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Abstract

W. Arthur Lewis is most notably appreciated for his contribution to Development Economics.  However, intertwined in questions of development, are critical domestic and international political issues determining options and possibilities.  In addition, Lewis himself was an important political actor, having served inter alia, as Secretary to the International African Service Bureau alongside the likes of George Padmore and C.L.R. James, advisor to Kwame Nkrumah and the first independent Government of Ghana, and as an activist for Pan-Caribbean Integration.  Indeed, Lewis’ first published work, was not an economic treatise, but a political tract on the labour upheavals in the West Indies, written under the auspices of the Fabian Society of the UK.  This paper therefore seeks to highlight the political thinking of W.A. Lewis.  In doing so, the paper seeks to put Lewis’ economic ideas in the broader political context in which they were enmeshed, in order to enlarge understanding of these economic ideas.  More importantly however, the paper argues that Lewis has been excluded from the tradition of Caribbean political thought, and explains the reasons for his exclusion, as well as presents arguments for reclaiming Lewis within that tradition.  By isolating for scrutiny Lewis’ political ideas, the paper hopes to make a contribution to the documentation of Caribbean political thought.

I

Introduction

The response of Caribbean researchers to the work of St. Lucian born Nobel laureate W. Arthur Lewis, reveals two disquieting ironies.  The first is the fact that despite the height of his academic and intellectual achievement, there continues to be a significant degree of ambivalence towards Lewis’ contribution among Caribbean intellectuals.  Indeed, it is difficult to find a text written by Caribbean researchers devoted to the ideas of Lewis which does not have as its central feature, criticisms of Lewis economic prescriptions and questions about his authenticity as a genuine Caribbean thinker.  In such works, Lewis’ reflections on West Indian identity in particular, but his wider economic ideas as well, are often branded as reactionary, or “pro-European”.  (One critical exception to this is the biography on Lewis by Laljie (1996), the stated intention of which was to present a text on Lewis for the edification of young West Indians.  This fact, in addition to the journalistic insider approach which he adopted, precluded any negative comment on Lewis).  

The second irony is that, despite Lewis’ active engagement in political efforts aimed at decolonization, Federation, advancing Black Power and post-colonial development, and despite his writings on democracy in Africa and the Caribbean, as well as the direct political implications of his economic thought itself, there has been little attempt to isolate the intellectual contribution of Lewis as a specific body of Caribbean political thought for analysis and further discussion.  It is as if Lewis’ economic thought emerged in a socio-political vacuum, and, in the main, little attempt has been made to understand the relationship between Lewis’ politics and his economic ideas.  Similarly, little attempt has been made to isolate Lewis’ ideological influences, and political preferences for further clarity of both Lewis’ ideas in general, as well as the wider Caribbean condition at which they were directed.  The single most important effort at isolating the political ideas of W.A. Lewis is the work of Premdas and St. Cyr (1991).  However, whilst the work does contain important analyses of certain aspects of Lewis’ political ideas, it cannot be described as exclusively concerned with his political thought, given its equal concern with his economic ideas.  As a result, whilst the work opens the ground into further research into Lewis’ political thought, it can be treated neither as a definitive or comprehensive treatment of the subject.  Caribbean researchers therefore, have not adequately addressed Lewis’ ideas as a contribution to Caribbean political thought.  

It is the persistence of these two reflexive responses (or non-responses) to the work of Lewis which has prompted this paper.  The main aim of this paper is to isolate for further scrutiny the political thought of W.A. Lewis.  However, this task is not undertaken in a normative vacuum.  Instead, the paper seeks to identify Lewis within the tradition of Caribbean anti-colonial thought and to restore a degree of balance to the treatment by presenting arguments which can restore Lewis as a legitimate contributor to Caribbean political thought.  
To achieve these aims, the paper has set itself two main tasks.  First, Section II will examine the basis for the problematisation of the ideas of W.A. Lewis, within the tradition of Caribbean political thought.  In this regard, the dominant conceptualization of the nature of Caribbean political thought and Caribbean philosophy will be examined, showing what has been generally identified as the characteristic epistemological features of Caribbean thought.  The section will engage principally in an examination of the manner in which Caribbean political thought has been categorized in the literature and will demonstrate why that dominant characterization has worked towards the exclusion of Lewis from that tradition.  

The second major task of the paper will be undertaken in Section III.  That section seeks to present the principal ideas of W.A. Lewis with the main aim of relocating Lewis within the tradition of anti-colonial thought in the Caribbean.  As such, section III, while accepting the broad outlines of the dominant characterization of Caribbean tradition of political thought and philosophy, endeavours to emphasise those aspects of Lewis’ ideas, which can assist in overcoming the ambivalence with which Lewis has been treated within that tradition.  Critical to the task of reclaiming Lewis to the tradition of Caribbean political thought will be to engage in a “response to the critics”.  In other words, having established Lewis’ credentials as an anti-colonial theorist in the section will respond to some of the specific arguments upon which Lewis has been excluded or grudgingly accepted within the Caribbean philosophical tradition.  Section III will therefore seek to bring to the fore the value of Lewis’ thought as a body of ideas concerned with the formulation of the practical aspects of the post-colonial condition, in a period of retreating colonialism.  It is there that the themes Decolonisation, Democracy and Development, as encapsulated in the title, will be developed upon as a thematic framework for understanding Lewis’ reflections on the practical aspects of the economic and political challenges of the post-colonial condition.  
II

Caribbean Political Thought and the Problematisation of W.A. Lewis

Main outlines of Caribbean Thought

The systematic compilation, categorization and analysis of Caribbean political thought as a distinct and specific activity within Caribbean Political Science is still in its infancy (See Rupert Lewis 1990).  Among the writers who have broken ground in this area are Gordon Lewis (1983) and Denis Benn (1987; 2004) whose efforts represent the earliest attempts at documenting the existing bodies of Caribbean thought, and providing historical and contextual comment critical to the establishment of a thematic analytical framework.  Similarly, Nigel Bolland’s work (2004) is important for the thoroughness with which he has re-presented the selective writings of leading Caribbean thinkers from the English, French, and Spanish Caribbean, and for providing biographical detail and socio-political analysis of the frameworks within which the selected ideas emerged.  Finally the work of Paget Henry (2000) seeks to highlight the key thematic lines along which Caribbean political thought has thus far been expressed.  Henry’s work is important for making a case for the existence of Caribbean philosophy in response to the wider Western tendency to “draw lines in the sand around the use of particular styles or around particular sub-fields such as ontology, formal logic, or ethics” (Henry, 2000, 2).  Henry’s main task therefore was to identify the contours of Caribbean philosophy, to explain and discuss how philosophical work is produced in the Caribbean, and to defend these productions as legitimate philosophy.  

Whilst these and other texts have made significant contributions to mapping the development of Caribbean political thought, it is clear that there is a great degree of ambivalence in the treatment of the thought of W. A. Lewis, as genuine Caribbean political thought.  While there is little doubt that that W.A. Lewis cannot be excluded from any chronicle of the history of Caribbean political thought, a far more formidable challenge is posed when the question of locating him within the Caribbean political thought tradition is raised.  There are several examples of either the outright rejection or alternatively, a “reluctant acceptance” of Lewis as a Caribbean thinker to support this claim. 
Denis Benn (1987) for example, in tracing the “growth and development of Political Ideas in the Caribbean”, presents the work of Lewis, not as a central narrative in its own right, but as necessary “background detail” for understanding the thought of Lloyd Best and the New World Group.  In Benn’s chronicle of Caribbean political thought it is the thought of Best and the New World Group which is identified as Caribbean Political thought while Lewis is presented as heavily influenced by European concerns.  Thus, Best’s ideas are presented as a “corrective” to Lewis and Demas’s dependence on “externally financed industrial expansion” (Benn 1987, 87).  It is interesting to note that in a revised edition of the work, Benn includes a separate chapter on W.A. Lewis where he explores the “Intellectual Foundations of Modern Caribbean Economies” (see Benn 2004), itself a reflection of the changing attitude towards Lewis.  However, in the revised edition Benn perpetuates the ambivalence towards Lewis by stating explicitly that the chapter on Lewis “provides a backdrop for the development of ‘New World’ political economy” (Benn 2004, x).   

Similarly, Paget Henry’s reflections on the nature of Caribbean Political thought also reflect the tendency to treat Lewis as an outsider to the Caribbean political thought tradition.  Like Benn, Paget Henry identifies Lewis as occupying the “negative side” of the coin of Caribbean thought, due to its apparent concessions to external capital.  Thus Henry (2000, 223), identifies Arthur Lewis’ ideas as being part of a wider shift, with the attainment of independence in the Caribbean, from “resisting foreign capitalism to pushing local economic development”.  The consequences of this shift, according to Henry, “are most evident in the work of Arthur Lewis who moved from a proworker position in Labour in the West Indies to a procapitalist stance in his later works”.  

Other writers such as Percy Hintzen (1991, 108), whilst conceding that Lewis was “clearly anti-colonial, despite the criticisms of his detractors”, have identified Lewis as an ideologue of the middle-class, seeking to facilitate the hegemony of the educated, British-dependent petty-bourgeoisie, in a context of impending British colonial withdrawal.  In Hintzen’s analysis, W.A. Lewis is portrayed as advancing an exclusively middle-class notion of the post-colonial order which was consistent with Rostow’s “high mass consumption society” (Hintzen 1991, 107).  Whilst Hintzen recognizes that all nationalism of whatever variety, performs mobilizing and legitimizing functions, he was specifically concerned that Lewis’ brand of nationalism was congruent with “middle class interests” (ibid).  Thus Hintzen (1991, 110), citing Lewis’ reflections in Politics in West Africa, argues that:
Lewis’ ideas on the politics and the economics of Africa provide a comprehensive picture of his class biases and of the institutional structures he had in mind to assure developmental transformation…Lewis argued that the educated middle class alone had the necessary skill prerequisites for organizing and running such a system.  They alone had the wherewithal to satisfy the criterion of “administrative efficiency”.  Such arguments led to his unambiguous support for any system of Government dominated by those with middle class skills.  

Hintzen’s class based interpretation therefore, thus categorizes Lewis’ anti-colonialism as “false” in the Fanonist sense, since the post-colonial construct was not designed to advance the interests of the real victims of colonialism - the poor and the powerless.  As such, Hintzen’ perspective provides yet another example of the “problematisation” of W.A. Lewis within the  tradition of Caribbean political thought which this paper is seeking to overcome.

It can be safely argued that this discomfort with including Lewis as a major Caribbean political thinker springs from the very manner in which Caribbean political thought has been defined by Caribbean writers.  On one side of the spectrum, are writers like Benn, who provide a broad and all inclusive definition of Caribbean political thought.  Thus Benn (1987, 1) sees Political thought as including “any set of ideas, with varying degrees of systematization or coherence, which deal with matters pertaining to socio-political organization (in its widest sense) or some aspect of such organization, and which may or may not have direct or immediate implications for political action and conduct”.  As such, Benn’s treatment of Caribbean political thought is inclusive of the productions of European writers and philosophies concerned with hegemony and control.  
This view is shared by G.K. Lewis (1983, 10), who in his chronicle of the main currents in Caribbean thought, sees three broad constitutive elements as shaping its evolution.  These include: “the growth of colonialism (following the initial conquest and settlement; the initiation and expansion of the slave and slavery systems; and a distinctive creole culture and creole institutions based on the twin factors of race and class”.  Thus G.K. Lewis sees both pro-slavery as well as anti-slavery ideology as legitimate aspects of the Caribbean political thought tradition.  

In the main however, it is the perspective of writers at the opposite end of the spectrum which have served in presenting a view of the nature of Caribbean thought which has been generally dominant particularly in the post-colonial context.  The dominant conception by such writers concerned with the epistemological, eschatological, and ontological systematisation of Caribbean thought, have all emphasized the centrality of the need to overcome and resist Europe as a central feature of the Caribbean thought tradition.  Thus writers who emphasize Caribbean thought as resistance to Europe are critical of the approaches of Benn and G.K. Lewis whose “analysis bears heavily on European and planter impact in the region and the writings of the Westernized creole intelligentsia who articulated the political and cultural values that laid the foundations for the modern concepts of sovereignty and independence” (Rupert Lewis ***, 154).

It is the assertion of a more specifically anti-colonial perspective of Caribbean political thought that can be identified in the work of writers such as Paget Henry (2000).  Thus, Henry (2000, 3) argues that,

the original contents of Caribbean philosophy emerged as a series of extended debates over projects of colonial domination between four major social groups: Euro-Caribbeans, Amerindians, Indo-Caribbeans, and Afro-Caribbeans.  The discursive productions of the first group were contributions to the creating of hegemonic situations through the legitimating of colonial projects.  The productions of the other three groups were attempts at destroying Euro-Caribbean hegemony through the delegitimating of their colonial projects.  This was the imperial communicative framework within which Afro-Caribbean philosophy emerged, a framework that always embodied an unequal discursive compromise.  

Similarly, Rex Nettleford (1995, 80) has described Caribbean creative artists, intellectuals, and cultural agents as being “particularly concerned” with a “battle for space”.  Among the arguments presented by Nettleford to justify this specific characterization of Caribbean creative efforts is the fact that “centuries of marginalization will have placed him [the Caribbean person] at the periphery of existence, taunting him to great expense of energy in a bid to enter a ‘mainstream’ not of his making, rather than attributing to him, as human being, the capacity for participating in the determination of that mainstream”.  As a consequence therefore, Nettleford sees the effort at reclaiming the mainstream, and overcoming marginalization as the principal goal of creative Caribbean philosophical, intellectual and artistic pursuits – an effort geared largely at overcoming the marginalization imposed by contact with Europe.  Thus he argues that, 

in the Caribbean world where colonial dependency, superordinate/subordinate, powerful/powerless categories determined social reality from its modern beginnings dating back at least four centuries, such dialectical relationships have been central to human existence as a matter of course.  The ensuing battle for space, in both an elemental and physical sense, constitutes, then, the force vitale of a still groping society.  To this day the phenomenon of numerical majorities functioning as cultural and power minorities persists in the Commonwealth or Anglophone Caribbean despite the disappearance of the British Raj, the coming of the one-man-one-vote principle, and the strident rhetoric aspiring to participatory democracy (Nettleford 1995, 81).  

It is clear from these attempts to define the essence of Caribbean political philosophy that the critical variable emphasized is its utility as a tool for overcoming Europe.  In summary form, this characterization of Caribbean thought places a high value on the overturning of projects of European hegemony (Nettleford 1995).  It privileges ideas which are conscious of themselves as inventing new perspectives for capturing Caribbean reality on the basis that the Caribbean is new, unique and different, and is a zone of historical exceptionalism (Best 2003).  Also, given the view of the Caribbean as the “laboratory of racism” (Rodney 1990), and given the claim that the Caribbean’s single greatest contribution to global thought is its exploration of the question of race (G.K. Lewis 1983), Caribbean thought is widely characterized as overtly concerned with the utilization of race as an analytical category that supersedes other units of analysis, such as class.  
The Problematisation of the Ideas of W.A. Lewis

It is the dominance of these conceptions of the nature of Caribbean thought, in particular the emphasis on overcoming Europe, that explains the general reluctance to include W.A. Lewis in the gallery of authentic Caribbean political thought.  The “problematisation” of W.A. is evident Lewis is evident on several levels.  
First, there is a widely held view among Caribbean theorists that “Lewis is a European thinker”, who failed to understand the peculiarities of the Caribbean condition (Best 2003).  This can be referred to as the problem of Caribbean exceptionalism (see Millette 2003).  This view of Lewis, particularly when applied to his economic thought, arises out of his exposure to the classic European economic thought.  Thus according to Best (2003, 426),

Alot of very good ideas…were expressed in the Lewis proposal for economic development, but Lewis was an Englishman.  When I say that, people think that I am trying to denounce him or pull him down.  He was epistemologically an Englishman; he was brought up by Ricardian and Smithian theories and he was Stanley Jevons professor in the University of Manchester.  He had to be an Englishman.  And his great achievement was that he was an English Economist who understood what economic transformation had been in England, and he developed a model that was suitable to most countries in the world.  The country it was not suitable for was the West Indies, the Caribbean, for the simple reason that the Caribbean is the antithesis of Europe where there are autonomous populations producing and organizing for themselves and spilling over the international order, whereas the Caribbean is constituted from outside by foreign investors.  And the economy creates the society.  There are no households there, which is what economy means.  Aristotle meant by that household production… In the Caribbean we are all introduced and transplanted populations…We started with all production as export production.  There were no households; there was no production for domestic consumption.  There were no families.  There were slaves and there were indentured workers.  We brought them as individuals.  So we had to construct a society out of that.

From Best’s perspective therefore, Lewis’ ideas are not rooted in Caribbean analytical categories, and as a consequence, fail to both adequately capture the needs of the region and to “overcome Europe”.  

A second reason why the ideas of Lewis have been “problematised” by those concerned with the sytematisation of Caribbean political thought, is partly because of Lewis’ own rejection of a narrowly defined notion of “West Indianness”.  This can be described as a cultural commitment problem where Lewis is perceived as showing no specific attachment and attaches little value to the to the indigenous cultural practices and reflexes of the West Indian people.  

Particularly as it relates to the issue of culture, Lewis was stridently opposed to a notion of self that was oblivious to the wider global framework in which the West Indian personality and polity was immersed.  In this regard, Lewis’ efforts were geared towards demonstrating West Indian commonality as distinct from West Indian particularity.  In Lewis’ normative outlook therefore, greater value was attached to the features of the West Indian society and personality which emphasized universalism as distinct from those which emphasized West Indian particularism.  As a result therefore, the perspective that the Caribbean was the “antithesis” of Europe was one not shared by Lewis, since he believed in conquest by emulation.  It is this broad normative orientation which framed his wider economic and political outlook, and which have been most famously expressed in his “On Being different” speech.  Perhaps unfortunately, for the later problematisation of Lewis, the speech was delivered in 1967, at the height of the nationalist ferment in the Caribbean, to a matriculating class of that centre of Caribbean radicalism, the UWI (See Lewis [1967] in Emmanuel 1994).  Indeed, the over-reliance of “On being Different” as the “typical” Lewisian perspective of West National identity, has also assisted in solidifying the general Caribbean ambivalence towards Lewis thought. 

A third basis for the later problematisation of Lewis is the fact that Lewis wrote mainly as an economist, and often his ideas were couched in the language of the language of the technical economist and was often apolitical or even anti-political in tone and implications.  (This can be referred to as the problem of political commitment).  This problem is closely linked to the previous one, and is best encapsulated in the famous denunciation of Lewis by Susan Craig (in Lewis 1977, 75):

It ought not o surprise us that Lewis fails to understand the search for roots of young blacks in he cities of the New World (and the old) and their refusal to have terms of relations with whites dictated always by white power.  Nor that he cannot appreciate steel band and the ‘popular music’ that had exploded in the Caribbean.  His class perspective does not allow it.  In the first place, the understanding of poverty that emerges from his work is a statistical one: population growth, labour force – objective data, not subjective lives.  And secondly that ‘popular music’ is in part produced by the changes in social structure resulting from the ‘new, dynamic, modernized’ capitalism of the modern era.  The growth of the unemployed to between 20% to 30% of all Caribbean workers, their struggles for survival and recognition and against the repressive organs of the state, that is what is mirrored in the development of the steel band movement in West Kingston in particular.  And that is why the most serious film about the urban crisis to come out of the Caribbean today ‘the Harder they Come’, is woven around the creation of music, that tells of ‘suffering in the land’.  And Blood and Fire to come.  The two are inseparable.  The Economist with his gaze fixed on Europe must, of necessity, find their expressions backward.
However, it is also true that since Lewis wrote largely as an economist many researchers have had their eyes fixed on him as an economist, and have tended to ignore both his overt efforts at political writing, and his actual politics itself, that is the political movements in which he was part, and the political objectives and projects which he viewed as desirable and worthy of his support.  Thus, assumptions of Lewis’ class or ideological biases have been arrived at, without a thorough appreciation of his actual politics.  In short, there has been little attempt to arrive at the political ideology of W.A. Lewis or to ascertain how Lewis defined and categorized himself politically.  Interestingly, this gap in the thought of Lewis is also evident in Patrick Emmanuel’s Herculean attempt at bringing together in one publication, the collected papers of W. A. Lewis, where Lewis’ writings in the pan-African movement are excluded (see Emmanuel 1994).  

The reclaiming of the ideas of Lewis in the socialist and pan-Africanist movement of the 1950s in the United Kingdom, is an important step in overcoming the problematisation of Lewis within the tradition of Caribbean political thought.  Quite significant in this regard, is the need to emphasise the fact that W. A. Lewis himself began his early career in England as an activist in the anti-colonial movement, and described himself as an adherent to social democracy and as one who had spent “all my adult life in black power movements” (Lewis [1969] in Emmanuel 1994, 1518).  In addition, the early writings of W.A. Lewis were unhesitant in tackling some of the troublesome philosophical questions of Social democracy, and provide important evidence of Lewis’ credentials as a political theorist of social democracy.  Thus, in “A socialist Political Economy” (Lewis [1955] in Emmanuel 1994, 1702), Lewis writes the following:

Whatever else socialists may argue about, we are all equalitarians: this is the foundation of our faith…. [I]n other words, we believe in a classless society.  We also believe that wide differences of income and property are bad, and we desire to limit differences of income to the minimum required to stimulate and reward initiative, effort and responsibility.  Anyone who accepts these ideas wholeheartedly is a socialist, and belongs to a band of people who have been reviled and persecuted through the ages. 

Much of this type of reflection on the part of Lewis is often forgotten by present-day commentators who view his ideas as an apology for the hegemony of international capital in the Caribbean.  
Above all however, is the fact that the main contribution of the political thought of W.A. Lewis revolves around the question of overcoming the challenges of the recently decolonized post-colonial state.  Some of the central questions pertaining to the construction of the post-colonial order are issues of decolonization (the terms around which the disengagement from Europe is undertaken); democracy (the internal arrangements through which the political issues of the post-colonial order are mediated and resolved); and development (the economic and social advancement of the newly decolonized state), all of which were central to the political thought of W.A. Lewis, from his writings on economic growth to his efforts at securing West Indies federation.  The most logical place therefore, to begin the task of restoring Lewis to the centre of Caribbean political thought, is by examining his ideas in their specific thematic context of the exploration of the possibilities of the post-colonial state.  This will be undertaken in the flowing section, with the specific normative lens of responding to the arguments upon which the problematisation of Lewis has been effected.

III

Constructing the Post-Colonial State

The Political Thought of W.A. Lewis

It is perhaps beyond contention that the central thematic concern of the myriad interventions of W.A. Lewis was the challenge of creating the post-colonial order.  Indeed, Lewis’ active life as a writer and thinker is roughly coterminous with the period of decolonisation (1950-1980), and the range of his ideas reflect the shifting demands of the anti-colonial movement at the various stages of its evolution.  Thus in the 1950s in the UK, among Lewis’ close associates numbered such luminaries like George Padmore, C.L.R. James, kwame Nkrumah and others, all active participants in the Pan-African, Socialist, and anti-colonial movement.  At the latter end of the period (the 1970s) Lewis served both as the principal of the University College of the West Indies, as well as the first president of the Caribbean Development Bank, thus concerning himself with the practical aspects of the development challenge in the post-colonial period. 
Thematically, therefore, Lewis’ political reflections on the post-colonial condition can be grouped under three main headings all of which touch upon critical aspects of overcoming the colonial condition and constructing the post-colonial order – decolonization, democracy and development.  In many instances, these concerns were intertextually woven within the thought of Lewis.  Thus, it is difficult to separate Lewis’ views on decolonization and anti-colonialism from his perspectives on the requirements of development.  Similarly, Lewis’ efforts at federation can be separated neither from his belief in democracy and good government, nor from his appreciation of the minimum degree of political organization (the state) which would best serve the objectives of achieving the development goals which he felt were within the grasp of the West Indian nation.   The identification of Lewis’ specific contribution on these aspects of the post-colonial construct can assist in bringing greater clarity both to Lewis’ political ideas in general, as well as in challenging the perception of Lewis as a theorist whose ideas failed to advance Caribbean freedom and development. 
Decolonisation and Post-Colonial Development
W.A. Lewis was actively engaged in the radical pan-Africanist organizations which were concerned with overturning European colonialism, and this no doubt would have heavily influenced his views on decolonization.  However, one of the existent gaps insofar as the documentation of the thought of Lewis is concerned, is the lack of any serious treatment of his ideas during his period of active involvement in the pan-African movement.  Whilst a fuller treatment of Lewis and the Pan-African movement will be the subject of future research, what can be asserted here is that Lewis’ later writings as an economist of repute cannot be divorced from his early exposure to Pan-African and anti-colonial activism in the UK.  
Girvan (1989, 21) for instance, has been bold in linking the ideas of the latter Lewis to the fact that Lewis himself attributes his later development as an anti-imperialist to his attendance as an eight year old, accompanied by his father, at a Garveyite meeting in his native Saint Lucia.  Whilst it is difficult to provide a link between the eight year old Lewis’ exposure to Garveyism and his later writings, one of the significant features of the mature W.A. Lewis was his ready and open acknowledgement of himself as an anti-imperialist in the tradition of Pan-African anti-colonialism.  Indeed, in the pamphlet cited by Girvan, Lewis declares that his “interest in the subject of [economic development] was an offshoot of my anti-imperialism” (Lewis in Breit et al 1986, 13).  Similarly, in the preface to his book Politics in West Africa, Lewis (1965, ii) asserts:

I have known the chief Pan-African leaders personally for thirty years sharing their anti-imperialism, and their goal of an Africa united in stages.  I also share their goal of a free Africa, and it is only the defection of some from this goal that has wrung this pamphlet from me.

Girvan in a later work (2008) reveals that Lewis had confided in some close associates that he was “hurt” by the later questioning of his anti-imperialist credentials, since he had viewed himself as “the staunch anti-imperialist who had taken on English economists over the West Indies’ ‘right to industrialise’, and beaten them”.

What emerges from this is the fact that Lewis, by his own admission, recognized the impact of his involvement in the Pan-African movement on his reflections on the nature of Caribbean society, and the problems of the colonial condition.  This issue is stressed by La Guerre (1991, 97-98), who in analyzing Arthur Lewis’ submissions to the Moyne Commission highlighted the fact that to Lewis, the historical problem of slavery and racial prejudice in the Caribbean, had further aggravated “the evils which would in any case derive from a maldistribution of wealth” (Lewis in La Guerre 1991, 98).  La Guerre therefore sees in Lewis’ awareness of the race question an instance of Lewis’ commonality with the wider thrust of Caribbean thought which has always placed significance on the question of race.  Thus according to La Guerre (1991, 98),

It is this preoccupation with the race factor that emphasizes one of the basic dilemmas of the West Indian intellectual.  Like other intellectuals, Lewis shared a common commitment to the universal norms of intellectuals.  He also belonged to the influential colonial Bureau of the Fabian Society.  The society itself comprised retired colonial civil servants, and includes such names as Sidney Webb, Olivier and Sir Stafford Cripps.  The Fabians were also quite influential on organizations such as IASB, the league of colored peoples, an organization in which Lewis was particularly involved.  What was significant about this analysis was that it retreated from the cardinal tool of the Fabians, namely class analysis.  It is accordingly not surprising that Lewis would also be drawn to the issue of race and its implications for social and political life in the Caribbean. 
When seen in this light, Lewis’ difficulty in understanding the later rejection of his anti-imperialist credentials by his fellow-Caribbean intellectuals can be easily understood.  However, Lewis’ rejection may have arisen partly out of the specific manner in which he had defined the colonial problem.  In Lewis, the necessity for decolonization arose, less out of a question of identity and other psychic-nationalist considerations, but more as a logical first step in achieving the broader structural framework that would facilitate growth and development and would eradicate the scourge of poverty in the West Indies.  This critique of colonialism on the basis of its structural hindrances to growth and development was shaped by Lewis’ training as an economist and remained the overwhelming basis for his demand for decolonization.  Lewis’ anti-colonialism therefore, was couched in terms of removing the internal structural defect of British control which, once removed, would free local hands to pursue the appropriate and necessary economic approaches and strategies.

Ironically however, it is Lewis’ over concentration on the economic and structural aspects of colonization, as distinct from its psycho-identity aspects, which have led to the ambivalence towards his work within the tradition of Caribbean political thought.  Whilst Lewis was aware that the LDC were “constrained by a lack of mineral resources, technology, capital and skills” (see Hintzen 1991, 107), he was also equally convinced that the main colonial problem was the fact of British colonial policy and presence which acted as a brake to the pursuit of the policies which could lead to qualitative internal transformation.  As such, Lewis’, anti-colonialism appears to stop at the point where British withdrawal begins, and his ideas have the quality of being less critical of the historical legacy of the colonial order than was preferred by his latter Caribbean intellectuals.  Thus according to Hintzen (1991, 107), to overcome the internal weaknesses of the LDCs Lewis,

proposed the importation of [the] factors of production through a programme of state directed foreign direct investment.  These proposals have been the object of considerable confusion over Lewis’ commitment to a nationalist agenda.  Because of them, his anti-imperialist credentials have been under attack, particularly by those who saw underdevelopment as the end product of exploitation by the very international capital that he seemed to be offering as a panacea. 
Overcoming the Ambivalence Towards Lewis’ Stance on Decolonisation

Upon closer examination of Lewis’ understanding of colonization and its opposite (decolonization) however, what emerges is Lewis optimism in the capacity of Caribbean states to transform themselves, and to overcome the instinct of colonial blame.  In a sense therefore, Lewis stance was closer to the popular attitudes which emerged in the decade of the 1980s and beyond, when globalization, liberalization, and the erosion of European colonial guilt had imposed on the region the stark reality that they were owed no special consideration by the former colonial powers.  Lewis expresses this attitude unambiguously in his later reflections after having won the prestigious noble prize:

In 1964 LSE set up a special course for social workers from the colonies, who were brought over for a year, and I was asked to teach the elementary economics.  I made it a course on economic policy.  I remember stopping a student who was in the middle of a passionate attack on the British Governor of his country for some particular policy and saying to him, “but what would you do if you were the minister?  Within ten years your country will be independent, and you will be minister or head of a department.  Rethinking the evils of the British Government will not help you.  You will need a positive program of your own.  The year you spend at LSE is your own opportunity to learn how to face up to difficult problems”.  I give you this background because it explains something of the emphasis of my writings.  I have always taken it for granted that what matters most to growth is to make the best of one’s own resource, and exterior events are secondary (Lewis in Breit et al 1986, 13).
Indeed, one of the ironies of the political economy of the Caribbean in the decade of the 1990s, at the height of global neo-liberal adjustment, was the extent to which the independent states and their technical negotiators were striving to sustain and extend the economic relations of colonialism, whilst the erstwhile colonial powers were urging the adoption of post-colonial attitudes and perspectives.  Thus, the demand for “special and differential treatment” and the expression of a fear of “graduation’ out of HIPC status, became the dominant philosophical mindset of the Caribbean, an attitude, directly opposed to Lewis’ sense of self-directed development and eventual transcendence on European capital, expertise and technology.  When viewed in this light, Lewis’ perspective is understood not as reflective of an inability to transcend colonialism, but as a manifestation of such a high degree of confidence in the region’s capacity (and indeed his own capacity), that the challenges from the external environment were relegated to a secondary consideration in his consciousness.  
This tendency in Lewis’ thought is manifested in some of his more “controversial” interventions in charting the post-colonial development course.  Two of these interventions, “On being Different” (1967) and “Black Power and the American University” (1969), have been identified by Girvan (2008, 10) as contributing to the perception of Lewis as a “black Englishman”.  However, upon close examination, what is revealed is that these interventions are consistent, not with Lewis’ Anglophilism but with his pre-occupation with the technical aspects of constructing the post-colonial order. 
In “Black Power and the American University” Lewis’ main concern was to ensure that the school curriculum provided the African American with the opportunity to acquire the technical skills that would equip him for the task of his own self-development.  This emphasis on the technical requirements for development is also what prompted Lewis to make a claim for the entry of more blacks into the Ivy League universities, since this is where the leadership of American life was nurtured.  Thus according to Lewis (1969, 1524),

What can the good white college do for its black students that Howard or Lincoln or Fisk cannot do?  It can open the road into the top jobs.  It can do this only by giving our people the kinds of skills and the kind of polish which are looked for by people filling top jobs.  To put it into popular language, it can train them to become top members of the establishment.

Forever the Economist, Lewis presented his argument in quantitative terms, while simultaneously emphasizing the role of education in providing the technical requirements that would allow black Americans to occupy the upper wrung of the society:

The black problem is that while we are 11% of the population, we have only 2% of the jobs at the top, 4% of the jobs in the middle, and we are forced into 16% of the jobs at the bottom – indeed into as much as 40% of some of the jobs at the very bottom.  Clearly our minimum objective must be to capture 11% of the jobs at the top.  Or, for those who have a pride in ourselves, it could even be an objective to have 15% of the jobs at the top and in the middle, and only 8% of those at the bottom, leaving the very bottom to less ambitious ethnic groups (Lewis 1969, 1522-3).

Lewis’ insistence that Black studies was more appropriate for the whites of America and was less relevant to the black who lacked the mainstream educational skills, was not due to a built in Eurocentrism, but grew out of his awareness of the specific technical requirements necessary for Blacks to control the societies in which they found themselves.  One error in this perspective however, is that Lewis might have over-estimated the degree of self-knowledge possessed by Blacks, an assumption which led to his claim that Black studies was not a priority for American blacks.  He also under-estimated the extent to which an awareness of self could contribute to the process of self-confidence which was necessary for post-colonial development. 
In “On Being Different” Lewis also places a specific emphasis on the technical requirements of the post-colonial order at the expense of the psycho-cultural aspects of nationalism.  There Lewis stressed that “difference must be grounded in wide knowledge an not in ignorance of all except the local effort” (Lewis 1967, 2341), and he rejected the notion that West Indian experience and knowledge was wide enough to allow for closure from the wider global storehouse of knowledge upon which future West Indian creativity could be built.  Thus Lewis (1967, 2337) argued that,

We make progress in science not only from elaborating our basic theory.  This kind of theoretical elaboration frequently derives from wide comparison.  Particularly, if you want to be revolutionary in science, achieving some great new breakthrough, you have to understand the existing system which you wish to overthrow better than it is understood by its supporters, not less so.  Keynes was able to invent a new economics because he thoroughly understood the old,  If any new physics or sociology is going to come out of the West Indies it will be from people who have mastered the old physics or sociology, and not just from people who have rejected the old without really coming to grips with it…In sum, we will make our special contribution to applied science, but we must first master the basic universal theoretical principles of the disciplines we use…In this respect West Indians will not differ from other men.
Central to Lewis’ notion therefore, is that West Indian development can most easily take place through emulating the most economically advanced sections of the globe (Europe) and the objective of mastering or emulating the universally proven mode of development, was a more efficient method of attaining development than the pursuit of particularistic cultural values.  It is significant to note that this emphasis on emulating Europe was also a central pillar upon which Lewis’ famous notion of “industrialization by invitation”, was based.  
What is significant however, insofar as the negative labeling of Lewis’ ideas within the tradition of Caribbean political thought is concerned, is that other writers who have openly advocated the necessity for blacks to emulate Europe, have not suffered a similar negative backlash, and indeed, have been placed at the centre of the Caribbean thought tradition.  One such writer is Marcus Mosiah Garvey, whose writing have emphasized constantly the fact that European greatness has been founded upon European industrial and technical supremacy, and in whose writings is clearly evident the call, echoed in Lewis, for the LDCs to copy the methods of Europe.  Thus for example Garvey in “An Appeal to the Conscience of the Black Race to See Itself” argues the following:

Progress is the attraction that moves humanity, and to whatever people or race this ‘modern virtue’ attaches itself, there will you find the splendor of pride and self-esteem that never fail to win the respect and admiration of all.  It is the progress of the Anglo-Saxons that singles them out for the respect of the world.  When their race had no progress or achievement to its credit, then, like all other inferior peoples, they paid the price in slavery bondage, as well as through prejudice.  We cannot forget the time when the ancient Briton was regarded as being too dull to make a good roman slave, yet today the influence of that race rules the world… It is the industrial and commercial progress of America that causes Europe and the rest of the world to think appreciatively of the Anglo-American race.  It is not because one hundred and ten million people live in the United States that the world is attracted to the republic with so much reverence and respect – a reverence and respect not shown to India with its three hundred millions, or to China with its four hundred millions. Progress of and among any people will advance them in the respect and appreciation of the rest of their fellows.  It is to such progress that the Negro must attach himself if he is rise above the prejudice of the world (in Bolland 2004, 325).
Not only was the diagnosis of Lewis similar to that of Garvey, but so were his prescriptions.  The chroniclers of Caribbean political thought must therefore make the necessary adjustments to allow Lewis to occupy the similar place within that tradition, as has been afforded to Garvey.  Indeed, it should be noted that whilst modern commentators have been tardy in recognizing Lewis’ emphasis on mastering European standards as an important aspect of the process of overcoming colonialism, his own radical pan-African contemporaries expressed no such hesitance.  When the appointment of Lewis as a member of the faculty of the London School of Economics reached the editors of the International African Opinion, the Journal of the International African Sever Bureau (IASB), presided over by George Padmore, the following report was published, under the heading “STOP PRESS” on the front page in an article critical of the fact that the recently appointed Moyne Commission, had not included a person of Afro-West Indian descent:

If there still remain persons so ignorant as to believe that the peoples of African descent in the West Indies “cannot stand by themselves under the strenuous conditions of the modern world”, their belief will suffer the shock which it deserves by the following news just received as we go to press.  For the first time in the history of the British Empire a colored West Indian, W. Arthur Lewis, B. Comm., has been appointed a lecturer at the famed London School of Economics and Political Science.  This fact in itself is a rebuke to the absence of any person of African descent from the Royal Commission, for Mr. Lewis is a native of St. Lucia (IAO, Aug. 1938, 1).
Democracy and Post-Colonial Development
Lewis’ concern with identifying and overcoming the practical challenges of establishing the post-colonial order, extended to his concerns about the political arrangements within which post-colonial development would take place.  This is reflected in two critical reflections on the part of Lewis.  The first is his elaboration of his theory of democracy in plural, post-colonial societies in his work, Politics in West Africa, and the second pertains to his activities in salvaging a federal framework of government among the West Indian islands following the collapse of the West Indies Federation in 1962.  
Unlike Lewis’s reflections on development economics, Lewis writings on West Indian federation have not received adverse comment from his fellow Caribbean intellectuals.  However, despite these writings Lewis has not been given the requisite attention as a Caribbean political thinker.  Thus, whilst his ideas on federation have been widely supported by Caribbean intellectuals, it can be argued that the ambivalence towards Lewis within the tradition of Caribbean political thought has been perpetuated by the failure to undertake adequate intellectual reflection on these ideas as political thought.
Were such reflection to be undertaken, it would reveal that Lewis’ intervention on the question of integration point to two important aspects of the practical concerns of building the post-colonial order.  The first is the more obvious concern on Lewis’ part of ensuring that the newly inherited was greater, rather than lesser, in its population, territory, resource, and expertise dimensions.  Related to this is the fact that Lewis’ perspective on the question of federation emerged easily out of his training as an Economist which emphasized questions of efficiency and economies of scale.  As a consequence, Lewis understood the imperative of federation as an extension of his development economics particularly given his emphasis on the desirability of the locally generated savings and surpluses as being critical to financing local development (Lewis [1965] 1998, 13-14).  Thus, in the Agony of the Eight, Lewis ([1965] 1998, 12) uses economic arguments to make a case for the federal form in opposition to Eric Williams’ proposal for a unitary state with the interested parties:

A Unitary state between such diverse islands, cut off from each other in so many senses, is both impossible and undesirable.  Each of these islands has its own problems, and fears, correctly, that if it were governed from some other island, its problems would be neglected…Also salaries and the cost of living doffers greatly.  

A unitary state has to have uniform salary scales.  Civil servants in all the islands would have to get Trinidad salaries, at an extra cost which, in 1961, would have come to about WI. $13 million a year.  A federation avoids most of this cost, since only the federal officials have a uniform scale. 

The same applies to economic and social policies.  In a unitary state the standards of education, hospitalization, roads, and such would have to be raised everywhere to Trinidad levels, and the cost of this would fall on Trinidad taxes.  Much song and dace is made about having so many Ministers, and so on.  But the posts which a unitary state would save come to less than two present of the budget, which is negligible in comparison with what a unitary state would cost. 
The second aspect of Lewis’ reflections on Caribbean Federation move beyond the economistic and technical and advance a case for Caribbean federation as a basis for advancing Caribbean democracy.  This emphasis on federation as a safeguard for democracy, further reflects the earlier observation made on Lewis’ anti-colonialism, as having moved from criticism of Europe to criticism of self immediately at the point where British withdrawal was imminent.  In this regard, in addition to seeing federation as a means of enlarging the embryonic Caribbean state, Lewis was equally concerned about federation as a means of protecting the ordinary Caribbean citizen against tyrannical and authoritarian governments, the type of which he had witnessed in still latent form, during his travels in the Caribbean in the advancement of regional federation.  It is on this basis that Lewis advanced his now famous democratic justification for the federal idea in the Caribbean:

…the maintenance of good government requires a federal structure.  In a small island of 50,000 or 100,000 people, dominated by a single political party, it is very difficult to prevent political abuse.  Everybody depends on the government for something, however small, so most are reluctant to offend it.  The civil servants live in fear; the police avoid unpleasantness; the trade unions are tied to the party; the newspaper depends on government advertisements; and so on.  This is true even if the political leaders are absolutely honest.  In cases where they are also corrupt, and playing with the public funds, the situation becomes intolerable.  The only safeguard against this is Federation.  If the government in island C misbehaves, it will be criticized by the citizens of island E.  The Federal Government must be responsible for law and order, and for redress of financial or other abuses (Lewis ([1965] 1998, 12-13).  

This emphasis on good government is also evident in Lewis’ writings on the role of the University in the LDCS (Lewis 1983).  Thus given the paucity of University education and recognizing the role of education in the national development effort, Lewis advocated a position of “political neutrality”, for academics since “it was inappropriate for your one and only heart surgeon to be a prominent member of some political party, since members of the other party may fear that his knife may inadvertently slip when he performs for them” (Lewis 1983, 556-557).  Whilst Lewis advocated against partisan political involvement by academics in LDCs, he was by the same argument, insistent that persons with highly specialized knowledge and higher levels of technical training, should engage vigorously in debates on public issues.  Thus Lewis (1983, 558-9) argued that,
Good government depends on the existence of a well-informed and articulate public opinion; and the teachers in the university, with their free time for study and research, are better placed than almost any other group to raise the level of public discussion by communicating information and criticism from a non-political party standpoint.  We do not get as much of this in LDCs as we need, because most of our politicians do not want an independent public opinion; their motto is that “he who is not with me is against me”.  Universities should insist on this right (nay duty) of free comment, but will win and hold it only insofar as thy scrupulously steer clear of party entanglements.  
It is in Politics in West Africa however, that Lewis went furthest in articulating a model of democracy suited to post-colonial societies.  One of Lewis’ main concerns was the absence of an instinctive democratic culture in the newly decolonized societies of West Africa, (a reality which also applied to the states of the English-speaking Caribbean), and this laid the basis for his advocacy of special institutional mechanisms to address the democratic challenges in such societies.  Thus, in describing the state of democracy in Africa, Lewis (1965, 32) highlighted the fact that the,

new politicians have no commitment to democracy; have never experienced democracy; and know neither its philosophy nor its history… For most of them independence means merely that they have succeeded to the autocracy vacated by British and French civil servants. They model themselves on the arrogant and arbitrary pattern set by Governors and district commissioners, if only because they know no better.
However, whilst both Lewis’ reflections on Caribbean integration and the state of democracy in Africa, can be seen in the positive light of a thinker seeking to overcome the limits of post-colonial democracy,  there are several aspects of the manner in which Lewis’ presents the problem of African and post-colonial democracy, which have been presented as further evidence of his Anglophilism, and his privileging of European education and experience over the native cultural and traditional practices.  Thus, in his assessment of the absence of a democratic tradition in Africa, Lewis (1965, 32-33) had argued that, 
fifteen years ago, when politics was confined to a few people, the leading politicians were mostly highly educated men, who had been through British and French Universities, had travelled in Europe, and knew something of the history and philosophy of democracy.  Such men are now relatively rare in West Africa politics… The new politicians come mainly from the primary schools, have little acquaintance with European history, and have never been outside their country, until elected to office.   
It is this sort of reflection on Lewis’ part which has been enlarged upon to qualify his anti-colonialism, and to categorize him epistemologically as European.  A related criticism of Lewis’ insistence on the role of education and European experience in providing the technical and experiential tools for post-colonial development has come from Hintzen (1991), which was cited earlier.  In Hintzen’s view (1991, 107) Lewis and his ideas can be seen as part of a process of middle class emergence throughout the post-colonial world and was a central feature of the post-colonial nationalist project “which derives its importance from its contribution to the corpus of ideas which inform the organization of institutions that serve middle class interests”.  Hintzen (1991, 110-111) argues for example that, 
in supporting the military overthrow of the governments in Togo and Dahomey, [Lewis] implied that “the army was likely to be a progressive force as long as the officers retained control” since the officers “were better educated than the politicians”.  Clearly the political implications of Lewis’ thesis is that middle class intellectuals, professionals, and functionaries are to hold power exclusively.

Overcoming the Ambivalence Towards Lewis’ Stance on Democracy
Whilst Lewis has been branded as Eurocentric for emphasizing the role of education in the fostering of a democratic culture, similar criticisms of post-colonial leadership by other Caribbean intellectuals have not worked against their inclusion as full members of the Caribbean thought tradition.  A number of leading Caribbean thinkers like C.L.R. James and Frantz Fanon, for example, have shared Lewis’ criticism of the post-colonial political class as merely adopting the structures inherited from the colonial power, and as failing to transform the inherited colonial apparatus to make it more suited to the needs of the oppressed majority.  A central element of their concern has been the failure of the national bourgeoisie to develop new democratic forms suited to the post-colonial reality.  Thus C.L.R. James has insisted that it was misleading to believe that the Caribbean had attained a democratic tradition through its experience of British colonialism (James 1984, 144).   James observed that in the Caribbean,

The tendency is to naked power and naked brutality, the result of West Indian historical development… The greatest danger in the whole of the West Indies is that no class in the islands has ever been able to make the conception of democracy an integral part of its existence.  The experience of upper and lower classes in the West Indies was the tradition of power and obedience or terrified silence or rebellion (James 1984, 111-113).

It is on the basis of this criticism that James saw the need to advance a new model of democracy suited to the needs of a post-colonial society and more effectively capable of empowering the historically marginalized groups.  A similar point had been made by Frantz Fanon (1967) where he criticized the “false decolonization” of the local bourgeoisie, in which the newly acquired state apparatus was used as an instrument to oppress peasants and workers, rather than to effect their liberation form the vestiges of colonialism.  
In this sense, therefore, Lewis, like James, was concerned about fashioning new mechanisms of democracy which would address the specific problems of democracy in a plural post-colonial society.  It should be noted also that whilst Lewis was critical of the readiness of the local post-colonial rulers for democracy, he was careful to note that this weakness was not an African weakness but was shared by all new states facing the challenge of building new institutions and seeking to overcome an oppressive, authoritarian political past.  Thus in the midst of his examination of the limits of African democracy Lewis (1965, 33-34), was careful to remind his readers that,

these phenomena are not unique to West Africa.  Political historians of the great cities of the United States tell us how in the 19th Century bosses, big and small, organized their empire, and smeared a great democracy with their corruption and arbitrary rule… The history of democracy is a history of the efforts good men make to hold bad men in check, and this is a process which West Africa will have just as much difficulty in learning as men in any other part of the world
As further emphasis on the point, Lewis (1965, 85-86) argued that, political sophistication should not be identified with Westernization, since,
A community of farmers working their own lands is not, even though illiterate, less politically sophisticated than an industrial proletariat… Although some of the chiefs were autocrats, most West African tribes have traditions of self-government which make a better base for democracy than the aristocratic traditions of a European life, with its landless labourers dominated by squires and barons… Democracy is not a novel idea originated by the industrial revolution in Europe.  And the social and economic environment in which it was invented, 2500 years ago, were not notably superior to conditions in West Africa today.  In the context of political sophistication, West Africa compares unfavourably, not at the base, but at the top, in the fact that its middle class is still very small, but so also was Europe’s middle class a century ago.  
Lewis therefore, was not engaging in a Eurocentric critique of Africa, but had identified in the issue of democracy, yet another challenge of the post-colonial condition which required his attention.  
It is in this sense too, that Hintzen’s criticism of Lewis as a middle class ideologue appears misguided.  When weighed against Lewis’ concern for post-colonial transformation, Hintzen appears to be underestimating or deliberately ignoring the real demands for technical and administrative competencies in building the post-colonial order, a challenge which Lewis was primarily concerned with resolving.  Whilst Hintzen may be correct in emphasizing the fact that post-colonial nationalism has been mostly a middle class project, it is also true that the goal of post-colonial development which is shared by all - radical and reactionary alike - can only be attained through the efficient use of technical and managerial skills which themselves are largely attained through the formal education system.  
One of the strengths of Lewis, was the honesty with which he admitted to this fact.  Indeed, Lewis was very conscious of the fact that this emphasis on technical and managerial competence was not confined to the “anti-colonial petite bourgeoisie” but was a challenge to all creators of new states.  Thus, Lewis was not hesitant in citing Lenin’s Vanguard party of professionals as an example of a similar concern in another context over the insufficiency of technical and managerial competence among masses, and thus potentially frustrating the emergence of the new society.  In Lewis’ perspective, a prominent role had to be given to educated professionals, not out of ideological bias, but out of practical necessity (Lewis [1982] in Emmanuel 1994, 1543-1564). 
It is therefore as a philosopher of the practical challenges of the post-colonial condition that Lewis’ concrete recommendations on the democratic model of post-colonial plural societies can be understood.  In this regard, Lewis distinguishes himself as an original political thinker, both in his recognition of the uniqueness of the democratic challenges of the plural, post-colonial society, as well as in the specific recommendations which he advances.  Indeed, Ralph Premdas (1991) has gone the furthest in recognizing Lewis’ contribution as a major thinker on what has been famously referred to as “consociational democracy”.  According to Premdas (1991, 71), whilst the term consociational democracy has become an established concept in the political science lexicon, and while it is most closely associated with the name of political scientist Arend Lijphart, “Lewis provided a significant set of antecedent ideas on which consocialism was erected”.  
Significantly, in elaborating on his democratic model for plural societies, one of Lewis’ main concerns was to transcend the limitations of the inherited European democratic traditions.  Central to Lewis effort was the need to reject the zero-sum concept of politics in which the winner has the right to liquidate the loser, a problem which he identifies as a particularly European concept of politics (see Premdas 1991, 77).  Lewis argues that, when “translated from a class to a plural society, this view of politics is not just irrelevant; it is totally immoral, inconsistent with the primary meaning of democracy and destruction (sic) of any prospect of building a nation in which different peoples might live together in harmony” (in Premdas 1991, 77).   It is on the basis of its dangers to the newly emerging post-colonial order, that Lewis proposes a model in which coalition and post-electoral consensus building are the dominant features, and in which “words like winning and losing” are “banished from the political vocabulary of a plural society”.  Just as with his efforts on building consensus over the necessity for federation, Lewis’ central concern in his reflections on politics in West Africa was with the creation of a viable and stable post-colonial democratic order, which transcend the colonial condition and would create framework for the business of post-colonial national development.

On the basis of these contributions alone, the exclusion of Lewis from the tradition of anti-colonial Caribbean political thought cannot be justified, and needs to be redressed.
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