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Ken I. Boodhoo is Associate Professor of International
Relations at Florida International University. A student

of Caribbean affairs and a'native of Trinidad, Dr. Boodhoo
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Caribbean and is completing a book-length work oﬁ the Grenadan
Revolution and its destruction by the events of October,

1983, from which the present study is taken. Comments or
inguiries about the paper are welcomed and should be addressed
to the author at the Department of International Relations.
Publication of this work has been made pdssible in part by a

gtant from the Florida International Foundation, Inc.

Mark B. Rosenberg
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Introduction

Just after midnight on October 25, 1983, a thirtwaive
meﬁber'teém of elite United States troops, the Delta Force,
parachuted on to the island of Grenada. Its task was to clear
Vthe cqntroversiél new airport runway to permit the easy entry
bf'thousands of U.S8. forces to follow in a few Hours. On the
other side of the island U.S. Naval Seals, another crack unit,
attempted to come ashore. Its objective was the old Pearl's
Airport. Both these forward units of the U.S. suffered heavy.
casUalties in proportion to their individual size. However,
~ the immediate entry of over 15,000 U.S. comba£ troops, more
than ten percent of the Grenadian population, supported by
enormous air and sea power, assured the invading forces of a
raﬁid victory over a largely demoralized group of the week—
bld_Revolutionary Miiitary Council.

The U.S. invasion of Grenada was formally at the invitatioﬁ
of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States, a group of
English—speaking micro-states, of whiéh Grenada itself, is a.
member. It came after a week of chaos in Grenada, highlighted
by the assassination of Prime Minister Maurice Bishop, some qf
his cabinet members and large numbers'of'his supporteré; the.
overthrow of the Péoples Revolutionary Government; the establish-
ment of the dictatorial Revolutionary Military Council; the
déclaration_of a harsh and rep;essive state of emergéncy.

Possibly what-occurred,on_october 25, 1983-wasuthe'cu1mi4gf



nation of over thirty years of steadily escalating levels of
violence and coercion in that country, that begun with the
_-return of native son_Erie Gairy to Grenada in 1950. Even
though the Grenadian political system was formally patterned
after the British Westminster model of parliamentary democracy,
"as the Galry years progressed, the model became a facade for
one~man rulership. In effect, Gairy evolved as a parllamentary
dictator. Especially in his later years, his use of force and
.represeion earned him the title of the "English-speaking Papa.
Doc". Gairy's government was overthrown in an early morninge
'coup led by Maurice Bishop. Four and one half yeers later
the Bishop government ended more brutally with the assassination
~of Bishoﬁ and some members of his Cabinet.

Just as the assassination of Maurice Bishop generally
reflected the recent history of Grenada; in a similar manner,r
- the U.S, invasion is inikeeping with that country's'traditiOn:
of relationship with hemispheric nations. The U.S. has inter-
vened in the domestic affairs of regional states over thirty
three times. |

The formal rationale fer the U.S;'intervention was to
-protect the lives of U.S. Citizene there, es?ecially the
1American students attending the medical school; to forestall

'further chacs on the island; and the argument that Grenada,::

.. under Maurlce Bishop, presented a securlty threat to the Unlted

States. The practical reasons;-nevertheless, were more related

to the very existence of the Bishop regime in Grenada. Within'



a few days of the establishment of the Bishop government,
"_ﬁhe ﬁ.S. warned the regime against the establishment and
strengthening of relations with Cuba. On precisely the day
- following this warning, Grenada announced the establishment
of formal diplomatic relations with Cuba. The stage was set
for four and one-half years of rheterical warfare between
the two countries.

 Not only was Grenada perceived as a security threat.
‘Potentially, its establishment of an essentially anti-
Capitalistic economic system could also be a potential
. economic model for regional states. The Grenadian experiment
was occurring at a time when the Caribbean economic condition
was experiencing steady deterioration. Further the.capitelist
.model of development: the Puerto Rican "Bootstrap" approach;
had not only largely failed in Puerto Rico, but had further
created economic stagnation in the Dominican Republic and
Jamalca, two close allies of the U.S5.

To the degree that the Grenada model of self- rellance had
begun to show some results: unemployment was reduced and
basic needs met, could possibly have caused that model to be
increasingly attractive for neighboring states. But-becauée
the model placed a reduced emphasis on the role of forelgn
1nvestment as the motivation for economic development, meant

- that in the long run the U.S. investor's role in the region |
could have been substantially reduced. Since, historically;f

U.S. foreign policy has been concerned with the protection



and expansion of U.S. economic interests, it is unlikely that
the U.S. would have permitted the Grenada model.to be sucéess*
fgl. |
.Why was it necessary for revolutionary Grenada to puféue
a path of economic development largely'contradicting previous
models? Undoubtedly, the Bishop regime would argue that the
models previously émployed did not contribute to the allevia; .
tion of unemployment and meeting of the basic needs of the‘
Grenadian population. Having theréfore studied the past
failures it would be almost inevitable that leadership would
" look to alternatives for restructuring the Grenadian economy.
The focus of this monograph is upen the four and ohéﬂhalf'
year experimen£ by Bishop and his group in Grenada, and the
response of the United States to this experiment. It concludes
with the belief that the U.S. will not permit the existence of
any regime in the region, after Cuba, that threats what thef

. U.S. perceives asg its vital interests in the hemisphere.



PART 1

Revolutionary Grenada

On the morning of March 13, 1979,_Maurice Bishop spoke
‘to Grenadians on the newly declared Radio Free Grenada

stating:l
"At 4:15a.m. this morning the People's
Revolutionary Army seized control of
the army barracks at True Blue....the
forces of the Grenada army were com-
pletely defeated....I am calling upon
the...people...to join our armed rev-

olutionary forces...Virtually all
(police) stations have surrendered...

' Thus was Gairy's thirty-year domination of Grenada eﬁded lﬁ
a sw1ft and bold stroke, and the Engllsh—soeaklng Caribbean
experlenced its first governmental_change by nonmpeaceful_ o
_ meahs.
" Ghile the final act of overthrow was sudden and deeieive;
_1t was the indirect result of some years of ﬁlannlng and
organlzatlon. Coard later stated? that the NJM, espec1ally
'after the 1976 General Elections, was forced to quletly develf.'3
.oo a “dlSClpllned orgeniied .tighﬁly;khit sechrifyeconSCieuse.
 party as’'a consequence of Galry s increased repression and
the shuttlng off of public avenues for debate. This organl-
'_zatlon 1nc1uded the establishment of a clandestlne armed W1ng.n
- of the party which served as the - nucleus of the Peoples -

_Revolutlonary Army (PRA) - fornerly establlshed after the over—n



throw of Gairy. Further the NJM had developed closé lihkageS-
' wifh sympathizers in both the Police servides'and the army .
'.This iinkage served both as a conduit for informétion and qui
.arms. | |
On Saturday March 10, 1979, Bishop later-cléimed3,’hi$
cdntacts within fhe Police services informed him of a Gairy
" plan to'seafch for and detain six leading members of the NJM..
- As a consequence, the groﬁp went into hiding. On fhe fdlléWing
Ndnday an érmy informant told the NJM that Gairy had planned
to leaﬁe Grenada -at noon on that day, leaving clear the op§0r¥
tunity to &ssasinate the NJM leadership. The NJM 1eadérship
immediately decided to. stage é coup against the governmeht..
Thile Bishop later admitted? the decision to stage the coup
fwas in a sense forced along by the events of the weekehd“;
.hefwillingly confessed "that it is (was) something'we had
- thought about for months before“.. |
Between Monday afternoon and ihto.the evening plans.were'
formulated and finalized for the attack. The group particip-
' atinQ in this meeting were the NJM leadership and a few top
offigers cf the pfovisional PRA. By midnight.a total force of
“under 200 congregated in the vicinity 6f the True Blue army
barracks. An approximately 45 member sector iéd by Hudson
Hustin led the assault on the barracks. The soldiers were ali.
“asleep. They simply fled as their buildings burnt. Another.
_.group took over the radio statlon w1th hardly a shot fired.
A number of small groups went to the homes of members of Gairy 8

Cabinet and took them into custody. Some members of the Mongoose



‘”gang were also plaéad in jail. By that evening about Sé'pér§. 
sons had been §laced'in custody. Two were killed ddfing-the” "
brief skirmishes as Police Stations throughouﬁ the countryl
begah di5playing the white flag of surrender. |
& In the brief planning for the coup the NJM had assuméa 1
that oﬁce the.attacks begun, the attackers would‘be joihéd;bygi
large numbers=bf the discontented. Further it was hoped,‘éé'
the numbers of attackers and supportefs increased, Gairy's:
.sunporters, including those in the army and in the Pollce ser-.
vices would surrender. Fortunately for the NIM both assumptlons
proved correct.
Lawyer Victor Noel, a lower-ranking NJM member at . the
ﬁime of the coup, the future Attorney General and eventually ‘
' detainee of the Peoples Revolutionary Government (PRG?,'suﬁf“-
mafized‘popular attitude to the coup,? | |
| *"T must confess that the way it was
done...made no difference to me, and
I am positive to theousands and thou-
sands of other freedom-loving

Grenadians;: all that mattered was
that Gairy was out."
‘Tﬁe‘éontinued,s

“"the air of relief and instant
jubilation in those days was txuly

. like the dawn of a new day. Every=
where, men and women...were shaking
hands warmly and embracing each
other with feellng"

"Ultlmately, however, Noel became dlsenchanted with the PRG, :H
" lost his position and was 1mprlsoned; not belng-releaseda

until the revolution ended in October 1983,

In his speech on the morning of the take-over Haurice



‘Bishop stated the broad objectives of the new government. He -
saidTI

“"People of Grenada, this revolution

is for work, for food, for decent

housing and health service, and for

a brighter future for our children

and great-grandchildren. The bene-

fits of the revolution will be given

to evervone regardless of political

opinion or which political party

they support.”
Thus did Maurice Bishop outline the broad goals of his govern-
ment with'the emphasis upon social and economic change for the
Grenadian masses. While the emphasis was upon fulfilling the
. basic needs of the broad masses of the society, the rhetoric
was nationalistic and populiét in orientation. Very few could
arque with the government's basic goals or even with the method
of appeal. As the years progressed, nevertheless, the rhetaxic ‘
of the revolution, became increasingly radical even "Marxistf-f
Lehinist". Thus the fundamental question of the Peoples
Revolutlonarv Government (PRG) has remained: how much was the.
revOlution a revolution of vocabulary, and how much did 1t
attempt to transform ideas and values. Further, it is signi-'
flcant to note that the MNJM, practlcally, was spllt into two.
rldeologlcal wings, which nevertheless, dld not detract from
the harmony of the movement until the final few menths., One
tightlyéknit group was the OREL, under Bernard Coard's 1eadere'
ship, with the emphasis upon the Marxist-Leninist approach
to social relations. The remainder were the eclectic Bishop
followers who from time to time appeared to vacillate between
populism and social democratic inclinations. One of the more

‘fascinating aspects of the revolution remains the harmonicus



aéComodation of the groups to each other until the final few

months.

Political Policies and Program

A fundamental objective of Bishop's lovement for.the
Assemblies of the People (MAP) in the early 1970's, even be-
fore the establishment of the NJM, was to move Grenada away
‘from the inherited British Westminster-form of government, to
the innovative Assemblies of the People. The twenty-five_year
~rule'bf Eric Gairy had demonstrated that while in principle,
there was little fault with the British-type system of govern-
ment, in practice parliamentary democracy, in Grenada, had
.indirectly permitted one-man authoritarian rulership, éven in:
the presence of the formal apparatus of the llestminster sysﬁem:
constituﬁion, Cabinet, elections and a parliament. This notidn
of power and decision-making emanating from the broadest groups
in societvy was borrowed from the writings of Trinidadian
Marxist C.L.R. James, who argued that the proletariat could
have a 81gn;f1cant impact upon the direction of the soc1ety._'

Deﬁelopin@ the ideas of the MAP, the 1973 NJM Manifesto.

declared® that the Party

"stands solidly behind People's
Assemblies as the new form of
government that will involve all
the people...To us, People's
Assemblies will bring in true
democracy."

'But the Party recognized that the People's Assemblies would
require some time to be organized, hence the Manifesto, ini-
tially, called for power to reside in the hands of a

"provisional Government", representing "a cross-section of the



‘.éﬁpulatioﬁ“ amOng whose tasks would inciude the'organization_ 
of the Assemblies., It was envisaged that the lowest level-éf
*”assembly would brlng together adults in a village; each v111age o
assembly would send two representatlves to a Parzsh Assenbly.._
At another level but essentially similar in structure and |
.ipurpose would be the Worker Assembly. All Assemblies were
entltled to send representatives. to a Natlonal Assembly, thé,“

latter replaclng the parliament of the Westmlnster_SYStem{]—Aﬁ :

-x_ elected Council of the National Assembly would be charged in

efféctiﬁé national decisions, and its members would head the
'spec1al departments in the country's civil. serV1ce.9
_After the assumption to offlce the NIM establlshed a-
”1_9eople 8 RevolutLOnary‘Government (PRG) as the.formal seat‘qfi:
uleéislétive power. This fourteen member group includediniﬁe"
“;leaders‘of the NJIM and‘five others, some of whom representéa:
business an&lthe GNP. Also included were a medica1 dQc£or‘ |
and a s¢hool teacher. Ostensibly the PRG,waé the proviéipnaiif
géveéhméni, as previouslyIOutiined in the NIM's ﬁanifeétd;_,f 
whicﬁ would ultimately give way to the National Assembly.

Effective power over Grenada, nevertheless, was in the haﬁas

of the Central Committee of the‘NJM. The dav~to—day runnlng

.- 7of the government was admlnlstered by the. nlne-member Poiltlcal

'TBureau, a sub~-set of the Central Committee. In a very pra¢t;cal*
sense, finally decision-making resided with Maurice Bishop, :
who, from‘the first day of the revolution, emerged éSIiﬁs:{;? [
‘léadér;'and'ultimapely; the laéder of the country. |

At the lowest level of ofgéniiétion and of décisionﬂﬁJ

making was the system of parish and zonal councils, which,

10



Vét Iéast in theory, assumed some of the consultative functions
previously undertaken by the national parliament. -ﬁhile.nof
'fﬁlly_érganized'ahd operational during the life of the‘PRG; :
| thesé'loéal-councils did provide some opportunity for thé‘:
| ofdinarf people to participate in the affairs of the state.
Qné of-tﬁe best examples of such participation was the struéf
,tu:ing 6f the National Budget for 1982,
| The process for the preparation of the 1982 Budgét-
1bégan with a "Conference of Delegates of llass Organizations
n,on:the Ecbnomy" held in late Januaryl1982. About 1,000
'delegétesrrepresenting each of the mass organizations partic- =
ipétéd._ This exercise was followed by a series of 25 zonal |
and pgrish Councils organized and held throughout the coﬁntry.
 13 addition, meetings were arranged with the private sector.
Finallyranother general conference on the economy was called;
Altcgetﬁer, approximately.2ﬁ,000 people were involved in the

budget-making process which culminated in the presentation of

.+ the completed budget by Finance Minister Bernard Coard in a

public gathering at the National Convention Center on March
" 9th, 1982.10 '
| éubsequent to the takeover of the government ﬁhe PRG
sﬁépeﬁdea the country's constitution and ruled‘ﬁhroﬁgh the |
issuance of "People's Laws". Initially, these “Laws“-souﬁht--
tb”legitimize the staﬁus of the government and to festructure'
‘more repressive legislation introduced by the Gairy regime. |
' ﬁlﬁimately, these "laws" served to consolidate controllby'thef

PRG over the state. Interestingly, the PRG did not alter the

status of the office of Governor-General and'officeﬁholdex;

11



_Gairy—appointed, Paul Scoon. This fact was to play an impore
tant role, in the days following the death of MauriceIBishbp 
: és boﬁh the Organization of the Eastern Caribbean States and
the United States sought to legitimize their involvement.iﬁ:

Grenada. They argued that Scoon represented the légitimdté
gévernment of Grenada. -

On the one level it could be argued that Bishop and
the NJM were attempting to create a most uni@ue and even'.
utopian ?olitical system, which was more appropriate to the.
scale of the Grenadian society than was the Westminster systéﬁ.

The plan to involve the broad masses of the population in
natlonal decision-making was a most ambitious and dlfflcult
undertaking. Yet it may also be argued with egual conv1ct10n,
that the NJM's popular assemblies was simply one stage to_-

, mOviné Grenada toward the socialist.model. And wheteas
Grenada had not yet arrived at the socialist stage - the
coming into power of the working class, the ;evolution

was in the intermediate position or the national democratic
stage.

e 'ﬁepeatedly'does one find the NJM claim that the reﬁoluf :
tion was at the "national democratic" stage. Bishop himsélf'
stateall

"we see this revolution as being
in the national democratic stage.
We are an anti-imperialist party
and government, and we believe
that the process we are involved
in at this time is an anti-
imperialist, national democratic,
socialist-oriented stage of

development."

And on another occasion, as'Bishop sought to explain”ﬂwhyf

12



- Grenada could not proceed straight away to the building of -
socialism®, he emphasized,12

*"{we} must first pass through a

stage where we lay the basis...for
the building of socialism. In other
words, comrades, what we are now into
(this national democratic stage)
really means two things. What we are
speaking about now is not socialist
construction, not the socialist
revolution, we are speaking about the
national democratic revolution, we
are speaking about socialist orienta-
tion."

EiShog sOught to elaborate on the concept "national democracy“

" bv stating "it is 'national' because it arcse from a national

liberation struggle®. Further it was 'democratic' because it
aims to give or restore rights and freedoms to the majbrity of
the people". 13

Another ideologist of the NIM claimedl? that as a conse-

‘quénce of the particular structure of different economies, with
particular respect to which group controls the system of pro- “
duction relations, it therefore follows that "each society '
takes its own route to revolution™. Since, as he continued,
"ﬁherepis no 'orthodox' or 'traditional' route to revolutionary
éhange.“ And since the structure of the Grenadian economy was .f
~characterized primarily by its dependent capitalist nafﬁré,
_‘thlS 1nev1tab1y means that the society was domlnated by ‘the
bourgeols and petty—bourge01s groups. As a consequence; the
working.class group remained relatively small. The hatlonal
democratic stage will permlt, an alliance of all groups,
.1n1t1ally, to control the state, ‘and further, ultlmately 1ay

jthe_economic foundations for the eventual brlnglng into

13



- power of the working classes. At least, rhetorically, Bishop
appears to have endorsed this approach toward the transformation

. of the Grenadian society.15

rfThe Economic Program

| ndoubtedly, the Gairy reglme had left the economy ‘in
a poor condition. Major problems faced by the new government :
.were neqatlve growth rates, unemployment running at about 45~ 50
| percent, a major deficit in the country's balance of payments
lend~e-very high rate of inflation. Bishop had repeatedly |
emphasized that the major thrust of his party was toward
meeting the basic needs of the majority of the soclety, who '
'_,had«suffered both as a consedguence of'Gairy'slmismanagement,

- and further, beceuse of the inherent structural weakness of
,ﬁhe economy. Such weakness was engendered by the historical
colonlal economic domination and linkage; the consequent‘
openness of the eccnomy maklng it susceptible to the v1c1s~'
situdes of the international market; and the acceptance of
the dependent capitalist apprecach to ‘development'. |

‘Thus did the basic economic goal: providing for the
. needs of.the poorer masses, coincide with the national
democratic objectives espoused by the party. But agaiﬁ, tﬁe
rhetoric of the revolution was not matched by the eConomiC'_"
?rogram pursued. Indeed, one of the major.ironies of the
NJM, was that its foremeost exponent of marx1st-Len1nlsm;

Bernard Coard, who served’ as Deputy Prime rlnlster and Llnisterf
~of Flnance, was by all accounts a cautious and prudent dlrector

.of the state's economic pollcy. Thus, for instance, whereas

14



NJE“iéadership_repeatedly spokel® of the “movement ﬁo
socialism, using the:mixed-economy approach and the nén?]
MA_¢apitaLisf path", this was not reflected in hational economic
policy making. |

| Two major goals of the national democrafic, ndn-
éapitalist path would inevitably have included the expansicn
of the state sector and the reduction of foreign—dominétedix'”
‘:-owhefship withiﬁ ﬁhe economy. But at the time'of‘the NJIM B
'takeovér; the Gairy government had alreédy gained control of
_some fdrmer privately-owned estates under the "Land‘for-the:
 Landléss? preogram. Thus did the Bishop government-inheriﬁl _ 
'26Asﬁch,state~cdntroiled estates with an acreage of'o&ér |
A,Qbo acres. By the fall of the Bishop regime the sfaté :
controlled 34 farms totalling 7,156 acres. It is obvious

‘therefore, that the vast majority of the land centinued to

. remain in private hands, regardless of the rhetoric of

staté~control.l7

Ancther hajor plank of the nationai,demﬁcratic path‘is
:thekreduction in fbreign contrel over the economy. HoweVQr{- 
as discﬁssed in earlier chapters; Grenada's agriculture- |
“?pfientéd economy was controlled primarily by a small; loéai“g
lanéQéwning alité together with thoﬁsandslof small farm,holdéfs,
 .F0reign ownership was concentrated in banking and insuranée;'f
 -3in the telephone and electﬁicify'serﬁices."The staté.qﬁigkiff ;

'acquiréd the Grenada Electric Service and the Greﬁadérréléphoﬁé '?
Company, but nevertheless, moved much more slowly with regard

td~the_banking sector.

15



_Bf 1979 there were four foreign-owned banks in Greééda;:
‘Sébh after the coup.the small state 'agricultural' 5ank
established by Gairv to provide loans to small farmérs was:
_transfcrmed into the Grenada Development Bank with the same

overall purpose. The Caribbean Development Bank, an agency af:

' ;CARICOM, assisted with the financing of its Grenadlan counter«

. part. Later, the National Commercial Bank was establlshed by

thé‘PRGrand guickly became the second-largest bank. It acqulred'
thé assets of the Royal Bank of Canada after thét bank*volun%_'
'tarily'decided to terminate its operations in Grenada.  By:

1983, approx;mately 45 percent of the banking 1ndustry was under -
state control. Two foreign-owned banks continued to functlon
_freely.

In addition to providing credit facilities to the sﬁail
:farmer threugh the Grenada Development Bank, the Marketlng and
 Nat1onal Import Board {(MNIB) was established to seek out externu
‘nal markets for non-traditional agricultural.exports. Never—..
_theless, the marketing of major crops: nutmegs, cocoa and-

 “bananas contlnued to be under the control of the statutory

marketlng boards. A more fundamental function of the NNIB was‘"""

the exc1u51ve right, given to it to import basic food necesﬂ"”

sitjes of the population, in particular, rice, sugaxr and
pcwderéd milk. Further, by also having the.éole right_téiﬁ.
fimpoft cement, the PRG was attempting to make more affordablé}

-_ housihg consﬁruction to the poorer sectors. On imoortation;§f '

other food items the MNIB was just another competltor w1th the;

existing flrms 1nvolved in . the same act1v1t1es. By thus:- _

16



17 cifcumscribing the authority of the MNIB, the state céntinuedil
to perﬁit an active role for private enterprise. This respeé£
'fOr‘priﬁate ownership is also evident in the hotel iﬁdﬁstny.
B In 1973 the NJIM Manlfestols had made a blunt declaratlon
for the “complete naticnalization of all foreign-owned Hotela " fi
It demanded that the tourism 1ndustry "for the first time serve;
-_the needs of Grenadians". To that extent, the NIM belleved
the ﬁoufist industry could meet the development demands of the
' society once it became responsive to local needs., National—
‘ _iza£ion, it was then argued, would promote this end;.by |
- facilit§ting the integration of that industry, especially With_;]
| féqard to the development of backward linkages, within the |
:tdta; économy. Once in office, the party did not fdllow through
-with_its declared intentions. The only hotels axprdpriated wé;ej
-the three owned by Eric Gairy and his four restaurants. Théj
.remainder df the industryv was left virtually untouched. )
Overall, nationalizations originally planned were ulti—u
mately not‘attemptedf However, there was some steady development
Qf—étate enterprises. Altogether some 32 state enterprlses
‘were in operation by October 1983, The early focus of these.
enterprises was toward increasing self-sufficiency of the
econdmy, It was logical, therefore, that the state would £trn--t
‘to égro~inéustries, since some of the raw material was-readiiy'
available. This in turn would reduce the food impart‘bilg;
andialleviate the fiscal deficit situation. A plant waS~”L
estébliéhed for processing of local fruit into juices_aﬁ&‘ j}

jellies., Similarly, a fish processing plant was bﬁilt by tﬁg.
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National Fisheries Corporation. The Sandino ﬁouSiné Plant’
waé established to produce prefabriqated housing units; Never-
theless, in spite of the expansion of the state sector, by the
'end.éf the:four year period, 1979-1983, it accounted for less
thén 25 percent of the Gross Domestic Product. . F |
Thé overall performance of the state enterprises, at best,
_ demchstrated a checkered record. Many of these enterprises 
" were run at a loss. The state farms for instance, even since

- the déYs of Gai:y were showing substantial loses. All that
the PRG was able tb achieve was a reduction in these logsses. A
‘post~revolution analysis by Agriculture Minister Brizan claimed
staté farm losses at $ 3.4 m. ($G.) between 1981*83.19 This |
figure was lower than the Gairy years, while state farm acreage-
hédralméSt‘doubled. The primary reasons for such losses éna'.
for problems with the country's agriculture in general, between
1979-83 were floodings due to the effects of Hurriéane Allen

in 1979,'p1ant diseases, and world economic conditions which
.forced Grenada to stockpile its nutmeg crop. In additibn,
Coard himself_admitted20 that state enterprises Suffered'froﬁnrj
' weak management, lack of organization, iow worker productivity -
and use of low level technology.
| In order to rebuild the country's infrastructure,_which
deteriorated steadily during the last years of the Gairy regimg;
the PRG embarked on a dramatic prcgram of state capital | ‘
_ investments. In the last year of Gairy's rule, 1978, capital
_invéétment was $8 m. This figure doubled in 19793, reached

40 m. in 1980, and by 1982 was over $100 m.zl. As a cpnsequenéé,
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toward health and education.

whereas unemployment stood at 49 percent immediately pfiofrto'
- the coup, it dropped to 14.2 percent by 1982.22
With the emphasis upon meeting basic needs, the goverheg
ment'sléconomic program went beyond combatting the unemploy-
ﬁént problem. Capital investments were directed to the aféas:
that influenced the lives of the majority of the population.
_Basic necessities as pipe-~home water and rural electrificaﬁ'.
ﬁion programs were either upgraded, or begun in the'areas where- 
thev were previously non-existent. Bv 1982, 49 milés of feedér'
roads and 15 miles of main roads were built, thereby facili—
tating.the transportation of agricultural produce. Major trans-
formations were undertaken in social welfare programs. Thirty—:g
seveh éents of every dollér of capital investﬁent were directed-
23 The number of doctors was almost
doubled, From a ratio of 1:4000 in 1978 to 1:2700 in 1982.24
'ﬁeﬂtal clinics increased from one to seven,
- The PRG‘placed great emphasis upen development and

expansion of_educational programs. At the primary level, fiee_
- books, uniform and lunches were provided for children from :
lower income families. Free secondary education, initiatéé'in,'
‘the last years of the Gairy regime, was fully implemented 5y

the new government. While under Gairy Grenada had defaultsd,
oﬁ'its payments to the common University of the West Indies
{UWI), thereby inhibiting access for qualified Grenadian .
S£uaeﬁts, these defaults were ré?aid; Over 110 Grenadian':7 
stﬁdents'were granted scholarships for study at U.W.I., andf' ;.i3‘

in Cuba, Mexico, the Soviet Union and in Europe..
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Vhile iiliteracy‘in Greriada was relatively low, it w&é; 5
o neﬁexthéless, substantially higher among the older pOpuiatiOn*ﬁ
jthan~the young. With the assistance of volunteers from oﬁher -':
o counﬁries the Center for Popular Education was éstabliShediﬁéz
offer a basic literacy program directed to the adﬁlt populﬁtién; 
_Thé:ovérall plan called for the eradication of adult illitefag?l
T_by'iQBS. A second phase of the program sought to eradicate
r-fﬁnCtional illiteracy by offering night school programs for:tﬁe -
_é&ﬁlt working population. The total educational prograﬁ ofiﬁﬁé
: PPG amounted to 21.3 percent of recurrent expenditure in 1581.
and 22 5 percent in 1982.25 :
. In a comprehen51ve assessment of the Grenadlan ecénomy
| under PRG rule the World Bank?® reported that while the gcvernwg,
.ment had "inherited a deteriorating economy", after three years-ﬁ
.- "Grenada has been one of the few |
countries in the Western Hemisphere
that continued to experience per
| capita growth during 1981"
:‘ The Bank reported that the economy grew by 2 1 percent 1n 1979, .

3 percent both 1980 and 1981 and 5.5 percent in 1982. 27

But any general assessment of the PRG's economic. perfor~ ‘

f.mance must take into consideration to what.degree was tha‘,
_national'démocratic objectives of the xevdlutibnaryigovern€ ﬂ'
ment fulfilled. Wias the government in fact-able tb moVe'ﬁhé"
economy toward the socialist path. Most would probably agree

'that the vocabulary of the revolutmon was not matched by the

7 practlcal economic policies pursued. After four years‘thg-’ﬁ':

'“vast‘majofity of land acreage remained in private_handé; fThe" o
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?RG, in fact, did very little to confront the elite land-
owning‘class. Much of state land had been inherited_from the:l
.Cairy;régime. State enterprises were established, yet con—rk
tributed only one-guarter toward the GDP. The centers of |
economic power in St. Georges remained largely untouchked. The

establishment of the MNIB merely set the governmént in‘oompétié -

L tion with the domestic capitalist class. There was no attempﬁy'-

to replaca.this class. It would appear that the governmenr_-
rraccepted-the strictures of the dependent oapitalist model, ahﬁk_
where possible, sort to modify and to make it'more-efficienr; 
. whlle in the country51de, broad infrastructural programs were.:
‘1nst1tuted in the attempt to meet basic needs. Together un- ..

employment was dramatically reduced, at least over the short

. term, whlle popular aspirations 1ncreased. The basic struc—'

tural problems of the economy, nevertheless, were not confronted.

The - lncompatlblllty of this approach, was beglnnlng to be

"",apparent during the last few months of the revolutlon as the

‘regime experienced rising dissent from among its supporters in
the poorer classes. This situation of increasing uneasinesé_'

apparently hastened the revolution's demise.

- The Human nghts Record.

Untll the 1979 coup, Grenada s political system, at‘,.:_o-
iéast formally, was patterned after that of its colonlzer,u
'Britaiﬁ.‘ Electoral politics is traditionally viewed as aﬁ
1mportant component of this system, glVlng the electorate ther.
~right to effect change if - 1t S0 des:.res.w -The Grenada coup,. ro'

e
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 thérefore, was the first instance in both Grenada and in tﬁe
Engliéh Caribbean where change was achieved by non-peaceful
and non-electoral means. | |
.In his first official speech to the country on the
morning-of;the coup Bishop promised that freedom of electioﬁé
wouldee restored. A moﬁth later Bish0928 seemed less coﬁwj.
éerhed about the immediacy and urgency of elections. He argﬁed
‘that an.immediéte priority was the "consolidation of the
revolUtiqn". He suggested that after an enumeration'of;vdteré ;.
thé country would be ready for elections. The fadturEmainedr .
. that some four and one~half years later elections had not Yéﬁ
been held. By that time Bishop had taken the position that 
jdemocraéy was much more than "just an election®, dismissihg”;'
 -thé idea of casting a ballot was "five second democracy".29 :
"In‘ité place he consistently promoted the notion of a partidif
paforyfdemocratic system, in accordance with the develoéing.

People's Assemblies, with the requirement that elected

officials‘be-continuously responsible and accountable to thesé}.[_:

-5ssémhlies. However, by mid-1983 Bishop had announced the
' éstablishment of'é constitutional commission. It was'anticiw -
pated that subsequent to the formulation of a new constitution
elections would be held. f_

| It is entirely possible that had the PRG qovernmént held
‘an election, won by the NJIM, such a government wguid yétﬂbé',
| running the countfy today. An election would have p:ovidedftﬁe;
NJM the elusive legimacy it always sought; would have releaéeﬁ

some of the domestic pressures for rapid solutions to domestic
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‘problems; would alsc have served to nullify some of the ddnétant ‘.
criticism from the United States. But clearly within the NJM
there were at least two opposing positions with regard to.thé

. holding of elections. The Méfxist position of Bernard €bard -
would'probably perceive of elections as a "boufgeois“ exéfcisé,
and that power, once obtained, should be held. Bishop, himself,
appeared to take the position that the people's éssemblies Wés

a more appropriate democratic form than the Westminster system..

‘“_Yet after four years he established the constitutional

cohﬁiésion és a forerunner to staging elections. Butfmoét_
‘.fﬁndaméntélly, the NJM did not encourage elections,-becadse‘"
they were unsure éf its outcome. Their past performancé.iﬁ
| eléctoral politics was only partially successful. There'waé
la;WayS‘a core of the supporters of Gairy to be considered.
‘_But the fact remains that elections were never held. Gréﬁaﬁiéns -
_wgre not provided the opportunity to express their views on'- |
tﬁe government by electoral means. ' The accepted ﬁorms.of :
behavior which peoples of the English-speaking Caribbean‘ . 
'states had grown accustomed to, had been thereby violated.
‘The question of constitutional legitimacy dogged the-regimé'both
‘aomestically and within thé region. |
The refusal to hold elections was part-éf a new”system'af a‘
“relationships énunciatéd-by the PRG with regard to the Grenadiaﬁ:‘ 
lpopulation. Fundamental to thé new relationship was a sﬁspenéionﬁ
of the 1974 Constitution, and rulership by the periodic decig—
' ra£i0n of.Peoples Laws. ©Some of these laws violated the‘basid ;

rights to the populace. For instance, People’s Law No. 8 .
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?rovide& for preventive detention without charge or trial of
-personé suspected of endangering public safety. By 1981 over
100 people were detained under this laﬁ. By Ocﬁober 1983fi£
was believed that there were 78 politiéal detainees at Riéhmdﬁd
© Hill Prison, and another 25 members of the Rastafarian sect held'
“at the Hopé Vale detention camp. In 1983, Amhesty International
- itSelf admitted to not knowing the total number of persoﬁs‘beinq'
heid in preventive detention.30 R
| In addition to detention without trial, thére were
numérous allegations of ill-treatment and even torture of
political detainees. Rusell Budhlall and Layne Phillip, for -
 instance} both dlaimed to be kicked, beaten and burnt While.bein§~

" held in detention.->?t

Amnesty International sought to investi-
gate these charges but with limited success.32 However, |
Episcopal Archdeacon Huggins was permitted to conduct:weékly
religious services at Richmond Hill, which permitted him'thé J
'éppo:tunity to monitor activities there, and thrice-weekly
visits were made by doctors to that prison.33

hile the traditional British common law system contin;ed '
té be applicabie for ordinary criﬁinal offensés, the prerﬁtiVe,"
- &etéﬁtion system operated'separately, thereby denying the
.inaiViduai the basic right to a fair, speedy and-publi¢ tria1; r
‘Thesg dases were periodically reviewed by a tﬁree-member.
‘aetention tribunal, under Bishop, in his capacity as Miniéter of .
Iﬁterior, according to a 1980 law.. Hcﬁever, as a conseﬁuehce;  -
. of'ﬁhe irregular‘natuﬁe of ﬁhis review process, a few were ,;1

- detained for almost the entire period of the PRG government.
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Such were the cases of Lloyd Noel, a formar NJIM membef;
© and the PRG 's first Actlng Attorney General Leslie PlEtre,

"edltor of the Grenada Voice, a newspaper banned by PRG, and

Tilman Thomas, a shareholder in that newspaper. These lndl—:-
'v1duals were detained when the newspaper publlshed its flrst
-1ssue after the coup, even though the paper had declared 1tself

floyalvtc the revolution, while reserving the right tO-Crlthlze.

with_the closure of the Voice, the Torchlight and the Cétholic_
ggggg, freedom of the press ended, and indeed, freedom 65-
speeéh was severely curtailed. |

| | Whlle there were no direct attemots to curtall the free;
n'dom of ‘worship it is ¢lear that the PRG believed that’ the:'  |
] establlshed churches were a threat to the revolution., In a
‘detailed secret analysis of the Grenadian church it was féé*
'peatedly stated that the churches were opposed to, and even. g
gearlng up for a "confrontatlon with the government._"34 And
 while thlS conclusion might have been somewhat of an over-
Statément,'it was almost inevitable that.the church would.bé
k perCE1ved ‘ags a threat to the revolutlon. | o
o In a country of some 110 000 people over 70, 000 weref ;”
"members of the Roman Catholla Church. - Most of the otherS‘il
malntalned membership in the Anglican or the Methodist churche$,r :
or,;n‘one of the‘many small, charismatic, Amerlcanﬂle&, nonfw7. .
tfaditional churches that had established bases in Greﬁadaﬂdyéf: 
. thé préViousfdecade. In general, the Garibbeaﬁ.lcﬁeflcléééésv

| are deeply rellglous; and such groups in Grenada would undoubt-'

edly have percelved the revolution as fundamentally "unchrlstlan",
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even as a threat to their religions. The growing-feeling of .
squicion énd'hdstility was thereforé rnutual.

| The church sought to counteract the impact of the
revolutlon upon the minds of its adherents by aggressive
sermonizing, the publication of pamphlets, and the 1ntrodhctlon
and encouragement of the reading of the Jerusalen Bible, written
in simple novel form., It also sought dialogue with the PRG

and was further 1nvolved in state development projects. The.
government,-on the other hand, assumed, with some justlflcatlon,
'that”the church, and in particular, the Roman Church was_“hdstile.

35 and sought to combat this

toward the Grenada Revolution”,
. assumed hostility. Having concluded3® that

"+he church in the immediate period
(was) the most dangerous sector for

the development of internal counter
revolutlon, :

'_a.secret'report recommended the building of mass organizations,
the organlzatlon of community programs, removal of "deeply -
rellglous" head teachers from the school system, 1ntroduct10n_
of political education in the sghools and strengthen contacts
with Latin Américan clergy "linked to the theology of liberéw

tion."37

The consolidation of the revolution, domestiéally,-did 3
fnot detract from the external relationships developed and

. pursued bv the PRG. Indeed the leadership promoted such
relatlonshlps aggre551vely, in spite of the fact that much of

_ these relatlonshlns served to escalate the level of tensmons

between Grenada and the United States. To a great extent the
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- revolution believed that the building of national independence,
damestically, was inextricably linked to indepeﬁdence in foreign.

policy and from support received from external actbrs.

PART I1

Grenada in the International Environment

| In the five years between the granting of political inde—

‘pendence and the takeover of the government by the Bishop group,
Grenada s foreign policy was domlnated by Eric Gairy. Galry
occupled both the positions of Prime Minister and the portfollo
of Minister of Forelgn Affairs. VYet it was primarily the
eccentricities of the leader, not only his formal positioﬁ,t}
- which‘influénced the foreign policy of the state. Gairy‘fbrr
inéﬁance,.was born in humble surroundings, was dark skinned
and had a limited education. He was generally looked upon as
socially inferior and rejected by the Grenadian elite. 1In
that context it is 1nterest1ng that he vigorously pursued a
-forelgn pollcy of recognltlon and respect for Grenada and for
himself., In 1975, for instance, in his annual address to the-
' Uniﬁeﬁ‘Nations General Assembly, he -$tat8538

There are some truly great people in every part

of the globe. 1t is not the place or the size

-~ of the place in which he was born, nor the
family to which he was born, nor the colour of.
the skln that makes him truly great.
- It appears that Gairy transferred his feellng of low self-

esteem to the perceptions of others concerning the state..f
Hence in an apparent effort to conv1nce hlmself of how others

Jvlewed Grenada he sald,39
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We are the smallest memﬁer of the United
Nations Organization but we are enamoured, we
are loved, we are esteemed and respected by
virtue of the contribution we make in matters
of regional importance and in matters of
international magnitude.

Gairy futher believed that for Grenada to gain intefnational
récoghition and respect it was incumbent upon himself to intro-
duce new and different issues to the intefnational community.
This is possibly one reason why he introduced such-bizarre'matters_
AS‘the Unidentified Flying Objects, the Bermuda Triangle and
psychic research, to the discussion at the United Nations.
Anothe:‘reason for his interest and promotion of these matteﬁsf‘
fmay have'arisen from his religious fervor. Gairy was-deeﬁly
religious in a somewhat animistic sense, thus in his five ad-'

x dfesses to the United Nations one of his major themes was‘the_
"Universality of God." He tried for those years to convince

the U.N. Organization to discuss this issue, believing as hé 
did that it‘would thereby contribute to the alleviation of world
tension!

This was the background to Grenadian foreign policy asltﬁe .
N PRG assumed coﬁtrol of the goverﬁment_five vears after indepen-;
" .dence. Undoubtedly, Grenada, specifically Prime Minister Gairy,
had shaped a guite unorthodox foreign policy path, and bne wh}ch
would have been difficult for any succeeding government to’
follow} The PRG, nevertheless, had much earlier determineﬁ_tﬁe:
=£Quterit would follow, since this route'was originﬁlly put1ined

- in ﬁhe'1973 Manifesto of the New Jewel_Movement (NJM).40
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‘The pre-Independence NJM proposals for the country's‘paf?'

ticipatién in regional and in international affairs were not -
-unliké the party's program for domestic change. Indeed, the
NJIM seemed to accept the position that restructuring of the
sdciety, internally, would require.new orientations, in £hefi-
contéxt-of the accepted pro—Western Commonwealth Caribbean
.foreign policy, in its international affairs as well. Since
the EJM believed that restructuring of the domestic economy
would require a cessatlon of the external economic llnkages.
1n terms of ownership, foreign investment, general external
'dependence etc. the party proposed a foreign policy that4;.

support[ed] the organization of Non~Aligned

Nations in their courageous attempts to

prevent big-power domination of their

economies and internal politics and propose

to join that Organization at the earliest

possible opportunity. '
in'additicn, the NJM Manifesto supported the politiéal-

énd econonmic integration of the Caribbean, while emphasizing
. the belief that the existing Caribbean Economic Community .
.(CARICOM] ﬁas aﬁ ineffective vehicle for this purpose. Tﬁéj'
NJM was critical of CARICOM since it believed the latter did
11ttle to meaningfully involve the poorer masses in the 1nte—
gration process. Further the NJM's proposals called for the_f
'_‘integration of the entire region transcending colOnially—im4
posed artificial boundaries. CARICOM has only involved ~ |

English—speaking countries in the region. In the broader

fealm of international affairs, the Manifesto condemned the
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 U:s, involvement in theKaffairs of South Aéian countriésr-*
*'sﬁpported,liberation struggles throughout the worldf and dé?. ' 
 'manded'the ostracism of South Africa frpm'the community-of 7
 nat1ons. o o ' o _?J 
.. It is. therefore clear that the NJM was determxned, from
‘iﬁﬁe beglnnlng, to chart a course, both dcmestlcally and 1nte;"'
'natiénally, that chéllenged the prevailing behavior of |
regional states; with the exception of Cuba.. Aﬁd morebve:@ﬂ 
‘such a course uitimately violated the prescriptions of the i
:Unlted States for the hemisphere, thereby making the prospects ‘
 .for confrontatlon with that hegemonic power almost 1nev1table.,
| _ Upon assumlng control of the country in March 1973, the |
 ‘ PRG faced two 1mmed1ate and urgent problems arlslng from-_  
7domest1c pressures which together served to influence thé f
" foreign policy of the state. The first was the fear that
7.Ga1ry would seek to lead an invasion of the islandwénd reiﬁfﬁi“
:tq powgr.' The second 1nvolved the 6eterm1natlon of the PRG
to*rébuild'the Grenadian 9conomy'and the consequent.needgforl
: external assistance to achieve thlS. L
The PRG was genuinely fearful of a Galry-takeover and

thelr possmble inability to prevent this. The fear was based:

7'upon ten years of opp031t10n to Galry and the awareness of hlS

‘fwillingnass to do whatever was necessary to remain in power.gf

"Bishop and his supporters were painfully aware of their bloody

-"f?and brutal confrontatlons with Gairy, and now that he was

forced out, would he not be w1111ng to resort to the same |
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.taCtics that he used while in office? Gairy himself had declared
in inﬁerviéws in the U.S. his determination to_retuin-tc leaﬁaxe‘-””“
~ ship of Grenada. Further, Bishop claimed to have secuxéd-_' u3'
-évidende implicating some of Gairy's U.S. underworld supporﬁéré;'
who had earlier found a safe haven in Grenada, for collectin§
arms to stage a takeover. 42 |
 Td,counteract a possible Gairy-led invasion the PRG quickl§,c
 ac£ed‘0n two fronts. Firstly, it called upon regional‘states tq_f
grant formal recognition of the new government, requesting the
same from tradltlonally friendly Western states. This would:have
rfgranted the regime much-coveted lnternatlonal legitimacy, thereby7'
fi making 'illegal any attempts by Gairy to win power. . Secondly,_and
‘more practicaliy, Biéhop made an international plea for arms to
'Outfit his Fledging Peoples Revolutionary Army, in ordar'to dé£eﬁa‘7
‘the‘state against possible attack. He especiallylrequested'milér |
:itary'support from the United States, Canada, Britéin and.ffom:
zrnelghborlng territories. | | u |
Whereas the English-Caribbean had been embarrassed by ;
fErlc Gairy's antics, Grenada was left very much to its own~f
-Vdurlng_the Gairy years. However, the Bishop-led takeover galva—r
"inized Caribbeanlleadersh;p into actlon. Whlle_prlvately;these-
fStates ﬁére pleased that Gairy waé forced_dut, they, to-éomé ’
degree, objected to the manner in which it was done. While -~
"‘flrstly, political change in the English Carlbbean, in accard- L
-ance w1th the Westminster system, was always a¢h1eved peace— f"

fully, Carlbbean leadership began to wonder whether a precedent -

31



‘;'was-hsw established‘for similar change in their own.countries;i
;Thére wére iﬁmediate calls for a regional meeting to diséus#";'
: _tﬁé<Grenadé situation. While enthusiastic recognition was-fl
1mmedlate1y granted by Jamaica and Guyana, the latter reglme,-
959201a11y, depending upon force to maintain polltlcal control
recognltlon from Barbados and Trinidad was subdued Members of
the-Eastern Caribbean Associated states hastily arranged th
meetings, seeing ﬁhe situation as a family problem. Reéogniﬁion
from the broader international community was ultimately gained.-i
‘The call for arms to defend the state and the immediate.
o feéuesﬁ, too, for economic support to reconstruct.the'ecoﬁQMYQ _
did not bring tangible immediate assistance. A few coﬁhtries}f‘
Jamaica and Guyana, particuiarly, responded in accordance with
their limited resources. Trinidad remained quietly hostile.
Barbados, eventually, was much more openly antagonlstlc. iNanyi;
._larger-countr;es adopted a walt—andﬁsee attltude. . The smngle:
-‘exception was Cuba.
.The rélationship betweeh the NJM and Cuban leadership
- pre-dated the March 1979 takeover in Grenada..lBishop,and ;,5
Whitemaﬁ had visited Havana in August, 1977, for insfance; n
ab&'while there discussed the significance of the Cuban
revolutioﬁ.and of socialism for Grenada‘43 Undoubtedly, Bishop; 
_ﬁés.a greater admirer of Fidel Castro. Indeed, some havef"
'speculated, though nQ‘evideﬁce has ever been provided,.that*
'the efficiency of the overthfow of Gairy could only have been‘

achieved with Cuban assistance.
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In April 1979, the PRG obtained its first shipment of arms
‘ from‘the Cuban government. Within alfew months both counﬁriesj
approved an agreement which provided Grenada with a broad range
of technical support services, training and personnel to -

- develop the social and economic infrastructural base. This =
was quickly followed by the arrival of a small gréu? of Cuban'
medical and dental technicians which permitted the establish~-
ment of medical services in rural Grenada. Under Gairy these“‘r
services were offered primarily in the capital St. Georges,

' andrin‘few smaller towns.

In addition to‘support for infrastructural‘developmemf the
Cubans offered a broad economic assistance package. To facilitate
sélf-sufficiency in food,'Cuba donated twelve fishing boats and - .
corré5pondinq technical support for the establishment of a |
:Grenada fishing industry. Trade ties were steadily expanéed-With
Grenada puchaéing basic commodities, cement and sugar, from Cuba.
Later, Cuba offered a number of scholarships for university
étudy éﬁd-ofganized cultural exchanges between these countries;

The strengthening of reiationships between Grenada'and:Cﬁbé
Vwas-part of a broad pattern of new relationships never béfdre
_sought by any English~speaking Eastern Caribbean state in the;
intefhatiohal system. Significant among these relatiohshipsf”'
was the immediate decision to seek enﬁry into the Non—alignéd.- -
Movement which was in keeping with the proposals of.the 1873
NIM Maﬁifesto. Grenada was admitted to that Movement and

participated in the Sixth Summit Conference held in Havana in
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September 1979. Grenada was later elected to the c0wordihétiﬁg :
Bureau of that Organization.

It was at the Havana Conference, and a few months later in
a rally at Managua, Nicaragua, did Bishop outline the broad :
tenets of the country's foreign policy. Bishop outlined the f
fdllowing principles:44 | | |

1) that Latin America and the Caribbean reglon should be
recognlzed as a zone of peace. There must be an end to the
Monroe Doctrine, and all other doctrines aimed at perpetuatlng
- hegemonism.

2) the right of self-determination for all peoples must be
‘reéogniZEd and respected in practice.

3) the principle of ideological pluralism must be'reséegted
ih préctice.

4} the:e must be an end to the arming and financing of‘
coﬁnter—revolutionaries.

5) there must be firm commitment to the ideals of diﬁarma—,
fment and world peace. | 7
6} there must be respect for the sovereign equality, legal_
:‘equallty, and territorial integrity of {our] countries.

7) the right of any country to freely join whatever lnterw‘
national organization 1£ wants.

One of the clearest early indications of the stringéntly-
anti-imperialistic stance of Grenada was on the occasion of
the 'U,N. General Assembly =3 first vote to condemn the Sovxet

Union's invasion of Afghanlstan. Whlle this resolutlon was
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overwhelmingly approved, Grenada voted against the condemnation,
and thus in support of the Soviet involvement in Afghanistan.
". Bishpp later sought to explain this vote, which was not in

kéepingrwith the position of the Non-aligned Movement, by“' |

claiming 45

‘Non-alignment to us is a positive concept
embodying beliefs in positive principles.
As we see it, our first duty as a young
revolutionary country that believes in
© non-alignment is always to support the
" further development of the world revolu-
tionary process.

This convoluted explanation contributed little to an

understanding of Grenada's vote for it is difficult to understand -

“what "positive principles® Bishop was able to emplby in support'
of the invasion. PFurther it was certainly a new lnterpretatlon -

'to argue that non-alignment always" supported the “world

. revolutlonary process“

A more practical explanatlon of the Grenada vote was

' pfcbably the desmre of this young radlcal government, to;f“
demonétrate; somewhat naively, to the Soviet Union that iﬁ-ﬁés
.‘willing to be counted, in the face of international opppsitioh;jﬁl

as‘a'friend of the latter - an immature attempt to demonstrate_ o

» .political maturity. Further, and equally naively, Grehada-é'”"

jappeared to be signalling to the United States its determlnatloﬁ -
to act autonomously regardless of the domlnatlon of the latter
over hemlSpherlc'relatlons. Earlier Blshop had announced. to_]-ﬁ““
théfUnited States "we are not in anybody's backyard,_andiwetarékr".

definitely not for sale".46 The vote in support of the‘Soviétf

35



-Union_was Grenada's repudiation of the philosophy of "backyardism”
er'its more recognized synonym "spheres of influence". |

The determination of Grenada to chart an uncompromisingiy.
independent foreign policy course; its developﬁent of close .
| re;etiOns with Cuba and later, the Soviet Union; its determination
“to establieh friendly relationships with tevolutionary'gcﬁerne
ments, espécially with Nicaragua and with Surinam; and its
thetorical wary with the United States, altogether served only
to excercabate relations with the latter. Bishop would nevef; '_
theless have argued it was the United States that initiated this

hostile_relationship.

United States Relations with Grenada.

| The United States’ relatlonshlp with Grenada can be
meaningfully examined only in the context of hlstorlcal patterns
oflrelationships between the giant of the north and'the formerly.
colonlal territories of the South. Indeed, America's interaétions
_w1th its southern nelghbors pre-dated the former s 1ndependence.'
Independence for the United States only served to strengthen 1ts
. economic 1nterests Wlthln the region, to the extent that when :
the Haitian slaves revolted in the late elghteenth century,
Washington displayed few gqualms about sacrificing deﬁocrétie.
idealism for crass economic self-interest by siding with the..”
Haltlan planter class. |

In 1823, President Monroe laid the broad outllne for Amerlca ]

future relationship with its southern neighbors in what Subse-
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,quently became known as the Monroe Doctrine. This DOctriﬁeﬁ
sought to guarantee the independence of hem;spherlc countries B
'from‘forelgn intervention while pledging the United States ‘not’
to interfere in their affairs. Within a few years the idea of
iIxianifest béstiny was added, promoting the belief that U.S. :
“éconoﬁic‘and.political superiority must inevitably.lead tof'
'hemispheric domination.
Toward the latter part of the nineteenth century gunboqt
'aiplomacy went hand in hand with dollar diplomacy to extendfﬁheA.
. U.S. economlc penetration, and ultimately, its hegemony over o
the hemisphere. . The Spanish-American War provided: the 1n1t1atlve
w‘for.thé formal entry of the U.S. into Caribbean Basin countrles
_ at this time. From then onwards the U.S. became a-significaﬁt.
‘colonlal power in the region. Its domination ranged from tﬁeu
'outrlght annexatlon of Puerto Rico to the appropriation of the
canal corridor in Panama. Temporary occupations occured in
. Nicaragua, Honﬁuras, Haltl and the Domlnlcan Republic.. Cubé
Treprasents probably the best example of the lnterface between
‘,economlc con51deratlons and U.S. policy of Caribbean domlnatlon._-
a In the late nineteenth century the U.S. steadlly expanded
1ts economic investments in Cuba especially in the sugar

-;ndustry. Follow;ng Spain's defaat, m3351Ve amounts of u. S..

'-"capltal entered Cuba. U.S. investments grew from. $50 mlllxon L

in 1895 to $200 million by 1906 and increased by over siX fold
to $1.24 billion by 1924. This econcmic penetratlon was‘

faccompanied by military occupation and the establishment’of‘é '
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a U.S; military govefnment. Yet Cuba was granﬁed Q-aomprdmigé&
~ independence in 1902, wiﬁh the insertion of the Platt Amendﬁent
into its constitution, which ga&e the U.S. among other rightsf‘ 
the_rightkto intervene to protect Cuban independence. ; &
Against the background of the Platt Amendment, President . .
 Theodore Roosevelt in 1904 declared his "corollory" to the
Monroe Doctrine. Essentially, the Cofollory re~emphasized U.S.
hegemony over the hemisphere, declaring its right and respon; .
| éibility to the maintenance of hemispheric peace. It waéunﬁt_}_
-until:Franklin'RoOsevelt‘s enunciation of the "Good Neighbor':'
Policy", in 1934 did the U.S. conclude a new treaty with Cuba
~effectively abrogating the Platt Ameﬁdment. It is worthy to
point out that the U.S. occupation of Cuba in 1898 was the
fifsﬁ of thirty-three such military interventions-in-this”
hemisphere, until the invasion of Grenada some eighty-five
yvears later.
| Thé Cuban pattern was repeated throﬁghout the northern"
Caribbean, initially, and then over the entire region: a. . |
- policy of miiitary occupation accompanied by'eCOnomic'pehétraw
tion.. To that extent, what is taking place in Grenada pos- .
Cctober 1983‘foilows a U.S. pattern for the region which
originated in Cuba in 1898. Whereas the northern island,
'especially Cuba, Puerto Rico and the Dominican Republic»wére
the first to be dominated, the southern territories were Yet‘L,.
colonies, primarily of_England._ As the latter began iﬁs- |

.withdrawal by mid-twentieth century, the U.S. sought to fill

38



both the'eCQnomic and security vacuum. By this time the U.S.
“Bootstrap"'approach to economic development was firmly in place

in Puerto Rico, and being adapted at a furious pace thrdughout o

.. the region. This approach, ostensibly, brought U.S. capital

and technology together with Caribbean resources and abundant
‘cheaﬁ labor in a tax haven environment, to promote industrial~
1zatlcn as the means to development.

| By the 19?0 s almost one-half of U.S. trade, twowthlrds -
‘of its imported oil, and over fifty percent of its imported
‘strategic minerals entered the country by way of the Panama
‘Cahal_or through Caribbean waters. While some of these
strategic materials merely passed through the region, a sig~'-jf
nificant proportion originated there. In recent years,'Jamaiﬁé
“has supplied over 50 percent of U.S. bauxite and alumina
imporﬁs..'Fufther toward the end of the decade about 70 peic&nt“
;of ﬂ.s. oil iﬁports and over 80 percent of its resi&uallfug;
iﬁportéjcame from Caribbean refineries. Over the past‘cenﬁukyg
therefore, the Caribbean has been developed as a safe‘énd' |
secure haven for a substantial proportion of United States'
“féréiqn investments and a major source.for some strategic
»materials. Further, located on the soft under-belly of'ﬁhe‘
U.S., strateglcally close, with numerous potentlal harbqrs,
| the Carlbbean in the "wrong" hands presents a vital securxty
_ threat to the U.S. For these two reasons, therefore, the

U.s. has maintained a close watchful eye over the xégxon,

during the present century, permitting only those regimés,'
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including that of the Somoza's in Nicaragua and the Duvalier's

.in Haiti, willing to serve its interests.

Iﬁ keeping with its traditional objectives for the
‘Caribbean, the establishment of the Bishop government in
Grenada_must have been the cause for great concern within the:
'U.S. Department of State. The English Caribbean had becéme 
accuétoméd to change by peaceful means. Moreover; change,
whenever it occured, did not signal restructuring of economic
or political relationships with the Wést. Bishop threatenad
to achieve both these objectives. Even more significantly,.
Caribbean states, with the possible exception of Jamaica, had,
even by the late nineteen seventies, in spite of formal recogw
nition, maintained a policy of distancing themselves from Cuba.
America's nemesis in the Caribbean_conﬁinﬁeé to be isolated
some twenty years after Castro's coming into power. Tt wés‘
‘kﬂown that Bishop and some of the NJM had made previous trips .
to Cuba. Since 1973 their Manifesto,é?‘while not mentioning
Cuba by name, had called for "genuine integration of.all'the:
| Céribbean", and saluted the "just and heroic struggle beiﬁanf
'wéged on Caribbean soil." | |
Oﬁ the second day of the NIM takeover, in its.first:
'meeting with U.S. representatives, the new government pleaded  
for ecénomic assistance to rebuild the country. The Améﬁican
‘Consul-General assured the Bishop government that he woﬁld

encourage his government to provide the necessary assistance..
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ftOne:month'later no such aid had been granted, but in theue"

'ijmeantlme two sets of c1rcumstances lald the basis for the

souring of relatlons between the U.S. and Grenada. Galry

‘,from his base in California, repeatedly declared on radlo the

_ need for a counter-coup and called for the U. 5. to support
‘him in thls attempt. The Bishop government, claiming. to flnd
i-ev1dence in Grenada supporting Gairy's 1n1t1at1ves, 1ssued
':pleads of its own for military assistance to repel anv p0551ble_}
'counter—coup. Likewise it continued making appeals for_economiq i-
ass;stance.. The second circumstance arose .from the almeet:‘ e
: Vimmediete‘positive response from the Cuban government Withee“
"economlc and later, security assistance. | |

On Aprll 7, about three weeks after the initial takeover,
‘a Cuban delegation arrived in Grenada to open talks on a531stance,' 
prqgrams. The U.S. was immediately angered, moving froﬁ a?f"'
'Ltposture of cautious acceptance to one of confrontation. ﬁithin
a few days U.S. ambassador to the Eastern Carlbbean,-Frank OItlZ,
‘arrived~in Grenada, sternly lecturing Bishop and hls,government
‘vecf the hazards of the establishment.of a working rélatienehi§_ ;e"
@ithtéuba.48 He expressed'his government's formal displeasure
concerning establishment of relations between Grenada aﬁdfCube,_;'-'
eand‘thfeateﬁed a&verse“implications~for-Greneda’s touriet
‘ihdustryrifrsuch relationship was permitted tO'eontinuel
' ”VAmbaesador Ortiz informed the Bishop government that ﬁ.S;faia [‘f
program to the region. was prov1ded only on a multx—lateral N

' bas1s, through the Carlbbean-Development Bank. He suggested
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~that Grenada look to ‘that Bank for aid assistance: AdditiOnaliy,
Ortiz offered the now famous $5,000 which according to his
successor, Sally Shelton was49 "the then-allowed level of
funding per project which an Ambassador could make from fthe}
Special Development Assistance Fund". Bishop looked upon this
offer as a gratuituous insult.

" Ortiz ended his discussion with the Grenada government by -
 handing Prime Minister Bishop a formal statement50 prepared
by'his.QOvernment which stated in part

although my government recognizes your concefns
over the allegations of a possible counter-coup,
it also believes that it would not be in
Grenada's best interest to seek assistance from
a country such as Cuba to forestall such an
attack. We would view with displeasure any
tendency on the part of Grenada to develop
closer ties with Cuba.

The young revolutionary government of Grenada was utterly
incensed by the callousness of the U.S. approach. It served.:
_fu:ther'to confirm- the suspicions of this youthful group that
the giant of the north had not eschewed the "Big Stick"

- attitude in the conduct of its foreign relations. Three‘days 5

 later Bishop in a national radio address responded to thé-U.S}.f

ultimatﬁm statingsl

 From day one of the revolution we have always
striven to have and develop the closest and
‘friendliest relations with the United States,
as well as with Canada, Britain, and all our -
Caribbean neighbours....But no one must mis~
understand our friendliness as an excuse for
rudeness and meddling in our affairs, and no

one, no matter how powerful and mighty they
are, will be permitted to dictate to the
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government and people of Grenada who we can

have friendly relations with and what kind

of relations we must have with other countries.
And relying upon the formal symbols of stateness which is all

. - . . 52
that a microstate possesses, Bishop continued

Grenada is a sovereign and independent country,

although a tiny speck on the world nap, and we

. expect all countries to strictly respect, our

independence just as we respect theirs. No

country has the right to tell us what to do...

We are not in anybody's backyard and we are

definitely not for sale. ,
In an act of seeming defiance of the United States, Grenada
established formal diplomatic relations with Cuba the next day.
This, however, was more likely a move that had been under
consideration for some time. The die was cast. The war of
words began. From there onwards relations with the United
States went down hill, just as Grenada-~Cuban relations steadily.
developed.

It may be considered that U.S. Ambassador Ortiz committed

a major blunder in his first major discussion with the
Grenadians which set the stage for a rapid deterioration of
relations between the countries. However, while Ortiz's
dictatorial diplomatic style was his own, his message was not,
To that extent, his style was secondary to the message from
the Department of State: Grenada must be wiiling to have
minimal relations with Cuba in order to gain the blessing and
‘the support of the United States. A failure to do so meant

 that Grenada must be willing to face the consequences. The

U.S. Administration's demands of Grenada were no different
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from the demands upon Nicaragua. Pres. Reagan demanded that

Hicaragua say "Uncle" to the United States. OCne could even'
'speculate that the U.8. was willing to push Grenada toward

- Cuba, if only then to be able, later, to attack it for béing_
a friend of the Communists!

It appears that the State Department took an exceedingly
tough stand against Grenada, right from the outset, because
of the belief that Bishop and his NJM, even before the take~
over, were close to Cuba. Rationalizing this tough position
‘ : 53
a State Department official said

We think they've been commited to a close
association with Cuba from day one...think
of the. precedent it would set...Throughout
the region, there are little-bitty leftist
groups with power ambitions. If we improve
relations with Grenada at no cost to the
(pro-Cuban) government, imagine what it
would say to other putative authorities in
the eastern Caribbean.

After the invasion a senior State Department official

‘saig>?

similarly "nothing the U.S. did or failed to do would ;
have made any differahce“. The message from Washington was
exceedingly clear: the U.S. would not tolerate or negoiiaté
with any cduntry, within its sphere of influence, that |
belleved its soverelgnty permitted the rlght to engage in
'lndependen; foreign policy. Relatedly, the mlnd-set suggestedi“
by this attitude was that a friend of Cuba was almost automat- _;
ically, an enemy of the United States. To that extent, thén;
“the quarrel with Grenada was ultimately not over the issue of

the future of democracy or of disrespect for human rights -
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‘especially since the U.S. does not appear to have serious
‘problems with Haiti on these issues - but over the right of a
sovereigh state, under the shadow of a major power, to choose
its friends.

While expressing skepticism that a "more sustained
experiment with a positive U.S. policy would have succeeded, ™
former U.S. ambassador to the Eastern Caribbean, Sally Shelton,
chided the U.S. administration, in a post-invasion analysis; for
-not trying, and stated55

I do believe...that the Carter and Reagan
policies of distancing ourselves from '
Grenada, of refusing to exchange ambassadors,
of declining to engage in serious discussions
...were not conducive to improving relations
and providing an alternative to Cuba. ‘

Instead of attempting to mend relations after Ortiz's

' ‘disconcerting visit to Grenada, both countries escalated the

rhetorical war which only served to further exacerbate
relatiéns. For instance, as Grenada prepared to pa;ticipate in
the Non-Aligned conference scheduled for Havana, a few months
later, the U.S. sent a cable to Grenada requesting that it
--‘défand anticipated attacks at the Conference, on the OfganizaQ'
tion of American States, by Cuba. Grenada could have chosen
to politely ignore that cable or even sent a private reply_td:.p
the U.S. Instead, said Bishop,56 éublicly announcing the
contents of the message, '

we decided to éomegtq this.éonferencé‘to-_

speak out loudly and clearly on the side -

and in the interests of the suffering ‘

and oppressed people of the world and of
those countries and regions fighting for
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their freedom, independence, and national
liberation.

‘And to further annoy the United States, while cementlng Grenada s
relatlons with Cuba, Bishop sought to extol the virtues of Cuba
- stat1ng57 |
| if there was no Cuba the world would have
not seen the first socialist revolution
in the West in this century. If there were
no Cuba we would not have been reminded of
the very important lesson that blockades,
barricades, and isolation cannot stop a
- serious and determined people from consol-
idating their revolutionary process...Cuba
" laid the basis for Grenada.

Yet Ambassador Shelton, while scolding the U.5. for not
makingra determined effort to develop relations with Grenada,
remains unconvinced that the latter was serious concerning.
~ the aevelopment of such relations.58 She asserts that at 1east
the Carter Administration 1n1t1ally attempted to work with
Grenaéa, but that three issues made this difficult. The flrst
~concerned the conflict over aid to Grenada and the Administra—
tion's determination that Grenada work through the Caribbéan

‘Development Bank. The second was with regard to the expressea”'
desire of the PRG to have Eric Gairy extradited to stand‘ttiél,
Shelton claims that the Grenadian government did not appear
‘serious about returning Gairy to Grenada, since they refused to
work with the U.S. Department,of Justice to process the request.
 7fC0nflict over the arrest in the U.S. of two Grenadians-chargéd

| thh Lllegally exportlng arms to Grenada constituted the thlrd

issue. This issue resolved itself when the Grenadians 3umped
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bail returning to their country,
What Sheiton does not mention is that about the éame'time,

as reported in the Washington Post, the National Security Council

had developed a plan for the blockade of Grenada. While that .
.,pléﬁ-Was ﬁot;operaticnalized, Grenada could not fail to have.
COmprehended the message from the U.5. Further when Shelton}”
- herself, was sent to replace Ortiz as Ambassador to the Easterﬁ
Céribbeén, the U.S. refused to accredit her to Grenada.
‘Slmllarly the U.S. refused to recognize the credentlals of
'.Dg331ma‘wllha1ms as Grenada's ambassador to this country;_ hlth“ _~
ouf a formal exchange of ambassadors thére was no attempt at |

' establlshlng a serious dlalogue between the two countries.

. Unable to force the Grenada government to bend to its -
Wishes,‘the U.S. extended its propaganda war from late 1979 aﬁd .
onwards. The media was employed to c¢reate a picture of_anlﬁ
indréasingly repressive country, becoming more steadily aligned“

with the Soviet Union, and therefore one not safe for U.S.

':]tourlsts. The State Department advised travel agencles agalngt

reéommending Grenada. Grenada's voting with the SOVlet Unlon3rf
on the Afghanlstan issue provmded the U.S5. with addltlonal
propaganda material. Further the U.S. brought pressure to bear_
on its allles ané upon international lending agencies, agalnst ‘
the prov151on of economic assistance for Grenada. | -
Grenada responded in the only way it knew how: an ééééléﬁ
ticn-of its rhetorical war. Further to Bishop's address at the

_Noanligned conference in September 1979, two speeches,-W1th1nf
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a few months afterwards, portrayed the degree of hostility
| betweén the countries. In the first of these'speeches_s9
'&elivefed at St; Georges to commemorate the first anniversary
”_of-thé revolution Bishop again expressed the "greatest debt of
'gratitude to the Cubans." He again reiterated his earlier |
‘point that there could have been no Grenadian revolution with@ut
" the earlier Cuban revolution. But his harshest words.were.agaiht.
réSérved for the U.S. Obliquely criticizing the Monroe Doctrine
‘-appfoach of the U.S. he said | |
| to those who continue to believe that the
world begins and ends next door in America,
to those who continue to believe that the
United States...have the right to regard
this entire area as a lake, as an extension
of America, as part of their backyard, we ,
say, "No, we are not in anybody's backyard.™”
"The second of these speeches'ﬁowas delivered in ﬁavana on.
‘-the:occasion cof the May Day celebration in 1980. Again Bishop
publicly'attacked the Monroe Doctrine approach of the U.S5., .
- demanding respect based on sovereign eqguality énd indepeﬁdenée;
o It was, however, Grenada's decision to build a new airport,
and the generosity of Cuba toward the building of that airﬁort,
that most dramatically escalated the level of tensions batwéenmr‘
- thé,two\éountries. .What‘Grenédians saw aé a powerful'symbplfof
'théir resolve and determination to achieve economic devélopment;

the United States saw as a symbol of the Soviet's presence in

the hemisphere.l
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 The Airport Issue ‘
On March 23, 1983, President Reagan, in his nationally~

televized "Star Wars" speech declared

‘on the small island of Grenada...the Cubans

‘'with Soviet financing and backing, are in the

processg of building an airfield with a 10,000

foot runway. Grenada deoesn't even have an

airforce...lore than half of all American oil

imports now pass through the Caribbean...The

Soviet~Cuban militarization of Grenada...can

only be seen as power project into the region.
FOr:six days following, various U.S. television crews sought the
“ supposed Grenadian military base, the supposed military comhﬁﬁicav
tion facilities, and thirdly, the so~called military barxacks,
none of which were found. This did not prevent the Reagan Adminis- .
tration from resurrecting the same false charges as partial
rationale for the invasion eight months later. What was impdrtant
. for Presmdent Reagan was that his rhetoric and the accompanylng
. satellzte plctures of the airport site would win the mlnds of his
U.S. audience, thus providing a foundation of popular support for
~‘1nv391on a few months later.
The PRG dld not initiate the idea of an alrport at Po;nt
1Salines. Since the_Second World War the British had.selected:
that area as the most appropriate site. After the War a British
conéulting firm Scott, Wilson, Kirkpatrick and Partners had re-
“conflrmed the earlier decision. The reason was ocbvious. -The
QXIEtlng axrport at: Pearl's was located between the mountaln

range and,the sea, 1Its runway was 5,500 feet with no rqom fo: 1

expansionj"There were no facilities for night landings. Tcuxists
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-“ attempting‘to #acetion in Grenada were required to oeernigﬁtﬁin
Velther nearby Trinidad or Barbados since obviously the. exlstlng
‘airport could only accommodate smaller aircraft. This addltlonal
expense, and ‘the generally unfavorable attitude of both Trlnldad
and Barbados to the PRG, would not have encouraged the Grenadlan
toﬁriet industry. After some initial hesitancy the PRG had
_embraoed‘tourism as a major contributor to the developmenﬁrprocess.
And ‘in this regard the World Bank had recommended the development

: of the tourist industry to promote financial solvency In its

1982 Memorandum, the World Bank anticipated the POSlthE 1mpact of

the completion of the airport for the expansion of the Grenadian
 tourist industry.62

At the time the PRGC was seeking aid to construct the air?
,pore,_there were already ﬁen airports in the regioﬁ of the_Si;e‘
 contemplated by Grenada. The country was also aware that the
construction of a 9,000 foot runway and airport in neighboring‘
St. Lucia had increased tourism there by almost 300 percent.
rIronlcally,_the airport at Barbados, extensively used by the U.s.
oduring the invasion, was extended to 11,000 feet durlng‘the 1979‘51 
In‘none of these previocus cases did the United States Queseion,.
the length and purpose of the airports. |

|  ‘ Some six months after obtalnlng power the PRG began seehlnq

- funds to build the alrport. The government flrst approaohed the -

United States, Britain, Canada, European, Arab and Carlbbean

 countries for assistance. Not only did the United States flatly
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refuse but brought pressure on its allies to do the.same;: iﬁ_d]
o1981, the European Econcmic Community and Grenada organlzed a
'-conference to seek co-financing for the project. The U.S. agaln;
pressured 1ts allles to stay away. Some succumbed to thle
_pressure. Grenada s request to the Internatlonal Monetary Fund
‘for $8 million was halved under pressure upon the Fund by the_-
R United States. However, with assistance provided by Cuba, the
EEC,-aeting independently of its individual members, Libya,
;nlgeria, Syria, Iraq, Nigeria, some Scandinavian countries and
Venezuela, airport construction began. |
| Overall, Cuba‘'s contribution to the airport construction
“prOJect was substantial-about 40 percent of total cost. Howeuer,
d_most of thlS contributlon was in the form of manpower--about 300
_workers, and constructlon supplles. Cuba developed a quarry and
“bhuilt: the flrst rock-crushing plant and asphalt mixing fac111ty—
1llustrat10ns of the low level of pre- exrstlng 1nfrastructure,_.

and the need for modernization of Grenada. In addltlon, excavation

- _work at the airport was undertaken by Layne Dredging Company of

Miami; and the airport's communication system was belng 1nstalled_

| by Plessey, a Brltrsh company .

-Most Grenadlans supported the airport pro;ect enthUSLaStl—.
'cally, purchaSLng almost one mllllon {E.C.) dollars of "alrport o
'bonds"'to help finance constructlon. To them 1t was - the major -
symbol of their independence and their determination to achleve

economic development. President Reagan, however, saw the airport:
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as a major propaganda weapon in the Administration's war with
'A:Grehada. The U.S. denounced the effort as an attempt by the ,

' Sov1et Union and Cuba to. extend their power further into the

Treglon. The argument presentea was that the airport would servef.[”

Tas a Cuban-soviet military base Whlch would thereby threaten the
" security of the United States. Further, the State Department
added,-the new airport would provide a refuelling stop for'Cuban‘
?planes on their way to Angola and also, the Soviet Unxon w1th anli-
-1mpcrtant beachhead to control shipping lanes through ‘with: much 
‘_U S. oil passes. Cuba, however, had been flying to Angola Sane-
'1975, and. obv1ously, much eéarlier, had resoclved its refuellmng
].@roblems. Also neither Trinidad nor Venezuela, the two countrles
whose shlpplng could have been potentlally affected, ever_
?1¢omp1a1ned. In fact, neither Supported the U.S. 1nva31on,';Butz"
even“Within State Department, itself there was skepticism -: |
coﬁcerning the Administration's hysteria over the airportuﬁgli
One pf£icial cénfessed to "not being terribiy worfied*Taboaﬁ_thé '
'airp§:t~¢onstruction elaboratiné that he "never put mu§h7§£res§ |
. on the strétegic importance of this whole region.™ Anothef_hypo~

 thesized that U.8. opposition to the ajirport construction'hadlg

"‘served only to “push Bishop further to the left."

The United States, from 1979 until the invasion in late_f
1983, continued to charge that the airport threatened U.S. -

;securlty, and ultlmately employed that charge as one of the :

| ‘reasons’ fcr lts-lnvas;qn.- Shortly after the invasion the Brltlsh S
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‘;_cdméény élessey:denied that the airport could have been used |

'  §Qr military purposes, pointing to a number of the facilitiésé_,

' ﬁuhavailable at the airport, including, for instancel-underérqﬁhd i
"fﬁel-tanks, which would have been negessary.  Further, since tﬁe
uBrltlsh government underwrote the financing for the Plessey

ontract,'lt certainly would not have done so if military purpcses

']-were Lntended

The final paradox of the airport issue is that the Unlted
Sfates was cone of the first countries from which Grenada sought

 assistance when the PRG decided to build its airport. Bishopfs

"‘ rationale to'the U.S. and to others was that a new airport would

'~coﬁtribute to the expansion of the tourist industry, and therefére,
‘to the‘development process. MNot only did the U.S..reject that

‘ﬂrequest, but it urgéd others to do the same. It eventually invaded

7'- Grena&a on the pretext that the airport threatened its national

security. This invasion was achieved with much cost: loss of .

life on all sides, economic destruction, moral prestige of the

-f_U;S.-f although the latter does not figure prdminently in the

Reagan'féreign policy. Now that Grenada is under U s. domlnatlon,
 'the;1atter proﬁidad-a generous $21 million grant, of U. S tax—

| payers money to complete this project. The rationale for this -

o graht‘is that the airport would contribute sﬁbstantially to

tourism'develOPment - the argument Maurice Bishop had presentéd'

in the first place!
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Grenada, Cuba and the USSR: The Military Connection -

Under Prime Minister Gairy, Grenada had established‘a_small:
army upon gaining Independence. In addition to the regular'?oiice
js‘ervices} Gairy had also organized an assortment of secret para?
Imilitary groups, among which was the notoriocus Mongoose gang; all.
' of which were personally loyal to Gairy. The PRG dismantled the
érmy and the secret branches replacing them with the popular-
‘based Peoples Revolutionary Army. By 1983, the army numbered .
C1qse to 600 full-time soldiers. The army was required, during
. conditions of peacé, to be fully involved in community deﬁelépheﬁt‘-
.p:ojects,
. .In‘addition to the permanent army the PRG established a
- voluntary militia. While at first somewhat disorganized, a bomb
e éxplesibn at a public rally in June 1980, ostensibly direcﬁed at
the leadérship of the PRG, encouraged the government to‘re- |
_consﬁiﬁute and re-organize the militia. Members, howéver,
- maintained their civilian jobs and were unpaid for-serving‘in_'
"~ the militia. They were drawn from a wide cross-section of tﬁe
& populatibn‘and numbered between 2,000 to 2,500 members;'_Thére
Zwerelplans to further develop the country's overall defense
: foices.ﬁs
‘There is no simplé answer to the obvious question: Whj ;
 did_the PRG consider it necdessary to organize.a relaﬁivelyflaréé
' defénse_force? Initially, thé PRG was undoubtedly faarfui”that i“‘

former Prime Minister Gairy, with some form of U.S. assistance,
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wou1d1léad a counter coup. Further efforts were organized;within  ‘
'Grenada,66 for example, the "De Raveniere Plot" and the "Budhall
Gang“ to destabilize the regime. Finally, there was the bOmb'.
éx@losion, apparent}y intended to eliminate the leadershig_of 7
the PRG, at the raily to celebrate Heroes Day. With regafd_té“
externél threats, the PRG repeatedly expressed the fear of an
inVaéicn by the United States. Putting together the.doméstié
and external threats, the PRG undoubtedly would have believe& it
was-hecessary_to arm itself to defend the revolution. | |
| For its part, the United States, with some support'frﬁm

leaﬂé;ship'in the Eastern Caribbean, claimed that the milita“
_rizétioﬁ of Grenada was for the sole purpose of spreading the
Grenada model into neighboring territories. Indeed, this was
one of the major reasons presented by Eastern Caribbean leaders'
for their ‘'invitation' to the U.S. to enter Grenada. To this _'
former ambassédor Sheltdn has responded 67

I have not been convinced by the available

evidence that Grenada was training West

Indian leftists from neighboring islands -

in the subversion of democratically elected

- governments. The evidence presented to me

had been, quite simply, very thin. |
. As the Grenadé ~ Cuban reiationship steadily developed}
and ultlmately expanded to close relat1ons w1th the Sov1eti .
Unlon, also, the PRG negotlated five mllltary assistance. agree;fﬂr
 ments: three with the Ssoviet Union, one with Cuba r and one w1th

North Korea. There is some evidence that a military relatlonsh;p B

may have also existed with Czechoslovakia and with Bulgaria.
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' In géﬁeral,'the three agreements-between Grenada and'tﬂe-
§$§§et.Union'provided for the shipment of arms to the former;
~specialist training in the Soviet Union; and‘intelligenceiapd‘
‘securi£y training for a few Grenadians. In the first'pf thééé;‘
 ,agreements,68 for instéhce,_the Soviet Union was required to 5'
provide QQuipment valued at 5 million roubles, with an—hnnex
to this Agreement éetailing the tvpe and gquantity of sudh'

‘equipmént. Article 6 paragraph 2 requlred that the terms of

'3f_the agreement be secret.

The second agreement with the Soviet Union was concluded?”
: 69 . : e ;
on July 27, 1982, and increased the value of Soviet military .-

support to 10 million roubles. It also provided for extensive.

o wtiainihg for Grenadiang in the Soviet Union, and by'SOViet

specialists in Grenada, in the operation of the military equip--

- ment. The third agreement was an extension, from 1984-1986, ‘of

. the térms of the previous agréement.' Both agreements70_required ‘; “”

" that the

- Government of Grenada shall take all the
necessary measures to ensure keeping in
"secret the terms and conditions of the
deliveries, all the correspondence and
information connected with the imple-
mentation of the present Agreement.

The preamble to the Grenada-Cuba Military Coliabora£i6ﬁ i_ ff‘

3 Rgréeméntjl stated.that the'Agreementis purpose was With~"£hé-"
- :alm of maklng a contrlbutlon to the- strengthenlng of ‘the defen~]
' :51ve capac1ty of Grenada" The prlmary focus of the Agreement

:fwas the prOVL51on of Cuban mllltary SPEClallStS to 8531St in the'_,‘
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¢ofganization, instruction and "combative and campaign-training“ﬁ ‘.
and the development of "mobilization plans for the defense of the
'klcount:y . An Annex to this Agreement called for the eventual

'sﬁaﬁioning_of 27 "permanent specialists" and 12 shortmterm;

-spe01allsts in Grenada Under Article 111 provision was also‘

: made for the grantlng of scholarships to Grenadian mllltary
personnel for study in Cuba. |

In an Agreement 2 signed on April 14, 1983 in Pyongyang

'between Cuba and North Korea, the latter agreed to provide -
_"weapons and ammunitions" amounting to $12 million. Again it
. wasoemphasized that "both sides shall strictly keep the seorecff
 of the agreement. - H
| 'It was.naive of the PRG not to assume that the‘oompletion f
of mllltary agreements with the Soviet Unlon, Cuba and North :
Korea would almost inevitably draw Grenada closer toward the‘
".SOY18t bloc. And further, not to expect that the bloc would

o expect a quid pro gquo. Yet equally naively, the Bishop reqime -'

stubbornly defended its right to conduct relations, and conclude‘e'
- agreements wztb whatever state it alone determined, based upon |
1ndependence, sovereignty and formal equallty. More-pragmat*ﬁf
‘,1cally, was the ever present fear of invasion from the Unlted

~ states, and the need to defend against this. Though 1t.1s_'
dlffloult, in this regard to understand how Blshop could have
concexved of defendlng agalnst the awesome military mlght of

the United States.
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In retrospect, the collection of arms, eventually found by
the U.S., consequent upon the agreements, provided the latter
with some rationalization for the invasion, after the fact.
-_Yet agaln, the U.S. callously manipulated the facts of the arms
cache and hence U.S. public opinion. To support the argument
that Grenada was being prepared as a military base, and thus
the necessity for the invasion, the U.S. claimed to find
- warehouses filled with arms. In actuality, according to the
| 73 \ |
. Chicago Sun Times, "the weapons in one of the warehouses
turned out to be sacks of rice and cans of sardines". And

© further

as for the three warehouses that did have

weapons - they weren't stacked to the ceiling,

as the president said. They were about one-

fourth full. Many of the rifles were made in

1870...0thers were WW II vintage...very little

. modern weaponry. '

In addition, the U.S. found some mortars, submachine guns and
rocket propelled grenades. Grenada, correctly or incorréctlyy

“would have argued that such arms were required to defend the

state."

.The-U;S.'Response
| It is obviously impossible for the outsider to know
whether the U.S. was éware, before the invasion, of the existenée
of Grenada s military agreements. Regardless, the U.S. Adminise"
.tratlon discounted the prospect for dlplomatlc negotlatlon,

choosing.instead economic destabilization, subver51on_and the
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:threét of fofce to return Grenada to Western domination. Thus' 
'Oéean‘Venture '81' was staged at Viéques Island near Puerto
.Rico utilizing 120,000 troops, 250 warships and over 1,000
'aircraft._ The training exercise, code-named 'Amber and the
Amberdines', the official name for Grenada being Grenada and
' the Gfénadines, involved the capture of Amber, hold eléétions
 and-instal1 a government friendly to the United States. The

PRG could have hardly missed the message. There were further
,atfempts at destabilization. | |

| In 1983 it was revealed "4 that CIA Director William Caéey:.-"
,had,proposed a covert action plan, two years earliex, againét -
. Grenada and Surinam. It was dropped only after strenuous ob-
jections by the Senate Intelligence Committee. The plan, |
eventually was never diopped, only postponed. By late 1982,
the U.S. had inspired a Caribbean Mutual Defense pact betweénr
Barbados, St. Vincent, St. Lucia, Dominica and Antigua, financed‘.
by U.S. military aid to the member countries. Vere Bird, Prime
.Minister of Antigua raticnalized75 "in this region we cann@;
affbfd to héve another Cuba or Grenada".

| There is considerable speculation concerning the active and

'exﬁeﬁéive involvement of the Central Intelligence Agency in
Grgnada during the Bishop regime. .Some have pointed'tb thé!fadt N
that the NJM disintegrated extremély rapidly. The é.I}A;‘sN”
"history of promoting internal divisions within target groﬁps.

_ ) _ 76
have been long recognized. Some also speculate that
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' tﬁe Grenadian army was thoroughly penetrated
- by the CIA, and it is even possible that there
were collaborators on the Central Committee
itself.
1?0? a U.S. invasion to be acceptable it was necessary to haveA *‘
.chaos_in Grenada, and even the assassination of the leadef,._
The laté‘Prime Minister Tom Adams of Barbados told a number of
British government officials, in early Ocﬁober that he_anticif
patéd‘probléms, even assassinations in Grenada. That was three
:wéeks'beforé the death of Bishop. U.S. ambassador to Fra#ce,
Evan Galbraith, told French reporters the U.S. invasion had
been planned two weeks before the actual date. That was eveh‘
“befﬁre the death of Bishop. He later retracted the statement.
Finally, it was widely reported77 that at least one studanﬁ-at
the medical school was a member of the CIA.

Grenada remained a relatively open society during the
Bishop &ears, It would have been very simple to establish a
CIAxdperation in the country. Since that country was openly’
.antagonistic toward the U.S. it is inconceivable that it'wdﬁia
_nbt have received the close attention of U.S. intelligence |
community. _
| Undoubtedly, the PRG must have felt increasingly thréétehea
by the continued destabilizing pressures from the U.S. and'théi'
seeming inability to achieve a thaw in relations withrwdshiﬁgtén;
Thié_was'a‘major reason for Bishop's trip to the U.S. in'Juné |
1983*when_hersta£ed 8 o |

‘bad relations do not make sense. From our
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point of view, the need to ensure that even
more American visitors come to our country
every vear is a critical and burning need.

79

‘Yet another objective of the trip was to "try again to establish
some form of official contact with the government of the United
Stétes.“ Bishop was not very successful in these efforts. The'
U.S. did not permit meetings with officials of the Reagén o

- Administration. Bishop met with middle level State Department
officeré and with a representative of the National Security
Council.

Ironically for Bishop, his attempt to mend relations with
the U.S. served only to increase factionalism within the NJM.
Within the Central Committee of the party, its leader was

increasingly perceived as soft, indeed "petit bourgeois".rather
than "Marxist—ﬁehinist“. This situation culminated in a .

- division in the party which ultimately destroyed the Revolution.

Conclusion

The final chapter of revolutionary Grenada is well~-known
histofy. Within two months of Bishop's return to Grenada an
‘open conflict broke out in the Central Conmittee of the NJM.
The majority of the Committee charged Bishop with poor leadeﬁw
~ship skills and lacking in "ideological purity." This majority
supported a proposal for joint leadership of the party: with
Bishop being regquired to share.leadérship with Coard.- Bishop.
agreed hesitatingly to accept the proposal yet asking for time

to consider its ramifications.




Whereas Coard and his faction had continuouslf'placed the
leadership stiuggle in the context of ideological 'purity' and
the demand for the party to play a vanguard role, it would
appear that what ultimately occurred was a struggle for power;
for control over the party and the state. The debaté over
ideology, then, was primatily a tool to 6bscure what was essen—~
tially a grab for power, motivated by greed and selfishness.

On his return from a.brief overseas trip, Bishep and a few
of his colleagues were placed under house arrrest on October
13, 1983. When private negotiations for a péaceful.solution
failed, thousands of Grenadians stormed Bishep's home and
released him from house arrest, Within an houf the crowd,
led by Bishop congregated at Fort Rupert. Armoured cars
appeared on the scene. Bishop and five supporters were
separated from the crowd and summarily executed. Between 50
and 400 others were also killed when bullets were fired into
the.cfdwd. On October 25, 1983 the United States invaded.

Officially, the U.S. did not "invade" Grenada - even though
.President Reaqan.himself first described it as such - but was
"invited" to participate in a "Caribbean force", upon the
request of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States ({OECS).
U.8. forces numbered over 10,000, the Caribbean support group
was about 300 members, many of whom were not representative of
OECS countries. Much of the U.S. arguments for invasion have

proven to be legal fiction.80 Further, the U.S. began planning
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for an invasion almost one week before being "invited" to
participate.gl

The ultimate'rationale,-from the viewpoint of the United

States, ex post facto, is that much documentation concerning

the linkages between Grenada and Cuba, ﬁhe Soviet Union and
other Eastern bloc.countries ﬁas located aﬁd‘promptly taken to
Washington. Thus the U.S. claimed to demonstrate that Grenada
was drifting toward the USSR, precisely és_the U.8. had warned -
neglecting -of course, to concede, that as a sovereign state
Grenada,. legally, possessed the right to conduct its own

foreign relations. Further the U.S, claimed to find huge arms
caches, ostensibly supporting their argument that Grenada was

being prepared as a military base.

Much of tﬁe future of Grenada and.the-Eastern.Caribbean“'
lies directly in the hands of the U.S., even more than it did
in the past. Indeed, if anything, one of the major'lessons-of
Grenada must be that the U.S. is now more willing to pursue ite
goals, aggressively, fegardless‘of.the attitude of other statés.
Thé objectives of the U.8. for the hemispherelhas, traditionally, -
been two-fold: one, that the region doeé*not threaten the na; ' |
tional security of the U.8.; two, that the region maintain a'
safe and stable climéte for U.S. investments. -Thatlwas.the
lésson of the U.S. invésion of'DOminican‘Reéublic in 1965, and

it is the lesson of Grenada in-l983.‘ The legacy foi the
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Dominican Republic, twenty years later, is a society standing
on the edge of chaos., The legacy for Grenada cannot be

different.
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