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Abstract 

The Caribbean manufacturing community is facing increasing competition from 
international competitors.  The relatively small size of the region as a market has done 
little to dissuade global competitors from places such as China, Europe, India, Canada, 
and the United States.  While these countries have continued their push for international 
markets, the same cannot be said for Caribbean manufacturers.  As such, Caribbean 
manufacturers find themselves in a battle for survival in their domestic markets.  Winning 
the domestic battle is of utmost priority before the thought of global reach can begin to 
take shape in the minds of Caribbean manufacturers. 
 
Results from 60 manufacturers in four countries show that at this time, many Caribbean 
manufacturers are not particularly well positioned to compete in a global environment.  
The study shows that Caribbean manufacturers continue to compete on the traditional 
dimensions of cost and quality.  Given that Caribbean manufacturers face low cost 
competition from places such as China, the study shows that the greatest potential for 
competitive advantage comes from an emphasis on innovation.    The paper also provides 
several recommendations for improving competitiveness of Caribbean Manufacturers.  
One principal recommendation is the need for a sector strategy that would see greater 
collaboration and the creation of strategic alliances among regional manufacturers.   
 
Keywords: Caribbean, Manufacturing strategy, Competition, Globalization, Caribbean. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Caribbean governments are becoming increasingly concerned about the growing trade 

deficit with foreign countries, a trend that is being further exacerbated by World Trade 

Organization (WTO) policies.  In response, the Caribbean Single Market and Economy 

(CSME) was created. With some 14 countries signatories to the arrangement that took 

effect on January 2006, the CSME is being touted as a strategy to combat globalization 

by allowing the free movement of goods, skilled persons, and capital throughout the 

region.  By providing access to larger markets, it is believed that Caribbean 

manufacturers, taking advantage of opportunities for economies of scale, will develop 

into large regional corporations capable of fending off global competitors (Arthur (2004), 

CARICOM Secretariat (2004)).   

 

Our study examines the practices of manufacturers in four countries in the Southern 

Caribbean. The study identifies the competitive priorities emphasized by Caribbean 

manufacturers. The paper also examines the actual manufacturing practices of the firms 

in the study and attempts to relate manufacturing practices to competitive priorities.  

Further, the study examines the business performance of the firms and the relationship 

between business performance and manufacturing practices. 

 

We provide a brief overview of the literature in section 2.  Section 3 discusses the basic 

data collection methodology.  The key findings of the study are presented in section 4.  

The paper concludes with a discussion on the future of manufacturing in the Caribbean in 

section 5. 
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2. Literature Review 

Globalization is a phenomenon that escapes precise definition, but is generally widely 

understood and talked about.  Benn (2000) defines globalisation as “the increased 

integration of trade, production, and finance across national boundaries.” 

 

Globalization is not without its fair share of critics and advocates.  To a large extent, 

many feel that globalization has had a detrimental effect on developing economies, and in 

particular the Caribbean (Benn and Hall (2000), Ramsaran (2002)).  Benn (2000) asserts 

that power asymmetry in international economic relations have further deepened the 

North-South divide.  Ohiorhenuan (2000) suggests that proponents of globalization see 

the availability of cheap technology, cost-effective transportation, and open markets as 

opportunities to disseminating, ideas, technology, and investment.  Opponents on the 

other hand see globalization as a foreign invasion that will destroy cultures, regional 

cooperation, and national traditions.  Here are many who share that view (Girvan (1999), 

Benn (2000) and Bernal (2000)). 

 

The continued spectre of globalization challenges Caribbean manufacturers to be 

competitive both locally and internationally.  The competitive capability of these 

producers is severely hampered by constraints on material and labour inputs (Bernal 

(2000)).  Many exports are traditional “low-valued” items.  These states continue to face 

significant financial and productivity challenges in the face of WTO policies that have 

called for elimination of protection in exports markets.  Caribbean manufacturers can no 

longer benefit from the preferential treatment in many EU markets (Bourne (2006)). 
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Some researchers argue that globalization in the Caribbean began more than 500 years 

ago (Byron (2000), Girvan (1999), Singh (2002), Bourne (2006)).  As such, the 

challenges faced by manufacturers is not new.  The advancement of technology along 

with the trade liberalization agenda of the WTO has led to an acceleration of the free 

movement of finance, goods, technology, and ideas.  The unfortunate reality is that the 

Caribbean has continued to lag the developed world in enjoying any potential benefits of 

globalization.  There are those who argu that there are no benefits to be had, but rather a 

destruction of the fragile economies of the Caribbean (Mostert (2003), Benn and Hall 

(2000), Bernal (2000)).  It would appear that the region’s net experience is that of a 

victim to the tide of globalization. 

 

Caribbean manufacturers who on average contribute 10% of their country’s GDP are 

having a tough time battling it out with global competitors (Ahmed (2001), Charles and 

Dyer (1995), Harris (1998), and McIntyre (1995)).  Global competitors flood the market 

with inexpensive goods produced in countries such as China.  The cost of labour, 

materials, electricity, and transportation make it extremely difficulty to compete on the 

basis of cost.  As such, Caribbean manufacturers must develop a competitive strategy that 

fully leverages the capabilities of their manufacturing assets. 

 

Porter (1990, 1996) suggests that effective competition requires doing the same things 

better, or doing different things.  Ultimately, manufacturers must articulate a clear 

competitive position supported by a sound manufacturing strategy.  There is a dearth of 
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literature on manufacturing strategy in the Caribbean. Several researchers, however, have 

examined the issue of competitiveness (Bourne (2006), Charles and Dyer (1995), 

ECLAC (1999), Harris (1998), Willmore (1994), and the World Bank (1988))..  These 

studies generally show that in the face of growing competition, Caribbean manufacturing 

is limited in scope and scale.  Many of the small countries lack economies of scale.  

Much of the manufacturing is at the primary level – in particular in agro-iprocessing.  

Also, low labour productivity and high production costs tend to make many of the goods 

produced non-competitive. 

 

Research has shown that there is a strong relationship between manufacturing strategy 

and business performance.  In other words, manufacturing strategy is strongly related to 

competitiveness.  Skinner (1969) was one of the first researchers to identify the strong 

link between manufacturing strategy and corporate strategy.  Wheelright (1984), building 

on Skinner’s work, also emphasizes the strategic importance of manufacturing.  Sun and 

Hong (2002), Kathuria (2000) and Avella et al. (2001) all demonstrate the importance of 

manufacturing strategy in supporting competitiveness.  It is clear therefore, that in order 

for Caribbean manufacturers to meet the global challenge, one important and necessary 

condition is an effective manufacturing strategy.  In the next section of the paper, we 

examine survey data to ascertain the strategic emphasis of manufacturing in the 

Caribbean.  We also examine the data to determine the degree of alignment between 

manufacturing practices and manufacturing priorities.  Finally we examine the data to 

determine the manufacturing priorities emphasized by the most competitive firms.  
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3. Methodology 

 

Two approaches were used to obtain data for this study.  First a web-based survey was 

developed.  The various manufacturing associations in the four countries were asked to 

send an invitation to their members to participate in the online survey.  A limited number 

of rNo responses were received. To increase the number of responses, a second approach 

was used. The second approach involved physically going to the various countries to 

solicit responses.  Manufacturers were invited to a lecture on manufacturing strategy and 

were informed that they would be invited to participate in this study.  A total of 60 unique 

companies eventually participated in the study.  The study was conducted over the course 

of 2 weeks in 2005. The data was analysed using SPSS.  Several statistical results were 

generated.  These results are presented in the following section of the paper. 

 

4. Study findings 

4.1 Demographics 

A total of 60 strategic business units (SBUs) participated in this survey. By business units 

we in essence mean manufacfturing plants.  As a firm may own more than one 

manufacturing plant producing different products, we use the term business unit to allow 

multiple plants owned by the same corporation to take part in the study.  The business 

units were from Barbados (18.3%), Saint Lucia (15.0%), Trinidad (38.3%), and Guyana 

(28.3%) (see Figure 1). The majority (63.3%) of the business units have been operating 

for 15 years or more; 16.7% for 10 to 14 years; 8.3% for 5 to 9 years; and 11.7% for less 

than 5 years.  
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Figure 1 - Countries Participating in Survey 

Almost 88% of the business units participating in the study have been in operation for 

more than 10 years across all countries surveyed.  Hence, the majority of the participating 

companies can be regarded as mature organizations.  

 

4.2 Exports 

In terms of annual sales, 20.3% of the respondents have annual sales less than $500,000 

US; 44.1% have sales between $500,000 and less than $5 million; 27.1% have sales 

between $5 million and less than $25 million; 5.1 % have sales between $25 million and 

less than $50 million; and 3.4% have sales in excess of $50 million. The majority of 

respondents have annual sales of between $500,000 and $5 million US.  Table 1 provides 

a summary of the level of exports as a percentage of total sales. The majority (83%) of 

respondents earn less than 50% of sales through exports. 
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Table 1.  Percentage of Annual Sales from Exports 
 Category Percentage of Companies 

1 Nil 20.3 
2 Under 25% 33.9 
3 25% to under 50% 28.8 
4 50% to under 75% 11.9 
5 75% and over 5.1 

 

A comparison of the level of exports as a percentage of sales by country is shown in 

Figure 2.  Relatively speaking, Trinidad and Barbados are significant exporters, followed 

by Saint Lucia.  However, the average scores of less than 3.0 for all countries suggest that 

on average, less than 50% of sales come from exports.  For Guyanese respondents, that 

number is under 25%. Given the importance of manufacturing exports as a key earner of 

foreign exchange, one questions whether the low level of exports is desirable for 

Caribbean manufacturers.  In an age of globalization, it would be beneficial for 

Caribbean producers to expand their reach beyond domestic local markets into regional 

and international markets.   
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Figure 2 - Mean Level of Export Sales by Country 

 
4.3 Business Objectives and Performance 

The survey examines performance on business objectives.  Business performance 

measures considered include return on assets (ROA), return on investment (ROI), sales 

growth rate (SGR), and customer satisfaction (CS).  Figure 3 shows the mean 

performance scores on a 5-point scale over the past three years. A score of 1 indicates the 

company performed significantly below its performance target; a score of 3 implies 

performance on target; and a score of 5 implies performance significantly above target.  

Respondents on average outperformed their targets on customer satisfaction but 

performed below target on Pre-tax ROA, ROI, and sales growth rate.   

 

 
Figure 3 - Mean Business Performance for all Respondents 

 
The performance on mean sales growth rate coupled with the low level of exports among 

manufacturers underscore the need for an export development strategy for manufacturers.  
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This suggests that companies wishing to expand sales should look to exports as a 

strategy. 

Business performance was further examined by country (see Figure 4).  With respect to 

pre-tax return on assets, the average performance over all of the survey respondents 

appeared to be slightly below set targets, with Barbados reporting the highest mean of 

2.91 and Guyana having the lowest of 2.35.   With respect to ROI, Guyanese firms 

reported the lowest mean score of 2.18 out of 5.  Saint Lucian firms report the highest, 

with a mean of 3.0.  

 

Figure 4 - Mean Business Performance Score Relative to Targets 

 

With regards to sales growth rate, all countries except Saint Lucia reported a mean 

growth rate at or below target.  Saint Lucia’s mean score is 3.67 out of 5.  Where 

customer satisfaction is concerned, Barbadian companies reported the lowest 

performance relative to target, with a mean of 2.73, while Guyana and Saint Lucia 
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reported performance well above target, with scores of 3.53 and 3.67, respectively.   

 

These results are not strongly encouraging in an age of globalization.  Poor financial 

performance provides highly capitalized international competitors with a significant 

opportunity to gain market share through a low cost competitive strategy.  Aggressive 

low cost competitors can force prices below breakeven values for domestic producers and 

“wait it out” until local affected producers exit the market.. 

 

4.4 Comparison of Business Performance with that of Competitors 

 

Companies were asked to compare their business performance to that of their major 

competitors. Six measures were employed: pre-tax return on assets (ROA), return on 

investment (ROI), sales growth rate (SGR), customer satisfaction (CS), number of new 

products (NNP), and percent revenue from new products (%RNP).  Figure 5 shows how 

the respondents rate their business performance relative to that of their competitors.  A 

score below three indicates that a company perceives its competitor as having performed 

better.  Recognizing that most companies are not publicly listed and, as such, their 

financial reports are not made public, it would be safe to say that the scores represent 

perceived performance of competitors.  Nonetheless, given the average scores below 3, 

the majority of the respondents rate their competitors as better performers.   

 

The performance on pre-tax ROA ranged from 1.45 for Barbados to 2.0 for Trinidad.   

Performance with respect to percentage of revenues from new products also appeared to 
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be weak, ranging from 1.45 for Guyana to 1.8 for Trinidad and Barbados.  Barbadian, 

Trinidadian, and Guyanese firms felt they were on par with competitors with respect to 

customer satisfaction.  For new product introductions, primarily Trinidadian companies 

reported being close to par with competitors.   

 

What we are unsure of is whether these competitors are domestic as opposed to 

international competitors.  What is very clear is that the competitive capabilities of the 

participants of the study need serious attention. 

 

Figure 5 - Performance Relative to Competitors for all Respondents 

 

4.5 Pre-Tax Profit 

Figure 6 shows the level of pre-tax profit relative to the previous fiscal year.  Almost 

70% of respondents indicated that their pre-tax profit level for the most recent fiscal year 
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was up 10% or more.  About 9% of respondents indicated a loss in the most recent fiscal 

year.  While the majority of the firms did better than the previous year (2004), it is 

uncertain whether the current year was profitable.  This data shows that while many 

respondents do not feel they perform well relative to competitors, over 70% appear to be 

profitable.   

 

 

 

Figure 6 - Pre-tax Level of Profit 

4.6 Order Winners 

Participants of the study were asked to rate order winners for their industries on a scale of 

1-5, with 1 being most important.   Hence, the lower the score, the higher the level of 

importance attached to the order winner.  An order winner is the principal factor that will 

drive a customer to select one service provider over another. 
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Table 2. Distribution of Ratings for Order Winners 
 

Topic Mean 
Product quality 1.97 
Product durability 2.83 
Versatility of product 2.93 
Attractive packaging 2.63 
After sales service 3.05 
Product customization 2.94 
Product range 3.34 
Variety in design 3.23 
Low price 2.98 
Speed of new product development 3.10 
Speedy product delivery 2.62 

 

 

Figure 7 - Number of Companies Rating Order Winners 1 or 2 
 
Table 2 shows the distribution of the mean ratings for order winners.  Based on mean 

scores, product quality, delivery speed, and attractive packaging are the top three order 

winners.  Based on the frequency of companies rating an order winner as a 1 or 2, Figure 

7 shows that quality, speed of delivery, and product durability as the order winners with 
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the top three frequencies.   It is clear that respondents see quality, speed, durability and 

packaging as order winners.  This begs the question, “are those the dimensions used  by 

global competitors to win business in Caribbean markets?”  There is some evidence that 

low cost is an important competitive dimension for global competitors (Benn and Hall 

(2000), Ramsaran (2002)). 

 

4.7.  Manufacturing Strategic Priorities 

The manufacturing entity has a role to play in supporting the competitive strategy of the 

firm.  That role is articulated through what is referred to as strategic priorities.  

Manufacturing can emphasize several priorities, namely quality, cost, flexibility, delivery 

response, and innovation.  Firms can choose to focus on one or a subset of these 

priorities.  However, it is very difficult for a firm to focus on all areas simultaneously as 

there are inherent trade-offs among the priorities. 

 

The manufacturing priorities emphasized by the firm will depend on its competitive 

strategy.  Once that strategy is determined, manufacturing practices, policies, and 

decisions must be aligned to the strategic priorities. 

This section of the paper examines the manufacturing practices/decisions of the 

respondents in an attempt to determine the emphasis of Caribbean manufacturers and the 

degree of alignment with their strategic priorities. 

 

The relative emphasis given to the five manufacturing strategic priorities is shown in 

Figure 8.  Quality, delivery speed, and cost were cited as the top priorities, while 
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flexibility and innovation received less emphasis.  This is an interesting observation, as it 

would appear that for Caribbean manufacturers, the typical priorities of quality, speed, 

and cost.  Most global competitors are able to match quality, produce at lower costs, and 

deliver at faster speeds.  As such, global companies would prove to be formidable 

competitors.  We are of the opinion that an emphasis on flexibility and innovation offers 

Caribbean manufacturers greater opportunity for differentiation and competitive 

advantage. 

 

 

Figure 8 - Summary of Emphasis given to Manufacturing Priorities 
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Figure 9 - Emphasis on Strategies for Competitive Advantage 

 

4.8 Generic Strategies for Competitive Advantage 

Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which the following strategies are 

emphasized as a source of competitive advantage.  Figure 9 shows that that participating 

firms primarily focus on financial management, marketing, and operational excellence as 

their basis for gaining strategic advantage.  Interestingly, firms do not appear to give 

equal emphasis to strategic positioning.  In an environment of intense competition, 

innovation can be a winning strategy.  Since all firms indicate moderate to intense 

competition in their industries, one wonders why firms do not appear to pursue an 

aggressive differentiation strategy.   
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We note that the low level of emphasis on strategic positioning is consistent with low 

emphasis on innovation.  Innovation allows a company to create strategically 

differentiated position relative to the competition. 

 
Table 3.  Correlation between Business Performance and Generic Strategies  

 

  

Strong 
Financial 
Management 

Effective 
Marketing of 
Products and 
Services 

Strategic 
Positioning 
(doing things 
differently) 

Operational 
effectiveness  

Pearson 
Correlation .280(*) .134 .357(**) .053 Pre-tax return on assets 

(ROA) 
  Sig. Level .029 .303 .005 .683 

Pearson 
Correlation .288(*) .174 .360(**) .037 Return on Investment 

(ROI)  
  Sig. Level .024 .179 .004 .778 

Pearson 
Correlation .246 .249 .225 .011 Sales growth rate  

  
Sig. Level .056 .053 .081 .932 
Pearson 
Correlation .207 .331(**) .169 .270(*) Customer satisfaction 

  
Sig. Level .110 .009 .192 .036 

* *  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
Table 3 highlights the correlation between business performance and generic strategies.  

Business performance, as expected, is positively correlated with generic strategies.  

Companies that emphasize financial management and strategic positioning also did well 

on pre-tax ROA.  ROI is strongly correlated with financial management and strategic 

positioning.  As expected, this result is similar to that for ROA.  Sales growth is strongly 

related to marketing, strategic positioning, and financial management.  Customer 

satisfaction, not surprisingly, is related to marketing and operational effectiveness. One 

expects that delivery and quality, important dimensions of customer satisfaction, would 

be the key drivers of customer satisfaction. 
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Figure 10 - Aggregate Scores for Manufacturing Decisions/Practices 

 

4.9 Manufacturing Decisions/Practices 

Figure 10 shows the extent to which the decisions/decisions undertaken by the survey 

respondents over the last three years emphasized the various manufacturing strategic 

priorities.  It is expected that manufacturing decisions/practices will tend to mirror 

strategic priorities.  Hence if quality is a strategic priority, one expects a business unit to 

invest in continuous improvement, employee training, etc.  The data show that quality 

was most emphasized, while delivery received the least attention.  Given that operational 

effectiveness is strongly correlated with customer satisfaction, it is evident that 

operational excellence for the respondents implies a primary focus on quality-based 

initiatives.   
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We note here that quality, cost, and delivery were identified as strong manufacturing 

priorities, followed by flexibility and innovation (see Figure 8).  Manufacturing practices, 

however, appear to favor quality, followed by flexibility and cost.  Delivery, as a strategic 

priority, appeared to be least supported.  This observation suggests some degree of 

misalignment between manufacturing priorities and manufacturing decision/practices.  

This observation requires further investigation to determine the true extent of the 

misalignment and the factors responsible for it. 

 

Table 4 shows the relationship between manufacturing strategic priorities and 

manufacturing practices.  Also, manufacturing priorities are strongly correlated with 

manufacturing decisions, which suggests some degree of alignment between the 

manufacturing strategic focus of companies and their manufacturing practices.  However, 

a closer examination of the correlations show that the strongest relationships do not 

necessarily exist between a priority and its corresponding manufacturing 

practices/decisions.  For example, quality as a strategic priority is more strongly 

correlated with practices/decisions in support of flexibility (r=0.437) than the 

practices/decisions to support quality (r =0.363).  Similar observations can be made for 

flexibility, cost, and delivery priorities.   

 

These results suggest a degree of misalignment between strategic priorities and 

manufacturing practices/decisions.  Misalignment has the potential of negatively 

impacting competitiveness. 
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Table 4.  Correlation Between Strategic Priorities and Manufacturing Practices 
 

Manufacturing Practices 
Strategic Priority   Cost Flexibility Quality Delivery 
Quality Pearson 

Correlation .302(*) .437(**) .363(**) .409(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .019 .000 .004 .001 
Flexibility Pearson 

Correlation .688(**) .661(**) .682(**) .618(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 
Cost Pearson 

Correlation .561(**) .578(**) .621(**) .468(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 
Delivery Pearson 

Correlation .548(**) .659(**) .660(**) .593(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 
Innovation Pearson 

Correlation .613(**) .456(**) .517(**) .551(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 
* *  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 

Table 5.  Correlation Between Business Performance and Manufacturing Practices 
 

Manufacturing Practices  Business 
Performance   Cost Flexibility Quality Delivery 

Pearson Correlation .283(*) .202 .273(*) .226 Pre-tax return on 
assets (ROA)  
  Sig. (2-tailed) .029 .121 .035 .083 

Pearson Correlation .351(**) .257(*) .383(**) .345(**) Return on Investment 
(ROI)  Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .048 .003 .007 

Pearson Correlation .299(*) .298(*) .360(**) .394(**) Sales growth rate  
  Sig. (2-tailed) .020 .021 .005 .002 

Pearson Correlation .021 .130 .345(**) .207 Customer satisfaction  
  Sig. (2-tailed) .872 .321 .007 .113 

Pearson Correlation -.159 -.099 -.052 -.059 Pre-tax profit level 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .225 .453 .692 .656 

* *  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
Table 5 shows the correlation between manufacturing practices and business objectives.  

We observe that pre-tax ROA is positively correlated with cost and quality practices.  

Return on investment and sales growth rate are both strongly positively correlated with 

manufacturing practices that promote cost, flexibility, quality, and delivery.  Customer 

satisfaction appears to be driven largely by quality initiatives, which focused primarily on 
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employee training, improving plant efficiency, and improving production and inventory 

management systems.  Pre-tax profit was not significantly correlated with any of the 

manufacturing practices. This may be explained by the fact that most of the business 

units were reasonable profitable (> 70%) during the lst fiscal year.  

 

Table 6 shows a strong positive correlation between business performance over the past 

three years and manufacturing priorities of flexibility, delivery, and innovation.  These 

results highlight the importance of differentiation based on flexibility and innovation.  

Given the fact that flexibility and innovation lack emphasis among manufacturers, there 

is clearly a need for increased focus on these two priorities.  

 
Table 6. Correlation Between Business Performance and Manufacturing Priorities 

 

 Priorities   

Pre-tax 
return on 

assets 
(ROA) 

Return on 
Investment 

(ROI) 
Sales 

Growth Rate 
Customer 

satisfaction 
Pearson Correlation .255(*) .275(*) .298(*) .192 Quality 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .047 .032 .020 .138 
Pearson Correlation .501(**) .546(**) .494(**) .424(**) Flexibility 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .001 
Pearson Correlation .221 .312(*) .226 .302(*) Cost 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .088 .014 .079 .018 
Pearson Correlation .322(*) .379(**) .492(**) .403(**) Delivery 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .011 .003 .000 .001 
Pearson Correlation .395(**) .444(**) .368(**) .251 Innovation 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .000 .004 .051 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
 

4.10 The Impact of Globalization  

Caribbean manufacturers cannot ignore the growing threat of globalization.  The impact 

of globalization was assessed using eight possible effects.  Respondents were asked to 
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indicate whether globalization has had the following effects using a binary response.  The 

responses are summarized in Table 7 and graphed in Figure 11. 

 

The majority of respondents indicated that globalization most impacted them in several 

ways.  Principally, globalization has 

 led to increased competition in the domestic market 

 led to increased competition in export markets 

 created increased opportunities for strategic alliances and partnerships with 

foreign manufacturers 

 required the development of new products and/or services. 

 
Table 7.  Impact of Globalization 

Topic % No %Yes 
1. Increased the level of competition in the domestic market. 20.00 80.00 
2. Increased the level of competition in export markets. 6.67 80.00 
3. Decreased demand for your products in the domestic market 58.33 35.00 
4. Decreased demand for your products in export markets 45.00 43.33 
5. Increased opportunities for strategic alliances and partnerships with 

foreign manufacturers 16.67 78.33 
6. Required the development of new products and/or services 20.00 75.00 
7. Led to a reduction in the firm's products and services 70.00 20.00 
8. Led to an increase in cooperation with other local and regional 

manufacturers 40.00 55.00 
 

To a lesser extent, a number of respondents felt that globalization has led to both 

decreased demand for their products in export markets and has increased the need for 

cooperation with other local and regional manufacturers.  Several of the respondents 

indicate that globalization has not decreased demand for their products in the local 

market and has not led to a reduction in the firm's product and service offerings. 
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Figure 11 - Mean Scores for the Impact of Globalization 

 

It is worth noting that many respondents indicated that globalization required new 

products and services.  The survey data, however, show low levels of emphasis on 

innovation, flexibility, and strategic positioning of products and services by survey 

participants.  It would appear that a gap exists between the reality of the business 

environment and the practices of the manufacturers.  Clearly, the creation of new 

products and services requires an emphasis on innovation.  Unfortunately, this is 

currently not the case. 

 

These results underscore the need to improve the competitive capability of Caribbean 

manufacturers.  It would appear that manufacturers have an opportunity to form strategic 

alliances with both regional and global producers.  In particular, they can consider 

outsourcing relationships as contract manufacturers or engage in joint ownership 

arrangements.   
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Figure 12 - Mean Impact of Globalization by Country 

 

Figure 12 shows the average globalization impact scores by country.  Trinidad appears to 

be most impacted, followed by Barbados and Saint Lucia.  Guyana appears to be least 

impacted by globalization. This begs the question,  “why are Guyanese companies less 

likely to be impacted by globalization than those in other Caribbean countries?”  Is it due 

to market size, market attractiveness, the resilience of the sector, or the types of products 

produced?  This observation merits further investigation. 

 

4.11 Partitioning Companies Using Grouping Variables 

 

Differences in the business performance of companies were also analyzed.  The generic 

strategies of financial management, marketing, strategic positioning, and operations 

excellence were used as grouping variables: e.g., low exporters vs. high exporters, big 
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marketers vs. small marketers, strong emphasis on financial management vs. weak 

emphasis on financial management. 

 

The results in Table 89 show that high exporters experienced a higher level of pre-tax 

profit.  This result clearly shows the value of an export focus.  Firms practicing strong 

financial management, marketing, or operational excellence did not differ on any of the 

business performance measures.  However, firms emphasizing strategic positioning 

showed a significant difference in their pre-tax ROA, sales growth rate, number of new 

product introductions, and percentage of revenue from new products.   Strong marketers 

show no significant difference with companies that place less emphasis on marketing.  

Also, firms with a strong emphasis on operational excellence showed no significant 

difference on any of the business performance measures. 

 

The data clearly show that an emphasis on strategic positioning ought to become an 

imperative for Caribbean manufacturers.  The survey data show, unfortunately, that 

strategic positioning of products was least emphasized as a competitive strategy. 

 
Table 8. Differences between Business Performance of the Companies 

 
A statistically significant 

difference exists 
(at a 10% level) 

Grouping Variable Group 1 Group 2 

 Business 
Performance 

Percentage% of Sales from Export Less than 4 4 or more Pre-tax profit 
Financial Management Less than 4 4 or more None 
Marketing Less than 4 4 or more none 
Strategic Positioning Less than 4 4 or more Pre-tax ROA, sales growth 

rate, # of new products, and % 
revenues from new products 

Operational Excellence Score less than 4 Score of 4 or 
more 

none 
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5. Concluding Remarks 

 

This study attempted to gain insight into the manufacturing strategy of Caribbean 

manufacturers with a view to providing a preliminary assessment on the ability of the 

sector to face global competition.  The study shows that by and large manufacturing 

strategy in the Caribbean emphasizes the competitive priorities of cost, quality, and to a 

lesser extent speed, each of which can be easily matched by global competitors.  It is our 

view that flexibility and innovation offer the best opportunity for competing on 

differentiation.  The study show that firms emphasizing flexibility and innovation 

outperformed those that did not.  As such, manufacturers need to take note.   

 

Unfortunately, many Caribbean companies are small and likely under-capitalized making 

it difficult to invest in R&D in support of innovation.  Further, most Caribbean 

governments do not allocate any funding for R&D in support of manufacturing.  OECD 

countries spend on average 2.24% of their GDP on research and development.  Sweden 

leads with 3.98% of GDP.  A number of countries have set long-term targets for 

increasing R&D spending.  Austria is aiming for 2.5% of GDP, Germany 3.0% by 2010, 

and the UK 2.5% by 2014.  Canada has set a target of being among the top five investors 

in R&D among OECD countries. 

 (http://www.oecd.org/document/2/0,3343,en_2649_34487_34100162_1_1_1_1,00.html) 

 

Improving the performance of manufacturing in the Caribbean will require the 

development of a coordinated sector strategy aimed at thwarting global competition, 
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significant support from respective governments with respect to policies and funding, and 

the significant involvement of academic institutions in providing leadership in research 

and development as well as the training of highly skilled labour for manufacturing. 

Manufacturers also need to better align decision/practices with strategic priorities, and 

search for ways to emphasize differentiation as a competitive strategy. 
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