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ABSTRACT 

This study explores the relationships between economic structure 

and den¥> graphic performance among administrative parishes of Jamaica 

during the period 1891 - 1935. It is generally recognized that the 

composition of output (staple exports versus domestically consumed crops) 

and the organizational form of production (plantations versus small farms) 

greatly influence the nature of economic growth and development. In this 

study it is argued that these structural features of parish economy also 

hold implications for parish demographic performance. These relationships 

are set out in a formal economic - demographic model from which are derived 

testable hypotheses. Two descriptive cl1apters provide the historical data 

required to test these hypotheses. Multiple regression analysis of these 

data support hypotheses which suggest that the cultivation of staple 

exports and/or the plantation organization of agriculture tend to increase 

parish mortality, to depress parish fertility and to encourage net 

in-migration. 



ABREGF: 

Cette etude explore les relations entre la structure economique et 

le comportement demographique dans les paroisses administratives individuelles 

de la Jamaique pendant la periode 1891-1935. En general, on accepte le fait 

que la composition de la production (denrees de base pour l'exportation d'un 

cote, recoltes consommees sur place de l'autre) et le mode d'organisation 

de la production (plantations d'un cote, modestes fermes de l'autre) influ­

encent fortement la nature de la croissance et du developpement economiques. 

Dans cette etude il est egalement demontre que ces caracteristiques struc- . 

turelles de l'economie paroissiale correspondent a un comportement demo­

graphique specifique a chaque type de paroisse. Les relations significa­

tives sont groupees dans un modele economico-demographique formel, dont sont 

derivees des hypotheses verifiables. 

Deux chapitres descriptives fournissent les donnees requises pour 

verifier ces hypotheses. L'analyse a regression multiple des donnees 

supporte l'hypothese suggerant que la cultivation des denrees de base pour 

l'exportation et/ou la prevalence de l'organisation en plantations tendent 

a accroitre la mortalite, a reduire la fertilite et a encourager l'immi-

gration nette. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Once the most prized of Britain's tropical colonies, Jamaica had 

receded into the shadows of the Empire during the late nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries. The principal source of the island's former 

wealth and influence, the~cultivation of sugar cane, had been in 

difficulties since the promulgation of free trade in Britain at mid-nineteenth 

century. With the appearance of bountied European beet sugar in British 

markets following 1883, ~~e Jamaican sugar industry suffered even further 

decline. 1 

It is true that the sixty year period ending in 1940 witnessed 

occasional periods of oodest prosperity. The meteoric rise of the banana 

staple export industry in the 1890's and the years of buoyant metropolitan 

demand for tropical produce during and inmediately following the First l;rorld 
' 

War were the principal causes of such modest prosperity. 2 Moreover, the 
'" 

essentially subsistence economy of Jamaican small settlers provided some 

measure of relief during the worst periods of depression in the staple 

export sectors. 

As viewed by the Colonial Office and the landed oligarchy of 

Jamaica however, the period 1880 - 1940 was an era of generally unrelieved 

economic depression and potential social disintegration. 3 The decline of 

sugar exports seemed to threaten the existence of plantations, especially 

since bananas could be cultivated efficiently on small peasant plots. 

Moreover, with the increased importance of the U.S. markets for Jamaican 

banana exports, the influence of Americans in Jamaica's economic and 

political affairs was unavoidable and was viewed with great suspicion by 

Whitehall and the local plantocracy. 4 Finally there were unmistakable signs 



2. 

of social unrest as the economy stagnated and as countless emigrants 

returned to Jamaica. In June of 1897 some 30,000 Jamaicans gathered in 

Kingston to hail Victoria's Diamond Jubilee; in May of 1938 an even larger 

crowd gathered to cheer Alexander Bustamante 's demands for better wages 

5 and self-government. 

During these fitful! years the shapers of public policy were primarily 

concerned with three separate but closely related aspects of these distressing 

conditions. Not unexpectedly the first and foremost concern was to ensure 

"the good government of the colony". In addition to the application of 

normal police powers, the Colonial Government regularly reported to London 

on the behaviour of individual political and social activists, monitored the 

activity of political movements, and detailed the activities of U.S. citizens 

6 
and companies in Jamaican economic and political affairs. Apart from 

these efforts to maintain law, order and loyalty, the good government of the 

colony presupposed the efficient collection of taxes and the judicious 

disbursement of public revenues. The successive appointment of special 

commissions of enquiry into the financial affairs of the colonial.government 

would indicate that such attempts at fiscal responsibility were far from 

successful in the eyes of the Colonial Office. 7 

Secondly, public policy was explicitly concerned with the expansion 

of the island's staple exports. Transport services were reorganized and 

expanded to facilitate the movement of staple export crops to the various 

ports of the island, and irrigation schemes were undertaken to encourage 

large scale cultivation of sugar and bananas. In addition, direct 

government subsidies were paid on sugar exports and were given in aid of 

central sugar factories. Political as well as financial assistance was 
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provided to banana exporting producer co-operatives in an effort to break 

8 the monopsony position of the United Fruit Company. 

Thirdly, official public policy was obsessed with the so-called 

"Labour Problem". Jamaican wage labourers, it hacl long been argued by the 

planters, were unreliable in their willingness to work and were indifferent 

in their quality; hence, the expansion of staple exports was impossible in the 

9 absence of more "reliable labour supplies". In part this "Labour Problem" 

was the result of a viable alternative for wage labourers: namely, self-

employment on small subsistence plots. In part, it was thought to be sorehow 

related to the obvious predilection of Jamaicans to migrate abroad or to the 

towns. In any case, the extensive plantations were chronically unable to 

attract wbat was judged to be sufficient labour to expand or even maintain 

the level of staple exports. 

That these three areas of concern were inter-related was obvious to most 

informed observers at the time. It was 't'lidely understood that both the 

volume of employment and the financial position of the colonial government---

hence the ability to maintain the established social order---depended critically 

upon the overall level of economic activity and upon the prosperity of 

10 staple exports in particular. The success of the staple export sector 

in turn depended upon the availability and quality of the wage labour force, 

the nature of public expenditure on transport and production subsidies, 

and the prices of exports in various international markets. 11 In brief, 

public policy began with the postulate that staple exports had to be 

maintained and if possible expanded. 

Although the level and composition of economic activity was seen to be 

at least partly dependent upon the nature of the labour force, few 

contemporary observers seemed to appreciate the possibility that the so-
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called "Labour Problems", and the underlying demographic forces which 

largely determined that phenomenon, might be influenced systematically 

by the level and composition of economic activity itself. A few astute 

observers did recognize that migration patterns were somehow related to 

12 perceived economic opportunity. On the whole, however, there was little 

appreciation that other features of demographic performance might be 

determined by economic or social structure. 

It is the purpose of the present study to enquire into this latter 

possibility. That is, the present study examines possible relationships 

between socio-economic structure and demographic performance among the 

individual administrative parishes of Jamaica during the late nineteenth 

and early twentieth centures. In Chapter 1 the relevant literature 

concerning Jamaican historical demography is reviewed. Particular care is 

taken to assess the strength and weakness of this scholarly literature. 

In Chapter 2, a causal model of the demographic consequences of 

socio-economic structure is presented. Special attention is paid to the 

differential influences of the organization of economic activity . 

(plantat.ion vs. peasant production) and of the composition of output (staple 

export crops vs. domestic crops) on the pattern of parish demographic 

performance. A set of specific hypotheses is derived from this model. 

The structure of the economy during the period 1880 - 1940 is described 

in Chapter 3, and the patterns of demographic performance during the same 

period are discussed in Chapter 4. In both chapters particular care is 

taken to examine activity at the individual parish level. By so doing, 

it is possible to generate statistical data suitable for an empirical 

test of the various hypotheses derived in Chapter 2. 
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This empirical test is the subject of Otapter 5. Following a 

discussion of operational definitions of the variables involvcu, the data 

on parish demographic performance and parish socio-economic structure are 

subjected to multiple regr~ssion analysis. An interpretation of the re­

results and their implications for the tenability of the specific hypotheses 

are presented. In Chapter 6 the general approach and significant findings 

of the study are reviewed and comments are offered concerning the 

possibilities of further research. 
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CIIAPTF.R 1 

lSSUF.S IN JAHAICAN HISTORICAL DF.HOGRAPIIY 

This brief reviC\'1 of the literature on Jamaican historical 

demography has three main objectives. In the first place, it will serve 

to introduce an impressive body of research to the reader who may be 

unfamiliar with Jamaica. To this end, the review attempts to summarize 

the principal concerns and major findings of this literature. Secondly, 

this review indicates the most important unresolved issues in the field of 

Jamaican historical demography. Finally, the thrust of the present enquiry 

is placed within the context of the existing literature. 

In common with the study of historical demography elsewhere, the 

literature on Jamaica has been primarily concerned with three broad problems. 

First of all, considerable effort has been directed towards detailed 

descriptions of demographic performance at selected points in time and during 

a variety of historical time periods. Concentrating on the patterns of mortal­

ity, fertility and migration, descriptive studies have been conducted at the 

national, regional, parochial and village level. 

Secondly, the literature has attempted to assess the broader 

implications of Jamaican demographic performance over time. Attention has 

most commonly focused on the economic consequences of demographic 

performance, with special emphasis given to the changing character of the 

labour force. Some effort has also been directed to the evaluation of 

social consequences of demographic performance. In this respect, the 

literature is particularly concerned with the overall implications of 

migration and urbanization. 
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Thirdly, the literature has taken some interest in the identification 

of the socio-economic determinants of .Jamaican derographic performance. 

Althour,h ml~ration has claimed the greatest share of this interest, a 

relatively small number of studies have pursued the correlates and 

determinants of mortality and fertility. Almost invariably these enquiries 

have been directed at demographic performance in villages or in the 

administrative parishes. 

Research into these three broad areas has been undertaken by a wide 

vari~ty of scholars employing different methodologies and exploiting varied 

1 sources of information. Such diversity notwithstanding, the principal 

findings of this literature may be conveniently summarized with respect to 

the components of demographic performance: mortality, fertility and migration. 

A. MORTALITY 

Jamaican mortality performance has been well-documented for the 

years following 1878 when compulsory civil registration of vital events 

2 began. A survey of the literature yields comprehensive data on infant 

and general mortality over time, as well as careful estimates of 

mortality for specific groups differentiated on the basis of age, sex, 

3 race or class and place of residence. Atte~pts have been made to 

characterize the patterns of mortality before 1878, but severe data 

limitations have restricted this effort to easily identifiable groups 

such as military personnel or to individual plantations for which 

detailed data have survived. 4 

This impressive body of data indicates that the late nineteenth 

and early twentieth centuries were characterized by variable but 

generally declining mortality rates. Although limited by deficiencies 
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in the original data on cause of death, most demographic analyses 

suggest that declining mortality after the turn of the century was 

critically influenced by improved preventative and curative health 

services. It is also clear that extreme fluctuations in general 

mortality were largely the consequence of epidemic disease, prolon~ed 

drought or severe flooding, and the general chaos which accompanied 

hurricanes or earthquakes. 

Analyses of these data tend to confirm the general patterns of 

differential mortality observed elsewhere. Thus, male mortality rates 

were significantly higher than female mortality rates for every age 

group; mortality rates were much higher in urban than in rural areas; 

general mortality appears to have been extremely sensitive to variations 

in infant mortality; m:>rtality seems to have been inversely related to 

5 socio-economic status of different groups. 

Relatively little study has been devoted to the identification 

of the determinants of Jamaican mortality during these years. Thus, 

many interesting empirical observations have not been pursue~ 

analytically. It is known, for example, that certain parishes 

persistently exhibited abnormally higru·mortality rates, while other 

parishes enjoyed substantially lower mortality rates. Even when 

account is taken of differences in the age and sex composition of parish 

populations, the diversity in mortality experience is striking. Such 

variation has been partially explained by inter-parish differences 

in climate, available health services and the veracity of the vital 

6 statistics. Occasionally one encounters the suggestion that inter-

parish variability in mortality experience may have been linked to 
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differences in social and economic conditions among the parishes, 7 

but careful investigation along these lines is noticeably lacking in 

the literature. 

Rather more attention has been given to the consequences of 

Jamaican mortality experience. Host commonly, mortality experience 

has been viewed as one of the critical influences on the size and 

. i f h 1 b f. 8 compos1t on o t e a our orce. Moreover, by its influence on the 

rate of population growth, mortality experience is frequently seen as 

an important determinant of migration an4 as exerting an inevitable 

influence on standards of living. 9 Considerably less study has been 

directed to the possible consequences of mortality experience on the 

level of fertility or the structure of sociql relationships. 

·By way of summary, the literature on Jamaican mortality has been 

primarily concerned with the compilation of accurate data and the 

detailed description of mortality performance over t;ime and among 
\ 

specific sub-national groups. While some effort has been made to 

explore the underlying causes and widespread consequences of mortality 

performance, it is fair to conclude that analysis has been subordinate 

to description. 

B. FERTILITY 

Jamaican fertility performance has been fairly well documented 

for the years following compulsory registration of births in 1878. 

The literature contains comprehensive information on national fertility 

performance over time as well as careful estimates of the fertility 

performance of >vomen differentiated with respect to age, race or 

class and place of residence. 
10 

Broad inferences on differential 
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fertility may be dra-.;m from more recent anthropological surveys of 

• 11 
m~cro-populations, although the relevance of such inferences is 

obviously diminished when applied to other times or larger populations. 

Similarly, enquiry into fertility performance before 1878 has been 

1 1 . . d .1 bl d . f . 1 . 12 great y ~m~te to ava~ a e ata on spec~ ~c p antat~ons. 

Analysis of the resulting data provides a description of 

Jamaican fertility performance which in many ways coincides with 

13 fertility performance elsewhere. For example, urban fertility rates 

have been significantly lower than rural fertility rates since the 

beginning of civil registration. Among rural areas fertility performance 

varied considerably, although the degree of variation tended to diminish 

over time. As compared with mortality rates, variation in fertility 

rates over time was markedly low, although they were clearly subject 

to extraordinary short-term fluctuation during periods of natural 

catastrophe. Not surprisingly, completed fertility of individual 

women varied directly with the length of time during which they were 

at risk of pregnancy. Finally, incomplete and partial analysis suggests 

that completed fertility lY'as related to socio-economic class status. 

At least one feature of fertility performance in Jamaica 

differed significantly from the experience of most other non-Caribbean 

countries. Beginning with the registration of births in 1878 and 

continuing to the present day, bet,.,een 60% and 75% of all births 

'\vere formally "illegitimate. n 
14 This is the direct result of the 

widespread social acceptability of bearing children out of legal 

wedlock. This important social convention has greatly diminished the 

usual significance of marital status and of variations in the marriage 

rate as indices of fertility or as explanations of observed fertility 
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performance across households. 

In an attempt to understand variations in household fertility, 

a good deal of the existing literature has been concerned with the 

classification of households on the basis of mating behaviour. The 

oost common approach is to categorize households on the basis of formal 

marriage, stable common-law union, or informal visiting arrangements 

15 between the partners. As might be anticipated on the basis of 

exposure to risk, completed fertility appears to have been inversely 

related to the "permanency" of the union; i.e., married females 

generally exhibited the highest and females in visiting unions the 

16 lowest) fertility. 

Given this substantial body of descriptive literature, it is 

somewhat surprising that enquiry into the general determinants of 

fertility performance has been so limited. Much of the descriptive 

literature does suggest possible lines of enquiry, but seldom are 

these pursued analytically. Consider, for example, the useful 

finding that household fertility appears to have been systematically 

related to the nature of household mating patterns. 

This naturally leads to the problem of the determinants of 

mating patterns which did in fact vary considerably from parish to 

parish. It has been casually suggested that mating patterns were 

influenced by the system of land tenure, by the level and security 

of male income, and by the general nature of social relationships in 

the parish. 17 • And yet, these propositions have not been systematically 

investigated on a wide scale. 
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As might be expected, the literature has devoted much attention 

to the broader implications of Jamaican fertility performance. The 

most common approach has been to assess the impact of fertility 

performance on the size and composition of population both over time 

and across parishes. Since parishes exhibiting high rates of 

fertility usually experienced relatively low rates of overall population 

growth, it is often concluded that differential fertility performance 

across the parishes was an important factor in the direction and 

.volume of migration, which in turn altered the age and sex composition 

of parish populations and hence influenced the nature of the labour 

18 force. Somewhat less attention has been paid to the long-term 

social and political implications of fertility performance, although 

these are mentioned in most studies relating fertility performance to 

patterns of migration and urbanization. 19• 

In conclusion, the literature on Jamaican fertility performance 

is particularly strong in the marshalling of reliable data and in the 

detailed description of fertility patterns over time, across parishes 

and among specific groups of women. On the other hand, the literature 

is less well-developed with respect to the underlying determinants of 

differential fertility performance. 

C. MIGRATION 

The study of migration represents a disproportionately large 

share of the literature on Jamaican historical demography. This is 

so partly because migration was highly visible and thus attracted 

the attention of contemporary writers, who were convinced that massive 

numbers of Jamaicans were migrating during the late nineteenth and 
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early twentieth centuries. Given tho tremendous amount of contemporary 

comment, it is natural that later scholars would be attracted to the 

study of internal and external migration patterns. 

A second factor encouraging a large- body of migration studies 

is the virtual absence of reliable statistics concerning the movements 

of Jamaicans. Apart from some highly doubtful annual estimates of 

emigration the colonial gove.rnment collected no direct data on migration 

during this period. Thus, much of the existing literature has been 

devoted to the indirect estimation of migration flows within the island 

d f . d . . 20 an to ore1gn est1nat1ons. It is hardly surprising that the 

resulting estimates, which must be derived through manipulation of 

census data, are crude and incomplete. 

However inexact even the best estimates may be, the literature 

has made clear the general features of migration during these years. 

Although apparently not as massive as contemporary observers believed, 

emigration to foreign countries was substantial during the late 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Between 1881 and 1921 

net emigration was at least 146,000. Although the period 1921-1943 

witnessed net immigration into the island as former emigrants returned, 

the volume of net emigration was at least 120,000 during the whole 

period 1881-1943. 21 Since these estimates are of minimum net 

emigration, the flow of Jamaicans to foreign destinations was 

certainly greater and at times must have been enormous. 
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Available estimates of inter-parish migration tend to support 

the impressions formed by contemporary observers. Between 1911 and 1921 

22 at least 50,000 .Jamaicans changed their parish of residence. During 

the period 1921-1943, it is estimated that "one-fifth of the island's 

23 native-born population were involved in internal migration". 

Given that these are minimum estimates only, one can hardly doubt the 

size and significance of internal migration during tl1ese years. 

A number of studies have been suggestive of possible determinants 

.of migration flows. Not unexpectedly, suggested determinants fall 

into two categories: factors acting to "push" migrants from place of 

origin, and factors acting to "pull" migrants tm-Tard new destinations. 

Descriptive studies seem to imply that conditions in Jamaica may 

have provided an incentive for overseas migration. Thus it has been 

observed that an unusually high proportion of emigrants was drawn from 

the urban parishes and from a few rural pa~ishes wherein fertility 

24 rates and rates of natural increase were exceptionally high. This is 

interpreted as evidence of a "push" factor in emigration. Nonetheless, 

a propensity to emigrate can not usually be exercised in tlle face of 

perceived distress abroad. Hence, it is widely supposed that the 

"pull" of perceived economic activity overseas was the more 

influential determinant of the timing, destination and volume of 

25 emigration. Formal testing of these propositions has not been 

undertaken for the period 1881-1943, although enquiries into more 

26 
recent emigration flows are supportive of the determinants advanced. 

Detailed description of internal migration has also been suggestive 

of determinants of these flows. 27 Available data indicate that the 
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principal flow of internal migration was from rural areas to the 

urban centre of Kingston and St. Andrew. Secondary flows into the 

town of Hontego Bay in St. James and into a few rural parishes have 

also been identified. On this basis, it is p,enerally supposed that 

internal migration was largely the consequence of a "pull" by urban 

centres and by certain rural parishes wherein employment opportunities 

were believed to exist. Insofar as a "push" operated with respect to 

internal migration, it was the result of chronically high rates of 

natural increase of population in certain rural parishes. As with 

emigration, however, these determinants of internal migration have not 

28 been subjected to careful analysis during the years 1911-1943. 

Although generally oblivious to the implications of demographic 

performance, most contemporary observers were greatly exercised by 

perceived consequences of migration during the late nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries. On the one hand, they generally feared 

that rural out-migration would lead to stagnation in agriculture 

though a reduction in the wage-labour force upon which the prosperity 

of plantations depended. At the same time, commentators of the time were 

distressed over the perceived impact of rural-urban migration on 

urban economic and social conditions, and many decried the urban 

"corruption If of rural migrants. Emigration was viewed favourably 

insofar as it relieved pressure on urban employment and resulted in 

substantial remittances from overseas Jamaicans. But emigration 

also acted to reduce the agricultural labour force and the treatment 

of Jamaicans abroad was a source of considerable concern. 
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Host scholarly studies of migration tend to avoid such troublesome 

social and economic implications and focus instead on the demographic 

consequences of Jamaican migration. The most comoon approach has been 

to describe in some detail the impact of migration on population gro~<1th 

29 within the individual parishes. 
!" 

Thus, it has been established that 

the rapid rate of population grmvth in the .urban centre was almost 

exclusively the consequence of net in-migration. Conversely, the 

relatively l~v rates of population growth in most rural parishes, 

and the absolute decline of population in a few, was clearly the 

consequence of net out-migration rather than a failure of natural 

increase. 

It is clear that the composition of parish population was 

also greatly affected by internal and external migration during these 

30 years. The two urban parishes of Kingston and St. Andrew recorded 

an extraordinarily high proportion of females and an exceptionally 

low dependency ratio at each of the censuses of population. 

Considerable diversity was apparent in the composition of rural parish 

populations, but in general the dependency ratios were markedly higher 

and the proportion of males significantly greater than in the urban 

centre. 

These and other demographic consequences of migration must have held 

important implications for economic performance &id general social 

behaviour. Apart from some casual discussion of the impact of migration 

on urban unemployment, housing and social unrest, the existing 

literature has not systematically explored the broader implications 

of internal migration. Nor has much attention been given to the 
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implications of emigration from rural parishes. 

In conclusion, the general features of Jamaican migration during 

the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries have been adequately 

described in the literature. Huch less well-understood are the complex 

socio-economic determinants of migration. Descriptive studies have 

been sup~estive in this respect, but careful analysis has not yet 

been undertaken. 

D. SUNMARY 

This brief and no doubt cursory review has emphasized the two 

major areas of strength in the existing literature. Firstly, the 

literature has been devoted to the accumulation and verification of 

reliable data on fertility, mortality and migration during the period 

1878-1943. Secondly, the literature contains detailed and extremely use­

ful descriptions of demographic performance over time, among parishes 

and across particular sub-national groups of people. 

Out of this literature there emerges a fairly complete picture 

of Jamaican demographic performance during the late nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries. Although additional data and more detailed 

description will no doubt be useful in filling in that picture, it is 

not likely to be significantly altered through further research along. 

these lines. Data collection and detailed description have, in short, 

been pushed to the point of diminishing returns. 

Beyond the generation of data and the careful description of 

demographic performance, the literature is less well-developed. 

Considerable attention has been given to the consequences of demographic 

change, although much of the discussion has been confined to the 

subsequent demographic and economic implications. Much useful work 
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remains to be done with respect to the social and political 

consequences of Jamaican demographic performance. Nonetheless, althoup,h 

clearly incomplete, the treatment of the broad consequences of 

demographic performance has been adequate. 

The outstanding unresolved issues in Jamaican historical 

demography are encountered in an attempt to explore systematically the 

underlying determinants of observed demographic performance. In the 

best tradition of descriptive studies, the existing literature has 

carefully documented a striking variety of demographic performance over 

time and among the several parishes. In addition, some highly suggestive 

propositions have been advanced to explain such variations. But on 

the whole these propositions have not been well-developed or 

empirically explored. 

Within the general field of historical demography, local variations 

in demographic performance are commonly investigated with respect to 

local variations in economic and social conditions. The present study 

attempts to apply this general approach to the case of Jamaica during 

the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. That is, variations 

in demographic performance from one parish to another are viewed as 

arising out of differences in the economic and social conditions which 

characterized the several parishes. Ho re specifically, the present 

study investigates the influence of parish socio-economic structure on 

the observed patterns of parish mortality, fertility and net out­

migration. The present study will thus shed so~m light on the under­

lying determinants of Jamaican demographic performance during the 

late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 
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CHAPTER 2 

A MODEL OF ECONOHIC-DEHOGHAPIIIC 

RELATIONSHIPS IN JAMAICA 

The fundamental thesis of this enquiry may be stated simply: 

20. 

Parish demographic performance was systematically influenced by the nature 

of parish socio-economic structure. It is of course possible that the 

nature of parish socio-economic structure l'las in .turn conditioned by 

parish demographic performance over time. Nonetheless, the present 

study abstracts from this latter effect and focuses exclusively on the 

underlying socio-economic determinants of observed demographic performance. 

In order to pursue this objective, an analytical framework is required. 

Hence this chapter develops an abstract model of economic-demographic 

relationships which is applicable to the individual parishes of Jamaica 

during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The principal 

objective of this model is to relate demographic performance to socio­

economic structure in such a way as to yield potentially testable 

hypo theses. 

I 

Al~ OVERVIEH OF THE MODEL 

At the outset it is well to stress the general spirit of the 

following model. Although frequently deterministic in form and language, 

the model is best viewed as a broad framework within which to investi9,ate 

e!Pirically the socio-economic influences on observed demographic 

performance. In essence, the model conceives demographic performance 

to have been an integral part of --- hence, 11determined11 by --- the nature 

of the socio-economic structure within which demographic events occurred. 



Thus, the model is more empirical than analytical in its structure. and 

more indicative than deterministic in its hypotheses. 

As illustrated schematically in Fir,urc 2-1, the model consists of 

three principal components. First, an economic sub-model sets out 

21. 

the factors which give rise to the concept of parish socio-economic 

structure within an individual parish at some given point in time. Second, 

a simple demographic sub-model traces through the inter-relationships amon~ 

several variables which collectively establish the pattern of detrographic 

performance 1-1ithin an individual parish at some given point in time. 

The solid-line arrows in Figure 2.1 indicate the direction of influence 

between constituent elements within each of these sub-models. 

The third component of the model is shown as a set of broken-line 

arrows which links the economic and demographic sub-models. These 

linkages, which will be called the economic-demographic relationships 

of the model, represent the principal hypotheses concerning the influence 

of socio-economic structure on demographic performance. It is the task 

of this chapter to elaborate the nature of these relationships. In order 

to do so, it is useful to consider in turn the economic and demographic 

sub-models and then to derive the nature of the economic-demographic 

relationships between them. 
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li 

Till~ ECONOHIC SUD-'HODEL 

The economic sub-roodel illustrated in 'Figure 2.1 has a two-fold 

purpose. Firstly, 1 t identifies the principal sectors of the economy and 

thus provides a framework for the detailed description of economic 

performance with which the following chapter is concerned. Secondly, 

the economic sub-model formally introduces the concept of parish socio-

economic structure, which in effect represents the independent variable 

of the overall model. Consequently, the present discussion deals 

exclusively with the meaning, determinants and characteristics of parish 

socio-economic structure. 

A. TilE CONCEPT OF SOCIO-ECONOHIC STRUCTURE 

The concept of parish socio-economic structure derives from two 

separate but related approaches to the study of Jamaican economic 

structure and hence to the interpretation of Jamaican economic 

history. It is therefore useful to review briefly the principal 

features of these two approaches which for convenience may be 

designated the "staples" and the "plantation .. interpretations of 

Jamaican economic history. 

Any "staples" interpretation of economic history is inevitably 

influenced by the early work of Harold Innis on Canada and Douglas 

2 North on the United States. More recent works by Melville H'atkins, 

Johnathan Levin, Dudley Seers and others have been instrumental in 

2 
the extension of classical staples theory to tropical regions. 

Much of the recent theoretical work on the so-called "open" 

economy is, in fact, heavily influenced by the general approach of 

3 the staples interpretation. 
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Staples interpretations of economic history and economic 

development stress the economic implications of production for export 

as opposed to production for domestic consumption. In particular, 

these two types of production are viewed as having significantly 

different inpacts on national income, employment, aggregate savings 

and investment, and the rates of change of these variables over time. 

Early writers appeared to be convinced that an expanding staple export 

sector is inevitably a source of economic surplus ~vhich in turn would 

raise aggregate economic performance far above that ~vhich could be 

expected if production remained domestically oriented. 4 If 

international trade \vere an engine of economic growth, t;.1.en staple 

exports would be the fuel. 

Nore recent practioners of the staples interpretation have been 

less optimistic. Reflecting on the experience of staple exporting 

nations outside North America, many writers have come to argue that 

a staple export· sector may actually:inhibit economic grow~h and 

development. Countries may be placed in a "staples trap" which 

limits flexibility in the composition of output and hence lays the 

economy open to extreme fluctuations arising from precarious 

. 1 1 d" . 5 internat~ona mar~et con ~tlons. Noreover, it is argued, the 

generation of surplus and its productive investment are two separate 

phenomena. Insofar as staples - generated surplus is "lost" 

through imports, non-productive domestic investment, or the repatriation 

of profits to overseas residents, the staple exporting economy need 

6 
not experience any grmvth. 



Detailed description and analysis of the export trade are 

indications of the extent to which Jamaican historiography has, 
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until quite recently, been dominated by the staples approach. This 

is, of course, nnst apparent in the economic history literature which 

has traditionally put great stress on the export trade in sugar, 

bananas and the so-called minor staples. Even the literature dealing 

with political history and social conditions has tended to emphasize the 

impact of the staple exports on the economy and hence on the polity 

and society of the island. 

In recent years, the "plantation" interpretation of Jamaican 

history has tended to supplant the earlier emphasis on staple exports. 

Reflected in the works of Robert Baldwin,' Lloyd Best and Kari Levitt, 

and most recently in the studies by George Beckford, the plantation 

approach lays emphasis on the organizational forms of production. 7 

In particular, a distinction is drawn ben1een production organized 

by plantations and production organized by independent small farmers 

and peasants. 

The manner in which production is organized is held to have both 

economic and social implications. Thus much discussion is given to 

the differential effects of organizational form on such economic 

variables as the distribution of income between and within factor 

classes, the propensities to save and to invest, and the nature of 

technological innovation. In addition, the plantation approach 

concerns itself with the impact of organizational forms of production 

on social variables such as class structure, labour relations, 

community organization and the distribution of and access to 

political power. 



26. 

Although diverse in their emphasis, the principal plantation 

interpretations of Jamaican history are generally agreed in their 

conclusions. Plantation production is invariably viewed as 

economically exploitative, socially elitist and politically corrupt; 

in short, the plantation is a "total system" 'tvhich positively 
tt 

constrains the processes of economic development in its widest 
8 

sense • At the same time there is an undeniable idealizat·ion and 

.. if 'd d. 9 even romant~c~zat on o peasant organ~ze pro uct~on. In the 

absence of a pure case of peasant production in the Caribbean, the 

literature has drawn on the experience of .North America and upon 

detailed studies of Caribbean peasant communities during more recent 

times. The results have been intriguing if ambiguous. In general 

it is concluded that peasant organized production is more conducive 

to overall economic development because incomes are distributed in a 

more egalitarian fashion, because social stratification is less 

rigid and because political institutions are more responsive to 

local needs. 

Far from being antagonistic interpretations of Jamaican 

economic history, the staples and the plantation approaches are 

highly complementary since each tends to emphasize different features 

of the same economic structure. It is hardly surprising therefore 

that advocates of the staples interpretation are also concerned with 

the organizational forms of production; similarly, proponents of the 

plantation interpretation pay considerable attention to the 

.composition of output. Depending on the particular historical problem 

under study, one or the other of these features of economic structure 

may be given emphasis, but in general both must be considered 
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simultaneously. 

This suggest that any study of individual parishes should strive 

to combine the staples and the plantation points of view. In 

the first place, the s true turc of parish economy should be investigated 

with respect to (i) the composition of parish output and (ii) the 

manner in which parish production was organized. Secondly, the 

economic and social implications of parish economic structure should 

be interpreted according to the staples and the plantation approaches 

to the study of Jamaican economic history. These economic and social 

implications in fact represent the specific aspects of parish socio­

econoMic structure with which the present sub-model is mainly 

concerned. 

B. COHPOSITION OF OUTPUT 

The composition of parish output during any given time period 

depended upon the relative importance of the three major economic 

sectors shown in Figure 2.1. Although these sectors are examined 

in detail in the following chapter, it is useful to outlin~ the 

nature of each here. 

In the opinion of the Colonial Government and the local oligarchy, 

the most significant of these sectors was given over to the 

production of various staple export crops. Completely dependent 

upon and closely responding to conditions in international markets, 

producers in this sector undertook the cultivation and crude processing 

of two general types of staple exports. The major staples consisted 

of bananas and sugar products; the minor staples included spices, 

coffee, cocoa, citrus fruit and logwood~ l~1atever the particular 

crop involved, activity uithin the staple export sector was commercially 

oriented and heavily dependent upon overseas markets. 
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The second broad sector of tha economy Has given over to the 

cultivation of agricultural crops for domestic consumption. Output 

of this sector included a v7ide variety of fruits, vegetablc=s, sround 

provisions and meat products. These commodities ~.;rere either consumed 

directly by producers or were traded in purely domestic narkets. 

Thus activity in this sector Has influenced by, but not r,rholly 

dependent upon, conditions prevailing •·lithin domestic markets for 

foodstuffs. 

All other economic activity has been included '>vithin the non­

agricultural sector. Commerce, construction, transport, m&•ufacturing 

and the service industries represent the major components of this 

sector. The level of activity within this sector was primarily 

. dependent upon the strength of domestic demaid since virtually 

none of the sector's output tvas internationally traded. 

It is of course obvious that these three sectors coexisted 

within any paticularly parish. Each agricultural parish typically 

produced export crops and domestically consumed crops; r.oreover, each 

possessed a non-agricultural sector if only in the form of domestic 

servants, petty commerce and small scale construction activity. 

Similarly, the urban parishes of Kingston and St. Andrew, which were 

largely given over to non-agricultural production, nonetheless still 

produced agricultural commodities for export and for domestic 

consumption. 

This heterogeneity of output is not an insuperable barrier to 

the classification of parish economic structure on the basis of 

composition of output. All that is required is an objective measure 

of the relati.ve importance of these three sectors >>Tithin a given parish 
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during some specified time period. As shall be seen in Chapter 3, 

it is beyond dispute that non-agricultural production was concentrated 

in and clearly dominated the output of, the parishes of Kingston and 

St. Andre~v. Although the composition of output among rural parishes 

is not quite so straight fonvard, it may be approached indirectly by 

examining the use to which cultivated land \·Jas put. 

This is based on the plausible assumption that the composition 

of agricultural output depended upon the distribution of cultivated 

acreage across various crops. Hence, the larger (smaller) the 

proportion of cultivated acreage under staple export crops, the 

larger (smaller) was the composition of output dominated by staple 

export. production. 

C. ORGANIZATION OF PRODUCTION 

Responding to demand conditions in the appropriate markets, 

entrepreneurs undertook to organize production in a variety of ways. 

Although the follmving chapter deals extensively -:vith actual patterns 

of production organization, it is useful to outline the main features 

of each so as to indicate how the organization of parish production 

may be approached. 

During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 

agricultural production \vas organized in four principal ways. The 

most studied form ~vas of course the plantation. Regardless of the 

specific crops produced, plantation agriculture involved substantial 

acreage \vorked exclusively by wage labour complemented by a diverse 

and extensive stock of capital equipment. Plantations also enjoyed 

relatively easy access to a variety of credit sources through 

which their operations might be financed. Output was most frequently 
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sold in international markets, althour,h certain plantation 

produced commodities (eg. beef and coconuts) were absorbed by domestic 

markets. In short, plantations were industrial enterprises 

characterized by specialization of labour, strict management of 

i t d d ti f h Sales. lO npu s an pro uc on or cas 

Small farms represented a second method by which agricultural 

production was organized. These small farms were characterized by 

moderate acreage worked partly by wage labour and partly by family 

members using relatively f~v purchased or capital inputs. The 

availability of credit to small farms was extremely limited throu8hout 

the period. Although a portion of output was consumed directly by 

producers, the greater share was sold in domestic and international 

k S 11 f i h i 11 i 1 . 11 mar ets. ma arms were, n s ort, essent a y commerc a operat1ons. 

The organization of agricultural production by small settlers 

("peasants") was extremely widespread. Such production typically 

involved very small acreages 't-7orked exclusively by family labour using 

only the simplest cultivation tools. Credit facilities were completely 

unavailable to peasant producers except in times o£ natural disaster 

when Government loans "t-Tere occasionally provided. Output tvas 

principally consumed directly by the peasant household, but peasants 

did produce certain staple exports for sale internationally and 

12 surplus foodstuffs were marketed domestically. 

Finally, agricultural production was organized by individual 

households on tiny garden plots. Usually less than an acre in 

extent, these garden plots were worked by the part-time labour of 

family members. Capital equipment consisted of the ubiquitous 



machete, hoc and fork; credit was completely inaccessible to 

these producers. Output consisted exclusively of foodstuffs which 

were directly consumed by the producinr, household. 

Production within the non-agricultural sector appears to have 

13 been organized in two ways. Firstly, production was organized 

by self-employed individuals who owned the necessary means of 
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production and who marketed output themselves. Individual craftsmen 

were responsible for much of the commodity output of this sector, 

personal and professional services were naturally organized by own-

account labourers, and a large share of the retail trade was 

organized on the basis of family enterprise. 

On the other hand, business enterprise and the Colonial 

Government also organized production in the non-agricultural sector. 

This was most notable in transport, public utilities, wholesale 

trade, manufacturing and of course the civil service. Production 

was organized along wage labour lines and output was marketed 

almost exclusively domestically. 

The principal characteristics of these various organizational 

forms of production have been summarized in Table 2.1 below. 



Feature 

Acreage 

Labour Force 

Capital 
Equipment 

Credit 
Sources 

Disposition 
of Output 

Table 2.1 

Chara~teristics of Organizational Forms of Production: A Summarx 

Household Craft Industrial 
Plantation Small Farms Peasant Plots Gardens Produc: tion Production 

)100 Acrea 10-100 Acres 1-10 Acres 1 Acre 

t~age Labour Wage Labour Family J,abour Part time - tvage Labour Wage' J,abour 
Family Labour Family Labour Family Labour 

Cul ti va tion Cultivation Cultivation Cultivation Tools of Tools of Trade 
Tools,Hech- Tools, Animal Too la Tools Trade Raw Hateriala 
anical Trans- Transport Limited Raw lfechanical 
port,Processing Limited use Animal tfaterials Transport 
Hachineey, of Transport Electrical and 
Fertilizers fertilizers ~fechanical Power 
Improved Seeds 

Accumulated Accumulated Accumulated - Accumulated Accumulated Savings 
Savings Savings Savings Savings Commercial Banks 
Commercial Limited "Trust" "Trust" 
Banks Government Limited 
Government Aid Government Aid 
Aid 

Export Export Markets Domestic Direct Domestic Domestic Markets 
Harkets Domestic 1iarkets Consumption Harkets 
Domestic Harkets Direct Direct 
Markets Direct Consumption Consumption 

Consumption 

w. 
1\.) 



In one obvious sense, the organization of parish production 

depended upon the compos! tion of parish output: the production 
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of non-agricultural output could hardly be organized by agricultural 

forms of production. Uence, production within the urban parishes 

of Kingston and St. Andrew was organized alon~ craft or 

industrial lines. Since it is impossible to distinguish these two 

organizational forms empirically, the urban parishes will hereafter be 

classified as "non-agricultural11 with respect to output and to 

organization. 

lUthin agricultural parishes, hmvever, the organization of 

parish production is not dependent upon the composition of parish 

output. This results from the fact that staple exports and 

domestically consumed crops may be produced by every form of 

production organization, with the exception of the house garden plots. 

Hence the overall organization of parish production depends upon the 

relative importance of the various forms of production organization 

which actually existed during a particular time period. 

The most obvious approach to this problem would be to examine 

the distribution of parish land under each alternative form of 

production organization. It is unfortunate, but hardly surprising 

given the interests of the Colonial Government, that available 

14 annual data refer only to acreage under control of plantations. 

Thus, a characterization of parish economic structure on the 

basis of organization of production may be only approximate since 

distinctions can be made only between plantation and non-plantation 

forms of agricultural organization. 
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D. SOME ASPECTS OF PARISH flOCIO-ECONmnc STRUCTURg 

The structure of parish economy has been characterized in terms 

of the composition of parish output and the organization of parish 

production. These two features of parish economy in turn hold important 

implications for the nature of parish socio-economic structure. These 

implications have their origins in the staples and the plantation 

interpretations of Jamaican economic history. Although some of these 

implications have not as yet been empirically verified for the late 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, all of them are rooted in 

persuasive theoretical arguments and many have been verified for 

more recent periods. 

Four specific aspects of parish socio-economic structure 

are given prominence here: the level of income,the distribution of 

income, the stability of income over time and the nature of social 

institutions which are associated 'tvith various economic structures. 

Each will be discussed in turn with a view to indicating the dependence 

of each on the structure of parish economy. 

1. Income Levels 

Staples interpretations of Jamaican economic history 

argue that the level of income accruing to an agricultural 

region depends primarily upon the composition of output. ~lore 

specifically, it is supposed that staple exporting regions 

generally enjoy higher incomes than do regions in which 

production is geared to subsistance or to purely domestic 

markets. Plantation interpretations of Jamaican economic 

history also argue that the composition of output, rather than 
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the organization of production, was the principal feature 

of economic structure determining the_ level of income. 

Rigorous empirical evidence in support of this view is 

rather sparse for the pre-\vorld Har Two years. Nost informed 

contemporary obse~vers were of the opinion that income levels 

were highest in urban parishes, next highest in staple exporting 

regions and inevitably lowest in areas given over to domestic 

. 15 
agriculture. Incomplete data for the late nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries appear to confirm roughly this ordering 

of income levels. 16 

Hare recent studies also suggest that staple exporting 

regions enjoy higher money incomes, than do regions given over 

to the cultivation of domestic crops, and that both have generally 

lower incomes than do regions in which non-agricultural 

d . .1 17 pro uct1on preva1 s. Thus, although the evidence is far 

from conclusive, it would seem that the composition of output 

is a rough indication of income levels enjoyed by parishes. 

In terms of aggregate real income, however, it is uncertain 

that either non-agricultural or staple export parishes enjoyed 

a significant advantage over parishes given over to the 

cultivation of domestic agricultural crops. Unlike the former 

parishes, the latter required little money income in order to fill 

consumption needs, especially for foodstuffs ~vhich represented 

the single largest item in household expenditures. In time of 

drought, flood or other circumstances which tended to disrupt 

domestic agricultural output, those parishes dependent upon local 
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markets for the purchase of foodstuffs experienced greatly 

inflated prices and absolute shortages since domestic agricultural 

producers understandably filled their mm needs first. This 

relative independence of domestic agricultural parishes from the 

market for foodstuffs undoubtedly acted to raise their real 

income, though it remains uncertain whether the resulting level 

of real income exceeded that of other parishes. In any case, it is 

clear that the gap was substantially narrowed; domestic agricultural 

parishes may have been money poor but were certainly food rich in 

18 
comparison with other parishes. 

2. Distribution of Income 

It is generally a~ued that the manner in which income is 

distributed among factors of production and across households 

depends upon the organizational forms of production. This is 

certainly the conclusion of plantation interp~etations of 

Jamaican economic history and is implicitly accepted by most 

1 . . 11 19 stap es 1nterpretat1ons as we • 

Based largely on theoretical arguments, it is supposed 

that plantation production is generally characterized by a 

highly skewed distribution of household income which is a 

result of a factoral distribution of income that greatly favours 

the owners of land. Conversely it is supposed that non-plantation 

production is characterized by a more egalitarian distribution 

of income across households since the ownership of land is 

.d 1 d. d 20 
w·1 e y 1sperse • 
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Althoup,h generally not considered in the plantation 

interpretations, the distribution of income arisinr, out of non-

agricultural economic activity ~~y also be expected to depend on 

the manner in which production was organized. Thus, the more 

completely is such production organized along industrial wage 

labour lines, the more skewed will be the distribution of income 

across households as a result of the concentration of ownership 

of the means of production. 

These theoretical propositions have been supported by 

scattered empirical evidence for the late nineteenth and early 

twentieth century. As will be discussed in Chapter 3, the factoral 

distribution of income under plantation production does appear 

to have been more favourable to land owners than was the case 

21 for agriculture in general. Horeover, it is beyond dispute 

that the distribution of income across households was highly 

skewed for the island as a whole. 22 These data and the 

observations of contemporaries do not, of course, prove the 

case, but they are indicative and lend considerable credence to 

the general proposition that the organization of~rish production 

is a rough guide to the distribution of parish income. 

3. Stability of Parish Income 

It is to be expected that the level of parish income 

will vary over time. The central issues here are the degree 

to which parish income varies over time, and the relationship 

between such variation and the structure of parish economy. For 

convenience, the phrase "stability of parish income" shall be 
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used as a short-hand expression for the degree of variation 

of parish income over time, 

On theoretical grounds it may be supposed that the 

stability of parish income arises out of the composition of parish 

output. l1ore specifically, the cultivation of domestically 

consumed crops may for two reasons be expected to result in 

greater stability of parish income than will the cultivation 

of staple exports. In the first place, the production of staple 

exports typically involves one or two crops while the cultivation 

of domestic crops is extremely diverse. Hence, any variation 

in weather or the appearance of crop specific diseases may be 

expected to affect the volume of output more severely in the 

case of staple exports, and hence introduce marked variation in 

the level of income. Secondly, the international markets in 

which staple exports are sold are notoriously erratic with respect 

23 to prices. Thus, it is plausible to suggest that staple 

export production will in general be characterized by less 

stability of parish income than will domestic crop production. 

There is some rather indirect empirical evidence to support 

24 this proposition. Staple export crops do appear to have been 

particularly sensitive to adverse Heather and botanical diseases 

which in turn generated considerable variation in the volume of 

staple exports over time. Moreover, staple export prices did 

shot-T considerable variation over time. On the other hand, domestic 

agricultural crops l-Tere apparently less subject to severe 

25 
fluctuations in output or to substantial variation in prices. 
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Hith respect to parishes in \vhich non-agricultural production 

prevailed, the stability of parish income is theoretically and 

empirically uncertain. It might he argued that ruch stability 

lvould be considerable since output \vas not sold on international 

markets and the level of output did not depend on factor inputs 

of a seasonal type. Alternatively, it is possible that the 

stability of parish income was quite low since output was 

marketed domestically and was thus indirectly dependent on income 

generated in agriculture. There is no empirical evidence to resolve 

this problem and consequently the stabili~J of income in 

non-agricultural parishes must be treated as ~~det~rmined. 

4. Parish Social Organization 

It is \videly argued that the nature of social organization 

in Caribbean communities depends primarily upon the manner in 

h . h mi . i . . d 26 w 1c econo c act1v ty 1s organ1ze • Hence it is common to 

speak of "plantation society!1
, "peasant society11 and "urban 

society" as separate but co-existing types of social organization. 

in Jamaica and throughout the Caribbean. Although these may be 

differentiated in any number of \-Tays, it is useful to consider 

how each is characterized 'i:·dth respect to only three aspects of 

social organization: the nature of social stratification, the 

manner in which individuals are integrated into the society, and 

27 the degree of social and economic mobility \vithin the society. 

The nature of plantation society ultimately derives from the 

centralization of economic power in the hands of plantation mmers. 

The virtual monopolization of arable land by the plantation 

effectively eliminates any alternative to l>lage employment and thus 
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contributes to the skewed distribution of income typical of 

plantation economy. This in turn generates an extreme 

stratification of society along economic class lines; a 

stratification which is all the more rigid as a result of 

economic inunobility derived from the concentration of land 

ownership. Individuals are integrated into plantation society 

through their role as employees and, consequently, social 

integration through friendship or kinship ties is especially 

weak. In short, the overall structure of plantation society 

is that of a "marked internal hierarchical structure approachin~ 

28 an internal caste system". 

The distinctive features of peasant society derive from 

the nature of peasant economy in general and the system of land 

tenure in particular. Land mvnership and access to land through 

rental agreement are typically l..ridespread in such economies and 

hence, as noted above, the distribution of income across 

households tends to be more nearly egalitarian. Social 

stratification certainly exists in such societies, but the 

criteria for status is ownership of or access to land rather than 

29 income or wealth per ~· Consequently, social and economic 

m~bility depends on the ability to acquire land through 

purchase or rental. Insofar as certain "family land" is by custom 

inalienable, up~-1ard mobility is constrained while downward mobility 

of family members is all but eliminated. Individuals are 

therefore integrated into society through a strong network of 

kinship ties which are embodied within the institution of the 

30 extended family. 
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Certain features of urhan society arc similar to those 

of plantation and peasant societies. For example, social 

stratification in urban society, as in plantation society, 

reflects the uneven distribution of economic wealth and income. 

Although the boundaries betl~een urban social classes are sharply 

defined, the resulting social stratification is not normally as 

31 rigid as in plantation society. Even more so than in peasant 

society, economic and social mobility in urban society is a distinct 

possibility through formal schooling and limited access to 

"desirable" (i.e. non-agricultural) employment. To be sure, 

such mobility is in reality quite limited for the vast majority 

of urbanites; nonetheless, mobility does occur and is likely 

32 more possible than in either plantation or peasant society. 

Finally, individuals tend to be socially integrated through their 

roles as producers and consumers. Kinship and friendship ties do 

act as a means for social integration, but both are diminished 

in importance by the possibility of individual social mobility and 

by the disrupting influence of substantial migration into urban 

33 centres from rural areas. 

By way of summary: Communities in which production is 

organized on plantations differ in social characteristics from 

conmunities in which production is organized by peasants; and 

both agricultural communities differ socially from urban 

communities in which non-agricultural production predominates. 

As previously noted, the organization of economic activity 

within any individual parish has always been simultaneously 
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undertaken by plantations. peasants and non-ar,ricultural 

producers. Thus each parish will exhibit social characteristics 

associated with the "pure cases" of plantation society, peasant 

society and urban society. The exact nature of parish social 

organization depends therefore on the relative importance of each 

organizational form of production within the parish. For example, 

parishes in which production is predominantly orr,anized by peasants 

may be said to possess social features characteristic of peasant 

society. Hence, inter-parish differences in the orsanizational forms 

of production may be used as an indication of inter-parish 

differences in social organization. 

E. THE NATURE OF PARISH SOCIO-ECON0~1IC STRUCTURE: SIDIHA.RY AND TI!PT.ICATIQNS 

The major thrust of the economic sub-model is to establish that, 

during any particular time period, each individual parish is 

characterized by a unique socio-economic structure. On the one hand, 

the nature of parish socio-economic structure is given by such economic 

features as (i) the level of parish income, (ii) the distribution of 

parish income and (iii) the stability of parish income over time. 

Simultaneously, the nature of parish socio-economic structure is 

given by such social features as (iv) the nature of social 

stratification, (v) the manner in ~vhich individuals are integrated 

into communities and (vi) the degree of social and economic mobility 

within the parish. Insofar as parishes differ in any of these six 

respects, they may be said to possess different socio-economic 

structures. 

The classification of parishes with respect to their socio-economic 



structure woulcl he p,reatly facilitated if each of these six 

features could he objectively measured in every parish. Given 

sufficient time and the appropriate historical evidence, there 

is no reason to suppose that such measures could not be derived. 

However, the difficulties encountered in the existing estimates 

of Jamaican national income for these years suggest that these 

specific features of parish socio-economic structure are not 

susceptable to statistical enquiry. Even if such an enquiry 

were possible, it is not clear that the results would justify the 

enormous research effort required. 

A more realistic approach is to employ reasonable proxies 

for these six features of parish socio-economic structure. Arguing 

from the perspectives of the plantation and the staples 

interpretations of Jamaican economic history, the present enquiry 

defines two such proxies: the composition of parish output and 

the manner in which parish production is organized. The composition 

of parish output serves as a proxy for the level of parish income 

and the stability of parish income over time. The organizational 

form of parish production serves as a proxy for the distribution of 

parish income and the characteristic features of parish social 

organization. As discussed in some detail above, these bolo proxies 

reflect the specific features of socio-economic structure among 

agricultural parishes in the following ways: 
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(i) The more completely is the composition of parish 

output dominated by staple exports (domestic 

crops), the higher (lower) is the l!vel of parish 

money income, the lower (higher) is the level of 

parish real income and the less (more) stable is 

parish real income over time. 

(ii) The more completely is parish production organized 

by plantations (peasants), the more (less) skel~Yed 

is the distribution of parish income and the more 

nearly are parish social features typical of 

plantation (peasant) society. 

The nature of parish socio-economic structure has a number of 

interesting implications for economic perfonnance and social behaviour. 

Among the economic implications are the level and composition of parish 

demand for imported and domestically produced commodities, 34 the 

propensities of the population to save and to invest, and the 

35 willingness to adopt new production techniques within the parish. 

Among the social implications are the incidence and type ofcriminal 

behaviour within the parish, 36 the nature of partisan politics and 

the extent of trade union organization. 37 and the overall pattern 

of parish demographic performance. 

It is this last implication that concerns the present study. 

Before describing the ways in t-thich the nature of parish socio-economic 

structure may be expected to influence parish demographic performance, 

it is useful to discuss the demographic sub-model illustrated in 

Figure 2.1. 



Ill 

TilE DEHOGHAPIIIC SUI1-~f00EL 

The demoP,raphic sub-model sets out the relationships within a set 

of variables which collectively measure demographic performance for a 

given parish during some specified time period. The sub-model is thus 

primarily concerned with four demographic variables: infant mortality, 

general mortality, fertility and net out-mi~ratioh. From these four may be 

derived two additional variables: natural increase of parish population 

and overall change in population size. 

These six demographic variables are related by definition and hence 

the sub-model requires only brief discussion. Infant mortality clearly 

influences general mortality since the latter incorporates the former. 

Natural increase of parish population is given by the arithmetic 

difference bebveen total births and total deaths; hence, natural increase 

is dependent upon fertility and general mortality. Finally, overall cl1ange 

in population size is determined by the arithmetic difference beb·Teen natural 

increase and net out-migration. These relationships are illustrated by solid 

line arrows in Fi~ure 2.1 above. 

It is possible that certain deuographic variables were linked in 

other ways as well. For example, insofar as net out-migration 

significantly altered the age and sex composition of parish population, 

it is possible that both parish fertility and mortality were indirectly 

dependent on net out-migration. Moreover, net out-migration may have 

been indirectly dependent on natural increase, especially in parishes 

where access to land was limited and alternative economic employment was 

scarce. Fertility and mortality may also have been related. It is 



possible, for example, that infant mortality had an indirect influence 

on subsequent fertility, and it is conceivable that fertility in turn 

influenced infant mortality. These and other possible relationn 

notwithstanding, the present sub-model concentrates exclusively on the 

linka~es between demographic variables set out in Fi~ure 2.1. 

IV 

THE ECONOMIC-DEifOGRAPHIC RELATIONSHIPS 

The nature of parish socio-economic structure represents the 

independent variable of the overall model and the patterns of parish 

demographic performance are taken as the dependent variables. These variables, 

and the tr.vo sub-models from which they are derived, are linked through five 

hypothesized economic-demo~raphic relationships shown as broken-line arrows 

in Figure 2.1. Since these economic-demographic relationships are the 

hypotheses of the model to be tested, it is necessary to examine each in 

some detail. 

Before doinr, so, however, it is important to recognize that parish 

demographic performance may have been influenced by a host of factors ~.;rhich 

the present model treats as exogenous. Among these are the random 

appearance of epidemic diseases, the reli~ious and psychological 

predispositions of the population, and occasional natural calamities such 

38 as earthquake, hurricane and prolonged drought. ltli thout denying the 

importance of these influences on parish demographic performance, they 

are nonetheless excluded from the present oodel. 
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A. THE E~FANT UO'\TALITY RELATIO~fSHIP 

It is generally supposed that infant mortality is very sensitive 

a1 . . di . 31 to gener soc1o-econom1c con tlons. This belief has become so 

uidespread tl1a t infant mortality has recently enjoyed considerable 

status as a proxy for economic and social ••elfare. 40 The infant 

"' mortality relationship of the model is predicated on this vietv. In 

order to understand the manner in w·hich parish socio-economic 

structure may be expected to influence parish infant mortality, it is 

useful to examine the features of parish socio-economic structure 

separately. 

Evidence from other times and places suggests that in general 

infant mortality is inversely related t? per capita real income. 

Tnis is most obvious in comparative studies of national infant 

1 . . 41 morta 1ty exper1ence. Within any given nation or region, infant 

mortality appears to vary inversely with household income. 42 This 

suggests that overall infant mortality is influenced not only by 

per capita income but also by the distribution of income across 

households. Thus, given some per capita income level, aggregate 

infant mortality is likely to be higher the less egalitarian is the 

distribution of income. In addition, there is some suggestion that 

infant mortality is indirectly influenced by the stability of income 

over time. Since the health of nursing mothers and hence of infants 

appears to depend on the regular availability of foodstuffs and other 

material items, it may be the case that unstable household income 

will tend to increase infant mortality. 43 
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The features of social orr,ani:;o;atlon can not be ocpected to 

influence greatly the level of infant mortality. There is little 

theoretical or empirical foundation to suggest that the der,ree of; 

economic and social mobility affects infant 100rtality. Although 

infant mortality is normally expected to vary across social classes, 

this is more likely to be the result of differences in wealth and income 

rather than the nature of social stratification per ..:!£.• It is 

possible that infant mortality is influenced by the nature of 

institutions through w·hich individuals are integrated into a 

community. Insofar as the nuture and protection of infants are at 

least in part community responsibilities, infant mortality may be 

expected to vary inversely with the extent to which individuals are 

integrated into the community. Although there is some indirect 

evidence to support this view in various village studies, its 

relevance for wider communities is uncertain.
44 

Against this background, it is reasonable to expect that parish 

infant mortality was influenced by the level, distribution and 

stability of parish real income, and possibly by the nature of 

social integration. Hore specifically, parish infant mortality is 

expected to vary inversely with {i) the level of parish real income, 

(ii) the degree to which parish income is distributed in a more nearly 

egalitarian fashion, (iii) the degree to \vhich parish income is 

stable over time, and possibly (iv) the extent to which individuals 

were closely integrated into the community. 

The first and third of these influences may be approximated by the 

degree to which p::trish output consisted of staple exports. The 



second and fourth m:w he approxtmntcd by the extant to '"!t tch 

parish procluctlon \vns or~anizatl hy plantntionn. Rec.1llinr. the 

praviourJ diocussion of these proxies, the inf nnt mortnlity 

relationship mny he stnted n.s tHo specific hypotheses: 

(la) nuring soma spaci fiad tima period, the 

mora nearly is a parish dominated hy the 

cultivation of staple exports (domastic 

crops), the higher (lot·rer) will be parish 

infant mortality. 

(lb) During some specified time period, the 

more nearly is a parish dominated by 

plantation (peasant) organization of 

production, the hi3her (lmver) t-rill be 

parish infant mortality. 

B. THE G137'1ERA.L HOTtTALITY '!'l.EL..t\TI0NSIIIP 

~eneral mortality is obviously influenced '!Jy infant mortality 

since by definition general mortality measures the incidence of 

death in all age groups includin1 infants. It is to be expected, 

therefore, that all socio-economic conditions influencing infant 

rrortality will also influence general mortality. Although socio­

economic conditions will influence both measures of mortality in 

the same direction, the strength of these influences on general 

mortality will be greater the larger is the proportion of infants 



so. 

nmon~ the to tal numher of deaths. 

Of course general mortnlity also depends on tlH• incidence 

of death atliJng a~e groups other than infants. Thus it is necessary 

to discuss briefly the manner in which parisf1 socio-economic 

structure may be expected to influence parish mortality atliJng these 

age groups. 

The components of parish socio-economic structure may be expected 

to influence the mortality of non-infants in much the same lMY as 

they do the mortality of infants. Hortality of non-infants is 

45 expected to vary inversely with the level of real income per capita, 

and' is also expected to be higher the less egalitarian is the 

distribution of income. Non-infant mortality is not lilely to be as 

affected by the stability of income over time, except perhaps among 

the aged and the infirm. 46 Finally, the features of social 

organization are not expected to influence substantially the 

mortality of non-infants for the same reasons as discussed in the 

case of infants. 

In exactly the same manner as in the case of infant mortality, 

the general mortality relationship may be summarized as bvo specific 

hypotheses: 

(2a} During some specified time period, the 

more nearly is a parish dominated by the 

cultivation of staple exports (domestic 

crops), the higher (lower) \-Till be parish 

general mortality. 



(2b) During some specified time period, the 

more nearly is a parish dominated by 

plantation (peasant) organization of 

production, the higher (lower) ·will be parish 

general mortality. 
(!: 

C. THE FERTILITY RELATIOl~SHIP 

In recent years much research has been devoted to the 

socio-economic correlates of household, regional and national 

f •t• 47 ert1. 1.ty. Tne result is a useful set of empirical observations 

relating fertility to a variety of factors, some of which are 

embodied in the nature of parish socio-economic structure. TI1ese 

findings thus provide an appropriate ba~e from which to derive the 

expected relationship between parish socio-economic structure and 

parish fertility. 

51. 

It is generally supposed that fertility is strongly influenced 

b 1 1 1 f 1 . t h . 1 1 f . 48 y tne eve o rea 1.ncome a t e appropr1.ate eve o aggregat1on. 

Unfortunately there is much dispute as to the nature of that 

influence. On the one hand, there is evidence to suggest that 

49 fertility and real income levels are inversely related. Such 

an inverse relationship is apparent in the very long-period studies 

undertaken by scholars of the so-called demographic transition. 5° 

During relatively short time periods, an inverse relationship is 

frequently observed \vhen different socio-economic groups are 

compared: hence the common finding that urban residents, who 

typically enjoy higher incomes than do rural residents, normally 

1 1 f •t• 51 1ave o~ver ert1. 1. ty rates. Further, once the level of income 



exceeds suh8 tantially that required for hare subsistence, 

fertility is often observed to be inveraely related to income 

52 regardless of social status. 

52. 

On the other hand, there is some empirical evidence to sur,r,cst 

53 
that fertility and real income are directly related. Thus, within 

a given social class, it is often observed that household fertility 

(or family size) and household income are directly related. rfore-

over, at or near subsistence income levels, fertility and income are 

54 
frequently observed to be directly related. 

In short there is no compelling theoretical argument or body 

of empirical evidence to suggest that fertility and real income are 

always related in the same tvay. The nature of this relationship 

appears to depend upon the length of the time period studied, the 

degree to which real incomes actually exceed some subsistence level 

of income, and tvhether individual households or some ag~regate of 

households are examined. Since the present study deals tvith a 

relatively short time period during which real income <:vas not 

far in excess of subsistence, it is perhaps not unreasonable to 

expect that parish fertility 'tvas directly related to parish real 

income. 

The manner in tvhich real income is distributed across 

households and the stability of parish income may also be expected 

55 to influence fertility. Assuming that the real income -fertility 

relationship is positive at the household level, parish fertility 

may be expected to be h:f.gher the more nearly egalitarian is the 

distribution of income. The stability of parish income is likely 



53. 

to have some effect on fertility althow~h the strength of: that 

effect is probably not r,reat. At income levels near bare 

56 subsistence, fecundity appears to be related to the diet of women. 

TI1e regular availability of foodstuffs in those regions enjoying 

stability of real income may thus have acted to increase fertility 

somewhat. There is also some evidence that stability of income t.ras 

important in the formation of stable sexual unions which are known to have 

57 much higher fertility than more casual liaisons. 

Various studies of differential fertility in the Caribbean 

suggest that the nature of social organization is a far more critical 

determinant of fertility than are economic conditions \dthin a cornrn-

58 unity. The way in which individuals are socially integrated into 

the community appears to be particularly important. Thus, it has been 

argued that the extended family "is an institutional arrangement 

59 strongly conducive to high fertilityn. An extended family reduces 

the costs of children to individual mothers in two ways: by 

guaranteeing a real income to both mother and child, and by·sharing 

the time and effort of child rearing. Moreover, an extended family 

can be relied upon to help secure employment for children once they 

reach ~vorking age, thereby reducing an additional barrier to high 

60 fertility. 

Drawing these influences together, it may be expected that 

parish fertility was at least in part dependent upon the level, 

distribution and stability of parish real income and the nature 

of parish social organization. To be more specific, parish 

fertility is expected to vary directly with (i) parish real income, 
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(ii) the degree to vJhich parish income is distributed in a more 

nearly egalitarian manner, (iii) the degree to which parish inco!'le 

is stable over time, and (iv) the degree to which social integration 

is accomplished through extended families. 

As discussed previously, the first and third of these influences 

may be approximated by the extent to which parish output consisted 

of staple exports. The second and fourth may be approxi~ated by 

the extent :to which parish production' '"as or~anized by plantations. 

Thus) the fertility relationship of the model may be expressed in 

the form of t\vo hypotheses: 

(3a) During some specified time period, the 

more nearly is a parish dominated by the 

cultivation of staple exports (domestic 

crops), the lower (higher) '~ill be parish 

fertility. 

(3b) During so~ specified time period, w~e nore 

nearly is a parish dominated by plantation 

(peasant) organization of production, the 

letver (higher) will be parish fertility. 

D. THE NATUPcAL D!CREASE RELATIONSHIPS 

By definition the natural increase in parisl1 population size 

is strictly determined by paris~ fertility and parish 1:1ortality 

perfornance during sane specified period of time. Consequently 

there exists no direct link bet:<:.;reen parish socio-econonic structure 

and natural increase in parish population. The natural increase 

relationship is therefore to be understood as the influence of 



parish socio-economic structure on parish fertility and parish 

mortality simulatneously. Given the fertility relationship and. 

the general mortality relations~ip, the natt~al increase 

relationship necessarily follows and w.ay be expressed in tvm 

hypo theses: 

(4a) During some specified time period, the 

55. 

mo~e nearly is a parish dominated by'the 

cultivation of staple e:.;:ports (domes tic crops), 

the lmver. (higher) will be the natural 

increase in parish population. 

(4b) During some specified time period, the more 

nearly is a parish dominated by plantation 

(peasant) organization of production, the lmver 

(higher) will be the natural increase in parish 

population. 

E. TilE NET OUT-NIGRATION RELATIO~iSHIP 

Parish net out-migration is defined as the arithmetic difference 

betw·een gross migrations out of and into the parish during some 

specified time period. Since these gross migration flmvs are 

unknmm for the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 

parish net out-migration must serve as the sole measure of parish 

migration experience. In later chapters a distinction is made 

bemeen net out-migration to other Jamaican parishes and net 

out-migration to overseas distinations. The present discussion 

makes no such formal distinction in the consideration of the 

possible socio-economic determinants of net out-migration. 



56. 

It is true th:1t net out-minration iH influenced hy a numher 

of factot;s not explicitly incorporated within the model. Among the 

more striking of these exogenous influences on net out-migration 

are the formal legal barriers to emi~ration or immigration, the 

degree of curiosity and venturesomeness of individuals, and the 

perception of a more amiable political, religious or cultural 

61 environment in areas of destination as compared with region of orir,in. 

These and other exogenous factors notwithstanding, the nature 

of parish socio-economic structure may be thought to have exerted 

some influence on gross migration into and out of the parish and 

hence on parish net out-migration. In order to understand the overall 

nature of that influence, it is useful to consider the separate 

influences of the componenets of parish socio-economic structure. 

Perhaps the most common hypothesis in the general literature is 

that migration results from perceived differentials in income between 

places of origin and places of destination. 62 It is frequently the 

case that perceived and actual circumstances are at varianc~. In 

part this is the result of "hidden" differences in living costs; 

in part, it results from a miscalculation of employment 

opportunities. Although some Jamaican migrants no doubt appreciated 

these problems, it appears that many acted on the basis of perceived 

differentials in money income. 63 Thus, it may be expected that parish 

net out-migration '"as inversely related to parish per capita money 

income. 

Het out-migration may also be influenced by the manner in 

which aggregate income is distributed across households. Apart from 
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tl1e willinRness to migrate, potential miRrants require real 

resources ldth which to pay passages and sustain themselves during a 

period of resettlement. Titus, given some level of _per c<!!!.:J.:!~-

income, the more nearly egalitarian is the distribution of income, 

the larger will be the number of persons who possess the capacity to 

64 migrate. In the abstract an egalitarian distribution of incore 

might serve to attract in-migration. In the Jamaican case, however, 

such a distribution of income rested upon widespread ownership of land by 

individual families who were in general tm.willing to alienate their 

holdings to non-family members. Thus, without access to land and in the 

face of little demand for w·age labour, migrants lvill be less 

attracted to such areas than to urban areas or to rural regions in 

which wage employment is available. 

The stability of income over time has an ambiguous influence 

on net out-migration. An individual migrant might be expected to 

favour a destination in which income stability ~vas high relative 

h . 1 f i . 65 
to ~s p ace o or g~n. Ho~·1ever, there is some empirical evidence 

that migrants are often unaware of or tend to discount differences in 

the stability of income. 66 One possibility is that the stability 

of parish income affected parish net out-migration differently under 

different circumstances. During periods of relative prosperity, 

migration may have been largely unaffected by relative income 

stability bebveen origin and destination; durinr, times of economic 

distress, income stability may have been an important factor 

67 determininB parish net out-mip,ration. 

Parish social organization may also be expected to influence parish 



net out-mir,ration. In particular, peasant society is more likely 

to encourar,e net out-mi~ration than is plantation society. Since 

wage employment is very limited in peasant society, access to land 

provides the only effective means of employment for new entrants 

to the labour force. Family owned land might be a source of 

employment, but productivity can not be indefinitely maintained 

as more and more labour is employed on fixed and relatively small 

plots of land. Consequently, migration from peasant society 

eventually becomes the only alternative for new entrants to the 

labour force. 68 

58. 

Pressure to migrate will also operate in plantation society 

since scarcity of land for individual cultivation is if anything 

even more pronounced than in peasant society. lVithin plantation 

society there does exist an alternative to out-mi8ration: namely, 

wage employment on the plantation itself. Hence, although out­

migration is typical of plantation society, it may be expected that 

net out-migration will be less than in peasant society. 69 

These separate influences may be summarized thus: Parish 

net out-migration may be expected to vary inversely with (i) parish 

aggregate money income, (ii) the extent to which the distribution 

of income is highly skewed and (iii) the degree to which parish social 

organization is more nearly typical of plantation economy. 

Stability of parish income has an uncertain effect on parish net 

out-migration, as noted in the preceeding discussion. 

As set out in an earlier section, the first of these influences 

may be approximated by the degree to which parish output was 
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dominated by staple exports. Tite second and third of these 

influences may be approximated by the extent to which parish economic 

activity was orp,anizcd by plantations. In terms of these proxies, 

the net out-migration relationship may be expressed in two specific 

hypotheses: 

(5a) During some specified time period, the more 

nearly is a parish dominated by the cultivation 

of staple exports (domestic crops), the smaller 

(greater) will be parish net out-migration. 

(5b) During some specified time period, the more 

nearly is a parish dominated by plantation 

(peasant) organization of production, the smaller 

(greater) will be parish net out-migration. 

F. SU1·1MARY OF TilE ECONOHIC-DE11:0GRAPHIC ~ELATIONSHIPS 

A major purpose of this chapter is to derive a set of testable 

hypotheses relating parish demographic performance to the nature of 

parish socio--economic structure. For each component of demographic 

performance, discussion has centered on the expected influence of 

specific aspects of parish socio-economic structure: namely, the 

level, distribution and stability over time of parish income, and 

the nature of parish social organization. Since statistical 

esti~~tion of these socio-economic variables is not feasible for 

the time period under study, the derivation of testable hypotheses 

requires the use of two proxies: the composition of parish output 

and the organizational form of parish production. Thus the 

hypothesized economic-demor;raphic relationships of the model are 
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all expressed in term-, of t1trmf! tN·o proxies. 

The specific hypotheBea of the economic-of'!mop,ranhic relAtionships 

may be verbally summarized as follm-1s: 

(6a) Durinc some specified time period, the more 

nearly is a parish dominated by the cultivation 

of staple exports (domestic crops): 

(i) the higher (lower) will be parish 

infant mortality; 

(::li) the higher (louer) uill be. parish general 

oortality; 

(iii) the lower (higher) will be parish fertility; 

(iv) the lower (higher) will be natural increase 

in parish population; 

(v) the smaller (greater) will be parish net 

out-migration. 

(6b) During some specified time period, the more 

nearly is a parish dominated by plantation 

(peasant) organization of production: 

(i) the higher (lot~er) will be parish infant 

mortality; 

(ii) the higher (lmv-er) t·dll be parish general 

mortality; 

(iii) the lower (higher) will be parish fertility; 

(iv) the lower (higher) will be natural increases 

in parish population; 

(v) the smaller (greater) will be parish net 

out-migration. 
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These hypotheses may also be expressed in a m..'lnner which 

indicates the n~ture of the empirical testing to be undertaken in 

Chapter 5. Attention is focused exclusively on the agricultural 

parishes of Jamaica since urban parishes represent a socio-economic 

structure so different as to be better considered separately. For 

the i-th ar,ricultural parish during some specified time period, let 

Pi be a numerical measure of the organization 

of parish economic activity; 

Xi be a numerical measure of the composition 

of parish output; 

Vi be a measure of parish demographic performance. 

Suppose that the greater is the value of Pi, the more 

completely is production organized by plantations in the i-th 

parish; the smaller is the value of Pi, the more completely is 

production organized by peasants in the i-th parish. Further 

suppose that the greater is the value of Xi, the more completely 

is output dominated by staple exports in the i-th parish; the 

smaller is the value of Xi, the more completely is output dominated 

by domestically consumed crops in the i-th parish. 

Thus, the basic postulate, that parish demographic performance 

during some specified time period depends upon the organization of 

parish economic activity and the composition of parish output, may 

be written as; 

(6c) Vi = v(Pi, Xi} 

Parish demographic performance during any specified time period 

consists of parish experience with respect to mortality, fertility 

and net out-migration. For the i-th parish durinR some specified 
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time period, let 

IM. be a measure of infant mortality; 
l. 

GMi be a measure of general mortality; 

FY. be a measure of fertility; 
l. 

Nii be a measure of natural increase of population; 

OM. be a measure of net out-migration. 
l. 

Each of the economic-demographic relationships illustrated in Fig. 2.1 and 

described verbally above may now be expressed as, 

(le) IM. = a(P. I X.) 
l. l. l. 

(2e) GM. = b(Pi I X.) 
l. l. 

(3c) FY. = c(P. Xi) l. l. 

(4c) NI. = d(Pi xi> l. 

(Se) OM. = e(P. 
l. l. 

, X.) 
l. 

The testable hypotheses of the model may be expressed in terms of the signs 

of the partial derivatives of the above equations, thus: 

(ld) orM > 0 
oiM > 0 oP ox 

(2d) oGM > 0 
oGM > 0 oP i ox 

(3d) oFY < 
0 

oFY 
< 0 OP ox 

(4d) oN I 
0 

oN I 
< 0 oP < i ax 

(Sd) oOM < O oOM < 0 OP ox 
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These sepcific hypotheses are statistically tested in Chapter S. 

In order to generate the data required for such a test, it is useful to 

examine in some detail the actual patterns of economic and demographic 

performance during the period 1880-1940. 
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CHAPTER 3 

JAHAICA.'J ECmW:HC STJUJCTtnm 1 

1880 - 1940 

m1ile retaining an essentially agricultural nature, the Jamaican 

economy unden11ent subtle changes during the late nineteenth and early 

twentieth centuries. In particular the principal staple exports of the 

island t11ere open to considerable fluctuation both' with respect to com­

position and total value. Closely associated with these chan!Y,es were 

variations in the level and composition of employment, aggregate income, 

domestic agricultural production and non-agricultural economic activity. 

Not only did the level and composition of output vary across these years, 

but in addition the manner in which agricultural production was 

organized also varried considerably from place to place and from time to 

time. The present chapter examines the impact of these changes on the 

economic structure of the island as a whole and the economic structures 

of the individual parishes. 

It is convenient to divide the discussion into a number of sections. 

In the first, the changing patterns of overall economic performance 

during the period are surveyed. Part two enquires into the structure 

of. the·individual sub-sectors of the economy. Particular attention is 

paid to the changing patterns of output, the organization of production 

and the spatial distribution of production in each of these sub-sectors. 

Patterns of employment are described in part three while in part four the 

patterns of income distribution are discussed. The present chapter 

concludes with a short summary of Jamaican economic structure during these 

years. 



65. 

I 

OVERALL PATTERNS OF ECONOHIC PERFOR~fANCE 

Changes .in the level and composition of economic activity over time 

may be conveniently summarized with reference to national income accounts. 

The compilation of such accounts is a highly specialized and often vexatious 

undertaking, especially for historical periods during which the 

collection of relevant data was far from systematic and comprehensive. 

It is fortunate therefore that the national income of Jamaica for selected 

years during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries has been estimated 

by two experts in the area. 

In a study of remarkable ingenuity, Gisela Eisner1 has compiled 

national income accounts for the years 1832, 1850, 1870, 1890, 1910 and 

2 1930. Phyllis Deane's earlier study, which served as a guide to Eisner's 

enquiry, provides comprehensive national income estimates for the year 

1938 and somewhat less thorough estimates for each year in the period 

1929-1937. Although these two studies employ different assumptions and 

definitions which tend to limit their comparability, they nonetheless provide 

a fairly reliable indication of the patterns of economic performance for the 

period under study. 

The overall growth of the economy may be seen in Table 3.1. Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP) valued at current prices is esti~~ted by Eisner to have 

increased by 128% between 1890 and 1930. The period 1910-1930 appears to have 

been characterized by the hir,hes t rate of grm.rth of money GDP. Once 

adjustment is made for price changes, hotvever, a some"t-rhat different picture 

emerges. Althour;h real GDP doubled bettveen 1890 and 1930, the rate of 

growth of real GDP t-ras nearly equal in the two twenty year periods 
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1890-1910 and 1910-1930. Thus, in spite of w·ide variation in money GDP, 

real output v1as more or less groHing at a constant rate across the 

,.;hole period 1390-1930. It will also be seen in Table 3.1 that per capita 

real CD!' increased by slightly less than 27% over this forty year period. 

Phyllis Deane 's estimates of national income for the period 1929 - 1938 

are summarized in Table 3.2 TI1ese estimates are not strictly comparable 

tJith those of Eisner, since these two investigators have employed different 

price indices in order to estimate real output. Although the te:<t is 

unclear, it seems likely that the Deane est:i:nates are unadjusted for 

price changes. On this basis it appears that Net Taxable Output (NTO) 

in real terms increased by about 42~~ bet~Jeen 1929 and 1938, >nth the 

period of most rapid growth occurring between 1933 and 1938. tvnen 

adjusted for population gro·w·th, the .E!:!_ capita real NTO is esti.-nated to 

have increased by 23% over the'period 1929-1938. 

Treating the data presented in Table 3.1 and Table 3.2 with care it 

is possible to summarize the overall performance of the econony during the 

period 1890-1938. On the basis of the Deane estimates, it appears that per 

£~ita real output was falling during the mid-1930's. In view of the 

rapid grov1th of population and the disastrous decline in staple export 

prices ter 1930. such a fall in the level of per capita. real output is 

not very surprising. Indeed, similar reversals may ~•ell have occurred in the 

late 1890's and during the years of serious hurricane damage in 1903 and 

1913. 

These special years notv;ithstanding and due allowance bein~ made 

for the crudeness of the estimates, there can be no serious doubt that real 

per capita income increased across the <tihole period 1890-1933. It was not. 
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TAHLF. 3.1 

GROSS OOHESTIC PRODUCT, JAMAICA 

1870 - 1930 

G.D.P. G.D.P. PER CAPITA G.D.P. 
CURRENT PRICES 1910 PRICES 1910 PRICES 

YEAR (~'ooo) (1. 'ooo) {£) 

1870 5676.9 6006.0 11.9 

1890 8746.6 1925.3 12.4 

1910 11361.9 11361.9 13.7 

1930 19951.6 15969.5 15.7 

% GROHTH 

1870-1890 54.1 32.0 4.2 

1890-1910 29.9 43.4 10.5 

1910-1930 75.6 40.6 14.6 

1870-1930 251.5 165.9 31.9 

1890-1930 128.1 101.5 26.6 

Source: G. Eisner, ~amaica, 1830-1930, Tables 8.1, 8.11, LV1, 



YEAR 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 
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TABLE 3.2 

NET TAXft:SLE Ol!.l'PUT, 

JAMAICA, 1929-1938 

PER CAPITA NET TAXABLE PER CAPITA 
:m:T TAXABLE ~ET TAXABLE OUTPUT OUTPUT 1938 NET TAXABLE 
OUTPUT CURRENT CURRENT PRICES OUTPUT 1938 
PRICES PRICES ?' PRICES (2) 

{f'ooo) (£) £ 'ooo} (£) 

19187 19.5 14319 14.5 

19053 19.0 14885 14.9 

18339 18.0 15674 15.4 

17177 16.6 15759 15.2 

16391 15.6 15463 14.7 

16553 15.5 16389 15.3 

17147 15.8 17677 16.3 

17474 15.8 19416 17.6 

19420 17.3 19039 16.9 

20319 17.8 20319 17.8 

----
(1) Deflated by General Price Index as reported in Deane, ~cit., 

Table 104, p. 141 

(2) Population estimated by procedure described in Appendix. 

!.our£!_: Deane, op.eit., Table 104, p. 141. 



69. 

of course an era of high prosperity as was obvious to contemporaries of the 

time. 
4 

In terms of aggregate income and on a per capita basis, how·ever, 

it appears that Jamaicans ,,,ere becoming m.'lrginally less poor during these 

years. 

In order better to appreciate the structural features of this overall 
t~ 

gro~.;th,. it is useful to disaggregate the economy into the three broad 

sectors described in the previous chapter. The relative importance of 

these sectors is set out in Table 3.3. 

Although the smallest in terms of contribution to real GDP, the staple 

export sector ex..'hibited relatively rapid gro~.;th across the period. The 

proportion of real GDP ori3inating in the staple export sector increased 

from 16% in 1890 to nearly 21% in 1930. In 1938 it is estimated that nearly 
\ 

one-quarter of net taxable output arose from the export of agricultural 

5 
products. Domestic agriculture, on the other hand, declined as a per-

centage of real GDP over the period, although even in 1930 nearly 31% 

of real GDP ;..;as accounted for by domes tic agriculture. The third sector 

of the economy, non-agricultural production, shm,red uneven growth across 

the period 1890-1930. Nonetheless, non-agricultural production 

6 
represented a minimum 45% of real GDP during these years. 

In general the data in Table 3.3 suggest that non-agricultural 

production more or less kept pace >;..;ith the overall rate of grm.;th of real 

GDP. It further appears that the staple export sector expanded at the 

expense of the domestic agricultural sector during the period 1390-1930. 

Deane's estimates for 1929-1938 suggest a strikingly similar pattern 

(6a) 
of sectoral grmvth. The differential rates of growth among agricultural 

sectors implies a shift in the economic structure of the island as a whole. 

The nature of that shift is made clear from a closer examination of each 

sector. 
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TABLE 3.3 

SECTORAL · CON!'RIBUTION TO GROSS DQ}!ESTIC PRODUCT 

SECTOR 

Staple 
Exports 

Domestic 
Agriculture 

Non­
Agriculture 

TOTAL 
GDP 

JAMAICA, 187Q-1930 

(1910 PRICES} 

VALUE OF OUTPUT (£'aoo) 

1870 1890 1910 1930 

928.1 1279.9 2430.3 3288.4 

2365.3 2912,3 3805.3 4885.5 

2712.6 3733.1 5126.3 7795.1 

6006.0 7925,3 11361.9 15969.5 

Source: G. Eisner, op.cit~, Table S.Il, p. 119. 

SECTORAL OUTPtlr AS PER CENT GDP 

1870 1890 1910 1930 

15.5 16.1 21.4 20.6 

39.4 36.7 33.5 30.7 

45.1 47.2 45.1 48.7 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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II 

PATTERNS OF Sf.CTOIU\L GRot-JTH 

A. THE STAPLE EXPORT SECTOR 

In the view of the Colonial administration and the Jamaican 

oligarchy, the prosper! ty of the nation depended on the cultivation 

and export of sugar based products, bananas and a number of so-called 

7 minor staple commodities. It was widely ac.cepted that the value 

of staple exports directly determined the island's capacity to import, 

indirectly determined the level of public revenues, both directly 

and indirectly established the overall levels of employment and 

income, and ultimately guaranteed the stability of the social order. 8 

Thus the composition and volume of sta;>le exports \<Tere carefully 

studied and held to be the principal indicators of Jamaican 

economic performance. 

As shown in Table 3.4 the total value of all staple exports 

increased by nearly 150% during the period 1885/89 - 1940/44. 

It is clear that during certain five year periods the value of staple 

exports declined substantially. In other periods staple export values 

increased dramatically. For the period under investigation, 1890-1938, 

tl~e total value of staple exports increased by nearly 250%. It \vould 

appear that the health of the staple export sector \vas more than 

satisfactory. 

This apparent grov1th conceals a significant shift in the 

composition of staple exports durinr; these years, however. 
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TlillLE 3. 4 

COHPOSITION AND VALUE OF JAi'L\ICAH 

SL\PLE EXPORTS, FIVE YE&~ TOTALSz 

~885/1899-1940/1944 

PER CENT OF TOTAI~ VALUE OF STAPLE EXPORTS 
TOTAL VALliE d'F ORIGINATING IN STAPLE SUB-SECTORS: 
STAPLE EXPORTS 

PERIOD (£ 'ooo) SUGAR & RU.:1 Bru'l'ANAS ~·IBOR STAPLES 

188_5..;;.1889 6366 37.2 15.2 47.6 

1890-1894 8522 26.2 22.9 50.9 

1895-1899 7325 19.5 .29.2 51.3 

1900-1904 8052 16.5 45.7 37.8 . 

1905-1909 9685 l!J. 2 53.8 32.0 

1910-1914 11858 11.6 53.3 35.1 

1915-1919 13612 36.4 18.3 45.3 

1920-1924 20002 31.6 42.2 26.2 

1925-1929 20026 18.7 51.1 30.2 

'1930-193/+ 15008 16.8 58.9 24.3 

1935-1939 20932 23.9 57.8 18.3 

1940-1944 15820 61.9 15.6 22.5 

Source: G.E. Cumper, "Estimates of Jamaican Commodity Trade," Social 
and Economic Studies,, Vol 6, No. 3., (September 1957) pp. 425-430. 
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Apart from the peculiar conditions of the Har years, the proportional 

contribution of rum and sugar exports to total staple export values 

declined across the ~.;rhole period, A similar decline is evident ~vith 

respect to the so-called minor staples. By contrast, the importance 

of banana exports increased dramatically in most years. 

This shift in the composition of staple exports holds important 

. 
implications for the structure of the national and individual parish 

economies. Hence it is worthwhile to examine the three staple export 

sub-sectors individually. 

1. The Sugar Sub-S~ 

As may be seen in Table 3.5 the production and export of 

sugar based products declined across the period 1885-1914. Given 

declining market prices and a general lli1Willingness on the 

part of planters to invest in cost-reducing mechanization of 

field and factory operations, (Sa) the overall decline in the 

production of sugar and rum was to be expected. Some attempts 

Here made to s;.;ritch production away from sugar and tmvards rum 

since the latter's price in general declined less rapidly than 

the former 1 s. But such efforts could at best save only the 

smaller and more highly specialized plant~tions. 9 Even the 

Brussels Convention of 1902, \vhich removed the bounties on 

European grown beet sugar, did little to restore higher market 

prices or to rene~v the confidence of most Jarr.a.ican planters. 
10 

The outbreak of the First Horld Har dramatically increased 

sugar prices in 'wrld markets and· Jamaica planters moved 

quickly to capture the profits of a distant ~·Tar. Additional 



.!h.!T&...hl 
PRODUCTION 1 EXPORTS AND PRICES OF SUGAR A.ND RU:H 

'FIVE YEAR PERIODS 1 JA!1AICA, 

1885 - 1944 

SUGA:l RU:l 

SUGAR SUGAR AVERAGE RUH 
PRODU::TID:\1 EXPORTS fbl F.o.n.P(E)"E i:X?ORTS 

Gallon~~) PERIOD (000 ct~ts) (a) (000 cuts (s/ c~rt) (',till ions 

1885-1889 . 1680 2103 12.4 9.2 

1890-1894 2197 1986 12.6 3.4 

1895-1899 1912 1747 9.3 3,0 

1900·1904 1594 1491 9.5 7.3 

1905-1909 1311 1051 10.4 6.8 

1910-1914 1500 11104 12.7 5.4 

1915-1919 3351 2796 24.3 6.3 

1921J-192/~ 3776 3256 34.3 3.D 

1925.,192!) 5332 4435 14.4 4.2 

1930-1934 6325 4653 9.4 2.1 

1935-1939 10372 9020 8.7 3.3 

1940-1944 15633 12400 12.5 2.9 

Sources: (a) Noel Deerr, The Ilia tory of Sugar, Vol. I • p. 199. 

(b) G,E, Cumper, "Estimates of ·Jamaican Commodity Trade," 
Social and Economic Studies, Vol. 6, No. 3, pp. 429. 

(c) ~. pp. 429-30, 
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AVERAGE 
"'.O.B, P'\ICE 
(s/Gallon) (c) 

2.3 

2,3 

1.5 

1.7 

2.4 

1.8 

4.6 

3.~ 

2.7 

3.2 

5.8 

14.1 
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acreage ~ms hro~ght under cane cultivation and improved species 

of sugar cane ~.,rere planted. In a burst of enthusiasm, plans 

were la!rl for the construction of several modern and highly 

efficient central sugar factories, the completion of which was 

greatly hindered by war-induced shipping restrictions and a 

11 
general shortage of producers goods in England. 

When sugar prices began to decline. after 1921 Jamaican 

output fell marginally. By the mid-1920's, however, the 

introduction of new factory and field production techniques 

and the widespread planting of improved varieties of cane 

had progressed so far that the level of output and exports 

continued to rise. By 1930 the operation of several central 

factories had begun and sugar production increased in spite 

of prices generally well below those prevailing before the 

war. Even during the worst years of the early 1930's when 

prices fell below ten shillings per hundred\·reight, the levels 

of sugar production and sugar exports continuerl to rise. It 

is clear that production could not have expanded at such prices 

except as a consequence of an overall decline in the costs of 

production which virtually transformed the old structure of 

12 the sugar industry of Jamaica. 

This restructuring of the sugar industry \vas only in part 

the result of new production techniques. Alternative methods 

of management and a thorough reorganization of factor inputs 

were haltingly adopted during the period 1890-1934, and 

especially during the 1920's and 1930's played a critical 
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role in the industry's rehabilitation, Perhaps the most 

important form of reorganization involved a reduction in the 

number of sugar factories as less efficient units ;v-ere abandoned 

or consolidated into the new central factory complexes. Thus 

in the period 1885:-1889 some 185 factories were actively 

producing sugar, By 1910-1914 only 75 were still in operation 
' 

and during the years 1930-1934 a mere 40 factories continued to 
. 13 

produce sugar products. 

Associated \vith this consolidation of factories was a 

pronounced increase in the acreage under cane cultivation by 

the average sugar estate. In the years 1385-1889, acreage under 

cane on estates averaged 185 acres ;by 1910-1914, that average 

had increased to 285 acres; and in 1930-1934 estates on average 

14 cultivated 638 acres of sugar cane. Thus while the total number 

of sugar estates was declining across these years, average 

acreage under cane cultivation by estates was steadily increasing. 

This amalgamation of sugar estates stemmed from three primary 

considerations. In the first place, the introduction of new factory 

equipment required initially large capital investment which could 

be more easily mobilized by large scale plantations. Secondly. 

the ne~;v- factories required substantial amounts of cane on a 

regular and predictable basis in order to n.inimize operation costs. 

Thirdly, even the older type sugar factories could be made to 

operate at less cost if consistent supplies of fresh canes were 

delivered for processing. All these influences greatly encouraged 

the &ualgamation of cane acreage into plantations of increasing size. 
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Even more in,Ucatlvc of the structural rcorr,aniz:.ttlon of 

the sur,ar sub-sector was the :;pcctncular grouth or cane 

15 cultivation on medium and small sized farmc;. Since economics 

of scale were principally confined to factory rather than ficl<l 

operations, a number of sugar manufacturers t.rerc content to rely 

upon canes supplied by independent farmers as supplements to 

the core production of estate owned land. i-nlile nearly 9'•~~ 

of all acreage under cane had been in the hands of estates in 

1835-1889, that proportion had been reduced to 68% in 1910-1914 

and had shrunk to 47% in 1920-1924. Thereafter the estates 

increased their share of acreage under cane so that in 1930-1934 they 

16 collectively held 62%. 

The rise in estate controlled cane acreage during the 1930's 

highlights the major consequence of cane farming for small 

independent producers. In periods of high sugar prices, sugar 

makers could expand output by purchasing additional canes from 

independent farmers. Hhen market prices for sugar ~vere declining, 

hot-lever, factories reduced output by using only the canes 

cultivated on estate owned land. Thus the burden of adjustment to 

variation in market prices for sugar fell most directly upon the 

17 small independent cane farmers. 

A final aspect of the industry's reorganization during these 

years may be seen in the changing pattern of factory ownership. 

Before the First tvorld tJar the consolidation of factories had 

largely proceeded through the private purchase of estates by 

individual entrepreneurs many of whom were resident in Jamaica. 
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The introduction of new factory techniques required substantial 

capital investnent however and thus encouraged the emergence of 

corporate mmership of sugar factories. By 1928, for example, 

nearly one-third of all sugar produced in Jamaica came from the 

United Fruit Company's central sugar factories in St. Catherine and 

C1 d . h 18 .a ren on pa rJ.s. es • The joint stock company known as Jamaica 

Sugar Estates clearly dominated the industry in the parish of 

19 
St. Thomas during the 1920's and after. In 1937 the West 

Indies Sugar Company, a wholly owned subsidiary of Britain's 

Tate and Lyle, emerged as the single most important sugar 

producer in the island when it purchased both Nonymusk in Clarendon 

and Frome in Hes tmoreland. The emergence of these corporate 

sugar estates and the simultaneous demise of the. older form of 

family plantations did much to revolutionize the industry and 

established a system of industrial relations betv1een labour 

and management w·hich has marked the industry down to the present 

20 
day. 

These structural changes tended to re-enforce the regional 

character of the sugar industry in Jamaica. Before the First 

I-Jorld Har, the cul tiva~ion of sugar cane was increasingly confined 

to the parishes of \ies tmoreiand, Clarendon and Trelatmy. As 

may be seen in Table 3. 6, these three parishes increased their 

share of island total acreage ~~der cane from 48% in 1885-1889 

to 63% in 1910-1914. In other parishes previously given over to 

the production of cane (e.g., St. Thomas, St. .Catherine, St. James) 

planters either shifted to the cultivation of bananas or 



abandoned active cult tvatlon altogether durin~ the pre-1-lar 

years. 

lli~hly attractive export prices durinr; and immediately 

follmvinr; the First \-lorld \.Jar enticed pl.:mters in other parishes 

to return to the cultivation of sugar cane. TI1e construction 

of central sur;ar factories in St. Thomas and in St. Catherine, 

as well as the general reorganization of the su~ar industry described 

above, also ~..rorked to increase the share of island cane acreage in 

other parishes. Even after the export price of sugar declined 

precipitously in 1925. there ~-1as no systematic abandonMent of 

cane cultivation as had been the case in the pre-Har years. 

In spite of the rejuvenation of the su~ar industry in the 

parishes of St. Catherine, St. Thomas and St. James after 1920, 

it is clear from Table 3. 6 that in 1930-34 the proportion of island 

sugar cane acrea-;e in these three parishes hardly differed from 

the proportion for 1885-1889. Considering the six major sugar , 
producing parishes as a u..1i t, the s tructura1 reor3anization of 

the industry did little to disperse the sugar sub-sector in the 

period 1885-1934. Indeed, it appears that the cultivation of 

cane was more concentrated than ever before in these parishes. 

Hhile these six parishes accounted for nearly 78% of total island 

acreage under cane in 1885-1889, that proportion had increased 

to 85% in 1930-1934. 



Parishes 

l1estmorc1and ) 
C1arcndon ) 
Trc1mroy ) 

St. Thomas ) 
St. Catherine) 
St. James ) 

Hanover 
St. Ann 
St. Hary 

) 
) 
) 

St. Elizabeth) 
Portland ) 
Manchester · ) 
St. Andrew ) 

TOTAL 

TAilLE 3.6 

C:EOr:1tAPHIC LOCl\ TtO:l OF !llJf~AR rmUST:tY.J. 

JAHAICA, 1335 - 1934 

PER CENT T0TAL ISLMID ACREAGE Vi SUGAR CANE 
(AT'ftlUAL AVEJV\C:E) 

no. 

1885-1889 1910-1914 1920-1924 1930-1934 

48.2 63.4 49.5 53.4 

29.6 19.6 33.9 31.3 

17.3 9.9 12.9 9.7 

4.9 7.2 3.7 5.5 

100.0 100.1 100.0 99.9 

Source: Handbooks of Jamaic~.' Annual,ly 1 1885 - 1935 



2. The ll:mnna Sub-Sec tor 

PurinP, the 1890's the total value of Jnmaic:m staple 

exports was incrensinP,ly determined by the value of banana 

exports. Accounting from a mere 15% of total staple export 

value in 1885-1889, bananas surpassed in value the export 

31. 

of sugar and rum in 1895-1899. Except for the war years 1915-

1919 and a period of readjustment in the early 1920's, the 

export of bananas consistently provided more than one-half 

of total staple export earnings between 1905-1909 and 

1935-1939. 21 

This meteoric rise in the value of banana export earnin~s 

was almost entirely the result of increased output. As seen 

in Table 3. 7 the volume of banana exports during the period 

1905-1909 exceeded that of the years 1385-1889 by 625%. During 

the period 1910-1919 the volume of banana exports declined as a 

consequence of adverse weather and severe limitations on shipping 

during the war. Thereafter, the export of bananas resumed at a 

high level: in 1935-1939 the volume of banana exports ~11as more 

than ten times larger than that exported during 1885-1889. 

It appears from Table 3.7 that much of the~pansion in the volume 

of banana exports occurred during periods of stable or even 

declining f.o.b. prices. This rather unexpected response on 

the part of producers \17as partly a consequence of the industry's 

"newness". Relatively high prices were initially necessary to 

coax producers into the sub-sector (1885-1894}. Thereafter, 

prices might be lm11ered and yet tolerated by producers since 



PERIOD 

1885-1889 

1890-1894 

1395-1899 

1900-1904 

1905-1909 

1910-1914 

1915-1919 

1920-1924 

1925-1929 

1930-1934 

1935-1939 

1940-1944 

TABLE 3. 7 

BANAtli\ EXPORTS AND MNANA PRICES, 

fiVE YEAR PERIODS, JAHATCA 

1835/1889-1940/1~~~ 

QUANTITY EXPORTS 
(000 STEHS) 

10,513 

22,372 

31,585 

50,143 

76,259 

71,774 

26,877 

56,135 

93,599 

93,826 

108,568 

15,191 

H2. 

AVERAGE F.O.ll.PRICES 
(SHILLI:NGS/STEt1) 

1.84 

1. 74 

1.35 

1.47 

1.37 

1. 76 

1.85 

3.01 

2.19 

1.89 

2.23 

3.41 

Sources: 'i.E. Cumper, "Estimates of Jamaican Commodity Trade," 
Social and Economic Studie~, Vol. 6, No. 3., pp 429-430. 

Gise1a Eisner, .£P. ci t. Table XXII pp. 242-24 3. 



their fixed capital costs, c-Ihich in any case vlere SI:Jall, had 

already been recovered. In short, producers Here in a sense 

83. 

locked-in to the production of bananas, uhich often served as the 

principal source of cash income to peasants a::1d small farmers, 

who '=·7ere therefore Hillinr; to accept ttle prevailin~ price. 

It is also probably tru3 that f.o.b. prices generally 

understated the actual prices paid to ind~pendent producers by 

exporters. The United Fruit Company ivas abb to cultivate bOJ.J.anas 

on its own plantations for no r.:ore than one sbilling per bunch. 

In order to gather sufficient quantity for profitable export,. 

hor:Tever, United Fruit \vas often obliged to pay inde;Jendent 

producers as much as three shillings per bunc':l. 
22 

Since no 

distinction ';vas made bet,veen exported bananas on the basis of 

origin, the declared export value would necessarily understate 

producers' prices. 

Finally, it is obvious that f.o.b. prices reflect local 

conditions of demand and supply rather than international market 

conditions. Given a steady, expanding ~~d wanipulable warket 

demand in :~orth America, exporting companies in Jamaica '\vere 

able to adjust local prices to serve two ends. In the first 

place, exporters had to respond to local supply conditions. 

Durin~ periods of restricted local supply, as for example 

folloHin~ the disastrous hurricanes of 1903 and 1911-1913, 

exporters were forced to offer higher prices to independent 

producers and hence the f.o.b. price increased. Conversely, 

the f .o .b. price tended to fall during periods of heavy locar' 

(22a) 
supply, 
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In the second place local pr1cc:J were adjunted to 

facilitate the lon~ term ~ltrateP,y of. exporters concerned wlth 

maintaining their dominant position in the Jamaican banana 

market. Thus producers' prices were occnsionally artifically 

raised in an effort to entice independent producers to break 

previous contractual agreements with rival exporters. This 

particular tactic was commonly employed by United Fruit in 

its efforts to disarm the Jamaica Banana Producers Association 

after 1927. 23 

This complex relationship beoveen the volume of banana exports 

and f.o.b. prices emphasises the need to enquire more closely 

into the organization of the sub-sector. At the outset it is 

important to distinguish clearly betlveen the organization of 

banana cultivation and the organization of the export trade in 

bananas. 

Ever since the banana export trade began in the 1880's 

small settlers had been actively involved in the cultivation of 

the fruit. 24 Unlike the cultivation of sugar cane, coconuts 

and certain other staple exports, the cultivation of bananas 

is admirably suited to the resources and requirements of small 

settlers. Banana cultivation requires little capital investment 

apart from access to land. Moreover, bananas do not require 

as much labour as does the cultivation of sugar cane, and 

among small settlers practically all the necessary labour 

is available within the immediate family. The cultivation of 

bananas is compatible with the soil, climate and terrain of 
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the mountainomJ rcr,iom; ln which theVaRtmajority of small 

settlers held land. Further, bnn:mas lcncl themselves to l.ntcr-

plantin~ with most domestic crops :md thus their cultivation does 

not necessarily diminish the ability of small settlers to prouucc 

subsistence foodstuffs. On the contrary, since bananas coulu be 

sold for cash, their cultivation •~as an important factor insuring 

the viability of small settler agriculture. 

In the early years small settlers supplied bananas to 

exporters on an a~.!!£.£. basis. As the North American market 

for bananas continued to expand and as more regular shippin3 

services \11ere introduced in to the trade, it was clear that 

the supply of Jamaican bananas ,.,ould have to increase and be put 

on a dependable basis. Thus in· the 1890's exporters began to 

contract for the output of small settlers ~vell in advance of the 

delivery date. Eut even t~is scheMe could not consistent! v 

provide an adequate volume of bananas for exnort on schedule. 

Consequently the cultivation of bananas on extensive 

plantations became connon after t 11e turn of the century. ')nee 

d b 1 t "b k 1 • b . " 25 ' scorne y p an ers as a ac·woou n1.gger us1.ness , tne 

cultivation of bananas uas clearly lucrative anrl hence 

increasinc;ly acceptable as an occupation of the local oli~archy. 

A$ abandoned sugar estates \rere brour;ht under banana cultivation 

and new lands planted in the "green gold'' a nev1 set of 

planters emerged as the leaders of the local landed elite. 

To be sure the su~ar planters \/ere not \vithout influence, but 

it llas the nmv banana planters Hho increasin[jly exercised decisive 
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power in local affnlr:l, 

In ad ell tlon to these local en trcprcncurs, po1wrful 

international corporations mo~ncd and operated b:mana plantattont; 

after the turn of the century. The mo:Jt prominent of these was 

of course the United Fruit Comp<my. In 1910 United Fruit owned 

or leased 11% of all the acrear,e under bananas in the island: 

in 1920, that proportion had increased to 25%; in 1930, United 

Fruit controlled some 21% of acrea~e under banana cultivation.
27 

Thereafter, the company tended to specialize in the marketing of 

bananas and in 1938 a mere 8% of total acreage in bananas \vas 

controlled by the Boston corporation. It is hardly surprising 

that the opinions, representations and political machinations 

of the United Fruit Company were accorded such respect and 

careful study by the Colonial Office in London. 
23 

Plantations appear to have controlled betl-7een 60% and 76~~ 

of all acreage under banana cultivation in those years for \vhich 

data are available during the period 1895-1934.
29 

ao doubt 

there is considerable inexactness in these estimates but the 

overall picture is fairly clear. 
3° Fron an industry in which 

small settlers had organized production in the 1830's, the 

production of bananas had increasingly fallen under the 

organization of plantations. During the 1930's it is estimated 

that small settlers produced somewhat less than 30% of all banana 

31 
exports. 

Whether cultivated by plantations or by small independent 

producers, bananas were marketed abroad by specialized 
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commercinl cntcrprl~wn. 11tcBc flrm'1 faced three pdm.1ry 

tn9ks: The collection of markctahlc fruit ln Jnmalcn, the 

provision of transport from Jamaica to metropolitan markets 

and the disposal of .Jamaican bannnns in the markets of North 

America and the United Kin~dom. 

Durinr. the earliest years of the Jamaican banana trade, 

these three problems were handled directly by the independent 

' 32 
sea captains who initiated the export of bananas. As the 

volume of exports expanded, hmv-ever, it ,.,as impossible for 

any single individual to oversee all aspects of the trade. By 

the early 1890's a number of firms had been established to 

organize the marketing of bananas abroad. At the tum of the 

century, there were no independent banana exporters active in 

Jamaica. 

The tangled tale of intrigue and conspiracy surrounding 

the formation of the United Fruit Company of Boston in 1899 

need not be recounted here.
33 

Suffice it to note that. at the 

turn of the century United Fruit had established a virtual monopoly 

in the expanding North American market for bananas. Shortly 

thereafter United Fruit acquired indirect control of the 

British shipping firm of Elders and Fyffes which assured 

the Boston Company a preeminent position in the British banana 

market. As a consequence of its monopoly position in the 

tl..ro principal markets for Jamaican bananas and through its 

absolute control of shipping services needed for the export 

of the island's fruit, the United Fruit Company acted as a 
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monopHoni~; t tn the .Jnm:1lc:m market hy 1910. 

For nearly tvcmty ycarB thereafter the United Fruit Company 

combined ,.,1 thin one corporate structure the three principal 

functions of marketinf'; h:mann exports. Throu3h the operattons 

of plantations directly and by purchases of bananas from 

independent producers, United Fruit was able to export sufficient 

quantities to maintain its Jamaican operations at a level cons if> tent 

both lvith short period profit requirements and lon~ period 

considerations of market control. Through its direct and 

monopolistic control of banana-carrying ships, United Fruit was 

assured of reliable transport for its mm exports and, moreover, v1as 

in a position to destroy any potential rival in the Jamaican 

market. T.'inally, by directly marketing bananas in both ~~orth 

American and !3ritish markets, United Fruit enjoyed an advanta~e 

tvhich was painfully apparent to the few independent shippers who 

occasionally attempted to break into the Jamaican export market. 
34 

This entrenched position of United Fruit tvas viewed by many 

Jamaicans to be both a blessins and a burden. On the one hand, 

United Fruit's control over foreign markets provided a measure 

of security to the Jamaican banana industry which was normally 

assured outlets for its produce. United Fruit was also a major 

employer of labour in the island and provided probably the most 

important means by which small settlers were able to earn cash 

incomes. Given the position of the sur,ar industry durinR the 

early t~v-entieth century, Jamaicans \vere thus relieved that the 

banana industry, under the suzerainty of United Fruit, had emerged 



1 ] i .1 15 ns an mpor.t:mt stap .c export nuUGtry. 

At the same time, United Frul t \•tnS the source of conr,ldcrahlc 

di i 
36 · scontent among Jnma cans. This was lnrr,cly due to Un Ltcd 

Fruit'::.; policies \>lith respect to the purchase of bananas from 

independent r,rowers. The volure of such purchases and the prices 

offered to local producers depended on the output of United Fruit's 

mm plantations and on fundamental decisions regarding Jamaica's 

share in the metropolitan markets controlled by United Fruit. 

As both these factors were suhj ect to chanr,e from time to time, 

United Fruit's purchases in the local market \·le re highly variable. 

Consequently independent producers could not accurately anticipate 

either the prices they would receive or the volumes which United 

Fruit might be willing to purchase. Recognising that such 

uncertainty \.,ras also detrimental to its own operations, United 

Fruit actively encouragedt often through the most outrageous coercion, 

the long term contracting of small settlers. In exchanp,e for rather 

lower prices, small settlers were to be guaranteed purchase of 

"marketable1
' bananas by United Fruit. Not surprisingly, the 

final arbiter of marketability was United Fruit itself, a situation 

which gave rise to frequent discontent on the part of independent 

37 purchasers. 

In 1927 a group of Jamaicans formed the Jamaica Banana 

Producers Association (JBPA) in an effort to mitigate the more 

objectionable features of marketing as undertaken by United Fruit.
38 

\Uth a good deal of initial enthusiasm, the JBPA set out to 

purchase bananas locally, to arrange for suitable transport 
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:m<l to mark~t hannnrw d!rr~ctly in nrita[n. Tn tlwnc effortn 

the .JnPA en Joycd hoth moral and finnncial Bnpport from the 

'iovcrnor of .J:tmalca and the Colonial Office in London which had 

r,rmm incrcasin;~ly \mry of the spectacle of an American corpor<ttlon 

exertin::; si~nlficnnt economic control over one of llis 'fnjesty' s 

colonies. 
39 

Opcratin~ no plantations of its mm, the JDPA sought to 

purchase bananas from small independent producers on long term 

contracts. In an effort to reduce diversion of contracted fruit 

to other buyers, the JilPA successfully lohbied the Colonial 

C.ovemmcnt to adopt legi'slation Hhich made these contracts binding 

on the land under contract and further placed a criminal penalty 

on the illegal purchase of contracted fruit. 
40 

These efforts 

nob·Tithstanding the JB'PA was continUc'llly plagued by the problem of 

unfulfilled contracts. 

The JBPA sho•ved some success during the first fe\<7 years 

of its operations. By 1933 membership stood at some 15,000 

and the Association held contracts on some 66,000 acres under 

banana cultivation. In that year nearly 27% of the total 

41 
volume of bananas exported 'tvere shipped on behalf of the JBPA. 

In addition producer prices paid by the JBPA were equal to and 

often exceeded those offered by United Fruit. As 99% of JBPA 

contractees mmed less than 50 acres, it is probably accurate 

to observe that "the Association's contracts assured much 

security to the banana--cultivating peasantry". 
42 

The initial success was however very short-lived. 
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Succesnivc hurrlcrmen and the nppenrancc of botnnicnl dlneascs 

r,rently reduced output nnd the JllPA found it extremely difficult 

to compete with the producer prices offered hy United Fruit. 

After some hesitation the Government advanced addltional 

financial aid to the JBPA in 1935 and in 1936 the Colonial Office 

dispatched a Conunission of Enquiry to study the banana industry 

43 in Jamaica. Under considerable pressure from United Fruit, 

Elders & Fyffes and a number of local producers grown 

disenchanted with the internal organization of the JBPA, the 

Commission recommended the Association be reorganized as a joint 

44 stock company bereft of ~ny co-operative pretense. A formal 

quota system was established whereby the new JBPA was allm.red 

to export 30% of total volume of banana exports; United Fruit ~V'as 

assured that Government would no lon~er provide financial 

assistance to the JBPA. 

At the end of the 1930's therefore the export of bananas 

had once more passed into the hands of specialized private 

enterprise. Co-operative marketing had been abandoned and small 

independent producers were once again at the mercy of exporters 

whose purchasing policies necessarily involved great uncertainty 

with respect to producer prices and volumes of sales. 

The growth of banana exports and the changing organizational 

structure of the industry were accompanied by a significant 

shift in the geographic location of banana cultivation, as may be 

seen in Table 3.8. 



During the carli.C'st years for whir.h data arc availahlc 

(1390-1394), the cultivntion of h:manas was lnrgely confined to 

three parishes \vhich together accounted for 78;~ of all acreage 

under bnnana cultivation: St. 'Jary, Portland and St. Thomns. 

Thereafter these parishes declined in relative importance 

although total acreage under bananas in these parishes continuvd 

to increase absolutely until 1915-1919. In the period 1930-lr) "' 

these three parishes collectively contained 51% of the total 

island acreage untler banana cultivation. In short, across the 

\vhole period 1890-1934, the primary centre of the banana industry 

was in St. Hary, St. Tho'mas and Portland. 

During the first decade of the b-lenticth century, the 

t\-TO southern parishes of St. Catherine and Clarendon emerged 

as an important secondary centre for banana cultivation. 

Together these two parishes contained betNeen one-fifth and one-

quarter of total island acreage under bananas. A third and much 

less important region of banana cultivation appeared in the 

parishes of St. James and Hanover around 1910. 

3. The Hi.nor Stanle Sub-Sector 

Prior to the turn of the century, approximately one-half of 

all staples export earnings were derived from the export of so-

called minor staples. Although generally declining thereafter~ 

the proportion seldom fell below one-third and never was less 

'•5 than one-fourth before 1935. In part this decline reflects 

the substantial grmv-th in the value of banana and sugar exports. 

After the Fi-rst tvorld \Jar and particularly during the depression 
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TABLE 3.8 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION OF THE BANANA INDUSTRY, 

JAMAICA, 1890 - 1943. 

Percent of Total Acreage Under Banana Cultivation 
(Annual Average) 

189Q- 1900- 1910- 1920- 1930- Cen.sus of 
PARISH 1894 1904 1914 1924 1934 1943 

St. Mary 50.2 45.3 41.2 43.9 31.8 19.4 

St. Thomas 
and 28.0 23.9 20.3 23.0 18.9 24.3 
Portland 

St. Catherine 
and 8.1 20.8 20.7 18.7 26.6 17.2 
C1arendon 

St. James 
and 3.3 3.9 8.5 9.6 12.3 15.7 
Hanover 

All Other 
Parishes 10.3 6.1 9.3 4.8 10.4 23.4 
Combined 

TOTAL 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Handbook of Jamaica, Annually, 1880-1943, (Kingston: GPO) 



of the 1930's, hm.,ever, minor staples were much less wclghty 

in the export sector. In 1935-1939 the total value of all 

minor staple exports was only m..'lq~inally greater than durin~ 

46 
the years 1895-1899. 

In order to appreciate the relative importance of 

individual commodities within this sub-sector, it is convenient 

to distinguish three classes of minor staples. Firstly, a 

certain group of minor staples was largely produced on extensive 

estates. A second class of minor staple exports ~ms produced 

both by plantations and by small settlers. Finally, a few minor 

staples were exclusively the produce of small settlers. 

Included in the first class of minor staples are lo~~·10od, 

pimento and coconuts. Production of these staples required 

either extensive acreage freed from other cultivation (logwood 

and pimento) or substantial initial capital investment combined 

with a relatively long period of waiting until economic returns 

might be expected (coconuts). It: is hardly surprising that the 

production of these commodities was generally undertaken on extensive 

estates, although small settlers were not unkno'l..rn to produce small 

quantities of all three. During the period 1885-1944, these three 

commodities collectively accounted for '•4% to 62% of the total 

value of all minor staple exports. 

Coffee, cocoa and citrus fruit comprise the second class of 

minor staple exports. The cultivation of these commodities does 

not necessarily require either extensive acreage or substantial 

capital investment. Since a relatively lonr; period of • .. mitin3 is 



PERIOD 

1885-1889 

1890-1894 

1895-1899 

1900-1904 

1905-1909 

191D-1914 

1915-1919 

1920-1924 

1925-1929 

1930-1934 

1935-1939 

1940-1944 

VALUE OF 
1ITNO~ STAPLE 
EXPORTS 

(f'ooo) 

3033 

4341 

3763 

3042 

3097 

4159 

6170 

5229 

6051 

3641 

3823 

3561 

TA~.E 3.9 

VALUE OF HINOR ST.\PLE EXPORTS BY CLASS, JA'fAICA, 

FIVE YEAR PERIODS, 1885/1889- 1940/1944 

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VALUE OF ~fETOR STAPLE EXPORTS ARISING FROM: 

'U~l0'1. STAPLES PROD­
UCim o;~ ESTATES 
(LOGIJOOD, COCmWI S , 

PTI1El!TO), 

52.0 

53.4 

44.2 

47.2 

47.5 

53.7 

62.3 

56.7 

48.7 

48.6 

46.8 

49.0 

~n::m't STAPLES PROD­
ON EST. & Se !ALL FAP.:·!S 
(COFFEE,COCOA,CITRUS) 

44.8 

42.5 

50.0 

45.6 

46.2 

41.1 

32.9 

34.6 

45.6 

45.7 

45.2 

36.1 

'U:mR STAPLES PROD- . ALL 
UCED BY s:1ALL SETTLEP.S MINOR 
(GINGER) STAPLE EXPORTS 

3.2 100.0 

4.2 100.1 

5.8 100.0 

7.2 100.0 

6.3 100.0 

5.2 100.0 

4.9 100.1 

8.7 100.0 

5.7 100.0 

5.7 100,0 

8.0 100.0 

14.9 100.0 

Source: G.E. Cumper, "Estimates of Jamaican Commodity Trade," Social and 
Economic Studies, Vol. 6, No. 3. (1957) p. 430 

I.D· 
U1 
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involved bct~-tccn fn 1 t 1.::!1 plannin~ :md cconorrlc production, 

plantationu \vcrc in n oomc\<~hat hctter posltlon than \vcrc '>mall 

settlcn; to undcrt:ll::.c the production of these commoJities. On 

the other hnnd, these crops nre ndmirahly mdtcu to mixed fnrml.n~ 

on small peasant plots. Thus small settler cultivation of citrus, 

cocoa and especially coffee was widespread and reasonably 

47 profitable ncross the whole period under study. Taken 

collectively these three commodities accounted for one-third 

to one-half of all minor staple export earninr,s in the period 

1885-1889 to 1940-1944. 

Ginger was the only important minor staple export cultivated 

almost exclusively by small settlers. Enjoyin~ an excellent 

reputation in forei!5n markets, Janaican ginger fetched 

consistently high prices for peasant producers ,,-ho interplanted 

48 it 'dth domestic foodstuffs. Although ginger accounted for 

less than 10% of total minor staple export earnings during the 

period, it nonetheless represented an important source of cash 

income to peasant producers. 

The international marketing of minor staples rested ,,Ti th 

local entrepreneurs in Kingston and the various port tmms of 

49 the rural parishes. These exporters faced two principal 

problen~. First, sufficient quantities of a given minor staple 

had to be purchased and if necessary processed. Second, transport 

to overseas markets had to be arran3ed at economic costs and at 

regular intervals. 
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The first of these problem!! wns handled in two main ways. 

ExportcrH travelled rcr;ulnrly to the maJor country mnrkcts in 

order to purchase minor staples directly from producers, copecially 

from the small settlers. Alternately, producers transported 

minor staples directly to the warehouses of exporters. In either 

case exporters were uncertain of the quantities which tni?,ht be 

offered for sale at any given time, and producers were equally 

unsure of the prices which they could expect to receive. 

Once minor staples had been purchased locally, overseas 

transport had to be arram~ed. Since most exporters ,.,.ere also enga~ed 

in the import business, the natural tendency was to place minor 

staples on ships ,.,hich were delivering imported goods. This 

entailed the warehousing of minor staples until shippin~ space 

became available which in any event was always limited. Consequently 

the shipment of minor staples characterized by lo;v bulk and 

non-perishability was in general much easier to arrange than 

was shipment of minor staples of a bulky nature (e.g.'· coconuts, 

logwood) or \vhich w•ere hic;hly perishable (citrus fruit). Not 

surprisingly, these latter minor staples suffered greatly during 

the r.rmr years when shipping services were greatly curtailed. 

In spite of these difficulties, Jamaican exporters managed 

to conduct a brisk trade in minor staples. It was largely 

throu~h the entrepreneurial talents of these exporters that 

the minor staple sub-sector provided an important source of 

money income to producers during the lllhole period 1890-1940. 
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As with the cultivation of maJor st:tplcs, the production 

of vnrious minor stnplc exports Hhowed considerable ~~eop,r:1phlc 

specialization. The cultivation of coconuts, for example, tv::ts 

most common in the three parishes of St. Thoma.s, Portland and 

St. Mary t-thich collectively accounted for approximately two-thirds 

of the total island acreage under coconut cultivation durin~ the 

50 
whole period. The mountainous region~ of St.Ann, St. 

Catherine, Hanchester, Clarendon, St. Thomas and St. Andrew 

appear to have been the areas of heaviest coffee cultivation. 

Together these six parishes contained between 83% and 92% of 

51 total island coffee acreage during these years. 

In the early years of the tH·entieth century, cocoa 

cultivation was mostly confined to the parishes of St. Thomas, 

Portland and St. ;{ary. Before the First ~.Jorld Har, St. Hary 

alone contained approximately one-half of the island's total 

d 1 • . 52 acreage un er cocoa cu t1vat1on. As the cultivation of bananas 

spread to the parishes of St. Catherine and Clarendon follm-ting 

the First lJorld Har, these ttvo parishes emerged as a major centre 

for the cultivation of cocoa "hich t-las frequently inter-planted 

tvith bananas. Durin~ the period 1930-1934 some 4ll% of total 

island acreage under cocoa cultivation Has to be found in St. 

Catherine and Clarendon. 53 

Bett.reen tt.ro-thirJs and three-fourths of total island acreaqe 

under oranges durin<; these years was located in the parishes of 

54 
St. Catherinc, Clarendon, St. Elizabeth and Hanchc::::ter. The 

cultivntion of r;ingcr seems to have been concentrated in the 



accounted for at l0:wt one-half aml a:J much ;w three-fourths of 

')) 
total acrea;;e under f',lnf'.er cultivation.-- Fln:-llly, ba::cd on clnt:1 

contained .in the l'J/13 census, it appears that the pir.JCnto 

industry was mainly locateJ in the parishes of Uestmorcland, 

St. Elizabeth and 'fanchester vlhich collectively accounted for 51% of 

all pimento trees in the island, lvhile the parishes of St. Ann 

and Trelatmy possessed an additional one-thirJ of the island's 

56 
pimento trees. 

No statistical data are available concerning the r:eographical 

location of the lo~vood industry. It is clear from contemporary 

accounts hm·1ever that St. Elizabeth tvas the principal centre of 

57 
lOglvOod production. The construction of a dyetvorks in St. 

Elizabeth for the processin~ of lo~vood, and the regular shipment 

of logwood from the ports of :3lack T'l..iver in St. Elizabeth and 

Sav-la-Mar in Westmoreland lend further support to the view that 

St. Elizabeth, l.Jestmoreland and possibly iianchester we.re the 

most important centres of logwood production before the First 

58 tvorld lvar. 

The geographical distribution of minor staple production 

has been summarized in Table 3.10. Since this table presents 

ordinal rankings of the most important parishes producing each 

minor staple, some caution is required in its use. Nonetheless, 

it does offer an indication of the manner in which the minor 

staple export sub-sector was regionally concentrated. 
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LOGHOOD 

~LE 3.10 

_9F.OGRAPHIC LOCATION OF HINOR ST~LE EXPORT INDUSTRY, 

BY CR()P~JAMAICA, 1885-1~41. 

ORDINAL RANKING OF PARISHES ON EASIS OF AVERAGE PER CE\~AGE 

OF TOTAL ISLAND ACREAGE ~DF.R CULTIVATION OF GIVEN CROP 

LOCATED IN THE PARISH 

PIMENTO COCONUT COFFEE COCOA 

St, Elizabeth St.Elizabeth St. Thomas St. Catherine St. Mary 

ORM-!GES 

St. Catherine 

2 Manchester St. Ann St. Mary Manchester St.Cathetine Manchester 

3 l-Testmoreland Manchester Portland Clarendon Portland Clarendon 

4 - Trelatmy St. Ann St. Andrew St.Thomas St. Ann 

5 - l>les tmoreland Hanover St. Thomas St. Ann Portland 

6 - · St.Mary Trelawny St.Ann St.Andrew St.Elizabeth 

Source: Handbooks of Jamaica, Annually, 1880-1943 

GI~IGER 

Clarendon 

Nanchester 

St. Elizabeth 

St. Ann 

St .Catherine 

Trela:wny 

"""' 0 
0 



101. 

B. TilE 001tE;,nc /\f!TITCULTlffiAL SECTOR 

The domc:>tic np;rtcultnral sector includes the cultlvati.on of 

a 1viclc variety of foodstuffs and the rcarin'j of livcstoek 

exclusively for domestic consumption. As mny be seen in Tahle 3.11, 

the former activity 1-1as by far the more important thouo;h the latter 

emerged as a substantial undertakin3 around 1930. 

It has already been ohserved that the domestic a~ricultural 

sector expanded less rapidly than did the whole economy durin~ the 

period 1870-1933. 59 There were at least three factors ~-1hich ensured 

the decling importance of the sector as a whole and of ground 

provisions in particular. 

In the first place, land used for the cultivation of foodstuffs 

t-1as generally suited to the cultivation of certain staple exports, 

especially bananas and sone minor staples. TI1us during periods of 

relatively hi3h export prices, land was s~1ifted out of domestic 

60 agriculture and into cash crop production. The result 1vas a decline 

in the rate of grotvth of output of domestic foodstuffs. 

Secondly, in the face of modestly rising levels of per capita 

real income, consumers tended to favour certain imported commodities 

rather than domestic foodstuffs. On the one hand, this resulted in 

a desire for cash incomes on the part of domestic agricultural 

producers 't-lhich in turn contributed to a reduction in the rate of 

h f f d . 61 growt o output o omcst~c crops. At the same time, the local 

demand for domestic foodstuffs failed to expand as rapidly and. hence 

encouraged still further shifting in the output of small settlers. 



TABLE 3.11 

-~13ITION' OF DOMESTIC AGRICULTURAL OtiTPTJT, JAMAICA, 

SELE~ED YEARS, 1870-1938 

SUB-SECTOR 

Ground 

Provisions 

and Other 

Food 

Animal 

Products 

TOTAL 

ESTIMATED VALUE OF 
OUTPUT, 191n PRICES, 

( i 'ooo) 

1870 1890 1910 

2157.1 2648.8 3454.9 

208.2 263.5 350.4 

2365.3 2912.3 3805.3 

1930 

4125.8 

759.7 

4885.5 

Sources: Gise1a Eisner, ~.cit., p. 119. --- Phy1lis Deane, _op.cit._, p.125. 

ESTIMATE~ VALUE OF 
OUTPliT,1938 PRICES PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF 

( £. 'oo 0 ) OUTPUT 'SY SUB-SECTIO~ 

1938 1870 1890 -1910 

2183 91,2 91.0 90.8 

743 8.8 9.0 9.2 

2926 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1930 

84.4 

15.6 

100.0 

1938 

74.6 

25.4 

11)0.0 

'"'" .;:') 
N . 



Thirdly, overall growth of the population acted to reduce the 

availahUl ty of land sui tcd to peasant cultivntlon. As rents nnd 

103. 

lnnd prices rose, small settlers were increasingly forced to cultivate 

62 
cash crops at the expense of domes tic foods. 

The actual production of domestic foodstuffs was almost 

entirely organized by small settlers who owned or rented land. Apart 

from land, labour was the most important factor input and was 

usually provided by unpaid family members. Ibmestic foodstuffs were 

primarily cultivated for direct consumption hy the producing household. 

Small settlers located near to plantations or tm..ms also sold food­

stuffs for cash to landless labourers, but eventhen only foodstuffs 

63 surplus to family requirements were offered for sale. 

Livestock was reared on small settler plots and on extensive 

estates. Fowls, pigs, goats and an occasional cotv tvere raised by 

small settlers mainly for direct consumption or for sale in local 

markets. The grazing of cattle required a good deal of initial 

investment and extensive acreage and so vras generally confined to 

specialized estates knmvn locally as cattle pens. These cattle pens 

produced virtually all the local beef sold in the markets of Kingston 

64 
and the larger country tmvns. 

Geographic specialization in the cultivation of domestic 

foodstuffs does not appear to have been as pronounced as was the 

cultivation of staple exports. In part this is a consequence of 

deficiencies in the tax data which do not completely reflect the acreage 

actually under ground provision cultivaUon. In part the apparent 

lack of specialization is the result of the relative ease with which 



domc:1tlc fombtuffs could he cultivnt~d tn every pnrtRh of thr> lslnnd. 

Nonathclcss, the p.-trl~Jhcs of St. Ann, Hc·Btmorcland, Clarcndon, 

St. Cathcrine, n:mcheotcr and St. Eliznbcth seem to have been importrmt 

domestic ar,ricultural producers. Across the period 189'•-1!)3/f, tlH':;e 

six pari:31tes accounted for at least sm: and as much as 60;(, of the 

island's total recorded acreaGe under foodstuff cultivation. 65 

C. TilE NO?~-Ar.rtiCUl.TURAL SECTOR 

It "'ill be recalled that between 457~ and 53% of real nationa] 

income \vas generated by non-agricultural activity durin<; the periot 

66 1870-1933. In li3ht of the supposed importance of agriculture, 

the size of the non-agricultural sector may seem remarkably large. 

In fact this puzzle is more apparent than real for two reasons. 

In the first placet it is necessary to distinguish size fron 

strategic importance in evaluatin~ sectoral contribution to national 

economic performance. As has been emphasized by others, it is not 

the direct contribution to national income l·Thich characterizes a 

leading sector, but rather the indirect influence such a sector 

67 
brings to bear on the overall economy. Operating throu~h a variety 

of back-v1ard, fon-Tard, final-demand and fiscal linkages, the 

agricultural sectors of the Jamaican economy set the pace and 

determined the level of non-agricultural activity. The impact of the 

. (67a) 
latter sector on agr1cultural output was virtually non-existant. 

Secondly, the estimation of non-agricultural output is 

necessarily imprecise during the period under study. Unavoidable but 

contentious assumptions have had to be made in order to compile even 

the crudest estimates. Eisner, for example, assumes that all persons 
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recorded in the censuses as bcinp, artisans or servants \vcre in 

68 fact employed at the prevailing wage rates. Thus, if unemployment 

were high or if actual war,es were less than official cstinntcs, 

then Eisncr 's cs timatcs \vill ovcrs ta te the out put of the non · 

agricultural sector. Similarly, Eisner estimates value added in 

comnercial activity as a fixed proportion of the c. i. f. value of 

imports, a procedure which is frought with danger during periods of 

rapid inflation. 69 Value added in the transport sa:: tor is estimated 

70 by means of reference to very scattered cost data. Finally, an 

estimate of the imputed value of mvner-occupied housing is included in 

. 1 1 71 non-agr~cu tura output. On the whole, it is likely that the overall 

estimates of non-agricultural output are over-estimated during these 

years. 

Nonetheless, Eisner's estimates are the most thorough available 

and probably are reasonably accurate in tracing changes in the 

composition of non-agricultural activity over time. Horeover by 

disaggregating the non-agricultural sector into a number of sub-

sectors, Eisner has provided a useful·framework for a discussion of 

the organizational structure of production within the sector. 

It is clear from Table 3.12 that manufacturing >-Tas the single 

largest sub-sector during the period 1870-1930. It must be 

stressed, hm.;ever, that manufacturing was not industrial in nature. 

Thus the value of factory produced manufactured goods never exceeded 

72 
30% of total value added in the manufacturing sub-sector. Bett.-reen 

two-thirds and three-fourths of manufacturing output appears to have 

been produced by self-employed craftsmen. "Manufacturing" in Jamaica 



:r.A!!1..E_3.12 

COMPOSITION OF NON-AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT, BY SUB-SECTOR 

JMfAICA, SELECTED Y!':ARS, 1870-1930 

ESTIHATED VAUm OF OUl'PU'l', PERCE'lTAGF. DTSTRI31JriON OF TOTAL 
1910 PRICES (£'ooo) NON-AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT (%) 

SUn-SECTOR 1870 1890 1910 1930 1870 1890 1910 1930 

Commerce 247.1 426.5 512.3 672.6 9.1 11.4 10.0 8.6 

Uanufacturing 775.5 1068.1 1403.3 211.7.4 28.6 28.6 27.4 27.5 

Transport 28,0 96.0 148.3 323.3 1.0 2.6 2,9 4.1 

Construction 246,7 355,4 489.4 79R.1 10.9 9.5 <l.5 10.2 

Services 447.2 576.4 922.8 1329.8 16.5 15.4 18.0 17.1 

Public 
Administratf:on 236.3 321.0 434.5 846.4 8.7 8.6 3.5 10.9 

Imputed Value 
of Home 
Chmership 681.6 889.7 1215,7 1677.5 25.1 23.8 23.7 21.5 

TOTAL NON-
AG!l.ICULTURAL 
SECTOR 2712.4 3733.1 5126.3 7795.1 99.9 99.9 100.0 99.9 

Source: Gisela Eisner, o2_.£it., p.ll9. 

...... 
0 
0'1 . 
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durinr: these yearn should more properly be called craft cntcrprbe. 

Apart from the imputed vnluc of otmer-oecupi~d how;in,-.., the 

service suh-~cc tor was the second laq~est contributor to non-

agricultural output. On the whole the service sub-sector appears to 

have grown at about the same rate as did total non-a~ricultural output. 

Professional services of doctors, lawyers, teachers and the clergy 

accounted for approximately one-third of the sub-sector's value 

added; domestic servants gave rise to the remaining tl-ro-thirds. 

Except for the employment of a few professional and domes tic servants 

by Government, it was the private sector \-lhich employed servants 

who obviously t.;rorked on mm-account. 

The construction industry, which is estimated to have accounted 

for approximately 10% of non-agricultural output, included residential 

housing, commercial and industrial buildin~ and public works. 

Except for short periods followinr, particularly destructive hurricanes 

or earthquakes, the construction of houses and business establishments 

was quite stable from year to year. The expenditures for public 

works depended upon the financial position of the island government. 

Not too surprisingly given the times, government expenditure almost 

invariably ~vas pro-cyclical: public works spending was ahrays 

drastically reduced at the first sign of a diminution in the level of 

73 government revenues. 

The construction sub-sector was organized in two ways. On 

the one hand, individual craftsmen (e.g., carpenters, bricklayers, etc.) 

organized the construction of private houses and on occasion the building 

of business facilities. On the other hand, larger construction projects 



such as road buildinr; and other public \..rorks were organized by 

private firms or the colonial government ltnelf. In this c~me, 

labourers were hired and paid on a daily basis; al100st invnriahly 

the number of labourers seekin~ such employment far exceeded the 

74 number of jobs available. 

1on. 

In Table 3.12 commercial activity refers exclusively to the 

distribution of imported goods. All marketin~ activity associated 

with agriculture, whether domestic or export, has been included under 

the value-added of the relevant agricultural sector. All marketin?, 

associated with the sale and distribution of domestically produced 

non-agricultural goods is ignored altogether on account of an 

insufficiency of data. 

Commercial activity associated with the distribution of imported 

goods can be divided into wholesale and retail trading. The wholesale 

trade was firmly in the hands of a few large, family-controlled firms, 

many of which had connections wi t!1 enterprise abroad. The retail 

trade t..ras controlled on the 'vhole by a large number of single family 

firms operating the ubiquitous "shops" of the countryside and of 

urban Jamaica. The wholesale trade employed a moderate number of wage 

labourers, especially in Kingston; retail merchants almost 

exclusively relied upon the unpaid labour of family members. 

Hithin the public administration suh-sector are included all 

those services provided by the colonial government: the civil 

services, postal and communications services,various irrigation 

schemes and the public utilities. Relatively small in its contribution 

to non-agricultural output, the provision of public services exp:~mded 
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rou~hly at the snme rate aB th{~ overall non-n~riculturnl nector hefon~ 

19211. Thcrc<tftcr. the suh-scctor nhnwctl rt sl:tr,ht :lncr<'.:t:H~ nn puhl:tc 

utilities hecnmc more tvidcsprcad and n rcor!'l;<tnlzation of tlw medical 

services WlG undcrtnkcn. 

Non-a[>;ricultural activity '"as r,encrally concentrated in the two 

urban parishes of Kingston and St. Andrew and to a lesser extent in the 

principal tovms of the rural parishes. f..inr;s ton in particular ,.,as the 

site of virtually all manufacturin:; activity and of a disproportionate 

share of cor..mercial activity since major \vholesalers tended to locate 

in the capital city Hhich also v-;as the chief port of the island. 

Although retail commerce, professional and domestic servants vrcre 

to be found in every part of the island, they uere clearly concentrated 

in the tmvns and especially in :angston. Construction Has similarly 

centred in the urban parishes, although major public uorks projects 

were from time to time undertaken in various country parishes. In 

short, the non-agricultural sector tvas for all practical purposes 

located in the t:tvo parishes of Kingston and St. Andrew. 

III 

PATTERNS OF El'1PLOY:·lliNT 

Variation in the volume and composition of output naturally involves 

change in the level and composition of employment. In liq,ht of the previous 

discussion of production, it is to be expected that the pattern of employment 

unden1ent change during the whole period 1884-1943. 

In the absence of annual series on the level and composition of the 

employed labour force, it is necessary to rely on the various censuses of 

population. It is true that these raw data are sometimes "treacherous and 
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75 unrewarding" but when treated with cnution and r,eneroalty they do 

provide an insir,ht into the level, d•istrihution ,composition and spatial 

characteristics of employment in Jamaica during the period under study. 

A. THE LEVEL OF EHPLOYHENT 

The overall level of employment at various census years is 

summarized in Table 3.13. Between 1881 and 1921 total employment 

appears to have grown at roughly the same rate as did total population. 

Thereafter employment expanded at a much slower rate. In 1943 about 

39% of the total population was gainfully occupied as compared with 

approximately 50% at the time of the earlier censuses. 

The inability of the economy to employ an increasingly large 

potential labour force after 1921 is also apparent in Table 3.13. 

l~ereas nearly 90% of all Jamaicans aged between 15 and 64 years 

were employed in the period 1831-1921, that proportion had fallen 

to 66% in 1943. In part this is a result of an improved system of 

occupational classification employed in the 1943 census. Nonetheless, 

there is no doubt that the growth of employment was considerably less 

than the growth of the potential labour force after 1921. 

B. OCCUPATIO:~AL DISTRIBUTimi OF ENPLOYED LAB0UR FORCE 

As may be seen in Table 3.14 a significant shift occurred 

in the occupational distribution of labour force across the period. 

Most obvious is the marked decline in the importance of agriculture 

as the principal employer of labour. Hhile nearly 74% of all employed 

persons t-1Cre to be found in the agricultural sectors in 1881, that 

proportion had fallen to 47% in 1943. Employment in agriculture 

was under greatest pressure in the period 1921-1943 during which 



TOTAL 
ISLA.~D 

POP-

LF.Vf.L OF E~fPLOY'tENT AT F.ACH CE'lSUs....z_ 

.:!.A!fA,ICA I 18fll-19'• 3 

NUMRER POPULATIO'l % TOTAL 
OF OF lvORKPlG POP-
PERSONS AGE UI.ATIO!~ 

CP.NSUS YEAR ULATIO:T OCCUPIED (15-M YRS) OCCTTPIED 

1881 580,804 282,770 325,550 48.7 

1891 639,491 373,521 366,750 58.4 

1911 831,333 410,886 470,580 49.4 

1921 858,118 443,937 488,006 51.7 

1943 1,237,063 484,243 732,675 39.1 

111. 

z tvomnNr: 
AGE POP-
ULATI0?l 
OCCHPU:n 

86.9 

101.9 

87.3 

91.0 

66.1 

Sources: Tables A.1, A. 7 in the Appendix and G.lv. Roberts, The Population of 
Jamaica, p. 87 
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ahsolute number of a?,riculturnl lahourcn.; declined hy 20%, 

Hlth the declinlnr; importance of a~r1cnlture as an employer 

of lahour, non-a~ricultural activity naturally increased its share 

of overall employment. Commerce, industry and construction tor';ether 

increased their share of total employment from 19~~ in 1881 to 367. 

in 1943. The service sub-sector, which absorbed only 77. of the 

employed labour force in 1881, accounted for 17/~ of those occupied 

in 1943. 

The decline in the level of agricultural employment, particularly 

in the period 1921-1943, was only partly relieved by increased 

employment in the non-agricultural sub-sectors. Although each of the 

latter sub-sectors shm~ed significant increase in the absolute numbers 

of employees, they could not absorb all those tvho were released from the 

agricultural sectors. In short, it was the level of agricultural 

employment which largely determined the overall level of employment 

during the period 1881-1943. 

C. PATTERNS OF AGRICULTURAL EMPLOY:tENT 

In vie~v of the critical importance of agriculture in the 

determination of aggregate employment, it is useful to examine 

the patterns of agricultural employment across the period 1831-1943. 

Employment by agricultural sub-sector at the various census dates 

has been summarized in Table 3.15. 

Given the public obsession with staple export production, 

it is interesting to observe that between 65% and 79% of all 

agricultural labourers were employed in the cultivation of domestic 

crops. Even allowing that many of these labourers t-1ere also part time 



TABLE 3 .1!1 

OCClJPA'flONAI. ll fSTR T !I UT LON OF lli1l'I.OYEil J.AIIOllll FOR<.!!i.t. 

JAH~ls;A, CgNSHS Yl·:AR:'b 1881-1943 

LEVEL OF EHPLOYMENT PF.RCF.NTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF 

(IN THOUSAND!>) OCCUPIED LABOUR FORCE (%) 

OCCUPATIONS 1881 1891 1911 1921 1943 1881 1891 1911 1921 

Agriculture 208.6 271.3 271.5 285.7 228.6 73.8 72,6 66,1 64.4 

Commerce 7.4 10.9 19.8 20.6 52.0 2.6 2.9 4.8 4.6 

Industry and 
Construction 47.1 57.6 72.4 73.6 123.1 16.7 15.4 17.6 16.6 

Professional 
Services 4.7 7.0 9.2 11.4 20.0 1.7 1.9 2.2 2.6 

Domestic 
Services 15.0 26.7 38.0 52.6 60,5 5.3 7.1 9.2 11.8 

TOTAL 282.8 373.5 410.9 443.9 484.2 100.1 99.9 99.9 100.0 

Source: George Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, Table 25, p. 87. 
Gisela Eisner, ~amaic.a 183Q-1930, Table XIX, p. 162. 

1943 

47.2 

10.7 

25.4 

4.1 

12.5 

99.9 

..... 

..... 
w 



or seasonally c•mployed in the r. tnplc cxrort nectar, the re i1'l no reason 

to doubt th:tt domestic nr,riculturc wn:; the princ.f.pal cmrloycr of 

nr,ricultural labour. 

Employment levels within the various stnple export suh-sectors 

followed closely the patterns of output previously described. The 

level of employment in the sugar sub-sector, for example, declined 

steadily durin3 the period 1881-1911, and then made a partial 

recovery as the industry ~.;ras reorganized and output expanded in the 

1920's. Similarly, employment in the banana sub-sector moved 

sympathetically ,,'d. th output: peakin~ in 1911, declinin~ slightly 

in the period 1911-1921 and partially recovering between 1921 and 

1943. 

The minor staples sub-sector appears to have employed a very snall 

and generally declining proportion of agricultural labourers durinry 

the \vhole period. Since a substantial proportion of minor staples 

was in fact produced by small settlers, many of t·1!10m were probably 

enumerated under domestic agriculture, it is likely that the data 

presented in Table 3.15 undercstinate the level of employment in 

the minor staples sub-sector. 



TAIILB 3.15 

11ISTllii'.TITIO~~ OF E~1PLOYED LAnOtm. FORCE I:J AG~UCID.Ttr.m 1 BY 

S,Ul3-SF.C1'0R, JAJVI.ICA, CEllSUS YF.ARS 1881-1943 

LEVEL OF E:ll'LOYHENT PERCENTAGE DISTRIBtrriON OF 
(IN THOUSANDS) AGRICl~TURAL L~BOUR FORCE (%) 

SU3-SECTORS 1881 1891 1911 1921 1943 1381 1891 1911 1921 

Sugar 51.4 39.4 30.3 44.8 43.8 24.7 14.5 11.2 15.7 

Bananas - 6.8 43.2 30.1 31.5 - 2.5 15.9 10.5 

~1inor Staples 18.6 10.0 8.6 5.8 5.7 8.9 3.7 3.2 2.0 

STAPLE EXPORTS 70.0 ~ 82.1 .!!Q.:1. !!.::.9. .ll:..2. lQ.J.. 19.:.1. 28.2 - -
DO~!ESTIC 

AG?..I CUL TtJRE 138.6 215.1 189.4 205.0 147.6 .§.§.:.! 79.3 .22.:2 ~ '. 
TOTAL 
AGRICULTURE 208.6 271.3 271.5 285.7 228.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Censuses of Jamaica! ~' .!!!21, !ill• l:,.lli, .illl 

1943 

19.2 

13.8 

2.5 

1hl. 

.£i:! 

100.1 

1-' 
1-' 
U'! . 
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D. DEHOGR:\PHIC CHI\.R.l\.CTERISTICS OF THE HORK FORCE 

Associated with the shift in the occupational distribution of 

the employed labour force, there \vas a marked tendency for 

employment of males to expand at the expense of emplo~ent of females. 

Apart from the census of 1921 which came at the end of a decade of sex-

:t 
selective emigration that favoured female employment in Jamaica, the 

proportion of females in the employed labour force declined steadily from 

about one-half in 1891 to approximately one-third in 1943. 

It is clear from Table 3.16 that the displacement of female by 

male labourers tvas most thoroughgoing in agriculture. ~fuereas 

nearly one-half of all agricultural employees were female in 1891, 

that proportion had declined to approxi~ately one-fifth in 1943. 

Bebveen 1891 and 1943, in fact, the absolute number of female 

labourers in agriculture declined by two-thirds, while the absolute 

number of male agricultural workers increased by one-third. It 

appears that the overall decline in the total number of agricultural 

labourers previously discussed was accompanied by a massive shift 

in the sex-composition of agricultural lvorkers. 

In each of the non-agricultural occupations, however, the 

absolute number of female workers increased betv1een 1891 and 1943. 

Noreover the female share of employment in each of these sub-sectors 

(except in industry and construction) rose significantly during the 

period. Female labourers v1ere especially prevalent in commerce 

(petty uarket traders) and in the professions, and in general retained 

their oven1helming position in domestic services. 



TABLE 3.16 

OCCUPATIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYED FEMALE LABOUR FORCE, 

JAMAICA, CENSUS YEARS, 1891 - 1943 

LEVEL OF FEMALE EMPLOYMENT FEMALES AS PERCENTAGE OF 

(in thousands ) EMPLOYED LABOUR FORCE (%) 

OCCUPATIONS 1911 1921 1943 1891 1911 1921 1943 

Agriculture 133.7 113.1 125.4 45.6 49.3 41.7 43.9 19.9 

Commerce 2.8 6.0 7.2 23.6 25.7 30.3 35.0 45.4 

Industry 
and 
Construction 31.1 36.2 37.3 35.3 54.0 50.0 50.7 28.7 

Professional 
Services 1.1 2.4 4.3 8.2 15.7 26.1 37.7 41.0 

Domestic 
Services 21.4 32.5 45.4 51.2 80.1 85.5 86.3 84.6 

All 
Occupations 190.2 190.3 219.6 163.9 50.9 46.3 49.5 33.8 

Source : Computed from, George Roberts, The Populatioll_Qf Jamaica, Table 25, p. 87. 

..... ..... 
-.J . 
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As sur,~estcd earlier, the r~rowth of female employment in the ' 

non-ar,rlculturnl sector only partly offset tlw reduction in the 

number of female nr,ricul t ural lahou rers. T\etwecn tlte ccns us of 1891 

and 1911 it is true that the r,rm-1th of female employment in non-

agricultural activity slir,htly more than balanced the decline of female 

employment in the agricultural sectors. But in the period 1921-1943 nearly 

56,000 female t-1orkers who had abandoned, or been abandoned by, 

agriculture were unable or umrilling to find employment in the non-

agricultural sector of the economy. 

Associated with this overall decline in the level of female 

employment was a steadily declining female labour participation rate 

not restricted to any particular age group. 76 By contrast, male 

labour participation rates appear to have declined among the younger 

age groups (15-19 years) and among older aged men (50-65 years). For 

the age group 20-49 years, on the other hand, the proportion of men 

actually employed "changed very little over the period 1891-1943."77 

As might have been expected on the basis of earlier di~cussion, 

both male and female labour participation rates in the various 

sectors shm-1ed marked shifts during the period. The most obvious was 

the shift out of agriculture by young men and 'vomen of all ages, 

78 especially after 1921. These young men appear to have been mainly 

attracted to commerce, industry and construction, l-lhile 1.-1omen sought 

employment primarily in commerce and domestic service. 
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Allowin~ for differences in the size of parish 'vorkinr, n~c 

populations, there appear to have been only minor v.:J.rintions in 

the overall level of employment amon~ parishes at any r,ivcn census 

date. In general, the greater the \-10rkinf; an;e population of a pnrlsh, 

I 
the greater 'tvas the level of employment recorded in the census for that 

parish. Thus on the basis of parish labour force pnrticipation m tes, 

it is impossible to discern any 3cor,raphic concentration in the 

total level of employ~ent. 

Hith respect to occupational status of the labour force, 

geographic concentration is apparent in the non-agricultural sector. 

As anticipated, non-agricultural employment uns centred in the tuo 

urban parishes of !':.ings ton and St •. ~ndrew. Thus, of all non-

agricultural employees, those resident in these a-10 parishes increased 

from 26~{ in 1881 to nearly 33% in 19!;3. 79 
As may be seen in Table 

3.17, employment in commerce and the service sectors appears to have 

been particularly concentrated in the urban parishes. 

At the same time there is no obvious eeographic concentration 

insofar as total agricultural employment is concerned, Excepting 

the tHo urban parishes, overall agricultural employment in the 

parishes at any given census date 'vas roughly proportional to the 

size of parish vTorking a~e population. Put slightly differently, 

the proportion of working age population ennumerated as being 

employed in aRriculture rvas nearly equal among all rural parishes 

at any given census date. 



TABLE 3.17 

PERCENTAGE OF ~ON'-AGRICULTURAJ. E1'1PLOYEES RESIDENT IN 

,!{.INGSTON AND ST. A.~DREl-1 PA~ISHES, JAMAICA, CENSUS 

!.E!.~RS, l A81-1943 

CENSUS YEAR COMMERCE INDUSTRY AND CONSTRUCTION PROFESSIONAL 

1881 33.4 23.6 44.2 

1891 37.0 26.2 47.3 

1911 40.0 30.0 '•6. 5 

1921 46.2 30.3 44.2 

1943 49.0 30.9 51.3 

Source: Cens~~ of Jamaica, 1A81, 1891, 1911, 1921, 1943 (Kingston: GPO) 

DOMESTIC SERVICE 

25.4 

25.7 

29.8 

27.3 

36.6 

TOTAL 
~70~ ACRI ct"'L TU'P ftL 

26.2 

28.7 

32.5 

32.4 

37.5 

I­
I­
\.0 
I 

:::0 
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It does seem likely, however, that employment in the vnrlous 

agricultural sub-sectors was r,eor,rnphically concentrated. Direct 

statistical evidence of such concentration is impossible to obtai~ 

since the census data cannot be disaggregated with respect to employment 

by crop at the parish level. It is obvious, nonetheless, that the 

production of sugar requires sugar workers, the production of ban~nas 

requires banana workers, and so on for each particular crop produced. 

Given the marked geographic concentration of staple export production, 

it is therefore reasonable to suppose that employment connected '..rith the 

cultivation bf particular staples was also concentrated in the same 

parishes. Since the cultivation of domestic agricultural commodities 

was much less geographically concentrated, it is likely that 

employment in this sub-sector was correspondingly less concentrated. 

IV 

PATTERNS OF INCOME DISTRIBUTION 

During the years under study, comprehensive estimates of 

the factoral distribution of income are available for only two 

80 years, 1890 and 1930. Relying on crude averages lvi th respect 

to tvage rates, rents and profits, these estimates no doubt embody 

considerable margins of error. Viewed ~.;ri th caution, however, the 

data presented in Table 3.13 indicate the broad pattern of income 

distribution in 1890 and in 1930. 

It can be assumed that "profits" accruing to small settlers, 

professional employees and independent labourers (i.e., craftsmen) 

were in fact lvagcs and s:1laries. On this basis it would appear 

that the factoral shares of income lverc roughly the same for 1930 



as for 1890. ncanc's estltnntc for 1938 nhow!; nlmost i.dcntic.11 

results in that approximately four-f lfths o ( net taxnble output 

31 
went to wages and salaries. 

lVithin the aeric'-'ltural sector:; it is possible to make crude 

121. 

estimates of the factoral distribution of income on estates producinr, 

sugar and rum and those producing bananas. Based on scattered data 

on costs per acre under cultivation, these estimates arc necessarily 

crude and must be used with considerable caution. TI1ey are 

nonetheless indicative of important differences bet~veen the plantation 

cultivation of sugar cane as opposed to bananas. 

As seen in Table 3.19, labour's share of income appears to have 

been substantially higher on sugar than on banana estates. Since 

actual Hage rates ~vere nearly equal in the ttvo sub-sectors, it may be 

concluded that the cultivation of sugar cane uas mar;..;:edly more labour 

82 
intensive than was the cultivation of bananas. It is interesting 

to note that the share of income distributed as profits is much 

higher in estate production of bananas and sugar than in the economy 

as a 't..rhole. Indeed, profits appear to be more than t~·lice as great a 

83 share of income in estate cultivation of major staple exports. 

Such an observation is of course what would be expected for plantation 

economy in general. 
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TABLE 3.18 

FACTOHAl. DISTRIBUTION OF INr:mm, 

JAt~ICA, 1890 AND 1930 

AGGREGATE CURRENT INCm1E PERCENTAGE DISTRI!3UTION OF 
( £'000) AGGREGATF. CURRENT mcoHE 

(%) 
FACTOR GROUPS 1890 1930 1890 1930 

Agricultural 
Labour 760.8 1861.7 8.7 9.3 

Other tvages & 
Salaries 1708.9 4788.5 19.5 24.0 

Sub-Total: 2469.7 6650.2 28.2 33.3 -
Small Settler's 

Profits 3187.6 6945.2 36.4 34.8 

Professional 
Profits 167.2 335.7 1.9 1.7 

Independent 
v1orkers' Profits 982.7 1740.7 11.2 8.7 

Sub-Total: 4337.5 9021.6 49.5 45.2 - -
Planters' Profits 682.5 1331.7 7.8 6.7 

Merchants'Profits 1256.9 2948.1 14.4 14.8 

Sub-Total: 1939.4 4279.8 ~ 21.5 ---
GRAND TOTAL 8746.6 19951.6 22.:2 100.0 

Source: Gisela Eisner, Jamaica~ 1830-1930, Table 8. IV, p. 121. 
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Table 3.19 further shows that, with respect to the estate 

production of ba..1anas and of sugar, the factoral distribution 

of income tvas virtually the same in 1890 and 1930. It is not 

knmvn lvith certainty that this pattern of distribution characterized 

estate production ii.l> the intervening years, but there is no 

evidence to suggest otherwise. 

The organization of agricultural producticn by small settlers 

naturally gave rise to a quite different pattern of income 

distribution. Insofar as small settlers relied almost exclusively 

on the unpaid labour of family members and otroed the land under 

cultivation, the producing household retained both labour and ownership 

shares of income. In a sense there was no factoral distribution of 

income arising out of small settler pro due tion: household income was 

· simply consumed or othenlise distributed a'!long family members 

according to non-economic criteria. 

Hi thin the non-agricultural sector, it is unlikely that the 

factoral distribution of income altered substantially during the 

period 1890 to 19 31). ·Hage rates appear to have remained remarkably 

stable across those years and there were no significant changes in the 

techniques of production. 84 

Estimation of the size distribution of income is extremely 

difficult for the period under study. The only reliable data in 

85 
this respect are for the year 1935. In 1935, according to a 

special report of the Nutrition Conmittee of th'! Colonial Government, 

slightly more than 200,000 individuals and companies paid income tax; 

that is approximately 20% of the total population earned incomes 



TABLE 3.19 

DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME ON SUGAR ESTATES AND BANANA 

ESTATES, JAMAICA, 1890 AND 1930 

AGGREGATE CURRENT INCOME PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF 
(f'ooo) ESTATE INCOMES (%) 

SUGAR ESTATES BANANA ESTATES SUGAR ESTATES BANANA ESTATES 

FACTOR GROUPS 1890 1930 1890 1930 1890 1930 1890 1930 

Wage Labour 270.4 353.6 61.9 522.6 47.4 48.1 29.4 37.2 

Salaried 
Labour 44.2 63.9 24.4 140.4 7.8 8.7 11.6 10.0 

Other Factor 
Payments 78.7 

} 318.1 
25.4 } 13.8 } 12.1 ) 741.4 43.2 52.8 

Gross Profits 176.7 99.0 31.0 47.0 

Total 570.0 735.6 210.7 1404.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Note: All cultivations in excess of twenty acres are included as estates. "Other factor 
payments" includes estimates of wharfage charges, and purchased inputs such as fuel, 
seed and the like. "Gross profits" includes depreciation. 

Source Gisela Eisner, Jamaica, 1830-1930, pp. 80-81, 110-112, 205-207. 

1-' 
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sufficiently large to he auhject to income taxation. Some 92% 

of theoe returns reported incomes of lens than ~- 65' . Since an 

income of£ 2. per week 'ms considered a sir,n of distressed 

86 
circumstances in 1939, it must be concluded that the vast majority 

of Jamaicans were earning near-subsistence incomes. On the other 

hand, nearly 39% of total taxable income in 1935 accrued to persons 

and companies reportine more than f lOO income; altogether this group 

represented approximately 3% of all taxpayers. It is beyond dispute, 

therefore, that the size distribution of taxable income in 1935 

was extremely skewed. There is little reason to suppose that this 

pattern '\:vas unusual across the whole period 1880-1938. 

V 

SID1!'-1ARY Co:t-1!-mNTS ON' JAM.AICA~ 

ECONOHIC STRUCTURE, 1880 - 1938. 

This description of Jamaican economic structure has proceeded 

along two lines. On the one hand, it has stressed· the relative economic 

performance of various sectors of the national economy. Particular 

attention was paid to the impact of individual sectors upon the levels 

of aggregate output, income and employment. As each of these sectors 

became more or less expansive across the period under study, so they affected 

the overall performance of the economy. 

At the same time, care was taken to describe the geographic 

distribution of economic activity within Jamaica. l-le have attempted to 

shmv that activity within individual sub-sectors of the economy was 

concentrated in relatively few parishes. This is most obviously the case 



for the non-np,ricultuntl suh-r.ectors, but we have nlso seen that 

certain np,riculturnl ncti.vity wos hir,hly concentrated p,eographicnlly. 

\-le hnve thus lnid the basis for a classification of individual 

pnrishes according to the nature of economic activity prevailing within 

the parish at any given point in time. Insofar as economic structure 

126. 

is associated with social organization, we are able to define operationally 

the concept of parish socio-economic structure, which is of such 

importance in the model sketched in Chapter 2. Before turninr. to the 

operational definition of parish socio-economic structure, hot1ever, it is 

useful to review the patterns of demographic performance in Jamaica during 

the time period under study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PATTER71S OP DE'fOr.RAPlllC Pf.IH'ORNA:~CE 

1880 - 1943 

The present chapter describes the principal features of demographic 

performance experienced in Jamaica during the period 1880-1943. In keeping 

with the spirit of the model as set out in Chapter 2 ,special care has been 

taken to examine demographic performance at the individual parish level. 

By so doing ~.;re are able better to appreciate the regional nature of demographic 

performance and to generate statistical data useful in the testing of the 

economic-demographic relations derived in Chapter 2. 

It is useful to divide this chapter into four main sections. The 

first examines the patterns of overall population grm.;rth during the period. 

Changing patterns of fertility, mortality and hence of natural increase are 

described in part tuo of this chapter. The third section traces the patterns 

of mi~ration ~·lhich occurred in the period. Some ancilliary asnects of 

Jamaican demography are briefly discussed in part four of tlds cha;~ter. 

I 

The pattern of overall population growth is most easily discerned 

by examining the size of the island population at successive census 

dates. Table 4.1 summarizes these data and shm·7S the annual compound rate 

of gro~·7th for each intercensal period. Althour;h the perscnt study 

primarily focuses on the period 1831-1943, data for other periods are 

included for comparative purposes. 



Durin;~ the sixty-t\vO ye;tr:; :;eparntl.ng tl1e ccn:.Hm of Hl:1J and the 

ccn:nm of lf)t,), the popul<1tf.on of Janwl.ca Increased hy 1137::. Tt iu quf.te 

clc:1r hm<1ever tlwt popul:1tion lncrcasl-!d in ratlwr erratic fashion durin.~ 

these years. Relatively locl rates of lnterccnnnl population GrOHth in 

1881-1891 and 1911-1921 were followed by relatively high growth rates 

in 1891-1911 and 1921-1943 respectively. 

This uneven pattern is also to he observed in the intercensal 

grot-rth rates for individual parish populntions. IUth the exception of 

Kingston, n11 parishes recorded relatively lmv rates of population growth 

during the two intercensal periods 1881-1891 and 1911-1921. 1 Indeed certain 

parishes recorded absolute decline in total population in one or both of these 

intercensal periods. Conversely, most of the fourteen parishes shot-red 

rapid rates of population grm-rth in the period 1921-1943. In short, inter-

censal rates of population grm..rth at the individual parish level appear to 

have fluctuated in a pattern analogous to that seen at the national level. 

It is interesting to note that the extent of fluctuations in, and the 

absolute levels of, intercensal population grouth rates are quite diverse 

among individual parishes. This may be seen by comparing parish growth 

rates to the rate of grm-1th of the island population. Certain parishes 

consistently experienced rates of population growth in excess of national 

rates (e.g.,' Clarendon, Kingston, St. Andret-1). Other parishes generally 

exhibited relatively lm..r rates of intercensal population grot-rth (e.g. 

Hanover, Trelat..my). Perhaps of even greater interest, a few parishes 

(e.g., St. Hay, Portland) experienced much wider fluctuations in inter-

2 
censal rates of population growth than did the nation as a whole. 



TABLF: 4.1 

CRNSUS POPULATION AND AN~mAL COMPOUND RATES 

.Q!.!OPU!!.ATIO~~'TH PO~ INTERCF:NSAL _!_F~DS. 

~ICA, 1861-1970 
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CENSUS 
YEAR 

TOTAL POPULATIO~ 
AT CF.NSUS ·------------

ANNUAL CO~WOU~D RATES OF 
POPULATION GROl·TfR FOR 

--...,... __ IN'{ERC~lSAL PERIODS, (%) 

1861 

1871 

1881 

1891 

1911 

1921 

1943 

1960 

1970 

441,264 

506,154 

580,804 

639,491 

831,383 

A58,118 

1,237,063 

1,609,aoo 

1,861,400 

---·-------------------

1.38 

1.39 

0.97 

1.32 

0.32 

1.68 

1.56 

1.46 

~ourc~~ Table A-1, Appendix, and Census Research Programme, 
University of the West Indies. 
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~fuile the size of populations at various census dates provides a 

broad understanding of demographic performance, these data cannot reveal 

directly the sources of growth. It is to that end that >ve turn attention 

to the patterns of natural increase and migration throughout the period. 

II 

PATTERNS OF NATURAL INCREASE 

The mandatory civil registration of births and deaths began in 1878 

and appears to have been fairly comprehensive by 1881. . Certainly there 
\. 

is no reason to suspect the basic validity of these data after 1891. 3 

Thus beginning in 1891 He have available annual statistics on registered 

4 
births and registered deaths in each of the .,fourteen parishes of the island. 

These data allm.r a detailed description of the patterns of natural increase 

and its determinants, fertility and mortality. 

Except for a few years centred on each census date,. it has been 

necessary to employ crude birth rates and crude death rates as measures 

of fertility and nortality performance during the period 1891-1938 •. Official 

estir1ates of these crude rates are reported in the lnnual Reports of the 

Registrar...:General for Jamaica. Unfortunately these estimates are inaccurate 

and generally unsuitat>le. 5 It has thus been necessary to revise the annual 

. 6 
vital rates for each parish and for the island as a w·hole. These revised 

rates are employed hereafter exclusively. 

A. PATTERNS OF FERTILITY 

National fertility performance, as measured by the island 

crude birth rate, Has highly variable durin~ the period 1891-1943, ranging 

f ram a high of l;4 per thousand in 1900 to a lm.r of 31.5 per thousand 

in 1937. (Ga) · Indeed the annual island crude birt::1 rate fluctuates 



so 'ddcly thnt it is {lif[lcult to perceive any ohviou::> trend in 

fertility performance over time. Avcra,;ln:->, thc::~c rate~; over five 

year per lods, however, provides a more comprclwnsi vc pattern of 

fertility performance as shmm in Table 4.2. 

111. 

Bet\vecn 1891 and 1938 the national cruJ.e birth rate declined by 

approximately 137.. It is important to note that this decline was not 

spread evenly across the whole period. Indeed, between 1891-1895 and 

1910-1905 the national crude birth rate actually increased. 

Thereafter it steadily declined, turned sharply dmmward during the 

war years, and \vas even further depressed after 1930. 

In general, individual parish crude birth rates exhibit time 

trends very similar to those sho~m in Table 4.2. 
7 

Only the parishes 

of Kingston and St. James shmv any tendency for crude birth rates to 

increase during the period 1891-1938. All other parishes experienced 

slightly increasing crude birth rates up to 1905, and thereafter 

exhibited steadily declining crude birth rates, especially after 1915. 

Not unexpectedly, there is considerable diversity in the levels 

of crude birth rates among the several parishes. Throughout the period 

1891-1933 relatively high crude birth rates uere consistently reported 

in the parishes of St. Ann, Clarendon, St. Elizabeth and Hanover. 

Follotlihg the general decline in crude birth rates after the war, the 

parishes of St. James, Trelawny and Hestooreland also e:>.."Perienced 

relatively high crude birth rates. On the other hand, the eastern 

parishes of Kin:.;ston, St. Andrew and St. i1ary regularly recorded crude 

birth rates far below the national average durinp, the whole period 

1891-1938. 8 



AVERI\r.E ANNUAL CRUDE flTRTII RATES, JNft\1CA, 

FIVE YEAR PER~ODS, 1891 - 1938 

AVERAGE CRUDE 
BIRTH RATE, 
(PER 1000 

PER IOU POPULATION) PERIOD 

1891/2-1895/6 38.9 1916-1920 

1896/7-1900/01 40.0 1921-1925 

1901/02-1905/06 ,.o. 9 1926-1930 

1906/07-1910/11 39.0 1931-1935 

1911/12-1915/-16 38.5 1934-1938 

Source: Table A.2 in Appendix 

132. 

AVERAGE CRUDE 
BIRTH RATE, 
(PER 1000 
POPULA TI:.;;.O;..;.:;-l):.._.._ 

36.7 

36.3 

36.0 

33.8 

32.8 

Note: In order to allow the coMputation of fiveyear averages, the 
two periods 1931-1935 and 1934-193R overlap. 
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Crude birth rates arc useful in dcscrihin:~ tl1c general pattern 

of fertility pr.rformance, but they arc not .'lccur.1tc men:;urcs of f(!r till ty 

slnce neither the ap,e- nor sex- composi.tion of the relevant popuL!tlon 

is taken into account. It is thus unccrt:J.in to '"hat extent intcr-parit;h 

and inter-temporal comparisons of crude birth rates adequately reflect 

differences in fertility performance. Since the aue and sex- compos it ion 

of each parish population are known with accuracy only for the census 

years, a more refined measure of fertility is restricted to those years. 

Georue Hoberts has estimated joint gross reproduction rates for 

each parish during the five year period centred on each census date. 
9 

The patterns of fertility exhibited in these data are quite similar 

to those revealed in the parish crude birth rate data. Thus in the earlier 

intercensal periods, joint gross reproduction rates increased for 

nearly every parish, but after 1921 there was a uniform and sip;nificant 

decline in these rates. By 1943 all parishes except t\..ro exhibited 

substantially lower joint gross reproduction rates than they had in 1831. 

As measured by these reproduction rates, the fertility performance 

of individual parishes \vas quite variable. 
1° Consistently high levels 

of fertility were recorded for St. Ann, St. Elizabeth, Hanchester, 

Clarendon and Hanover. Fertility appears to have been quite loH in 

the parishes of Kingston-St. Andrew, St. James and St. Thomas. In 

short, while minor differences result from the use of joint gross 

reproduction rates as opposed to crude birth rates, the general 

pattern of fertility performance among the parishes remains essentially 

the same. 



By way of numn:try: both natlonnl nnd individual parir;h fertility 

rates, l.rhethcr measured by crude hirth raten or hy joint ~rosB 

reproduction rates, in r;encral declined durin~ tlw period 11381-1941. 

This decline was most si~nificant in the years followin~ the First 

tvorld t-lar. Hhile the time path of fertility performance has been 

quite similar among the individual parishes, the level of fertility 

performance shm.red considerable diversity from parish to parish. 

B. PATTEPJ~S OF '10RTALITY 

As indicated in Chapter 2, it is useful to distinguish tlo~o 

measures of mortality performance: infant mortality and general 

mortality. The latter of course encompasses the former and hence the 

two are not independent. In so far as infantmortality is generally 

accepted as a more sensitive indicator of overall socio-economic 

tvell-being, it is t·mrthtvhile to enquire into the patterns of both 

measures of mortality. 

' Apart from relati ve1y short periods of high infant mortal! ty 

following earthquake (1907-1908), influenza (1917-1918) and hurricane 

(1921), national rates of infant mortality were fairly stable from 

11 year to year. During the late 1920's hoHever infant mortality 

markedly improved as more compr~hensive public health services came 

12 into operation. :-Jot unexpectedly, a si'llilar pattern of ~eneral 

mortality performance, as measured by national crude death rates, 

is apparent durinlj the period 1891-1938.
13 

These patterns have hecn 

summarized in Table 4.3 

tolithin individual parishes, similar patterns of infant 

Mortality rates and crude death rates over time arc to be obGervcd. 
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AVERAGE C~un::: DEAT;! AVERAGE I:lfAI\JT . !OR TAL ITY 
RATE RATE 

PERIOD (PER 1000 P'JPULATIO~T) (PET\ 1'l()fl LIVE ''I nTH") 1J !o. , •• J 

1391/92-1!395/% 22.2 171.1 

1896/97-1900/01 22.8 174.8 

1901/02-19fl5/06 23.7 174.1 

1906/07-1910/11 25.4 193.2 

1911/12-1915/16 23.1 179.3 

1916-1920 27.2 174.2 

1921-1925 23.l~ 176.3 

1926-1930 19.4 160.0 

1931-1935 18.5 142.8 

1934-1933 17.1 129.5 

;mTE: In order to allmv- the computation of five year avera3cs, the t:Y1o 

periods 1931-1935 and 1934-1933 overlap. 

Source! Tables A. 3 and ,\.. 4 in Appendix. 
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\HJe swlnljS in these parish rates from time to time were lanjcly 

the connequence of natural calamity or epidemic disease. Abs tractln·~ 

from these untm.;ard circumstances, there appears to have heen little 

chanr,e in the level of pnrish infant mortality or parish crude death 

rates before the mid-1920's. Thereafter, both rates declined 

dramatically for each individual parish. 

As in the case of fertility performance, the absolute values 

of crude death rates and infant mortality rates shm11ed considerable 

variation from pnrish to parish. Parishes which reported crude 

death rates consistently lower than the national rates include 

St. Ann, St. Elizabeth, Hanchester, and l>Testmoreland. It is hardly 

surprising that the highest crude death rates were recorded in the 

urban parishes of Kingston and St. AndretY'. In addition, relatively high 

crude death rates were recorded in the parishes of Hanover, Trelmmy 

and St. Thomas. ~Vith respect to infant mortal! ty, an almost identical 

pattern is to be noted. 

C. PATTERNS 0~ NATURAL INCREASE 

Patterns of natural increase are necessarily determined by the 

patterns of fertility and of mortality.
14 

For the island as atvhole, 

the chanr,ing patterns of the rate of natural increase may be seen in 

Table 4~4. 

During the period 1391-1906 the national rate of natural increase 

was relatively hi~h and stable as a consequence of high rates of 

fertility and more or less stable rates of mortality. As mortality 

increased and fertility declined during the period 1907-1925, the 

rate of natural increase necessarily declined and was rather volatile 



TABLE 4.4 

~ICA, FIVE YEAR PERI0DS 1 

PERIOD 

1891/92 - 1895/96 

1896/97 - 1900/01 

1901/02 - 1905/06 

1906/07 - 1910/11 

1911/12 - 1915/16 

1916-1920 

1921 - 1925 

1926 - 1930 

1931 - 1935 

1934 - 1938 

1891 - 1938 

AVERAr.E RATE OF 
NATURAL INCREASE 
(PER 1000 POPULATION) 

16.8 

17.3 

17.2 

13.6 

15.4 

9.5 

12.9 

16.7 

15.3 

15.7 

:TOTE: In order to allm.;r the computat:f.on of five year avera~es, the 
two periods 1931-1935 and 1934--1933 overlap. 

Source: Table A.5 Appendix. 

137. 
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ns 11 conncqucnec of con~1 l•lcr,1h l' vnrlnt:lon frnm y0nr to ye.,r i.n 

the lcvcl of mortnl:lty. Snstni.ncd dccltnr.• ln l'lOrtallty in tlw 1:-~tc 

19~0' 9 rc:::1ultcd ln an incrc:J.r;r~ in the rate of natural increa~e, though 

~cnerally dcclinin~ fertility in those years dcprcs:;etl the rate of 

natural increase belotJ pre-1906 levels. 

On the ,.,!wle, rates of natural incrca::;c for individual parishes 

exhibit tiMe trends similar to those shotm in Tnhle '•.4. For most 

parishes the rate of natural increase >vas relatively hi;ih in the period 

1391-1906, declineJ sharply durin~ the years 1907-1925, and rccoverd 

15 
durinr; the years follmdn<; 1925. 

Variation in the rate of natural increase from parish to 

parish is of course a reflection of diversity in fertility and 

mortality performance. Parishes of relatively hir,h crude birth rates 

and helo-n average crude death rates Here _ipso facto 9arishcs of 

consistently high rates of natural increase (e.'j., St. Ann, St. 

Elizabeth, !fanches ter, Clarendon). Parishes characterized by lm-1 

birth rates and high or moderate death rates necessarily e:>:hibited 

unusually lmv rates of natural increase (e.g., Tangs ton, St. Andrew, 

St. Catherinc, St. TI1omas, Portland). 

lfnen vim-red in relation to intercensal rates of population 

grot·lth, theGe patterns of natural increase are su~gestive ·of the 

overall pattern of de:no!1raphic performance which characterized the 

period 1891-1938. For example, of three parishes which generally 

exceeded the national rates of in tercensal populat i.on r,rot11th, only 

Clarendon recorded any marked tendency tmvards relatively high rates 

of natural increase. Indeed, the other tuo parishes (Kin11ston and 



St. Andrmt) arc both very low in any rnnkinp, of pnrish rntes of 

16 natural incrcane. 

Conversely mn!ly pnrinhes which cons La tcntly reported hclow 

avcrngc intcrccnsal population r,rowth rates \<!ere simultaneously 

regions of relatively hi~h rates of natural increase. 11lis was 

especially striking in the parishes of St. Ann, St. Elizabeth and 

139. 

Manchester. Even at the national level, there appears to be a uide 

disparity in the rates of natural increase and the rates of population 

17 grm<1th durin~ most intcrcensal periods. 

The obvious conclusion is that migration played an important 

role in the grow·th of the Jamaican population at both the national 

and individual parish level. It is to a fuller discussion of migration 

that t1c must nmv turn. 

Ill 

PATTF:''"tNS OF MIGP.ATIOH 

It is almost impossible to find a commentary on Jamaica during these 

years \1hich did not discuss the problem of migration. All manner of official 

publications, internal Colonial Office memoranda and even the supercilious 

writings of tourists discussed Jamaican migration and frequently offered 

18 imaginative explanations of its causes and consequences. 

Host of this discussion was uninformed by r~liable data which even 

today, lvith all the advantages of historical hindsight, remain unsatisfactory. 

The Registrar-General annually reported figures purporting to shoH the volume 

and direction of external migration. These data are virtually worthless for 

the years prcceeding 1921 and are generally thou~ht to understate emigration 

19 
throu::>;hout the whole period 1831-191t3. Annual data on mi~ration patterns 

with:f.n Jamaica arc entirely non-existent, though there are data concerninp, 
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such miqration tlurln~ the t\vo intcrccnaa1 pertods 1911-1921 an1l 1')21-1943. 

lly far the moat comprehensive and useful estimntes of mir,ratJon .:1rc those 

20 
detniled hy Georr,e Roherts. The present description relics hcav Lly on 

Roberts' data, modified ~<Then necessary by the work of other lnvestlr;ators. 

A. PATTER:'{$ OF IHTI:RNAL HIGRATION 

He have seen that durinr, the period 1891-19'•3 those parishes 

l\Thich ~enerally exhibited hi~h rates of natu~a1 increase did not 

experience comparably hir;h rates of overall population r,rm-1th. Clearly, 

internal tnir;ration played an important role in the 3eor;ra11hic 

redistribution of the Jar.1aican population in this period. 

Evidence from the pre-1890 period stren~thens the view that 

Ja.'Tk1.icans t>1ere ~villin~ and able to mip,rate fror\ one part of the 

island to another. In the years follm·ling emancipation in 1838, 

former slaves in considerable numbers migrated to the "remoter parts 

of Janaica1121 and continued to do so until the 1880's. Thereafter, 

the tm·ms and coastal regions increasingly attracted mi~rants from 

the mountain areas of the island. 22 

This latter pattern of migration appears to have continued 

during the period 1391-1911. Although it is impossible to distin~uish 

net inten1al from net external migration at the pnrish level during 

this period. the overall pattern of net out-nigration at the parish 

level May be seen in Table 4.5. 

During the intercensal period 13~1-1911, net inmigration was 

characteristic of the urban parishes (Kingston and St. Andre-vr), tl1e 

banana producin:; parishes of St. Hary and Portland, and the parish 

of St. Catherine. Every other parish experienced considerable net 



out-Migration durinn; thl~.; period. Intcrcstlnr,ly, the lnr~ent ln~;cn; 

of populntlon throur,h net out-migration uerc the domestic :-tr';ricultur;:tl 

parishes of St. Ann, St. Elizabeth and !L-lnchestcr, and the su~ar 

producing parinhes of Ues tmoreland, Hanover and 'frclm..rny. 

Evidence for the two intcrccnsal periods lnl-1921 and 1921-1943 

tends to confirm this pattern of internal migratton. Table 4.6 

summarizes estimates of net internal m:f.~ration at the parish level 

for these t~<to intercensal periods. 

The urban parishes of Kingston and St. Andre·..r were the primary 

destination of the vast majority of migrants after 1911. Durinr, 

the period 1911-1921, net in-migration was nearly eight times the 

recorded natural increase in Kin<;ston; in St. Andre\v, net internal 

migration was more than ~vice as large as natural increase during 

the same period. The migration to urban parishes is even more striking 

in the period 1921-1943: only one rural parish, St. Thomas, increased 

its population throu~h net internal migration durin~ these years. 

Apart from these urban regions~ certain rural parishes' 

characterized by the cultivation of stapleexports, especially bananas, 

attracted migrants during these years. During the intercensal period 

1911-1921, all rural parishes in lthich net internal migration was 

positive vrere largely dominated by the cultivation of bananas. During 

the period 1921-1943 only the parish of St. Thomas, which t<tas mainly given 

over to the production of staple exports, attracted net migration as 

the staple export sector contracted in the face of depressed 

international market conditions. 



PARISH 

Kingston 

St. Thomas 

Portland 

St. Hary 

St, Ann 

Trela-tmy 

St. James 

Hanover 

Hestmoreland 

St. Elizabeth 

Uanchester 

Clarendon 

St. Catherine 

TABLE 1,,5 

TOTAL NET tTH:RATt'lN AS PERf:EflTACf. OF 

NATUPAL I:Jf:REASE, nY PARISIL_ .. TA:·tAICA, 

(+ = Net In· !Ur,ration) 
(- • Net Out·flir,ration) 

TOTAL NET l-ITr.RATION 
AS 7. ~ATURAL PJCREASE 

+ 62.6 

+ 88.4 

- 29.4 

+ 41.6 

+ 56.1 

- 41.1 

- 50.4 

- 28.9 

- 49.6 

- 34.0 

- 48.0 

- 65.9 

- 22.4 

+ 6.8 

Source: Table A-6, Appendix. 

142. 
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It tV'lll ah;o be noted in Table 1~.6 that those p:1rl:ihe3 which 

consistently experienced substantial net out-mlr;ration in the 

period 1911-19ltJ were precisely those paritc>hes '"hich had expericriccd 

substantial net out-mi;;mtion durinr: the period 1391-1911. Thus 

the parishes of St. Ann, St. Elizabeth an(l Hanchester ,.,ere the 

largest losers of population through net out-migration across the 

whole period 1391-1943. 

B. PATTE-rniS Of' rriiGT:.ATION PTTO JAHAICA 

Following the abolition of the slave trade in 1307, Jamaica 

ceased to be a nation of substantial iramip;ration. It is true that 

peoples of various nationalities settled in Jamaica durin~ the nine­

teenth and early tlventieth centuries. nut as the numbers involved 

'vere relatively snall, the demographic consequences of such 

immi~ration r,rere on the •1hole insi3nificant. 
23 

The ovenrhelmin?: najority of immi~rants into Janaica in the post-

emancipation period came from India as indentured labourers. As 

seen in Table 4. 7, less t!lan 39, ')00 East Indian immi:;rants 1anoied in 

Jamaica durins the entire period of indenture, 1845-1917. Of this nunber, 

slightly nore than one.:..third arrived bettveen 1890 and 1917. In vie-v1 

of tlte num:,ers of East Indians ,.,ho '"ere repatriated at the end of 

their contracts (approxir.m.tely 12,000) and an indetermina:,ly lar~e 

numher ~-rho emigrated else,·thcrc, it is generally believed that no more 

t!1an 20,000 East Indians permanently settled in Jamaica during the 

period of indenture. 



PA.'liSH 

Kingston 

St. Andrew 

St. Thomas 

Portland 

St. Hary 

St. Ann 

Trelmvny 

St. James 

Hanover 

l-Ies tmoreland 

St. Elizabeth 

r.fa.nches ter 

C1arendon 

St. Catherine 

TABLE /1. (, 

HET l'JTr:rWAL '!Hi~ATTO:I J\3 PF.~C~'lT.V-:~~ --" --

PHI - 1921 A.'m 1921 - 19'•3. - --
(+ = Net In-rtlr,ration) 
(- = Het Out-:tir,ration) 

NET INTERNAL HIGnATIO~i AS % OF )lATUR..\L 
INCREASE 

1911 - 1921 1921 - 19113 

+ 792.3 + 76.5 

+ 227.8 + 443.9 

+ 22.2 + 45.8 

+ 25.5 - 18.2 

+ 8.6 34.8 

- 34.3 - 39.9 

- 10.5 - 18.6 

6.4 0.0 

- 16.3 - 24.3 

14.0 - 27.3 

- 46.6 - 51.9 

- 43.6 32.0 

+ 5.5 6.5 

+ 6.5 2.8 

Source: Table A-6, Appendix 



The numhers of East Indian~ actually lnnded in Jamaica varied 

consider:1.bly from year to yf!ar. Followln~ cxperlmentntion \·lith 

indentured East Indians in the late 18/•0 's, the importntlon ceased 

llt'l. 

altogether in the mid-1850's when planters reacted to the declaration 

of free trade in England. It was durin~ the 1360's and 1370's that 

sugar planters, desperately seeking to reduce unit costs of production 

by insuring an adequate supply of labour for plantation operations, 

increased indentured immigration to record hei~h ts. Durin~ the 1880's 

hm1ever recruitJllent problems in India and the deepening depression 

in the Jamaican sugar industry combined to limit severely the 

24 
importation of indentured labourers. 

The rise of the banana industry in the 1890's and the modest 

revival of the sugar industry after 1910 gave rise to renewed 

interest in East Indian indentured labourers. The planters and their 

supporters argued that ldthout a regular and predictable labour force, 

the estate cultivation of staple exports could not be ensured. In 

the face of a general unwillingness on the part of Jamaicans to 

supply labour at wages acceptable to planters, the latter insisted 

that indentured immigration would have to be allo\<7ed. This view did 

not go uncontested, but in the end it \<Tas grudgingly supported by 

influential persons in the Colonial Office which had ahmys held 

that the economic and social stability of Jamaica absolutely depended 

on the v7ell-being of the staple export industries. 
25 

It was only when 

the First \vorld H'ar disrupted shipping that the India Government, 

long doubtful as to the desirability of the indenture schemes, 

forbade recruitment in 1917, after which date indentured immigration 

26 
into Jamaica from India ceased altogether. 
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TAni,F: '•.7 

F.STHfATF.S OF EAST rmr N,f r-TDF.NTlffiF.O nrnr:RAnmr ---
I_NTO .TArf;\TC!\, _1,84 5-1 9l7 

ARRIVALS DEPARTURES 

PERIOD ROllERTS EI!>NER ROllERTS EISNER 
--

1845- 185lf 4551 5022 1520 1547 

1855- 1859 

1860 - 1869 7662 7653 

1370 - 1879 9401 9886 2921 2921 

1880 - 1889 2217 2923 2905 2925 

1890 - 1899 5062 4402 1401 1290 

1900 - 1909 3308 3966 2235 2234 

1910 - 1914 4209 4209 502 502 

1915 - 1917 615 270 41lf 

TOTAL 36410 38631 11880 11959 

Sources: Roberts, TI1e Population of Jamaica, Appendix II, pp.334-338. 

Eisner, Jamaica 1830-1930, Table IX, p. 144, 



At no time h':tB the East IncU.mt community su(ficlPntly lar~~c to 

influence mc:tsurnbly any clement or Jt\maic:m dcmo~rnphlc pcrform:tncc. "). 7 

Uy the time of the 1943 ccnnu:;, fc\.,er thnn 27 ,fJOO Here enumcrnted 

. 23 
as bclnr, Enst Indian. 

TI1e only other sizable immigrant group to enter Jamaica dur inr; these 

years was from Chin."l. A tc\-1 hundred indentured Chinese arrived in 

Jamaica during the nineteenth century. On the l>~hole, this venture proved 

disappointing in that the transport costs involved lvere greater than 

for East Indians and Chinese immigrants tended to leave agricultural 

29 
employment at the first opportunity. Around the turn of the century 

and especially follo\-rin~ the Chinese Revolution in 1911, there appears 

to have been an increase in the number of Chinese free immigrants 

arriving in Jamaica. Although there are no reliable data concernin~ 

the volume and exact timing of Chinese immigration, the various censuses 

of the population shed some lig:tt on the minuscule num~)ers of Chinese 

immigrants to the island. 

Due to their small numbers, imbalanced sex-ratios and decided 

preference for racial cohesion, Chinese immi!;rants had little impact 

30 on the patterns of demographic performance already described. 

nonetheless, their strong predilection for urban as against rural 

residence, and their virtual domination of small retail enterprise, 

gave to the Chinese of Jamaica a social and economic importance quite 

disproportionate to their numbers.
31 

In conclusion, immigration into Jamaica had little impact on 

demographic performance during the period 1891 - 1933. To be sure, 

immigration occasioned considerable discussion and dispute among 



TAnLT:: l,. 3 

SIZE OF THE CHINESE CONMUNTTY 

CF.NSUS YEAR 

1881 

1891 

1911 

1921 

1943 

l!l JAHAICA, 1881 - 191~3 

NUl-ffiER OF PERSONS 
ENUHF:RATED AS 11CHINESE" 

99 

481 

2111 

3696 

12394 

Source: Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, 
Table 14, p. 65. 

v.a. 



Colonial officials and ordinary Jamaicans alike. Almost ,.,lthout 

exception hmvevcr the primary concern of such discussionn tms the 

economic, social and political desirability of immir,ration rather 

than its demor,raphic consequences. 

C. PATTERN'S OF EXTERNAL HIGR.ATION 

The most spectacular and certainly the most visible feature 

of demop,raphic performance during the late nineteenth and early 

b'lentieth centuries was the ebb and flmv- of external migration. 

Variations in overall fertility and mortality uere difficult to 

discern and, apart from the fe,., years of natural calamity, did not 

attract much general interest. By contrast, emiP.ration \·tas an 

extraordinary event which touched virtually every family in the 

nation as scores of thousands temporarily quit the island. During 

the period 1881 - 1943 the idea of emigration emerged as the great 

obsession of Jamaicans and to the present day remains a pOlV'erful 

feature of the nation's demography. 

As noted earlier, annual data on the direction and volume of 

Jamaican external migration are unavailable or deficient for the 

period 1881-1943. Comparing intercensal natural increase with tl1e 

size of the population at successive censuses, hm·1ever, it is possible 

to estimate the volume of net external mi~ration for the island as a 

lrnole durinr, each intercensal period. These estimates are presented in 

Table 4.9. 

There is a Have-like nature to Jamaican net extcrn<J.l migrati.on 

across the ~..rhole period 1881-191•3. Tl:-1o intercensal periods 



I:~TER-

CE~1SAL 

PERIOD 

1881 - 1891 

1891 - 1911 

1911 - 1921 

1921 - 1943 

NATURl1L 
INCP..EASE 

83500 

235699 

102135 

353145 

(+ = Net Tmmi~ration) 
(- = Net Emigration) 

NET EXTE:":.a.i\.1 
~ncr" \T!ITT 

- 24800 

- 43307 

- 75398 

+ 25800 

Source: Tahle A-6, Appendix, and 

UF.T F.XTP~UI,\L 

1HG!'v\TFU .AS 
% OF ~tATUT'!AT. 

!7JC'lE.'\SF. 

29.7 

18.6 

73.8 

7.3 

G. ll.oberts, '~Totes on Population '1r0\\Tth", Social~ 

Economic Stti:lles, Vol. 7, ~lo. 3 (195Cl), p. 29. 

l'ill. 
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(l:lRl-1391 and 1')11-1921) nllmv qui.te :;ul>G t:mt tal levclu of W!t 

emir,rntion, The lonl:cr perio(l 11391 - 1911 ultncsr.cd more modcr:ttc 

levels of net cmi.r~ratlon. 'lost strtJ--_Jn,~ of all is th~ intcrccn:~nl 

period 1921-l:J/•3 durin~ \>lhich the numbers of returning JamalcanB subs tant-

ially exceeded the number of emigrants. 

Hithin any particular intercensal period, the level of external 

migration apparently varied considerably from year to year. Titcre is 

reason to believe, for example, that emi~ration during the period 

32 
1381-1891 h~'as largely confined to the years before 1885. Similarly, 

during the intercensal period 1391-1911, it \vas only after 190/l that 

1 b f J i . d 33 arge num ers o ama cans em~grate • Even durin~ the intercensal period 

1921-1943, there appear to have been years in which emigration from 

34 
the island remained very high. 

The majority of emigrants \.,;rere attracted to one of three 

destinations. ny far the greatest nu:rtber went to Panama or other 

Central American republics, especially before 1911. In later years, 

Jamaican emigrants tended to favour either Cuba or the United States. 

Although the data are imperfect, Table 4.10 sul'!IIllarizes \vhat is knm.m 

concerning the destination and volume of net external migration during 

the period 1881-1921. 

Emigrants appear to have been drawn to these destinations by 

reports of high \vages, steady employment and by a general curiosity 

35 to see netv places. Emigration tvas further encouraged by the 

1aissez-fairc attitude of the Jamaican government prior to the 1920's. 

Foreign employers t·1ere allm-red and even encouraged to recruit contract 

labourers in Jamaica, provided only that certain minimum conditions 



TAilLE 4.10 

ESTHtATES OF TrU":': '!JIRECTIO:I l\1W VOLtnfE 

OF rmT mUGR.:\.TION FRmr J}2:!AICA, 

1881-1921 

PERIOD TO U .S .A. TO P::\:,1ML.,\,. TO CUBA TO OTHER PLACES 

1881 - 1891 ) 17,000 ) ) 
) 16,000 ) 10,000 

) 
1891 - 1911 ) 26,000 ) ) 

1911 - 1921 30,000 20,000 22,000 23,000 

Source: G.l~. Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, Table 3:}., pp. 139. 

H. F. Haunder, "The He'"' Jamaican Emigration11
, Social and 

Economic Studies, Vol. 4., No. 1., (Harch 1955) pp. 39-40. 

152. 

TOT.<\L 

69,000 

77,000 



36 
concerning Wl?,Cs and repatriation \..tcre fulfilled. Finally, 

the monetary costs of cmi~ration (essentially .th~ cost of 

transport) '"ere lvithin the nbillty of most Jnmnic::ms to pay, and· 

37 
hence provided another stimulus to emigrnt ion. 

Economic conditions in Jamaica also appear to have influenced 

153. 

the volume and timing of emigration. As noted in the prcceedinr, chapter, 

the two periods of largest net emigration, 1881-1891 and 1911-1921, \Jere 

years of general economic dislocation. On the other hand, tlle 

intercensal period of only moderate net emigration, 1R91-1911, \vas 

also the period during "t<Thich the banana industry Has expanding rapidly. 

It seems clear that if emi~rants uere pulled to overseas places, they 

'..rere as Nell pushed by domestic conditions. 

Data on net external migration fron individual parishes are 

available only for the tHo intercensal periods 1911 - 1921 and 

1921- 1943.
38 

As may be seen in Table 4.11, the several parishes 

exhibited considerable diversity in the degree to ~vhich net 

external migration occurred during both periods. 

Consider first the pattern of parish net external migration 

during the years 1911-1921. Although every parish experienced loss 

of population through net enigration durin": these years, it is possible 

to classify individual parishes as having been c:1aracterized by 

heavy, moderate or slight net external migration. 

The first class consists of those parishes Hhich appear to have 

lost through net emigration more than 100% of intercensal natural 

increase. Thus included are the t\vo urban parishes of Kings ton and 

St. Andrcw, the northconst banana producing parishes of St. :tary and 



PA.'USU 

Kingston 

St. Andreu 

St. Thomas 

Portland 

St. !·Iary 

St. Ann 

Trelawny 

St. James 

Hanover 

Hestmoreland 

St. Elizabeth 

Hanchester 

Clarendon 

St. Catherine 

JAaAICA, 1911 - 1921 ANn 1921 - ~_941.:. 

(+ = Net Immigration) 
(- = Net Emi~ration) 

!lET EXTERNAL :ur.r-ATIO~I AS Z NATUML INC~E.\SE 

1911 - 1921 1921 - 1943 

- 576.9% 11.4% 

- 227.8 + 144.9 

33.3 + 5.8 

- 133.3 - 10.3 

- 123.8 + 12.4 

- 64.2 + 10.3 

- 113.2 + 1.3 

- 80.9 + 6.9 

- 67.4 + 1.7 

- 58.1 - 0 -

- 48.9 + 7.1 

62.9 + 21.9 

- 38.3 + 5.8 

- 14.1 - 19.9 

Source: Tah1e A-6, Appendix. 
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Portland, and the chronically depressed parish of Trelm-my. Aa a 

r;roup theae Cive parishes nccountcJ. for 4GZ of island total net emi~ratlon 

39 
during the period 1911-1921. 

A second set of parishes lost bet,.,ccn 48% and 81% of intcrccnsal 

natural increase through net emigration during the years 1911-1921. 

Included in this group of moderate net emigration parishes are St. Ann, 

St. Elizabeth, Hestmoreland, St. James and Hanover. Altogether some 44% 

of island total net emigration \-Tas accounted for by these six parishes. 

Finally Table 4.11 shOl·TS a fe11 parishes to have experienced a 

relatively small de::;ree of net emigration during these years. Hith 

net emigration represcntly less than 40% of intercensal natural 

increase, the three parishes of Clarendon, St. Catherine and St. 

Thomas fall into this class. Taken collectively these three parishes 

contributed approximately 10% of island total net emigration in the 

period 1911-1921. 

As previously noted, the intercensal period 1921-1943 witnessed 

an overall increase in the island's population through the return of 

many overseas residents. It tvould appear that slightly more than 

107,000 Jamaicans returned to the island during these years.
40 

The resettlement of returning Jamaicans may be inferred from Table 

4.11 for this period. 

Host striking was the attraction which St. Andrev1 parish 

appeared to hold for returning Jamaicans. Durin~ these years net immig­

ration increased the population of St. Andrcu by some 15,500, ~11hich was 

nearly half again the size of interccnsal natural increase. Among 

the rural parishes, only :,tanchester, St. Ann and St. Hary increased 
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the:f.r populatlons by net innnlr,ration to any slp;nH1c:mt deercc. This 

marked propensity 011 the part of t'C[latriated .Jamnicans to HettJ.e in 

selected parinhes is the princlpal feature of external mlgrat1on 'in 

the period 1921-1943. 

In spite of the overnll trend, three parishes (Kingston,f'ortland 

and St. Catherine) appear to have lost populat:f.on throun!t net emigrati.on 

during this period. It is impossible to determine "Whether this HM the 

result of relatively larGe numbers of ne"' emi~rants from, or the 

consequence of fetv returnin"' Jal'!'k1.icans settlin::-; in, these three 

parishes. In any event, the Hide diversity of net eni~ration at the 

individual parish level is Hell estal:>lished by these peculiar cases. 

A. AGE ST'lUCTlJ"RZ 

I~ 

ADDITIOl·TAL ASPr.:CTS OF JNt\ 1CA~l 

DEHOGRAPHY, 1881- 1943 

At any given point in tine, the age structure of a population is 

determined by past performance -:vith respect to fertility, mortality 

and ll1i~ration. As any of these change over tine, t'hc age structure of 

the ?opulation 'iJill naturally be altered. It is to he expected, 

therefore, that the age structure of the Jamaican population varied 

from one census to anotl1er. The ane structure of t~1e island population 

at various censuses is conveniently suMmarized in Table 4.12. 
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TAT1LE 1, .12 -----
AGE CO'Wn;,rnrn OF TOTAL POPHT.ATIO~-l L 

PERcg·rr OF CENSUS POPULATiml IN EACH N';E GROUP 

AGE G!'{OlTP 1881 1891 1911 1921 1()43 

0-9 26.0 25.3 28.0 27.1 25.3 

10-19 21.9 23.8 21.4 22.5 20.7 

20-29 18.9 18.2 18.5 17.6 18.0 

30-39 12.6 12.2 12.0 11.4 14.1 

40-49 8.2 9.5 8.6 9.6 9.6 

50-59 4.6 5.1 5.6 5.7 5.8 

60 and over 6.5 5.8 5.9 6.1 6.6 

Not specified 1.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 

TOTAL 100.1 100.1 100.1 100.1 100.1 

NOTE: Colunu1s do not add to 100.0 because of rounding· 

Source: Census of Jamaica, 1943, Table 25, p. 25. -
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Since age Gtructure depends on patterns of past demographic 

performance, it is reasonable to suppose that the age structures 

of individual parish populations exhibited diversity. The nature 

of that diversity may be seen in Table 4.13 in which parish dependency 

ratios are shown for each census date, 1881 - 1943. ,, 
The value of the dependency ratio for any particular parish 

fluctuates over time. In general these fluctuations appear to 

follow no fixed pattern, though individual ratios most often peak 

in either 1911 or 1921. This would seem to reflect the profound 

impact of migration on the age structures of parish populations. 

Perhaps most striking is the decline over time in the value of the 

dpendency ratio for the two urban parishes. This decline resulted 

from the substantial migration of adults to the urban centre and the 

frequent practice of sending children to live tdth relatives in the 

rural parishes. 

Table 4.13 shmvs an interesting consistency over time· in the order 

of parishes ranked by the absolute value of dependency ratios. In 

light of the previously discussed patterns of parish fertility, 

mortality and migration, it is hardly surprising that the urban 

parishes of Kingston and St. Andre~v uniformly recorded the lowest 

dpendency ratios in the island. Among rural parishes, the highest 

dependency ratios were usually reported in St. Ann, Hanches ter and 

St. Elizabeth; relatively lm·7 dependency ratios Here consistently 

recorded in the parishes of St. Thomas, Portland and St. Ca therine, 



TAnu: 4.13 -- -

DEPErlDENCY P-ATIOS TW PAR ISH* 

~P-AR_I~S-11 ____________ ~1~88~1~----~1~89~1~-----~1~91~1~--~1_9_21 ____ ~1~94_3~-

Kingston 

St. Andrew 

St. Thomas 

Portland 

St. Hary 

St. Ann 

Tre1auny 

St. James 

Hanover 

Uestmoreland 

St. Elizabeth 

~ianchester 

Clarendon 

St. Catherine 

Kingston + 
St. Andreu 

JArL\ICA. 

0.563 0.454 

o. 721 0.660 
.. 

0.851 0.630 

0.828 0.748 

0.795 o. 776 

0.325 0.859 

0.711 o. 711 

0.753 0.747 

0.757 0.671 

0.754 0.727 

0.859 0.800 

0.919 0.875 

0.699 0.820 

0.686 0.762 

0.634 0.537 

0.760 0.741 

0.445 

0.668 

o. 779 

0.683 

0.697 

0.925 

0.792 

0.767 

0.814 

0.828 

0.917 

0.945 

0.792 

o. 728 

0.766 

0.431 

0.654 

0.696 

0. 717 

o. 774 

0.971 

0.769 

0.769 

0.817 

0.802 

0.373 

0.901 

0. 798 

0.704 

0.526 

0.758 

0.395 

0.510 

0.574 

0.61.6 

0.672 

0.885 

0.810 

o. 724 

0.823 

o. 796 

0.876 

0.839 

0.763 

0.661 

0.454 

0.638 

15'). 

:!'Dependency ratio is defined as the total number o-F persons in the age 
groups 0-14 and 65 or over divided by the number of persons in all other 
a~c groups, excluding those not specified \vith respect to age. 

Source: Computed from Table 25, Census of Jamaica, 1943. 



n. ;,y.:x co'n'maTH>:J 

Since the abolition of the slave tra(lc in 1U07, tlH~ ~;ex rat to 

of the Jamaican population ha::; been suh:Jtantially imT>nlanccd in f;1Vour 

of f emnlcs. As may be seen in Table /1 .14, this imb alancc incrca:.;cu 

during the period 1831 1921 and tvas only partly offset once emigration 

declined in the late 1920's. 

The urban parishes of Kings ton and St. And re'tv reported 

consistently low sex ratios during the period under study. Alt 1 10u~h the 

number of males per thousand females in the parish of Kingston shm.red 

modest increase during 1881-1943, the population of St. AnJre\v ~ms 

increasingly imbalanced in favour of females throu~hout the same period. 

Thus· for the two parishes combined, the sex ratio declined from 882 in 

1881 to 769 in 1921 and increased to 801 in 1943. In short, the urban 

population was even more imbalanced in favour of females than \vas 

the population of the island as a whole. 

Among the rural parishes in general the number of females exceeded 

the nunher of males, although the sex ratios '"ere far less · 

iDbalanced than in the urban parishes. Of the sixty sex ratios reported 

for rural parishes in Table 4.14, only seven have values in excess of 

1000 thus indicating a larger number of males than females. Not too 

surprisingly, these divergent cases coincide "lith parishes uhich 

experienced substantial net in-migration during the periods concerned. 

On the ~vhole, however, rural parishes appear to have experienced a 

general decline in their sex ratios during the period 1381 - 1921; 

in the years 1921-1943, rural sex ratios increased without exception. 

It seems clear therefore that sex ratios of the populations ~vere larr;~ely 

determined by patterns of migration. 
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.!A.!!!£.'• .1ft_ 

SEX CO!-WOSTTIO;'-l ~OPHT.ATTml.L 

lW PARISH A~m BY CEmms YEAR,JAHA~ 

1881-1943 

SEX RATIOS OF PARISH CENSUS POPULATIO:'JS 

{HALES PER lOOOFEJ1AtES) 

PARISH 1881 1891 1911 1921 1943 

Kingston-St. Andrevr 822 802 798 769 801 

Kingston 704 703 723 721 715 

St. An drew 973 938 891 827 823 

St. Thomas 982 936 923 932 1029 

Portland 979 959 1013 942 1002 

St. }l'ary 1016 982 1059 970 997 

St. Ann 961 942 929 880 963 

Tre1awny 939 859 863 856 978 

St. James 888 846 830 809 920 

Hanover 965 923 889 884 956 

llestmore1and 1003 934 917 897 964 

St. Elizabeth 959 925 886 836 942 

Hanchester 952 961 903 857 943 

C1arendon 1021 985 971 919 993 

St. Catherine 963 940 969 975 984 

JAHAICA 950 917 916 881 937 

Source: Census of 19l•3..a Tnbles 24 2 25 1 
26. 
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Georr,c Rohert3 hns drmm attention to three factor.H \vhich gave 

rise to the J1Cner.nl imhalnnce of the aexes in the populnt lonn of the 

several parishes. In the first place, the ~;rho le Jamnicnn popul.1ilon 

has been charncterb:ed by remarknbly lo~• sex rntios nt hlrth. Over 

the period 1873-1950, the sex rntio at birth is estimated to he on 

avernge 1023, a fi3urc Hhich compares closely ,.,ith estimates of sex 

ratios for blacks in the United States and non-Indians throu::;hout 

the Caribbean. 
41 

Thus t~1e overall inha1ance of the sexes in Jamaica 

stems at least in part fron t1te relatively lou sex ratio anong live 

births. 

Secondly, mar~cec diHerentials in nortality betuecn t'1e sexes 

42 
in every an;e group has clearly contributed to the overall inha1anc~. 

As elseuhere, female mortality was suhstanti-'llly lm~er than male 

mortality for every age group in Jamaica durin:; the period under study. 

~"!len com~)ined with lmJ sex ratios at ])irt11, relatively hi::;her t:J.Ortality 

among nalas nacassarily results in lou sex ratios in tha overall 

population. 

Thirdly, sex-selective migration claarly influences t1u.: overall 

sex ratios of any population. 43 It will be observed in Table 4.14 

that periods of subs tantinl net emigration (1831-1891, Ull-g21) 

resulted in a raarked lotverinr; of the sex ratio. On the other hand, 

n..ro decades of insu~s tantial net emi~ration (1391-1911) seems to have 

hardly al tcred the island sex ratio. Durinp; t:1e period of massive 

net migration (1921-1%3) the sex ratio of the island population 

increased to more nearly normal levels. 
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C. rtARITAL STATU~ 

Historical demographers studylnf; other nocieties frequently 

41~ 
attach npecial sir,ni ficancc to the marital status of the population. 

On the one hand, variations in the marriage rate over time arc supposed 

to reflect chanr,es in general economic conditions l..rhich ultimately 

determine the ease with \vhich nel-t households may be formed. On the 

other hand, the marital status of the population is often taken as 

indicative of overall changes in the level of fertility in later 

periods. Both interpretations rest on a fundamental institutional 

assumption: Formal marriage is the only socially acceptable means 

by ~vhich independent households are formed and procreation accomodated. 

Harital status has never assumed a comparable degree of importance 

in the study of Jamaican historical demography. Although it may have 

been preferred as a social ideal, formal marriage was in fact only one of 

many accepted arrangements by which independent households \vere formed 

and l-7ithin which ~V'omen bore children. The diverse historical and social­

psychological origins of this phenomenon need not be revie\\fed here. 
45 

Suffice it to observe in Table 4.15 that Jamaican marriage rates \V'ere 

extremely low, and illegitimacy extremely hi?,ll, throughout the period 

1881-1945. 

In many other societies, marriage rates have been observed to 

1 1 f i . d l 46 f uctuate wide y rom one t me per1o to anot1er. In Jamaica the 

average annual marriage rate appears to have been remarkably stable 

for the years shown in Table 4.15. As a consquence of the 

catastrophic earthquake which destroyed Kings ton in early 1907, 

Jamaicans married in unprecedented numbers. Although the religious zeal 

which motivated this behaviour had spent itself by 1909, the average 



annual nnrrin~e r:tte durinr. thfl period 19116-1910 reached :m 

47 historic high. Apart from this peculiar qulnqucnnlum, it i::; 

doubtful that variations in the marria~e rate \-.rere systematically 

lM. 

linked to external circumstances such as emigration or r,encral economic 

48 
prosperity. It is more likely that these sli~ht fluctuations 

represent nothing more than errors of registration and inconsequential 

changes in tastes and preferences. 

As "~"<~ith other derographic features, marital status appears to 

have varied among the several parishes of the island. Reliable data 

49 
are unfortunately available only with respect to the 1943 census. 

There is little reason to expect that the pattern shown in Table 4.16 

is significantly different from ~11hat obtained for the •11hole period 

1881-1943. 

From Table 4.16 it appears that relatively fetv women in the 

child bearing ages ~vere ever married in the parishes of St. Thomas, 

St. Catherine, St. James and St. Uary, all of which '11ere largely given 

over to the production of staple export crops by plantations. 

On the other hand, the parishes of St. Ann and 't-fa.nchester, as well 

as the urban parishes of Kingston and St. Andretv, l-Tere characterized 

by relatively large proportions of married t-1omen anon~ fei:'lales of child 

bearing ages. It tv·ould seen, therefore, that the anthropolor;ical 

literature Hhich links family structure and marital status to economic 

50 
structure are supported by the data in Table 4.16. 



TA!ILE I, .15 

A:niT.t\L AVEn.1V'!J: il\RTU Ar.r: Nm TLLEr:TTrrACY ''ATr.~, JA~t\ H-:A 

13~1 - 1')45 

!f.arriage !late Illegitimacy P.atc 
Years (per 1000 Populntlon) (~(. live hirtll;;) 

1881 - 1885 4.53 58.9 

1886 - 1890 5.04 60.4 

1891 - 1895 5.18 60.6 

1896 - 1900 4.41 62.6 

1901 - 1905 4.17 64.5 

1906 - 1910 5.43 62.4 

1911 - 1915 3.50 65.3 

1916 - 1920 3.76 69.2 

1921 - 1925 3.75 71.6 

1926 - 1930 4.43 72.1 

1931 - 1935 3. 77 71.9 

1936 - 1940 4.44 70.8 

1941 - 1945 4.81 69.5 

Source: George :loberts, The PoEu1ation of Jamaica, Table 71, p. 288. 



Tntcr-pnrish dlffcrcnccn ln :nnrit.1l ntntw: '-"Ct'<' o1w of :;cvPr.1l 

caur.cr: of vnri.:tti.on in :nortnlity and fcrtil ity !"1'-'r.fom:mcc ttmong th<· 

pnrl:;hcs. It is gcncrnlly .1cceptcd that in fnnt mortnl:f ty rnte:; ::unonr, 

ille~itimatcly horn children \-"<:!re fully fHty percent hi~hcr t 11.1.n 

amon~ children horn to le3a.tly mnrriefl '"omen. St Almost certainly this 

was the result of the muclt less f.:1vourablc economic conditions ilhich 

5? 
unmarried mot!1ers had to endure. ~ Since one prcrequiGite of fornal 

marria3c \Jas economic security, it is hardly surprisln~ that 

parishes in uhich a relatively lar3e proportion of the female population 

in the child bcarin3 a3es uere married '.-lcre also paris:tes in which 

infant rortality rates \·wre relatively low. 

Althou;;h it uas common for unnarried females to bear children, it 

is clear that "the level of fertility is, by all a·..railable data, lm1est 

aoong [unmarried vlomen] and highest among married (:mmen] ". 53 At 

the time of the 19'•3 census, married mothers over forty-five years 

of a::;e avera;:;ed 6. 6ft children, uhile conmon la~·l mothers and sin~ le 

mothers of the sane ages averaaed 5.60 and 4.74 children respectively. 54 

Since reproduction in fact commenced at an earlier age in the case of 

unmarried mothers, a seeming paradox emerges: namely, "the level 

of fertility tends to vary inversely ~vith the total len~th of the 

period of exposure to the risk of child-bearing". 
55 

!lowever, sin::;le 

mothers spaced children over much longer periods than did married mothers, SS 

In part this may have been the consequence of irregular exposure to 

risk, and in part the result of conscious avoidance of pregnancy by single 

mothers tvho had to bear the primary responsibility for their child r s 

upkeep. 



PARISH 

PROPORTT0N Of-' ;TEVER '-rARR IED Ff.1-l/\LES I'! 

ClltL D-1'\E/\H mr. AGE r::tOUP.S ( 15 -M+ YEARS). 

BY PARIS!! I J 11?11\ICA, 1.9'• 3 

i. FE!'-1\LES AGED 15-44 YE.'\RS 
t.JllO WERE NEVER HARRIED AT 
TU1E OF 1943 CENSUS 

Kingston - St. Andrew 60.1 

St. Thomas 

Portland 

St. Hary 

St. Ann 

Trelat·my 

St. James 

Hanover 

Westmoreland 

St. Elizabeth 

Manchester 

Clarendon 

St. Catherine 

74.2 

66.1 

70.4 

58.2 

65.5 

70.8 

68.4 

61.8 

66.4 

56.7 

63.4 

73.1 

Source: G.t-1. Roberts, The Population of Jamaica,_ Table 72, p. 290. 

lG7, 
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At the pnri:Jh level it is difficult to <Hscern an empiri.cal 

relationship bet,.,ecn mnrital status and fertility. It is true thnt 

for 1943 St. Thomas parinh exhibited a very loH proportion of married 

females in the ar,e group 15-114 years and also recorded the lo\-1cst joint 

gross reproduction rate of any parish. St. Ann \Y"US characterized by 

a relatively high proportion of married females and also by a relatively 

high fertility rate. There are however some significant exceptions 

to an intuitively positive relationship between marital status and 

fertility performance: in particular the parishes of 1an3ston, St.Andre•,T, 

St. Elizabeth, Hanchester and Hanover do not seem to fit such a 

relationship. 

Titus the impact of marital status on parish mortality and 

parish fertility performance appears to have been muted during the 

period under study. This is not surprising if one bears in mind the 

limited role which formal marriage played in the social organization 

of Jamaic:1 and in vietiT of the many other factors which undoubtedly 

influenced demographic performance at the parish level. 

D. URBANIZATIO?i 

Heretofore Kingston and St. Andre\·1 have been referred to as 

the only urban parishes in Jamaica durin~ the period 1881 - 1943. 

All other parishes have consequently been classed as essentially 

rural. This simplification has unavoidably introduced an element 

of distortion into the discussion.. On the one hand, there is no 

doubt that certain regions of St. AndreH· parish were almost wholly 

rural in nature throughout the entire period. On the other hand, 

each rural parish contained at least one totrn ~-1hich possessed sometldn~ 

of an urbnn chnracter. Since pntterns of demograph:f.c performance 
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appear to differ bet't-7een rural and urban parishes so defined, it is 

worthwhile to consider briefly the process of urbanization among 

smaller towns of the island. 

The growth of individual towns during the period 1881-1943 can not be 

traced with accuracy since the enumeration districts varied from census 

57 
to census. Nonetheless, the general process of urbanization during 

the period may be seen in Table 4.17. 

As a proportion of island population, the number of town residents 

showed modest growth up to the census of 1921. Thereafter, this 

proportion increased significantly so that in 1943 slightly more than 

22% of all Jamaicans resided in totvns with populations in excess of 

one thousand. Thus it was the period 1921-1943 which witnessed the 

most rapid urbanization of the population. 

As expected, the capital city of Kingston was the principal 

town of the island. Indeed, Kingston expanded at a rate far in excess 

of that experienced by the total urban population of the island. ~rnile 

nearly 65% of the total urban population was resident in Kingston in 

1891 that proportion had increased to nearly 74% in 1943. 

Apart from those resident in Kingston, the urban dwelling 

population was widely dispersed throughout the island. It was only 

in 1943 that two towns outside the urban centre recorded a population 

in excess of ten thousand: Spanish Town in St. Catherine ~arish 

(12 ,000) and Montego Bay in the parish of St. James (11 ,500). By far 

the largest number of towns possessed fewer than 5,000 residents 

during the period 1881-1943. The growth of these very small towns 

was quite unimpressive, the average population increasing from 1,700 

in 1881 to 2,663 in 1943. 



JABLB 4.1] 

URB~ POPULATION OF JAMAICA, 1881 - 19~3. 

1881 1891 1911 1921 
(1)-(~-(j) {1) (2) T3> rn (2) Cl) "(l)(i)"-(3) 

SIZE OF TOWN -----·-
Less than 1000 2 872 1.1 2 1125 1.6 1 636 0.5 1 781 0.6 
1000 - 5000 ':1 17029 22.5 9 190R3 211.1' 8 . 16998 14.3 8 16951 13.2 
5000 10000 2 12430 16.4 1 5019 7.0 3 20809 17.5 3 21546 16.8 
10000 •. 25000 -- --- --- - --- --- - ---- --- - ---- ----
More than 
25000 
(Kingston) 1 45534 60.0 1 46542 64.8 1 80701 67.7 1 89048 69.4 

TOTALS lJ 75865 100.0 13 71769 100.0 13 119144 100.0 13 128326 100.0 

(1) Number of towns in size category 

(2) Total population of towns in a given size category, 

(3) Percentage of total urban population residing in towns of given size. 

Sources: fensus of Jamaica 188hl891, 1911, 1921 

Data for 1943 is taken from George Roberts, !he Population of Jsmai£! 
Table 40, p. 161. · 

1943 
(1) (2) 

15 39947 
2 11520 
2 23554 

1 201911 

20 276932 

{j) 

14.4 
4.2 
8,5 

72.9 

100.0 

1-' 
-...J 
0 . 
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It in quite clear, therefore, that sir,nlfic:mt urhanizatlon 

H.:m llntlted to :angaton durln~~ these years. In fact it is douhtCul 

that the other to~ms, with tltc posnihle exception:; of Spaniuh 

Tmvn and Hontego nay, can reasonably be considered ati urban areas at 

all. For the most part, these small towns served as local markets, 

transport and administrative centres for their immediate hinterlands 

which were of course entirely agricultural in nature. It is certain 

that these tmms were not sul)stantial centres of· non-ar,ricultur::tl 

economic activity. Insofar as these tm..;ns \vere centres for formal 

schooling and institutionalized health services, and acted as clearinr, 

houses for information on conditions else~vhere in the island and 

abroad, it mi~ht be argued that they did represent certain aspects 

of an urban environment uhich ;.;ras conducive to social and political 

58 
change. Nonethelesst it is very difficult to believe that these small 

tm.ms significantly altered the fundamentally rural nature of the 

parishes wit!lin ~1hich they ~1ere located. 
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CHAPTER 5 -
AN EHPIRTCAL rr~ST OF Tl!E 

ECONOHlC-!lT::~!Or:RAPntr. HoDm, 

Having rcvic,vcd the m.::tin features of economic structure and demo3raphic 

pcrform:mce in Jamaica during the period 1880·-1940, •.;re arc in a position to 

test empirically the economic-demographic model set out in Chapter 2. The 

empirical testinr, of any set of theoretical hypotheses involves three 

distinct stages. First, it is necessary to define in an operational manner 

the theoretical concepts involved in the hypotheses. Second, adequate data 

must be collected which allov1 the operational definitions to he ~iven empirical 

content. Third, acceptable statistical techniques must be applied to the 

data in order to evaluate the significance of the hypotheses. 

As a result, the present chapter is divided into a nuw,er of sections. 

In the first, operational definitions are esta~lished for the variables 

contained in the hypotheses derived in Chapter 2. Part tH·o examines the 

data 'Nhic!l form the basis of the enpirical test. The met'1od of statistical 

analysis is set out in part three of this chapter. The results of the 

analysis and an interpretation of those results are presented in part four, 

The chapter conclunes •lit'h a feH summry coMmr:mts on the overall interpretatio':'l 

of tnc nethod er:tployed and the results ol,tained. 

I 

In historical research it is often the case that operational definitions 

of vad.a11les unrlcr study dc?cnd critically on the n:1ture of available or 

deriv:1:,1c data. In m:my instances this imposes a significant constraint 
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on the opnratton:1l clertnition:;. r.or cxilnple, tlwoperntionnl dcOnllion 

of pnrluh r:~rtility or p:trl:;h mort:lllty I!OUl•T i(h:ally lnclude :vljtt:;tnl<~nt 

for t1te age an(l GCX coMposltlon of pnrls'1 population. l~xccpt [or cert::ltn 

ccnsua yenr:;, houcver, t!u~ his toricn.l ,Jata for the Jamaican case do not 

permit such refinements. Glmilnrly, a comprehensive operational definition 

of parish ~ocio-economic structure ,;ould include some measure of cultural and 

psycholo~icnl characteristics dor.Unant ~.rithin a 3iven parish. To expect 

such elements to he included in t:1e present operational definition is an idle 

hope in view of the data available. In short, the operational definitions 

Hhich folloH are in a sense second-best and arc highly constrained by the 

nature of the historical data. 

A. THE DEPENDE:'IT D:C?IOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 

The demographic varia;,les of the present roodel measure the 

incidence of vital events among a specified population during some 

particular period of time, most commonly a year. ~Uth respect to 

the i-th parish during any given year, \1e may operationally define 

the concepts of infant mortality, general mortality, fertility, natural 

increase and net out-migration in the follmling fashion. 

1. Infant ~tortality 

For the i-th parish in any given year, the level of infant 

mortality is operntionally defined as the infant mortality rate 

(I!ffi..) as set out in Chapter 4. The level of infant mortality 
l. 

experienced by the i-th parish over a given number of years is 

simply the arithmetic averap;e of the infant mortality rates for 

each of those years. 



2. r.cncral ~lort:tHty 

For the i-th parish the level of r,enernl mortality may 

be defined operntionnlly in one of two wnys. First. for :my. 

r;iven year the crude ueath rate (CnR1) ns set out in Chapter 

4 may be taken as reflective of general mortality experienced 

by the i-th parish. The arithmetic nvera~c of the crude death 

rates over a given number of years is defined to be the level 

of general mortality experienced by the i-th parish in that 

time period. Note hol·•ever that this definition does not take 

into account the age or sex composition of the population and 

hence inter-parish comparisons of crude death rates may not 

accurately reflect differences in the levels of general mortality. 

In order to mitigate this difficulty, ~11e may operationally 

define the i-th parish's level of general mortality in a second 

way. The censuses of Jamaica provide age and sex compositions 

of the individual parish populations at each census date. 1 By 

applying relevant life table2 values to thts data, it is possible 

to compute a standardized general mortality ratio for each parish 

at each census date. Thus for each census date (1891, 1911, 1921) 

we define the general mortality experienced by the i-th parish 

to be these standardized mortality ratios (S!-tR.) 3• 
~ 

3. .E._ertility 

The level of fertility experienced by the i-th parish may 

also be defined operationally in tuo different ways. In any 

given year, the crude birth rate (CllRi) as set out in 

Chapter 4 ma.y he employed as a measure of the fertility of the i-th 
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p::trbh. Titc level of fcrtUity cxpcrlcnccd hy the i-th rwrbh 

over a ~~ivcn nnmhcr of yearH is ucfincd to he the arlthmctf.r: nvern;~c 

of the crude bf.rth r:ttcs for each of these years. 1\s in th{! 

case 'dth ~eneral nnrtality, hm.;rcvcr, thi.s operational dcflnition 

does not account for the a3e and sex composition of parish 

populations. 

Alternatively, we nay operationally define the level of 

fertility experienced l)y the i-tl1 parish around the time of 

each census to be the joint 11ross reproduction rate (JGTrt.) 
1 

t, 
estimated by Geor?;e Poberts. T!1ese estimates provide at le:tst 

a measure of adjustment for variation in the composition of 

parish populations and hence facilitate inter-parish conparisons 

of fertility levels for each census year. 

4. Natural Increase 

For the i-th parish in any given year, natural increase is 

operationally def:i.ned to be the difference bet~·;een the number 

of registered births and the nuz:1.ber of registered deaths. Thus 

the rate of natur,'ll increase (P.~n.) is defined to be the crude 
l. 

birth rate minus t!1e crude death rate, as set out in C!1aiJter 4. 

The rate of natural increase e~~perienccd by the i-th paris}t over 

a numher of years is the arithmetic average of the rates of 

naturnl increase for ench of those years. 

5. ?'Iet Out-:ti:rratton 

111e operational definition of parish net out-1:1igration is 

possible only for intercensal periods since there are no reliable 

annual estimntes of the direction and volume of migration. For 



the i-th parish during a given intercensal period, L~t PG. 
l 
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be tl1e actual c11n113e in population size bet't·;een tl1e. t~vo cetlsus 

dates, and let 2H. be the total number of registered births less 
l 

t:le total nur:iber of deaths registered in the parish during tl1e 

intercensal period. 'll.1.e level of net out-migration for the i-th 
~ 

parish (L:1'mli) is thus operationally defined to be the numerical 

difference ben-;een NI. and PG. as discussed in Chapter 4. 
l l -

The rate of net out-migration for the i-th parish during a 

particular intercensal period (RNO:t-ti) iilay be operationally defined 

to 

where EP i is the estimated size of the parish population midtvay 

benveen the t\JO censuses. Note that RNOH. will be greater than l ~ . 

zero vrhenever the i-th parish tvas on balance experiencing net 

out-migration during the intercensal period; for those parishes 

\•Jhich experienced net in-migration, mmrr. lvill be less than zero. 
l 

B. THE INDEPE:mE:i'T SOCIO-ECO:'iO~tiC VARL:\BLES 

As set out in Chapter 2, the two fundamental socio-economic 

variables from which the characteristic features of parish socio-economic. 

structure are derived include the organization of production and the 

conposition of output. The hypothesized economic·-demographic relations 

~-;ere specified in terms of these nw variables, denoted P. and X 
l i 

respectively. 
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In Chapter 2, Pi \van tleAcribed ns n numerical measure of t!tc 

or~nnlzatlon of production \-Titltln the i-th pariah dttrln~; a given 

period of time. The value of r
1 

13 interpreted a::.; follmvs: The. 

rjrea ter the value of Pi the more completely \vas the i-th p:1rish 

dominated by plantation orGanization of production; conversely, the 

smaller the value of Pi the more completely l..ms the i-th parish dominated 

by small settler or peasant organized production. 

Having examined the orr,anizational forms of production in Chapter 

3, t-te nOh7 operationally define Pi to be the proportion of total cultivated 

acrear.;e under the control of plantations in the i-th parish during a 

particular time period. Since agricultural production ~vas or~anized either 

by plantations or by small settlers, it is necessarily the case that 

land not under the control of the former 't?as under the organization of 

the latter. Hence, the value pf Pi is directly related to the importance 

of plantations in the or~anization of production in the i-th parish durin~ 

some specified time period. 

As employed in Chapter 2, Xi was tal~en to be a numerical measure 

of the composition of agricultural output in the i-th parish during a 

given time period. The value of Xi t.ras interpreted as follm-rs: The 

greater the value of V 
"i' t:-te more completely ~·ras the i-th parish 

over to the cultivation of staple export crops; conversely, the 

snv::tller the value of " the more completely v1as the i-th paris11 '''i' 

over to the cultivation of dom~stic crops. 

Ue nm1 operationally define X. to be the proportion of total 
l. 

<;iven 

given 

cultivated acreage unrler nll staple export crops in the i-th parish 

durin3 some given time period. Since cultivated ncren~e was under 
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t 11c proclucttnn cl thcr nf ~:;taf)l•' a~<pnrt~; or of dom~:-;ttc crops, it 

used for the b.ttcr. Thus the value of x
1 

1:; directly related to the 

importance~ of :-;taplc exports in the co;1position of agricultural output 

in the i-th parish durin:; sonc ::;pecificd time period. 

It is il:lportrmt to note that them:! operational definitions of 

parish socio-economic variables apply only to rural paris!1cs in i.v!dc:l 

a~riculturc ~-1ns the principal economic activity. Using these definitions 

ue can not dis tin3uis~1 ur~an non-ar;ricul tural parishes fror:1 rural 

parishes in ~•hich domestic croosu()rc produccJ by so.all settlers; in 

both sets of parishes, the values of bot!1 P and X. ilOuld be very near 
~ i ~ 

to zero. 

It is necessary,houever, to mai~e suc!1 a distinction in lig~1t of 

our expectations concerning the pronounced differences between the 

socio-economic structures of tl1cse ti-70 types of parishes. Drmvin;: on 

t~e discussion in Chapter 3, we nay operationally define the t:t4'o 

parishes of Kings ton and St. !mrlreH to be urban in social characteristics 

and non-a3ricultural in economic activity. \'lith respect to the demo~ 

graphic consequences of parish socio-economic structure, Kin3ston and 

St. 1\ndrew are thus to be considered separately from the remainin3 

t~velve rurnl parishes. 

II 

TilE DATA 

The second step in an empirical evaluation of the hypothesized 

economic-demographic relations is the collection of stntistical data 

compatible ,.,ith the operational definitions of the variables of the 
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hypotheses. Since r:tuch of this data have already been presented in 

Clnpters 3 and !} , the major problem here is the specification of the time 

periods for analysis, 

Although much of the previous description has dealt with the period 

1880-1943, the availability ::>f data has cons trained the formal empirical 

exa"llination of the hypotheses to the much shorter time period 1391-1935. This 

is naturally a disappointment, but there is no compellin~ reason toruppose 

that the shorter period is untypical of the entire period 1880-1943. !~either 

the economic structure nor the patterns of de~ographic performance for the 

island as a -.:-1hole appear to have differed substantially in the years 1880-1891 

fro'l! that of the 1390's. Horeover, in spite. of the turmoil of 1938 and the 

understandable disruption of the early year~ of the Second World Har, it is 

unlikely that Jamaica in 1935 differed significantly from Jamaica in 1943. 5 

For purposes of data collection, the years 1391-1935 have been divided 

into nine five year periods: 1891-1895, 1896-1900 ••••. 1931-1935. For each 

parish, the five year averages of each demographic and socio-economic variable 

have been estimated according to the previously discussed operational 

definitions. 

These five year averages have been employed in preference to annual 

esti111ates for a nurr.ber of reasons. In the first place, it is anticipated 

that the registration of vital events ,,ms not ahmys accurate with respect 

to time. The accuracy of estimates of infant mortality, for example, 

depends on the correct resistration of live births and infant deaths during 

the calendar year in uhich those events occurred. By averaging vital rates 

over five years it is hoped that any such dis tortious will be at least 

partly diminished. 
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In the nccond place, there nrrcnrs to hnvP been irrc~nlnr hut not 

insi~nlficnnt cvn~ilon of the nnnual lnnd tax froM year to ycnr. Particulnrly 

durin~ periods of drou~h t, floodinr:, hurricane or other natural t.lisn:;ter, 

the annual returns of acrear,e under cultivation hy crop an<l acrcar.c under 

the control of plantationn are hip;hly suspect. (Sa) lly averar,inr, these 

retunls over five yenr periods, it is possible to eliminate wide annual 

fluctuations and hence to acquire a more accurate picture of the orr:anization 

of production and the composition of output within in<.lividual parishes. 

It is obvious that by averaging variables over five year periods, the 

importance of annual fluctuation!:: is p;reatly reduced. Insofar as these 

fluctuations arose from errors in the original collection of data, sucl1 a 

diminution is hi~hly desirable. It is hm.rever possible the annual 

fluctuations, especially in t'J.e demor;raphic variables, accurately reflect 

real changes in the values of the variables unJer study. Indeed, given the 

susce?tibility of parish mortality and ?arish fertility to exogenous influences 

such as natural disaster and epidemic diseases, sharp annual fluctuations 

in parisl1 demo~raphic performance are to be e~:pected. Eut such exo:;enous 

influences are not an integral part of the model tu"lder study. Since \ve are 

concerned ~vith the impact of parish socio-economic structure on the 

pattern of parish demo~raphic performance, it thus seems appropriate to use 

the five year avera~es \vhich tend to attenuate the i;npact of such exor,enous 

influences. 6 

As indicated previously, more sophisticated measures of parish fertility 

and parisl1 mortality are available for a fet.,r years centred on the censuses 

of 1891, 1911 and 1921. In order to employ these c.lata in a test of the 

hypotheses on fertility and mortality, we lwve estimated the values of the 
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two rJOclo-economic vnr.l.1hlc:> (T' und :<) [or ench rurnl parluh during n five 

year period r-cntrc<t on cac:1 ccn:m:~ dat~. 7 

The appropriate time per1otl3 for the emplricnl invcsti;;ntion of the 

net out-migration relationship arc much c.lH fercnt fron the five year 

periods j U3 t described. Since unnua1 data arc not available, estimates 

of net out-migration for individual parishes are restricted to the three 

intcrcensal periods 1891-1911, 1911-1921 nnd 1921-1943. It is necessary 

therefore to estimate the values of both variables of socio-economic 

structure for each parish in every intercensal period. 8 

In conclusion, the periods under study are of three types. First, 

nine five year periods are employed in order to test the economic-demographic 

relationships dealing with fertility, mortality nnd natural increase. 

Second, three time periods are defined around the time of each census in 

order to employ more refined measures of parish fertility and parish mortality. 

Finally, in order to test the hypotheses relatin~ to net out-migration, ~·le 

have defined three intercensal time periods. In all cases, the values of 

the variables are estimated in accordance with the operational definitions 

described in the preceeding section. 

"For convenience, the follolving notation has been adopted. The subscript 

i is eMployed to indicate the particular rural parish under study. Since 

there are t:vmlve such parishes, i = 1, 2, •••••• , 12. The superscript t is 

employed to denote the time period beine considered. In to tal there are 

fifteen different time periods so that t = 1, 2, •••••• 15. From Table 5.1 

for example, it will be seen that P; refers to the proportion of cultivated 

acreage controlled by plantations in the parish of Uestmoreland during the 

period 1896-1900. 
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TAHLE 5.1 ------
!)AT/\ NOT ATTO'l 

SUBSCRIPT i PARISH sunscnrrr t TIHE PERIOn 

1 St. 'TilOnt.'lS 1 1891-1895 

2 Portland 2 1896-1900 

3. St. Nary 3 1901-1905 

4 St. Ann 4 1906-1910 

5 Trelat-my 5 1911-1915 

6 St. James 6 1916-1920 

7 Hanover 7 1921-1925 

8 Westmoreland 8 1926-1930 

9 St. Elizabeth 9 1931-1935 

10 Hanchester 10 1891 

11 C1arendon 11 1911 

12 St. Catherine 12 1921 

13 1891-1911 

14 1911-1921 

15 1921-19!~3 
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Ill 

HETIIODS 81? .\X\LYSIS 

The hypotheses developed in Chapter 2 concern the impact of the t~o 

socio-economic v::tria~les on each of the demo6raphic varia'Oles across 

individual paris~1es during a given ti.'":le period. THo separate approaches 

may ":le taken in the testing of these hY'potheses. 

The first approach may be considered as a pure cro3s-section analysis. 

For a r,iven time period t, it is supposed that, 

(1) V.= f(P., X,) fori 
:t l. :t 

1, 2, •••. 12. 

where 

V. rep't"esents the value of one of the de::-..ogr3.;>:1ic variables 
:t 

for the i-th parish during the rele,nmt time period; 

P. represents the proportion of cultivated acrea~\'3 under the 
J. 

control of ;:>la!l.tations in the i-th ?3.rts'1 durin~ the relevant 

ti7:le period; 

X. r2:;>resents the proportion of cultivated acreage ;,mder t'u~ 
~ 

production of staple ~x?orts in th3 i-th parish durin1 the 

relevant time pr:riod. 

As set out in Chapter 2, ·the s;_:Jecific hypotheses involve the si~ns of 

t:l.e partial (hr:Lvatives, ov/oP and 6V/oX. 

data o·;::.r tiue. 

T2nporal variation in t~1e clemo:;rapl1ic variables is c·:ntrolled for by t'l:le 

cross-section appro:1c~1 is to inc't"case substantially t:lc nmuer of o"Jservations 

and. :1enc3 ti1.3 n.u:;:;er of de;3n:!es of fr2cdon of t:w subse:p.1.;;nt regression 



(~) ,r t = f (P t '-' t ) 1 1 1 2 1 '> 1 1 I l ' . • . .. t or "" , , •• , ...... , ntH var om; t < <.'lH~Ill .LH:j 
.l f., i, 

on the exnc. t vari:l hlu V un,!cr ::> ttHly. 

Once n:;a!n, the spec if le hypothcGcs involve t!te sir,ns of the partial 

derivatives, oV/oP and oV/oX. 

These tuo approaches r;ive rise to a numher of multivariatc rc~~russion:> 

designed to test the hypotheses. The most obvious re3res::don form for the 

first approach ls, 

This set of multivariate regressions must be estimated for eac:1 approprirtte 

time period, t. Thus ,.,here V. represents alternatively the infant mortality 
l. 

rate, the crude death rate, the crude birth rate and the rate of natural increase 

nine separate tir.te periods must be con si'! ered, so that t = 1, 2, •• , • 9. lVhen ~!. 
l. 

represents the standardized mortality ratio or the joint gross reproduction 

rate, three separate time periods must be considered, that is t = 1~, 11, 12. 

Finally, ~-1hen Vi represents the rate of parish net out-mir:;ration, three 

separate time periods must be examined, so that t = 13, 14, 15. 

(la) 

The error term, Ei, ><Till include all other determinants of Vi. Since 

is estimated for separate time periods, E. will not include any time 
l. 

related variation in Vi. It is, then, a "pure" error of estimation, 

It should be noted that for each ti..-ae period, t, the rumber of 

observations is relatively small since only tuelve parishes are involved. 

Hence, the degrees of freedom of the multivariate regression are small (9), 

and consequently the statlstical significance of the estimated co-efficients 

may be difficult to establish. 
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IF. it were ponslble to pool these crosn-nection olwcrvntions ncroGs 

all relevant time pcrlmh.>, the numher of obscrvationu ':tould be ~rcatly 

increased. As a firot otep in ~1is Jirectlon, ct1e multiple rccrcsAions 

to be estimated take the fonn, 

t t t t 
(lh) Vi= a+ bt Pi+ b 2 Xi+ Ei for all i = 1, 2, •••• 12 and all 

relevant t. 

Adoption of (lh) introduces some confusion into the hypotheses and the 

meaning of the estimated co-efficients, b
1 

and b
2

• That is ,since V~, 
l. 

Pt and Xt vary not only as i chan~es but also as t changes, the coefficients 
i i 

b 
1 

and b2 no lon:;er can be interpreted as the impact of P on V and X on V 

independent of time. If (lb) ~.;ere to be used as a test of the hypotheses, 

it \vould be necessary to establish that the demo3raphic variables show 

virtually no time trend. TI1at such time trends do exist is apparent in 

the discussion in Chapter 4. 

The difficulty in employing (lb) is highlighted in the nature of the 

error term, E~. In addition to a "true" error of estimation presumed to be 

randomly distributed, E~ also contains an error of estimation due to 

unexplained variation of yi for a given time period, and an error of 

estimation due to unexplained variation in Vt for a given ptrish. In short, 

there is no Flay of beinr, confident that E~ is randomly distributed and 
l. 

hence the interpretation of b
1 

and h 2 
is very risky. 

Although regression form (lb) is of limited value, the benefits of 

pooling cross-section observations may be ohtained if the impactof time 

on the dependent demographic variables can he eliminated. This, in essence, 

is the approach set out in (2) ahovc. The appropriate multivariate 

regressions to be estimated take the form, 

(2a) V~= a+ b1 P~ + b2 X~+ b 3 t + E~ for all i = 1, 2, •••• 12; 

and all relevant t. 



The vnrl'1tlon in V~ uhich tq tlmc-rclntcd uU.l. he pld:c.t un hy 1>
3

, tlH' 

estiMated cocfficlcnt of the dtrnmy time vnrL1hlc. If there \·l~rc no 1Jnc'1r. 

time trend ln '-1~, then b
3 

ulll not he stnt:lsticnlly different from zero. 

In such n case, regression form (lb) could be employed in place o-E (:!a). 

The estimated coefficients h
1 

nnd b 2 'lill rcd"lcct the stnti:>tical 

association bet>veen the or~anizntion of production and the coraposition of 

output on the do.mo~raphic variables respectively. That is, t!w sin;ns of '!.:1
1 

and b'"' Hill indicate the impact of parish economic structure on tlcuo·irapilic 

performance across the parishes. Thus, ill and b 2 nre to !Je interurc tcd in 

the manner descri~ed in Cl1apter 2, and t:lU3 are t!1c focus of the a:1:1lysis. 

The error term, E~, of (2a) requires some e:~planation. To tlw extent 
l. 

that either P~ or X~, are charncterized by a stron~ tine trenu, ' ~t ta-2n ~~. 
l. . l. l. 

tvill include a "true" error of estimation a..11.d a tiMe-related error of 

estiMation. In short, one must exa:nine the pair-~Tise simple correlation 

coefficients amonz; the independent variables, P~, X~ and t. 

The three regression forms (la), (lb) and (2a) Here estimated by the 

least-squares multiple rer,ression pror;rar.tme of the Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences. Be-fore proceedin~ ·with the presentation oF the 

results, it is Horthuhile to enquire iTltO the statistical independence of 

the explanatory variables. If these variables are correlated, then t~1e 

results of re;:;ressions \vhich assume independence among the explanatory 

variables will 'uc misleading. As shoun in Table 5. 2, the explanatory 

variables are for the most part 1.mcorrelatcd for the various time periods. 
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P nn1l :\ :;hmv some correlation for the pet'io<.ls 1926-1930 :md 1911 - J '135, 

while P nnd t :Jilmv some corrc1:1tlon for the pcriotl VJ?l-1921. On t!H! 

l·lhnlc, hmn:wcr, the cxplnnntory vnriablcn may he Jwlw~u as stnti:::;ti.cally 

independent. 

TniE PEP..I1DS 

1891-1395 

1896-1900 

1901-19')5 

1906-1910 

1911-1915 

1916-1920 

1921-1925 

1926-1930 

1931-1935 

1891 

1911 

1921 

1891-1935 

TADLE 5.2 

SIHPLE Cf)R.'tELATiml COE"FFIC IE'·1TS 

BETt-ffiEN INDEPE~mE~{T VARIATILES 

(r) 

P HITH X P ~·ITTH t 

+ .1267 

+ .1443 

+ .1262 

+ .1888 

+ .1838 

+ .2893 

+ .3018 

+ .4232 

+ .5441 

+ .1436 

+ .1983 

+ .3534 

+ .1295 -.3733 

1891-1921 (Census Year) + .0529 -.4940 

X UITJI t 

+.1793 

+.2006 
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The rcnults of the cross-section re~rcsslon analysis (form ln) 

are summnrlzed in Table 5.3. (Sa) It will be seen that the sip,ns of the 

estimated coefficients of the independent variables are by nnd larr;c as 

hypothesized. Note hm.;rever that in most cases the sip,ns are not 

statistically different from zero even at the .lO·level of. confidence. 

VHI. 

The latter result is not altop,ether unexpected ~ivcn the small numl-,cr of 

observations for each estiiTlated reP;ression. Nonetheless, the ~'correctness" 

of the si~ns is encouraging. 

The results of the pooled croas-section regression analysis (form lb) 

are reported in Table 5.4 belot-r. With only one exception, the signs of the 

estimated coefficients of the independent variables are as hypothesized. 

Uoreover, in ten of fourteen cases, the signs are statistically si::;nificant 

at the • 05 level. · Finally, in each of the dependent variables the F-ratio 

for the entire regression is significant at the .05 level. Notwithstanding 

the elenent of ambiguity in the interpretation of the coefficients the 

results are supportive of the hypotheses. 



TABLE 5.3 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF PURE CROSS SECTION ANALYStS: 

~GRESSION FORJ:! (la) 

Cffi!POSITION OF OUTPUT (X) 
NUl-mER OF 
REGRESSIONS 
ESTIMATED 

ORGANIZATIO~ OF PRODUCTION (~)-
NUHBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF COEFFICI~TS 
COEFFICIENTS OF COEFFICIENTS OF COEFFICIENTS OF HYPOTHESIZED SIGN 
HYPOTIIESIZED HYPOTHESIZED OF HYPOTH- AND STATISTICAL 
SIGN SIGN AND ESIZED SIGN SIG~IFICN'lCE 

DEPENDENT STATISTICAL 
VARIABLE SIGNIFIC=AN~~~C~E--------------------------------------

I.M.R. 9 9 2 7 -0-

C.D.R. 9 9 3 9 -0-

C.B .R. 9 6 -0- 9 2 

R.N.I. 9 8 2 9 5 

S .M.R. 3 3 -0- 3 1 

J.G.R.R. 3 3 -0- 3 2 

R.N .O.M. 3 2 2 3 1 

NOTE: Complete results of these oregressions are reported in Table 5.6 and in the Appendix~ Tables 
A.l8-A.23. 

Statistical Significance is at the .10 level. 

"""' 
~ . 
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SU'tt\!'tY 'JF ~T:~tJLTS OF l'rlt'lT..I:!l Cr.Jl~~ S~.:~rT.~''fl .~.~!.'-.''.~Y~I~ ~ ~":'1;~~;";T.O~! !"'1~-! {1~>) 

;::.;n,.;A'ri.ID COE~FI<:,IE:IT~ flF nnr:pr.:;;-,:::iT '1.\RL\RLES 

!>E!"ErtD- mr.-mr:R HYPOTHESIZED CONSTAIIT 
;:!:T OF SIC:l OF: Tr.:T! 
V.\:.tiA~t O!:SEHVATIO:lS h1 hz (:1) 

1.~1.R. 103 + + +156.% 

C.D.R. 108 + + + 20.24 

S.U. R. 36 + + + 0.21! 

c.n.n.. 108 - - + 39.54 

J.G.R.R. 36 - - + 3.09 

It.~~ .1 108 - - + 19.30 

R.N.O,M. 36 - - +160. 77 

:JOTE: Bracl(eted fir,ures are standard errors of estimate. 
* Indicates significance level of .05 

ORGA'11Z.\TION OF CO'IPOSITIO:l OF 
!'!~"l:J'TG'r ro·.;- (:>) m .. ~rPUT (X) 

(h1) (h2) 

+ 34.21* + 22.49 
(8.63) (17 .33) 

+ 3.99* + 5.55* 
(1.13) (2.43) 

+ 0.01 + 0,2!)* 
(0,02} (:'l.OS) 

+ !1.83 - C.09* 
(1.07) (2.21) 

- 0.32* - 1. tll* 
(0.12) (0. 27) 

- 2.93* - 13, 82* 
(1.40) (2 .83) 

- 48.21'1 -348.98* 
(66. ~3) (120. 98) 

s r-:::nnc,\:·!CE 
OF 
RI:Grl:SSIO;i 

R2 ('!"-lt\T!O) 

9.35* 0.1512 

9.46* 0.1527 

3.10* 0.3294 

6.73* 0.1143 

17.68* 0.5172 

15.23*. 0.2249 

4.89* 0.2283 

' ' 

...... 
\!) 
0 . 
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The results o ( the time corrected pooled crorw-scct f.on re~rerH~ Ion 

nnnly:.;;is :tre :;hmm in T:thl<! 5.5. Since time related v:trlation in the 

dcmo~raphic varlahlcs has been eliminated hy the use of a dummy varinhle, 

the coefficients of P and of X measure the impact of each independent vari:'lhle 

on the dependent rlemop;raphic variable under study. As previously discussed, 

this rer,ression form is most appropriate for a test of the hypotheses 

developed in Chapter 2, consistent \~ith the desire to employ as many 

observations as possible. 

Before turning to an interpretation of these individual hypotheses, 

it is worthwhile to remark on tt~o prominent patterns in the overall results 

displayed in Table 5.5. In the first place, it t·Till be observed that for 

each of the six regressions estimated t11c F-ratio for the entire 

relationship is significant at the .OS level. This sug~ests that variation 

in the dependent demographic variable is systematically related to variation 

in the set of independent variables. Even t~oueh the multiple regression 

coefficients {:rt
2

) are relatively small, the overall relationships Rre thus 

valid. 

Secondly, the si~ns of the estimated regression coefficients for the tHo 

socio-economic varia!:>les are, in every case, as hypothesized. 'Horeover, 

nine of the tuelve coefficients are statistically significant at the .05 level, 

~~hile tHo additional coefficients are si3nj_ficant at the .10 level. Thus 

in o;eneral t;ese results confirm the hypotheses advanced. It is to n 

detailed discussion of these specific hypotheses that 'tve must norv· turn. 



NUMBER 
OF 

DEPENDENT OBSER-
VARIABLE VATIONS 

I.M.R. 108 

C.D.R. 108 

S. R.M. 36 

C. B. R. 108 

J .G.R.R. 36 

R.N. I. 108 

NOTES: 

TA.~LE 5.5 ------
SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF TIME CORRECfED POOLED CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS: REGRESSION FOR."!' (2a) 

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
ORGA.~IZATI ON COMPOSITION 

HYPOTH- CONSTANT OF PROD- OF OUTPUT TIME DUMMY 
ESIZED TEIU1 UCfiON (P) (X) (t) SIGNIFICANCE 
SIGN OF (a) (bl) (b2) (b3) OF REGRESSION 

R2 bl b2 (F-RATIO) 

+ + +167.66 + 26.15* +32.02+ - 1.95* 7 .95* 0.1865 
(9.35) (18.15) (0.92) 

+ + + 22.32 + 2.42+ + 7 .40* - 0.38* 10.05* 0.2247 
(1.24)' ( 2 .41) (Q .12) 

+ + - 1.58 + 0.03 + 0.18* + 0.001 6.72* 0.3866 
(0.02) ( O.QS) (0 /)006) 

- - + 43.40 - 2.02* - 4.66* - 0.70* 25.79* 0.4266 
(0.95) {1. 84) (O,OQ) 

- - + 0.34 - 0.29* - 1.44* + 0.001 11.57* 0.5203 
(0.14) (0.29) (0.003) 

- - + 21.11 - 4.30* -12.21* - 0.33* 12 .21* o.26n4 
{1.50) (2.92) (0 .15) 

Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimate. 
* Indicates significance level- of .05 
+ Indicates significance level of .10 

,.... 
...0 
N . 
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A. ~ro-r::co:wnnc :OTT~;~ Mm rnnTALITY 

As prcviou:>ly discu:wcd, three ncparntc measure:..; of pnrlr~h 

mortality have been employed in the empirical tcs ts: p:trish ln Ennt 

mortality rate, parish crude death rate, parinh standardized mortality 

ratio. It '"as hypothesized that parish mortality, however measured, 

will vary directly with the values of both variables of parish socio­

economic structure. 

TI1e regression results reported in Table 5.5 lend support to 

these hypotheses. Both crude death rates and standardized mortality 

ratios appear to have been significantly influenced by the proportion 

of cultivated acreage under staple export crops (X). Noreover, 

crude death rates were significantly influenced by the proportion 

of cultivated acreage under the control of plantations (P) if the 

level of significance is increased to .10. In the case where parish 

mortality is measured by the infant mortality rate, the organization 

of production (P) has an impact at the .05 level of significance; the 

composition of output (X) is significant only at the .10 level. 

It is clear that inter-parish differences in mortality are 

more adequately measured by infant mortality rates and hy 

standardized mortality ratios. !·.Joreover, the latter is a more 

accurate measure of mortality among non-infants than is the crude 

death rate. Consequently '"e may interpret these regression results 

as indicating a differential impact of parish socio-economic structure 

on parish mortality. Thnt is, the organization of production was 

perhaps critical in the determination of infant mortality, '"hile 

mortality among non-infants '"as systematically relateu to the composition 

of output. 



In nny cm;c the rcnult:1 nur,r;cnt thnt pnrish mortality, hot-rt:V(•r 

measured, \l<lS sir;ni.ficantly influenced hy one or hotl1 of. the tHo 

socio-economic vnrlnhlen. 
2 

raven the rc1:'1tively loH R in each ca~w, 

however, considerahle caution must be exercised in concluding thnt 

parish mortality has been well-explained hy the independent varinhles. 

B. SOCIO-EC0NOHIC S'M.UCTUT{F. A!tl FF.RTlLITY 

Hhether measured by parish crude birth tates or by parish joint 

gross reproduction rates, parish fertility ,.,as hypothesized to vary 

inversely Hith the values of both socio-economic variables. As reported 

in Table 5.5, the regression results are stroncly suprortive of these 

hypotheses. 

As noted previously, the ~ore accurate measures of inter-pariah 

fertility differentials are parish joint ~ross reproduction rates. 

Hence the results of t1H! re~ression employin1 t~1is measure of' fertility 

are to he accorrled special ~-rci3ht. T'te results shou t 1v'tt parish 

joint 3ross reproduction rates are si3nificantly and inversely related 

both to the organization of proJuction (1"') and to t:u~. composition of 

output C(). This confoi1l13 co:::.plctely '"ith t~1e hypot:1cscs, and even the 

R
2 

value (. 5203) is reasonab,;Ly ~1i~l1, 

If paris11 fertility iG measured by parish cruJe 'birth rates, ti1c 

re3ression results arc equally supportive of the hypotheses, Thus, 

parish crude birth rates arc si~nificantly anrl inversely related 1)ot11 

to the organization of production (P) antl to the composition of output 

(X) • 



,\:; ;t t'U:Hllt o[ lt:; t!e(iultlon, t'tt! parls11 rate O[ natural Jncrua:;e 

\va:J llypothc:;l7.ed to vary lnvcr:;cly \dth the values of hot't varl:1hlcn 

of pari::;ll soclo-f!conomlc structure. r.ivcn the rc3rc~aion results for 

the mortality and fertility relationships, it is not surprlsinP; to 

observe in Tahle 5. 5 that par ish rates of natural incre:tse are 

si3nific.1ntly and inversely rclateJ 1,oth to the oreanization of 

production (P) and to the composition of output (X). 

It >-lill he recalled that the rate of parish net out-mi3ration 

durin~ some inter--censal time period '.vas hypothesized to vary 

inversely •J7ith the values of both variables of parish socio-economic 

structure. Given the unequal number of years in each inter-censal 

period, no attempt 'vas made to pool the cross-section observations 

across time. Each inter-censal period was instead analysed 

separately, the results of which are reported in Table 5. 6 belo~1. 

These results are partly supportive of the hypotheses. Rates 

of parish net out-migration appear to have heen significantly related 

to the organization of production (P) in t,,ro of the three periods. 

and t-rere signific:1ntly related to the coMposition of output (X) in 

one of the three periods. In each case, the significant coefficient 

has the hypothesized sign. Note, how·ever, that in no sin~lc inter-censal 

period uas parish net out-mieration si~nificantly related to both 

explanatory variables. 

Special care must be taken in the interpretation of these results. 

In particular it is important to recall that parish net out-migration 



includes both net out-ml;;ratf.on to other Jamaican pariHiw:J and net 

out-mlr,ration to the rcHt of the \·mrltl. It l!; posH thle to db t l.nr;ulslt 

thene th'O types of net out-mtr,rntlon for only tHo intcr-ccmwl pcrtot.hl, 

1911-1921 nnd 1921-1943. An analysis of parish socio-economic 

structure and these separate mi~ration flm.rs is reported in Tahlc 5. 7 

belot.r. 

Parish rates of net out-mir.;ration to the rest of the tl1orld 

(R.N .E .H.) durinr, these two inter-censal periods appear to he unrelated 

to parish socio-economic structure. This su3:;es ts that such mip;ration 

was largely determined by events abroad rather than by the socio-

economic structure of the parish of origin. Since parish socio-

economic structure really reflects the "push" side of emigration, it 

may be concluded that external migration ~vas primarily the result of 

"pull" factors in the places of destination. 

At the same time, Table 5.7 suggests that parish rates of net 

out-migration to other Jamaican parishes (tt. ~.I .'1.) <:-Tere influenced 

by parish socio-economic structure as hypothesized. In botli inter-

censal periods, such mir,ration ~vas significantly and inversely related 

to the organization of production (P). Horeover, for the period 1911-

1921, the composition of output (X) \·Ias also a significant explanator 

of such migration. It ~.rill also be noted that in both periods the 

2 
explanatory pm.;rer of the independent variables, as measured by R , 

is quite hi~h. 

Thus the hypotheses find stronr,es t support -.;.rhen internal migration 

is examined ancl practically no support uhen externnl migration is 

considered. Hhen ~)oth are considered simultaneously, rtS in the 

rc~rcssions reported in Table 5.6, the hypotheses naturally find only 

mixed support. 



TABLE 5.6 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS OF NET OUT-MIGRATION: 

REGRESSION FORM (la) 

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

HYPOTH- CONSTANT ORGANIZATION COMPOSITION 
NUMBER OF ESIZED TERM OF OF 

DEPENDENT TIME OBSERVA- SIGN OF: PRODUCTION OUTPUT 
VARIABLE PERIOD TIONS bl b2 (a) (b1) (b2) 

* R.N.O.M. 1891- 12 - - +218.38 + 73.27 -1086.45 
1911 (11(11.57) (324.58) 

R.N.O.M. 1911- 12 - - +174.51 -199.34+ - 76.31 
1921 (95.90) (112.73) 

* R.N.O.M·. 1921- 12 - - +147.43 -262.38 - 134.35 
1943 (104.85) (138.83) 

Notes: Bracketed figures are standard error of estimates. 

* Indicates significance level of .os. 
+ Indicates significance level of .10. 

SIGNIFICANCE 
OF 
REGRESSION 
(F-RATIO) 

* 5.64 

2.89 

* 5.87 

R2 

0.5563 

0.3911 

0.5659 

!-' 
1.0 
-...! . 



DEPENDENT 
VARIABLE 

R.N.E.M. 

R.N.E.M. 

R.N.I.M. 

R.N.I.M. 

~: 

TABLE 5.7 

CROSS-SECTION ANALYSIS OF DISAGGREGATED NET OUT-MIGRATION: REGRESSION FORM (la} 

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

HYPOTH- ORGANIZATION COMPOSITION SIGNIFICANCE 
NUMBER OF ESIZED CONSTANT OF 

TIME OBSERVA- TERM PRODUCTION 
PERIOD TIONS (a) 

1911- 12 - - + 97.49 - 105.12 
1921 (81. 72) 

1921- 12 - - - 38.86 + 19.29 
1943 (69. 70) 

* 1911- 12 - - + 77.03 - 94.22 
1921 (33. 35) 

* 1921- 12 - - + 51.47 - 281.67 
1943 (95. 36) 

Bracketed figures are standard error of estimates. 

* Indicates significance level of .oS. 

OF OF 
OUTPUT REGRESSION 

(F-RATIO} 

+ 104.90 1.15 
(96.06) 

+ 94.33 0.86 
(92.29) 

* * - 181.21 18.87 
(39. 21) 

* - 228.67 10.52 
(126.26) 

R.N.E.M. is the rate of net out-migration to the rest of the world and is defined as, 

R2 

0.2041 

0.1606 

0.8074 

0.7004 

Estimated parish population at mid-intercensal point x 1000 • 

R.N.I.M. is the rate of net out-migration to other parishes within Jamaica and is defined as, 

R.N.E.M. Parish net external out-migration 

R.N. I. M. Parish net internal out-migration 1000 
£st±mated parish population at mid-intercensal point x • 

1-' 
1..0 
00 . 
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V 

SmlE C0:'1CLTJDIXG CO'·CGT:'S rr; THE 

INTE"llPRETATIO~~ 0? RES1.:LT s 

On the ·uhole the :multiple regression re3ults tend to support the 

several hypotheses relatin3 parish demographic p2rfor:m.:rnce to the nature 

of parish socio-economic structure. Thus parish mortality (hm,rever r1easured) 

appears to vary directly either Hith the value of the variable of the 

organization of production (P) , or ~vi th the value of the variable of the 

composition of output (X), or ;rith the values .of '!:loth. In the sa'1le 

fashion, parish fertility, natural increase and net out-~igration appear to 

vary inversely ~<Jit1c t:1e levels of either or bot:-1 of the variables of parish 

socio-economic structure. 

It is essential, hmv-ever, that care ')e exercised in the interp-retation 

of these results. The proportion of parish cultivatedacreage under the 

control of plantations or under st:>.plc e:qort crops does not in nnd of 

itself determi~e. parish clemo<jrap1:ic perforn::o.nc-3. Th:::!S·~ "'1easures of the 

organization of production and ti1e composition of out?ut are proxies for 

un"J.easurable features of parish economy and socie::y r,r:lich are prcsul:'.ed to 

influ::!nce paris!'. de:1ographic pe.rfor:TI.aJ.ce. ·~oreov·~r, :10th :neasured variable3 

are proxies for ::nore tl1an one of tl1ese pr~s!..!:::ed infiuen~2s: Organizatio:1 

of produc.tion is tab?.n to re£ lee t the natur2 oE i:1cor-:c; •Ustributio:1 and 

th~ c'1qracter of paris'!L social rcl?tionsl1i;;s; composition of output serve:;; 

a3 a proJ,.] for t1te l~vel of agr:;re3ate inco:::tc and th~ s tah:Uity of econo:-:1ic 

activity ov~r ti:.lo3. 
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Thu3, for , t:.1c o1Jservation thG t jJ2.r ish joint ::;ross reproduction. 

rat~s vary inve-.:-s:;ly i:ith :)Qth the organl;~ation of iJroduction and t~1e 

com.posi tion of output, implies a very comple:.;:---and to a certain extent insoluble 

---casual mcchn:;:lisn. On the basis of the partial correlation coefficients 

it is possible to ar';ue that. the co:nposition of output (r =-;. 6406) explains 
·:t 

nore than the organization of production (r = -.3603) ;rhen considering 

. . ' . 9 variation in parish JOLnt gross r2productlon rates. Jut it is impossible, 

on the baais of our analysis, to determine ~1hat particular aspects of 

organization or composition ':vere especially critical deterrainants of 

observed fertility. Si:nilar types of indeterminantcy are of course e::tbodied 

in each of the relationships subjected to analysis. 

These difficulties notwithstanding, the empirical results show beyond 

any reasonable doubt that parish demographic perfor~ance in Jamaica during 

the period 1G91-1935 ;,ras systematically related to the organizational form 

of production and/or to the conposition of output. It has long been kno~m 
' 

that these" two aspects of economic structure held important implications 

for economic grmvth, economic 'tv-elfare, social organization and public policy. 

It may no-:·7 be concluded that these features of socio-economic structure also 

held implications for the patterns of demographic performance. 
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FOOT'TOTES TO C:!t\PTtm ') 

1. r:cll'.ltt•.·, o" T>ot•ul .... t·lon, ]n/,1') (Jt<in"~ton• G 1' 0 1°"13) T"''l" zr. l'P 2r:-?] ' I. "' '' · J ' 1) u • 1 o . 0 0 t ~ UU '. .J, > .J •· • 

2. G.H. P.oherts, The Po~uJ..ati.on of J.:u~ (Cambridge: 1957), Tahle 56, 
p. 198. 

3. These standardized mortality ratios are presented in Tahle A.9 of the 
Appendix. 

4. G.H. Roberts, P.I!•cit., Tahle 70, p. 281. These rates are also 
presented in Table A.8 of the Appendix. 

5. G .l?. Ttoher ts, op. ci t. 
Gisela Eisner, .Jamaica 1330-1930 (H.::mchcster: 1961) 
Lord Olivier, Jamaica: The Glossed Islnnd. (London: 1936) 

(Sa) Annual Report of the ~overnor of Jai'1aica for lf'/)6/97, (IL"!SO: C365r:J-23,1808). 
Annual 1~eport of the r:overnor of Jamica for 1912/TI, (mtsO:Cd 7050-24,1914). 

6. Five year averages of the demo3raphic variables are presented in Tables 
A.6, A.l0, A.ll, A.l2 and A,l3 of the ~~pendix. Five year averages of 
the socio-economic variables are presented in Tables A.14 and A.l5 of the 
Appendix. 

7. See Table A.16 of the Appendix 

B. These estiMates are presented in Table A.l7 of the Ap?endix. 

Ba. Complete results are reported in the Appendix, Tahles A.l8-A.23 
and Table 5-6 helm·l. 

9. Correlation matrices for the results of Table 5.5 are presented in the 
Appendix, Tables A.24 and A.25. 
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SUH'1ARY Nm CO'ICLU~amJS 

As discussed in Chapter 1, the literature on Jnmaican h.lstorlcai 

demography is reasonably comprehensive. This literature has been 

especially stron~ in the collection and verification of data and in 

zrn. 

the detailed description of de'!'lo~raphic change over time. Nonetheless, 

this literature has been relatively tveak in the examination of the 

determinants of demo~raphic perfonnance. In particular, little systematic 

attempt has been made to explain the strikinP" variation in deno~rnpllic 

performance amonr, the individual administr:1tive parishes of Jamaica. It 

is this task that the present study undertakes. 

The present enquiry rests on the cor.rrnon presur:1ption that deMographic 

performance is dependent upon the nature of the economy and society 'dthin 

\·Thich demographic events occur. !ly"the nature of the economy and society" 

is meant those specific economic and social features ;-rhicl1 characterize 

the chosen region at any given point in tirrte. In order to describe these 

features the present study drmvs upon the rich literature of the staple 

theory of grouth and the plantation interpretation of under-developnent. 

The former approach lays special emphasis on the cor.~posi tion of econorrtic 

activity, while the latter approach is particularly concerned ~vith the 

manner in which econonic activity is or~anizcd. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, these b1o structural features of an econor.~y 

may be considered simultaneously and provic1e a description of parish socio­

economic structure in a number of specific ways. These specific features 

of parish socio-economic structure include (i) per capita real income, 

(ii) stahility of real income over time, (iii) distributions of real income 



and (iv) naturo of Boclal organl;~ation. In the ::lh:1cncc or concrete rnervwr.cn 

of these specific features, it has been nccc:w.1ry to employ broad proxlPn for 

each. Based upon theoretical an~umcn ts anti incomplete cmp i rlca 1 ~;twHcs, 

the organization of parish production, as measured by the proportlon of 

cul tivatcd acreage under the control of plantations, has been adopted as a 

proxy for (iii) and (iv) above. l'he composition of parish output, as 

measured by the proportion of cultivated acrea13e unJer staple export production, 

has been adopted as a proxy for (i) and (ii) above. The model described in 

Chapter 2 yields a set of hypotheses l·7hich relate these t~•o proxies to parish 

de:nographic performance as measured by parish mortality, parish fertility 

and parish net out-migration. 

TI1e structure of the Jamaican economy durin~ the period 1831-1938 is 

described in Chapter 3. Particular care has been taken to shot• the relative 

importance of individual economic sectors and to describe the spatial 

distribution of economic activity over time. Patterns of demographic 

performance are described in Chapter 4. Special attention has been paid to 

inter-parish differences in demo3raphic performance. Little in these two 

chapters tvill be new to readers familiar with the economic and demographic 

history of Jamaica. Hmvever the emphasis given to the experience of 

individual parishes does represent a departure fron much of the existing 

literature. In addition these two chapters illustrate the historical 

counterpart to the abstract model of Chapter 2. ~fast important, these 

chapters provide the data required for a statistical test of the hypotheses 

derived from that model. 



In order to test the hypotheses n<;ain1>t hiHtorical evidence, a number 

of le:mt-squarcs multiple rc~~rnrwlons were eutimated. The detalls of th!:; 

nnaly:~ls and :m interr)retatl.on of the rcsultn arc reported ln C:haptcr 5. 

Overall the independent variables of parish socio-economic structure nppcar 

to have influenced the dependent demographic vnriables in the hypothesized 

manner and to a statistically significant dc~ree. Thus parish mortality 

appears to have been positively related to both the degree of staple export 

production and the extent of plantation or3anized production. As hypothesized, 

parish fertility and parish net out-migration appear to have been negatively 

related to both variables of parish socio-economic structure. .\s detailed 

in Chapter 5, there are a few exceptions but the ~·Teight of the evidence tends 

to confirm the hypotheses. 

No one can doubt that caution is a virtue in any empirical study. 

It is therefore proper that throughout Chapter 5 considerable attention is 

given to the conceptual and data problems encountered in the analysis and· to 

the lir:tits which nust be placed on inferences dra~m from the results. :!lut 

caution, if tmC~1ecked, may obscure the contributions and broader i::tplications 

of e:npirical studies. 

There are three p;eneral contri'-lutions -v . .'hich this enfJ.uiry Tik1.b~s to t~1e 

study of JaMaican demor,raphic and economic histor;. T:'irst, it ha3 provided 

one ex;Jlanation of the nar1~cd vari2tion in de~o3raphic perforn:mcc anon:; 

Janaican p·uishes durin~ the late nineteenth and early t~mntiett1 centuries. 

Thus the present enquiry !1elps to fill a conspicuous 3ap in t!lC cxistin~ 

liter:tture. 

Secondly, this study ha3 demom>trated that the staple theory of ~routh 

and the plantation interpretation of tmderdcvelopment offer some insin;ht 



I.nto .Tmnalc.1:1 <lenonrnphlc p(!rfor•n.<ncc. T~.c~:;c t\JO lntcrpret:1tion;1 or .JnM.Tfc:m 

!1l:1tory h:tvL~ tr:Hlltlon.<lly Focu:;c(1 on :;uch cconoMtc varia!llcn n:> r<~al 

income .'1nd lts dl:Jtr.ihuti.on, patterns or con:;umptton, navlu~:;, comrosf.tion 

of investment and rates of economic grm11t!1. The present study stronr.o;ly 

sulj-:r,ests that dcfT!o~raphic performance he atlcled to the list of variables 

influenced hy staple export production and hy nlantation orr,.:mizcd ccononic 

activity. 

It is of considerable interest that both the composition of output and 

the or~<lllization of production appear to have influenced demo~raphic 

performance in the same direction. An important implication of this is that 

commercially oriented economic activity - ~V'hether in the form of exporting 

staple crops, wage employment on plantations or the market orientation of 

urban economy -acts to depress fertility, to increase mortality and to 

attract net in-mi~ration. In this sense, the empirical results of this 

study fit well tvith observed demographic patterns elseuhere. 

Thirdly, this enquiry is suggestive of areas in which future research 

may prove fruitful. One of these is the desirability of studying historical 

events at a local or regional level. Given the considerable regional variation 

in denographic performance, it may not be unreasonable to suppose t'1at additional 

types of social and political behaviour also varied substantially fron parish 

to parish. In recent years there has been some interest in this area. The 

present study strengthens the conviction that such an approach is not only 

feasible hut is also highly productive. 

Another area of possibly fruitful research is the impact of parish 

demographic performance on parish socio-economic structure. Although the 



20'j, 

present study ignores thlu rp1cution, it is to be c:cpcctcd th:tt over fairly 

lonp; tit:lt~ periotl!; parls~t socio-economic structttre uoulrl he altere<! in 

ren~on~c to dcmor,raph.lc ch:mr;e, Clearly, :my cnnpreltcnsivc under<> t:mdln~; 

of econon1c-clcmogra.p~tic relatiom;hlpu ~1111 require both types of nn;tlynio. 

The present study nlso SU£3ests that further research be undcrt<1ken 

on the non-economic consequences of stnple export production and plnntation 

or~anized production. As briefly discussed in Ch:1ptcr 2, the mode of 

production and the composition of output r.l.D.Y have held implications for suc~1 

diverse p~lcno!'lena as criminal ".Jehaviour, technolo~ical chan~e and political 

movenents. Research in to these problems \·rould be useful in assess in~ the 

non-economic implications of both approaches to the study of Jamaican history. 

In conclusion, it must be stressed that the present study mal<es no claims 

to have uncovered startlin1 ne"tv demographic or econonic data. ?lor has t!-lis 

study radically modified the basic approach of the staple theory or the 

plantation interpretation of Jamnican history. Although data have "!Jeen 

structured at the regional level and additional consequences of staple 

production and plantation organization have been sug~ested, thes~ cnn hardly 

qualify as major revisions of the historiography. The element of novelty 

here is the demonstration that the largely descriptive concepts commonly 

used in Ja~aican economic history may be successfully employed as explanators 

of Jamaican demof!jraphic history. The most important contribution of this 

study is less the empirical results than the attempt to recast general 

theories of economic history into testable form and tlus to extend the 

analytic power of those theories. In this respect the present enquiry may 

yet meet George Beck ford's exhortation: "tfuat tve need most are studies 

pregnant ~vith ideas, not studies full of sterile detail."
1 

1 
Ceor~e Beckford, Persistent Povert~, (Oxford: 1972), p. vii 
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APPETTOTX 

1. ~cvl:;ion of P:tri~1h Crude Birth Tt:ttcs nnd Pnri.sh Crutlc Denth tt:1ter; - __ .. _ 
Tite Annual Report:> of the ftegir: tr;tr-r:euer:tl for .Jamaica contain 

estimates of crude birth rates and crude death rates for each of the 

1 fourteen parishes and for the island as a v1hole. 'l'hn chief deficiency 

of these cstima.tcs lies in the estimation of mid-yenr populntions for 

the inter-ccnsal years. Un..'lt.,le to measure mi~ration floHs. the 

negistrar-';eneral assumed that rtid-year population could he npproximated 

by addin~ cumulative natural increase to the last census fi~ure for 

each parish. Consequently, the official mid-ye:tr population estimates 

are seriously in error for periods of subst~~tial migration. 

NetiT estimates of mid-year populations iu:we been made in an 

effort to correct this bias. Data on the volu~e and direction of 

migration are inadequate to allou a direct revision of parish mid-year 

population size. Assuming t:1at net Migration ~·tas unifor.Uy spread 

across the inter-censal period, it is possible to estim:tte mid-year 

populations for eacl1 parish in any year of the inter-censal period 

under study. Thus, for any given parish, let 

n 
P 2 = P 1 (1 + r) 

where, P
1 

is the size of the paris~1 population at a given 

census date; 

P 
2 

is the size of the parisi1 population at the next 

successive census; 

r is the average annual inter··censal (compou..'ld) rate 

of parish population nrowth; 

n is the numher of years betvreen the two censuses. 
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Tl1e value:; of r Cor every pari:~h durin~~ each lntcr-ccn::>:tl pcrlod 

arc easily calculated u:.;lng the ahove (ormulntlon and have been set 

out in Table A-1. U:;inr-; the appropriate value of r, an cs tlmat<; of 

the population of any given pariull in year t of the inter-ccnsal period 

is ~iven by, 

Nhere, m is the numher of years bet:t1een the census and the 

year t. (m' n) 

In exactly the same fashion, estinates of the total island population 

in any given year of nn inter-censal period may be calculated. 

It has been sho't-m that the annual registration of live births 

and deaths 'tll'as reasonably accurate during the period 1890-1938
2

• 

Employing the mid-year population estimates derived in the above manner, 

revised vital rates for the i-th parish in the t-th year have been 

estimated as follO't'lS: 

CBR1 i 
= RLB 1000 . t ' t X 

T t 
CDR= 

i 
RDt 
--x 1000 
pi 

t 

IHR.i i 1000 = lliD X 
t " t 

~~i 
t 
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\-/here, 

CBR
1 

in the crude b.trtll rate ln the i-th par bh 
t 

durin~ the t-th year; 

CDRi is the crude death rate in the i-th parish 
t 

during the t-th year; 

nm1 
t 

is the infant mortality rate in the i-th 

parish durin!j the t-th year. 

RLRi 
- t is the number of registered live births in the i-th 

parish durin:; the t-th year. 

'l{!Di is the number of re~istcred deaths in the age group 
t 

0-1 years in the i-th parish during the t-th year; 

RDi is the number of registered deaths of all a~es in the t 

i-th parish during the t-th year; 

P! is the estimated size of the mid-year population of 

the i-th parish durin~ the t-th year. 

The revised vital rates for each parish and for the island as a ~vhole 

are shm·m in Tables A-2, A-3 and A-4. 

Revised rates of natural increase are defined as the arithmetic 

difference between the revised crude birth rate and the revised crude 

death rate for the i-th parish during the t-th year. The values of 

revised rates of natural increase are presented in Table A-5. 

2. Estim:1.tes of Internal ~Ii<;ration 

The census of 1943 tabulated the population on the l1asis 

of parish of birth and length of residence ln the parish of enumeration. 

This census data have been used to estimate the volume and direction of 

mi~ration within the island during the tuo inter-cen~al periods 
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1?11-1921 and 1921-lfll,), 
3 

Sunllll."lrlc!S of pnriGh net internal mir.ratfnn 

nrc ACt out in T~1lc A-6. 

It is \Wrthl.,rltilc to Gtresn thnt these estimates almont certainly 

understate the volume of internal mieration. The most important reason 

for this undcrer;timatlon lies in the fact that only the survivorn of 

4 
those lvho actually migrated ~-tere enumerated in the census of 1943. 

Secondly, the data shm·m in Tahle A-6 are undercs tirmtcs of in tcrnal 

mi~rntion because an un!morm numhcr of Jamaicans fi.rst mi~ratcrt to 

another :>art of the island !Je~orc leavin::; t:lP. country prior to t~H~ 

1943 census. ThuG tl1c dnta do not include t'!:1c internal mi::;rat-ton of 

emi~rants. '?inally, these data do not include r!lirsration Hithin a 

parish or circular Mi~ration. T'1e ni~rntiot1 from one part of a :1iven 

pnrish to another part of the same parish is thus excluded from the 

estimates: even though ti1ere is reason to believe; tl1at suc!1 intra-

paris:1 ni::;ration ~vas not insignificant. '!.!or is :tt possi:)le to esti.11atc 

the nud!,ers of mizrants -:·Jho left a particulor par:-is:1 for a feu years 

but \1~1.0 returned to t}le parish of birth before 1943. 

These li::titations not::·Tithstaa~ling tl1e <lata su:ut1arized in Ta:)le 

A-6 are the hest esti:tates of net internal nigration available. Treated 

\-lith care and generosity, these datn tltrm.;r consillerahle light on the 

volu!Tte and direction of Jamaican internal raigration durin3 the period 

1911-1')1~3. 

3. Es tinntes of E:{tcrnal ;u,..ration 

In vieH' of the inadcqu.'lcies of the annual data. cs timates of 

net external mi3ration arc limited to the inter-censal periods 1091-1911, 

1911-1921. 1921-191~3. At the national level, net emi~ration May be 
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c~;timatcd simply by dc<luctin,~ lntcr-ccn:.;al natural lncr(swc. from 

lntc.r-cr~n~:w.l population ;~rmvth a:; rccordc<l ln the t\vo ccn<ntne:;. T!1w; 

any chan~c in total hlland population size not explained hy natural 

increase ls 3ssuned to result from net emigration during the intcr­

cens;:tl period. As seen in Table A-6 Jam3ican net emigration so esti~1ted 

was 43,800 durin3 1891-1911, 75,400 during 1911-1921, and during 

1921-1943 Jam3ica experienced ;1 net immigration of 25,800. 

At the individu;:tl parish level, net external migration is assumed 

to be the residu;:tl of inter-censal population grot1th not explained by 

natural increase or by net internal migration as previously estim;:tted. 

As these latter estimates are available only for the inter-censal 

periods 1911-1921 and 1921-1943, estimates of parish net external 

migration are possible only for these t~.vo periods. These estimates 

are shol'm in Table A-6. 

Althou~h these estiMates of net external migration are the 

best available, even more caution should be exercised than is usual 

in the interpretation of historical der10graphic data in gem!ral. In 

the first place, it must be recalled that these estimates are residuals. 

Any substantial error in the estimation of inter-censal natural increase 

in parish or island populations, or errors in the estimation cf parish 

net internal migration during inter-censal periods, will give rise to 

substantial error in the estimates of island or parish net external 

migration. It is hoped that such error has been minimized, but it 

has obviously not been entirely eliminated. Secondly, these estimates 

of net external migration by definition do not indicate the volume of 

gross emigration or gross immigration at either the parish or national 
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level. To the extent that circular or return mip.ration was si~nificantly 

large. therefore, these estimates undervalue the extent of external 

migration. 

4. ~~~rdized Mortality Ratios 

Standardized mortality ratios are intended to adjust estimates of 

general mortality for differences in the age-and-sex composition of 

various parish populations. Since age- and sex-compositions at parish 

5 populations are know with accuracy only for the various census years. 

estimates of standardized mortality ratios are confined to those dates. 

For any given parish in a particular census year, the standardized 

mortality ration (SMR) is the ratio of expected number of deaths to the 

actual number of deaths recorded in the parish. The number of expected 

deaths is derived from the application of age- and sex-specific life 

table values for the island population to the particular population 

of the parish. That is, we estimate the number of deaths that would 

have occurred in that parish during the census year if parish mortality 

experience had been exactly that of the island as a whole. The ratio 

of the expected number of deaths to the actual number of deaths 

recorded in the parish is thus a measure of parish mortality which has 

been adjusted for the particular sex- and age-composition of the parish 

population. 

The appropriate life table values are those presented in Roberts 

6 for the appropriate census dates. The actual number of deaths in the 

individual parishes are those reported by the Registrar-General for the 

census year. The estimation of the SMR for the i-th parish in some 

census year c, is thus, 
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) 

'"here, 

:·m. i·· t1tc life tahle value for the j-th a2;c r.;roup or mnlcs; ,, 
J 

FH 
j 

is the life tahlc value for the j-th :l~C r,roup of [cmalc:J; 

t·fil 
j 

is the number of enumerated males in the j-tlt age group; 

FP. is the nur.Wer of enumerated fc~alcs in the j-th a~c r,roup; 
J 

RD is the total numhcr of registered deaths in the census year. 
c 
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'fAJlLr. A. 1 . 
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CEUSUS POPULATimr A.~D A:mUAL COUPotNn I'.ATF.S OF l'OPUT...ATIO:I GrtO'"'l'il 
roR VlTEr..CENSAL l'ERIODS, UY t•Ar:Imi, .JAl!t\ICA, 1371-19111. 

CENSUS POPULATIO~ AN~mAT. R.\T1:S OF r:-ITF.R-CE~lSAL 

POPUI~\Ttml Gltn\ml (Z) 

1871 13B1 lfl()l 1911 1?21 19113 I fl71- 1331- 1891- 1911- 1921-
PARISH Il>~n 13"ll 1911 U11 1(\+3 

Kingston 34',314 33,566 t,S ,SOli 59,674 63,711 110,()111 1.13 2. 32 1.04 0.66 2.52 

St. Andrew 31,683 34,982' 37,855 52,773 54,598 128,146 1.00 o. 79 1.68 0.34 3.95 

St. Tho::l&S 32,673 33,945 32,176 39,330 42,501 6'1,693 0.38 -!:>.54 1.01 0.78 1.63 

Portland 25,313 28,901 31,998 49,360 48,970 60,712 1.33 1.02 2.19 -0.80 0.98 

St. 1-'.ary 36,495 39,696 42,915 72,956 71,404 90,902 0.85 0.73 2.69 -0.22 1.10 

St. Ann 39,547 46,584 54,127 70,651 70,922 96,1?3 1.65 1.51 1.34 0.04 1.40 

Tre1a-.my 28,312 32,115 30,996 35,463 34,61')2 47,535 1.09 -0.36 0.63 -0.25 1.45 

St. James 29,340 33.625 35,050 41,376 41,946 63,542 1.37 0.42 0,83 0.14 1.91 

Hanover 26,310 29,567 32,088 37,432 33,240 51,684 1.17 0.82 0.77 0.21 1.38 

West:mreland 40,823 49,035 53,450 66,456 68,853 90,109 1.85 0.37 1.10 0.36 1.23 

St. Elizabeth 45,200 54,375 62,256 7 8, 700 79,281 100,182 1.87 1.36 1.18 0.07 1.07 

!-Lanches ter 38,925 48,458 55,462 65,194 .• 63,945 92,745 2.45 1.36 0.81 -0.19 1.71 

Cl.:irendon 42,747 49,845 57,105 73,914 82,555 123,505 1.55 1.37 1.30 1.11 1.85 

St.Ca.t:herine 53,972 61,110 65,509 88,104 96,590 121,032 1.25 0.71) 1.49 0.92 1.03 

JA:t.\ICA 506,154 580,804 639,491 831,333 858,118 1.237,063 1. 31) 0.1)7 1.32 0.32 1.68 

Source: Computed from Ro!>ert:s, :r11c '!"onulntion ot' J.nm:r1~'!. Table 9, p. 51. 
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T'£.'-lt 

1891/9% 

1892/93 

1893/94 

1894/95 

1895/96 

1896/97 

1897/98 

1898/99 

1899/00 

1900/01 

1901/02 

1902/03 

1903/04 

1904/05 

1905/06 

1906/07 

1907/08 

1908/09 
.1909/10 

1910/ll 

1911/12 

1912/13 

1913/14 

1914/lS 

1915/16 

TABLE A.2 

REVISED CllUDE BIRTH RATES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891 - 1938 

WEST-
ST. ST. PORT-

lCINCSTON A.'IDR.EW THOMAS LAND 
ST. 
MARY 

34.1 37.6 39.1 37.0 37.6 

38.7 

39.8 

33.7 

30.5 36.1 36.2 

34.6 38.9 43.0 

37.0 

42.1 

38.1 33.1 

33.0 

36.2 

38.1 

33.9 

38.4 

30.3 

39.8 

35.5 

38.3 

36.2 

34.5 

32.5 

27.7 

38.0 

37.6 

33.2 

35.6 

37.2 

33.2 

36.6 

29.8 

33.3 

37.1 

35.3 

37.9 

33.9 

35.7 

31.5 

35.5 

34.9 

36.4 

32.5 

33.6 

33.9 

30.0 

37.4 

38.7 

33.6 

32.8 

36.0 

32.8 

37.9 

31.5 

37.5 

41.9 41.1 38.8 

40.4 37.0 36.8 

43.5 41.5 39.9 

40.8 39.5 37.8 

45.6 42.4 42.2 

35.9 38.1 36.9 

46.2 43.9 42.2 

39.7 42.9 42.2 

41.1 40.3 37.8 

35.4 34.5 33,7 

43.7 44.4 42.3 

35.8 36.7 38.1 

37.7 37.5 37.8 

40.5 36.9 38.7 

38.0 36.8 40.8 

38.3 37.3 38,8 

39.2 40.7 38.4 

37.4 37.8 38.8 

36.4 36.4 36.6 

40.6 43.5 43.9 

32.9 35.7 35.6 

ST. MOR.E-ST. 
ANN- DEJ.A'W'NY JAMES HANOVER. LAND 

39.2 34.7 

39.3 36.2 

42.1 39.9 

39.9 38.9 

41.4 41.2 

41.6 40.2 

41.8 38.5 

43.3 39.3 

48.4 44.5 

40.8 3.5.4 

44.7 43.4 

45.2 39.7 

42.8 42.9 

40.1 39.5 

44.4 42.3 

45.0 42.2 

40.2 36.9 

41.4 40.9 

42.4 38.6 

42.9 . 39.8 

41.3 37.6 

43.2 38.2 

40.4 35.5 

44.0 38.9 

40.6 36.4 

30.0 40.0 39.2 

29.5 36.5 36,6 

34.8 

31.4 

38.7 

41.4 

31.7 38,8 

33.7 40.6 

33.7 43.5 

34.0 40.2 

36.4 44.6 

31.5 41.1 

35.8 45.4 

32.7 41.0 

34.4 44.8 

31.9 39.7 

39.9 41.6 

37.8 '•4.3 

34.9 38.3 

36.1 38.6 

35.5 4l.8 

37.7 42.8 

38.1 42.1 

40.0 43.9 

37.7 40.1 

35.3 38.6 

35.7 41.7 

38.7 

39.6 

39.4 

38.5 

39.6 

38.8 

44.9 

36,6 

43.2 

39.6 

43.9 

40.5 

39.2 

41.9 

38.4 

38.4 

39,0 

37,9 

37.5 

41.0 

36.9 

36.4 

38,3 

ST. 
ELIZ. 

43,0 

42.4 

47,4 

42.5 

45.4 

40.8 

43,9 

41.9 

50.9 

U.1 

45.0 

45.9 

47.3 

43.1 

44.3 

43.4 

47,0 

39.1 

42.1 

40.7 

42.5 

37.8 

33.7 

41.4 

37 .o 

MA.t.l­
CHESTER 

43.2 

41,8 

45.6 

43.3 

42.5 

43.7 

43.2 

43.1 

47.5 

41.9 

45.6 

47.9 

47.3 

46.0 

41.2 

44.7 

39.2 

39.8 

39.4 

39.7 

40.5 

40.5 

33.4 

39.7 

36.4 

CLAR­
n.'DOS 

39.5 

36.9 

43.5 

35.9 

39.7 

42.7 

43.2 

41.9 

43.6 

39.2 

43.7 

42.6 

43.9 

39.3 

41.4 

42.0 

32.7 

42.3 

39.5 

39.5 

41.2 

42.6 

39.1 

43.4 

40.6 

KINGS TO~ 
ST. .& ST. 
CATRER.INE AN!>RE'W' 

38.3 35.6 

40.9 32.9 

44.3 36.5 

37.1 33.2 

39.2 34.8 

40.3 35.8 

41.1 38.0 

37.6 33.9 

62,5 37.2 

36.5 30.8 

41.5 37.9 

40.3 35.2 

42.8 37.4 

35.6 34,5 

40.0 34.1 

41.1 33.2 

34.4 28.7 

42.2 37.7 

42.1 38.1 

39.0 33.4 

40.5 34.3 

40.1 36.7 

37.8 33.1 

43.6 37.2 

37.5 30.6 

JA..~ICA 

38.4 

37.5 

41.4 
37.8 

39.6 

39.4 

40.9 

39.2 

43.7 

37.1 

42.6 

41.2 

42.1 

38.0 

40.9 

40.3 

36.8 

39.5 

39.8 

38.6 

39.3 

39.7 

36.4 

40.4 

36.6 

• 
~ 
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YEAR 

1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

ST. ST. PORT-
~INGSTON A.~D~ THOMAS LAND 

27.5 30.0 32.8 34.8 

26.4 

28.8 

2.7.9 

35.5 

31.7 

37.3 

37.3 

36.5 

31.9 

37.7 

32..9 

34,8 

34.1 

36.7 

36.4 

31.9 

32.7 

31.3 

33.1 

32,5 

33.9 

37.9 

32.1 

35.6 

36.8 

48.7 

39.1 

36.1 

35,1 

30.5 

38.1 

30.2 

27.9 

27.0 

25.1 

30,5 

26.2 

24.0 

28.0 

24.5 

26.4 

24.3 

21.5 

20.7 

34.7 

36.1 

32.2 

38.8 

35.7 

34.2 

38.8 

36.0 

31.4 

37.0 

31.8 

35,6 

32.5 

34.7 

33.7 

31.2 

30.4 

28.9 

29.9 

27.6 

27.1 

28.5 

39.7 

33.6 

32.7 

40.3 

34.0 

33.1 

37.5 

39.9 

37.3 

39.8 

33.3 

36.8 

36.9 

38.6 

34.6 

32.2 

31.9 

31.0 

31.4 

31.1 

28.9 

28.2 

TABLE A.2 

REVISED CRUDE BIR'nl RATES, BY PARISH, JAHAICA 1 ANNUALLY 1 1891-1938 

WEST-
ST. 
MARY 

34.9 

37.1 

35.0 

34.3 

40.0 

33,8 

36.2 

38.0 

36.0 

35.3 

33.7 

35.7 

35.1 

35.9 

37.2 

35.7 

31.4 

32.8 

32.6 

30.8 

30.1 

28.9 
29.1 

ST. ST, 
ANN TRELAWNY JAMES HANOVER 

39.9 36.6 35.1 37.8 

40.7 36.5 

38.6 35.2 

38.4 36.3 

42.0 41.5 

35.1 35.8 

40.7 38,0 

38.7 39.8 

36.7 37.9 

36.2 36.1 

39,3 39.7 

36.4 37.1 

36.1 31.4 

35.0 3S.J 

38.2 40.6 

35.8 39:1 

34.2 32.5 

34.4 36.8 

33.1 32.7 

37,0 39,8 

34.8 38.9 

34.2 38.2 

34.9 37.5 

34.4 38.9 

35.6 60.1 

35.3 34.9 

40.7 41.6 

34.5 35.6 

36.9 38.1 

38,0 39.7 

39.1 39.8 

37.1 37.9 

38.0 41.4 

36.4 35.7 

36.1 36.9 

38.7 39.0· 

41.0 38.7 

39.2 39.6 

41.6 37.4 

39.1 37.8 

40.3 35.0 

42.1 35.9 

43.6 37.1 

38.9 32.8 

38.8 38.3 

MORE­
LA.~ 

35.2 

36.1 

36.2 

33.9 

41.7 

35.4 

37.5 

37.8 

37.4 

34.4 

38.3 

35.3 

34,2 

37.2 

37,0 

36.3 

35.4 

35.6 

32.5 

34.2 

36,4 

31.9 

35.1 

ST. 
ELIZ. 

36.7 

39.0 

37.4 

37.6 

41.9 

36.3 

39.1 

39.0 

36.8 

35.1 

41.5 

35.3 

40,4 

34;8 

38.4 

38.9 

36.9 

36,9 

34.8 

39.1 

36.4 

35.3 

39.1 

MAN­
CHES'l'Elt 

36.3 

33.8 

33.3 

36.0 

37.5 

31.2 

36.5 

36,0 

33.2 

32.1 

39.4 

32.9 

36.8 

32.1 

37.4 

35.5 

35.3 

33.9 

31.8 

36.0 

33.5 

34.0 

34.4 

CLAR­
ENDON 

38.7 

39.1 

39.7 

38.5 

43.2 

37.7 

37.3 
40,7 

37.3 

35.2 

40.8 

36.2 

38.8 

35.8 

40,3 

37.1 

34.6 

35.0 

33.2 

37.4 

34.S 

32.2 

35.4 

~Llii'GSTON 

ST. & ST. 
CA'mERINE A:':!l!t:.'""W 

36.6 28.7 

35.0 29.1 

37.1 31.9 

34.2 32.0 

39,0 41.6 

l3,0 35.1 

35.6 36.7 

39.8 36.2 

38.1 33.5 

34.7 30.0 

39.6 33.9 

37.2 30.3 

36.1 30.9 

33.7 29.6 

37.1 33.5 

35.0 31.2 

30.7 27.8 

34.1 30,2 

31.7 27.7 

33.2 29.6 

30.8 28.2 

29.2 27.4 

32.2 28.8 

JAY.A!CA 

35.4 

36.0 

36.0 

35.1 

40.8 

34.8 

37.5 

38.2 

36.6 

34.3 

38.2 

3 ... 6 

35.8 

34.3 

37.3 

35.6 

33.1 

33.9 

32.0 

34.4 

33.1 

31.5 

, 
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TEAlt 

1891/92 

1892/93 

1893/94 

1894/95 

1895/96 

1896/97 

1897/98 

1898/99 

1899/00 

1900/01 

1901/02 

1902/03 

1903/04 

1904/0S 

1905/06 

1906/07 

• 1907/08 

1908/09 

1909/10 

1910/11 

1911/12 

1912/13 
1913/14 

l9Ut15 

ST. 
lt.INGSTON AND'R.EW 

26.1 25.9 
22.9 21.7 

24,0 26.2 

2 25.3 25.5 

28.6 27.4 
27.7 23.4 
28.7 26.7 

27.0 24.7 

27.3 26.7 

26.6 24.2 

26.9 24.3 

25.0 19.2 

29.1 28.8 

28.9 28.5 

27.4 26.7 

35.8 33.9 
34.0 32.1 
31.4 24.4 

30.2 25.5 

32.4 27.7 
27.0 26.2 

32.0 30.2 
28.6 26.2 
26.5 26.7 

TABLE A,3 

REVISED CllUDE DEATH RATES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891 - 1938 

WEST-
ST. PORT- ST. ST. ST. MJRE- ST. MAN-
THOMAS LAND MART ANN TRELAWNY JAMES HANOVER LAND ELIZ, __ CHESTEI\ 

24.7 21.9 20.7 17.8 26.5 24.0 27.9 24.0 21.8 18.6 
22.1 2o.a ~o.o 18.4 2s.2 19.7 22.0 22.6 20.8 11.0 
26.5 22.1 21.7 19,2 28.5 22.0 23.4 20.9 22.7 17.4 
24.2 22.7 19.4 18.3 24.8 21.1 23.7 19.5 19.5 17.4 
24.4 27.7 22.3 19.4 23.9 22,4 25.2 25.2 21.1 17.4 
23.7 23.6 20.3 21.9 26.5 21.2 25.6 23.0 20.1 18.6 
27.5 23.2 19.4 19.7 26.3 22.2 24,8 23.5 22.1 19.5 
24.6 21.2 19.7 17.1 25.2 21.3 24.1 22.1 18.9 17.1 
28.7 24.6 19.6 

25.5 23.2 21.5 

25.3 21.2 21.2 

21.7 22.0 21.1 

31.4 30.6 29.0 

25.9 24.3 24.3 

26.7 21.5 22.4 

28.7 24.5 22,5 

29.3 31.7 24.5 
23.2 24.2 21.4 
25,3 21.8 20.7 

24,7 22.8 21.8 
24.1 23.8 20.8 

27.0 29.9 21.6 
22.6 20.8 18.7 
25,0 25.2 24.4 

21.9 27.9 

19.9 24.2 

18.3 26.6 

19.2 23.2 

23.9 29.0 

20.7 27.4 

17.4 23.6 

21.2 26.4 
25.2 33.6 

18.4 27.5 

18.3 22.4 

18.6 23.2 

19.1 25.9 

18.3 22.4 

18.4 23.6 

19.5 24.2 

24.1 23.7 

21.8 26.8 

21.2 26.3 

20.6 24.9 

23.9 27.5 

23.7 30.4 

21.4 27.5 

27.2 31.5 
27.7 34.1 
23.2 23.2 

20.6 22.0 

22.1 23.7 
22.0 24.7 
26.5 26.7 
25.3 . 28.8 

22.9 23.3 

23.0 

20.9 

24.7 

20.0 

22.8 

27.5 

23.0 

26.6 

29.6 

21.6 
20.5 

22.4 

23.0 

25.8 

26.0 

21.0 

22.0 

19.1 

21.3 

17.7 

21.1 

23.6 

21.3 

23,9 

26.8 

22.5 

20.3 

19.0 
19.0 

25.2 
19~1 

18.5 

18.1 

18.1 

18,6 

17.0.3 

18.4 

23.9 

20.1 

26.8 

27.5 
20,5 

19.4 

17.9 

16.6 

21.6 
18.8 

17.2 

ICL<;GSTON 
CLAR­
ENDON 

ST. & ST. 
CATREltiNE A!4DRN 

20.2 

18.3 

20.9 

20.1 

22.1 

20.8 

24.8 
23.1 

25.1 26.0 
24.5 22.4 

25.1 25.0 

23.5 25.4 

23.1 28.1 

24.3 25.8 
26.2 27.8 

22.6 25.9 

23.7 25.0 

22.0~ 25.3 

22.3 25.3 

20.5 22.0 

2S.O 29.8 

28.3 28.9 

. 23.6 24.9 

32.9 29.1 
32.6 32.7 

24.6 25.9 

26.6 26.4 

23.2 26.7 
21.9 24.3 

26.1 28.6 
20.1 . 23.0 

20.3 23.4 

27.1 

~.s 

25.7 

22.3 

29.0 

28.7 

27 .l . 

34.9 

33.2 

28.1 

28.0 

30.2 

26.6 

31.1 
27.5 

26.6 

JA.'iAICA 

22.9 

21.0 

22.5 

21.4 

23.2 

22.6 

23.7 

21.7 

23.6 

22.4 
22.8 

20.7 

26.0 

26.0 

23.1 

27.7 

29.8 

23.5 

22.9 

23.2 

22.4 

25.7 
:U.4 
22.4 
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'!EAR 

1915/16 

1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

ST. 
nHGSTOH ANDUW 

24.6 29.2 

28.5 28.5 

36.0 34.0 

34.0 44.2 

24.6 32.6 

32.5 39.3 

33.4 42.7 

24.5 

24.4 

24.9 

25.6 

22.1 

23.7 

22.9 

21.3 

18.7 

21.1 

21.5 

25.2 

20.9 

19~9 

19~5 

19 • .5 

19.0 

27.9 

26.5 

23.7 

25.1 

21.3 

24.0 

21.2 

20.6 

19.2 

18.6 

18.6 

21.8 

18.3 

18.3 

17.9 
15.2 

15.6 

TABLE A.3 

llEVISED CllUD! DEATH llATES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY. 1891 - 1938 

ST. 
THOMAS 

25.1 

26.2 

29.0 

41.9 

24.2 

24.8 

29.1 

23.2 

27.0 

24.3 

26.3 

20.8 

22.9 

21.5 

19.8 

19.2 

20.5 

18.4 

21.5 

PORT­
LAND 

26.0 

24.0 

27.9 

40.1 

25.4 

26.9 

26.9 

ST. 
MART 

21.9 

23.1 

25.7 

30.6 
20,8 

20.7 

26.7 

22.9 21.7 

24.7 20.4 

25.2 20,3 

21.5 21.0 

22.7 20.3 

23.4 20.9 

20.0 18.7 

20,0 17.8 

17.9 17.0 

20,1 18,.5 

18.1 18.0 

18.8 19.0 

19.7 17.7 19.7 
20.9 18.8 . 18.0 

20.0 17.5 17.6 
17.0 16.5 14.9 

17.9 17.1 18.0 

ST. ST. 
ANN TltELA\IHY JAMES HANOVER 

19.9 22.5 24.7 24.4 

23.7 24.7 23.2 24,5 

23.0 31.2 

30,0 38.0 

21.3 23.5 

21.6 27.2 

21.4 31.2 

21.7 26.4 

20.3 24.6 

16.8 22.0 

18.1 23.1 

18.3 20.3 

17.4 21.6 

16.8 20,7 

14.1 18.8 

14.9 18.8 

16.3 22.3 

16.0 17.1 

16.2 21.7 

13.9 18.2 

15.5 19.0 

14.1 18.1 

13.1 16.1 

14;5 18.2 

27.5 29.4 

34.8 35.3 

23.5 25.9 

23.7 26.2 

26.8 31.4 

22.0 25.0 

23.6 22.4 

21.8 22.6 

21.8 20.4 

23.5 18.0 

21.8 21.1 

22.3 20.6 

22.3 18.4 

21.3 17.9 

2.5.1 20.9 

21.1 19.9 

21.8 19.6 

17.7 17.8 

22.4 19.5 

22.2 20.1 

18.6 16.4 

19.6 18.0 

WEST­
MOltE­
LAND 

22.8 

23.3 

25.8 

33,4 

21.7 

22,6 

25.0 

25.4 

20.5 

20.7 

18.5 

19.1 

22.7 

19.7 

17,4 

17.9 

18.4 

17.9 

19.5 

17.1 

17.0 

17.0 

14,6 

16.5 

ST. 
ELIZ. 

19,3 

21.0 

23.2 

28.7 

20.0 

21.7 

23.1 

21.4 

22.1 

18.7 

17.5 

19 • .5 

19.7 

19.6 

18.9 

16,6 

18.6 

17.1 

19.7 

17.1 

16.7 

17.8 

15.3 

17.2 

MAN­
CHEST !It 

18.0 

18.7 

25.0 

26,9 

19.8 

21.5 

21.0 

20,0 

20.8 

17.1 

15.6 

16.9 

17.3 

16.8 

16.1 

14.7 

15.2 

13.8 

17.6 

15.2 

14.4 

13.3 

12.7 

13.8 

CLAR.­
!NDON 

21.4 

22.9 

29.2 

33.3 

21.8 

23.2 

26.6 

ST. 
CA.'m!R.DfE 

24.9 

25.0 

34.3 

42,2 

25.1 

27.6 

34.4 

22.0 22.1 

22.7 23.1 

22.0 25.3 

20,7 25.2 

20.3 23.0 

18.0 23.0 

18.0 20.5 

17.3 19.1 

15.5 16.3 

17,0 20.5 

15,8 17.4 

18.4 20.6 

15.7 18.5 

17.5 19.8 

17.0 20.1 

14.3 16.3 

14.4 17.8 

ltiNGS'l'ON 
& ST. 
A..'IDREll 

26.7 

28.5 

35.0 

38.7 

28.3 

35.7 

37.7 

26.1 

25.3 

24.2 

25.3 

21.6 

23.7 

22.0 

20.8 

18.9 

19.8 

20.0 

23.4 

19.5 

19.0 

18.6 

17.2 

17.2 

J A. "!AI CA. 

22.9 

23.9 

28.5 

34.8 

23.3 

25.4 

28.3 

23.0 

22.8 

21.6 

21.2 

20.4 

21.0 

19.7 

18 • .5 

17.2 

19.0 

17.7 

19.9 

17.5 

18.1 

17.8 

15.6 
16.7 
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TEAJ. 

1891/92 

1892!93 

1893!94 

1894!95 

1895!96 

:1896!97 

1897/98 

1898/99 

1899/00 

1900!01 

1901/02 

1902/03 

1903/04 

1904/05 

1905/06 

1906!07 

1907/08 

1908!09 

1909/10 

1910/11 

1911/12 

1912/13 

1913/14 
1914/lS 

191.5/16 

TABLE A.4 

INFANT MlRTALITY RATES• BY PARISH. JAMAICA. ANNUALLY • 1891-1938 

WEST-
ST. ST. PORT- ST. 

KINGSTON A.'I'DREll THOMAS LAND MAR.Y 

231.3 156.8 169.3 156.9 154.8 

218.0 

199.0 

227.2 

244.8 

239.5 

199.4 

230.2 

199.1 

228.1 

191.3 

229.8 

245.4 

235.5 

229.9 

267.8 

273.9 

262.1 

246.9 

295.6 

248.8 

268.7 

259.8 

236.6 

231.9 

137.2 

183.8 

170.0 

184.4 

170.9 

181.4 

166.6 

169.1 

163.9 

151.9 

126.8 

194.6 

206.8 

168.2 

195.8 

246.5 

171.1 

174.6 

223.8 

194.5 

217.2 

195.6 

181.1 

202.6 

177.0 

153.1 

153.6 

173.0 

175.7 

181.5 

205.4 

199.7 

173.7 

165.5 

141.0 

225.3 

254.2 

175.9 

233.1 

207.4 

156.5 

185,6 

176.7 

168.1 

187.1 

165.1 

153.5 

179.7 

164.3 

169.5 

177~8 

201,4 

185.8 

170.0 

173.6 
174.2 

168,3 

167.9 

168.7 

182.3 

178.1 

164.7 

176.4 

152.9 

169,1 167.2 

169.1 158.8 

178.8 154.1 

222.6 208.0 

183.8 . 182.1 

161.0 . 159.9 

199~4 

223.9 

185.5 

193.6 
202,6 182.1 

206.5 ·170,8 

190.7 179.6 

177,3 184.4 

226.5 175.9 

151.8 156.7 

195.9 189.6 

187.5 169.3 

ST. ST. 
ANN TRELAWNY JAMBS HA.~OVER 

151.3 233.8 211.2 208.6 

150.8 197.7 

166.3 229.5 

148.8 218.0 

160.7 205.9 

182.3 222.9 

165.1 235.0 

148.1 216.1 

178.8 220.4 

168.6 208.7 
148.5 192.7 . 

145.6 211.1 

164.4 207.6 

161.3 233.8 

129.3 194.5 

149.2 203.7 

196.8 269.7 

140.6 213.7 

141.8 185.4 

131.8 205.3 

165.9 213.1 

133.6 193.9 

131.5 203.8 

131.7 198.1 

132.6 183.5 

177.5 184.1 

196.6 196.7 

188,0 173.1 

209.2 :'219.4 

190.3 209.1 

228.7 189.5 

197.8 211.7 

196.8 180.2 

223.4 203.5 

169.7 

.194.9 
202.8 

220.6 

138.2 

211.5 

250.2 

204.2 

195.3 

184.8 

203.3 

244.9 

202.6 

171.8 

197.2 

181.8 

196.8 

183.8 

213.7 

204.3 

209.4 

262.7 

175.7 

161.5 

202.5 

209.6 

193.6 

214.3 

188.1 

183.4 

MORE­
LAND 

188.8 

172.0 

154.9 

148.7 

187.9 

154.3 

174.7 

175.3 

168.1 

172.6 

164.7 

175.7 

174.1 

193.0 

171.0 

204.3 

244.0 

164.1 

157.4 
183,6 

218.6 
202.8 

196.4 

158.3 

184.1 

ST. 
ELIZ. 
163.0 

166.3 

148.6 

150.3 

163.4 

152.1 

160.3 

154.1 

161.1 

156.0 

156.9 

147.4 

166.8 

171.4 

145.4 

173.9 

166.1 

165.2 

148.3 

159.5 

165.7 

197.4 

143.2 

152.0 

178.5 

MAN­
CHESTER 

138 .. 0 

133.4 

137.5 

131.8 

133.7 

139.0 

130.8 

125.5 

125.4 

128.4 

132.9 

128.6 

136.0 

166.0 

143.2 

177.8 

194.3 

141.3 

135.7 

151.8 

148.6 

152.5 

141.7 

128.7 

144.2 

CLAR­
ENDON 

153.9 

133.6 

155.7 

165.0 

159.8 

148.9 

176.5 

177.5 

149.3 

157.5 

146.8 

149.6 

158.8 

186.7 

160.4 

210.5 

250.2 

153.5 

189.8 

194.7 

178.9 

173.2 

143.3 

136.7 

154.6 

KINGSTON 
ST. & ST. 
CATHERINl: ·A.~DR::W 

188.4 196.8 

177.1 179.0 

170.9 191.8 

148.6 201.7 

165.9 216.1 

177.9 209.3 

189.2 191.3 

179.0 201.5 

172.5 186.1 

188.7 J19S.4 

183.2 174.5 

156.1 183.2 

201.8 222.8 

217.8 223.1 

176.6 201.9 

205.1 

250,4 

170.9 

184.8 

211.6 

194.3 

198.7 

169.2 
170,4 

183.1 

233.8 

260.6 

243.9 

212.6 

261.7 

224.5 

245.0 

229.2 

210.2 

217.8 

JA.'!.UCA 

174.7 

165.4 

168.5 

168.2 

178.5 

175.8 

177.4 

175.9 

170.4 

174.3 

163.3 

162.0 

187.0 

192.9 

165.1 

204.3 

223.7 

175.1 

174.6 

188.5 

187.9 
193.6 • 

171.1 

167.3 

175.8 
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TEA1t 
1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

St. ST. P01tT-
ICINGSTON ANDIUN THOHAS LAND 

246.9 176.2 183.3 170.9 

295.8 205.2 184.2 163.8 

241.7 188.0 225.3 209~3 

208.0 161.3 162.1 184.9 

228.2 187.6 174.0 198.5 

272.3 219.5 223.2 209.5 

171.4 176,6 180.0 171.1 

182.0 201.1 193.1 201.7 

189.0 181.7 190.4 191.7 

221.3 

162.8 

179.0 

166.4 

159.5 

117.8 

129.0 

124.2 

137.7 

115.2 

114.3 

100.5 

94.1 

89.6 

208.8 

179.4 

207.6 

186.7 

194.4 

152.5 

160.3 

181.3 

160.8 

164.4 

158.3 

162.1 

144.7 

146.2 

222.2 

175.3 

183.8 

169.7 

198.0 

157.6 

161.5 

121.8 

178.6 

184.1 

201.3 

138.2 

162.3 

146.8 

147.0 

138.9 

150.4 149,6 

133.5 133.3 

144.8 158.9 

145.2 133.1 

136.4 121.9 

148.5 136.9 

TABLE A.4 

INFANT JI'JRTALtn 1tATES• BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY 1 1891 - 1938 

ST. 
HAR.Y 

168.1 

176.2 

147.9 

148.7 

148.8 

197.9 

167.6 

158.8 

151.2 

158.9 

176.9 

159.2 

138.1 

163.6 

136,7 

142.1 

129.6 

144.3 

138.1 

135.1 

120.8 

103.4 

138.7 

ST. ST. 
ANN T1tELAWNY JAMES HANOVER 

156.9 223.1 192.9 190,2 

138.1 209.6 205.3 212.3 

151.7 233.9 179.4 193.6 

133.3 192.7 196.8 200.3 

138.2 194.2 191.2 171.2 

141.8 223.5 207.4 239.9 

149,2 249.1 

164.8 206.5 

129.4 200.1 

127.6 211.8 

144.7 220.9 

143.7 216.9 

141.0 188.9 

126.4 191.5 

129.6 194.8 

127.3 200.6 

117.3 178.2 

126.5 185.0 

103,7 167,3 

120.5 174.1 

99.8 150.2 

110.6 140.0 

98.2 172.4 

213.7 204.1 

189.8 173.9 

184.8 149.0 

181.6 

22.5.9 

210.0 

211.3 

207.6 

200.4 

219.2 

175.0 

180.5 

149.5 

182.1 

181.0 

152.7 

149,6 

173.8 

157.9 

179.1 159.3 

132.2 133.9 

163.2 169.2 

151.3 158.9 

141.2 136.7 

171.6 ' 151.6 

WEST­
M>RE­
LAND 

182.8 

193,1 

165.7 

162.2 

165.4 

169.5 
213,1 

156.8 

157.7 

170.3 

158.7 

185,2 

167.3 

156.8 

153,4 

258.9 

158.2i 

1.58. 9 

141.9 

141.1 

143.4 

123.8 

142.3 

ST. 
ELIZ, 
174,6 

161.6 

154.6 

153.7 

175.7 

174.7 

169.8 

153.3 

146.2 

153,5 

161.4 

178.8 

160.8 

153.8 

143.8 

162.2 

147.2 

163.4 

144,3 

127.7 

137.6 

127.6 

138.5 

MAN­
CHESTER 

133.1 

145.2 

127.5 

125.7 

140.1 

150.6 

164.5 

146.2 

120.9 

140.2 

131.6 

144.9 

125.2 

141.6 

121.6 

130.1 

103.4 

133.3 

119.4 

106,3 

98.0 

89.4 

98,6 

Kl:tGSTON 
CLAR­
ENDON 

ST. .& St. 
CATI!ERINE A..'lDREW 

154.2 

170.1 

157.8 

142.9 

153.4 

164.9 

162.4 

152.3 

135.1 

176.0 212 • .5 

203.2 249.3 

179.6 213.9 

166.0 183.2 

184.5 206.2 

226.0 245.1 

164,9 173.7 

173.8 190.7 

175.7 185.9 

153.3 186.9 

164.9 169.5 

130.7 175,0 

133.0 152.2 

141.8 153.0 

. 120.9 123. s 
144.0 151.7 

133.7 141.8 

133.4 147.1 

118.7 126.6 

124.2 145.3 

124.4 140,0 

102.6 128.3 

100.8 145.4 

215.8 

169.8 

191.6 

175.0 

173.9 

133.3. 

142.0 

148.7 

148.4 

137.2 

134.2 
127.7 

114.6 

110.7 

JA..'iAICA 

176.0 

184.7 

175.9 
161.7 

172.5 

197 .o 
177.6 

171.7 

161.3 

173.7 

168.0 

173.4 

157.0 

160.2 

141 • .5 

153.9 

141.0 

149.8 

131.6 

137.6 

130.8 

118 • .5 

129.2 
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Y!AA 

1891/92 

1892/93 

1893/94 

1894/95 

1895/96 

1896/97 

1897/98 

1898/99 

1899/00 

1900/01 

1901/02 

1902/03 

1903/04 

1904/05 

1905/06 

1906/07 

1907/08 

1908/09 

1909/10 

1910/11 

1911/12 

1912/13 

1913/14 

1914/lS 

1915/16 

ST. ST. PORT-
I:INGSTON A.'(DUW TROMAS LAND 

7.9 11.7 14.4 15.1 

7.6 14.4 13.5 16.2 

10,6 12.7 16.5 20.0 

7.8 7.8 13.3 15.4 

4.4 
8.5 

9.3 

6.9 

11.0 

3.8 

12.9 

10,5 

9.2 

7.4 

7.1 

-3.3 

-6.4 

6.6 
7.4 

0.7 

8.7 
5.3 

4.6 

10.1 

5.2 

9.7 

11.8 

11.2 

9.2 

9.0 

7.3 

11.2 

15.7 

7.6 

4.0 

6.9 

-o-
-2.2 

13.0 

13.2 

5.9 

6.6 

5.8 

6,6 

11.2 

2.4 

17.5 

16.7 

16.0 

16.2 

16.8 

10.5 

20.8 

17.9 

9,1 

9.5 

17.0 

7.2 

8,4 

17.3 

12.7 

13.7 

15.1 

10.3 

13.8 

15.6 

7.8 

13,4 

13.5 

18.3 

18.3 

17.8 

14.9 

22.7 

20,9 

9.7 

10.3 

22.9 

12.2 

5.8 

12.7 

15.0 

14.5 

16.9 

7.9 

15.6 

18.2 

9.7 

TABLE A.S 

REVISED RATES OF NATUW. INCREASE• BY PAAISH1 JAMAICA1 ANNUALLY, 1891-1938 

ST. 
MAR.Y 

16.9 

18.7 

18.1 

14.4 
16.5 

16.5 

20.5 

18.1 

22.6 

15.5 

21.0 

21.2 

8.8 

9.5 

19.8 

15.6 

13.3 

17.3 

20.1 

16.9 

17.6 

17.2 

17.9 

19.5 

13.7 

ST. ST. 
ANN TRELAWNY J AMES HANOVER 

21.4 8.2 6.0 12.1 

20.9 11.0 9.8 14.5 

23.0 11.4 12.8 15.3 

21.7 14.1 10.3 17.7 

21.9 17.3 

19.8 13.7 

22.1 12.2 

26.2 14.2 

26.4 16.6 

20,9 9.1 

26.4 16.8 

26.0 16.5 

18.9 13.8 

19.4 12.1 

27.1 18.7 

23.8 15.9 

14.9 3.4 

23,1 13.5 

24.0 16.2 

24.3 16,6 

22.2 11.8 

25.0 15.9 

22.0 11.9 

24.5 14.7 

20.7 13.9 

9.3 

12.5 

11.5 

12.8 

12.3 

9.7 

14.6 

12.1 

10.5 

20.3 

18.5 

10.6 

7.2 

12.9 

14.9 

15.6 

16.1 

13.5 

12.4 

12.4 

11.0 

13.7 

14.9 

18.7 

16.0 

20.9 

14.4 

19.1 

16.1 

17.3 

9.3 

14.2 

12.7 
4.3 

15,4 

19.8 

19,1 

17.5 

17.2 

11.3 

15.4 

17.3 

WEST­
MORE­
LAND 

15.2 

14.0 

17.8 

20.1 

14.3 

15.5 

16.1 

16.6 

21.9 

15.7 

18.4 

19.6 

24.3 

13.0 

16.3 

15.3 

8.7 

16.9 

18.4 

15.6 

14.5 

15.2 

11.0 

15.4 

15.5 

ST. 
ELIZ, 

21.2 

21.7 

24.7 

22.9 

24.3 

20.7 

21.8 

23.0 

29.0 

22.0 

23.7 

28.2 

26.2 

19.6 

22.9 

19.5 

20.2 

16.6 

21.8 

21.7 
23,5 

12.7 

14.6 

22,9 

17.7 

MAN­
CltESTER 

24,6 

24.8 

28.2 

25.9 

25.2 

25.1 

23.7 

26,1 

29.3 

23.7 

27.0 

30.6 

29.0 

22.0 

21.1 

17.9 

11.8 

19.3 

20.0 

2l.l 
23,9 

18.9 

14.6 
22 .. 5 

18.4 

CLAll­
ENDON 

19.3 

18.6 

22.5 

15.8 

17.6 

21.9 

21.2 

18.8 

20.0 

17.3 

21.4 

22.1 

19.0 

ll.O 

17.8 

9.1 

0.1 

17.7 

12,9 

1!.3 
19.3 

16.5 

19.0 

23.1 

19.2 

KINGSTON 
ST. & ST. 
CATHERINE A.'O!W.I' 

13.2 9. 6 

16.4 10.6 

19.3 11.6 

13.6 7 .s 
16.1 6.7 

16.1 10.0 

14~9 10.2 

15.0 8.0 

17.5 10.0 

11.1 5.4 

16.2 12.1 

18.2 12.9 

13.0 8.5 

6. 7 5.8 

15.1 7 .o 
12.1 -1.8 

1.7 -4.4 

16.3 9.6 

15.7 10.1 

12.3 3.1 

16.2 7.7 

11.5 5.5 

14.8 5.6 

20.1 10.6 

12.7 3.9 

J'A.'{UCA 

15.6 

16.5 

18.9 

16.4 

16.4 

16.8 

17.2 

17.5 

20.1 

14.7 

19.8 

20.4 

16.1 

12.0 

17.8 

12.5 

7.0 

16.0 

16.9 

15.5 

17.0 

14.0 

14.1 

lS.O 

13.7 

• '\ 

N 
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YEAlt 

1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

"1920 

1921 

1922 

1923 

1924 

1925 

1926 

1927 

1928 

1929 

1930 

1931 

1932 

1933 

1934 

1935 

1936 

1937 

1938 

TABLE A,5 

REVISED llATES OF NATUIW. INCREASE, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891-1938 

ST. ST. PORT- ST. 
KINGSTON' A.~REV THOMAS LAND MARY 

-1.0 

-9.5 

-5.2 

3.2 

3.0 

-1.7 

12.8 

12.9 

11.6 

6.3 

15.6 

9.2 

12.0 

12.9 

18.0 

15.3 

10.4 

7.5 
10,4 

13.2 
13.0 

14.4 
18.8 

1.5 

-1.9 

-8.6 

4.2 

9.4 

-3.6 

8.2 

8.7 

6.8 

2.9 

8.9 

3.9 
5,8 

4.5 

6.6 

5.7 

-5.8 

8.1 

13.9 

6.6 

11.0 

11.8 

11.7 

5.2 

16,2 

8.9 

14.2 

12.7 

11.2 15.5 

7.6 13.2 

5.4 12.9 

6~22 8,6 

6.2 9.2 

8.1 9.0 

6.4 7.6 

6.3 10.1 

5.1 10.6 

10.8 

11.8 

-6.6 

7.3 

13.5 

7.1 

15.2 

12.8 

14.8 

15.8 

17.1 

10,0 

16,7 

16.4 

20.7 

14.4 

14.1 

13.1 

13.3 

12.7 
1:3,6 

12.4 

11.1 

.11.8 

11.3 

4.5 

13,4 

19.3 

7.1 

14.5 

17.6 

15.7 

14.3 

13,4 

14.9 

16,4 

18.1 

20.2 

17.2 

13.5 

13,8 

13.0 

12.9 

12.6 

14.0 
11.0. 

WEST-
ST. ST. MORE-
ANN TR.ELAWNY JAMES HANOVER LAND 

16.2 11.9 

17.7 5.3 

8.6 -2.8 
17.1 12,8 

20,4 14.3 

13.8 4.5 

19.0 11.5. 

18.4 14.2 

19.9 15,9 

18.1 13.0 

21.0 19,3 

19,0 15.5 

19.3 16.7 

21.0 16.7 

23.3 21.8 

19.6 16.8 

18.3 15.4 

18.2 15.1 
19,1 14.5 

21.5 20.8 

20.7 20.8 
21.1 22,1 
20,4 19,3 

11.9 

7.0 

0.8 

11.9 

17.0 

7.7 

14.9 

14.4 

17.3 

15,3 

14.~ 

14.6 

13.8 

16.4 

13.3 

9,5 

4.8 

8,9 

15.4 

4.2 

13.0 

17.2 

17.2 

17.5 

23.4 

14.6 

16.3 

20.6 

19.6 20.8 

14.1 18.7 

20.5 17.4 

17,2 18.2 

22.6 17.3 

19.7 16.3 

21.4 17.1 
20.2 . 16.4 

19.2 20,3 

12,0 

10.3 

2.8 

12.2 

19.2 

10.4 

12.1 

17.2 

16,8 

15.9 

19.2 

12.6 

14.4 

19.8 

19.1 

17.9 

17.5 

16.2 

15.3 

17.2 

19.4 

17.4 

18.6 

ST. 
ELIZ. 

15.8 

15.8 

8.8 

17.5 

20.3 

13.2 

17.7 
16,9 

18.1 

17.7 

22.1 

15.6 

20.8 

15.9 

21.8 

20.3 

19.8 

17.3 
17.7 

22.4 

18.6 

19.9 
21,9 

.KINGSTON 
MAN- CLAR- ST. & ST. 
CHESTER ENOON CATHElliNE A.'I'DR.E'.I JA.'!AICA 

17.6 

8.8 

6,4 

16.2 

16.0 

10.1 

16.5 

13.9 

16.0 

16.5 

22.4 

15.6 

20.0 

16.0 

20.8 

20.3 

21.5 

11.3 
16.7 

21.6 

20.3 

21.3 
20,5 

15.7 

9.9 

6.5 

16.8 

19.9 

11.1 

15.3 

18.0 

15.3 

14.6 

20,5 

18.2 

20.8 

18.6 

24.9 

20.1 

18.7 

16.6 

17.5 

19.9 

17.4 

17.9 
21.0 

11.6 

0,8 

-5.1 

9.1 

11.4 

-1.3 

15.5 
16.7 

12.7 

9.5 

16.6 

14.2 

15.6 

. 14.6 

20.8 

14.5 

13.3 

13.5 

13.2 
13.4 

10.7 
13.0 

14.4 

0.1 

-6.0 

-6.8 

3.7 

6.0 

-2.6 

10.6 

10.9 

9.3 

4.7 
12~3 

6.6 

8.9 

8.8. 

14.6 

11.4 
7.9 

6.8 

8.2 

10.6 

9.6 

10.2 
11.6 

11.5 

7.5 

1.2 

11.8 

15.5 

6.6 

14.4 

15.4 

15.0 

u.o 
17.8 

13.6 

16.1 

15.9 
20.1 

16.5 

15.4 

14.0 

14.5 

16.3 

15.3 

15.9 

16.5 

• '\ 

1\.J 
1\.J 
...... . 



• '\ 

TABLE A:§. 

ELEMENTS OP' INTER-CENSA.L POPULATION GROWTH, BY PARISII1 JAMAICA, 1891-1943 

1891- 19118 1911 - 1921b 1921- 1943b 

NET INTER- NET NET INTER- NET NET INTER-
NATURAL TOTAL CENSAL NATURAL INTERNAL EXTERNAL CENSAL NAnJRAL INTER."'AL EXTERNAL C~SAL 

PARISH INCREASE MIGRATION GROWTH INCREASE MIGRATION MIGRATION GROWTII INCREASE MIGRATION MIGRATION GROV!H 

lt.ingaton 6870 + 4300 + 11170 1386 + 10258 - 7607 +.4037 28061 + 21511 - 3200 + 46372 

St. Andrev 7919 + 6999 + 14918 1962 + 4148 - 4285 + 1825 10582 + 47466 +15500 + 73548 

St. Thomas 10130 - 2976 + 7154 3621 + 782 - 1232 + 3171 12038 + 5454 + 700 + 18192 

Portland 12262 + 5100 + 17362 5049 + 1246 - 6685 - 390 16451 - 3009 - 1700 + 11742 

St. Ma.ry 19241 +10800 + 30041 10314 + 937 -12803 - 1552 25075 - 8677 + 3100 + 19498 

St. Ann 28063 -11539 + 16524 13385 - 4676 - 8438 + 271 35865 -14294 + 3700 + 25271 

Tre1awny 9012 - 4545 + 4467 3725 - 380 - 4206 - 861 15656 - 2923 + 209 + 12933 

St. Jamea 8894 - 2568 + 6326 4623 - 250 - 3803 + 570 20225 - 29 + 1400 + 21596 

Hanover 10594 - 5250 + 5344 4~U - 792 - 3167 + 808 17308 - 4164 + 300 + 13444 

Weatmorel.ancl 19712 - 6706 ± 13006 8377 - 1175 - 4805 + 2397 29293 - 8037 - + 21256 

St. Elizabeth 31613 -15169 + 16444 13027 - 6236 - 6210 + 581 37808 .;.19607 + 2700 + '20901 

Manchester 28574 -18842 + 9732 10258 - 5139 - 6368 - 1249 31979 -10179 + 7000 + 28800 

Clarendon 21652 - 4843 + 16809 ·12532 + 649 - 4540 + 8641 41200 - 2650 + 2400 + 40950 

St. Catherine 21163 + 1432 + 22595 9107 + 628 - 1249 + 8486 31604 - 862 - 6300 + 24442 

TOTAL FOR 

JAMA.ICA 235699 -43807 ,191892 102135 ---- -75398 +26735 353145 - +25800 +378945 

Sources: (a) Natural Increase computed from Annual Report of the Registrar General in c.o. 140. 
I>.J 
N 

Inter-censal Population Growth computed from Census of Jamaica l!!ll and ill!. N . 
Net Total Migration • Inter-censal Growth--Natural Increase 

(b) Natural Increase computed from Annual Reports of the Registrar General in c.o. 140· 
Inter-censal Cr011th computed from the Censuses of Jam.'lica. !ill and 1921 and _!!ll. 
Net Internal Migration computed from Roberts. The_PoJ>ulntlon of Jamaica. p. 150 • 



CENSUS DATE 
A."i> 
AGE CROUPS 

.!!!!!:.~ 

0 - 14 

15 - 39 
4G-64 

65+ 

.tlnknova 

.!llil. 
0- 14 

15- 39 

40- 64 

65+ 

t.Jnkuow. 

.!!!!,: 
0 - 14 

15- 39 

40- 64 

65+ 

13rlkn0W11 

ill!:.. 
0- 14 

15- 39 

40- 64 

6S+ 

t.Jnkuow. 

lttlC­
S'!.'ON 

31.69 

45.83 

15.85 

4.33 

2.30 

28.27 

50.03 

17.66 

2.93 

1.10 

27.59 

51.22 

17.88 

3.19 

0.13 

26.71 

50.97 

18.74 

3.42 

0.16 

TABLE A.7 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBtrrlOH OF PARISH POPULATIONS • BY ACE GROUPS • JAMAICA, CENSUS YEAR, 1881 - 1943 

ST. 
ANDREW 

38.18 

40.25 

13.44 

3.72 

4.41 

36.02 

43.37 

16.77 

3.73 

0.12 

36.88 

43.14 

16.76 

3.17 

o.os 

35.92 

41.45 

18.80 

3.62 
0.13 

ST. 
THOMAS 

33.63 

39.06 

15.89 

3.69 

7. 72 

36.35 

40.04 

19.39 
4.12 ·~ 

0.10 

39.55 
. 38.00 

18.14 

4.25 

0.06 

36.82 

40.22 

18.73 

4.22 

0.02 

PORT­
LAND 

40.57 

38,43 

14.74 

4.72 

1.54 

39.65 

40.10 

17.00 

3.15 

0.09 

37.49 

43.81 

15.50 

3.08 

0.11 

38.52 

39.92 

ST. 
MARY 

39,82 

39.34 

15.96 

4,46 

0.43 

39.82 
39,90 

16.31 

3.87 

0.10 

38.52 

44.49 

14.37 

2.54 

0,09 

40.84 

39.36 

18.22 16.95 

3.26 2.79 
0,08 o.os 

ST. 
ANN 

40.97 

39.47 

14.84 

4.25 

0.47 

42.39 

38.33 

15.15 

3.81 

0.32 

44.37 

36.02 

15.90 

3.69 

0.03 

45.29 

34.04 

16.67 

3.99 
0,02 

TRE­
LAWNY 

36.81 

40.80 

17.28 

4.15 

0.36 

37.26 

39.64 

18.77 

4.31 

0.02 

39.96 

37.74 

18.02 

4.24 

0.03 

39.12 

37.92 

ST, 
JAHES 

35.72 

42.93 

15.98 

4.62 

0.75 

38.77 

39.39 

17.80 
4.00 

0.04 

39.47 

39.60 

16.91 

3.94 

0.07 

39.56 

38.16 

BAN­
OVER. 

38,50 

39.96 

16.16 

4.59 

0.80 

35.80 

42.83 

17.00 

4.34 

0,02 

40.94 

37.58 

17.47 

3:93 
0.08 

40.98 

36.76 

18.58 18.36 18.25 

4.36 . 3.90 4.00 

o.o2 o.o1 o.o1 

W!ST­
K>RE­
LAND 

38.78 

41.25 

15.82 

4.02 

0.13 

37.86 

40.59 

17.17 

4.23 

0.15 

41.17 

37.46 

17.20 
4.14 

0.04 

40.13 

37.66 

17.80 

4.39 

0.02 

ST. 
ELIZ­
ABETH 

42.13 

38.53 

14,55 

4.08 

0.70 

40.46 

39.11 

16.42 

3.97 

0,03 

43,85 

35,76 

16.33 

3.99 

0,06 

42.05 

35.79 

MA!i- CLA.R­
CHESTER ENDON 

44.01 37.00 

38.50 44.45 

13,32 13,68 

3.86 4.14 

0.31 0.72 

43.22 

38.15 

15.03 

3.46 

0.14 

44.67 

35.29 

16.12 

3.92 

o.oo 

42.90 

34.81 

41.33 
38,44 

16.42 

3.74 

o.o8 

41.31 

39,58 

16.16 

2.88 

0,07 

41,19 

38.93 

ST. 
CATHERINE 

36.11 

44,02 

14.45 

4.58 

0.84 

39.91 
41.78 

14.80 

3.51 

39.01 

41.47 

16.38 

3.12 

0.02 

38.34 

41.65 

17.58 17,67 16.67 17.04 

4.55 4.49 3,20 2.96 

0,03 0.13 0,01 0,01 

JA.'iAICA. 

38.32 

41.04 

15.01 

4.25 

1.37 

38.71 

40.76 

16.59 

3.77 

0.17 

39.83 

40.11 

16.49 

3.51 

0.06 

39.35 

39.18 

17.69 

3.73 

o.os 

• 
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TABLE A. 7 (CONT' d) 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OP PARISH POPULATIONS, BY ACE GROUPS. JAHA.ICA, CENSUS YEARS, 1881-1943 

CENSUS DATE WEST- ST. 
AND KING- St. ST. P!)RT- ST. ST. TRE- ST. RAN- MORE- ELIZ- MAN- CLAR- ST. 
AGE GROUPS STON ANDREW THOMAS LAND MART ANN LAWNY JAMES OVER LAND ABETR CHESTER. ENDON CATHERINE 

lllli 
0- 14 25.12 29.93 32.45 34.91 36.37 42.30 40.39 37.97 40.61 39.40 41.30 40.68 39.72 36.07 

lS- 39 53.26 47.22 42.90 20.48 40.63 37.06 38.35 41.25 38.10 38.37 36.29 38.25 40.38 41.28 

40- 64 18.39 18.99 20.60 20.22 19.14 15.96 16.87 16.73 16.73 17.26 16.98 16.09 16.31 18.93 

6S+ 3.19 3.83 4.00 4.35 3.84 4.66 4.35 4.02 4.54 4.93 5.39 4.95 3.57 3.71 

Unknown 0.04 0.03 0.05 o.os 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01 

-
Sout'c:e: Computecl hoa Census of Jamaica, 1943, Table 25. 

JA.."fAICA 

36.56 

41.45 

17.78 

4.18 

0.03 

• . 
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PARISH 

~(in~ston-St. 

St. Thomas 

Portland 

St. Ha.ry 

St. Ann 

Trelauny 

St. Ja.mes 

Hanover 

Hestnoreland 

St. Elizabeth 

Hanchcster 

Clarendon 

St. Catherine 

Ti\ntr:: i\.R 
- ·-

JOI'TT GRO!":S P.EPRODUr:Timl P.ATE~i, 'W PNU!":ll 
NIO cmmus YEAR, JArti\IC/\ 

1891 - 1921 

JOVIT G'ti)SS REPRODlJCTin:l Ri\T~S 

1891 1911 

.'\nrl rcTr 1.99 1. 9() 

2.53 2. 72 

2.64 2.31 

2.61 2.31 

2.93 3.21 

2.56 2.71 

2.15 2.60 

2.49 3.03 

2.60 2.79 

3.13 3.07 

3.22 3.06 

2.80 2.31 

2.79 2.60 

Source: G.H. Roberts, Population 2.f Jamaica, Tahle 70, p. 281. 

225. 

1')21 

2.15 

2.43 

2.4('1 

2.52 

3.24 

2.82 

2.70 

2.83 

2.75 

3.09 

2.94 

2.82 

2. 39 



PARISH 

St. Thomas 

Portland 

St. Hary 

St. Ann 

Tre1almy 

St. James 

Hanover 

Hestmoreland 

St. Elizabeth 

11ianchc.s ter 

Clarendon 

St. Catherine 

~ A.9_ 

STA..'iDA!'t.DI:':ED 7YOP-TALITY MTIOS, UY PARISH 
AND CErlSUS YEAR, JNtAICA, 

1891-1921 

STANDARDIZED rfORTALITY RATIOS 

1891 1911 

.3445 .3317 

.3196 .3615 

.2971 .3298 

.2679 .2620 

• 3358 • 315/1 

.2570 .3094 

.2964 • 3286 

• 3041 • 306'• 

.2592 .2664 

.2857 .2527 

.2856 .3422 

.3348 .3851 

1921 

• 3382 

• 3302 

.3393 

.2534 

• 3712 

• 340!· 

.3730 

.2948 

.2737 

.2513 

.3309 

.4391 

NOTE: ~tethod of Computation as discussed in the text of this Appendix. 

226. 



TABLE A.lO 

INFANT M>RTALITY RATES, PER 1000 LIVE BIRTHS, FIVE YEAR AVERAGES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA 1891-1935 

1891- 1896- 1901- 1906-. 1911- 1916- 1921- 1926- 1931-
PARISH 1895 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 1925 1930 1935 

St. Thomas 165.2 187.2 192.4 191.9 170.7 185.8 201.8 176.9 142.4 

Portland 174.0 174.5 183.1 204.6 187.8 185.5 190.5 166.5 145.5 

St. Mary 168.4 167.9 172.6 182.1 175.2 157.9 166.9 154.9 137.8 

St. Ann 155.6 168.6 149.8 152.0 139.1 143.6 142.6 137.1 119.1 

Tre1awny . 217 .o 220.6 207.9 215.6 198.5 210.7 218.2 202.6 181.0 

St. James 196.5 207.4 185.2 209.2 204.0 193.1 195.5 211.0 173.7 

Hanover 196.4 198.8 196.1 . 202.4 197.8 193.5 189.5 163.0 158.8 

Res tmo reland 170.5 169.0 175.7 . 190.7 192.0 173.8 173.5 164.3 151.8 

St. Elizabeth 158.3 156.7 157.6 162.6 167.4 164.0 159.5 159.7 149.0 

}f.anehes ter 134.9 129.8 141.3 160.6 143.1 134.3 144.5 133.0 118.5 

C1arendon 151.8 161.9 160.5 199.7 157.3 155.7 153.6 138.3 130.8 

St. Catherine 170.2 181.5 187.1 204.6 183.1 181.9 185.5 154.6 142.5 

Source: Table A.4 

• 
1'-.J 
1'-.J 
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TABLE A:.!! 

CRUDE DEATH RATES, PER 1,000 POPULATION, FIVE YEAR AVERAGES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, 1891- 1935 

1891- 1896- 1901- 1906- 1911- 1916- 1921- 1926- 1931-
PARISH 1895 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 1925 1930 1935 

St. Thomas 24.48 25.99 26.22 26.22 24.77 29.20 25.60 20.83 20.19 

Portland 23.04 23.15 23.91 25.00 25.13 28.85 24.23 20.81 18.69 

St. Mary 20.80 20.08 23.59 22.18 21.49 24.18 22.01 18.93 18.62 

St. Ann 18.60 20.10 19.89 20.35 19.03 23.93 19.65 16.31 15.59 

trelawny 25.78 26.30 25.97 26.60 23.70 28.91 25.47 20.04 19.65 

St. James 21.84 22.09 22.13 24.16 24.29 26.55 23.18 22.24 21.63 

Hanover 24.43 24.99 27.29 26.90 25.56 28.27 24.37 19.18 19.54 

Westmore1and 22.43 22.49 23.58 ''24.15 23.71 25.32 22.01 19. 35. 17.97 

St. Elizabeth 21.16 20.42 20.99 22.50 20.20 22.91 20.54 18.87 17.82 

Manchester 17.55 18.27 19.68 22.42 18.42 22.37 18.90 16.38 15.22 

C1arendon 20.31 22.86 23.94 27.99 21.97 26.08 22.79 17.78 16.88 

St. Catherine 24.24 24.68 26.20 28.15 24.83 30.84 26.01 20.38 19.37 

Source: Table A.3 

1'..:1 
1'..:1 
00 . 



TABLE A.12 

CRUDE BIRTH RATES• PER. 1,000 POPULATION• FIVE YEAR AVERAGES, BY PARISH• JAMAICA 1891-1935 

1891- 1896- 1901- 1906- 1911- 1916- 1921- 1926- 1931-
PARISH 1895 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 1925 1930 1935 

St. Thomas 39.52 41.23 41.22 38.07 37.30 34.90 35.20 34.33 30.82 

Portland . 39.05 39.68 41.19 37.03 38.80 36.19 37.37 36.97 32.21 

St. Hary 37.71 38.71 39.64 38.83 38.65 36.25 35.88 35.53 32.66 

St. Ann 40.38 43.18 43.43 42.37 41.90 39.92 37.47 . 37.01 34.91 

Trelawny 38.17 39.18 41.54 39.70 37.32 37.21 37.28 38.05 36.17 

St. Jamea 31.48 33.84 34.93 36.40 37.36 36.23 37.11 38.04 40.44 

Hanover 39.07 41.97 42.50 41.15 41.28 38.64 38.19 38.33 37.13 

Westmoreland 38.70 39.65 41.~7 39.12 38.01 36.61 36.49 36.37 34.78 

St. Elizabeth 44.13 43.72 45.11 42.46 38.45 38.53 37.24 38.09 37.30 

Manchester 43.29 43.87 45.60 40.55 38.09 35.36 33.77 35.71 34.48 

Clarendon 39.08 42.13 42.17 39.00 41.38 39.83 37.64 38.38 35.44 

·st. Catherine 39.94 39.59 40.04 39.74 39.88 36.37 36.63 36.74 32.94 

1\.) 
1\.) 

Source: Table A.2 
~ . 



TABLE A.13 

RATES OF NATURAL INCREASE, PER 1 1000 POPULATION: FIVE YEAR AVERAGES 1 BY PARISH, JAMAICA, 1891-1935 

1891- 1896- 1901- 1906- 1911- 1916- 1921- 1926- 1931-
PARISH 1895 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 1925 1930 1935 

St. Thomas 15.04 15.24 14.99 11.84 12.53 5.70 9.25 13.49 10.56 

Portland 16.02 16.54 17.27 12.03 13.67 7.34 13.14 16.17 13.52 

St. Mary 16.92 18.62 16.05 16.65 17.16 12.07 13.87 16.60 14.04 

St. Ann 2.1. 77 23.08 23.54 22.02 22.88 15.99 17.82 20.70 19.32 

Tre1awny 12.39 13.15 15.57 13.11 13.62 8.31 11.81 18.01 16.52 

St. James 9.64 11.75 15.21 12.24 13.07 9.68 13.93 15.80 18.82 

Hanover 14.65 16.98 15.21 14.25 15.73 10.38 13.82 19.15 17.59 

Westr::loreland 16.27 17.17 18.32 14.97 14.30 11.29 14.48 17.02. 16.81 

St. Elizabeth 22.97 23.31 24.12 19.95 18.25 15.62 16.71 19.22 19.49 

Manchester 25.74 25.59 25.92 18.13 19.67 12.99 14.61 18.94 19.26 

Clarendon 18.76 19.84 18.23 11.02 19.42 13.75 14.85 20.59 18.55 

St. Catherine 15.71 14.91 13.84 11.59 15.05 5.53 10.62 16.36 13.57 

Source: Table A.S 
!\) 
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TABLE A.14 -
PROPORTION OF CULTIVATED ACREAGE UNDER PLANTATION CONTROL (P), FIVE YEAR AVERAGES, BY PARISH, 

JAMAICA, 1891-1935 

1891- 1896- 1901- 1906- 1911- 1916- 1921- 1926- 1931-
PARISH 1895 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 1925 1930 1935 

St. Thomas .9325 .8304 .7267 .5504 .4340 .3747 .4208 .5747 .6128 

Portland .1052 .1342 .1379 .1581 .1583 .1137 .1031 .0829 .0792 
St. Mary .1521 .1426 .1663 .2009 .2460 .2361 .2213 .2328 .2618 

St. Ann .1294 .1140 .0539 .0518 .0464 .0492 .0530 .0508 .0666 

Trelawuy .8999 .8150 .7537 .6599 • 5109 .4948 .5247 .4157 .2407 

St. James .8369 .6610 .5013 .3150 .3965 .3349 .3488 .3278 • 3974 

Hanover .4472 .4172 .3079 .2064 .1579 .0770 .0462 .0742 .0636 

Westmore1and .6906 .6720 .6056 .4020 .4012 .3138 .2203 .1396 .1477 . 
St. Elizabeth .5199 .3386 • 2675 .1383 .1332 .1080 .1072 .1237 • .1246 

Manchester .1405 .1122 .1117 .0904 .0665 .0609 .0372 .0332 .0271 

C1arendon 1.0000 1.0000 .8484 .6608 .6366 .4386 .3848 .4177 .7591 

St. Catherine .5144 .3396 .3609 .3168 .3129 .2517 .2468 .38~1 .3726 

Source: Handbooks of Jamaica, Annually, 1891-1935 (Kingston: G.P.O.) 1:1.) 

w ..... . 



TABLE A .:!2, 

PROPORTION OF CULTIVATED ACREAGE UNDER STAPLE EXPORT CROPS, (X) 
1 

FIVE YEAR. AVERAGES, BY P AR.ISB, 

JAMAICA, 1891-1935 

1891- 1896- 1901- 1906- 1911- 1916- 1921- 1926- 1931-
P.AR.ISH 1895 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 1925 1930 1935 

St. Thomaa • 2730 .3227 .3395 .3325 .3573 .3757 .3716 .3658 .4298 

Portland .2159 .2635 .2780 .3347 .3627 .3081 .3534 .3773 .3096 

St. Mary .2321 .2501 .2933 .3793 .5003 .4998 .4452 .4691 .4132 

St. Ann .0402 .0401 .0473 .0426 .0525 .0539 .0832 .0885 .0751 

Trelawny .1129 .1134 .1215 .1324 .1548 .1393 .1423 .1952 .1303 

St. James .1182 .1047 .1075 .1137 .1837 .1769 .2051 .1992 .2279 

Hanover .0691 .0618 .0718 .1125 .1219 .1187 .1453 .1335 .1502 

Westmore1and .0920 .1023 .0880 .0837 .1102 .0969 .0910 .1195 .1218 

St. Elizabeth .0302 .0225 .0353 .0254 .0253 .0199 .0170 .0164 .0207 

Manchester .1266 .1225 .1130 .1106 .0714 .0523 .0346 .0301 .0214 

Clarendon .1886 .1779 .1646 .1902 .1564 .1804 .1603 • 1486 .2263 . 

St. Catherine .0972 .1329 .2303 .2735 .2427 .2477 .2886 .2597 .2173 

--····--·····-·-- --·····--·--·····-

1\:1 
w 
1\:1 . 

Source: Handbooks of Jamaica~ Annually, 1891-1935 (Kingston: C.P.O.) 
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TABJ.F. A.16 

PROPORTIONS OF CULTIVATED ACREAGE UNDER PLANTATION CONTROL (P) AND UNDER 
STAPLE EXPORT CROPS (X), BY PARISII, JMIAICA, 

CENSUS YEARS1 189l-l921 

1891 1911 1921 

PARISH p X p X p X 

St. Thomas 1.0000 .2636 .5515 .3720 .3701 .3619 
il 

Portland .0864 .2189 .1715 .3758 .lll9 .3350 
tl' 

St. Mary .2012 .2462 .2151 .4184 .2441 .4742 

St. Ann .1480 .0409 .0492 .0444 .0461 .0677 

Tre1awny .9135 .1124 .5685 .1397 .4930 .1420 

St. James .8550 .1259 .2684 .1251 .3028 .1813 

Hanover .4558 .0656 .2090 .1174 .0449 .1174 

Westmoreland .7511 .0925 .4036 .0862 .2606 .0944 

St. Elizabeth .son .0320 .1381 .0256 .1019 .0139 

Manchester .0862 .1315 .0805 .0931 .0544 .0434 

C1arendon 1,0000 .2036 .7071 .1939 .3083 .1851 

St. Catherine .4863 .0923 .1938 .2767 .2387 .2608 

Source: Handbooks of Jamaica, Annual~z, 1891-1935 (Kingston: G.P.O.) 
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TABU; A.l7 

PROPORTIONS OF CULTIVATED ACREAGE UNDER PLANTATION CONTROL (P) AND 
UNDER STAPLE EXPORT CROPS (X), BY PARISH, JA~~ICA 

INTERCENSAL PERIODS• 1891-1943 

1891-1911 1911-1921 1921-1943 

PARISH p X p X p X 

St. Thomas .7600 .3163 .4044 .3665 .5361 .3891 

Portland .1336 .2730 .1360 .3354 .0884 .3434 

St. Mary ,1657 .2887 .2411 .5001 .2386 .4425 

St, Ann .0873 .0426 .0478 .0532 .0568 e0823 

Trelawny .7846 .1201 .5029 .1471 .3937 .1559 

St. James .5786 .1110 ,3657 .1803 .3580 .2107 

Hanover .3447 .0788 .1175 .1203 .0613 .1430 

Westmoreland .5926 .0915 .3575 .1034 .1692 .1108 

St, Elizabeth .3161 .0284 ,1206 .0226 .1185 .0108 

Manchester .1137 .1182 .0637 .0619 .0325 .0287 

C1arendon .8773 .1803 .5376 .1684 .5205 .1784 

St. Catberine .3829 .1835 .2850 .2452 .3384 .2552 

Source: Handbooks of Jamaica 1 Annualli 1 1891-1938 ~Kingston: G.P.O.l 



TABLE A.l8 

RESULTS OF CJ.!DSS SECTION ANALYSIS WITH INFANT MORTALITY AS DEPENDENT VAlUABLE: 
REGRESSION FORM (la) 

HYPOTH- ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS 0~ INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
NUMBER ESIZED CO!{STANT ORG/u'HZATION OF COMPOSITION OF SIGNIFICANCE 

TIME OF SIGN OF: TERM PRODUCTION (P) OI.TrPUT (X) OF REGRESSION 
PERIOD OBSERVATIONS b1 b2 (a) (bl) (b2) (F-RATIO) 

1891-1895 12 + + +163.47 + 25.66 - 41.57 0,85 
(20.23) (89.51) 

1896-1900 12 + + +162.29 + 35.94 - 13.99 1.25 . 
(22. 75) (77. 76) 

1901-1905 12 + + +154.59 + 31.74 + 53.19 1.89 
(20.49) (55.01) 

1906-1910 12 + + +163.49 + 57.90* + 45.33 4.07 
(24.16) (42.30) 

1911-1915 12 + + +159.91 + 37.43 + 28,26 0,88 
(35.73) (46.19) 

1916-1920 12 + + +155.25 + 68.65 + 9.06 1,44 
(44.07) (47.29) 

1921-1925 12 + + +150,58 + 77 .20+ + 44.96 3.45 
(38.36) (44.95) 

1926-1930 12 •• + +147.76 + 53.72 + 14.56 1.12 
(44 .10) (55.89) 

1931-1935 12 + + +144.07 + 0.58 + 8.64 0.02 
(32.46) (55.41) 

NOTES: Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimate, 
* Indicates significance level of 0,05. 
+ Indicates significance level of 0.10. 

R2 

0.1590 

0.2172 

0.2953 

0.4752 

0.1641 

0.2423 

0.4338 

0.1987 

0.0044 

• 
" 

N 
w 
V'l . 



TABLE A.l9 

RESULTS OF CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS WITH CRUDE DEATH RATE AS DEPENDENT VAlUABLE: 
REGRESSION FORM (la) 

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

NUMBElt. HYPOTHESIZED CONSTANT ORGA..'UZATION OF COMPOSITION OF SIGNIFICANCE 
TIME OF SIGN OF: TERM PRODUCTION (P) OUTPUT (X) OF REGRESSION 
PERIOD OBSERVATIONS bl b2 (a) (bl) (b2) (F-RATIO) 

1891-1895 12 + + + 19.85 + 3,42 + 2,93 1.40 
(2.15) (9.52) 

1896-1900 12 + + + 19.70 + 4.95+ + 5.36 3,12 
(2 .os) (7.00) 

1901-1905 12 + + + 20.40 + 4.24 + 9.56 3.08 
(2.39) (6.40) 

1906-1910 12 + + + 21.55 * * + 7,85 + 3.99 S.ll 
(2. 73) (4.78) 

1911-1915 12 + + + 20.19 + 4.86 + 5.92 1.93 
(3.76) (4.85) 

1916-1920 12 + + + 23.96 + 6.io + 5.49 1.56 
(5.34) (S. 73) 

1921-1925 12 + + + 19.95 + 6.79+ * + 7.24 5,03 
(3.46) (4,06) 

1926-1930 12 + + + 17.50 + 3,39 + 4.74 2.66 
(2.89) (3.66) 

1931-1935 12 + + +17.00 + 0.39 + 6.81 1.72 
(2.70) (4.63) 

NOTES: Bracketed figures as standard errors of estimate. 
* Indicates significance level of .os. 
+ Indicates significance level of .10. 

1.2 

0.2370 

0.4095 

0,4060 

0.5318 

o. 3009 

0.2573 

0,5271 

0.3719 

0.2769 

.. 

• .. 

1\J 
w 
0'1 . 



TABLE A.20 

USULTS OF CROSS. SECTION ANALYSIS WIT!I CRUDE BIR'm RATE AS DEPENDENT VAB.IABLE, REGRESSION 
FORM (la) 

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
N'IJMBEI. HYPOTHESIZED CONSTANT ORGANIZATION OF COMPOSITION OF SIGNIFICANCE 

TIME OF SIGN OF: TERM PRODUCTION (P) OUTPUT (X) OF REGRESSION 
PERIOD OBSERVATIONS b1 ·b2 (a) (b1) (b2) {!:!-RATIO) 

1891-1895 12 - - + 41,89 - 3.09 - 7.85 0,92 
(2,79) (12. 33) 

1896-1900 12 - - + 42.25 - 1.96 - 5.47 0.47 
(2.81) ( 9.59) 

1901-1905 12 - - + 43.78 - 2.41 - 7.95 0,88 
(3.07) (8.25) 

1906-1910 12 - - + 41.81 - 2,48 - 8.46+ 3.42 
(2.27) (3.97) 

1911-1915 11 - - + 39.98 - 1.54 - 2.55 0.46 
(2.89) (3.73) 

1916-1920 12 - - + 38.23 - 0.01 - 5.60 1.39 
(3.27) (3.51) 

1921-1925 12 - - + 36.77 + 0.59 - 1.11 0.07 
(2.59) (3,04) 

1926-1930 12 - - + 37.77 
.. + 0.35 - 4.47 1.29 

(2.33) (2.95) 

1931-1935 12 - - + 36.74 + 2,72 -12.87+ 2.20 
(3.67) (6.28) 

Notes: Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimate. 
+ indicates significance at .10 level. 

a2 

0.1699 

0.0953 

0.1640 

0.4319 

0.0924 

0.2358 

0.0163 

0.2234 

0.3284 

• ~ 

!\..) 

w 
-..1 . 
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TABLE A.21 

RESULTS OF CROSS SECTION ~LYSIS WITH RATE OF NA'IURAL INCREASE AS DEPENDENT VAlUABLE: 
REGRESSION FORM (la) 

ESTIMAXED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
NUMB D. HYPOTHESIZED CONSTANT ORGANIZATION OF COMPOSITION OF SIGNIFICANCE 

TIME OF SIGN OF: TER.. 'I PRODUCTION (P) OUTPUT (X) OF REGRESSION 
R2 PERIOD OBSERVATIONS b1 b2 (a) (bl) (b2) (F-RATIO) 

1891-1895 12 - - + 22.05 - 6.52 - 10.76 1.91 0.2983 
(3.73) (16. 51) 

1896-1900 12 - - + 22.47 - 6.28 - 10.77 2.02 0.3095 
(3. 73) (12. 76) 

1901-1905 12 - - + 23.68 - 6.14 . - 19.12+ 3.79 0.4569 
(3.65) ( 9.81) 

1906-1910 12 - - + 20.25 -10.32* - 12.45+ 8.15* 0.6444 
(3.43) ( 6.00) 

1911-1915 12 - - + 19.80 - 6.41 - 8.47 2.28 0.3367 
(4.75) ( 6.14) 

1916-1920 12 - - + 14.27 - 6.10 - 11.10 2.38 0.3459 
(6.44) ( 6.91) 

1921-1925 12 - - + 16.80 - 6.25+ - 8.43+ 5.76 • 0.5613 
(3.36) ( 3.93) 

1926-1930 12 - - + 20.16 - 2.91 - 8.98 * 5.39. 0.5422 
(2.96) ( 3.75) 

1931-1935 12 - - + 19.76 * 10.43* + 2,29 - 19.75 0.6986 
(2. 73) ( 4.68) 

NotES: Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimate. 1\.,) 

* Indicates.signifieance level of .os. w 
+ Indicates significance level of .10. CO . 



TIME 
PEUOD 

1891 

1911 

1921 

NOTES: 

TABLE A,22 

U:SULTS OF CROSS· SECTION ANALYSIS WITH STANDARDIZED MOllTALITY RATIO AS DEPENDENT VAR.IAJLE 
aECRESSION FOaM (la) 

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VAR.IA"BLES 

NUMB Ea HYPOTHESIZED CONSTANT · OaGANIZATION OF COMPOSITION· or SIGNIFICANCE 
OF SIGN OF; TERM PRODUCTION (P) OUTPUT (X) OF REGRESSION 
OBSER.VATIONS bl b . 

2 (a) (bl) (b2) (F-RATIO) 

12 + + + 0.27 + 0.01 + 0.16 1.26 
(0.02) (0.11) 

12 + + + 0.27 + 0.04 * * + 0.20 s.12 
(0.04) (0,07) 

12 + + + 0.28 + 0.12 + 0.14 2,06 
(0.11) (0.11) 

Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimate. 
*Iudiutea significance lavel of .OS 

a2 

o.naa 

0.5599 

0,3141 

·-

, 
'\ 

"" (...) 

1.0 . 



TABLE A.23 

RESULTS OF CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS WI'nl JOINT GROSS IEPR.OOUCfiON RATE AS D!P!NI)ENT VAIIABLI: 
REGRESSION FORM (la) 

NUMBER. BYPO'IRESIZED CONSTANT ORGANIZAtiON OF COMPOSITION OP SIGNIPICANCE 
TIME or SIGN OF: TERM PRODUCTION (P) OUTP11r (X) OF REGRESSION 
PElliOD OBSEllVATIONS 'b

1 'b2 (a) ('b1) ('b2) (P-RATIO) 

1891 12 - - + 3.02 - 0.37 - 0.84 1.74 
(0.23) (1.06) 

1911 12 - - + 3.11 - 0.05 - 1,73 * * 9.84 
(0.26) (0.40) 

• * 1921 12 - - + 3.09 - 0.30 - 1.44 11.08 
(0.35) (0. 36) 

NOTES: Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimates. 
* Indicates aignificmce level of ,OS 

ll2 

0.2793 

0.6861 

8.7112 

, 
' 

11..1 
.c. 
0 . 



p 

X 

t 

IMR. 

CDR 

CBR 

RNI 

TABLE A.24 

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR TIME ADJUSTED POOLED CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS: 
REGRESSION FORM (2a) 

p X t IMR CDR CBR RNI 

1.0000 

.1295 1.0000 

-.3733 .1793 1.0000 

.3721 .1604 -.2816 1.0000 

.3327 .2464 -.3184 .7601 1.0000 

.0320 -.3296 -.5915 .0348 .1410 1.0000 

-.2353 -.4387 -.1762 -.5836 -.7032 .6021 1.0000 

l'.J 
.,!::. ,_. 



p 

p 1.0000 

X .0529 

t -.4940 

SM1t .0873 

JGRR -.3603 

TABLE A:.!2, 

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR TIME ADJUSTED POOLED CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS 
REGRESSION FORM (2a) , CENSUS YEARS 

X t SMR JGRR 

'1.0000 

.2006 1.0000 

.5711 .2865 1.0000 

-.6406 .0834 -.5052 1.0000 

N 
.:.. 
N . 
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