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Abstract

The title of this study is a take off from Jon Wisman’s incisive article: “The Methodology of W. Arthur Lewis's Development Economics: Economics as Pedagogy”. Starting with the British Labour Party in (1935), Lewis set out on a career that saw him trying to educate, various audiences on aspects of the Caribbean socio-economic and politico-cultural reality. Many of the ideas with which he was later associated appear, at least in an embryonic form, in his early writings. Despite his many years in the field and the allegations of some of his critics, his work had little impact on the specific form that policy interventions took in the Caribbean. This was the case for a wide range of issues from agricultural and industrial policy to constitutional and electoral reform. Looking at Lewis’s early work provides us with an insight into the set of questions that were central to his thinking and allows us to assess the extent to which his perspectives coincided with the policy directions pursued in the Caribbean. Noting the gap between Lewis’s brilliance as an academic and the limited policy impact of his work and making reference to the specific context of the University of the West Indies, I raise the question: can we transform universities into being more effective with respect to the impact that research conducted by academics has on the policy adopted by the community in which they work?

Introduction

Although this paper uses Lewis as a case study, it seeks to deal with issues that are much broader than the work of Lewis. The issues with which it contends relate to the extent to which economists seek to, actually influence and could have more impact on economic outcomes. There are two points of reference which have led me to this study and the two components of its title. The first is derived from Jon Wisman’s article “The Methodology of W. Arthur Lewis's Development Economics: Economics as Pedagogy”. In that article, Wisman looks at the economist as pedagogue/ teacher in two different ways both of which are relevant to Lewis and the Caribbean Policy Discourse. These relate to the education of one’s colleagues and the education of the public/ policy makers. Within the Caribbean Lewis has been accused, by some, of miseducating the public/ policy makers and in so doing having a very significant impact on the direction of economic outcome. My years of study of Lewis and my contestation of this view of him have led me to the second component of my title. 
 

What I share with my readers is what I have learnt from my study of Lewis. From as early as his undergraduate days (1935) he tried to influence policy in the Caribbean. Along the way, he produced some very useful ideas. He was a brilliant man whose achievements were exceptional; he held many high offices that allowed him access to persons of great influence; yet the vast majority of his ideas whether good or bad were not embodied in public policy. If the man who has a good claim to being the most significant social scientists produced by the region had such a limited impact what can the rest of us expect? Assuming that academic economists and other social scientists have knowledge that could be useful to society, then we need to ask whether the academy and its relationship to the wider society allows for the transfer of this knowledge. As we ponder the developmental challenges facing the region in the contemporary epoch when tertiary level institutions have to increasingly justify each dollar of public funding, we need to reflect on the issues highlighted here, if we are going to respond to questions relating to the value of a university to the community that it serves.

In what follows, I do five things: 1] make reference to Wisman’s discussion of economics as “pedagogue”; 2] trace Lewis role as a “pedagogue” starting with his first available work (1935); 3]counterpoise his views with the policies actually pursued in the Caribbean; 4] use this juxtaposition as a backdrop to ask questions relating to academic economics and economic policy. 5] These questions lead to a discussion on the incentives that economists have to participate in policy discourses and how we might transform universities into being more effective with respect to the impact that research conducted by academics has on the policy adopted by the community in which they work. I certainly do not have complete answers but it is important that we begin to ask ourselves these questions, in the context faced by publicly supported institutions such as the University of the West Indies, before others begin to pose them to us more sharply than they have done in the past. 

Essentially, I believe that the academy must remain a semi autonomous community of scholars. It cannot simply be a research arm of the state or commercial sector. If it has no independence, it will not produce the innovations that it might otherwise achieve. Both government and the commercial sector are too narrowly focused to allow for pure curiosity driven research for which there must always be a place. We cannot always see the utility of what we do. At the same time, if academics only talk to themselves then what value do they have? Bridges are needed along with incentives for academics to participate in the bridging process. Academics also need to embrace a common responsibility that goes beyond the differences that they have among themselves. That would involve identifying, for the public, the common policy threads that emerge from their discourse even where there may be differences, which for academics are of a more fundamental nature. The public wishes to benefit from the insights of the social sciences and should not be expected to learn what it needs by deconstructing scholastic debates. 

Economics as Pedagogy

Wisman’s concerns overlap with but are somewhat different from mine. He sought to demonstrate that the approach that Lewis took to economics embodied best practice. His targets were positivism and formalism. He wished to show how once economics had (following Keynes) moved away from a natural law cosmology
, the issue of “developing theory to meet policy needs” became a progressive alternative. He suggests that Lewis followed this line and did not seek “knowledge for its own sake but rather for its potential in instructing humanity in how better to live”. In this sense “his work is pedagogical” (1986; 166, 174, 1975). That is, it is directed at convincing the public. 
In taking on the positivist view of verification in science, Wisman sides with Thomas Khun against Imre Lakatos and emphasises that “Science is a social process through and through”. “No matter how pathbreaking or ‘true’ a theory might be, if others in the academy can never be convinced of its merits, it will never do more than gather dust”. This is the other sense in which he suggests that “science requires pedagogy (1986; 170)”. That is, academic economists who develop new ideas must literally teach their peers. Prior held theoretical views are not given up based on a mechanical acceptance of the results of empirical testing of hypotheses thrown up by older perspectives (which is the story that the positivists would have us believe). To advance theory one must convince ones peers. In seeking a broad consensus on policy one would also wish to convince ones peers along with the policy makers and the general public. Wisman’s two pedagogical elements are therefore related. 

Wisman takes on the positivists at two levels. One of these is not central to my current study. This relates to the process of scientific verification discussed in the last paragraph. He attempts to defeat, “The seductiveness of positivism”, which suggests that to be verified theory must simply have “internal logical consistency, and it must be tested against the facts”. (1986; 170) Those interested in this discussion may refer to his article and its references including those to Khun and Lakatos. My interest relates more to his discussion of his difference with the positivists regarding the “insistence on a sharp distinction between positive and normative pursuits”. This he suggests limits: 

the set of questions which a positive economist can legitimately ask … That is, since ends or goals are necessarily normative, economists must confine their analyses to discovering efficient means of attaining given ends. Positive economists relinquished responsibility for the classical function of social knowledge as pedagogy – conscious and active participation in the formation of social understanding of what constitutes the good and just economic order. 

Given the difficulty in achieving relatively unambiguous empirical testing results in economics, perhaps the most that can be hoped for is open discourse, unimpeded by … theoretical or methodological dogma. Economic science is pedagogical in that it requires not only that economists openly reason together and thus instruct one another, but that they do so with a public which in a democratic society must ultimately determine the ends to be sought … economic science is the search for superior economic theory and for its verification. But the search is not disinterested. Economic science is not pursued for its own sake, but to generate the knowledge and understanding which will enable humans to live better lives. (1986; 168)

There is little doubt that this was the pursuit in which Lewis was engaged. He says as much, “it is the duty of all of us who think we understand these matters to take part in educating our fellow citizens (1958; 54)”. I now turn to the task of identifying some of the matters about which Lewis sought to educate his peers and more broadly his fellow citizens as well as those whom he felt could have an influence on the lives of his fellow citizens recalling that Lewis was a citizen of St Lucia first but then also of the British West Indies (BWI) of the British Empire, of the Tropics and ultimately of the entire World. 
Lewis as Pedagogue

The documented career of Lewis as a “pedagogue” in Wisman’s sense begins in (1935) with his efforts to educate the New Fabian Research Bureau and through it the British Labour Party about “The British West Indies”  and the policies that should be pursued with respect to the BWI by a new Labour Government. This he does in the draft of a pamphlet that was not published but which contributes material to his continued attempts to educate in three other documents (1938, 1939 and IASB c1938). The first of these was addressed to the Moyne Commission, the second and third largely to the British Labour Movement as well as the interested public and the last was also addressed to the Pan African Movement.
 We can also make reference to another significant work by Lewis from this period. This was: “The Evolution of the Peasantry in the British West Indies (1936)” which he wrote as a student for an essay competition. It was never published although small sections were included in later works. It provides insights into Lewis’s evolving perspective on agriculture. His appointment, in 1939, as an Assistant Lecturer at the London School of Economics provides a useful marker for the end of this first period of intervention.
The second phase of Lewis’s life as “pedagogue” related to the period during which he worked closely with the Colonial Office serving on three different bodies that had an interest in the development of the Colonies. He would have already been known to many of the staff at the Colonial Office, as much of the research that he did during the first phase of his career was completed in the library of the Colonial Office. In 1941 he worked with the Committee on Post-war Reconstruction in the Colonies (CRC) and for a brief period in 1943, he worked on Post-war Commodity Schemes at the Board of Trade. Little has come to light of relevance to the Caribbean from these two engagements. 
 In terms of significant outputs, this contrasts sharply with the time he spent from 1943 to 1944 (when he resigned) as secretary of the Colonial Economic Advisory Committee (CEAC) and the period that followed. Even after his resignation he continued to make submissions to the Colonial Office and served on its Colonial Economic and Development Council (CEDC) from 1946. Almost all the documents, of direct relevance to the Caribbean, from this period were unpublished memos directed at policy makers and other advisors to the Colonial Office (see, 1943, 1944 and 1948).  His article on “An Economic Plan for Jamaica (1944a)” was an important exception. 
 

In 1949, Lewis moved to Manchester and thereafter commenced his in-depth study of development economics. During this third phase as a “pedagogue” his attention was turned in many directions. He soon published a general work on The Theory of Economic Growth (1955) as well as more specific items including his famed “Economic Development with Unlimited Supplies of Labour” (1954). This put him in the role of a pedagogue for his peers. He was also engaged with the public and a wide range of policy makers. He worked with international and regional organizations, advised governments and published works containing policy proposals in academic journals as well as the more popular media. Arguably this third phase encompassed the rest of his life. 

Lewis’s Teaching

My next task is to set out some of the distinctive ideas that Lewis put forward in his role as “pedagogue”. I focus on the early development of his ideas as they relate to the Caribbean up to the early 1960s. In doing so, I am seeking to emphasise an extended period during which Lewis was seeking to influence policy without covering his entire career. I cover ideas that Lewis brought to the attention of his peers and the public and show how in large measure they failed to be embodied in public policy or more broadly have the desired effect on the consciousness of the target audience. There are certain broad parallels between what Lewis advocated and the developments that took place in the Caribbean in the second half of the twentieth century but as I demonstrate below, this is where it ended. Lewis cannot be seen as the one who shaped the specific character of economic policies in areas such as industrialization and incentive legislation any more than he could be seen as being the one who designed trade union legislation or the West Indian Federation both of which he strongly advocated.

Lewis had well developed ideas on a wide range of issues but save for the politics of federation, I focus on economic issues and pay little attention to his other political and social perspectives. Space does not allow me to do more than list some of his concerns within the social and political field. Like his economic ideas these also did not become well integrated into Caribbean policy mix; at least not in the manner that he would have wished. He favoured “responsible” trade union leadership that promoted individual wage restraint in the context of enlightened labour legislation and a growing social wage. The latter would include the development of infrastructure, housing and social amenities as well as appropriate health, education and social insurance systems. He was a strong advocate of a meritocracy and derided racism and social exclusion while stressing the importance of upholding the dignity of labour. He stressed the importance of the de-politicization of development issues and the maintenance of liberal democratic freedoms and condemned the banning of books and other restrictions imposed by both colonial and post colonial governments. He saw social consensus as central to economic growth articulated in his proposals for what might be called a social contract.
At the beginning of his career, Lewis’s goal was to first bring “The picture … of great poverty and low cultural attainment” in the BWI to the attention of the British Labour Movement with a twofold purpose “first … to destroy the illusion fostered by travellers and wealthy West Indians that the West Indies is a paradise ... secondly … to go on to discover why it is that such low standards prevail (IASB; 19)”. His pamphlets may have been useful in this regard but they had little impact when compared with that which the revolt of the Caribbean masses in the 1930s had in drawing the attention of the colonial masters to the socio-economic conditions in the Caribbean.

Lewis indicates that he was less interested in explaining: “Why is it that so little progress has been registered” and thought it “more fruitful to look to the future … to ask what are the factors which … depress the standard of living and how they may be removed (IASB; 20)”. At the end of the 1930s, he elaborates one of the policy positions on which he was previously very tentative (1935; 28) but with which he became closely associated in the minds successive generations of Caribbean economists. “One is … driven to the conclusion that if the West Indies is not to become poorer and poorer with its steadily increasing population, it will have to follow … other agricultural countries and … develop manufacturing Industries (IASB; 23).”
From at least the end of the 1930s Lewis was of the view that the Caribbean would have to industrialize. Over time, his perspective on the scope and methods to be pursued evolved and by the mid 1940s his proposals had become much bolder. In the face of racist stereotyping he made it clear that there were no national, ethnic or racial barriers to successful industrialization. It is not clear that this position has ever been universally or even generally accepted, “[W]e see no reasons why the natives of the colonies, who are … as intelligent as anybody else, should not, with proper training and experience, manufacture as cheaply … even if it may involve …  as … for … many European countries, importing … raw materials (1944; 4).” 

His perspective brought him into conflict with officials like Sydney Caine (head of the economic section of the Colonial Office) who insisted that the future of the Caribbean and much of the colonial empire was essentially agricultural. By the mid 1940s more enlightened views began to prevail and the British Government accepted that some industrialization had to take place. This shifted the debate to the extent to which industry would develop and the type of promotion it should receive. On these issues, Lewis had to contend with a wide range of actors. Among these were other economic advisors such as Benham and Galetti who were very cautious about industrialization.
 Ironically, in Ghana, his views were ignored in large measure for being too conservative on industrialization. This difference in perspective, subsequently led to his resignation as advisor to President Nkrumah. In the Caribbean, his views were also largely ignored; in part, because the implementation of his vision required too radical a transformation with respect to industry, agriculture and the nature of Caribbean societies.

Some authors such as Bernal (1988; 43) have suggested that colonial policy consistently opposed industrialization. This was not so and by July 1943 the Secretary of State for the Colonies told the British Parliament that “in many Colonies it will not be possible ... to reach or to maintain any reasonable standard without some increase in … industrialization”.  He also “recognised that in the early stages it will ... be necessary for industries ... to have ... moderate protection (Hansard quoted in CEAC (1944)”. Perhaps even less well known is the fact that it was Fredrick Benham, as Chair of the Jamaican Economic Policy Committee, who provided the guidelines for the Pioneer Industries legislation that became law in Jamaica in 1949.
 This was one year before Lewis published the “Industrialization of the British West Indies (1950)”. 
By the mid 1940s, many persons had found their own path to the view that there was a need for some industrial development in the Caribbean. For most this meant that they were lagging ten years behind Lewis’s thinking as he had come to this position in (1935; 28). In addition, few persons contemplated the scope that Lewis had in mind and the methods that he suggested were never implemented. Important differences related to the resource base required for industrialization, the target markets, the manner of promotion and planning, the nature of the incentives/ protection, the role of regionalism, the relationship between industry and agriculture. 

Lewis’s advocacy with respect to industrialization was based on certain conditions. One of these, on which his “pedagogy” failed, related to a political and economic union for the BWI. He was a supporter of a West Indian federation from his youth 
 insisting that “some form of union is a sine qua non of social and economic reconstruction (1935; 20).” Although he cautions, we may now say quite wisely, that “it is not possible to federate all these colonies at the same time ...  Jamaica, for instance, is so cut off from the other islands … that she could take no part in an immediate scheme.” he subsequently softened his tone to suggest that “a customs union … is almost a sine qua non (1950; 44)” but there can be little doubt that the insularity that characterized subsequent Caribbean development was not what Lewis had in mind. More than seventy years have elapsed since Lewis supported a federation for the English-speaking Caribbean but there is still no effective economic let alone political union.

Lewis was a well known advocate of the Industrial Development Corporation (IDC). An early form of this proposal was for a “Department of Industry” to collect: 

… information as to market[s] … and … costs … local capitalists do not … know about … new industries, and manufacturers … in the United Kingdom may not know … the colony …  A department of Industry can … perform functions no less useful than … Department[s] of Agriculture and … Mines … such a department … might … assist the flow of capital into the colony.  There is need too to educate the native population in the entrepreneurial arts (1942; 21).
His view of the IDC was quite different from the ones that were established in the English-speaking Caribbean for which there were many other models from which to choose (Widdicombe 1972; 23ff). Long before he visited Puerto Rico and endorsed many of the approaches taken there, he had outlined some of the special features he had in mind. The methods that he advocated involved extensive planning and were rooted in his knowledge of the development of the British trading estates. Indeed he was critical of the Puerto Ricans on a number of points (1949; 156, 170) notable for not maintaining their factory building programme and for spreading their factories across the island rather than adopting a more centralized approach that he had earlier advocated for the British colonial territories for “the development of industrial centres”
it would be necessary to dispatch … industrial experts … from British Industry, and constituted into a permanent industrial commission with executive powers … to see that … basic facilities were provided … which industries would be most economic, and to negotiate with industrialists to establish such industries, and/or if … desirable, to arrange for the operation … under Government control. Only people with … industrial experience and … knowledge of costs, markets and organisation can … create an industrial centre (1944; 8-9). 

The tendency in the English-speaking Caribbean was for the IDCs to designate an area for industrial development and to issue a general promotional literature indicating that the host country provided incentives for new industrial enterprises. Lewis favoured a more targeted approach. In his criticism of the Jamaican Economic Policy Committee Report (Benham 1945) he outlined a clear methodology to choose the kinds of industries that would be attracted to a trading estate. This was to involve the use of “statistical information … based on Censuses of Production in the U.K., the U.S.A., and elsewhere”. Industries were to be selected based on criteria that would make them economic. These included: “requirements … of power, capital, equipment, heavy raw materials, and specialized skills” among others (1944a; 163). 
Lewis and F. V. Meyer followed this approach and undertook an exercise to identify suitable industries for the British colonial empire in (1946). Subsequently, he performed a similar exercise in (1950) to identify appropriate industries for the English-speaking Caribbean. There is no evidence to suggest that this method was adopted by the British West Indian IDCs (JIDC various years, 1954, 1957, 1965). Nor did they generally seek out specific industrialists and try to get them to locate their new plants in the Caribbean as he suggested. In many ways, the success of the East Asian industrialization programmes can be attributed to the application of policies advocated by Lewis while the much less successful Caribbean programmes failed to heed his advice. 

From the mid 1940s to the early 1950s the Caribbean had the benefit of a range of more or less well articulated views on industrialization or aspects thereof, including some that were focused on Jamaica: Caribbean Commission (CC 1944), Benham (1945), Lewis (1944a), Wakefield (1945), Benham (1946), CC (1946, 1946a), Galetti (1948), Lewis (1949, 1950), CC (1952), IBRD (1952), Sealy (1952), Huggins (1953), MUKI (1953) and Percival (1953). A careful review of the views expressed, as against the policies actually pursued, make it clear that Lewis was not the architect of Caribbean industrialization policy. In an earlier study of the Jamaican case (Figueroa 1993; Ch 5-7), I provide a discussion of how the policies advocated by a subset of the above compared with those pursued by the Jamaica Industrial Development Corporation (JIDC various years, 1954, 1957, 1965). Both Galleti and Lewis produced reports for the Caribbean Commission. The position adopted by the Caribbean Commission conference on Industrial Development held in Puerto Rico (CC 1952) was closer to Galleti than Lewis. The policy actually pursued was closest to the recommendations emerging from the conference and showed the greatest deviation from the most conservative: Benham (1944) and the most radical: Lewis (1950). 
Benham suggested that “A few new factories may be set up but together they are unlikely to employ more than two or three thousand workers (Benham 1945; 31, 15)”.  In contrast, Lewis projected the need to “plan to add at 50, 000 to its factory population” for Jamaica in (1944a; 163) with an even higher figure implied in (1950; 11). The essential difference between Lewis and other commentators related to the scale of the intervention that he anticipated. Galletti suggested that “It is possible to start with a 'blue print' and work to a time table.  It is also possible to undertake schemes that are individually worthwhile as the opportunity arises for each, and fit them together into an orderly system like a jig‑saw puzzle. This method is more consonant with the English temperament and tradition than the other (1948; 257)”. Lewis was calling for a radical break with the past because he was convinced that “the parallel development of many different enterprises might be profitable where any one by itself would fail (1943; 2)”. 

The evolution of Lewis’s views saw him focus first on “possibility of extending … primary factory processes to include preparation of the final market product, e.g. sugar refining, the manufacture of chocolate (1935; 28)”. By the mid 1940s, he had begun to speak of demand for manufactures “in and around Jamaica (1944a; 163)”. By the time he had completed his studies (1949, 1950) for the Caribbean Commission in response to Galleti’s (1948) more pessimistic report for the same body, he was advocating an unambiguously export based industrialization process. This clearly distinguished him from the vast majority of those who supported industrialization and from the policies that were pursued within the region. 

As noted above, Lewis (1944; 4) had already recognized that industrialization could be based on imported raw materials while most commentators in the 1940s assumed that industrialization would be based on the processing of local raw materials. The use of imported materials was subsequently widely accepted notably in the so call “screw driver” type assembly industries. There were also attempts from the mid 1950s in Jamaica to encourage industries that were later associated with free zone operations but in no case was a policy adopted that saw as its core an export based industrialization utilizing imported raw materials. Industrialization in the English-speaking Caribbean was in large part based on the assembly type tariff jumping operations increasingly supported by quantitative restrictions (Ayub 1981; 11-12). This stood in contrast to Lewis’s perspective on which he never wavered. “The … argument for protection or assistance … applies only where an industry is expected ultimately to be able to stand on its own legs, and is not a case for indiscriminate protection (1942; 30)”. 

His perspective on foreign capital has also been misunderstood. He was early of the view that “the future development of the colonies will mainly depend on their power to attract Capital from abroad”. At the same time he asks the questions, “If the economic life of the colonies is to be dominated by a few giants, what scope will be left to … native enterprises … Are all shoe factories … to belong to Bata, all soap factories to Levers, all cigarette factories to British-American? (1942; 15)” When the Jamaican economy was growing rapidly in the 1950s he made it clear that “the West Indies can supply all the capital that is required if it is prepared to do so (1958; 38)” In an ideal world this would have been his preference but it was certainly not his expectation. “Foreign investment is better than none, since it raises Jamaican incomes too. But Jamaican investment is better, if the money can be saved at home (1964; viii)” 
Ultimately he favoured “a friendly welcome” but “this does not mean that private foreign capitalists should be allowed to do as they please” (1950; 39, 38). The kinds of controls that he saw as necessary are implied in the extended quotation below but in later life he emphasised that “The most important control is the use of work permits to force the firms to hire and train local recruits at managerial and professional levels (1984; 129)”, a suggestion that he had discussed in (1953; 21, 1949a; 10-11, and 1955; 197). This was in keeping with his view that locals could accumulate capital and acquire the necessary skills to develop their own economy. The Caribbean governments, as a rule, failed to pursue policies that embodied the sophistication which Lewis had been calling for from the early 1940s.
If a … flow of … capital into the colonies were the only aim of their government it would … Remove all prohibitions … compel private owners of resources to make them available on minimum terms; levy the smallest of royalties and taxes … abolish the mass of regulations in the interest of the …  wages, the health and the safety of workers, the pollution of rivers … or the destruction of forests ...  But the flow of capital is not an end in itself; it should be … a means to the … welfare of the … colonies.  The problem for governments is to balance the good restrictions do against their evil effect in retarding development.  In this delicate balance is measured the worth of … statesmanship. (1942; 30) 
Perhaps even more glaring was the extent to which Lewis was ignored on one of the elements that were most central to his perspective: “Agricultural and industrial development usually go hand in hand. The ‘agricultural revolution’ releases labour … for industry. The ‘industrial revolution’ … provides the farmers with a … market (1944; 10).” “The agricultural and the industrial revolutions … reinforce each other, and neither can go very far unless the other is occurring at the same time. Those who speak as if the choice in the West Indies lay between agricultural . . . and very early that the agriculture needed to be efficient industrial development have failed completely to understand the problem (1950: 16)”. Lewis recognized. His views had nothing in common with the persistent notion that agriculture was to be a source of employment that should not be transformed but rather allowed to limp along behind a system of preferential access to markets. Early in his career he warns that agriculture’s “position is attacked by competition from all sides, and, until it reorganises itself completely on more efficient lines, it can hardly hope for a restoration of real prosperity (1935; 23)”. 

In his early years Lewis was torn between the need for efficiency associated with large-scale farming on one hand and the social problems associated with the plantation system and his admiration for the achievements of the peasantry on the other. He initially appears to favour the collectivization of agriculture under which “the social necessity for land settlement will disappear … since the small-holder is of necessity economically inefficient and culturally backward in comparison with organised labourers working on large scale units in a socialist system (1935; 24)”. Yet this was but one alternative while the other was to “redistribute the land, to develop a sturdy co-operative peasantry (IASB; 30)”. It is not surprising that the man who as late as (1977; 75) wrote that “The most important item on the agenda of development is to transform the food sector” spent a considerable time thinking through the issue of agriculture in the Caribbean and elsewhere. Little attention has been paid to this work which includes a very thoughtful assessment in (1951) of how to develop a policy that balances the two impulses that appear in his earlier works quoted above (see also 1954a). Very little, if anything of the Lewis perspective influenced agricultural policy in the Caribbean (see Figueroa 2008).

There is much more that could be said regarding the disconnect between what Lewis sought to put across and the policies that were implemented. Mention could be made of his proposals for active devaluation (1944a; 160) on which he later recanted (1964; v). This was part of his broader perspective on the need to contain costs to ensure competitiveness (1964; iv). He had strong views on consumption, savings, taxation and accumulation and the message that needed to be conveyed to the Caribbean people regarding thrift, work, productivity and economic development. He also had quite radical views on what he termed “mass education” and the role it needed to play. “The key to rapid development is to enlist the enthusiasm, the understanding and the participation of the people themselves, so that they learn to make the best use of their resources, and to cooperate for their own improvement (1948).” As with the policies that I have dealt with in detail, there is little evidence to suggest that these elements of his perspective played a significant role in the policy regimes of the English-speaking Caribbean.
The Incentives and Disincentives to Teach

I have already indicated that Lewis was committed to pedagogy. I have also suggested that few of the specific lessons that he sought to teach were learned. The question is what incentives did he have and do other economists have to continue making policy interventions when their policy proposals have been ignored or if partially adopted, adopted in a distorted manner. The truth is; there are few such incentives. In fact, there are many disincentives. Academics are judged by their peers not by the public. Published theoretical work is most highly prized. Whether in theoretical or applied work, academics are hailed for being on the cutting edge. A return to previous work done could even be seen negatively (for example as padding one’s CV with repetitious additions). Academics are required to constantly find something new to say. In addition, speaking to the public or even in a language or at a location that is accessible to the public is considered by some as suspect. With the increasing emphasis on student centeredness academics are being enjoined to be better communicators but in the old days even communicating with students was not that highly prized. 

To engage in advocacy also takes time. It requires competencies that may not be central to one’s academic discipline. Communication with the public or with policy makers requires a different set of skills than those required for communicating with peers and these skills do not come naturally. There are additional risks involve in getting involved in the policy discourse. One may become politically identified with one trend or another. Policy debate puts one under a particular kind of spot light which has its own demands. It also has the potential for a different set of conflicts, some of which may involve clashes that are more uncomfortable than those with which the more sheltered academic has to deal. Other than a public spiritedness, the only moral incentive to return to the policy discourse relates to reputation, which is particularly relevant to those engaged in consulting and related activities and who therefore also have material incentive for participating in public discourse. 

In the case of Lewis, it is not surprising that his return to earlier work occurs where he seeks to clarify his position in the face of criticism of his theoretical perspective. This is seen in his articles on the dual economy. He published “Economic Development with Unlimited supplies of Labour” in (1954) and returned specifically to the theme on three subsequent occasions: “Unlimited Labour: Further Notes” (1958a), “Reflections on Unlimited Labour” (1972) and “The Dual Economy Revisited” (1979). These exclude a number of other articles that he wrote which also impinge on perspectives he adopted in the original article.
 There is nothing comparable to this as it relates to Lewis’s efforts to intervene in the policy debate in the Caribbean. Although, he did work with Theodoro Moscoso 
 as an advisor to the Trinidad Government on its first Five Year Development Programme 1958-1962 (GoTT 1957). He was also briefly a member of the board of the Jamaican IDC in the 1960s. He does not return to his earlier proposals set out in (1950 and 1951) in a direct way. He does discuss some relevant policy issues in his article on Social and Economic Studies on “Employment Policy in an Underdeveloped Area (1958)”. Here he speaks more to his theoretical work than his earlier policy proposals although he makes reference to Hong Kong to vindicate his view that over populated underdeveloped regions like the Caribbean had the ability to and indeed had to export manufactures to the developed world (1958; 47-8). This was one of the central aspects of his perspective that was largely ignored by policy makers in the English-speaking Caribbean. The most significant intervention he makes up to the mid 1960s is a general discussion of “Jamaica's Economic Problems” (1964). This appeared initially as a series of articles that he was invited to write in the Jamaican The Daily Gleaner. Here he deals with a number of issues that could be seen as relevant to the policy positions that Lewis struggled for from the mid 1930s. It is clear that Lewis was more willing to reconsider his theoretical work in light of new evidence and to respond to those who criticised his theoretical work. He appears to have been less willing to revisit his policy proposals or respond to those who were critical of his policy perspectives. 
If the incentives for individual academics to teach the public are weak, we may wish to consider whether the incentives for academics as a group are different. In fact, they are probably weaker save where the group of academics are part of some particular political tendency. If we are considering colleagues who simply work together within an institution we need to take note of the individualistic tendencies among academics. They work alone within institutions where there is a premium on creativity, innovation and originality. In this context there is an incentive to emphasise difference over sameness. In marketing terms, the pressure is for product differentiation. In as far as economists have some common foundations, there are certain things on which they could agree and project to the public. At the same time there are incentives to find points of difference. The members of the public are interested in a straight forward exposition followed by a set of precise solutions. Policy makers are not primarily concerned with the points about which economists find to differ but there is little in the academic incentive system that would drive economists to present to the public a considered consensus devoid of controversies that can confuse the lay person. 
Overcoming the Disincentive to Teach
Under the existing internal arrangements at the University of the West Indies and other similar institutions there are few incentives for economists as a whole to deal with the policy discourse. Yet many such universities face a changing external environment that is pushing in a different direction. As more tertiary institutions develop, the demand for higher education rises and the competition for resources grows, the pressure for relevance increases. In this context the academy needs to find a method to respond to the policy discourse. The communities that support universities have pressing economic problems and they expect those with expert knowledge to make appropriate interventions. As a community of scholars, the academy must never relinquish the desideratum of curiosity driven research. The development of a discipline in the arts and the sciences that follows its own logic has a value of its own and has repeatedly proved its long term utility but an appropriate balance must be struck between curiosity driven, applied and policy focused research. 
The growth of a more student centred pedagogue could be used as a starting point for the development of a more public centred “pedagogue” in the Wisman sense. This requires a transformation of the institutional structure and the incentive regimes. It also requires the development of new types of professionals and a shift in the allocation of resources. For many years, the Institute of Development Studies at the University of Sussex has produced a set of publications through which it has sought to convey the results of its research to an interested public. The specific vehicles that have been created may not be ideal but we need to look for such models with a view to seeing how we can create an appropriate set of communication tools for the specific environments that we face. At the University of the West Indies, the public relations/ marketing and communications departments like their counterparts in other universities have been struggling with this goal of informing the public concerning relevant research but a more far-reaching change is required. 
Academics do not necessarily write well for the public and in many cases should specialize in what they do best. We need a group of professionals who can intermediate between academics and the public. They must have the ability to translate academic research into something that can be appreciated by the public and where appropriate can be brought to the attention of policy makers who may find it useful. This requires the re-allocations of resources to employ such professionals and where possible to train academics to undertake this role or at least to be able to communicate with the new professionals. For academics who can write for the public and who are capable of advocacy that brings credit to the academy, there must be a system that gives them credit for this. In addition, as we increasingly move to measure the impact of academic research in evaluation and promotion exercises, the assessment of impact considered must not only relate to impact on the discipline; it must also relate to impact on the community.

An institutional base will need to be found for these new professionals and this will have to go beyond the establishment of business development and communication and marketing offices. Ironically some of this takes us back to the earlier notions of continuing and extra mural education. Working with the leadership of the mainstream academic departments such professionals need to help universities to integrate public education into what they do. Such an approach is likely to have an impact on the full range of activities that are conducted in the academy and is likely to aid in the realization of other goals that universities have set themselves.
In seeking to reform curricular and teaching methods, many universities have sought to adopt a more student centred approach that emphasises the development of work ready skills. This orientation provides a useful platform for a greater focus on public education. The development of improved intra-mural teaching skills can serve as a basis for improve extra-mural “pedagogical” skills. These skills can be transferred most directly to the development of specialized training courses that target various types of professionals. For a long while, schools of business have delivered such courses and even degrees designed for executives. Perhaps this approach needs to be adopted by a much wider range of disciplines including economics.

Thinking more creatively, it may be possible to develop courses that bring together university students and those already in the working world. This would be possible in a range of contemporary topics or applied problem solving courses in which students and professionals might meet to consider significant issues facing the wider community. Carefully designed internship programmes in which students prepare policy briefs are another possibility. More generally we can think of designing of student research projects that go beyond the academic and which connect with institutions in the community. The potential is there to develop programmes that simultaneously provide opportunities for students to strengthen their problem solving skills while bring policy alternatives implicit in academic research to the attention of those who may be able to benefit. 
Advanced undergraduates (and postgraduates in taught programmes) would benefit from such approaches and could act as a bridge between the academy and the community. Many academics are disinclined to repeatedly return to policy issues that they have dealt with previously. At the same time, the teaching process requires them to convey to each new group of students a given set of ideas. Students at this level are not expected to contribute to the development of new knowledge. Any projects that they undertake are therefore well suited for the purpose of transmitting well established perspectives to the public.  

The engagement with the pubic needs to go beyond the traditional public lecture and the general invitation to the interested public to attend academic conferences and seminars. Many discussions at academic conferences are of little interest to the public given the nature of the discourse. It may be useful to have special sessions at conferences where the aspects of the discussions are brought to the public in a forum that would be most useful to the layperson. Similarly, there should be specially designed engagement seminars that bring together representatives of the academy and members of the public who could benefit from expert knowledge. While more must be done to take the academy into the community, more must also be done to bring the community into the academy. Advisory and other joint boards and executives in residence are measures that have been tried in the past. Another concept to consider is that of a reverse consultancy. Academics go into industry to provide solutions to specific problems perhaps we can develop a process whereby we can bring persons from industry into the academy in a way that improves the relevance of the work that we do.
The development of specialized centres and other institutes within the academy can facilitate this process but this approach has its drawbacks. An alternative approach is to mainstream this kind of activity within academic departments through the development of specialized working groups which would include cross disciplinary participation where relevant. To facilitate the latter approach, it would be useful to develop areas of research focus within and between disciplines. This would include the focus on specific policy issues. A more effective management of the consulting activities of academics may also be of value. By adopting a more collective approach to consulting and by integrating the process more into the mainstream of the academy it may be possible to extract more general lessons form these activities and contribute to greater knowledge dissemination.
The development of professionals and offices within the academy to foster such developments would have to be accompanied by the creation of incentives for academics to participate. Currently academics are judged primarily on their output in academic journals. Academics are guided by institutional structures and incentive systems to write in a manner that is often inaccessible to those outside their discipline. In recent times, evaluations of academic performance have placed greater emphasis on the contribution to teaching of undergraduate and postgraduate students. It is important that some attention also be given to the issue of educating the public. Yet it is not possible to keep making more demands on the academics’ time. Not all of the public education needs to be undertaken by academics but at minimum they would have to increase their interaction with a new type of professional. In addition, there needs to be a greater differentiation in the academic career. The notion that all academics must divide their time equally between all aspects of their work goes contrary to the Smithian notion of the division of labour. Some academics will do better in teaching and advocacy while others will excel in pure, applied and or policy focused research. 
The question must still be posed as to where might we get additional resources for public engagement. One possible source is to be found in the current approach to publications. The pressure on academics to publish has led to a situation where many articles are produced that are of little value and read by few. There is much to be gained by shifting the demand for publications away from quantitative outputs and in the direction of quality and relevance. This shift would also have implications for Wisman’s other notion of “pedagogue” as it relates to how academics teach each other. The drive to publish or perish pushes academics in the direction of specialization and away from much of what Wisman admires in Lewis’s breadth of scholarship. Academics are under so much pressure that they often have little time to dialogue with each other at the level required to ensure that they are able to present a consensus to the public. There should be enough space in the academics’ schedule for a somewhat leisurely discourse with colleagues, which is increasingly impossible given the growing demands for a range of outputs. This would allow for the creation of the kinds of policy groups that could have a collective interface with the public which would leave the impression that the academy has something positive to contribute to the community. 
Conclusion
Based on the experience of Lewis and the Caribbean policy discourse, I am suggesting that the academy needs to pay more attention to the development of structures and incentives that promote knowledge transfer and hence the esteem with which universities are held by the communities that they serve. Given the competition for resources, academics cannot hold the position that their job is to create new knowledge; as an indifference to the impact that this knowledge has, does not serve their interest. At the same time, individual academics cannot be expected to have all the skills required to interface with the public. Universities need to develop a new set of professionals who can intermediate on behalf of the academy. This will allow us to fulfil our corporate responsibility to the community, which may in the end not accept what we have to offer but must never be able to say that it was unaware of our perspective. This is our duty; but in concluding I must make it clear that I am aware that policy is not simply driven by a dispassionate debate around competing ideas. It would be idealist to believe that the clear communication of ideas from the academy will ensure that the insights from social research will be adopted by policy makers. This can never be guaranteed. What we can hope for is a situation in which the policy makers and the public are made aware of alternatives when they are making their choices. To achieve this requires a significant change in the manner in which academics, in general, and economists, in particular, operate as public teachers.
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� Lloyd Best was the foremost critic of Lewis (Best and Levitt 1969) on this issue. The question of Lewis and Caribbean policy remains controversial although there has been in recent times a significant shift away from Best’s perspective. He too modified his position but only in a limited way (Best 2004). For an early discussion as to how Caribbean economists differ with respect to the view that Lewis’s ideas were embodied in Caribbean policy see Figueroa (1993; Ch 2). Even then, of the twenty five authors discussed there, nine are critical of this view. To say that the Caribbean followed Lewis’s policy perspective is to look at his proposals at a level of abstraction that is meaningless when it comes to assess policy making. It is true, for example, that he advocated industrialization but so did so many others. To make an assessment, we need to get down to a lower level of abstraction that deals with issues of the scope and methods proposed for an effective process of industrialization. To some extent, I do this below.


� “Its essence was the view of the universe, both physical and social, as functioning mechanistically according to natural laws. Markets … were depicted as perfect, automatically self adjusting mechanisms. If market society did not always appear to be perfect, this was owing to political meddling out of despotism or ignorance. Accordingly … economic knowledge was … to enable society to avoid hampering the efficient workings of a laissez-faire or unfettered market order. Except in terms of ideology, economic knowledge was passive knowledge (Wisman 1986; 166). 


� Lewis worked with various bodies such as the Advisory Committee on Imperial Questions of the British Labour Party (1938b, 1946), Harold Moody’s League of Coloured Peoples (see various articles published in The Keys 1936, 1938) and George Padmore's International African Service Bureau (IASB c1938)


� In my research at the British Public Records Office, I found few references to Lewis during his period with the Board of Trade and none of these seemed to impinge heavily on his views regarding the BWI. There is one exception “Some Aspects of the Flow of Capital into the British Colonies (1942)”. 


� Although it has a 1944 imprint, this article seems to have actually come out in 1945 due to delays in the publication of the journal in which it appeared.


� For a more detailed discussion of the gap between Caribbean policy and Lewis’s perspective on industry and agriculture see Figueroa (1993; Ch 5-7) and (2008) respectively.


� Lewis was not, however, a lone voice in favour of the rapid industrialization of the British colonies. Persons like Evan Durbin who also sat on the CEAC and who was a more well established economist (and political figure) than Lewis, at that time, was a close ally on such matters. In the cover letter to (1944), Lewis points out that he was instructed “to prepare a report setting out the views of Mr. Durbin and myself on economic policy”.


� For a discussion of Lewis’s contrasting views on industrialization with respect to these two cases see Figueroa (2004).


� F. C. Benham was the economic adviser to the Comptroller for Development and Welfare in the Caribbean and a London School of Economics colleague of Lewis. For his guidelines on incentive legislation see the appendix to the Report of the Economic Policy Committee (Benham 1945). These essentially followed the recommendations of the West Indian Conference held in 1944 (CC 1944; 17-8). Prior to the general legislation of 1949, laws were passed for the promotion of specific industries. For a full discussion of the development of such legislation see Figueroa (1993 Ch 6).


� See a brief comment, on Lewis’s interest in such matters at age 12-13, in an article from the Princeton Alumni Weekly reprinted in Patrick Emmanuel (1994; 2355-6).


� I am aware that reputation is complex and that loss of reputation can have moral, pecuniary and other value implications.


� In editing Lewis’s Collected Papers, Patrick Emmanuel identifies five other post 1954 items as related to the dual economy, three of which were published up to 1967. 


� In contrast to Lewis, Teodoro Moscoso can be seen (along with Puerto Rican Governor Muñoz Marin) as the architect of the Puerto Rican industrialization policy. Not only did it follow the lines that he advocated but it did so based on the interventions he made in the policy process from his position as a Puerto Rican state functionary. Notably, neither of these men pursued an academic career (see Maldonado 1997).
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