraced those who incarcerated 
me. It is my view that if I could, you can too (Thomas, 2009). 

Following this event, on 5th September, 2009 Bernard Coard and the 
remaining six of the Grenada 14 were granted early release from Richmond 
Hill Prison. 19   Their early release marked a significant juncture in Grenada’s 
political landscape. This was an opportunity for reflection on what some 
might consider to be a miscarriage of justice. From my perspective, the legal 
chapter was over and Grenadians were given an opportunity to put to rest 
the ghost of the revolution which may have closed a significant phase in 
Grenada’s post-revolutionary politics (see Grenade, 2009).

19 In 2007 the Privy Council ordered that Coard and the others convicted of the murder of 
Maurice Bishop et al., be re-sentenced. At the 2007 sentencing hearing three of the prisoners 
were released, while Coard and the remainder were sentenced to 40 years, including the time 
already served. The court ordered that the sentences were to be reviewed within two years. 
They were due to be released  in 2010.



Reflections on Politics in Post Revolutionary Grenada (1984-2008) 133

Conclusions

Politics in post- revolutionary Grenada evolved through four broad phases. 
The first phase (1984-1989) began with an externally-imposed marriage of 
convenience among ideologically incoherent parties to construct the New 
National Party (NNP), which was intended to rid Grenada of the vestiges of 
socialism, the revolution and Gairy. This transition phase was characterised 
by an ailing economy, internal wrangling within the NNP and subsequent 
splintering. In the second phase (1990-1995), a new party – the National 
Democratic Congress – governed in an unstable multi-party system. This 
phase was marked by a combination of technocratic politics, infighting 
within the NDC and a general alienation of the people.  The third phase 
(1995-2003) witnessed the dominance of an invigorated NNP, under the 
leadership of Keith Mitchell. During this phase Mitchell combined populist 
appeal and neo-liberal principles to consolidate the NNP. In the final phase 
(2003-2008), there was realignment to the traditional two-party system, 
with former revolutionaries emerging as key political actors within a centrist 
party (NDC). 

The demise of the Grenada revolution provided an opportunity for genuine 
democratic renewal. However, there was a missed opportunity. Six elections 
were held in Grenada during the period 1984-2008 and it is clear that Grenada 
has transitioned to formal democracy. There are functioning state institutions 
and Grenadians enjoy constitutional rights and civil liberties. Yet, there is an 
unsettled ‘settling’ to the two-party system. In fact, party politics in Grenada 
has come full circle. There is still conflict and a bitter political divide. What 
is markedly different in the post-revolutionary era is the absence of the level 
of political violence that characterised the pre-1979 and 1979-83 periods. 

Lessons

Several lessons can be drawn from the Grenada case.  First, when a 
revolution loses its way this creates an opportunity for welcomed violation 
of sovereignty.  The greater the degree of political breakdown at the domestic 
level, the higher the propensity for direct domination by hegemonic forces. 
This is compounded when a small vulnerable state possesses minimal 
sovereignty and is relatively powerless.  The Cold War provided the context 
for such direct disregard for sovereignty.
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In the post-Cold War era, there is greater indirect control by external forces. 
Direct US domination has given way to other external influences by global 
governance regimes, such as the IMF. In the contemporary era, small states 
have become even more vulnerable and insecure (economic, societal, human 
and environmental insecurities), sovereignty is compromised and violated 
differently and genuine independence is still not achieved.  What are the 
implications for party politics in small developing states? There is political 
competition among political parties to determine who best can manage neo-
liberalism.  There is no clear ideological distinction among political parties 
and technocratic politicians emerge who may get the economics right but 
the politics wrong. Also, this competition to best manage neo-liberalism 
promotes unsavoury relationships between the state, political parties and 
global capital interests. This breeds corruption and undermines ‘good 
governance’ and democracy. Above all, this new kind of politics generally 
alienates citizens. This in turn encourages violence, criminality and further 
insecurity.

Second, one of the consequences of the end of a revolution is the need to break 
from the past. This generally includes obliteration of the revolutionaries and 
political accommodations among strange bedfellows. Internal wrangling, 
splintering of political parties and the emergence of an unstable party system 
can ensue. This instability can create disequilibrium in the political system 
and single party dominance (as was the case in Grenada in 1999 when the 
NNP won all fifteen seats). This in turn can encourage benign authoritarianism 
and political divisiveness, alienate citizens and create apathy among the 
electorate who eventually can choose the ballot box to oust incumbents.     

Finally, a revolution is indelible and its consequences help to shape political 
life in the post-revolutionary era. The revolution becomes a ghost that 
divides the society and influences political competition. In the immediate 
aftermath of a revolution’s demise, revolutionaries will be maligned and 
not easily accepted into mainstream electoral politics. However, in the post 
Cold War era (and with time) a confluence of forces creates the opportunity 
for former (socialist) revolutionaries to be successfully reinserted within 
traditional political parties as conformist or reformist/‘soft’ revolutionaries. 
The question is: how can former socialists reengineer the political process 
and positively influence the policy agenda to address the plight of the poor 
and disadvantaged? Is there scope for socialist ideals within the neo-liberal 
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paradigm?  Can the reformed Left find space to renew social movements, 
build national consciousness, advance regional integration and enhance the 
sovereignty of small states? As ‘soft’ revolutionary projects (re)emerge in 
the Western hemisphere and in Eastern Europe, these are critical questions 
that warrant academic probing.
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I went to Fort Rupert in answer to a call that all members of the party should 
gather at Fort Rupert. Maurice was under house arrest, the people were 
restless, demanding his release from detention, and school children were 
leading demonstrations throughout the streets of St. George’s and Grenville, 
evoking uncomfortable parallels of demonstrations in 1974 against Gairy. 
There was talk of freeing Maurice from house arrest.

I arrived at the Fort. Our purpose there wasn’t really clear. We expected to meet 
with senior members of the Party and told how we should address the unrest 
and clamour for Maurice’s release. Our attempts over the last few days, since 
his house arrest, were demoralising, to say the least. People who formerly 
greeted us were openly hostile, virtually chasing us from their doors, closing 
their ears against anything we had to say: about Maurice’s incalcitrance, or 
the rightness of the Party’s position in calling for joint leadership and our 
disappointment with Maurice’s duplicity in the matter, and why we felt we 
could no longer trust him at the head of our Revolution.  People had laughed 
with open derision when my boyfriend pointed out Maurice’s weakness 
for women, exhibited in ways which harmed the Revolution.  And do you 
remember Hog who used to be in the Pioneers? Well his mother chased us 
away saying she didn’t want to hear anything from us and that invasion or 
no invasion, her son wasn’t going to fight for Coard. All she wanted to hear 
was when we planned to release Maurice and reinstate him as the rightful 
head of the country.

We were basically milling around the Fort, trying to find shade from the 
midday heat, keeping our ears glued to the radio; Radio Free Grenada, to 
be exact, listening for developments. Through sketchy details from the 
radio fleshed out by news from comrades coming to join us we learnt that 
the demonstrations and calls for Maurice’s release had not abated, but had 
swelled to a massive crowd in the Market Square demanding his release. 
Details coming to us from the PRA HQ (The People’s Revolutionary Army 
Headquarters) at Fort Frederick informed us that the worst had happened: 
the masses had freed Comrade Bishop. We debated amongst ourselves the 
madness that had overcome the masses in refusing to listen to the Party 
leaders who were, after all, the true leaders of the Revolution. A few of 
us dared ask the inevitable question everyone was shying away from: if 
Comrade Bishop was prepared to take to the streets and seek to take over the 
process because of his mass support, how should we deal with him? While 
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we were contemplating this, we heard reports that senior party members 
who had contacted a Cabinet Minister, formerly dear to our hearts, but now 
firmly in Maurice’s camp, had rejected their offer of a return to the status-
quo ante. His retort was something to the effect that ‘we have the masses on 
our side now and they would deal with you counters’.

We heard a commotion at the bottom of the Fort where the entrance was 
located. We were located at the top of the Fort, some of us in front of the 
administrative offices, others one level up on the Parade Square. We had been 
able to hear the sounds of the demonstrators around the town and Tanteen as 
well as the clamour of the crowd restless in the Market Square, but noted that 
the sounds appeared to be getting nearer to us. This culminated in a cheering 
and roaring at the guard post at the entrance to the Fort. Before we could 
figure out what was happening, a jubilant crowd, hostile in its jubilance, 
poured up the Fort. At the head of the crowd was Comrade Bishop, supported 
by members of the crowd, looking at once weak, victorious and confused. 
But what really caught my attention and stopped me in my tracks, were the 
placards being held aloft by a few members of the crowd praising the United 
States and calling for an end to Communist rule in Grenada.

I saw Major Concord coming towards us. He was armed. To my horror, it 
became clear that many of the people around him and Maurice were also 
armed.  They were walking towards the soldiers on the Fort and demanding 
that they hand over their rifles. As nothing in their training had prepared 
them for such a situation, and in the face of Major Concord’s insistence that 
they turn over their weapons and in the absence of alternative instructions, 
they surrendered their weapons, looking in bewilderment at the people they 
were sworn to defend now jeering at them. 

Major Concord approached the comrades with a great degree of hostility and 
menace. Turning his weapon on us all the time, he gathered us together and 
herded us unto the Parade Square.  He castigated us for our betrayal of the 
‘Maximum leader’ and, pointing his weapons directly at us, told us he was 
going to ‘deal’ with us. The crowd roared its approval.

It was clear at that point who was in control, and it was not the Party. We 
looked at one another fearfully. I, for one, was scared, in the face of the 
hostility of the ‘masses’ never before levelled in my direction, and its 
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embodiment in the person of Major Concord. I thought about the two-month-
old foetus in my stomach and yearned for life, for motherhood, and all the 
experiences of life which at 21 I was about to be denied. The explosion of 
rifle fire was followed by the deafening sound of an explosion. I fell flat on 
my pregnant stomach, my eyes tightly shut, convinced that my death had 
come.  The explosions were followed by the roar of a BTR (Bronetransporter 
military vehicle) rapidly ascending the hill. Moments later, still unsure what 
was happening, but still clearly alive, we saw two soldiers emerge from the 
tunnel linking the bottom (command) to the parade Square. Their faces, as 
they approached, showed none of the hostility which we had so recently 
encountered. As with Major Concord, they were also well known to us. They 
address us with ‘comrades, you are okay now. You have nothing to fear. We 
are back in control’.

We were sobbing for relief. But I felt another feeling: cold hatred. I had 
been made to see my life flash before me. I had never contemplated that 
things would have reached the stage of mere civilians, led by my hitherto 
beloved leader, for whom, up to that point I had felt more bewilderment 
and disappointment, disarming our soldiers and threatening our lives. I had 
never expected to replace Yankee imperialism and mercenary soldiers as the 
enemy. When I saw them leading Maurice, Jackie, Fitzroy, Norris, Bullen, 
and others I don’t care to remember, to the wall ringing the Parade Square, I 
felt a deadening coldness. Their time had come to experience what they had 
planned for us. They were dying instead of me. I may yet see my child born. 
That is why I felt absolutely no pity when I heard Jacqui, so familiar and well 
loved to me, pleading for the life of her unborn child. Her pleas unmoved me. 
The others looked at our soldiers, saying ‘Comrades, you really don’t mean 
to kill us, do you?’ evoking the meaning of the Revolution. Their disbelief 
was that this could really be happening after their own threats to us. They had 
taken serious business and turned it into child’s play. In response, two of the 
soldiers retrieved Sgt. Mayers’ body from the bottom of the Ft where he had 
been shot down by a member of the crowd, and laid it in front of them. The 
soldier in command said, ‘This is what you did to our brother. You deserve 
nothing less. Your judgement will be as short and swift’. The rifles barked in 
unison. The bodies crumpled to the floor. The Square, where I had learned 
drills, a child playing at an adult’s game, covered in rivulets of glistening 
bright blood, swiftly congealing and darkening in the midday sun.
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Party comrades were asked to take the bodies away. I did not assist in this. 
This was done by the men. The women, myself included, cleaned. We used 
the fire hoses to wash the blood and specks of flesh down: to make the Parade 
Square pristine once more, doing this carefully and swiftly, depriving the 
ever-hovering flies of a meal. We did a good job. We got rid of most of the 
evidence of what had taken place there that day: that is, except for the memory 
which clings to the inner recesses of our collective minds and souls like 
the pungent, nauseating smell of freshly shed blood which the disinfectant 
poured by the women on Fort Rupert that day, could not overcome. And this 
memory, forever associated with its smell of carnage, emerges at the oddest 
of times, sometimes fleeting, sometimes overpowering with the grief and 
sheer bewilderment that it evokes.

She told me this while nursing her baby. She told me all this without a show 
of emotion, punctuating her flow of memories with a reassuring word to 
her baby, pausing long enough to rock and kiss him. At that moment, I 
felt that something had happened in my country’s life which had made me 
alien. I could not imagine the trauma that would have rendered my friend 
so impervious then, and nearly a year later, to the human tragedy which 
she witnessed. I realised then that the story was complex, not to be easily 
reduced to the stark unambiguous colours of domino pieces, slapped down 
on make-shift tables with such resolve, by old and young men outside rum 
shops from Grenville to St. George’s on lazy uncomplicated Friday and 
Saturday nights.
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Retrospect: A View from Richmond Hill Prison: An 
Interview with Bernard Coard

Wendy C. Grenade
University of the West Indies, Cave Hill Campus, BARBADOS

Following is an interview which was conducted by Wendy Grenade (WG) 
with Bernard Coard (BC), former deputy Prime Minister of the People’s 
Revolutionary Government on October 17, 2008 at Richmond Hill Prison 
prior to his release on September 5, 2009. 

The Grenada Revolution in Historical Perspective

WG: Today is October 17, 2008, almost twenty-five years to the day since 
the implosion of the Grenada Revolution. What do you want a 25 year 
old Grenadian and Caribbean son or daughter to know about the Grenada 
Revolution?
BC: Firstly, it must be seen within the context of the many revolutionary 
upsurges of the Grenadian people over centuries. There are links between 
the Fedon Revolution, the slave revolts, the ex-servicemen’s revolt in 1920, 
the 1951 Gairy revolutionary upsurge, the 1973-74 revolutionary upsurges 
and the Grenada Revolution 1979-83. The Grenada Revolution should be 
appreciated within its historical depth, that is, at the level of Grenada; but 
also laterally or horizontally, as part of a Caribbean and wider anti-colonial 
struggle.

Copyright © Sir Arthur Lewis Institute of Social and Economic Studies, UWI, (Cave Hill), 
2010
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WG: Elaborate on the Caribbean and wider colonial struggles.
BC: Globally there were struggles for freedom, independence, an end to 
racism and the plantation system. It was not just for political independence, 
but political independence as the platform for achieving economic 
independence, which in the modern world, really means economic 
interdependence. In fact, from the Haitian revolution in the late 1780s 
throughout, there were uprisings. The French Revolution was linked to what 
was happening regionally, in Martinique, St. Lucia, Grenada, Suriname and 
Curacao. There were the 1830s revolts: Sam Sharpe in 1831 in Jamaica; the 
1937-38 revolutionary upsurges in Trinidad and Tobago led by Uriah Butler;  
the one in Barbados led by Payne, the Trinidadian; uprisings in Jamaica with 
Bustamante, Manley and so on. There is a clear tendency to have upsurges 
sweeping many Caribbean territories at one time. That cannot be accidental, 
so the Grenada Revolution ought to be situated within these vertical and 
horizontal contexts. 

Secondly, in terms of the actual experience of the Grenada Revolution we 
have to see that the principal goal of the Grenada Revolution was economic, 
social and political transformation of the life circumstances of the vast 
majority of people. In my booklet Grenada 1951-83, I outline the two main 
achievements of the Grenada Revolution: first, defeating Gairy and Gairyism, 
which I defined, and secondly, transforming Grenada. The four main 
transformational goals of the Revolution were, transforming the physical 
infrastructure of the country; developing the human resources of the country; 
developing direct productive enterprises, and the mobilisation of the people. 
There is significant evidence of all this so that one can read the goals as well 
as the achievements and shortcomings of the Revolution in the programmes 
undertaken. Twenty-five years later the impact of the Revolution in Grenada 
is quite clear. The vast majority of our doctors, dentists, veterinary surgeons, 
economists, engineers, qualified teachers and most other professionals were 
trained in Cuba, Eastern Europe, North America, Mexico, Australia, Kenya, 
Tanzania, France or Britain because we had scholarships from forty or fifty 
different countries. Everyone who wished to go to university got to go, so 
one of the remarkable features is the presence of the Revolution today in the 
person of all of these people whose lives were transformed. Significantly, 
most of these professionals that I describe came from poor backgrounds. 
Even Gairy admitted this to his ‘old faithfuls’ in 1984 at his first big rally 
after the American invasion, claiming, “Yes, it is true that your children got 
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scholarship and got to become doctors…because of the Revolution...the 
programmes were good but the fellas were wicked.”  This indicates that we 
helped to transform the social class structure of Grenada. 

We also see it in the role of women in the society today, their confidence. 
The signs were clear during the Revolution. This was the era when women 
came into their own. They were on the platform making speeches, writing 
and presenting to the public their poetry, taking part in all of the political, 
economic and social life, in zonal and parish councils and community work 
on Sundays; being in the fore; and this has continued. There is a level of 
pride and self-esteem which is seen in women today in Grenada which did 
not exist before the revolution. We also see the legacy of the Revolution in 
the patriotism of Grenadians – their strong sense of ‘Grenadianness’, which 
they had during the Revolution and never lost. Grenadians, wherever they 
are, are proud to say they are Grenadian and to show the flag on Eastern 
Park Way Carnival and Caribana because the Revolution put Grenada on the 
world map.

The Economic Model

WG:  What was the thinking behind the economic model you adopted?
BC: I remember lectures I used to give in Wednesday night classes and I 
used to say to comrades, “I studied bourgeois economics in Brandeis in 
America and at Sussex in England, and I studied Marxist economics, and if 
I ever made the mistake of running the Grenada economy with either strict 
bourgeois economics or Marxist economics, the economy would mash up 
in five minutes.” I told all comrades all the time, “do not bother with them 
books; be pragmatic (as) our economics must serve our own situation!” 

Interestingly, about a year ago, a number of inmates heard on a Trinidad 
radio station - and they drew it to my attention - a tape recording of an 
interview where George Louison was claiming, according to all the inmates 
who heard it, that I had proposed in the Political Bureau that we nationalise 
every single economic enterprise in Grenada, down to corner shops. Now, 
I was in charge of the economy during the entire Revolution. Civil servants 
who attended Cabinet can tell you that at Cabinet meetings, every time I 
tried to raise complex economic policy matters, Maurice would say, with a 
big laugh and a grin; a mischievous grin: “Bernard, only one of us should get 
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grey hairs; whatever you want, we agree to it. Next item!’  And we moved 
on.  In party meetings, in the Bureau, it was the same thing. So I took all the 
decisions on the economy. I did not have to ask anyone about anything.

In this context, I followed the market mechanism and encouraged competition. 
When I wanted to control the merchants who were overcharging farmers 
for fertilisers and ripping off customers for basic necessities, I set up the 
Marketing and National Importing Board (MNIB) in competition with the 
private sector to bring overcharging down to a controlled price. The MNIB 
would make a profit and yet charge so much less. I also set up the National 
Transport Service (NTS).  When gas prices went up by ten cents, bus drivers 
put up bus prices by twenty cents. I tried to keep price rises at a certain 
rate, so that everyone could make a reasonable profit. Yet, with the state-
owned NTS customers had transport in the night, on weekends and so on, 
which private bus owners were not offering. I also set up the state-owned 
National Commercial Bank (NCB) to compete with the foreign banks. When 
the Royal Bank decided that it wanted to sell out because they were moving 
out of several countries, I bought it, but I did not incorporate it with NCB as 
one state bank, because they would have had fifty per cent of all deposits in 
Grenada.  I wanted competition, so I set up two separate state banks: NCB 
and Grenada Bank of Commerce (GBC), with separate boards of directors 
and management, competing with each other, and with Scotia and Barclays 
and so on.  This is this kind of hard-line Marxist that some people have 
asserted that I was! I also set up the Grenada Resorts Corporation (GRC) 
which created competition within the hotel sector. The old Holiday Inn 
was part of that, so was Horseshoe Bay hotel. So, I’m saying that in every 
sector of the economy, both in wholesaling and retailing, banking, public 
transportation, hotels, farms, everywhere, the model was to compete in order 
to	achieve	maximum	efficiency, so that we could speedily deliver benefits to 
the Grenadian people. And every year, the World Bank and the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) praised me for how I ran the economy - and this is 
despite the fact that I accepted none of their usual conditions! [See Professor 
Bartilow’s book on this: The Debt Dilemma: IMF Negotiations in Jamaica, 
Grenada and Guyana, Macmillan Education Ltd., London 1997, Chapter #4, 
pp.80-103 ‘IMF Financing In Grenada: Defending Revolutionary Socialism’, 
on the four agreements we signed with the IMF, all on our terms]  
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WG: What are some of the concrete economic achievements of the 
Revolution?
BC:  The Point Salines International airport has transformed the tourism 
sector. Given that agriculture had totally collapsed for many years and we 
never really had a manufacturing sector to talk about, the international airport 
is one of the major accomplishments of the PRG.  The National Insurance 
Scheme (NIS) is another major achievement. NIS has already raised over half 
a billion dollars and it has paid out tens of millions of dollars in benefits long 
before it started paying pensions; and of course as I mentioned, there were 
the NCB, GBC and MNIB. So we have those concrete institutions, projects 
and programmes which are still alive today and which are still serving the 
country. This is apart from bringing electricity to Petit Martinique and half 
of Carriacou, building over 50 miles of farm and feeder roads, and well over 
200 other infrastructure projects to considerably increase the productive 
capacity of the country. 
We increased, moderately, real wages each year, and household income 
massively, by reducing unemployment from 49% to 12%, thereby having 
more breadwinners in every family. We also expanded the social wage 
substantially; that is, the number of goods and services which were provided 
entirely free, or at heavily subsidised prices for working people. At a 
time when the world was gripped in what was then considered the worst 
recession since 1929-33, we had positive economic growth in each year of 
the revolution while other countries experienced zero or negative growth.

Ideological Influences

WG: What were the forces which influenced your world view? 
BC: There were several overlapping forces. I grew up in a context where 
my parents had absolutely no interest in boxing, yet whenever Joe Louis, 
the Brown Bomber, was in a world heavyweight championship fight, my 
father and mother would stay up late in the night, with their old transistor 
radio listening to the fight. Clearly, this is cultural nationalism going on 
here. Whenever I went to spend time with family on the West Coast, they 
would be talking about Julien Fedon (1795-1796) as if it were something 
that happened last year. My mother and father also spoke of Toussaint 
L’Ouverture and Henri Christophe, Jacques Dessalines and the Haitian 
Revolution. My mother and father never went to secondary school; my 
mother never finished primary school. Yet they spoke of Nkrumah, young 
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Kenyatta - the early African leaders. They spoke of Marcus Garvey and Paul 
Robeson. So clearly I came from a family rooted, without realising it, in 
cultural nationalism. And this was true I think of all of the leadership of the 
New Jewel Movement (NJM). 

WG: What were your views on Black power?
BC:  I was a student in America when Stokeley Carmichael and H. Rap 
Brown shouted ‘Black Power’ for the first time. Literally within weeks of 
that phrase being used for the first time it electrified America, black and 
white in different directions. I was the head tutor of the Brandeis Summer 
Programme, ‘Upward Bound’, for kids from the ghettos, so I invited 
Stokeley Carmichael to come and speak with the students. And my white 
professor, who was in charge of the programme and very forward-thinking 
and broadly progressive, was just horrified! It was only because it was me 
that he did not cancel it. Ironically, the leader of an Irish gang in South 
Boston (traditionally racist) and Stokeley Carmichael just clicked, which 
changed his entire perspective on the race question thus impacting on the 
whole gang in South Boston. 

I would hear Malcolm X on the radio doing interviews, in my days as a 
student. And of course Martin Luther King, who would later be assassinated. 
Martin Luther King and my brother went to the same university, Boston 
University. They were friends. So they exposed us to the non-violent way of 
the cultural nationalist movement, the civil rights movement. So that would 
have all added to what I was hearing from my family, while growing up. I 
give my personal experience but I say to you that cultural nationalism was 
true for the whole leadership, and we shared that position with almost all the 
Caribbean intellectuals on the Left. 

WG: What influenced your Marxism?
BC: Julius Nyerre was famous for UJAMAA, African socialism. Now once 
you are talking about Socialism you are talking about some Marxist influence 
but here it is mediated, filtered through an African cultural perspective. His 
work where he set out the principles was a very big influence on all of us in 
those days.  Then the Cuban Revolution was also a very big influence, not 
in the sense of Marxism/Leninism but in the sense of its being a Caribbean 
country. And of course as Fidel once put it at the time of the Angolan crisis 
with South Africa, “(Cuba is) Latin Africa, a Caribbean African country.” 
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But throughout that whole period, including even when I returned and I was 
teaching at the University of the West Indies in St. Augustine, Trinidad, from 
1972-74, I was still anti-Soviet in outlook. (People don’t know that - you 
know, propaganda is a hell of a thing!) In fact I remember being part of 
a panel at UWI St Augustine, speaking to a body of students one night, 
and Winston Suite, the student leader of (URO), the United Revolutionary 
Organisation - what in ideological terms was the equivalent of the Workers 
Party of Jamaica (WPJ) - gave me what you would call an extremely tactful 
tongue-lashing over that! Anyhow, in that sense my thoughts and my 
conception of revolution would have been broadly in keeping with all those 
above influences.

WG: What changed your anti-Soviet outlook?
BC: I guess it was studying the Russian Revolutions of 1905 and 1917, and 
several of the writings of Lenin. Unlike Stalin, Lenin was extraordinarily 
creative and practical in his application of Marxist economic principles. 
How many realise, for example, that Lenin repeatedly wrote and spoke these 
words in trying to change the thinking of his party and government: “Russia 
suffers not from too much but from too little capitalism”? It is Lenin who 
implemented what he called the New Economic Policy or NEP.  The Chinese 
Communist Party today asserts that they are implementing their version of 
NEP. Stalin, of course, reversed all of Lenin’s economic policies, which 
in my opinion laid the basis, decades later, for the Soviet Union’s demise. 
Significantly, the leaders of the Soviet Union during our time (1979-1983) 
fully supported our approach of NOT following their path!
 
The New Jewel Movement – Early Beginnings

WG: Some observers have argued that you influenced the OREL 1  faction 
of the NJM and thus greatly shaped the political outlook and the policies of 
both the NJM and the People’s Revolutionary Government (PRG). Do you 
agree with this observation? 
BC: That is not an accurate observation.  Two groups came together to form 
the NJM. On March 11 1973 MAP 2  and JEWEL 3  had a joint convention 

1 The Organisation for Revolutionary Education and Liberation.
2 Movement for Assemblies of the People.
3 Joint Endeavour for Welfare, Education and Liberation.
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and the two joint leaders were elected then, Maurice Bishop and Unison 
Whiteman. 
WG: So are you saying that OREL was not a part of NJM?
BC:  The amount of academic experts there are on Grenada, and some of 
them do not even know where Grenada is! (Chuckles). I remember when 
Anthony Prosper, a young man who died recently, came to see me when 
he was doing his Masters. He expressed a theory that he had taken from 
two or three foreign academics. It was that Ewart Layne, Leon Cornwall 
and I cannot remember the name of the other person, were the leaders of 
OREL and that they were the ones responsible for the whole implosion of 
the Revolution. Ewart Layne was never a member of OREL.  Leon Cornwall 
asked to join OREL days before OREL was disbanded.  So he was a member 
for what, ten days, two weeks, whatever, some small period of time.  But 
according to these experts, Layne, Cornwall and the other one were the 
leaders of OREL!  

When OREL was formed I was teaching in Jamaica at the time. When I was 
based in Trinidad from September 1972 to September 1974 there was no 
OREL.  OREL did not exist. If I remember correctly, it was formed in the 
first half of 1975. The founder and leader of it was Liam James (“Owusu”), 
who was a dock worker and trade unionist - Seamen and Waterfront Workers 
Union. He had gone to the Presentation Brothers’ College (PBC) and he 
was one of the leaders of the youth movement based in PBC. There were 
a number of youth movements at the time and so some members of these 
youth movements were loosely allied to the NJM in the mass party kind of 
way, not in a structured way, and so on. Some of them, just a few of them, 
decided to form OREL and it had two objectives. One, to study Marxism/
Leninism, especially its organisational aspects, with a view to transforming 
the organisational state of NJM so that they could succeed in fighting 
Gairy; and two, they got a piece of land that they used to work.  Anyhow, 
all of these guys were individually members of NJM, in the loose kind of 
way in which anyone became a member in those days - NJM did not have 
membership lists. If you were an activist on a day-to-day basis, everyone 
knew you were a member. That was the kind of structure we had.  By that 
time all the leaders, Maurice, Uni, all of them, were into reading Marx and 
Lenin. They read individually and occasionally they met in groups to study 
it. The leadership was very casual at the time. 
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What changed the leadership’s attitude was the defeat of 1973-1974. That 
was the turning point. Once that happened Maurice, Uni, Kenrick, everyone 
now said, “We have to study this thing and we have to study especially 
Lenin’s work – ‘What Is To Be Done’?” So they began to study in a serious 
way. This is why by the very end of 1976, and if I am wrong, certainly by 
the first half of 1977, OREL was disbanded precisely because it was no 
longer required. The entire party now had organised weekly study.  Maurice 
himself was the ideological guide for one study group, Unison Whiteman 
for another one, and so on. The top leaders were academically trained, had 
degrees and so on, so they were now ideological study guides of different 
groups of members. 

WG: What was your role in those early days?
BC:  When I was in Trinidad, all my lectures were on two days, and I often 
came home five days a week. When I was in Jamaica, however, I came home 
five times in those two years.  And each time I came home it was either for 
one week, or if it were summer time I would have had one or two weeks. 
Sometimes, if there was a meeting of lecturers at the Trinidad campus or at 
Cave Hill I would take a trip over to Grenada. And on those five occasions, 
OREL asked me to be the study guide for them during those sessions, but 
when I was not there they had their own study sessions. 

WG: Why did Marxism/Leninism become important to the NJM?
BC: It became important when we came to the conclusion that Gairy would 
not permit the holding of free elections. That he was becoming ever more 
violent, through his “Green Beasts” (i.e., his army), his Mongoose Gang, his 
secret police, his Rural Constables (GVC) his Voluntary Intelligence Unit for 
the Protection of Private Property (VIUPPP) and other bodies. The beating 
of students on their way home after studying in school in the evenings and all 
the other things that were happening like The Duffus Commission 4  and all 
of that. Even the killing of Rupert Bishop in broad daylight on January 21st 

1974 - that was just the most high profile example of what was happening. 
What really increased the Marxist/Leninist perspective of all of us was the 
defeat in 1973-74. We had the upsurge. We had 10,000 to 15,000 people 
marching in the streets for weeks. We had a general strike from January to 

4 See “Report of the Duffus Commission of Inquiry into the Breakdown of Law and Order, 
and Police Brutality in Grenada” 1975.
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March of 1974; electricity blackouts, nothing coming in and or going out 
of port because the dock workers were on strike, the whole country was 
locked down. And at the end of that, Eric Pierre, one individual, leader of the 
Dock Workers’ Union, apparently held meetings with representatives from 
the Gairy government and then ordered the workers back to work.  And that 
was the end of it. 

What we had shown in 1973-74 was the capacity to mobilise the people, 
over a period of six weeks, by holding village meetings. We would hold six, 
seven, eight political meetings simultaneously in different villages, splitting 
up the leadership.  So in that way we covered the one hundred and thirty 
or so villages in Grenada in the space of a few weeks. We did this from 
the time we were formed on March 11, 1973 to May 6th which was the first 
big mass rally in Seamoon, which was called ‘The People’s Convention on 
Independence.’ The theme for that was ‘Meaningful Versus Meaningless 
Independence.’ So we spent the six weeks leading up to May 6th holding 
these meetings, explaining to people what we meant by meaningful versus 
meaningless independence. 

We recognised that through independence Gairy wanted more power. 
We argued: ‘look at what he is doing without independence, God help 
us if we get independence under his rule, without checks and balances!’  
So we organised this mass rally in Seamoon on May 6th and over 10,000 
people attended. When the brutality became greater we had another one on 
November 4th. This one was called ‘The People’s Convention To Decide The 
Fate Of The Gairy Regime.’  Again, for the six or eight weeks leading up to 
it we had mass mobilisation with a lot of drama and melodrama associated. 
The evening before the rally he picked up several of the leaders.  I flew in the 
night before, from Trinidad. When I came in they had people there waiting 
to arrest me but one of the immigration men organised a taxi and by the time 
they realised it, I was out of there. We had to go into hiding. They had police 
everywhere and we had to get a second rung of the leadership to start the 
meeting and when the police got tired and thought we were not coming, then 
we showed up!

At the November 4th rally we brought twenty-seven indictments against Gairy 
and the counts were read out and the people voted for all of them. We set up 
an Interim Council and we gave him until 18th November to resign, and on 
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the 18th was when he brutalised six of the leaders in Grenville. Therefore the 
first general strike and mass protest started the very next day, Monday the 
19th of November, 1973. It went on for a while, then it was halted to give him 
a chance to do something. He did nothing.  It was resumed in January and 
continued to March of 1974. 

The NJM had demonstrated its mass popularity and eclipsed the Grenada 
National Party (GNP) as the main opposition force. It had the capacity, given 
a few weeks, to do mass mobilisation.  It had the capacity to bring together 
10,000 to 15,000 people into one venue. But this is the critical point: we had 
no organised, continuous, sustained, day-by-day relationship with the people.  
So that one man could simply order the workers back to work because he was 
the trade union leader, and that was that. So the 1973-74 upsurge and general 
strike was defeated by back room deals. So we recognised that we did not 
have the organisational capacity. That is why I say the Marxist/Leninist style 
was really organisational more than anything else; certainly at that time. 

WG: Elaborate on this.
BC:  We recognised that we needed to have an organised relationship with 
the people. That is why a lot of the NJM activist leaders and sub-leaders, 
who were already workers, began to work for office in their unions, so 
we wouldn’t have an Eric Pierre situation again. That is why some of the 
women formed the National Women’s Organisation (NWO).  That’s why 
youth, who did have youth movements before, decided to organise in more 
serious ways. It was decided in late 1974 or early ‘75 but was implemented 
in 1976 – NJM’s Women’s Arm, Youth Arm, Workers’ Arm, Farmers’ arm, 
Fishermen’s arm, Publications’ arm. The idea was to organise the masses in 
their areas of work, in their gender, in their age group as the case may be. So 
that on a day-to-day basis we had organised relationships with the people. 
We followed both the Marxist/Leninist ideology and the methodology.  The 
need for one influenced the other.

I should emphasise that we embraced the overall ideology of Marxism-
Leninism, not just its organisational aspects, even though the initial impetus 
may have been organisational because of the defeat in 1974.

However, in retrospect, it is clear that our Marxism-Leninism was infused 
with heavy doses of cultural nationalism, and Grenadian nationalism. It 
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was, as we intimated earlier, also extremely pragmatic and flexible in the 
areas of economic and social policy. Even in the area of domestic politics 
and international relations, we showed a streak of pragmatism, even as we 
revealed our inexperience and immaturity in some areas. For example, as I 
will discuss later, we retained the Queen of England as head of state, not just 
for the early days and weeks in order to gain quick international recognition 
but throughout the revolution. We desired a strategic partnership with Britain. 
Likewise, we retained Gairy’s appointed Governor General throughout. We 
appointed six non-party individuals, mostly business people, to our 22 person 
Peoples Revolutionary Government (PRG), and two leading businessmen, 
one a former president of the Chamber of Industry and Commerce, to our 
11 person Cabinet. We had excellent relations with Canada, Britain, and the 
European Union. Indeed, they all voted with us in the IMF Board so that 
we got the funds, when the US had launched a major campaign to block 
us. Prime Minister Thatcher provided us with the loan guarantee of EC$28 
million so that we could purchase all the equipment for our international 
airport, at a time when Ronald Reagan was calling it a Soviet Mig Fighter 
base in construction.

Our blind spot was the United States, most especially the US under 
Reagan. This was motivated less by Marxist ideology than by our profound 
antagonism towards bullies. But I have strayed a little from an examination 
of the organisational imperatives which stimulated our more systematic 
embrace of Marxism-Leninism. 

WG: What led to the vanguard party?
BC:  We needed to because of the circumstances in which we operated. We 
formed a vanguard party following the defeat of 1973-74 in order to have a 
tightly knit, disciplined, efficient, highly effective organisation, capable of 
operating clandestinely. In light of the Duffus Commission of Enquiry, in 
light of the kind of regime Gairy was running, that was becoming worse and 
worse with every passing day, any other model for getting rid of Gairy, if we 
had continued having a loose mass party to do that, it would not have come 
off. We had a mass party in 1973-74, what good did that do? 

Prior to March 13 1979 we had planned to move on Gairy. That was right 
after 1974. It would be during the days or two weeks after the killing of 
Rupert Bishop, the brutalisation of people on the Carenage and the attempted 
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killing of school children. People were in a state. The guys decided - I was in 
Trinidad at the time - to move on three targets: the police headquarters, Gairy 
and the army. They had three people assigned to lead each unit and so on 
and you’ll be surprised at some of the people who were involved. (I cannot 
call their names because some of them are still involved in our society.)  The 
Political Bureau was split on the decision. At that time we did not have a 
central committee. The Bureau was eight members, including myself, and 
three voted for, three against, and one abstained.  This decision fell in the 
two days that I was teaching in Trinidad. So Maurice sent a message to me 
through an air hostess - we did not want to use the telephone. Just ‘SOS’, that 
is all it said.  I rearranged my lectures and flew up. “This is the situation;” 
they told me, “You have to cast your vote. You have to make the casting 
vote.”

So we discussed the proposal that the following day was when we would 
move against Gairy. The plan was to move at midnight. They took me to a 
building somewhere in the Tempe/Mt. Parnassus area; they had about fifty 
guys there cleaning weapons and all kinds of things. I observed, I saw some 
characters and I said to myself, ‘Boy, some of these guys will be talking, 
boasting to the fellas on the block, and who would be telling their girl friends 
because they want to big-up in front their girl friends and so on.’ I thought, 
‘this cannot work; this is crazy.’ I started asking some logistical questions. I 
did not get satisfactory answers so I voted against moving and we abandoned 
the plan on that basis. That night I went to a fete down in Beverley Flats, 
Maurice’s father’s place. And at the fete there was this Grenadian guy, he 
was an engineer in Trinidad and he said to me ‘All you moving tomorrow 
then?’ I said to myself, ‘what the hell is going on here? Thank God, I made 
the right decision, right decision.’ 

The next morning after the fete, 7:00 o’clock in the morning, I am on the 
breakfast table with my parents and the phone rings and it is Alister Hughes 
on the line, he says, “Ah-ah, Bernard, I was not expecting you to pick up 
the phone, I was expecting to hear you on the radio station since six o’clock 
this morning.”  I was totally shocked! So we laughed and he said, “Police 
headquarters, Gairy’s residence, Green Beast barracks.”  And then he named 
three persons, the three commanders that were going to take these places. 
That was what the NJM was like as a mass party! 
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So the taking power from Gairy on March 13 1979 was made possible, 
among other factors, by the fact that we had a highly effective and efficient 
vanguard party.  We had about forty-six men ready for the assault, a sort of 
underground army; a wing of the party. We had this kind of tightness because 
everything was vanguard. And they would go out and do training, military 
training, in the bushes and hills, in other areas. Other people did not realise 
what they were doing… But our failure to transform NJM back into a mass 
party (but a properly organised and structured one this time) after March 13th 
1979 contributed to the fatal implosion of the Revolution.
  
WG: I will get to the implosion shortly, but explain what eventually led to 
March 13, 1979.
BC:  In the weeks leading up to March 13th 1979 we had to ask ‘is Grenada 
ready for revolution?’ ‘Does it meet the criteria for making a revolution?’ 
By studying Marxism we knew that if you are a leader, you should be in 
front of the people. But if you are too far in front of the people you are not 
leading anyone.  And if you are behind them, they are leading you.  So it is 
a delicate balancing. So you cannot be so far in front that when you look 
back you are not seeing anybody, neither can you be marking time and the 
people are ahead of you. Now, for many years, between 1973-78, all kinds of 
people would meet us and say, ‘What all yuh doing with the man?’ “Why all 
yuh aint overthrow the man?’ “Why all yuh don’t pick up arms and deal with 
the man?’  On one famous occasion, Maurice and I were at a conference in 
Barbados and a group of businessmen actually left Grenada and came all the 
way to Barbados and met us in a hotel room, pressing us to move on Gairy. 
They did not want to discuss such matters in Grenada. Now, come the very 
end of 1978 and the first two months of 1979, people started to say to us, 
‘Give us the arms and let us do it.’  Instead of ‘all yuh’ it was now ‘we’. In 
other words, this was a dramatic shift.
 
WG: But you were part of the parliamentary opposition, were you not 
preparing for upcoming elections?
BC: We were on a two track approach. If the elections were held we would 
take part even though we realised they would be rigged. We had six seats in 
Parliament and we needed two more to form the government. On the other 
hand there was no way we would be permitted to form the government. The 
level of violence was growing so we had to prepare for armed struggle as 
well.  But we couldn’t tell anybody about that. So I’m saying that Lenin has 
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a famous definition for ‘when the conditions are right for revolution.’ This 
really captured the Grenada situation. It is an extraordinarily large paragraph 
where he listed all of the different ingredients, the different elements that 
make for a revolutionary situation.  It was as if it were literally written for 
the Grenada situation of early 1979. 

WG: How was the decision made to overthrow Gairy?
BC: In order to explain March 1979, I have to again go back to our initial 
plan to overthrow him in 1973/74. Kenrick Radix was a member of the 
Bureau at that time.  He figured that I was coming up from Trinidad and 
I would vote in favour of moving against Gairy. So he warned some close 
members of his family, who then warned certain members of one of the 
other leaders’ family. These two sets of family members then left for 
Trinidad hurriedly. Now that caused such a scandal, though only the top 
leadership knew about it. That was the point at which we set up the Security 
and Defence Committee. It comprised four out of the eight members of the 
Bureau. We decided that all military and security decisions would be taken 
by that four-man committee from henceforth, for security reasons, because 
the alternative to that was to throw Kenrick Radix out of the Bureau, which 
at that time was not considered necessary or required, but certainly he had to 
be kept out of certain decisions!

 In 1973/74 Gairy was waiting for us. So in 1979, the four of us went into 
hiding:  Maurice, Uni, G-man (Austin) and I. Three of us went one place; 
one of us went another place.  Three of us debated and one joined the others 
on March 12th.  Four of us, now together on March 12, asked ‘do we move?’ 
We looked at all the factors. We had forty-six men, 21 weapons. The rest 
had to go with some bottles, some gasoline, oil and pieces of rag, make 
them into Molotov cocktails, homemade style. So that kind of puny force 
faced Gairy’s armed forces of 1,350 men: 200 army with weapons from the 
Chilean Pinochet, army officers trained by Pinochet, and 36 police stations 
around the island. Altogether, between all of them, 1350 men formed the 
army, armed police, secret police and mongoose gang.  

Here was the plan. We wanted an element of surprise. We planned to move at 
4.00 a.m. We planned how to take the most important target, the army. This 
would be psychologically demoralising to Gairy’s forces. Concentrate all 
your forces on Gairy’s army, instead of trying to take three and four targets 
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at one time. Then you move from one to the next to the next to the next. And 
you take the radio station. So we would mobilise the masses to come out and 
support. The masses would surround the police stations and force the police 
to surrender, put up the white flag and so on. The whole model was worked 
out. So, we came to the vote. Maurice and Uni said, “We have to move, but 
when the timing is right.”  In other words no disagreement about the fact that 
we needed armed struggle, the question is do we move now, can we move 
now, is it realistic? Hudson Austin and myself said, “No, we should move 
and we can succeed, and this is why we can succeed.” So the vote was two-
two. We had to bring in the other four. (At this time, Kenrick Radix was still 
a member of the Bureau.) 

Things were getting hot; we had to go underground because Gairy had sent 
army and police to get us from our homes.  That was one reason why we 
were pushed into the situation.  We had been informed by a reliable police 
source that there were plans to put us in underground cells, these were just 
being completed, then they would pretend that we tried to escape and wipe 
us out. Kenrick was in a lawyer’s conference in Barbados, we did not want 
him around because of what had happened in 1974. Selwyn Strachan was in 
Cuba at the time and Vincent Noel, who was on the Bureau at the time, had 
been picked up on the Saturday at 1:00 p.m. when they swept our homes; he 
was the only one who was home at the time so he was picked up. The rest 
of us were in a meeting at the party secretariat planning a voter registration 
drive, so we went underground and did not emerge again until March 13th.  
One man was left, that is George Louison, so we called him in. Both sides 
explained all our arguments to him; he asked all the questions he wanted to 
and he voted with the two of us who had said to move. That is why when 
George Louison went around, post-U.S invasion, telling people how “things 
were always done by consensus and unanimity and all of a sudden now they 
want to take joint leadership decision by majority vote” – this is typical 
George Louison dishonesty. So anyhow he broke the tie, and that is the irony 
of the situation. I tell you that to say this: Maurice and Uni, by their actions 
two seconds after that decision was taken and right throughout, no one would 
have imagined that they had voted against making the revolution on March 
13, 1979.  That is how we operated: you close ranks, people would have no 
idea who voted how because everyone respected the majority decision. 
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Democracy and Human Rights

WG: Although general elections were promised in the early days of the 
Revolution, that promise was never kept. What was your thinking on 
elections during the period 1979-83?
BC: We were all of the view in the leadership that we would proceed to hold 
elections within a matter of months, so much so that we actually appointed 
someone, a senior civil servant, to start organising a proper voters’ list, etcetera. 
We inherited a flawed system from Gairy. There were no identification cards 
in those days; some people were registered to vote seven, eight and nine 
times in different polling divisions. So immediately after the revolution there 
were negotiations taking place with people like Tom Adams and others in the 
region to work out some sort of a compromise, in terms of getting Gairy and 
several of his ministers to resign from parliament, use a kind of a by-election 
model, as proposed by Tom Adams. There were a lot of different models 
being looked at. The truth is that this was happening five, six days after 
March 13, 1979, by phone and with people flying in and so on, to the point 
that the leadership was exhausted. We had not slept and imagine we had a 
million things to do, so we were just in a state where we were not able to 
think clearly about this. We had two lawyers from Trinidad, they were not on 
the left nor right, they were centre and broadly progressive in their politics.  
They said to us, “Are you mad? You have a situation where Gairy has been 
dominating the country for twenty-eight years. While seventy per cent of the 
people are anti-Gairy, thirty percent are Gairyites and the possibilities for 
mischief and destabilisation are there. You have inherited a bureaucracy, a 
complex situation, and you need a clean break. You need to establish your 
own institutions. You need to be able to start delivering benefits to the people 
and showing them what you can do, including the Gairyites... Hold on and 
when you have some sleep do some more thinking on this, don’t rush into 
any of these arrangements.”

So that advice played an important part in our holding off on elections in the 
early days of the Revolution. We finally came to the position that we should 
take the equivalent of a term. The issue was never one of the popularity of 
the Revolution. It was universally recognised that we would have swept the 
polls. So it was a question of building new structures and establishing the 
imprint of the Revolution because a Revolution is more than just simply 
changing of the people who sit in chairs. We are talking about economic, 
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political and social transformation. And what they were raising - as I told you 
these were not left wingers, most interestingly, but they were mature people. 
What they were raising was, “How do you achieve that transformation 
with inherited structures set up by a repressive regime? How do you start 
developing new structures, new thinking, new programmes, new projects, 
and new ways of doing things? How do you start impacting on people’s 
lives in a transformational way, both at the psychological level and at the 
practical, down-to-earth level if you simply operate within the confines of 
old, traditional structures?”  I am putting all of this in my own words; these 
are not the words they would have used. But their advice is what guided our 
thinking then. 

WG: Was all the leadership of the PRG comfortable with this advice?
BC: The truth is, we needed to have thought that out for ourselves, we were 
not thinking clearly. But that was the advice and we all agreed with it. In fact 
one of the striking things about the Revolution and about the NJM: both in 
the years when we were fighting Gairy and the years we were in power, there 
was very, very little upon which we disagreed in terms of tactics, but and we 
disagreed not one bit on strategy.  
WG: I will come back to the question of party cohesion later on, but comment 
further on elections. As the Revolution progressed were there any plans to 
hold elections?
BC: Having decided to take four years to address the issues I just outlined, 
we went for a new constitution. The idea then was to set up a Constitutional 
Commission which we established in June 1983. Selwyn Strachan and 
I were mandated to make the arrangements and there were a number of 
persons appointed to the commission. Alan Alexander, Senior Counsel from 
Trinidad, was the chairman, and the famous Jamaican trade unionist, lawyer 
and historian, Richard Hart, was also a member. There were representatives 
of the trade union movement and others. So there were about five to seven 
representatives on the commission. I think they met couple of times before 
the crisis and invasion. Their mandate was in fact to examine relevant 
constitutions worldwide for ideas, taking into account the specific history of 
Grenada and the region and in particular seek to incorporate appropriately 
the organs of popular democracy which had sprung up within the country 
- zonal and parish councils, the national conference on the economy and 
things like that, so that they would become institutionalised as part of the 
constitutional framework. The idea was that they would report and that there 
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would then be national consultations and discussions on the report, then a 
referendum and the new elections under the new constitution as approved 
in such a referendum within twenty four months. So that would have been 
within twenty-four months of June 1983, so we would have been somewhere 
around June, 1985. As you know, we suspended the old Constitution in the 
first phase and we gradually bought back many sections of it, but not all of 
it.

WG: Twenty-five years later, what are your views on those decisions? 
BC: In retrospect, I think we took the wrong decision. It was a strategic 
error and I’ll come to that later. I’m just letting you know what our thinking 
was and what guided it as opposed to whether it was right or wrong in 
retrospect. 
WG: From your own writings and evidence from our history, the Revolution 
chose to defend itself at the expense of civil liberties.  What was the thinking 
behind this?
BC: That is a correct characterisation of the situation, in my view. I think it 
was misguided in retrospect and ultimately unnecessary - a strategic error.  
The reasoning behind it was a generally held one, albeit misguided. Iran 
1953, Guatemala 1954, Guyana in the 1960s, Chile in the 1970 to 73 period, 
Jamaica leading up to and during the 1976 elections: all of these and others 
were very uppermost in our thinking when we took that course of action. 
Imperialism, using its intelligence arms as well as its more normal diplomatic 
and economic sanctions mechanisms, had a track record of seeking to 
determine the composition, the shape and the direction of governments in the 
Third World by the use of destabilisation methods if they were very unhappy 
with the domestic and/or foreign policies being pursued by any Third World 
government. And of course they used existing opposition forces, traditional 
opposition forces like media outlets. 

I was in Jamaica in the 1974/76 period. I was teaching at the University of 
the West Indies’ Mona campus, and I had studied closely what had happened 
in Chile and what I found very striking was that in the month leading up 
to the 1976 elections Jamaica became almost ungovernable. There was a 
high level of violence and unrest sweeping the country. So much so that just 
shortly before the elections Michael Manley and the government declared 
a state of emergency and the elections were actually held during a state of 
emergency. The deputy leader of the Jamaica Labour Party, Pernell Charles, 
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was one of many detainees who were held at an army camp during that 
period of the state of emergency.  I think one captain in the army was also 
detained and a number of different people. But what struck me was the fact 
that a lot of the tactics that were being used were identical to what I had read 
about what had happened in Chile and what I had heard from one or two 
Chilean exiles whom I had spoken to. What was even more incredible to me 
was the fact that some of the slogans in Spanish that were on the walls in 
Chile were appearing in English on walls in Kingston. 

I had a personal experience as well. A lady from the Jamaica Broadcasting 
Corporation television branch, Mrs. Pamela Gordon-Hickling, decided to 
do an interview with me. She had a very popular Sunday 6:00- 6:30 p.m. 
programme and she came to my home where I was living on the campus 
and interviewed me about the destabilisation that was going on in Jamaica, 
and I made all those references. I later discovered from her that something 
told her, ‘As soon as this programme is over take this tape home and hide 
it somewhere,’ which she did. She discovered the next day that not even 
a minute after she did that, the American Ambassador, in person, rang the 
manager of the station and demanded that the tape be handed over. A few 
weeks after that, on a Sunday evening, a Minister in the government came 
to my home. He introduced himself, and said “I just got disturbing word, I 
am going to a meeting of the National Executive and I am going to raise it 
with Michael Manley and find out what is going on; he is the Minister of 
Defence. But I got word from a source in Immigration that the Ambassador 
has arranged with the Chief Immigration officer to grab you and deport you 
without even having the government determine it.” He basically told me not 
to sleep at home that night. 

So all of us had studied what was happening in all these countries over 
many years. Remember, we knew Cheddi Jagan very well. He was an 
extraordinary man and loved by many people of different political and 
ideological persuasions. We gained a lot of understanding from him about 
what was going on. Our attitudes were shaped by events that had taken place 
in all these countries and many others. In addition, we had the United States 
Ambassador, Ortiz, basically threatening us and saying to us that “If you have 
relations with Cuba you know what will happen to your tourist industry.”  So 
there were a lot of things happening that gave cause for concern. As a result 
we took the course of action that we did. 
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WG: In retrospect, despite the threats, were the detentions justified?
BC: There were one or two genuine cases of violent plotting. For example, 
the bombing in Queen’s Park, the killing of the five people up in Plains in St. 
Patrick’s and one or two things like that. But the vast majority of detentions 
were unjustified. Sometimes, in situations like that, neighbours who have 
feuds would bring false reports and people get detained unnecessarily. This 
happens in many parts of the world. These are all of the risks whenever you 
have a system without checks and balances. We were young, immature and 
inexperienced. It was wrong.   

Foreign Policy

WG:  How would you describe the thinking behind the PRG’s foreign 
policy? 
BC: We were independent thinkers. We were not following the Russian 
model or the Cuban model; we were not following any centrally planned 
economy; we were not following any Communist International. We did 
not take power and declare ourselves a republic; we still had the Queen of 
England as the Head of State.  As I mentioned earlier, we were thinking both 
strategically and tactically when we did that.  We wanted to develop ever 
closer relations with Britain, even as we had close relations with Cuba and 
the Soviet Union and others. We saw Britain in a different way altogether 
from the United States. We saw Canada too in a different way than we saw 
the United States.  We made grave errors with the United States, do not get 
me wrong, but we had it right with the others. We had it wrong with Cuba 
for different reasons.  

WG: If you are saying that the revolutionary leadership was made up of 
independent thinkers, why, in the United Nations, did the PRG vote to 
support the Soviet Union’s invasion of Afghanistan?
BC: I will give you an answer in two words, “temporary insanity”. We were 
blinded by our hostility to the US as a result of its seeking to dictate (and 
even threaten) us, and also by its breath-taking hypocrisy on the question 
of military invasion of other countries to safeguard or promote its perceive 
interests. Its squealing “foul” over the Soviet Union’s doing likewise in 
Afghanistan prompted us- in an act of immaturity and craziness- to not vote 
FOR the Soviet Union, but to stand up to US pressure by voting AGAINST 
the US sponsored resolution on the issue. 
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However, if you ask me why we voted with Argentina in the Malvinas war, 
what the British called the Falklands war, I will give you the answer an old 
man gave in a parish council meeting in St. David’s; that is, after we gave 
all of the academic, diplomatic and theoretical reasons.   He said, ‘I support 
the government for voting with Argentina and publicly supporting Argentina 
and my reason is as follows: any place that it takes Britain three weeks by 
boat to reach, cannot be theirs.’ His observation was incredible. 
WG: What are your views on the role Cuba played in the Grenada 
Revolution?
BC: Leaving aside for the moment the negative and ultimately fatal aspects of 
their role, the Cubans played a vital role in assisting us in the transformation 
of Grenada’s physical and human infrastructure, and in building our national 
security capacity.
WG:  You mentioned some of the grave errors that were made in relation to 
the United States. What were some of those errors?
BC: Our revolutionary process was unfolding in the context of the Cold 
War at its height, and with the most right-wing government at that point in 
time, the Reagan administration, in power in the US. We failed to adequately 
appreciate just how ‘ballistic’ the US would become as a result of our ever-
closer ties with Cuba (and by Cold War extension, the Soviet Union).

We saw ever closer ties with Cuba (and therefore the Soviet Union) as vital 
for the success, and the defence, of the revolution from external aggression. 
Such ties, however, the United States perceived as a strategic threat to its 
hegemony in the region; requiring, therefore, the revolution’s overthrow by 
military invasion, since such seemed the only way to dislodge the deeply 
entrenched revolutionary process and its growing international communist 
links.

We believed fervently in ‘the equality of all nations regardless of size’. Each 
time the US did or said something displeasing to us, we pounced on it and 
launched powerful verbal counter-attacks. In effect, we baited the US. Each 
time the lion growled at us we pulled its tail or its whiskers. This made us 
immensely popular amongst many Third World nations and their peoples – 
including amongst those too scared (too wise?) to themselves bait the lion. 

United States foreign policy (including its use of military action) is driven 
by more than just cold, calculating, rational considerations. Pride and other 
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‘irrational’ considerations do enter into its decision-making mix from time 
to time. After all, it is a country of proud people, not machines, people with 
a fervent belief in their ‘manifest destiny’ to tell others how they should live; 
what is and is not acceptable. Many countries have learned how to keep 
a low profile, maintain good diplomatic relations with the US, but pursue 
– quietly – their own chosen domestic and foreign policy agenda. We in the 
Grenada revolution knew not how to do this. We shouted from the rooftops 
at every opportunity. 

If there was any chance of the US believing it could influence our behaviour 
through diplomatic channels and efforts, we told them, with an international 
megaphone to our lips, that this was just not on. In effect, we told them 
that short of massive military invasion they could do us nothing, exert zero 
influence on us, and that moreover, we would continue to thump our noses 
publicly at them. Our naivety, our immaturity, in dealing with the greatest 
threat which we faced, was, in  retrospect, staggering.
 
Regional Response to the Grenada Revolution

WG: How would you describe the regional response to the Grenada 
Revolution?
BC: In the first days, (March 1979), Jamaica under Manley and Guyana 
under Burnham were openly and fully supportive. Barbados under Tom 
Adams, and the OECS islands were extremely hostile. They stopped 
LIAT flights into Grenada; withheld our quota of E.C. currency so that we 
faced disaster at one point; and ordered the High Court and Appeal Court 
judges out of Grenada. With help from many quarters, we overcame those 
problems. Within a year and for the rest of the process, these same P.Ms 
– Eugenia Charles, John Compton, Milton Cato, etc., privately sought our 
advice, often, on many matters, and often asked me to speak on their behalf 
at key international economic gatherings. However, when, in October 1983 
the Reagan Administration cracked the whip, they all fell in line. Years later, 
both Charles and Compton expressed publicly their disappointment with 
the US in terms of economic assistance to the region once the Revolution 
had been finally buried with the US invasion and occupation. Interestingly, 
Eugenia sent me a message through a mutual friend some years before 
she died, and I was in communication with John Compton through a close 
relative of his. They both expressed their regrets regarding how they had 
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perceived me - that is, of course, when the US propaganda was at its height, 
and I was portrayed as ‘the devil incarnate’. 
For completeness, I must mention that the vast majority of people of all 
the CARICOM countries fully supported our revolution from day one, and 
showed this in many different ways. Obviously, they would have been rightly 
horrified by the events of October 1983, and, for this reason, would probably 
have supported the invasion. 

WG: It is generally accepted that other Caribbean Left parties had some 
influence on the Grenada Revolution. What was the relationship between the 
PRG and the Working People’s Alliance (WPA) of Guyana and the Workers’ 
Party of Jamaica (WPJ) in particular?                                     
BC: We had a special relationship with the comrades in Guyana.  For many 
years we were close to Cheddi (Jagan)and Walter (Rodney), Eusi (Kwayana), 
Clive Thomas, Rupert (Roopnarine) and others. We would go to see Burhnam 
from time to time.  We met with Walter a few months after the Revolution, 
after we had already taken some repressive measures with the press and so 
on.  We met in the Pegasus Hotel, we had visited Guyana to see Burnham. 
I think Clive Thomas was present at the meeting too; I can’t swear to that 
now, but I have a feeling Clive was present with Walter.  Walter blazed at us 
with passion. We explained what we were doing, but he was not buying any 
of it. In retrospect, his outlook was based on the Guyanese experience, his 
genuinely held ideological and philosophical position had been sharpened 
by his Guyana experience. So we tried to tell him that the Guyana situation 
was different. The United States was not trying to overthrow Burnham. If 
they overthrew Burnham who would they put? Jagan? But he did not accept 
that argument. 

I wrote a friend of mine just a couple weeks ago; this is a friend who owns 
and runs a small publishing company. She reminded me that I was one of 
the two peer reviewers who edited Walter Rodney’s How Europe Under-
Developed Africa and as a result she was seeking some comments from me 
of experiences with Walter Rodney for a publication she was preparing.  I 
had forgotten that I edited it! This provided me with an occasion to reminisce 
on discussions with Walter. In retrospect we should have taken Rodney’s 
advice.  But the point is, we had great respect for the WPA leaders and others 
but they did not dictate to us, they did not have any serious influence on us. 
We ran our own show. We were independent-minded. The Cubans and the 
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Soviets were giving us all this hardware, machinery and equipment, technical 
advice, and we still ran our own economy, our own way. 

WG: You spent a number of years in Jamaica, to what extent were you 
influenced by the WPJ?
BC: I must say, in terms of the joint leadership model we were influenced by 
the WPA.  The point is we felt close to both parties, we saw both as fraternal 
parties but in terms of any major influence I cannot really say that. And this 
thing about Trevor Munroe and October 19th, that is not true.

WG: What is not true? Please explain? 
BC: That, in essence, he sided with the majority in the Central Committee 
against Maurice, and advised us to do what the US alleged we had done, etc. 
I have no idea what position he may have taken within his party, the WPJ, 
regarding our crisis. Whatever position he may or may not have taken, it 
certainly was not communicated to us. I must also say that several members 
of the WPJ came to Grenada, at our request, to help us in a number of areas 
of economic activity, and in the media. Their technical assistance proved 
invaluable, and we shall never forget their contribution. However, it is 
significant that we never invited them to any of our NJM party meetings, nor 
sought their advice on any political matters.

In terms of your specific question regarding WPJ’s influence on me during 
my years in Jamaica, I must say that, in retrospect, WPJ’s greatest influence 
on me during my years in Jamaica (1974-1976) was in stimulating my study 
of Lenin’s economic analyses and policies. His book, The Development of 
Capitalism In Russia, along with his many articles on the same subject, I found 
fascinating. His creative, flexible, economic thinking I found inspirational. 
It is a similar kind of mind, in this case, Deng’s, which led to the economic 
transformation of China from its backward state into the world’s third largest 
economy in less than three decades. Marx spoke at length, in Das Capital and 
other works, of the extraordinary power of capitalism, in relatively backward 
economies, to unleash the productive energies of a society and thus develop 
exponentially its productive forces. Lenin understood this, hence his New 
Economic Policy (NEP) for Russia. Deng understood this, and today China 
is once more a world power.
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My use of the market mechanism in Grenada rather than the Soviet Union’s 
and Cuba’s Central Planning, my encouragement of the private sector even 
as we built a powerful state sector, and my use of competition as a weapon 
among state sector entities (e.g. the banks) as also with private sector 
companies was inspired by my attempts to creatively apply Lenin’s economic 
thinking. I had never studied Lenin before my exposure to Jamaica and the 
WPJ. I therefore owe them a depth of gratitude in this regard.

Frankly, third world countries with supposedly Marxist or Communist 
leadership which proceed to nationalise next to everything and run things 
through Central Planning are not “building socialism”, as they genuinely 
believe, but rather are practicing Utopian Socialism without realising it. 
They are embarked upon a dead-end economic strategy which will lead to 
their demise as did this Stalinist approach lead to the demise of the Soviet 
Union.  This I firmly believe. 

Implosion of the Revolution

WG: You were very close to Maurice Bishop. You were both political 
and personal friends. Do you believe both of you shared similar political 
philosophies? 

BC: First of all, read Maurice’s Line of March speech (of August 1981). I did 
not write it; I was not even in Grenada when it was delivered or when it was 
written. I heard about it afterwards. I received a copy of it with the minutes, 
on my return to Grenada.  So to anybody who sees an ideological difference 
between Maurice and me, I would reply, ‘the only ideological difference is if 
he were to the left of me, if you read his Line of March speech!’ Then I also 
draw your attention to the State Department/Department of Defence Joint 
document they put out called the Blue Book. Some of it is a bit doctored, 
but let us forget that point for now. I am dealing now with their introductory 
statement. They said that their experts examined tons of our documents; 
minutes of meetings, these are all confidential documents, minutes, position 
papers, you name it, diaries, the works, and what was the conclusion they 
came to? They could spot no substantial ideological differences within the 
leadership emerging from any of these documents.  So that is not Bernard 
Coard saying that.  So that answers all this thing about political philosophy. 
There really, genuinely was no difference there. 



A View from Richmond Hill Prison 171

WG: Why the call for joint leadership in 1983?
BC: The joint leadership decision came out of a three day meeting of the 
Central Committee (CC), September 14 to 16 1983.  The CC comprised 
fifteen members at the time. One member was abroad on an official trip; 
another was ill; 13 attended the meeting. The decision was nine in favour, 
one against - George Louison the one - and three abstentions: Maurice 
abstained, Unision abstained and Hudson Austin abstained because he was 
on a visit to Viet Nam and North Korea throughout and had just returned 
literally one hour before the meeting ended so he had not heard any of the 
arguments, he did not know what was happening, so he said ‘I cannot make 
a decision.’  Maurice abstained because he said, “Look, my concern is really 
about whether this is about ‘no confidence in me’. That’s my concern.” He 
was not opposed to it, neither could he say that he was in favour. So he 
abstained on that basis. So did Unison. Always before, the most important 
decisions were by majority vote.  Because he was the leader; we were not 
removing him, but we were establishing a joint leadership, which by the 
way, was how the party was founded and also that was the reality of how we 
functioned until the Cuban influence. 

So we said, let’s put it to a general meeting of all members, all full members 
on the 25th and of all candidate members on the 26th of September. One thing 
I am really happy about is that every committee of our party had a secretary. 
They sat in at our meetings; they were not members but secretaries, and 
recorded who was present, who was absent, the proposals, the decisions 
taken, etc; so we had minutes. The minutes were then typed up, reproduced, 
and circulated within days of the meeting so that at the next meeting one 
week later the minutes could be confirmed. Those controlling Grenada 
after the invasion chose not to hand them over for their kangaroo trial 
of us, but the bottom line is that they exist. So, sooner or later all the so-
called experts who have chosen to hide the truth would be exposed. For 
instance, everybody knows about the meeting of the CC September 14-16, 
but somehow, conveniently, nobody knows about the general meeting of 
full members on September 25 and of all candidate members on September 
26. At the meeting on the 25th, every single member of the party spoke. The 
meeting started at 9:00 a.m. and it ended at exactly midnight - fifteen hours. 
That meeting is when every member said, “Hey, Maurice, we love you, the 
Revolution cannot do without you, and these are the reasons why it can’t, 
but at the same time organisation is not your strong point, there are different 
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areas where you are strong, we need to  return to what we had before.” I have 
put this in my own words. The bottom line is, that is when he said “Yes,” and 
he voted in favour of joint leadership.  So did Unison Whiteman. Everybody 
except one individual, George Louison’s first cousin from Concord, I forget 
his name, but he abstained. (George Louison himself was out of the country 
on September 25-26th.) 

WG: But why joint leadership?
BC:  The joint leadership proposal was part of a package of measures to 
reverse system-overload/system breakdown in the party. During the four 
and a half years of the Revolution, people worked extremely hard. The 
party moved from a vanguard initially of only about fifty-one to somewhere 
around 450 to 500 members, but we needed 2,000 to 3,000. The failure to 
move there meant that this 400 or 500 people had to do everything, all the 
work - what we inherited, the new state bodies, all the programmes that had 
to be delivered, the mass organisations, everything. So each individual was 
involved in five, six major areas of work. People were working twenty hours 
a day seven days a week, so there was break-down. And this stress affected 
our judgement and decision making. The vanguard party just could not cope. 
A mass party brings mass opinion within the bowels of the party and creates 
a framework where the leadership has more of a check on it and a better 
framework, perhaps, for conflict resolution within the party, and so on. That 
is a maybe position; I cannot say definitely. 

WG: What was your role in the party and government as outlined in the joint 
leadership proposal?
BC: Let’s start by being clear about one thing. The joint leadership proposal 
was strictly for the party and how it would organise its affairs. It explicitly 
excluded the state or government. Maurice would have remained Prime 
Minister and Leader of the Revolution. In fact, on April 5th, 1981, the 
Central Committee had accepted unanimously a proposal I put forward 
that all those of us in the Political Bureau, including myself, (but excluding 
Maurice), who held ministerial or state positions would permanently resign 
these positions within five years, to be replaced by younger comrades with 
appropriate qualifications and experience relevant to the specific ministries, 
and groomed in advance to take over. We would then focus all our future 
work on building the country’s mass organisations and organs of popular 
democracy. This is why, for example, a young, brilliant economist who had 
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been tapped years earlier by Maurice and myself to succeed me, was able 
to take over the reigns of the Ministry of Finance, Trade and Planning on 
October 14th, 1983, just 24 hours after I resigned all state positions. 

The Central Committee identified Maurice’s areas of strength – charisma, 
a special connection with the people, oratorical skills, extraordinary 
communication skills, and an ability to motivate the people to work and build 
the Revolution – as my areas of weakness. It assessed my areas of strength 
as vision, organisation, personal discipline, and work ethic. It concluded – as 
did Maurice himself – that these were Maurice’s areas of weakness. The 
division of work between us was therefore designed with this in mind, and 
was spelt out in both the Central Committee minutes and in writing for the 
fifteen-hour general meeting of party members on September 25th 1983 to 
consider the proposal. I cannot give you all its precise provisions off the top 
of my head, but these are in the Central Committee minutes of the 14th - 16th 
September, 1983. 

WG: How did the proposal for joint leadership affect the party? 
BC: The proposal for joint leadership led to a grave split within the party. 
What is important for analysts to observe is that this proposal was intended 
to effectively restore the de facto management model of Joint Leadership 
between Maurice and myself which had served the party well over the 
years, since about 1976, in resisting the Gairy dictatorship, overthrowing 
that dictatorship and building the Revolution during its first vital two to 
two and a half years before the Cuban influence and other factors began 
to shake it. The Joint Leadership proposal merely spelt out, in a formal, 
written decision, the actual division of responsibilities and authority which 
had existed in the party for several years. It was also an implicit rejection 
of the ‘maximum leader’ model which had crept up on the party leadership 
under Cuban influence and, at times, insistence. However, much as it was 
in keeping with the party’s very origins and internal historical political 
decision-making culture; and despite its overwhelming endorsement by the 
party’s membership, it was the wrong decision. It was a fatal mistake. It was 
profoundly naïve to believe that the clock could be turned back, given all 
that had already taken place.
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WG: In retrospect why was the proposal for joint leadership a wrong 
decision? 
BC: There are at least three reasons for saying that in retrospect joint 
leadership was doomed to failure: 
Firstly, it failed to take into account the human element, in terms of how 
Maurice would see a downgrading of the new role he had gradually acquired, 
with Cuban help, over the previous two or so years of the revolutionary 
process. Not just questions of power-sharing but of personal pride were 
involved. Naively, the party leadership – and membership – generally saw 
decisions in terms of how they would improve things and serve the interests 
of the party and the process; never in terms of how the individuals affected 
would view the decisions.

Secondly, it also failed to take into account the reaction of a small group of 
party members – a half-dozen – who were very influential with Maurice and 
who saw themselves as losing status and power should the CC’s decision 
on Joint Leadership be implemented. George Louison (Political Bureau 
member) led this trend, supported by Unison Whiteman (also Political 
Bureau member), Vincent Noel (former Political Bureau member), Kenrick 
Radix (former Political Bureau member),  and Louison’s younger brother, 
Einstein (the Chief of Staff of the Army). 

Finally, the party leadership totally underestimated – in fact, completely 
failed to consider – the reaction of the Cubans to the party’s decision on 
Joint Leadership. In retrospect, this was extraordinary, given Cuba’s 
behaviour with respect to key party decisions in the past. Certainly, to the 
extent that some party leaders thought that Cuba would strongly disapprove 
of the party’s decision on Joint Leadership, none of them considered, at the 
time the decision was made, that Cuba would energetically intervene to 
persuade Maurice to reject and defy what was now a decision of the entire 
party membership – and for which he also voted, at the end of that famous 
meeting.

WG:  Elaborate on the role of the Cuban government in the implosion of the 
Grenada Revolution.
BC: I deal with this issue in some detail in my Summary Analysis (2002) 
paper. John Ventour’s The Missing Link (1988) provides considerable 
concrete evidence of Cuban interference, even imposition of decisions on the 
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party and PRG, playing on our growing economic and military dependence 
on them; and of the fatal consequences of these actions for the Revolution. 
Finally, for a comprehensive treatment of Cuban-Grenadian relations in that 
period, there is Ewart Layne’s Cuba-Grenada Relations And the October 
Tragedy (unpublished manuscript (1988). Layne’s The Making of The 
Grenada Revolution (1988) provides detailed, wide-ranging evidence of the 
way decisions of all kinds were taken within the NJM prior to Cuba’s entry 
onto the Grenada stage.

Let me therefore just say the following: countries have models of decision-
making which are derived from a combination of their history, culture, 
concrete political circumstances, and the personalities shaping and leading 
their struggles. The ‘caudillismo’ model was the dominant model in most of 
Latin America for centuries. The Cuban revolution had, from its inception, 
a leftwing ‘Maximum Leader’ version of this. The Grenada revolution, in 
contrast, had a collective leadership model from the day that the NJM was 
formed on March 11th, 1973. All important decisions were taken not by even 
the party’s joint leaders acting by themselves, but by the entire leadership 
after discussion. This, as we saw earlier, was true of even potentially life and 
death decisions regarding when to launch the armed struggle to remove the 
Gairy dictatorship. 

The Cubans, who played absolutely no role in making the Grenada Revolution, 
then entered the picture through their substantial economic and military 
assistance. They were appalled by our decision-making model which they 
simply could not understand or accept. From Fidel Castro personally, right 
down the line, they consciously and actively encouraged – and at certain 
crucial moments, literally imposed – the ‘Maximum Leader’ model on our 
party and process. They sent high emissaries (on one occasion, General 
Ochoa himself; then, one of the most decorated Army Generals in Cuba, 
the Hero of the Cuban battles in Angola and Ethiopia, which he led, and a 
senior member of Cuba’s Central Committee) to persuade, and then insist 
to Maurice that he and he alone could take certain types of decisions 
- not the Central Committee, not the Political Bureau, not the Security 
and Defence Committee, not even the General Meeting of the Party. 
That ‘The Leader’ was in effect not subject to party rules, procedures, 
and discipline; that ‘The Leader’ was above this.
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This is the context in which one can see Maurice, having accepted and indeed 
voted in favour of the Joint Leadership decision at the General Meeting 
of September 25th, 1983, reversing his position on October 8th, 1983, on 
returning to Grenada after spending three days in Cuba on his way back from 
a trip to Eastern Europe. Moreover, on the fateful day of October 19th, 1983, 
despite a sizeable crowd waiting to hear him speak in the Market Square 
following his release from effective house arrest by demonstrators, he instead 
went with a large section of those demonstrators onto army headquarters, 
where his first phone call was to the Cuban Ambassador in Grenada, Julian 
Rizo. According to Fidel Castro himself, Maurice requested Cuban military 
intervention to crush the party and army of the Grenada Revolution! [See 
Fidel Castro, Nothing Can Stop The Course of History; interview with 
Jeffrey M. Elliot and Mervyn Dymally (New York, Pathfinder, 1986)].

Frankly, I cannot conceive of Maurice leading a crowd to seize the army HQ, 
disarming all the soldiers there and their officers, arming the civilian crowd, 
and then phoning for Cuban military help, unless he felt totally confident 
that this assistance would be forthcoming. These acts constituted the final 
twists in a series of events which spun completely out of control and ended 
in catastrophe on that terrible day. 

WG: Did you seek the assistance of any mediators?
BC: Both Maurice and I asked Trevor Munroe to come in to help us sort out 
the situation, because I remember I rang him and said “Both Maurice and I 
want you to come in,” and he said, “I am willing to, but I want to hear it from 
Maurice as well.” So he rang Maurice and Maurice told him “we want you to 
come.” That was in September, before the thing got really out of hand.  He 
did not stay long.  The bottom line is, his role was a mediating role. Other 
people have their own views. I do not know what he might have said when 
he went back to Jamaica; he may have said, look, I agree with this side or the 
other. But while he was in Grenada he was a mediator. 

WG:  From your perspective, why did the revolution implode?
BC: There are ten factors that I believe were critical in the implosion of 
the Revolution and invasion which followed; including pressures we came 
under which would have contributed.
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1. The manner of taking power - armed overthrow meant the  
 emergence of armed forces controlled by the ruling party, not by  
 law or the constitution.
2. The absence of checks and balances within the party, the  
 government and the society. The absence of checks and balances at  
 all three levels. And you see the link with the vanguard party in  
 that regard. 
3. The failure to hold elections and to restore in full the constitution  
 within the first six to twelve months of taking power by armed 
 overthrow.
4. The continuation of a political culture of suppression by force of  
 opposing views of individuals, political parties and the media, 
 inherited from the colonial and Gairy eras.
5. The emergence of a culture of political fratricide from the earliest  
 days and throughout the life of the revolution. To explain this 
 point would require far more time than is available now, so I’m 
 simply stating it here for completeness and truthfulness.
6. The development of military ‘rules of engagement’ from the  
 earliest days and throughout the process of ‘take no prisoners’  
 once anyone took up arms to challenge the revolution or its 
 leadership. Once anyone took up arms to challenge the revolution 
 or its leadership, our position was to militarily defeat such person 
 or forces rather than seek to identify their underlying concerns 
 with a view to arriving at a compromise where possible. In this 
 way we failed to practice the art of compromise, something that 
 would later come back to haunt us.
7. The making of fundamental, strategic errors in internal party  
 structures and operations in the context of what was required to run 
 the country and  transform its economic and social circumstances. 
 Internal party structures were far too top down. This is a feature 
 of vanguardism, but I must say it is also a feature of mass parties  
 of the traditional political types in the region, let’s be frank.  The  
 party had no internal capacity to resolve conflicts at the level of its 
 top leadership. And there were no ‘outside forces,’ meaning at state 
 or civil society level, (not outside in the sense of outside Grenada) 
 to reign in or constrain the party’s actions.  Also, failure to move 
 quickly, meaning within twelve to twenty four months from 
 March 13, 1979 from a vanguard to a mass party. It is my 
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 considered view that power could hardly have been taken by 
 means of armed overthrow of the Gairy regime without a  
 tightly knit, well-trained and disciplined vanguard party. 
 However, the success of the revolutionary process, the effective 
 control and operation of all arms of the government, the  
 success of mass organisations and organs of popular 
 democracy and the delivery of the many and  multifaceted 
 programmes and projects of the revolution to all of the 
 population mandated the need for a mass political party. To  
 sum it up, too few were being asked to do too much in far too 
 little time. Our goals and time frames were utterly unrealistic: 
 a product of both our passion to transform the society as 
 quickly as possible, and our inexperience. 
8. The encouragement/facilitation of personality cultism and the 
 failure to institutionalise/constitutionalise/give legal teeth to the 
 organs of mass popular democracy which emerged and grew
 during the life of the Revolution, making their abandonment 
 instead of use, possible during the gravest crisis faced by the 
 Revolution  and the country.
9. The making of fatal errors by the revolutionary leadership in its  
 relations with the United States, born of inexperience and 
 immaturity.
10. The making of quite different but equally fatal errors in the  
 Revolution’s relations with Cuba.

In my ‘Summary Analysis’ paper, I explain how the interplay of all these 
factors, and their cumulative effect over the four and a half years of the 
process, led inexorably to the October 1983 crisis and tragedy.
 
WG: In response to your critics, you argue that,  “…non-‘ideological’ 
factors (i.e. factors unrelated to hastening ‘socialist construction’): altruism, 
idealism, perfectionist personality traits, etc, explain the reality of what 
happened far better than the outside ‘experts’’ determination to fit everything 
into ideological boxes…” (Coard 2002, 11).  While non-‘ideological’ factors 
were important, explain the role that ideological differences played in the 
implosion of the Revolution.
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BC: That presupposes a premise that is false.  That is why in my Summary 
Analysis 5  I pulled together all of the factors, the who, the what, the when, that 
were at play, that led to the tragedy – a genuine tragedy which included:

1. The Cold War context;
2. A right wing government in Washington DC – the most right wing to that 
date (replacing Jimmy Carter’s administration);
3. Incorrect foreign policy – both in substance and in rhetoric – by the PRG, 
especially close military, political and diplomatic ties with Cuba and the 
Soviet Union. This incorrect foreign policy was in turn caused by the PRG’s 
fatal underestimation of US imperialism’s hostility to the Cuba/Soviet link 
and indeed its determination to smash such a link, which, in turn, was a 
product of the leadership’s political immaturity and inexperience, and the 
PRG’s belief that the Cuban/Soviet link was necessary for its defence against 
external aggression. 
4. Incorrect domestic policy in one crucial area was - the failure to hold 
multi-party elections to determine, and renew, periodically, the Government 
of Grenada, which would have offered US imperialism an opportunity to 
remove a government whose policies the US strongly disapproved of by 
non-military means, as they did in Jamaica 1980, Nicaragua, late ‘80’s, and 
so on. Propaganda, the financing of opposition parties, etcetera, were its 
tools, instead of military invasion. It was precisely this fear on the part of 
the PRG’s leadership which led to its postponing for five years the holding 
of such elections! However, it can be argued that that very fact made US 
imperialism’s only option for getting its way that of direct military invasion, 
especially given the PRG’s military and other support from Cuba. In other 
words, yet again: a policy aimed at preventing ‘overthrow’, leading to 
precisely that outcome!
 
WG: What were some of the errors that you personally made?
BC: See all the things I listed in my Summary Analysis. These were 
fundamental errors that were made. Apart from my responsibility, along with 
other party leaders, for many of the errors of commission and omission, my 
specific mistakes included: not going to the airport on October 8th to meet 
Maurice on his return from abroad; my failure, during the October 8th-11th 

5 Bernard Coard Summary Analysis of the October 1983 Catastrophe in Grenada, 2002, pp 
7-8.
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period, to take the initiative and go next door, to Maurice’s home, and talk 
things out with him; my failure to propose, much earlier than the night of 
October 18th, the abandonment of the Party’s decision on Joint Leadership, 
given what was happening inside and outside of the country; my failure to 
foresee the likely consequences of the house arrest of Maurice  – the single 
gravest error of the crisis prior to October 19th itself - despite his spreading 
of the rumour. I should have led energetic efforts to reconcile with Maurice 
and defuse the dangerous situation. 6  

Hindsight is twenty-twenty vision; with perfect vision I can see these errors 
now.  The truth of the matter is that many things were done that proved 
flawed and some proved fatal. We did a great many things that were highly 
successful, as I pointed out at the beginning of the interview. The spark of 
the Revolution is still found in Grenada.  The fact that people came out 
spontaneously all over Grenada in the last several Sundays (2008) to do 
community work: that is the collective memory of the Revolution triggered 
twenty five years later. That is a concrete manifestation. Not just the dentists 
and the economists and the engineers we spoke of earlier and the various 
institutions, like the National Insurance Scheme (NIS) and the banks, the 
Marketing National Importing Board (MNIB), the international airport 
and so on. The Revolution has placed its stamp that is as indelible as it is 
permanent. But at the same time we made many errors. 

WG: If the Revolution was about the political, economic and social 
transformation of the country, there was a real pragmatism in the economic 
realm that was not matched by similar pragmatism in the political realm. 
Why?
BC: Absolutely. I believe this was linked to our preoccupation, even 
paranoia, over imperialism’s likely use of the destabilisation tactics it had 
so successfully used in so many countries from the 1950s to the 1980s, 
discussed earlier. Early signs of this within Grenada, in late 1979 and in 
1980, only reinforced us in our strategically fatal path of inflexibility in 
political matters, even as we proved highly flexible on the economic and 
social fronts.

6 See Coard Summary Analysis of the October 1983 Catastrophe in Grenada, 2002, pp 72-
73.)
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WG: The Revolution lasted a mere four and a half years. Do you think there 
was too much haste to build the Revolution?
BC: In the minutes you would see that time and time again I kept saying, 
‘don’t go too fast’, ‘we are going too fast’, ‘slow it down.’ In fact, in a 
lecture I gave in London to the Caribbean Association of Teachers, I said 
then, and it was later published, ‘we must not adopt an instant Nescafe 
revolutionary approach.’ Yet all I am reading about me is that I am this hard-
lined communist who thought we were not going fast enough. 
WG: How would you summarise the main lessons to be learned from the 
Grenada experience?
BC: I like how I sum it up in this booklet I wrote for O’Level students: 

‘We as Grenadians can learn even from the NJM/PRG’s greatest 
catastrophe: the events of October, 1983. By far the most important 
lesson to be learned from this ghastly tragedy is the fundamental 
importance of a society having structures:
(a) Which ensure CHECKS AND BALANCES, in terms of the  
 exercise of power;

(b) Which provide for effective mechanisms of PEACEFUL  
 CONFLICT RESOLUTION;

(c) And, in order to achieve “(a)” and “(b)”, which provide for  
 an OPEN, VIBRANT, MULTI-PARTY DEMOCRACY. 
 This, in turn requires, for its achievement, AN EDUCATED, 
 A N D  TO L E R A N T P O P U L AT I O N ,  A N D ,  M O S T 
 DECISIVELY, A DEVELOPED CIVIL SOCIETY.’ 7  

WG: What do you want to say to people who do not know the real Bernard 
Coard?
BC: Talk to people who have known me for many years, without the horns 
that have been put on by the Americans and George and Kenrick and their 
self serving propaganda. Judge me by what you see me do, not by what you 
heard I did. 
WG: How do you want to be remembered?
BC: I never thought about that, to be honest. During my whole life - I take 

7 Bernard Coard Grenada: 1951-1983: Notes For CXC/O’Level Students of History & Social 
Studies, 2003, pp 15.
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no credit for it, my parents, if you want to call it my parents’ indoctrination, 
was: ‘Anybody who is in need and you are in a position to help, help them 
without thought of reward.’ That is where I am coming from. Money means 
nothing to me. Material things mean nothing. Power and prestige, status, 
fancy house and fancy car, fancy clothes and all these things, the same. My 
parents taught me to think that way. They were my role models. Right now 
I am in a situation where I have no pension. I paid social security in several 
countries, England, America and elsewhere, but not long enough to earn a 
pension. I set up NIS here; I paid contributions, but not enough. I have no 
pension, I have no funds, I have no savings, I have no insurance policy and I 
am 64 and I am not worried.  Because material things do not matter much to 
me; once I have a roof over my head and some food on the table I am good. 
That has always been my outlook. Wherever I am, my task is to help those 
in need. This is the essence of who I am. I did this when I lived in the US, 
and when I lived in the UK. I did it during the Revolution, and I have done 
it during the last 25 years of my time in prison at Richmond Hill. In this 
regard, I cannot change. I’ve learnt a number of things in life. I have been 
in the arm-chair, the field, in Government, on the streets and I have been in 
prison. I have learnt from all these different perspectives.   
WG: If you had to do it all over again, what would you do differently?
BC: I would do it all differently.
WG: Why?
BC: I refer, of course, to the many, many errors that we made throughout 
the period of revolutionary struggle, and revolutionary power. We achieved 
many outstanding things. As I mentioned earlier, the positive legacy of the 
revolution can be seen to this day in the considerable physical, and, even more 
importantly, the human infrastructure and economic institutions developed 
in that period. But the cumulative effect of our errors over that same period 
led inexorably to the catastrophe of October, 1983. Obviously, then, I would 
want to do everything which led to that differently, if I could start all over. 
That, of course, is impossible. What is possible, however, is that others learn 
from our mistakes and thus avoid them!
WG: I thank you very much.
BC: Keep up the good work, Wendy.
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From ancient times our people have been enjoined to honour and celebrate 
the lives of our fallen sons and daughters who have distinguished themselves 
in the service of the people.  Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War, 
and more particularly, the Funeral Oration of Pericles, in extolling the glory 
of Greece and the majesty of its heroes, resonate with aptness for Comrade 
Maurice:

For the whole earth is the sepulchre of illustrious men, nor is it the 
inscription on the columns in their native land alone that shows their 
merit, but the memorial of them, better than all inscriptions in every 
foreign nation, reposited more durably in universal remembrance 
than on their tombs.  For to be lavish of life is not so noble in those 
whom misfortunes have reduced to misery and despair, as in men 
who hazard the loss of a comfortable subsistence and the enjoyment 
of all the blessings this world affords by an unsuccessful enterprise.  
Adversity,	after	a	series	of	ease	and	affluences,	sinks	deeper	into	the	
heart of a man of spirit than the stroke of death insensibly received 
in the vigour of life and public hope.

Maurice Bishop was one such illustrious man who lived as a beacon of 
hope for the poor, the marginalised, and the dispossessed, bore his pain and 
struggles with a calming equanimity.  Beaten on the anvil of experience and 
forged in the cauldron of struggle, Maurice has emerged as the embodiment 
of the political virtue of our peoples’ quest for self-mastery.  The stone which 
some builders had refused has become the head cornerstone.  Now that 
the historical dust is settling, even Maurice’s severest critics and political 
opponents must now recognise that he was one of the most outstanding sons 
produced by our Caribbean civilisation.  Pericles had astutely commented in 
times of yore:

Envy will exert itself against a competitor while life remains, but 
when death stops the competition, affection will applaud without 
restraint.

The honour being bestowed today on Maurice Bishop constitutes, too, an 
historical reckoning; it represents the closure of a chapter of denial.  At the 
same time it is symbolic of a catharsis, a cleansing, which purifies and unifies 
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with an amazing grace.  Those who are blind, can now see; those who were 
lost, have been found.

On March 13, 1979, at 10:30 a.m., on Radio Free Grenada, Maurice Bishop, 
a young man barely into his thirties, leader of the New Jewel Movement 
(NJM), delivered his first address to his nation as leader of the Grenada 
Revolution.  His opening lines were memorable, calm, sparing, and simplicity 
itself:

Brothers and Sisters,

This is Maurice Bishop speaking.  At 4:15 a.m. this morning the 
People’s Revolutionary Army seized control of the army barracks at 
True Blue.

The barracks were burned to the ground.  After half-an-hour 
struggle, the forces of Gairy’s army were completely defeated, and 
surrendered.

Every single soldier surrendered, and not a single member of the 
revolutionary forces was injured ……

After detailing the efforts of the People’s Revolutionary Army in seizing 
State power, Maurice did something remarkable.  He put the Revolution in 
the hands of the people.  Thus, he intoned:

I am appealing to all the people, gather at all central places all over 
the country and prepare to welcome and assist the people’s armed 
forces when they come into your area.  The revolution is expected to 
consolidate the position of power within the next few hours.

Without popular support, the Revolution would have collapsed.  Fidel was 
later to comment that Maurice had led “a big revolution in a small country”.  
Make no mistake about it, the Revolution and its popular acceptance provided 
the political foundation for the construction of the international airport at 
Point Salines.
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Maurice addressed precisely this issue in a national broadcast on March 29, 
1981, entitled “Together We Shall Build Our Airport” in the following 
terms:

To begin with sisters and brothers, we must all be clear that this 
project represents the biggest and single most important project 
for our future economic development.  In fact, as you all know, this 
represents the single biggest project ever undertaken in the history of 
our country.  More than this, we must understand that the idea for the 
project has been with various Grenadian governments for 25 years 
or so, a reality that can be proved from the existence of numerous 
airport study projects dating back several years.  However, with our 
Popular Revolution of March 13, 1979, the People’s Revolutionary 
Government set out with seriousness and determination to transform 
the dream of our International Airport into a concrete reality.

Without substantial external grant assistance, in cash or kind, it was virtually 
impossible for the Grenada Revolution to build this international airport.  
From which source or sources was the grant assistance to come?  The 
so-called traditional allies, including the United States of America, were 
unhelpful.  Indeed, the USA, to use Maurice Bishop’s own words, was in 
1981 “engaged in an all out massive and vulgar attempt to dissuade various 
countries	 from	 attending	 a	 co-financing	 Conference	 to	 be	 hosted	 by	 the	
European	Economic	Community	 aimed	at	 raising	 vital	 financing” for the 
International Airport Project.

At first, Maurice and his government received so little positive feedback 
from potential donors that he mused that the dream of its realisation would 
remain unfulfilled.  However, solemn assurances of practical support and 
uplifting inspiration were to come from Fidel Castro, the leader of the Cuban 
Revolution, at the Non-Aligned Conference in Havana in August 1979 
and again at the United Nations General Assembly gathering in October 
1979.  Cuba pledged immediate assistance in kind in four areas:  technical 
expertise, skilled manpower, heavy-duty equipment, and some construction 
materials such as steel and cement.  In November 1979, Cuba started to 
make good on its commitment.  The International Airport was thus on its 
way but much, much more was left to be done.  Maurice’s confidence in the 
Grenadian people, their Revolution, and their friends overseas, combined 
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with determined, astute leadership, were the central pillars of turning the 
airport dream into reality.  Maurice saw this venture as a great cause; and 
great causes have never been won by doubtful men and women.  He and his 
Revolution were not doubtful!

In time, Maurice built a coalition to construct the airport.  Grenada and Cuba 
were foundation members of that coalition.  Along the way they were joined 
by Venezuela, Canada, Libya, and some European and Middle-Eastern 
countries.  I was in Tripoli in July 2001, when the Libyan government 
forgave the residue of the indebtedness of Grenada on the airport loan in the 
sum of US $6 million.

Mr. Chairman, the commitment of the people of Grenada to this marvel 
of regional and international solidarity will be told ages and ages hence.  
Ordinary Grenadians of all walks of life volunteered their labour, free of 
any remuneration, on weekends, to assist in the construction of their airport.  
These volunteer brigades of free labour were more than matched by the 
absolute determination of the Cuban workers to give life and meaning to 
Fidel’s generosity and selflessness for which the heroic people of Cuba are 
known internationally.  The Cuban workers toiled in comradeship with their 
Grenadian counterparts six days per week, twelve hours per day.  Most of 
them volunteered to work on their rest days. One such Cuban comrade was 
Ramon Quintana who sadly met sudden and unnatural death on this very site 
when he was crushed, accidentally, by a piece of heavy-duty equipment.  We 
remember, especially, Ramon Quintana, today.  We send special thanks to 
his family and to all the Cuban people.  We salute Fidel; we wrap his name 
in glory.  Fidel lives forever in the hearts and minds of Grenadians, with a 
love that looks on tempests and is never shaken.

We ought never to forget that those in our hemisphere who were seeking 
to destabilise the Grenada Revolution and to sabotage the construction of 
this airport were among the same persons who had, a short while before, 
allied themselves militarily with the racist regime of Apartheid South Africa 
against Nelson Mandela’s African National Congress (ANC) and Augustino 
Neto’s Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA).

In that momentous struggle in Southern African, the Cubans in selfless 
solidarity with the freedom fighters of the ANC and MPLA, took on the 
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mighty army of racist South African which was supplied by weapons from 
countries which sought subsequently to strangle revolutionary Grenada and 
its right to self-determination.  The defeat of the hitherto impregnable army of 
apartheid South African by the Angolan and Cuban combatants at the battle 
of Cuito Cuanavale was instrumental in opening the prison cell of Nelson 
Mandela and paved the way for the founding of a free and democratic South 
Africa.  What the Cubans did with arms in defence of the freedom of the 
people of Angola and South Africa, they did with construction equipment, 
building tools, expertise and labour at Point Salines in Grenada.  We will 
never forget Cuba’s sacrifice, selflessness, and generosity of spirit!

Let us put this phenomenal achievement of the construction of the international 
airport in perspective.

During the Second World War, the British and the American governments 
entered certain agreements concerning the leasing of large tracts of land 
in the British colonial possessions in the Caribbean.  In several of these 
countries, the Americans built international-size runways and rudimentary 
landside facilities to accommodate their war planes.  These airports were 
constructed in countries with a sufficiency of flat lands to make the ventures 
feasible, in engineering and financial terms, in a short time.  Three islands 
were too mountainous to benefit from this war-time American effort, namely, 
Dominica, Grenada and St. Vincent.

After the Second World War the Americans left the British Caribbean to 
the devices of the British.  And the British were, as always, uninterested in 
enhancing the region’s physical infrastructure for sustainable development.  
After all, the British were the colonial masters in St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines for some 200 years, unbroken from 1773, and they built only 
two small secondary schools, one for boys and one for girls, one for each 
century of damning colonialism.  Thus, it was never contemplated that they 
would build or contribute to building international airports in Dominica, 
Grenada and St. Vincent where the terrain and topography were challenging 
for airport construction.

Grenada had to await the Revolution’s arrival to lay the basis for the practical 
elaboration of the International Airport Project and its implementation.  
Dominica and St. Vincent and the Grenadines were insufficiently 
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revolutionary to launch such a project.  Nearly twenty-five years after the 
completion of the international airport at Point Salines did an anti-imperialist, 
nationalist, and patriotic people-centred government in St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines, which I have the honour to head, in the evocative spirit of 
Maurice, commenced the construction of the Argyle International Airport.  
It is scheduled for completion in the first quarter of 2012.  As in Grenada, 
Cuba and Fidel have been instrumental in turning our similar dream in St. 
Vincent and the Grenadines into a reality.  In the process we are moving one 
mountain and two hills, filling two valleys, and spanning a river to build 
our international airport.  My government has fashioned a “Compact of the 
Willing” for this purpose, comprising the governments of Cuba, Venezuela, 
Trinidad and Tobago, Mexico, the Republic of China (Taiwan), Austria, 
Turkey, and now Iran and Libya.  The Government of Dominica led by my 
dear friend Roosevelt Skerrit is on a similar path.  We are following, in this 
regard, the road travelled by Maurice; a road less travelled by, and that has 
made all the difference!

Between 1979 and 1983, imperialism told enormous lies about this 
airport at Point Salines and was determined to sabotage its construction.  
Laughable tales that the airport was for military purposes only to facilitate 
fighter jets and other war planes from Cuba and the Soviet Union, were 
actually believed by supposedly serious people.  Ideological blinkers and 
imperialist indoctrination made such people not see, or see doubles, as we 
say in the Caribbean.  Ignorance, the mother of all suspicion, enjoyed a full 
flowering.  A kind of “Midsummer’s Night Madness” gripped the imperial 
ideologues; and those of a lesser light, invariably paid hacks of imperialism, 
voiced corresponding follies and fables about this awesome project.  They 
must today hang their heads in shame!  Do not expect apologies, only more 
sophistry and vaunted vanities.

One month after the triumph of the Revolution, Maurice Bishop put down 
his marker with crystal clarity in a national broadcast entitled “In Nobody’s 
Backyard”.  It is well with our soul to quote it at some length:

We are a small country, we are a poor country, with a population 
of largely African descent, we are a part of the exploited third 
world,	and	we	definitely	have	a	stake	 in	seeking	 the	creation	of	a	
New International Economic Order which would assist in ensuring 
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economic justice for the oppressed and exploited peoples of the world, 
and in ensuring that the resources of the land and sea are used for 
the	benefit	of	all	the	people	of	the	world	and	not	for	a	tiny	minority	of	
profiteers.		Our	aim,	therefore,	is	to	join	all	organisations	and	work	
with all countries that will help us become more independent and 
more in control of our own resources.  In this regard, nobody who 
understands present-day realities can seriously challenge our right 
to develop working relations with a variety of countries.

Grenada is a sovereign and independent country, although a tiny 
speck on the world map, and we expect all countries to strictly 
respect our independence just as we will respect theirs.  No country 
has the right to tell us what to do or how to run our country, or who 
to be friendly with.  We certainly would not attempt to tell any other 
country what to do.  We are not in anybody’s backyard, and we are 
definitely	not	for	sale.

This fighting spirit, these noble ideas are what fuelled the drive to build this 
international airport; they, too, sustain us in our legitimate, on-going quest to 
further ennoble our Caribbean civilisation. 

I cannot recall when I first met Maurice Bishop.  It was some years prior to the 
Revolution, but we had known each other in revolutionary spirit long before 
that.  So, we knew each other long before we met each other.  In the decade 
prior to the Revolution I had come to the attention of the security forces of 
the region and hemisphere in the Cold War Era, not for the commission of 
any crime, but on account of my anti-imperialist, revolutionary democratic, 
and socialist-oriented political activities.  On October 16, 1968, at the age 
of 22 years, as leader of the Students’ Union at the University of the West 
Indies, Jamaica, I led arguably the largest protest in that country since the 
momentous and popular anti-colonial uprising of 1938.  The symbol of 
our defence and affirmation of solidarity was the Guyanese scholar and 
revolutionary activist, Walter Rodney, who was banned by the Jamaican 
government from returning to his post as a university lecturer consequent 
upon his attendance of a Black Writers’ Conference in Montreal, Canada.  
We were beaten and tear-gassed by the Jamaican security forces; and 
the leadership of the popular mass movement was vilified, harassed, and 
persecuted by imperialism and neo-imperial surrogates.  Between October 
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1968 and 1979, for example, at one time or another, I was denied entry 
into several Caribbean countries including Grenada, St. Lucia, and Antigua.  
In December 1979, my work permit as a university lecturer at Cave Hill 
was revoked by the Barbadian government and my residency in that country 
cancelled.  I was, in the language of the day, “persona non grata” in the eyes 
of the established authorities.  At one stroke I was denied an opportunity to 
work in my chosen profession in my region.  I had a wife and child to feed.  
This is, alas, but a glimpse of those terrible days when the faces of ordinary 
men and women across the Caribbean were strained and anxious.  Still as my 
Rastafarian brethren and sistren would say:  “I and I survived and thrived; 
there is no malice, just the love of Jah from I and I.”

In Grenada, Maurice Bishop and his comrades fared worst of all.  They were 
threatened with imminent physical liquidation, a matter on which no chances 
could be taken, given the history of barbarism against them and the working 
people by the regime of the day.

I shall never forget the morning of March 13, 1979. I was living at Paradise 
Heights near to the university in Barbados where I was employed as 
a lecturer.  My friend, a young St. Lucian student named Didacus Jules, 
who subsequently worked in the field of education under the People’s 
Revolutionary Government and is now the Chief Executive Officer of the 
Caribbean Examination Council, telephoned me around 7:00 or so that 
morning and reported that the Gairy regime had been overthrown in Grenada, 
but he was unsure as to what had in fact transpired.  Swiftly thereafter 
I ascertained the truth.  I was ecstatic:  Weeping had endured for a long 
night but joy had come that morning.  God is a good God, yes He lives!  A 
redemption song was being sung on the streets of Grenada, in the undulating 
valleys, on the hillsides, the plains, and beaches.
 
Within a week of the Revolution, Maurice invited me to visit Grenada.  I 
did so on the second Saturday of the Revolution and immediately immersed 
myself in political work, under his direction, at his home where I was to be 
accommodated for a few days.  There was so much to be done; sleep barely 
encroached.  In any event, when I was shown my room of abode, in which 
was located the telecommunications equipment, I knew immediately that the 
nights would be long and sleepless.  Frequently there were noisy radio calls 
for “Papa Mike”, the codename for Maurice.
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The next day, the second Sunday of the Revo, there was a massive rally at 
Sea Moon in Grenville.  I rode in Maurice’s vehicle with him and his wife, 
Angela.  Along the way, people lined the streets and waved in celebration 
with their revered leader.  At the rally, Maurice delivered a most substantive 
speech, on both domestic and foreign policy matters.  A significant part of 
his speech was in my handwriting; the other part was in his own hand.  I do 
not know if a record of it exists anywhere.

At the onset of the French Revolution in the late 18th century, the English 
poet, William Wordsworth, approvingly declaimed: “Bliss was it in that dawn 
to be alive, but to be young was very heaven.”  The Revolution’s enormous 
strength and energy flowed immensely from the work of the young people 
who constituted one of its important bases and from which was drawn the 
leadership of the principal organs of the State and Party.  In retrospect, this 
youthfulness was also a weakness in that at critical points, a more mature, 
reflective, and experienced judgment would have been most helpful.  Certain 
errors, even tragedies, could have been avoided.

Like me, most of the supporters of, and activists in, the Revolution have 
now lived more years than we have remaining to live.  If Maurice were 
physically with us today, he would be sixty-five years old.  He has his name 
on his airport before his 70th birthday, the proverbial three score and ten 
years.  That is a cause for rejoicing.

I last saw Maurice alive in February 1983.  I was passing through Grenada 
to get a ride on a plane going to Cuba for a celebration of the life and work 
of José Marti, the Cuban patriot and national hero.  I spent the entire night 
in Maurice’s company. I attended some functions with him that evening, 
including one at Point Salines where the Cuban engineers and construction 
workers were engaged in building this airport.  Afterwards, we went back to 
the Prime Minister’s residence and talked through the night, mainly about 
politics in the Caribbean and Grenada.  I spoke to him frankly about my 
unease concerning certain developments in Grenada and thought that the 
mass support for the Revolution was becoming indifferent, in important 
respects. He shared my concerns and we addressed possible solutions, 
strategically.  As comrades we were honest with each other.  One day I will 
write about all this, God’s willing.
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We agreed that on my return from Cuba we would continue the conversation 
face-face-face.  This was not to happen.  The Cuban aircraft took me to 
Barbados; LIAT was unable to get me to Grenada that day.  So, I went home 
to St. Vincent and the Grenadines.  We kept in touch over the next few 
months, but I never saw my dearest Comrade and friend again.  When he 
was murdered I cried uncontrollably like a baby.  He still lives in me.

Thereafter, in the Eastern Caribbean, Rosie Douglas of Dominica, Tim Hector 
of Antigua, George Odlum of St. Lucia, and I, among others, kept fanning the 
flame for justice and freedom, for the further ennoblement of our Caribbean 
civilisation, and for the central struggle against imperialism.  I eulogised 
Rosie, Tim and George at their funerals.  I am the remaining survivor.  I have 
to do their work and mine.  I was never able to say of, and for, Maurice, as I 
did for the others, the heart-rending poetic lines of the celebrated Guyanese 
poet, Martin Carter, in his epic, “Death of a Comrade”:

Too soon, too soon
our banner draped for you
the banner in the wind
not bound so tightly
in a scarlet fold –
not sodden
with your people’s tears
but	flashing	on	the	pole
we bear aloft
down and beyond the dark lane of rags.

Dear Comrade
if it must be
you speak no more with me
nor smile no more with me
nor march no more with me
then let me take
a patience and a calm –
for even now the greener leaf explodes
sun brightens stone
and all the river burns.
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Now from the mourning vanguard moving on
dear Comrade I salute you and I say
Death	will	not	find	us	thinking	that	we	die.

Maurice Bishop was a builder in the tradition of the Prophet Nehemiah.  In 
his quest to fashion a better society for his people he was traduced by his 
enemies, day and night.  He was a towering success; no one really remembers 
in glory or at all, his puny adversaries.  In communion with his people and 
friends overseas, he set about building this international airport in a focused 
manner as Nehemiah did in respect of the wall around Jerusalem which 
was broken and in a dilapidated condition for 112 years.  Nehemiah was 
mocked by his enemies; they were indignant; they were moved to anger 
and conspiracy; they tried every ruse, including violence, to prevent the 
wall’s reconstruction; and, when all that failed, they sought to draw him 
out onto the plains of Ono to ambush him.  It is all reported in the book of 
Nehemiah.  Similar things were done to, and against, Maurice.  But like 
Nehemiah, he and his people prevailed.  A committed people, properly led 
for noble purposes, will always triumph.  Maurice’s life and work taught us 
this splendid lesson.

Ladies and gentlemen, this ceremony would not have been possible had 
the people of Grenada not elected a government which pledged to do 
exactly what is now being done.  The Grenadian people have given their 
overwhelming permission and approval for what is now being done in their 
name.  In the process, an historic wrong has been righted.  Today Grenada 
stands tall in this region and the world for this profound act of historical 
reclamation in which you the people view your collective achievements of 
the past through the prism of your own eyes and not by way of an externally-
imposed imperial perspective, amidst local vanities and grudges.

Let us face it squarely, this ceremony would not have been possible without 
the advocacy and approval, the imprimatur, of a most humble but remarkable 
patriot known as Tillman Thomas, the distinguished Prime Minister of 
Grenada.  My friend and brother, Tillman, is courageous and devoid of malice 
or bitterness.  This easy-going but battle-hardened warrior and visionary was 
imprisoned by the People’s Revolutionary Government headed by Comrade 
Maurice.  I have spoken to Tillman, more than once, about his experiences 
in this regard. He bears no hatred for, or ill-will to those who caused him 
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and his family much pain and suffering.  He looks forward with hope and 
optimism; not backwards with hurt and anguish.  His Christian fortitude and 
love for people have touched me most deeply.  His calming presence induces 
you to love him dearly.  Grenada is blessed to have such a leader at this time.  
His joyous hopefulness will always endure beyond a debilitating learned 
hopelessness and helplessness.

The people of Grenada, in a spirit of reconciliation, have shone a light of 
the most illuminating clarity in the interest of their humanisation. In their 
actions they have accepted the poetic summation of the Caribbean poet, 
Daniel Williams:

We are all time;
Yet only the future is ours
To desecrate.
The present is the past,
And the past
Our fathers’ mischief.

This naming of the Maurice Bishop International Airport is an act of the 
Grenadian people coming home to themselves out of their agony and 
compromises, their pain and joys, and their triumphs and defeats of the past.  
It has been an uplifting and redemptive journey.  One of my favourite poets, 
the great Vincentian “Shake” Keane, puts it all well in his poem “Private 
Prayer” written in 1973 on the occasion of the publication of Walter Rodney’s  
path-breaking volume, How Europe Under-developed Africa:

To understand
How the whole thing run
I have to ask my parents
And even my daughter and son

To understand the form
Of compromise I am
I must in my own voice ask
How the whole thing run
To ask
Why I don’t dream
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In the same language I live in
I must rise up
Among syllables of my parents
In the land which I am
And form
A whole daughter a whole son
Out of the compromise
Which I am

To understand history
I have to come home.

We have come home.  Grenada and Maurice have come home symbolically 
and in reality.  I thank you and Almighty God for being present here.  I feel 
infused by the spirit of Comrade Maurice; I believe that each of us feels it.  
It is a noise in our blood, an echo in our bones.

Thank you!
Forward Ever! Backward Never!



197

Vol. 35, Nos. 3 and 4, September-December 2010, pp.197-200 

 Index to Volume 35, 2010

Titles

Caribbean Migration: challenges to Leadership. Rosina Wiltshire.  35 (2): 
2010, 61-79. June.

Corporate Culture in the Caribbean: A History of Goddard Enterprises 
Limited.  Hilbourne Watson. 35 (1): 2010, 84-97. March.

C.L.R. James’ Theoretical Concerns and the Grenada Revolution: Lessons for 
the Future.  Tennyson Joseph. 35 (3-4): 2010, 4-32.  September-December.

The Emergence of a Montserratian Disaster Literature: An Introduction.  Sir 
Howard Fergus.  35 (2): 2010, 20-37.  June.

Gender Dynamics and Approaches to Sexuality as a Key to Well-Being.  
Annecka Marshall, Sajoya Alcott and Lorna Eaton.  35 (2): 2010, 1-19.  
June.

Grenada Revolution: (30) Years After: An Introduction.  Wendy Grenade. 35 
(3-4): 2010, 1-3.  September-December.

The Grenada Revolution and the Caribbean Left: the Case of Guyana’s 
Working People’s Alliance (WPA).  David Hinds. 35 (3-4): 2010, 75-108.  
September-December.

The Grenadian Revolution and the Challenges for Revolutionary Change 
in the Caribbean.  Horace Campbell. 35 (3-4): 2010, 33-74. September-
December.

Planning for Tourism Resilience in the Caribbean.  Carolyn Hayle, Diaram 
Ramjee Singh and Allan Wright.  35 (1): 2010, 35-59.  March.



198 Journal of Eastern Caribbean Studies

Real Pirates of the Caribbean: Socio-psychological Traits, the Environment, 
Personal Ethics and the Propensity for Digital Piracy in Barbados.  Troy 
Lorde, Dwayne Devonish and Asokore Beckles.  35 (1): 2010, 1-34. March.

Reflections on Politics in Post Revolutionary Grenada (1984-2008).  Wendy 
Grenade. 35 (3-4): 2010, 109-141. September-December.

Remembering October 19: Reconstructing a Conversation with a female 
civilian about her recollections of October 19, 1983.  Patsy Lewis.  35 (3-4): 
2010, 142-146.  September-December.

Retrospect: A View from Richmond Hill Prison: An Interview with Bernard 
Coard. Wendy Grenade.  35 (3-4): 2010, 147-184. September-December.

Serious Crime in Trinidad and Tobago: An Empirical Analysis Using Time-
Series Data between 1970-2007.  Sandra Sookram, Maukesh Basdeo, Kerry 
Sumesar-Rai and George Saridakis.  35 (1): 2010, 60-75.  March.

Solid Waste Management in the Caribbean.  Thomas Kinnaman.  35 (2): 
2010, 38-60. June.

The Spirit and Ideas of Maurice Bishop are Alive in Our Caribbean 
Civilisation.  The Honourable Ralph Gonsalves.  35 (3-4): 2010, 185-198.  
September-December.

Stepping Out of the Shadows, There was Carice, Haiti: It was (and will be) 
Co-governance to Support Public Actions.  Emmanuel Asomba.  35 (2): 
2010, 80-91.  June.

Why do Prices Rise in Barbados?  A Survey of Business Perceptions.  Roland 
Craigwell and Winston Moore. 35 (1): 2010, 76-83. March.

Authors

Campbell, Horace.  The Grenadian Revolution and the Challenges for 
Revolutionary Change in the Caribbean.  35 (3-4): 2010, 33-74. September-
December.



199

Fergus, Sir Howard.  The Emergence of a Montserratian Disaster Literature: 
An Introduction.  35 (2): 2010, 20-37.  June.

Grenade, Wendy.  Grenada Revolution: (30) Years After: An Introduction.  
35 (3-4): 2010, 1-3. September-December.

Grenade, Wendy. Reflections on Politics in Post Revolutionary Grenada 
(1984-2008).  35 (3-4): 2010, 109-141. September-December.

Hayle, Carolyn, Diaram Ramjee Singh and Allan Wright.  Planning for 
Tourism Resilience in the Caribbean.  35 (1): 2010, 35-59.  March.

Hinds, David.  The Grenada Revolution and the Caribbean Left: The case 
of Guyana’s Working People’s Alliance (WPA).  35 (3-4): 2010, 75-108.  
September-December.

Joseph, Tennyson.  C.L.R. James’ Theoretical Concerns and the Grenada 
Revolution: Lessons for the Future. 35 (3-4): 2010, 4-32.  September-
December.

Kinnaman, Thomas.  Solid Waste Management in the Caribbean.  35 (2): 
2010, 38-60.  June.

Lorde, Troy, Devonish Dwayne and Beckles, Asokore. Real Pirates of the 
Caribbean: Socio-psychological Traits, the Environment, Personal Ethics and 
the Propensity for Digital Piracy in Barbados.  35 (1): 2010, 1-34. March.

Marshall, Annecka, Alcott, Sajoya and Eaton, Lorna. Gender Dynamics and 
Approaches to Sexuality as a Key to Well-Being.  35 (2): 2010, 1-19.  June.

Sookram, Sandra, Basdeo, Maukesh, Sumesar-Rai, Kerry and Saridakis, 
George. Serious Crime in Trinidad and Tobago: An Empirical Analysis 
Using Time-Series Data between 1970-2007.  35 (1): 2010, 60-75. March.



200 Journal of Eastern Caribbean Studies

Commentary

Asomba, Emmanuel. Stepping Out of the Shadows, There was Carice, Haiti: 
It was (and will be) Co-governance to Support Public Actions.  35 (2): 2010, 
80-91. June.

Craigwell, Roland and Moore, Winston.  Why do Prices Rise in Barbados? A 
Survey of Business Perceptions.  35 (1): 2010, 76-83.  March.

Lewis, Patsy. Remembering October 19: Reconstructing Recollections of 
October 19, 1983.  35 (3-4): 2010, 142-146.  September-December.

Interview

Grenade, Wendy.  Retrospect: A View from Richmond Hill Prison: An 
Interview with Bernard Coard.  35 (3-4): 2010, 147-184.  September-
December.

Public Policy Lecture

Wiltshire, Rosina.  Caribbean Migration: Challenges to Leadership.  35 (2): 
2010, 61-79. June.

Review

Watson, Hilbourne.  Corporate Culture in the Caribbean: A History of 
Goddard Enterprises Limited.  35 (1): 2010, 84-97. March.

Speech

Gonsalves, the Honourable Ralph. The Spirit and Ideas of Maurice Bishop 
are Alive in Our Caribbean Civilisation.  35 (3-4): 2010, 185-198.  September-
December.



201

Contributors

Horace G. Campbell is a Professor of African American Studies and 
Political Science, Syracuse University, New York, UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA.

Ralph E. Gonsalves is the Prime Minister of ST. VINCENT AND THE 
GRENADINES.

Wendy Grenade is a Lecturer of Political Science and Integration Studies, 
University of the West Indies, Cave Hill Campus, BARBADOS.

David Hinds is an Assistant Professor of Caribbean and African Diaspora 
Studies, Arizona State University, Arizona, UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA.

Tennyson S.D. Joseph is a Lecturer of Political Science, University of the 
West Indies, Cave Hill Campus, BARBADOS.

Patsy Lewis is a Senior Fellow at the Sir Arthur Lewis Institute of Social 
and Economic Studies, University of the West Indies, Mona Campus, 
JAMAICA.



202 Journal of Eastern Caribbean Studies

Bildner Center for Western Hemisphere Studies
Cuba Project

The Graduate Center, City University of New York
 

International Symposium

Cuba Futures

Past and Present

March 31 – April 2, 2011

Call for Papers

Since the early part of the nineteenth-century, Cuban intellectuals, political 
leaders, civil society organizations and institutions have created multiple 
visions, projects and blueprints for building an independent Cuba. External 
and transnational groups, including governments, have also participated 
in creating ideas for shaping or improving Cuban society. These efforts 
continue today. Past or present, these visions and agendas can often clash 
with each other, fail to attract support, or be unsuccessful in inducing change 
perceived as desirable. However, they have generated legacies that stand 
and shape realities, memories, perceptions, and diverse movements for 
reforming Cuba. 

This international symposium invites interested academics, both young 
scholars and established specialists, to submit paper and panel proposals 
on actors, processes, ideas, institutions, and prospects/outcomes in these 
efforts. The symposium is organized by the Cuba Project at the Bildner 
Center for Western Hemisphere Studies (The Graduate Center, CUNY). 
The Cuba Project welcomes participation from academic, artistic, and 
professional institutions and endeavors. Papers can explore a wide range 
of historical and contemporary themes and contexts. Written by academics 
and other scholars, they may illuminate the visions, processes, institutions, 
civil society organizations, social movements, and other actors operating or 
focused on various contexts and futures.
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The list of possible ideas for sessions, papers, and special events 
include:

Historical Contexts:
•     Revolutionary period and future dynamics: Cultural, economic,   
 and political dimensions
•     Republican Cuba (1902-1959) and 19th Century

Themes:
•     Creation and demise of utopias and paradigms
•     Cultural spheres: Literature, cinema, arts, photography
•     Intellectuals and knowledge
•     Diverse substantive and policy areas: Racial & Ethnic Relations, 
 Identity, Education, Health, Environment, Economic reform, 
 Political organization and Democracy
•     Cubans living abroad and ‘diasporic’ communities
•     Transnational actors and processes
•     Political mobilization, civil society, state-society relations
•     Havana and other cities through history, including the character of  
 the culture, politics, cosmopolitism, geography
•     Issues about socialism, post-socialism, and participation
•     Afro-Cuban culture and society
•     New voices and approaches, young scholars
•     US-Cuba Policy Issues
•     Technology and internet networks in Cuban cyberspace

* We welcome ideas, papers, and panels about these and other themes 
and contexts*

Proposals should consist of a 1-2 page abstract of the proposed paper or 
panel, with a cover letter indicating the author’s professional affiliation, 
biographical sketch and contact information. (Note: Panel proposals must 
include an abstract and author information for each proposed panelist and 
paper.)
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Submission: Please send proposals by email to: 
cubaproject@gc.cuny.edu; or via fax to: 212-817-1540. Or send a hard copy 
in a sealed envelope to: 
 Bildner Center for Western Hemisphere Studies, 
 Attention: Cuba Project 
 365 Fifth Avenue, Suite 5209
 New York, NY 10016-4309
 United States. 

Deadlines: We strongly encourage early submission. Proposals for sessions, 
papers, and special events will receive preliminary assessment as they arrive. 
In any case, final deadlines are as follows: 
            Proposals for Sessions and Special Events: December 31, 2009
            Paper Proposals: July 31, 2010
            Completed Version of Accepted Papers: November 24, 2010 

For updates and further information visit  
http://web.gc.cuny.edu/bildnercenter/cuba/events.shtml, and for general 
information about the Bildner Center visit www.bildner.org.

Please send comments and inquiries to cubaproject@gc.cuny.edu.

   Bildner Center for Western Hemisphere Studies
   The Graduate Center, CUNY
   365 Fifth Avenue, Suite 5209
   New York, NY 10016
   Phone: 212.817.2096 | Fax: 212
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SALISES 2011 Conference Call for papers:

The Twelfth Conference of the Sir Arthur Lewis Institute for Social and 
Economic Studies (SALISES) will be hosted in Kingston, Jamaica from 
March 23-25 2011 and is entitled ‘Challenges of the Independence 
Experience in Small Developing Countries’. 

The year 2012 will mark fifty years since the first Anglophone Caribbean 
nations gained independence, beginning with Jamaica on August 6th and 
followed closely by Trinidad and Tobago on August 31st 1962. Following the 
collapse of the West Indies Federation with Jamaica’s decision to withdraw 
in 1961, it became evident that the move to independence would take the 
form of a succession of small independent territories as opposed to the 
earlier conception of gradual progress towards national status on the basis of 
a larger regional entity. As such, 1962 marks the beginning of an experiment 
with a particular notion of small territory statehood which did not, in the 
view of many observers, seem as the most propitious way towards political 
autonomy.  This, of course, was not a West Indian phenomenon, but part of 
the broader anti-colonial movement which gained momentum with Indian 
independence in 1947 and became a deluge in the decades thereafter. At the 
important and useful marker of forty-nine years since the beginning of the 
Caribbean dimension of this profound international process, it is useful to 
pause and ask questions relevant to the entire post-colonial independence 
experience; among them:

1. To what extent can it be argued that the many small territories that  
 struggled for and gained ‘independence’ actually achieved a 
 modicum of meaningful sovereignty and autonomy?
2. What have been the strengths and weaknesses in the economic  
 models pursued by specific territories and to what extent have they 
 led to economic well-being for their respective peoples? 
3. What have been the respective experiences with various schemes  
 of regional integration and what hope do they hold for new avenues 
 to reinvigorate sovereignty?
4. To what extent have the social policies pursued led to real  
 improvements in the quality of life?
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5. To what extent have the various political systems served to deepen  
 democracy and provide efficient and effective administration for 
 their citizenry?
6. What has been the role of popular culture and the arts in general in  
 social and national development?

And, looking to the future, some of the immediate questions might include:

1. What new forms or mutations of contemporary constitutional  
 arrangements might most appropriately work with the new notions 
 of sovereignty, nation and identity that are emerging? 
2. What, if any are the economic options and approaches that might  
 address successfully matters of greater social equality, environmental 
 sustainability and energy scarcity?
3. What new models of agricultural development might confront rural  
 inequality and the requirement of food security? 
4. What are the new approaches to the environment that might  
 simultaneously address its degradation and the development of the 
 rural community and economy? 
5. What would a new tourism more responsive to the environment,  
 the local economy and community well-being look like? 
6. What are the new and innovative approaches to the vexing  
 international problems of security and crime that would recognize 
 the link between social well being and crime and implement new 
 approaches alongside more traditional forensic and security 
 measures? 
7. What are the genuine possibilities for a deeper and wider regional  
 integration to frontally address the difficult challenges of the 
 contemporary global order? 
8. What is the role of Diaspora in a reconfigured international  
 political economy?

We encourage papers from a range of disciplines and from trans-disciplinary 
perspectives which seek to answer these and other questions relevant to the 
experience of small countries in the post-colonial period.  Particular attention 
will be given to papers that seek to compare experiences, within and across 
regions particularly from Asia, Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean.  We 
will also encourage submissions on the experiences of those non-independent 
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territories that chose a different route to national development in this period.  
A selection of the best papers from the conference will be published in a 
special issue of the journal Social and Economic Studies.

This event will be the first stage towards a specifically Caribbean-oriented 
‘Fifty-Fifty’ conference which is scheduled to be held in late 2012 and 
will attempt to comprehensively address these themes through a series of 
previously organised scholarly research clusters.

Deadline for abstracts: December 31, 2010.

Deadline for acceptances: January 31, 2011.

Deadline for completed papers: February 28, 2011.
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