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ABSTRACT

This study explores the relationships betwecen economic structure
and demographic performance among administrative parishes of Jamaica
during the period 1891 - 1935. 1t 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 chapters 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.



ABREGE

Cette &tude explore les relations entre la structure économiéue et
le comportement démographique dans les paroisses administratives individuelles
de la Jamaique pendant la période 1891-1935. En général, on accepte le fait
que la composition de lé producticn (denrées de base pour 1'exportation d'un
coté, recoltes consormmées sur place de 1'autre) et le mode d'organisation
de la production (plantations d'un c6té, modestes fermes de lfautre) influ~-
encent fortement la nature de la croissance et du développement &conomigues.
Dans cette &tude il est &galement d€montré que ces caractéristiques struc-.
turelles de 1'économie paroissiale correspondent & un comportement démo-
graphique spécifique a4 chaque type de paroisse. Les relations significa~
tives sont groupées dans un modéle &conomico-~démographique formel, dont sont
dérivées des hypothéses vérifiables.

Deux chapitres descriptives fournissent les données requises pour
vérifier ces hypothéses. L'analyse 4 régression multiple des données
supporte l'hypothése suggérant que la cultivation des denrées de base pour
1'exportation et/ou la prévalence de 1l'organisation en plantations tendent
i accroitre la mortalité, i r&duire la fertilité et 4 encourager 1'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 scul tivation of sugar cane, had been in
difficulties since.the promulgation of free tradé in Britain at mid-nineteenth
century. With the appearance of bountied European beet sugar in British
markets following 1883, the Jaﬁaican sugar industry suffered even further
decline.1 \

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

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

y
A

staple export industry in the 1890's and the years of buoyant metropolitan
demand for tropical produée during and immediately following the First World
War were the principal cauées of such modest prosperity.% Moreover, the
essentially subsistence economy of Jamaican small settlerg 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



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
and self-government.,

During these fitfull 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 foremoét 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
and companies in Jamaican economic and political affairs.6 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 thevmovement 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 aild 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
the monopsony position of the United Fruit Company.8

Thirdly, official public policy was obsessed with the so-called
"Labour Problem". Jamaican wage labourers, it had 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
absence of more "reliable labour supplies".9 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 somehow
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 what 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 widely 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
staple exports in particular.lO 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 lcast partly dependent upon the nature of the labour force, few

contemporary observers scemed to appreciate the possibility that the so-



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 somechow related to
perceived economic opportunity.lz' 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 enqﬁire 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 .
(plantation vs. peasant prodﬁction) 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 Chaptér 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 Chapter 5. Following a
discussion of operational definitions of the variables involved, the data
on parish demographic performance and parish socio-economic structure are
subjected to multiple regression 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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CHAPTER 1

ISSUES IN JAMATCAN HISTORICAL DFMOGRAPIIY

This brief review of the literature on Jamalcan 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 intcrest in the identification
of the soclo-cconomic detcrminants of Jamaican demographic performance.
Although migration 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 beeﬁ undertaken by a wide
varigty of scholars employing different methodologies and exploiting varied
sources of information.1 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
began.2 A survey of the literature yields comprehensive data on infant
and general mortality over time, as well as careful estimﬁtes of
mortality for specific groups differentiated on the basis of age, sex,
race or class and place of residence.3 Attempts have been made to
characterize the patterns of mortality before 1878, but severe data
liﬁitations 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 deficienciles



in the original data on cause of death, most demopraphic analyses
suggest that declining mortality after the turn of the century was
critically influenced by improved preventative and curative health
services, It 1s also clear that extreme fluctuations in general
mortality were largely the consequence of epidemic disease, prolonged
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; mortality seems to have been inversely related to
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 pursued
analytically. It is known, for example, that certain parishes
persistently exhibited abmnormally highi 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
statistics.6 Occasionally one encounters the suggestion that inter-

parish variability in mortality experience may have been linked to



differences in social and economic conditions among the parishes,

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. Most commonly, mortality experience
& .
has been viewed as one of the critical influences on the size and
composition of the labour f0rce.8 Moreover, by its influence on the
rate of population growth, mortality expérience is frequently seen as
an important determinant of migration and as exerting an inevitable
influence on standards of 1iving.9 Considerably less study has been
directed to the possible consequences of mortality experience on the
level of fertility or the structure of social 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 moftality performance over gime 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.

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 women differentiated with respect to age, race or

class and place of residence.lo Broad inferences on differential
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fertility may be drawn from more recent anthropological surveys of
micro—populations,11 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
greatly limited to available data on specific plantations.1

Analysis of the resulting data provides a description of
Jamaican fertility performance which in many ways coiﬁcides with
fertiiity performaﬁce elsewhere.13 For example, urban fertility rates
have been significantly lower than rural fertility rates since the
beginning of civil registration, Among‘rural areas fergility performance
varied considerably, although the degree of variation tended to diminish
over time. As compared with mortality rates, variation in fertility
rateséver 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 was related to socio-economic class status.

At least one feature of fertility performance in Jamaica
dif fered significantly from the experience of most other non-Caribbean
countries. Beginning with the registration of births in 1878 and
continuing to the present day, between 607% and 757 of all births
were formally "illegitimate," 1% 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 houscholds,

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
most common approach is to categorize households on the basig of formal
marriage, stable common-law union, or informal visiting arrangements
between the partners.15 As might be anticipated on the basis of
exposure to risk, completed fertility appearg 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
lowest, fertility.16

Given this substantial body of descriptive literature, it is
somewhat surprising fhat enquiry into the general déterminants 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
force.18 Somewhat less attention has been paid to the long-term
soclal 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.
MIéRATION

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 the tremendous amount of contcmporary
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 movemcnts
of Jamaicans. Apart from some highly doubtful annual estimates of
emigration the colonial government collected no direct data on migration
during this period. Thus, much of the existing literature has been
ldevoted to the indirect estimation of migfation flows within the island
and to foreign destinations.zo 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
at least 50,000 Jamaicans changed their parish of residence.22 During
the period 1921-1943, it is estimated that "one-fifth of the island's
native-born population were involved in internal migration". 23
Given that these are minimum estimates only, one can hardly doubt the
size and significance of internal migration during these 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 toward new destinations.

Descriptive studies seem to imply that conditions in Jamaica may
have prowvided 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 pafishes wherein fertility
rates and rates of natural increase were exceptionally high.24 This 1is
interpreted as evidence of a "push" factor in emigration. Nonetheless,
a propensity to emigrate can not usually be exercised in the face of
perceived distress abroad. Hence, it 1s widely supposed that the
"pull" of perceived economic activity overseas was the more
influenﬁial determinant of the timing, destination and volume of
emigration.25 Formal testing of these propositions has not been
undertaken for the period 1881-1943, although enquiries into more
recent emigration flows are supportive of the determinants advanced.26

Detailed description of internal migration has also been suggestive

of determinants of these flows.27 Availlable data indicate that the



principal flow of internal migration was from rural areas to the
urban centre of Kingston and St. Andrew. Seccondary flows into the
town of Montego Bay in St. James and into a few rural parishes have
also been 1dentified. On this basis, it is generally 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 Qf chrénically high rates of
.natural increase of population in certain rural parishes. As with
emigration, however, these determinants of internal migration have not
been subjected to careful analysis during the years 1911-1943.28
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' 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 Jamalcans abroad was a source of considerable concern.
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Most 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 common approach has been
to describe in some detail the impact of migration on population growth
within the individual parishes.29 Thus, it has been established that

#® .
the rapid rate of population growth in the urban centre was almost
exclusively the consequence of net in-migration.k Conversely, the
relatively low rates of population growth in most rural parishes,
and the absolute decline of populatién ip a few, was clearly the
consequence of netout-migration rather than a failure of natural

increase.

It is clear that the gompositio; of parish population was
also greatly affected by internal and external migration during these
years.30 The two u:ban parishes of Kingston and St. Andrew recorded
an éxtraordinarily 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 and general social
behaviour., Apart from some casual discussion of the impact of migration
6n_urban unemployment, housing and social unrest, the existing

literature has not systematically explored the broader implications

of internal migration. MNor 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 becen adequately
described in the literature. Much less well-understood are the complex
socio~economic determinants of migration. Descriptive studies have
been sugpestive in this respect, but careful analysis has not yet
been undertaken,

SUMMARY

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 additionmal 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 Jamalcan demographic performance. Nonetheless, although
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 e#isting 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
chéracterized the several parishes. More 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 some 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 ECONOMIC-DEMOGRAPHIC

RELATIONSIIIPS IN JAMAICA

The fundamental thesis of this enquiry may be stated simply:
Parish demographic performance was systematically influenced by the nature
of parish socio-economic structure. It is of coufse possible that the
nature of parish socio-economic structure was 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

hypotheses.,

I

AN OVERVIEW 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 investieate
empirically the socio-economic influences on observed demographic
rerformance. In essence, the model conceives demographic performance
to have been an integral part of --- hence, "determined" by --- the nature

of the socio-economic structure within which demographic events occurred.
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Thus, the model is more empirical than analytical in its structure, and
more indicative than deterministic in its hypotheses,

As 1llustrated schematically in Tigure 2-1, the model consists of
three principal components., First, an economic sub-model sets out
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 among
several variables which collectively establish tﬂe pattern of demographic
performance within 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 1s 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 themn.
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THE MODEL IN SCHEMATIC FORM
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THE ECONOMIC SUB-MODEL

The economic sub-model illustrated in Figure 2.1 has a two-fold
purpose. Firstly, it 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. THE CONCEPT OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC 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
influeﬁced by the early work of Harold Innis on Canada and Douglas
North on the United States.2 More recent worksvby Melville Watkins,
Johnathan Levin, Dudley Seers and others have been instrumental in
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

the staples 1nterpretation.3
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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 impacts on national income, employment, aggregate savings
and investment, and the rates of change of these variables over time.
Earl? writers appeared to be convinced that an expanding staple export
sector is inevitably a source of economic surplus which in turn would
raise aggregate economic performance far above that which could be
expected if production remained domestically oriented.4. 1f
international trade were an engine of economic growth, then staple
exports would be the fuel.

More 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 actuallyinhibit econoﬁic growth and

development. Countties 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
international market conditions.5 Moreover, it is arguéd, 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 growth.
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Detailed description and analysis of the export trade are
indications of the extent to which Jamalcan historiography has,
until quite recently, bgen dominated by the staples approach. This
is, of course, most 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 between 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 su;h as class structure, labour relations,
communify organization and the distribution of and access to

political power,
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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 plantatiqn is a "total system' which positively
constrains the procZSses of economic development in. its widest
sense.8 At the same time there is an undeniable idealization and
even romanticization of peasant organized production.9 In the
absence of a pure case of peasant production in the Caribbean, fhe
literature has drawn on the experience oftNorth America and upon
detailed étudies of Caribbean peasant communities during more recent
times. The results have been intriguing if ambiguous. 1In general
it is concluded that peasant organized pfoduction is more conducive
to overall economic development because incomes are distributed in a
more egalifarian faéhion, because social stratification is less
rigid and because political institutions are more résponsive to
local needs.

Far from being antagonistic interpretations of Jamaican
economic history, the staples and the plantation approéches 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
vthe 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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simultancously,

This suggest that any study of individual parishes should strive
to combine the staples and the plantation points of view. 1In
the first place, the structure 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.

COMPOSITION 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 outline 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 prodessing
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, Whatever the particular
crop involved, activity within the staple export sector was commercially

oriented and heavily dependent upon overseas markets,
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The second broad sector of the economy was given over to the
cultivation of agricultural crops for domestic consumption. Output
of this sector included a wide variety of fruits, vegetables, ground
provisions and meat prbducts. These commodities were either consumed
directly by producers or were traded in purely domestic markets.
Thus‘activity in this sector was influenced by, but not wholly
dependent upon, conditions prevailing within domestic markets for
foodstuffs.

All other economic activity has been included within the non-
agricultural sector. Commerce, construction, transport, manufacturing
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 demand since virtually
none of the sector's output was 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 cénsumed CTrops; moreover, eéch
possessed a nom-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 td non—agricultural production, nonetﬁeless 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. Ail that is required is an objective measure

of the relative importance of these three sectors within 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. Andrew. Although‘the composition of output among rural parishes
is not quite so straight forward, it may be approached indirectly by
exanining the use to which cultivated land was 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,

ORGANIZATION OF PRODUCTION

Responding to demand conditions in the apprqpriate markets,
entrepreneurs undertook to organize production in a variety of ways,
Although the following chapter deals extensively with actuai patterns
of production organization, it is useful to outline the main features
of each so as to indicate hoﬁ the organization of ﬁarish production
may be approached.

During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
aggicultural production was organized in four pfincipal ways. The
most sfudied form was of course the plantation. Regardless of the
specific crops produced, plantation agriculture involved substantial
acreage worked 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, although certain plantation
produced commodities (ep. beef and coconuts) were absorbed by domestic
markets. In short, plantations were industrial enterprises
characterized by specialization of labour, strict management of
inputs and production for cash sales.lo

Small farms represented a second method by which agricultural
production was organized. These small farms were characterized by
moderate acreage worked partly by wage laboﬁr and partly by family
. members using relatively few purchased or capital inputs. The
availability of credit to small farms was extremely limited throughout
the period. Although a portion of output was consumed directly by
producers, the greater share was sold in domestic and international
markets, Small farms were, in short, essentially commercial operations.

The organization of agricultural production by small settlers
("peasants") was extremely widespread. Such production typically
involved very small acreages worked exclusively by family labour using
only the simplest cultivation tools. Credit facilities were completely
unavailable to peasant producers except in times of natural disaster
when Government loans were occasionally provided. Output was
principally consumed directly by the peasant household, but peasants
did produce certain staple exports for sale internationally and
surplus foodstuffs were marketed domestically.12

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
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machete, hoe and fork; credit was completely inaccessible to
these producers. Output consisted exclusively of foodstuffs which
were directly consumed by the producing housechold.

Production within the non—agriculturalisector appears to have
been organized in two ways.13 Firstly, production was organized
by self-employed individuals who owned the necessary means of
production and who marketed output themselves. Individual craftsmen
were responsible for much of the commodity Autput 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 tramnsport, 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 TForce

Capital
Equipment

Credit
Sources

Disposition
of Output

Table 2.1

Wage Labour

Cultivation
Tools ,Mech~
anical Trans-
port,Processing
Machinery,
Fertilizers
Improved Seeds

Accumulated
Savings
Commercial
Banks
Government
Ald

Export
Markets
Domestic
Markets

Wage Labour
Family Labour

Cultivation
Tools, Animal
Transport
Limited use
of
fertilizers

Accumulated
Savings
Limited
Government
Aid

Export Markets
Domestic
Markets
Direct

Consump tion

Family Labour

Cultivation
Tools
Limited
Animal
Transport

Accumulated
Savings

Domestic
Markets
Direct
Consumption

Part time -
Family Labour

Cultivation
Tools

Direct
Consumption

Wage Labour

Characteristics of Organizational Forms of Production: A Summary
Nouschold Craft Industrial
Plantation Small Farms Peasant Plots Gardens Production Production
2100 Acres 10-100 Acres 1-10 Acres 1 Acre - -

Wage 'Labour

Family Labour

Tools of
Trade

Raw
faterials

Accumulated
Savings
"Trust"

Domestic
Markets
Direct
Consumption

Tools of Trade
Rawv Materials
Mechanical
Transport
Electrical and
Mechanical Power

Accumulated Savings
Commercial Banks
"Trust"

Limited

Government Aid

Domestic Markets

“ze
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In one obvious scnse, the organization of parish production
depended upon the composition of parish output: the production
of non-agricultural output could hardly be organized by agricultural
forms of production. Ilence, production within the urban parishes
of Kingston and St. Andrew was organized alonp craft or
industrial lines. Since it is impossible to distinguish these two
organizational forms empirically, the urban parishes will hereafter be
classified as "mon-agricultural" with respect to output and to
. organization.

Within agricultural parishes, however, 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
annual data refer only to acreage under control of plantations. 14

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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SOME ASPECTS OF PARISH SOCIO-ECONOMIC STRUCTURE

The structure of parlsh 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 soclo-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 with 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. More
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
maxkets. 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-World War Two years. Most informed
contemporary observers were of the opinion that income 1evels
were highest i; urban parishes, next highest in staple exporting
iegions and inevitably lowest in areas given over to domestic
égriculture.15 Incomplete data for the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries appear to confirm roughly this ordering
of iqcome 1evels.16

More 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 nbn-agricultural
proeduction prevails.l7 Thus, although the ev;dence 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 pafishes enjoyed
a significant advantage over parishes given oﬁer to the
cultivation of domestic agricultural crops. Unlike the former
parishes, the latter required 1little money income‘in order to fill
consumption needs, especially for foodstuffs which represented
the single largest item in household expenditures. In time of
drought, flood or other circumstances which tended té 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 own needs first, This |
relative independence of domestic agricultural parishes from the
market for foqﬁstuffs 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

comparison with other parishes.18

Distribution of Income

It is generally argued that ﬁhe mannetr 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 plant#tion interp;etations of
Jamaican economic history and is implicitly accepted by most
staples interpretations as well.19

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

widely dispersed.20
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Although pgenerally not considered in the plantation
interpretations, the distribution of income arisinp out of non-
agricultural economic activity may also be expected to depend on
the manner in which production was organized, Thus, the more
completely i3 such production organized along industrial wage
labour lines, the more skewed will he 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
for agriculture in general.21 Moreover, 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 mrish production
is a rough guide to the distribution of parish income.

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 degrece 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., More 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., lence, 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
to prices.23 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
this proposition.24 Staple export crops do appear to have been
particularly sensitive to adverse weather and botanical diseases
which in turn generated considerable variation in the volume of
staple exports over time. Moreover, staple export prices did
show considerable variation over time. On the other hand, domestic
agricultural crops were apparently less subject to severe

: . 2
fluctuations in output or to substantial variation in prices.
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With respect to parishes in which non-agricultural production
prevailed, the stability of parish income is theoretically and
empirically uncertain. It might be argued that aich stability
would be considerable since output was 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 comsequently the stability of income in
non-agricultural parishes must be treated as undetermined.

Parish Social Organization

It is widely argued that the nature of social organization
in Caribbean communities depends primarily upon the manner in
which economic activity is organized.26 Hence it is common to
speak of "plantation society”, "peasant'society" 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 ways, it is useful to consider
how each is characterized with respect to only three‘aspects of
social organization: the nature of social stratification, the
manner in which individuals are integrated into the society, and
the degfee of social and economic mobility within the society.27

The nature of plantation society ultimately derives from the
centralization of economic power in the hands of plantation owners,
The virtual monopolization of arable land by the plantation

effectively eliminates any alternative to wage employment and thus
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contributes to the skewed distribution of income typical of
plantation economy. This In turn gencrates an extreme
stratification of society along ecconomic class lincs; a
stratification which is all the more rigid as a result of
economic immobility 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 kinsﬁip ties is especially
weak. In short, the overall structure of plantation society
is that of a "marked internal hierarchical structure approaching
an internal caste system'. 28

The distinctive features of peasant society derive from
the nature of peasant economy in general and the system of land
tenure in particular. Land ownership and access to land through
rental agreement are typically widespread 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
income or wealth ng‘gg.zg Consequently, social and economic
mobility depends on the ability to acquire land through
purchase or rental. Insofar as certain "family land" is by custom
inalienable, upward 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

extended family.30
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Certain features of urban soclety are similar to those
of plantation and peasant societics. For example, social
stratification in urban society, as in plantation socicty,
reflects the uncven distribution of economic wealth and income.
Although the boundaries between urban social classes are sharply
defined, the resulting social stratification is not normally as
rigid as in plantation society.31 Even more so than in peasant
society, economic and social mobility in urban society 1s 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
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
centres from rural areas.

By way of summary: Communities in which production is
organized on plantations differ in social characteristics from
communities 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-agricultural

producers. Thus each parish will exhibit social characteristics
associated with the "pure cases" of plantation society, pcasant
soclety and urban society. The exact nature of parish socilal
organization depends therefore on the relative importance of each
organizational form of production within the parish. For example,
parishes in which production is predominantly organized by peasants
may be said to possess social features éharacteristic of peasant
society. llence, inter-parish differences in the organizational forms
of production may be used as an indication of inter-parish

dif ferences in social organization.

THE NATURE OF PARISH SOCIO-ECONOMIC STRUCTURE: SUMMARY AND TMPLICATTIONS

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 soclo-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
sfratification, (v) the manner in which 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
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structure would be greatly facllitated 1f cach of these six
features could be objectively measured in cvery 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 two proxies
reflect the specific features of socio-economic  structure among

agricultural parishes in the following ways:
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(1) The more completely is the composition of parish
output dominated by staple exports (domestic
crops), the higher (lower) 1is the level 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.

(1i) The more completely is parish production organized
by plantations (peasantsj, the more (less) skewed
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 performance 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
willingness to adopt new production techniques within the parish.35
Among the social implications are the incidence and type of criminal
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 which 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,
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I1I

THE DEMOGRAPHIC SUB-MODEL

The demographic sub-model scts out the rclationships 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-migration. From these four may be
derived two additional variables: mnatural increase of parish population
and bverall 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 between total births and total deaths; hence, natural increase
is dependent upon fertility and general mortality. Finally, overall change
in population size is determined by the arithmetic difference between natural
increase and net out-migration. These relationships are illustrated by solid
line arrows in Figure 2.1 above,

It is possible that certain demographic variables were linked in
otheriways 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
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possible, for example, that infant mortality had an indirect influence
on subsequent fertility, and 1t is conceivable that fertility in turn
influenced infant mortality. ‘These and other possible relations
notwithstanding, the present sub-model concentrates exclusively on the

linkages between demographic variables set out in Figure 2.1.

IV

THE ECONOMIC~DEMOGRAPHIC RELATIONSHIPS

lThe 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 two sub-models from which they are derived, are linked through five
hypothesized economic-demographic 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 doing so, however, it is important to recognize that parish
demographic performance may have been influenced by a host of factors which
the present model treats as exogenous. Among these are the random
appearance of epidemic diseases, the religious and psychological
prédispositions of the population, and occasional natural calamities such
as earthquake, hurricane and prolonged drought.38 vithout denying the
importance of these influences on parish demographic performance, they

are nonetheless excluded from the present model.
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THE INFANT MORTALITY RELATIONSHIP

It is generally supposed that infant mortality is very sensitive
. . . - 31 . .
to general socio-economic conditions, This belief has become so
widespread that infant mortality has recently enjoyed considerable
. . 40 R
status as a proxy for economic and social welfare, The infant
. .

mortality relationship of the model is predicated on this view. In
order to understand the manner in which 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 to per capita real income.
This is most obvious in comparative studies of national infant

. . 41 1. . . .

mortality experience. 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. 1In addition, there is some suggestion that
infant mortality is indirectly influenced by the stability of income
over time, Since the health of nuréing mothers and hence 0f infants
appears to depend on the regular availability of foodstuffs and other
material items, it may be the case that unstable household income

. . 43
will tend to increase infant mortality.
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The features of social orpganization can not be xpected to
influence greatly the level of infant mortality. There is little
theoretical or empirical foundation to suggest that the depgrec of
economic and social mobility affects infant mortality. 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 se. It is
possible that infant mortality is influenced.by the nature of
. institutions through which 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,

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. More 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 which 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 parish output consisted of staple exports. The



gecond and fourth may he approximated by the extent to which
parish production was oroanized by plantations, Recalling the
previous discussion of these proxies, the infant mortality
relationship may be stafcd as two speclfic hypotheses:

(1a) During some specified time period, the
more nearly is a parish dominated by the
cultivation of staple exports (domestic
crops), the higher (lower) will be parish

infant mortality.

(1b) During some specified time period, the
more nearly is a parish dominated by
plantation (peasant) organization of
production, the higher (lower) will be

parish infant mortality.

THE GENERAL MORTALITY RULATIONSHIP

Seneral mortality is obviously influenced by infant mortality
since by definition general mortality measures the incidence of
death in all age groups includinn infants. It is to be expected,
therefore, that all socio-economic conditions influencing infant
mortality 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

49,



among the total number of deaths,

Of course general mortality also depends on the incidence
of death among ase groups other than infants. Thus it 1s necessary
to discuss briefly the manner in which parish socio-ecconomic
structure may be expected to influence parish mortality among these
age groups,

The components of parish socio-economic structure may be expected
to influence the mortality of non-infants in.much the same way as
. they do the mortality of infants. Mortality of non-infants is
expected to vary inversely with the level of real income per caRita,45
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 two 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) will be parish

general mortality.
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(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
6general mortality. |

THE FERTILITY RELATIONSHIP *

In recent years much fesearch haé beenbdevoted to the
socio-economic correlates of household, regional and national
fertility.47 The result is a useful set of empirical observations
relating fertility to a variety of factofé, some of which are
embodied in the nature of parish socio-economic structure. These
findings thus provide an appropriate base from which to derive the
expected relationship between parish socio—-economic structure and
parish fertility,

It is generally supposed that fertility is strongly influenced
by the level of real income at the appropriate level of aggregation.48
Unfortunately there is much dispute as to the nature of that
influence. On the one hand, there is evidence to suggest that
fertility and real income levels are inversely related.49 Such
an inverse relationship is apparent in the very long-period studies
undertaken by scholars of the so-called demographic tramsition.
During relatively short time periods, an inverse relationship is
frequently observed when different socio-economic groups are
compared: hence the common finding that urban residents, who
typically enjoy higher incomes than do rural residents, normally

‘qs 51 , .
have lower fertility rates. Further, once the level of income
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exceeds substantially that required for hare subsistence,
fertility is often observed to be inversely related to income
regardless of social status.52

On the other hand, there is some empirical evidence to suggest
that fertility and rcecal income are directly related.s3 Thus, within
a given social class, it is often observed that household fertility
(or family size) and houschold income are directly related. More-
over, at or near subsistence income levels, fertility and income are
frequently observed to be directly related.54

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 way. 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 whether individual households or some aggregate of
households are examined. Since the present study deals with a
relatively short time period during which real income was not
far in excess of subsistence, it is perhaps not unreasonable to
expect that parish fertility was directly related to parish real
income.

The manner in which real income is distributed across
households and the stability of parish income may also be expected
to influence fertility.55 Assuming that the real income -fertility
relationship is positive at the household level, parish fertility

may be expected to be higher the more nearly egalitarian is the

distribution of income. The stability of parish income is likely



to have some effect on fertility although the strength of that
effect 1s probably not great. At income levels near bare
subsistence, fecundity appcars to be related to the diet of womcn.56
The regular avallability of foodstuffs in those reglons enjoying
stability of rcal income may thus have acted to increase fertility
somewhat, There is also some evidence that stabllity of income was
important in the formation of stable sexual unions which are known to have
much higher fertility than more casual liaisc.ms.5

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 within a comm-
unity.58 The way in which individuals are socially integrated into
the community appears to be particularly important, Thus, it has heen
argued that the extended family "is an institutional arrangement
strongly conducive to high fert:ility".59 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 ef fort of child rearing. Moreover, an extended family
can be relied upon to help secure employment for children once they
reach working age, thereby reducing an additional barrier to high
fertility.60

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 which parish income is distributed in a more
nearly egalitarian mamnner, (iii) the degree to which parish income
is stable over time, and (iv) the degree to which soccial integration
is accomplished through extended families. -

As diséussed previously, the first and third of these iniluenées
may be approximated by the extent to which parish output consisted
of staple exports. The second and fourth may be approximated by
the extent to which parish production~wés organized by plantations.
Thus, the fertility felationship of the model may be exprassed in
the form of two hypotheses:

(3a) During sowme specified time period, the
more neavrly is a parish dominated by the
cultivation of staple exports (domestic
crops), the lower (higher) will be parish
fertility.

(3b) During some specified time period, the rore
nearly is a parish dominéted by plantation
(peasant) organization of production, the
lower (higher) will be parish fertility.

THE NATURAL INCREASE RELATIONSHIPS

By definition the natural increase in parish population size
is strictly determined by parish fertility and parish mortality
performance during some specified period of time. Conseguently
there exists no direct link between parish socilo-zconomic structure
and natural increase in parish population. The natural increase

relationship is therefore to be understood as the influenca of
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parish socio-economic structure on parish fertility and parish
ﬁortality simulatneously. ®Given the fertility relationship and
the general mortality relationship, the natural increase
relationship necessarily follows and may be expressed in two
hypotheses: .
(4a) During'some specified time period, the
more néarly is a parish dominated by‘the-
cultivation of staple exports (domestic crops),
the lower. (higher) will be the natural
increase in parish po?ulation.
(4b) During some specified time period, the more
nearly is a parish dominated by plantation
(peasant) organization of production, the lower
‘(nigher) will be the natural increase in parish
population. }

THE NET OUT-MIGRATION RELATIONSHIP

Parish net out-migration is defined as the arithmefic dif ference
between gross migrations out of and into the parish during some
specified time period. Since these gross migration flows are
unknown 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
between 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.



It 1s true that net out-mipration is influenced by a numher
of factors not cxplicitly incorporated within the model. Among the
more striking of these exogenous influences on net out-migration
are the formal legal barriers to emigration or immigration, the
degree of curiosity and venturesomeness of individuals, and the
perception of a more amiable political, religious or cultural
environment in areas of destination as compared with region of origin.6l
These and other exogenous factors notwifhstanding, 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 variance. 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 was inversely related to parish per capita money
income,
Net out-migration may also be influenced by the manner in

which aggregate income is distributed across houscholds. Apart from



the willingness to mipgrate, potential migrants require real
resources with which to pay passages and sustain themselves during a
period of resettlement. Thus, given some level of per capita_
income, the more nearly egalitarian is the distribution of income,
the larger will be the number of persons who possess the capacity to
migrate.64 In the abstract an egalitarian distribution of income
might serve to attract in-migration., In the Jamaican case, however,
such a distribution of income rested upon wiaespread ownership of land by
. individual families who were in general unwilling to alienate their
holdings to non-family members. Thus, without access to land and in the
face of little demand for wage labour, migrants will 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 was high relative
to his place of origin.6s However, 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 between origin and destination; during times of economic
distress, income stability may have been an important factor
determining parish net out—migration.67

Parish social organization may also be expected to influence parish
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net out-migration. In particular, peasant society is morc likely
to encourage net out-migration than is plantation socliety. Since
wage cmployment is very limited in peasant society, access to land
provides the only effective means of employment for new entrants
to the labour force. TFamily owned land might be a source of
employment, but productivity cah 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

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, Within plantation
society there does exist an alternative to out-migration: 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



dominated by staple exports. The second and third of these
influences may be approximated by the extent to which parish cconomic
activity was organized by plantations. In terms of these proxies,
the net out-migration relationship may be expressed in two specific
hypotheses:

(5a) During some specificd time period, the more
nearly 1s a parish dominated by the cultivation
of staple exports (domes£ic crops), the smaller
(greater) will be parish net out-migrétion.

(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.

SUIMMARY OF THE ECONOMIC-DEMOGRAPHIC RELATIONSHIPS

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
tﬁe nature of parish social orgaﬁization. Since statistical
estimation of these socio-economic variables 1s 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

hypotheslzed economic-demogsraphic relationships of the model are
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all expressed in terms of these two proxies,
The specific hypotheses of the economic-demogranhic relationships
may be .verbally summarized as follows:

(6a) During some specified time period, the more
nearly is a parish dominated by the cultivation
of staple exports (domestic crops):

(1) the higher (lower) will be parish
infant mortality; ‘
(1) the higher (lower) will be parish general
mortality; |
(1ii) 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 (lower) will be parish infant
mortality;
(ii) the higher (lower) will be parish general
mortality;
(1iii) 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 manner which
indicates the nature of the empirical testing to be undertaken in
Chapter 5. Attention i3 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 agricultural parish during some specified time period, let

Pi be a numerical measure of the organization
of parish economic actiﬁity;
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;

(6¢c) v, = v(Py, 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 during some specified
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time period, let

IMi be a measure.of infant mortality;

GMi be a measure of general mortality;

FYi be a measure of fertility;

NIi be a measure of natural increase of population;

OMi be a measure of net out-migration.

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

described verbally above may now be expressed as,

(1c) IMi = a(Pi R xi)

(2¢c) GMi = b(Pi ' Xi)
(3c) FYi = C(Pi v Xi)

(4c) NIi = d(Pi R Xi)

(5¢) OMi = e(Pi P Xi)

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

of the partial derivatives of the above equations, thus:

SIM SIM

U9 & 70 & *°
SGM SGM

(24) T >0 ; X >0

ont ont

(4d) &p <0 7 8X

A(Sd) S <0 ; X <0
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These sepcific hypotheses are statistically tested in Chapter 5.
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

JAMATCAN LECONOMIC STRUCTIURE,

1830 ~ 1940

While retaining an essentially agricultural nature, the Jamaican
economy underwent subtle changes during the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. In particular the principal staple exports of the
island were open to considerable fluctuation both with respect to com-
position and total value. Closely associated with these changes 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 parisghes.

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-thé'indiyidual 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
ﬁatterns of income distribution are discussed. The present chapter

concludes with a short summary of Jamaican economic structure during these

years,
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I

OVERALL, PATTERNS OF ECONOMIC PRERFORMANCE

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
1930, Phyllis Deane's2 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 éor 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 Pr;duct (GDP) valued at current prices is estimated by Eisner to have
increased by 128% between 1890 and 1930. The periodv1910~1930 appears to have
been characterized by the highest rate of growth of money GDP. Ounce
adjustment is madebfor price changes, however, a somewhat different picture
emerges. Although real GNP doubled between 1890 and 1930, the rate of

growth of real GDP was nearly equal in the two twenty year periods
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1890-1910 and 1910-1930. Thus, in spite of wide variation in money GDP,
real output was more or less growing at a constant rate across the
whole period 1890-1930. Tt will also be seen in Table 3.1 that per capita
real GDP increased by slightly less than 277 over this forty year period.

Phyllis Deane's estimates of national income for the period 1929 -~ 1938
are summarized in Table 3.2 These estimates are not strictly comparable
-with those of Eisner, since these two investigators have employed different
price indices in order to estimate real output. Although the text is
unclear, it seems likely that the Deane estimates are unadjusted for
price changes. On this basis it appears that Net Taxable Output (NTO)
in real terms increased by about 427 between 1929 and 1938, with the
period of most rapid growth occurring between 1933 and 1938. When
adjusted for population growth, the per capita real NTO is estimated to
have increased by 237% over the'period 1929-1938. |
| Treating the data preseﬁted in Tabie 3.1 and Table 3.2 with care it
is possible to summarize‘the overall performance of the economy during the
period 1890-1938. On the basis of the Deane estimates, it appears that per
capita real output was falling during the mid-19390's. In view of the
brapid srowth of population and the disastrous decline in staple export
prices after 1930, such a fall in the level of Bgz_capita. real output is
not very surprising. Indeed, similar reversals may well have occurred in the
late 1890's and during the years of serious hurricane damage in 1903 and
1913.

These special years notwithstanding and due allowance being made

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

per capita income increased across the vhole period 1890-1933, It was not.



TABLE 3.1

GRNSS DOMESTIC PRODICT, JAMATICA

1870 - 1930
G.D.P. G.D.P. PER CAPITA G.D.P.
CURRENT PRICES 1910 PRICES 1910 PRICES
YEAR (£ 000) (£ '000) (£)
1870 5676.9 6006.0 11.9
1890 8746.6 7925.3 ' 12.4
1910 11361.9 11361.9 13.7
1930 19951.6 15969.5 15.7
% GROWTH

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, Jamaica, 1830-1930, Tables 8.1, 8.11l, LV1,




68.

TABLE 3.2

NET TAXABLE OUTPUT,

JAMATCA, 1929-1938

PER CAPITA NMET TAXABLF PFR CAPITA
NET TAXABLE NET TAXABLE OUTPUT OUTPUT 1938 NET TAXABLT
OUTPUT CURRENT  CURRENT PRICES OUTPUT 1938
PRICES PRICES 51) PRICES (2)
YEAR __ (£'000) (£) £'000) (£)
1929 19187 19.5 14319 14.5
1930 19053 19.0 14885 14.9
1931 18339 18.0 15674 15.4
1932 17177 16.6 15759 T 15.2
1933 16391 15.6 15463 14.7
1934 16553 15.5 16389 15.3
1935 17147 15.8 17677 16.3
1936 17474 15.8 19416 17.6
1937 19420 17.3 19039 16.9
20319 17.8 20319 ~17.8

1938

(1) Deflated by General Price Index as reported in Deane, op.cit.,
Table 104, p. 141

(2) Population estimated by procadure described in Appendix.

Source: Deane, op.cit., Table 104, p. 141.
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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 hasis, howevef,

it appears that Jamaicans were becoming marginally less poor during these
years.

In order better to app;eciate tha structural features of this overall
growth;\it is useful to Eisaggregate the economy intovthe 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 feal GDP, the staple

\
export sector exhibited relatively rapid growth across the period. The
proportion of feal GD? originating in the staple export sector increased
from 16Z in 1890 to nearly 217 in 1930. 1In }938 it is estimated that nearly
one—-quarter of net taxable output arose from‘the export of agricultural
products.5 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 was accounted for by domestic agriculture. ]The third sector
of the econonmy, non-agricultural production, showed uneven growth across
the period 1890-1930. Nonetheless, non-agricultural production
represented a minimum 45% of real GDP during these years.

In general the data in Table 3.3 suggest that non-agricultural
production mofe or less kent pace with the overall rate of growth 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

DO
(6a) The differential rates of growth among agricultural

of sectoral growth.
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 " CONTRIBUTION TO GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT

JAMAICA, 1870-1930

(1910 PRICES)

VALUE OF ouTpUT (£ '000) SECTORAL OUTPUT AS PER CENT GDP
SECTOR 1870 1890 1910 1930 1870 1890 1910 1930
Staple
Exports 928,1 1279.9 2430.3 3288.4 15.5 16.1 21.4 20.6
Domestic :
Agriculture 2365.3 2912.3 3805.3 4885.5 39.4 36,7  33.5 30.7
Non-
Agriculture 2712.6 3733.1 5126.3 7795.1 45.1 47,2 45,1 48,7
TOTAL .
GDP 6006.0 7925.3 11361.9 15969.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: G. Eisner, op.cit., Table 3.II, p. 119,
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11

PATTERNS OF STCTORAIL GROWTH

THE STAPLE EXPORT SECTOR

In the view of the Colonial administration and the Jamaican
oligarchy, the prosperity of the nation depended on the cultivation

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

- minor staple commodities.7 It was widely accepted 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 stanle exports were 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 éeriod 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. Tor the period under investigation, 1890-1938,
the total value of staplé exports increased by nearly 250%. It would
appear £hat the health of the staple export sector was more than
satisfactory. |

This apparent growth conceals a significant shift in the

composition of staple exports during these years, however.
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TABLE 3.4

COMPOSITION AND VALUE OF JAMALCAN

STAPLE EXPORTS, FIVE YEAR TOTALS,

1885/1899-1940/1944

PER CENT OF TOTAL VALUE OF STAPLE EXPORTS

TOTAL VALUE OF ORIGINATING IN STAPLE SUB-SECIORS:

STAPLE EXPORTS .
PERIOD (£'000) SUGAR & RUII BANANAS MINOR STAPLES
1885<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 18052 16.5 45.7 7.8
1905-1909 9685 14.2 | ~ 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 i 30.2
'1930-1934 15008 16.8 53.9 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 war yeafs, the proportional
contribution of rum and sugar exports to total staple export values
declined across the &hole period. A similar decline is'evident with
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 irndividual pafish
economies. Hence it is worthwhile to examine the three staple export
sub-sectors individually.

1. The Sugar Sub-Sector

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 unwillingness on the
part of planters to invest in cost-reducing mechanization of

(8a)

field and factory operations, the overall decline in the
production of sugar and rﬁm was to be expected. Some attempts
were made to switch production away from sugar and towards rum
since the latter's price in general declined less rapidly than
the former's. But such efforts could at best save only the’
smaller and more highly specialized plantétions.9 Even the
Brussels Convention of 1902, which removed the bounties on
Furopean grown beet sugar, did little to restore higher market
prices or to renew the confidence of most Jamaican planters.lo
The outbreak of the TFirst World War dramatically increased

sugar prices in world markets and Jamaica planters moved

quickly to capture the profits of a distant war. Additional



74.

TABLE 3.5

PRODUEJTION,_ EXPORTS AND PRICES OF SUGAR AND RUM

FIVE YEAR PERIODS, JAMAICA,

1885 ~ 1944
| “sucar T RU 1
SUGAR SUGAR AVERAG RUM AVERAGE
PRODUCTION EXPORTS F.0.B.PRICE LIXPORTS *.0.B., PRICE
PERIOD (000 cwts) (a) (000 cwtsfb) (s/cwt)%cg (*illions Gallonég) (s/Gallon) (c)
1885~-1889 ° 1680 2103 12.4 9.2 2.3
1890-1894 2197 1986 12.6 3.4 2,3
1895-1899 1912 1747 9.3 3.0 1.5
1900--1304 1594 1491 9.5 7.3 1.7
1905-1909 1311 1951 10.4 6.8 . 2.4
1910-1914 1500 1404 12.7 5.4 1.8
1915-1919 3351 2796 24.3 - 6.3 4,6
1920-1924 3776 3256 34,3 3..8 : 3.°
1925-1929 5332 4435 14.4 4,2 2.7
1930-1934 6325 4653 9.4 2.1 3.2
1935-1939 10372 9020 8.7 3.3 5.8
1949-1944 15633 12400 12,5 2,9 14,1

Sources; (a) Noel Deerr, The listory 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) 1bid, pp. 429-30,



acreage was brought under cane cultivation and improved species
of sugar cane were planted, In a burst of enthusiasm, plans
were laid 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
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 shillines per hundredweight, the levels
of sugar production and sugar exports continued 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
the sugar industry of Jamaica.l2

This restructuring of the sugar industry was 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 reorgqnization involved a reduction in the
number of sugar factories as less efficient units were abandoned
or consolidated into the new central factory complexes. Thus
in the period 1885-1889 some 185 factories were actively
producing suga;. By 1910-1914 only 7§ were still in operation
and dufing the years 1930-1934 a mere 40 factories continued to
produce sugar producfs.l3

Associated with this consolidation of factories was a
pronqunced increase in the acreage ugder cane cultivation by
the average sugar estate. 1In thé years 1335-1839, 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
cultivated 638'acres of sugar cane.l4 Thus while the total number
of sugar estateé was declining across these years, average
A acreage under cane cultivation by estates Qas.steadily increasing.

This amalgamation of sugar estates stemmed from three primary
considerations, In the first place, the introduction of new factory
equipment required initially lafge capital investment which could
be more easily mobilized by large scale plantations. Secondly,
the new factories required substantial amounts of cane on a
regular and predictable basis in order to minimize oparation 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 amalgamation of cane acreage into plantations of increasing size.
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Even more indicatlve of the structural reorganization of
the sugar sub-3ector was the gpectacular growth of cane
cultivation on medium and small sized farms.l5 Since economics
of scale were principally confined to factory rather than field
operations, a number of sugar manufacturers were content to rely
upon canes supplied by independent farmers as supplcments to
the core production of estate owned land. While nearly 947
of all acreage under cane had been in tﬁe hands of estates in
1835-1889, that proportion had been reduced to 637 in 1910-1914
and had shrunk to 47%Z in 1920-1924, Thereafter the estates
increased their share of acreage under cane so that in 1930-1934 they
collectively held 62%.16

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. When market prices for sugar were declining,
however, 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
small independent cane farmers.17

A final aspect of the industry's reorganization during these
years may be seen in the changing pattern of factory ownership.
Before the First World War 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 investment however aﬁd thus encouraged the emergence §f
corporate ownership of sugar factories. By 1928, for example,
nearly one-third of all susar produced in Jamaica came from the
United Fruit_Company's central sugar fact&ries in St. Catherine aﬁd
Clarendon parishes.l8 The joint stock company known as Jamaica
Sugar Estates clearly dominated the industry in the parish of

St. Thomas during the 1920's and after.19 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 Monymusk in Clarendon
aﬁd Frome in We§tmoreland. The emergence ofthese corporate

sugax estatesland the simultaneous demise of the older form of
family plantations did much to revolutionize the industry and
established a system of industrial relations between labour

and management which has marked the industry down to the present
day.20
These structural changes tended to re-enforce the fegioqal
character of the sugar industry in Jamaica. Before the First ‘
World War, the cultivation of sugar cane was increasingly confined
to the parishes of Westmoreland, Clarendon and Trelawny. As

may be seen in Table 3.6, these three parishes inéreased their
share of island total acreage under cane from 48% in 1885-1839

to 637 in 1910-1914. 1In 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
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abandoned active cultivation altogether durine the pre-War
years,

Highly attractive cxport prices during and immediately
following the First World War enticed planters in other parishes
to return to the cultivation of sugar cane. The construction
of central sugar factories in St. Thomag and in St. Catherine,
as well as the general reorganization of the sugar industry described
above, also worked to increase the sharé of island cane acreage in
other parishes. Even after the export price of sugar declined
precipitously in 1925, there was no systematic abandonment of
cane cultivation as had been the case in the pre-lar years.

" In spite of the rejuvenation of the susar industry in the
parishes of St. Catherine, St., Thomas and St. James after 1920,
it is clear from Table 3.5 that in 1930-34 the proportion of island
sugar cane acreage in these three parishes hardly differed from
the proportion for 1885-1889, Considering the six major sugar
;roducing parishes as a unit, the structural reorganization of
the industry did little to disperse the sugar sub-sector in the
period 1885-1934, 1Indeed, it appears that the cultivation of
cane was niore concentrated than ever before in these parishes.
While 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.
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TABLE 3.6

GROGRAPHIC TOCATTON OF SUCGAR TUINDUSTRY,

JAMAICA, 18385 - 1934

PER CENT TOTAL ISLAND ACREAGE IN SUGAR CANL
(AMUAL AVERAGE)

Parishes 1885-1389 1910-1914 1920-1924 19390-1934

Westmorcland )
Clarendon ) 48,2 63.4 ' 49.5 53.4
Trelawny )

St. Thomas )
St. Catherine) 29.6 19.6 33.9 31.3

St. James )

Hanover )
St. Ann ) 17.3 9.9 12.9 9.7
St. Mary )

St. Elizabeth)
Portland ) 4.9 7.2 3.7 5.5

Manchester ')
St. Andrew )

TOTAL 100.0 100.1 100.0 99.9

Source: Handhooks of Jamaica, Annually,1885 - 1935
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The Banana Sub-Sector

During the 1890's the total value of Jamaican staple
exports was increcasingly 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
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 earnings
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 1885-1889 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 was more
than ten times larger than that exported during 1885-1889.

It appears from Table 3.7 that much of the expansion 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 was partly a consequence of the industry's
"néwness". Relatively high prices were initially necessary to

coax producers into the sub-sector (1885-1894). Thereafter,

prices might be lowered and yet tolerated by producers since
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TABLE 3.7

BANANA EXPORTS AND BANANA PRICES,

FIVE YFEAR PERIODS, JAMATCA

1835/1839-1940/1944

QUANTITY EXPORTS AVERAGE F.0.B.PRICES
PERIOND (000 STEMS) (SHILLINGS/STEM)
1885-1889 10,513 1.84
1890-1894 22,372 | 1.74
1395-1899 31,585 1.35
1900-1904 50,143 1.47
1905-1909 76,259 1.37
1910-1914 - 11,774 1.76
1915-1919 26,877 1.85
1920-1924 56,135 3.01
1925-1929 93,599 2.19
1930-1934 93,826 1.89
1935-1939 108,568 , 2,23
1940-1944 15,191 3.41
Sources:  f.E. Cumper, "Istimates of Jamaican Commodity Trade,"”

Social and Economic Studies, Vol. 6, N¥o. 3., pp 429-430.

Gisela Tisner, op.cit. Table XXII pp, 242-243.



their fixed capital costs, which in any case were small, had
already been recoverad, In short, producers were in a sease
locked-in to the production of bananas, which often served as the
principal source df cash income to peasants and small farmers,

who were therefore willing to accept the prevailing price.

(e

It is also probably true that £,0.b. prices generally
understated the actual prices paid te independent producers by
exporters. The United Fruit Company was able to cultivate bananas
on its own plantations for no more than one shilling per bunch.
In order to gather sufficient quantity for profitable expaft,.
however, United Fruit was often obliged to pay independent
éroducers as much as three shillinés per bunch.‘z Since no
distinction was made between 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 and manipulable market
demand in North America, exporting companies in Jamaica were
able to adjust local prices to serve two ends. In the first
place, exporters had to respond to local supply conditions,
During periods of restricted local supply, as for example
following the disastrous hurricénes of 1993 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 local’

supply.(22a> ’
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In the second place local prlces were adjusted to
facilitate the long term stratepsy of exporters concerned with
maintaining their dominant position in the Jamaican banana
market. Thus producers' prices were occasionally artifically
raised in an effort to entlce 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 Banané Producers Association
after 1927.23

This complex relationship between the volume of hanana 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 between the organization of
banana cultivation and the organization of the export trade in
bananas,

Ever since the banana export trade began in the 1380'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 lahour as does the cultivation of sugar cane, and
ambng 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



the mountainous repglons in which the vast majority of small
settlers held land. Turther, bananas lend themselves to inter-
planting with most domestic crops and thus thelr cultivation does
not necessarily diminish the ability of small settlers to produce
subsistence foodstuffs. On the contrary, since bananas could be
sold for cash, their cultivation was an important factor insuring
the viability of small settler agriculture.

In the early years small settlers éupplied bananas to
exporters on an ad hoc hasis. As the North American market
for bananas continued to expand and as more regular shipping
services were introduced into the trade, it was clear that
the supply of Jamaican bananas would 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 well in advance of the
delivery date. 3But even this scheme could not consistently
provide an adequate volume of bananas for export on schedule,

Consequently the cultivation of bananas on extensive
plantations hecame comrmon after the turn of the century. fnce
scorned by planters as a 'backwood nigger business",25 the
cultivation of bananas was clearly lucrative and hence
increasingly acceptable as an occupation of the local olirarchy.
As abandoned sugar estates were brourht under banana cultivation
and new lands planted in the "green gold" a new set of
planters emerged as the leaders of the local landed elite.
To be sure the sugar planters were not without influence, but

it was the new banana planters who increasingly exercised decisive



power in local affnlrn.ZG

In additlon to these local entrepreneurs, powerful
intemmational corporations owned and operated banana plantations
after the tumn of the century. The most prominent of these was
of course the United Fruit Company. In 1910 United TFruit owned
or leased 11% of all the acreage under bananas in the island:
in 1920, that proportion had increased to 25%; in 1930, Unitcd
Fruit controlled some 217 of acreage 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 was
controlled by the Boston corporation. It 1s 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.28

Plantations appear to have controlled between 607 and 76%
of all acreage under banana cultivation in those years for which
data are available during the period 1895—1934.29 Ho doubt
there is considerable inexactness in these estimates but the
overall picture is fairly clear.30 From an industry in which
small settlers had organized production in the 1889's, the
production of bananas had increasingly fallen undér the
organization of plantations. During the 1930's it is estimated
that small settlers produced somewhat less than 30% of all banana
exports.31

Whether cultivated by plantations or by small independent

producers, bananas were marketed abroad by specialized
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commercial enterprises. These firms faced three primary
tasks: The collection of marketable fruit in Jamaica, the
provigion of transport from Jamaica to metropolitan markets
and the disposal of Jamaican bananas in the markets of Nogth
America and the United Kingdom.

During the earliest years of the Jamaican banana trade,
these threc problems were‘handled directly by the independent
sea captains who initiated the export of bananas.32 As the
volume of exports expanded, however, it was 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 turn 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
tvo 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



monopgonist in the Jamalcan market by 1910,

For nearly twenty years thercafter the United Fruit Company
combined within one corporate structure the three principal
functions of marketing banana exports. Throush the operations
of plantations directly and by purchases of bananas from
independent producers, United Fruit was able to export sufficicent
quantitics to maintain its Jamalcan operations at a level consistent
both with short period profit requiremeﬁts and lone period
considerations of market control. Through its direct and
monopolistic control of banana-carrying ships, United Fruit was
assured of reliable transport for its oun exports and, moreover, was
in a position to destroy any potential rival in the Jamaican
market, Tinally, by directly marketing bananas in both North
American and British markets, nited Fruit enjoyed an advantace
which 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 was viewed by many
Jamaicans to be both a blessing 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 Truit 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 sugar industry during the

early twentieth century, Jamalcans were thus relieved that the

banana industry, under the suzerainty of United Fruit, had emerged
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3
as an Important staple export industry.'5

At the same time, Unlted Fruft was the source of considerable
discontent among Jamaicans.36 This was.largcly duc to Unltcd.
Fruit's policies with respect to the purchasc of bananas from
independent growers. The volume of such purchases and the prices
offered to local producers depended on the output of United Fruit's
own plantations and on fundamental decisions regarding Jamaica's
share in the metropolitan markets contr§lled by United Fruit.

As both these factors were subject to change from time to time,
United Fruit's purchases in the local market were 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 was also detrimental to its own operations, United
Fruit actively encouraged, often through the most outrageous coercion,
the long term contracting of small settlers. 1In exchange for rather
lower pr?cgs, small settlers were to be guaranteed purchase of
"marketable'' bananas by United Fruit. HNot surprisingly, the

final arbiter of marketability was United Fruit itself, a situation
which gave rise to frequent discontent on the part of independent
purchasers.37 |

In 1927 a group of Jamaicans formed the Jamaica Banana
Producers Association (JBPA) in an effort to mitigate the ﬁore
objectionable features of marketing as undertaken by United Fruit.38

With a good deal of initial enthusiasm, the JBPA set out to

purchase bananas locally, to arrange for suitable transport
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ad to market bananas directly in Britaln. Tn these cofforts
the JBPA enfjoyed both moral and financial support from the
fovernor of Jamalca and the Colonial Office in London which had
prown increasingly wary of the spectacle of an American corporation
exerting sipgnificant cconomic control over one of llis ’fajesty's
colonics.39

Operating no plantations of its own, the JODPA sought to
purchase bananas from small independcnt.produccrs on long term
contracts. In an effort to reduce diversion of contracted fruit
té other buyers, the JBPA successfully lobbied the Colonial
Government to adopt legislation which 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
notwithstanding.the JBPA was continually plagued by the problem of
unfulfilled contracts.

The JBPA showed some success during the first few 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
volume of bananas exported were shipped on behalf of the JBPA.41
In addition producer prices‘paid by the JBPA were equal to and
often exceeded those offecred by United Fruit. As 997 of JBPA
contractees owned less than 50 acres, it is probably accurate
to observe that '"the Association's contracts assured much
42

security to the banana-cultivating peasantry'.

The initial success was however very short-lived.
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Successive hurricanes and the appearance of botanical discases
greatly reduced output and the JAPA found it extremely difflicult
to compete with the producer prices offered by United Fruit. |
After some hesitation the Government advanced additional
financial aid to the JBPA in 1935 and in 1936 the Colonial Office
dispatched a Commission of Enquiry to study the banana industry
in Jamaica.43 Under considerable pressure from United Fruit,
Elders & Fyffes and a number of local pfoducers grown
disenchanted with the internal organization of the JBPA, the
Comission recommended the Association be reorganized as a joint
stock company bereft of 'any co-operative pretense.44 A formal
quota system was established whereby the new JBPA was allowed

to export 307 of total volume of banana exports; United Fruit was
assured that Government would no longer 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.
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During the carliest ycars for which dafa arc available
(1890-1394), the cultivation of hananas was largely confined to
three parishes which together accounted for 787 of all ucreagé
under banana cultivation: G§t, *Mary, Portland and St. Thoms,
Thereaf ter these parishes declined in relative importance
although total acreage under bananas in these parishes continucd
to incrcase absolutely until 1915-1919. 1In the period 1930-197%
these three parishes collectively contﬁined 51% of the total
island acreage unler banana cultivation. In short, across the
whole period 1890-1934, the primary centre of the banana industry
was in St, Mary, St. Thomas and Portland.

During the first decade of the twentiecth century, the
two southern parishes of St, Catherine and Clarendon emerged
as an important secondary centre for banana cultivation.
Together these two parishes contained between one-fifth and one-
quarter of total island acreage under bananas. A third and much
less important region of banana cultivétion appeared in the
parishes of St. James and Hanover around 1910,

The Minor 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
than one-fourth before 1935.45 In part this decline reflects

the substantial growth in the value of banana and sugar exports.

After the Tirst World War and particularly during the depression



TABLE 3.8

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION OF THE BANANA INDUSTRY,

JAMAICA, 1890 - 1943.

93.

Percent of Total Acreage Under Banana Cultivation

(Annual Average)

1890- 1900~ 1910~ 1920~ 1930- Census 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
Clarendon
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)
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of the 1930's, however, minor staples were much less weiphty
in the export sector. In 1935-1939 the total value of all
minor staple exports was only marginally greater than during
the years 1895-1899.46

In order to appreciate the relative importance of
individual commodities within this sub-sector, it is convenilent
to distinguish three classes of minor staples. TFirstly, a
certain group of minor staples was largely produced on extensive
estates., A second class of minor staple exports was 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 loswood,
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 unknown to produce small
quantities of all three, During the period 1885-1944, these three
commodities collectively accounted for 44% to 627 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 rcquire either extensive acreage or substantial

capital investment. Since a relatively long period of waiting is



TABLE 3.9

VALUE OF MINOR STAPLE TXPORTS BY CLASS, JAMAICA,

FIVE YEAR PERIONS, 1885/1889 - 1940/1944

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VALUE OF MI!JOR 5TAPLE EXPORTS ARISING FROM:

Economic Studies, Vol. 6, No. 3. (1957) p. 430

VALUE OF ,
MINOR STAPLE MINOR STAPLLS PROD- HINOR STAPLES PROD- MINOR STAPLLS PROD- * ALL
EXPORTS UCED ON ESTATES ON EST. & SMALL FARMS UCED BY SMALL SETTLERS MINOR
PERIOD ( £'000) (LOGWOS)D ,COCONUTS, (COTFLE,COCOA,CITRUS) (GINGER) STAPLE EXPORTS
PDMEITO).
1885-1889 3033 52.0 44.8 3.2 100.0
1890-1894 4341 53.4 42,5 4,2 100.1
1895-1899 3763 44,2 50.0 5.8 100.0
1900-1904 3042 47.2 45.6 7.2 100.0
1905-1909 3097 47.5 46,2 6.3 100.0
1910-1914 4159 53.7 41.1 5.2 100.0
1915-1919 6170 62.3 32,9 4.9 100.1
1920-1924 5229 56.7 34.6 8.7 100.0
1925-1929 6051 48,7 45.6 5.7 100.0
1930-1934 3641 48.6 45.7 5.7 100.0
1935-1939 3823 46.8 45,2 8.0 100.0
1940-1944 3561 49.0 36.1 14.9 100.0
Source: G.E, Cumper, "Estimates of Jamaican Commodity Trade,"” Social and

"6
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Involved between initial planning and ceconomic production,
plantations were in a somcwhat better positfon than were small
settlers to undertake the production of these commodities. Oﬁ

the other hand, these crops are admirably sulted to mixed farming
on small peasant plots. Thus small settler cultivation of citrus,
cocoa and especlally coffee was widespread and reasonably
profitable across the whole period under study.47 Taken
collectively these three commodities acéounted for one-third

to one-half of all minor staple export earnings in the period
1385-1889 to 1949-1944,

Ginger was the only important minor staple export cultivated
almost exclusively by small settlers. Enjoying an excellent
reputation in foreign markets, Jamalcan ginger fetched
consistently high prices for peasant producers who interplanted
it with domestic foodstuffs.48 Although ginger accounted for
less than 107 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 with
local entrepreneurs in Kingston and the various port towns of
the rural parishes.69 These exporters faced two principal
problems. Tirst, sufficient quantities of a given minor staple
had to be purchased and if necessary processed. Second, transport

to overseas markets had to be arranged at economic costs and at

regular intervals,
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The first of these problems was handled in two main ways.
Exporters travelled repularly to the major country markets in
order to purchase minor staples directly from producers, cspeéially
from the small settlers. Alternately, producers transported
minor staples directly to the warchouses of exporters, In either
case exporters were uncertain of the quantities which might be
offered for sale at any given time, and producers were equally
unsure of the prices which they could éxpect to receive.

Once minor staples had been purchased locally, overseas
transport had to be arranged. Since most exporters were also engaged
in the import business, the natural tendency was to place minor
staples on ships which were delivering imported goods. This
entailed the warehousing of minor staples until shippine space
became available which in any event was always limited. Consequently
the shipment of minor staples characterized by low 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 which were hichly perishable (citrus fruit). Not
surprisingly, these latter minor staples suffered greatly during
the war 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
throuzh the entreprencurial talents of these exporters that
the minor staple sub-sector provided an important source of

money income to producers during the whole period 1890-1940,
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As with the cultivation of major staples, the production
of various minor staple exports showed considerable peographlce
specialization, The cultivation of coconuts, for cxample, waé
most common in the three parishes of St. Thomas, Portland and
St. Mary which collectively accounted for approximately two-~thirds
of the total island acreage under coconut cultivation during the
whole period.50 The mountainous regions of St.Ann, St.
Catherine, MManchester, Clarendon, St. Tﬁomas and St. Andrew
appear to have been the areas of heaviest coffee cultivation.
Together these six parishes contained between 837 and 92% of
total island coffee acreage during these years.51

In the early years of the twentieth century, cocoa
cultivation was mostly confined to the parishes of St. Thomas,
Portland and St. Mary. Before the First Yorld War, St. Mary
alone contained approximately one-half of the island's total
acreage under cocoa cultivation.52 As the cultivation of bananas
spread to the parishes of St. Catherine and Clarendon following
the First World War, these two parishes emerged as a major centre
for the cultivation of cocoa which was frequently inter-planted
with bananas. During the period 1930-1934 some 447% of total
island acreage under cocoa cultivation was to be found in St.
Catherine and Clarendon.53

Between two-thirds and three-fourths of total island acreage
under oranges durine these years was located in the parishes of
St. Catherine, Clarendon, St, Elizabeth and Manchester.54 The

cultivation of ginger seems to have been concentrated in the

(% Dad
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parishes of Clarendon, Manchester and St. Tlizabeth which together
accounted for at Teast one-half and as much as three-fourths of
total acreage under ginger cultivntion.55 Finally, basced on datn
contained in the 1943 census, it appears that the pimento

industry was mainly located in the parishes of Uestmoreland,

St. Elizabeth and “Manchester which collectively accounted for 517 of
all plmento trees in the island, while the parishes of St. Ann

and Trelawny possessed an additional oné—third of the island's
pimento trees.

No statistical data are available concerning the peographical
location of the loawood industry. It is clear from contemporary
accounts however that St. Elizabeth was the principal centre of
logwood production.57 The construction of a dyeworks in St.
Elizabeth for the processinez of lopgwood, and the regular shipment
of logwood from the ports of Black River in St. Elizabeth &nd
Sav-la-Mar in Westmoreland lend further support to the view that
St., Elizabeth, Westmoreland and possibly Manchester were the
most important centres of logwood production before the First
World War.58

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.



TABLE 3.10
GFOGRAPHIC LOCATION OF MINOR STAPLE EXPORT INDUSTRY,
BY CROPS, JAMATCA, 1885-1943,

ORDINAL RANKING OF PARISHES ON BASIS OF AVERAGE PER CENTAGE
OF TOTAL ISLAND ACREAGE UNDER CULTIVATION OF GIVEN CROP
LOCATED IN THE PARISH

ORDINAL

RANK LOGWOOD PIMENTO COCONUT COFFEE COCOA ORANGES GINGER

1 St. Elizabeth St.Elizabeth St. Thomas St. Catherine St. Mary St. Catherine Clarendon

2 Manchester St. Amn St. Mary Manchester St.Catherine Manchester Manchester

3 Westmoreland Manchester Portland Clarendon Portland Clarendon St.Flizabeth
4 - Tre lawny St. Ann St. Andrew St .Thomas St. Ann St. Ann

5 - Westmoreland Hanover St. Thomas St. Ann Portland St.Catherine
6 - "St.Mary Trelawny St.Ann St.Andrew St.Elizabeth Trelawny
Source: Handbooks of Jamaica, Annually, 1880-1943

00t
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THE DOMESTTC AGRICULTURAL STCTOR

The domestic agricultural sector includes the cultivation of
a wide varicty of foodstuffs and the rearins of livestock
exclusively for domestic consumption. As may be seen in Table 3,11,
the former activity was by far the more important thouch the latter
emerged as a substantial undertaking around 1930.

It has already been observed that the domestic agricultural
sector expanded less rapidly than did the whﬁle economy during the

39 There were at least three factors which ensured

period 1870-1933.
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
was generally suited to the cultivation of certain staple exports,
especially bananas and some minor staples. Thus during periods of
relatively hish export prices, land was shifted out of domestic
agriculture and into cash crop production.60 The result was a decline
in the rate of growth 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 which in turn contributed to a reduction in the rate of
growth of output of domestic crops.61 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
COMPOSITION OF DOMESTIC AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT, JAMAICA,
SELECTED YEARS, 1870-1938

ESTIMATED VALUE OF , ESTIMATED VALUE OF )
OUTPUT, 1910 PRICES, OUTPUT,1938 PRICES PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF
- B~ oN
(f 000 ) ( £'000) OUTPUT BY SUB-SECTI
SUB-SECTOR 1870 1390 1910 1930 1938 1870 1890 1910 1930 1938
Ground ,
Provisions 2157.1 2648.8 3454.9 4125.8 2183 91,2 91,0 90.8 84,4 74.6
and Other
Food
Animal
Products 208.2 263.5 350.4 759.7 743 8.8 9.0 9.2 15.6 25.4
TOTAL 2365.3 2912.3 3805.3 4885.5 2926 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 170.0

R

Sources: Gisela Eisner, op.cit., p. 119,
Phyllis Deane, op.cit., p.125.
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Thirdly, overall growth of the population acted to reduce the
availability of land sulted to peasant cultivation, As rents and
land prices rose, small settlers were increasingly forced to cultiQatc
cash crops at the expense of domestic 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. fbmestic foodstuffs were
primarily cultivated for direct consumption by the producing household.
Small settlers located near to plantations or towns also sold food-
stuf fs for cash to landless labourers, but eventhen only foodstuffs
surplus to family requirements were offered for sale.63

Livestock was reared on small settler plots and on extensive
estates., Fowls, pigs, goats and an occasional cow were 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 was generally'confined to
specialized estates known locally as cattle pens. These cattle pens
produced virtually all the local beef sold in the matkets of Kingston
and the larger country towns.64

Geographic specialization in the cultivation of domestic
foodstuffs does not appear to have been as pronounced asWas 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 cultivation. In part the apparent

lack of specialization is the result of the relative ease with which
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domesatlc foodstuffs could be cultivated in every parish of the I[sland.
NMonetheless, the parishes of 5t. Ann, Westmoreland, Cla rendon,

St. Catherine, Hanchestgr and St, Elizabeth seem to have bLeen impnftnnt
domestic agricultural producers. Across the perlod 1894-1934, thegse
six parishes accounted for at lecast 57% and as much as 60% of the
island's total recorded acrcage under foodstuff cultivntion.65

THE NOW-AGRICULTURAL SECTOR

It will be recalled that between 457 and 537 of real national
income was generated by non-agricultural activity durine the periodl

1870—1933.66

In lisht of the supposed importance of agriculture,
the size of the non-agricultural sector may seem remarkably large.
In fact this puzzle 1s more apparent than real for two reasons.

In the first place, it is necessary to distinguish size fron
strategic importance in evaluating sectoral contribution to national
economic performance. As has been emphasized by others, it is not
the direct contribution to national income which characterizes a
leading sector, but rather the indirect influence such a sector
brings to bear on the overall economy.67 Operating throush a variety
of backward, forward, 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
latter sector on agricultural output was virtually non—existant,(67a)

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 belng artisans or servants were in

fact employed at the prevalling wage ratcs.68 Thus, if uncmployment
were hipgh or if actual wanes were less than official estimates,

then Eisner's estimates will overstate the output 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 transbort sector is estimated

by means of reference to very scattered cost data.70 Finally, an
estimate of the imputed value of owner-occupied housing is included in
non-agricultural output.7l 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. Moreover 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 was the single
largest sub-sector during the period 1870-1930. It must be
stressed, however, that manufacturing was not industrial in nature.
Thus the value of factory produced manufactured goods never exceeded
30% of total value added in the manufacturing sub-sector.72 Between
two-thirds and three-fourths of manufacturing output appears to have

been produced by self-employed craftsmen. '"Manufacturing" in Jamaica

N



TABLE 3.12

COMPOSITION OF NON-AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT, BY SUB~-SECTOR

JAMATCA, SELECTED YRARS, 1870-1930

RESTIMATED VALUE OF OUTPUT,

1910 PRICES (£ '000)

PRRCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL

_ MON-AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT (%)

SUB-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
Manufacturing 775.5 1068.1 1403.3 2147.4 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 7983.1 10.9 9.5 9.5 10.2
Services 447.2 576.4 922.8 1329.8 16.5 15,4 18.0 17.1
Public .

Administratfon 236.3 321.0 434.5 846.4 8.7 8.6 3.5 10.9
Imputed Value

of Home

Ownership 681.6 889.7 1215.7 1677.5 25.1 23.8 23,7 21,5
TOTAL NON-

AGRICULTURAL

SECTOR 2712.4 3733.,1  5126.3 7795.1 99.9 99.9 100.0 99,9

Source: Gisela Eisner, op.cit., p.119.
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dur ing, these years should more properly be called craft enterprise.

Apart from the imputed value of owner-occupind housine, the
service sub-sector was ;he sccond larpest contributor to non-
agricultural output. On the whole the service sub-scctor appcars to
have grown at about the same rate as did total non-agricultural 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 reﬁaining two-thirds.

Except for the employment of a few professional and domestic servants
by Government, it was the private sector which employed servants
who obviously worked on own-account.

The construction industry, which is estimated to have accounted
for approximately 107 of non-agricultural output, included residential
housing, commercial and industrial building and public works.

Except for short periods following 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 was pro-cyclical: public works spending was always
drastically reduced at the first sign of a diminution in the level of
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
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such as road bullding and other public works were organized by
private firms or the colonial povernment ftself. In this case,
labourers were hired and paid on a daily basis; almost invariably’
the number of labourers seekins such employment far exceeded the
number of jobs available,74

In Table 3.12 commercial activity refers exclusively to the
distribution of imported goods. All marketing activity associated
with agriculture, whether domestic or export; has been included under
the value-added of the relevant agricultural sector. All marketing
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 with enterprise abroad. The retail
trade was controlled on the whole 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,

Within the public administration sub-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 expanded
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roughly at the same rate as the overall non-anricultural sector bhefore
1920, Thercafter, the sub-sector showed a slicht {increase as pubhlic
utilities became more widespread and a reorsanization of the mcdiéal
services was under taken,

Non-agricultural activity was generally concentrated in the'two
urban parishes of Kingston and St. Andrew and to a lesser extent in the
principal towns of the rural parishes. Kingston in particular was the

A site of virtually all manufacturing activityland of a disproportionate
share of commercial activity since major wholesalers tended to locate
in the capital city which also was the chief port of the island.
Although retail commerce, professional and domestic servants were
to be found in every part of the island, they were clearly concentrated
in the towns and especially in Xingston. Construction was similarly
centred in the urban parishes, although major public works projects
were from time to time undertaken in various country parishes, In
short, the non-agricultural sector was for all practical purposes

located in the two parishes of Kingston and St. Andrew.

III

PATTERNS OF EMPLOYMENT

Variation in the volume and composition of output naturally involves
change in the level and composition of employment. In lisht of the previous
discussion of production, it is to be expected that fhe pattern of employment
underwent 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 thesc raw data are sometimes 'treacherous and
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-
unrewnrding"7) but when trcated with caution and gencrosity they do

provide an insight into the level, distribution,composition and spatial

characteristics of employment in Jamaica during the period under study.,

A,

THE LEVEL OF TFMPLOYMENT

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,.
Thereaf ter employment expanded at a much slo@er rate, In 1943 about
39% of the total population was gainfully occupied as compared with
approximately 507 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.
Whereas nearly 907 of all Jamaicans aged between 15 and 64 years
were employed in the period 1831-1921, that proportion héd fallen
to 667 in 1943, 1In 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,

OCCUPATIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYED LABNUR 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. While nearly 74% of all employed
persons were to be found in the agricultural sectors in 1881, that
proportion had fallen to 477 in 1943, Employment in agriculture

was under greatest pressure in the period 1921-1943 during which
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TARLE 3,13

LEVEL OF EMPLOYMENT AT TACIH CENSUS,

JAMATCA, 1881-1943

TOTAL NUMBFR POPULAT TON % TOTAL 7 WORKING
ISLAND OF OF WORKING POP~ AGE ror-
‘ POP- PERSONS AGE ULATION ULATINN
CENSUS YEAR ULATION NOCCUPTED (15-64 YRS) OCCUPIED OCCUPTIED
1881 580,804 282,770 325,550 48,7 86.9
1891 639,491 373,521 366,750 58.4 101.9
1911 831,383 410,886 470,580 49.4 87.3
1921 858,118 443,937 488,006 51.7 91.0
1943 1,237,063 484,243 732,675 39.1 66.1

Sources: Tables A.1, A.7 in the Appendix and G.W. Roberts, The Population of
Jamaica, p. 87 :
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absolute number of agricultural labourcers declined by 207,

With the declining Importance of agriculturc as an employcer
of lahour, non-~agricultural activity naturally Increased its sharé
of overall employment. Commerce, industry and construction torether
increased thelr share of total employment from 197% in 1881 to 36%
in 1943, The service sub-scctor, which absorbed only 77 of the
employed labour force in 1881, accounted for 177 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 showed significant increase in the absolute numbers
of employees, they could not absorb gll those who 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,

PATTERNS OF AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT

In view 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.
Eﬁploymént 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 657 and 797 of all
agricultural labourers were employed in the cultivation of domestic

crops. Even allowing that many of these labourers were also part time



TABLE 3.14

OCCUPATLONAL DISTRIBUTLON OF EMPLOYED LABOUR FORCE,

JAMAICA, CENSUS YEARS, 1881-1943

LEVEL OF EMPLOYMENT

(IN THOUSANDS)

PRRCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF
OCCUPIED LABOUR FORCE (%)

OCCUPATIONS 1881 1891 1911 1921 1943 1881 1891 1911 1921 1943
Agriculture 208.6 271.3 271.5 285.7 228.6 73.8 72.6 66.1 64.4 47.2
Commerceb 7.4 10.9 19.8 20.6 52.0 2.6 2.9 4.8 4.6 10.7
Industry and .
Construction 47.1 57.6 72.4 73.6 123.1 16.7 15.4 17.6 16.6 25.4
Professional

Services 4.7 7.0 9.2 11.4 20.0 1.7 1.9 2.2 2.6 4.1
Domestic

Services 15.0 26,7 38.0 52.6 60.5 5.3 7.1 9.2 11.8 12.5
TOTAL 282.8 373.5 410,9  443.9 484,2 100.1 99.9 99.9 100.0 99.9

Source: George Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, Table 25, p. 87
Gisela Eisner, Jamaica 1830-1930, Table XIX, p. 162,

‘€1l
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or seasonially employed in the staple export sector, there iz no reason
to doubt that domestic agriculture was the prihcipnl employer of
agricultural labour,

Employment levels within the various staple export suh-sectors
followed closely the patterns of output previously described. The
level of employment in the sugar sub-sector, for example, declined
steadily during the period 1881-1911, and then made a partial
'recovery as the industry was reorganized and.output expanded in the
1920's, Similarly, employment in the banana sub-sector moved
sympathetically with output: peaking in 1911, declinina slightly
in the period 1911-1921 and partially recovering between 1921 and
1943,

The minor staples sub-sector appears to have employed a very small
and generally declining proportion of agricultural labourers durine
the whole period. Since a substantial proportion of minor staples
was in fact produced by small settlers, many of whom were probably
enunerated under domestic agriculture, it is likely that the data
presented in Table 3.15 underestimate the level of employment in

the minor staples sub-sector.



DISTRINUTION OF EMPLOYED LABOUR FORCE I AGRICULTURE, BY

TABLE 3.15

SUB~SECTOR, JAMAICA, CENSUS YFARS 1851-1043

LEVEL OF E'PLOYMENT

(IN THOUSANDS)

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF

AGRICULTURAL LABOUR FORCE (%

SU3-SECTORS 1881 1891 1911 1921 1943 1881 1891 1911 1921 1943
Sugar 51.4 39.4 .30.3 44.8 43.8 24.7 14,5 11.2 15.7 19.2
Bananas -‘ 6.8 43.2 30.1 31.5 - 2,5 15.9 10.5 13.8
Minor Staples 18.6 10.0 8.6 5.8 5.7 8.9 3.7 3.2 2.0 2.5
STAPLE EXPORTS 70.0 56,2 82.1 80.7 81.0 33.6 20.7 30.3 28.2 35.5
DOMESTIC |

AGRICULTURE 138.6 215.1 189.4 205.0  147.6 66.4 79.3 69.7 71.8 64.6
TOTAL ’

AGRICULTURE 208.6 271.3 271.5 285.7  228.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1
Source: Censuses of Jamaica, 1881, 1891, 1911, 1921, 1943

"STT
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WORK FORCE

Associated with the‘shift in the occupational distribution of
the employed labour force, there was a marked tendency for
employment of males to expand at the expense of employment of females.
Apart from the census qf 1921 which came at the end of a decade of sex-—

X
selective emigration that favoured female employment in Jamaica, the
il

proportion of females in the employed labour force declined steadily from

about one-half in 1891 to approximately one-third in 1943,

Tt is cleaxr from Table 3.16 that the disPlacement‘ofvfemale by
male labourers was most thoroughgoing inaggriculture. Whereas
nearly onéFhalf of all agricultural employees were female in 1891,
that proportion had declined to approxi@ately oné—fifth in 1943.
Between 1891 and 1943, in fact, the absolute ‘number of female
labourers in agriculture declined by two~thirds, while the absolute
number of male agriéultural workers increased by one-third, It
appears that the overall decline in the total numbé; of agricultural
labourers previously discussed was accompanied by a massive shift
in the sex-composition of agricultural workers.

In each of the non-agricultural occupations, However, the
absolute number of female workers increased between 1891 and 1943,
Moreover the female share of employment in each of these sub-sectors
(except in industry and construction) rose significantly during the
period. Female labourers were especially prevalent in commerce
(petty market traders) and in the professions, and in general retained

their overwhelming 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 1891 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 Population of Jamaica, Table 25, p. 87.

LTT
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As supgested carlier, the growth of female cmploymeat in the
non-agrlicultural scctor only partly offset the reduction in the
number of female agricultural labourers. Between the census of 1891
and 1911 it is true that the prowth of female employment in non-
agricultural activity slightly more than balanced the decline of female
employment in the agricultural sectors. But in the period 1921-1943 nearly
56,000 female workers who had abandoned, or been abandoned by,
agriculture were unable or unwilling 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 contrasf, 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 discussionm,
both male and female labour participation rates in the various
sectors showed marked shifts during the period. The most obvious was
the shift out of agriculture by young men and women of all ages,
especially after 1921.78 These young men appear to have been mainly
attracted to commerce, industry and construction, while women sought

employment primarily in commerce and domestic service,
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GENGRAPHTC DISTRIBUTINN OF EMPLOYMENT

Allowing for differences in the size of parish working age
populations, there appear to have been only minor variations in
the overall level of employment among parishes at any given census
date. In general, the greater the working ane population of a parish,
the sreater was the level of employment r%corded in the census for that
parish. Thus on the basis of parish labour force participation rates,
it is impossible to discern any ceographlc councentration in the
total level of employnent.

With respect to occupational status of the labour force,
geographlc concentration is apparent in the non-agricultural sector.
As anticipated, non-agricultural employment was centred in the two
urban parishes of Kingston and St, Andrew. Thus, of all non-
agricultural employees, those resident in these two parishes increased
from 267 in 1881 to nearly 337 in 1943. 79 As may be secen 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 geographic concentration
insofar as total agricultural employment is concerned. Excepting
the two urban parishes, overall agricultural employment in the
parishes at any given census date was roughly proportional to the
size of parish working age population, Put slightly differently,
the proportion of working age population ennumerated as being

employed in agriculture was nearly equal among all rural parishes

at any given census date,



TABLE 3.17

PERCENTAGE OF NON-AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYEES RESIDENT IN

KENGSTON AND ST. ANDREW PARISHES, JAMAICA, CENSUS

YEARS, 1881-1943

CENSUS YEAR COMMERCE INDUSTRY AND CONSTRUCTION PROFESSIONAL DOMESTIC SERVICE gngiGRICULTUPAL
1881 33.4 23.6 44,2 25.4 26.2
1891 37.0 26.2 47.3 25.7 28.7
1911 40.0 30.0 46.5 29.8 32.5
1921 ' 46.2 30.3 44,2 27.3 32.4
1943 49.0 30.9 51.3 36.6 37.5

Source: Censuses of Jamaica, 18381, 1891, 1911, 1921, 1943 (Kingston: GPO)

v-6T1
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It does seem likely, however, that employment in thc'vnrious

agricultural sub-gectors was
statistical evidence of such
since the census data cannot
by crop at the parish level.
production of sugar requires

requires banana workers, and

peopraphically concentrated. Direct
concentration is impossiblc to obtain

be disaggregated with respect to employment
It is obvious, nonctheless, that the

sugar workers, the production of bananas

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 with the

cultivation 6f 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.

v

PATTERNS OF INCOME DISTRIBUTION

During the years under study, comprehensive estimates of

the factoral distribution of
80

income are available for only two

years, 1890 and 1930, Relying on crude averages with respect

to wage rates, rents and profits, these estimates no doubt embody
considerable margins of error. Viewed with caution, however, the
data presented in Table 3.18 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 wages and salaries. On this basis it would appear

that the factoral shares of income were roushly the same for 1930



as for 1890. Deane's estimate for 1938 shows almost {dentical
results in that approximately four-f1fths of net taxable output
went to wages and salari_cs.81

Within the apricultural sectors it is possible to make crude
estimites of the factoral distribution of income on estates producing
sugar and rum and those producing bananas. Based on scatterced data
on costs per acre under cultivation, these estimates arc neccessarily
crude and must be used with considerable caution. They are
knonetheless indicative of important differences between the plantation
cultivation of supgar 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 wage rates were nearly equal in the two sub-sectors, it may be
concluded that the cultivation of sugar cane was marxedly more labour
intensive than was the cultivation of bananas.82 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 whole, 1Indeed, profits appear to be more than twice as great a
share of income in estate cultivation of major staple exports.

Such an ohservation is of course what would be expected for plantation

economy in general.
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TABLE 3.18

JAMAICA, 1890 AND 1930

AGGREGATE CURRENT INCOME

122,

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF

( f '000) AGGREGATTF, CURRENT INCOME
(%)

FACTOR GROUPS 1890 1930 1890 1930
Agricultural

Labour 760.8 1861.7 8.7 9.3
Other Wages &

Salaries 1708.9 4738.5 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

Workers' 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 22,2 21.5
GRAND TOTAL 8746 .6 19951.6 99,9 100.0

Source: Gisela Eisner, Jamaica, 1830-1930, Table 8.1V, p. 121.
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Table 3.19 further shows that, with respect to the estate
production of bananas and of sugar, the factoral distribution
of income was virtually the same in 1890 and 1930. It is not
known with certainty that this pattern of distribution characterized
estate production iwm the intervening years, but there is no
evidence to suggest otherwise.

The organization O0f agricultural productim by small settlers
naturally gave rise to a quite different pattern of iﬁcome
distribﬁtion. Insofar as small settlersirelied almost exclusively
on éhe unpaid labour of family members andaowned ;he land uﬁder
cultivation, the produéing household retained both labour and ownership
shares of income. In a sense theare was‘no factoral distribution of
income arising out of small settler producﬁionﬁ household income was
"simply consumed or otherwise distributed among family members
accérding to non—economic criteria, '

Within the non-agricultural sector, it is unlikely that the
factoral distribution of income altered substantially during the
period 1890‘to 1939, Wage rates appear to have remained remarkably
stable across those years and there were no significant changes in the
techniques of production.

Estimation of the size distribution of income is extremely
difficult for the period under study. The only reliable data in
this respect are for the year 1935.85 In 1935, according to a
special report of the Nutrition Committee of the Colonial Government,
slightly more than 209,090 individuals and companiés paid income tax;

that is approximately 207 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'oco) 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 25.4 - 13.8 12.1
318.1 } 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.

241
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suf ficiently large to be subject to income taxation., Some 92%

of these returns reported Incomes of less than £65 . since an
income of £2 per week was consldered a sipn of distressed
circumstances in 1939, 86 it must be concluded that the vast majority
of Jamaicans were earning near-subsistence incomes. On the other
hand, nearly 397 of total taxable income in 1935 accrued to persons
and companies reporting more than fZOOincome; altogether this group
represented approximately 3% of all taxpayefs. It 1s beyond dispute,
therefore, that the size distribution of taxable income in 1935

was extremely skewed, There is little reason to supnose that this

pattern was unusual across the whole period 1880-1938.

A

SUMMARY COMMENTS ON JAMAICAN

ECONOMIC STRUCTURE, 1880 - 1938,

This description of Jamaican economic structure has proceeded
along two lines., On the onehand, 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. We have attempted to
show that activity within individual sub-sectors of the economy was

concentrated in relatively few parishes. This is most obviously the case
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for the non-agricultural sub-sectors, but we have also seen that
certain agricultural activity was highly concentrated gpeographically,

We have thus laid the basis for a classification of individual
parishes according to the nature of economic activity prevailing within
the parish at any given point in time. Insofar as economic structure
is associated with social organization, we are able to define operationally
the concept of p;rish socio-economic structure, which is of such
impdrtance in the model sketched in Chapter 2. Béfore turning to the
operational definition of parish socio-economic structure, however, it is
useful to review the patterns of demographic performance in Jamaica during

the time period under study.
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CHUAPTER 4

PATTERUS OF DITIOGRAPHTIC PERFORMANCE,

1880 -~ 1943

The present chapter describes the principal features of demographic
performance experienced in Jamaica during the period 1830-1943. 1In 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 we 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 growth during the period.
Changing patterns of fertility, mortality and hence of natural increase are
described in part two of this chapter. The third section traces the patterns
of migration which occurred in the period. Some ancilliary aspects of

Jamaican demography are briefly discussed in part four of this chapter,

I

PATTERYNS 0% OVERALL POPULATIOY GROUTH

The pattern of overall population growth is most easily discerned
by examining the size of the island population at successive census
dates. Table 4.l summarizes these data and shows the annual compound rate
of growth for cach intercensal period. Althoush the persent study
primarily focuses on the period 1831-1943, data for other periods are

included for comparative purposes.
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Nuring the sixty-two years separating the census of 1831 and the
census of 1947, the population of Jamaica Increased by 1137, Tt is quite
clear however that population increased in rather crratic fashlon durihn
these years. Relatively low rates of Intercensal population growth in
1881-1891 and 1911-1921 were followed Ly relatively high growth rates
in 1891-~1911 and 1921-1943 respectively.

This uneven pattern is also to be observed in the intercensal
growfh rates for individual parish populations. With the exception of
Kingston, all parishes recorded relatively low 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 fourtecen parishes showed
rapid rates of population growth in the period 1921-1943. In short, inter-
censal rates of population growth 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 growth rates are quite diverse
among individual parishes, This may be seen by comparing parish growth
rates to the rate of growth of the island population. Certain parishes
consistently experienced rates of population growth in excess of national
rates ke.g.; Clarendon, Kingston, St. Andrew). Other parishes generally
exhibited relatively low rates of intercensal population growth (e.g.
llanover, Trelawny). Perhaps of even greater interest, a few parishes
(e.g., St. May, Portland) experienced much wider fluctuations in inter-

censal rates of population growth than did the nation as a whole.



129,

TABLL, 4.1

prostaptuenin

CEMSUS POPULATION AND ANNUAL COMPOUND RATES
OF POPULATION GROWTH FOR INTERCENSAL PERIODS,
JAMAICA, 1861-1970

ANNUAL COMPOUND RATES OF

CENSUS TOTAL POPULATION POPULATION GROWTH FOR
YEAR AT CENSUS INTERCFNSAL PERIODS, (%)
1861 441,264
1.38
1871 506,154
1.39
1881 580,804
0.97
1891 639,491
1.32
1911 831,383
0.32
1921 858,118
1.68
1943 1,237,063
1.56
1960 1,609,300
1.46
1970 1,861,400
Source: Table A-1, Appendix, and Census Research Programme,

University of the West Indies.
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While 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 we turn attention

to the patterns of natural increase and migration throughout the period.

s I

PATTERNS OF NATURAL INCREASE

The mandatory civil registration of bifths and deaths began in 1878
and appears to have been fairly comprehensiv? by 1881, Certainly there
is no reason to suspect the basic validity of these data after 1891.3
Thus beginningtin 1891 we have available annual statistics on registered
births and registered deaths in each of the fourteen parishes of the island.
Theée data allow a detailed description of tﬂe patterns of natural increase
and its determinants, fertility and mortality.

Except for a few yeérs centred on each census date?vit has been
necessary to employ crude birth rates and crude death r;tes as méasﬁres
of fertility and mortality performance during the period 1891-1938, 0fficial
estimates of these crude rates are reported in the Mnual Reports of the
Registrar-General for Jamaica, Unfortunately these estimates are inaccurate
and generally unsuitable.5 It has thus been necessary to revise the annual
vital rates for each parish and for the island as a whole.6 ‘These revisad
rates are employed hereafter exclusively.

Al PATTERNS OF FERTILITY

National fertility performance, as measursd by the island.
crude birth rate, was highly variable during the period 1891-1943, ranging
from a high of 44 per thousand in 1900 to a low of 31.5 per thousand

in 1937.(6a) - Indeed the annual island crude birth rate fluctuates
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3

so widely that it {s diffLlcult to perccive any obvious trend in
fertility pérformancc over time. Averaninn these rates over flve
year periods, lhowever, provides a more comprchensive pattern of
fertility performance as shown in Table 4,2,

| Between 1891 and 1938 the national crude birth rate declined by
approximately 18%, 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 actuélly increased.
Thereafter it steadily declined, turned sharply downward during the
war years, and was even further depressed after 1930.

In general, individual parish crude birth rates exhibit time
trends very similar to those shown in Table 4.2.7 Only the parishes
of Kingston and St. James show any tendency for crude birth rates to
increase during the period 1891-1933. 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
1891-19383 relatively high crude birth rates were consistently reported
in the parishes of St. Ann; Clarendon, St. Elizabeth and ianover.
Féllowihg the general decline in crude birth rates after the war, the
parishes of St, James, Trelavny and Westmoreland also experienced
relatively high crude birth rates, On the other hand, the eastern
parishes of Kingston, St. Andrew and St. Mary regularly recorded crude

birth rates far below the national average during the whole period

1891-1938.8



AVERAGE ANNUAL CRUDFE BIRTIL RATES, JAMATCA,

FIVE YEAR PERIODS, 1891 - 1938

AVERAGE CRUDE
BIRTH RATE,

132,

AVERAGE CRUDE
BIRT!H RATE,

two periods 1931-1935 and 1934-1938 overlap.

: (PER 1000 (PER 1000
PERIOD POPULATION) PERIOD POPULATION)
1891/2-1895/6 38.9 1916-1920 36.7
1896/7-1900/01 40.0 1921-1925 36.3
1901/02-1905/06 40.9 1926-1930 36.0
1906/07-1910/11 39.0 1931-1935 33.8
1911/12-1915/16 38.5 1934-1938 32.8
Source: Table A.2 in Appendix
Note: In order to allow the computation of fiveyear averages, the
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Crude birth rates arc useful {in describing the gencral pattorn
of fertility performance, but they arc not accurate measures of fertility
since neither the age- nor sex- composition of the rclevant populatlon
is taken into account., It is thus uncertain to what cxtent Inter-parish
and inter-temporal comparisons of crude birth rates adequately reflect
dif ferences in fertility performance. Since the age and sex-composition
of each parish population are known with accuracy only for the census
years, a more refined measure of fertility ié restricted to those years.
George Roberts 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 significant
decline in these rates. By 1943 all parishes except two exhibited
substantially lower joint gross reproduction rates than they had in 1881,
As measured by these reproduction rates, the fertility performance
of individual parishes was quite variable.10 Consistently high levels
of fertility were recorded for St., Ann, St., Elizabeth, Manchester,
Clarendon and lanover. TFertility appears to have been quite low 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 peneral

pattern of fertility performance among the parishes remains essentially

the same.
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By way of summary: both national and individual parish fertility
rates, whether measured by crwle hirth rates or by joint gross
reproduction rates, in peneral declined during the period 188i-1943.
This decline was most significant in the years following the TFirst
World War. While the time path of fertility performance has been
quite similar among the individual parishes, the level of fertility

performance showed considerable diversity from parish to parish.

PATTERNS OF MORTALITY

As indicated in Chapter 2, it is useful to distinguish two
measures of mortality performance: infant mortality and general
mortality. The latter of course encompasses the former and hence the
two are not independent., 1In so far as infantmortality is generally
accepted as a more sensitive indicator of overall socio-economic
well-being, it is worthwhile to enquire into the patterns of both
measures of mortality.

* Apart from relatively short periods of high infant mortality
following earthquake (1907-1908), influenza (1917-1918) and hurricane
(1921), national rates of infant mortality were fairly stable from
year to year.ll During the late 1920's however infant mortality
markedly improved as more comprehensive public health services came
into operation.l2 Yot unexpectedly, a similar pattern of general
mortality performance, as measured by national crude death rates,
is apparent durine the period 1891—-1938.13 These patterns have heen
summarized in Table 4.3

Within individual parishes, similar patterns of infant

mortality rates and crude death rates over time are tobe observed.



TABLE 4.3

ANMUAT, AVERACE TORTALTTY

—

RATES, JAMATCA

TTYE YIAR PERTONS,

189119133

AVETAGE CRUDE DEAT!H
RATE

AVIERAGL INTANT "ORTALITY
RATE

PLERIOD (PER 1000 PAPULATION) (PER 1709 1LIVE BINTHS)
1391/92-1895/96 22,2 171.1
1806/97~1900/01 22.8 174.8
1901/02-1995/06 23.7 174.1
1906/07-1910/11 25.4 193.2
1911/12-1915/16 23.1 179.3
1016-1920 27.2 174.2
1021-1925 23.4 176.3
1926-1930 19.4 169.0
1931-1935 18.5 142.8
1934-1933 17.1 129.5

NOTE: In order to allow the computation of five year averages, the two
periods 1931-1935 and 1934-1933 overlap.

Source: Tables A.3 and A.4 in Appendix,
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Wide swings in these parish rates from time to time were largely

the consequence of natural calamity or epidemic digease. Abstracting
from these untoward circumstances, there appears to have been litflc
change in the level of parish 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 crule death rates and infant mortality rates showed considerable

variation from parish to parish. Parishes which reported crude

death rates consistently lower than the national rates include

St. Ann, St., Elizabeth, iManchester, and Westmoreland. It is hardly
surprising that the highest crude death rates were recorded in the

urban parishes of Kingston and St. Andrew. In addition, relatively high
crude death rates were recorded in the parishes of Hanover, Trelawny

and St. Thomas, With respect to infant mortality, an almost identical
pattern is to be noted,

PATTERNS OF NATURAL INCREASE

Patterns of na tural increase are necessarily determined by the
patterns of fertility and of mortality.14 Tor the island as a whole,
the changing patterns of the rate of natural increase may be seen in
T;ble 4.4,

During the period 1391-1906 the national rate of natural increase
was relatively hizh and stable as a consequence of high rates of
fertility and more or less stable rates of mortality. As mortality
increcased and fertility declined during the period 1907-1925, the

rate of natural increase necessarily declined and was rather volatile



TABLE 4.4

AVERAGE ANNUAT, RATES OF NATURAL INCREASE

JAMAICA, FIVE YEAR PERIONS,

1891 - 1938

AVERAGE RATE OF
NATURAL INCREASE

Source:

two periods 1931-1935 and 1934-1933 overlap.

Table A.5 Appendix.

PERIOD (PER 1000 POPULATION)
1891/92 - 1895/96 16.8
1896/97 - 1900/01 . 17.3
1901/02 - 1905/06 17,2
1906/07 - 1910/11 13.6
1911/12 - 1915/16 15.4
1916-1920 9.5
1921 - 1925 12.9
1926 - 1930 16.7
- 1931 - 1935 15.3
1934 - 1938 15.7
NOTE: 1In order to allow the computation of five ycar averages, the

137.
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as a congsequence of connlderabl~ variation from year to year in

the level of mortality, Suastained decline in mortality in the late
19209's resulted I{n an increase in the rate of natural increase, though
generally declining fertility in those ycars depressed the rate of
natural increcase below pre-1906 levels.

On the whole, rates of natural incrcasce for individual parishes
exhibit time trends similar to those shown in Table 4.4, Tor most
parishes the rate of natural increase was reiatively high in the period
1391-1906, declined sharply during the years 1907-1925, and recovered
during the years followinn 1925.15

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 high crude birth rates
and below average crude death rates were ipso facto narishes of
consistently high rates of natural increase (e.3., St. Ann, St.
Elizabeth, Manchester, Clarendon). Parishes characterized by low
birth rates and high or moderate death rates necessarily exhibited
unusually low rates of natural increase (e.g., Kingston, St. Andrew,
St. Catherine, St. Thomas, Portland).

Uhen viewed in relation to intercensal rates of population
growth, these patterns of natural increase are suggestive of the
overall pattern of demoqraphic performance which characterized the
period 1891-1938. Tor example, of three parishes which gencrally
exceeded the national rates of intercensal population growth, only

Clarendon recorded any marked tendency towards relatively high rates

of natural increase. Indeed, the other two parishes (Kingston and
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St. Andrew) arce both very low in any ranking of parish rates of
natural increase.

Conversely many pagishcs which consistently reported below
average intercensal population growth rates were simultancously
reglons of reclatively high rates of natural increase. This was
especially striking in the parishes of St. Ann, St. Elizabeth and
Manchester. Even at the national level, there appears to be a wide
disparity in the rates of natural increase aﬁd the rates of population
growth durine most Intercensal periods.17

The obvious conclusion is that migration played an important
role in the growth of the Jamaican population at both the national
and individual parish level, It is to a fuller discussion of migration
that we must now turn.

III

PATTERNS OF MIGRATION

It is almost impossible to find a commentary on Jamaica during these
years which 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
imaginative explanations of its causes and consequences.

Most of this discussion was uninformed by reliable data which even
today, with all the advantages of historical hindsight, remain unsatisfactory.
The Registrar-General annually reported figures purporting to show the volume
and direction of external migration. These data are virtually worthless for
the years preceeding 1921 and are gencrally thought to understate emigration
throushout tﬁe whole period 1881—1943.19 Annual data on migration patterns

within Jamaica are entirely non-existent, though there are data concerning
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such migration during the two intercensal perlods 1911-1921 and 1921-1943,
By far the most comprehensive and uscful estimates of migration arc those
detalled by Georgpe Roberts.zo The present description relies heavily én

Roberts' data, modified when necessary by the work of other investimators.

A. PATTERNS OF INTERNAL MIGRATTON

We have seen that during the period 1891-1943 those parishes
which generally exhibited high rates of natural increase did not
experience comparably hich rates of overall population growth, Clearly,
internal minration played an important role in the geographic
redistribution of the Jamaican population in this period.

Evidence from the pre-1899 period strengthens the view that
Jamaicans were willing and able to migrate from one part of the
island to another. In the years following emancipation in 1838,

\

former slaves in considerable numbhers migrated to the ''remoter parts
of Jamaica"zl and continued to do so until the 1880's. Therecafter,
the towns and coastal regions increasingly attracted migrants 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 distincuish
net internal from net external migration at the parish level during
this period, the overall pattern of net out~migration at the parish
level may be scen in Table 4.5.

During the intercensal period 1801-1911, net inmigration was
chardcteristic of the urban parishés (Kingston and St. Andrew), the

banana producing parishes of St. Mary and Portland, and the parish

of St. Catherine. Tvery other parish experienced considerable net
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out-minration durine thls period., Interestinply, the larcest logsers
of population through net out-migration vere the domestic agricultural
parishes of St. Ann, St. Llizabeth and !Manchester, and the suqar‘
producing parishes of Westmoreland, lanover and Trelawny,

Evidence for the two intercensal periods 1911-1921 and 1921-1943
tends to confirm this pattern of internal migration. Table 4.6
summarizes estimates of net internal migration at the parish level
for these two intercensal perilods.

The urban parishes of Kingston and St. Andrew were the primary
destination of the vast majority of migrants after 1911. During
the period 1911-1921, net in-migration was nearly eight times the
recorded natural increase in Kineston; in St. Andrew, net internal
migration was more than twice 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 parisih, St. Thomas, increased
its population through net internal migration during 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 which net internal migration was
positive were largely dominated by the cultivation of bananas. During
the period 1921-1943 only the parish of St. Thomas, which was 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,



TABLE 4.5

— e .

TOTAL NET MIGRATINN AS PERCENTAGFE OF

NATURAL INCRFASIE, BY PARISH, JAMAICA,

1891-1911

(+ = Net In-l!igration)
(- = Net Out-Migration)

TOTAL NET MIGRATION

PARISH AS 7 NATURAL INCREASE
Kingston + 62.6
St. Andrew + 88.4
St. Thomas - 29.4
Portland + 41.6
St. Mary + 56.1
St. Ann - 41,1
Trelawny - 50.4
St. James - 28.9
llanover - 49.6
Wes tmoreland - 34.0
St. Rlizabeth - 48.0
Manchester - 65.9
Clarendon - 22.4
St. Catherine + 6.8

Source: Table A-6, Appendix.

142,
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It will also be noted in Table 4.6 that those parishes which
consistently cxpericnced substantial net out-migration in the
period 1911-1943 were preclsely those parishes which had experienced
substantial net out-mirration durinn the period 1391-1911, Thus
the parishes of St. Ann, St, Elizabeth and Manchester were the
largest losers of population through net out-migration across the
whole period 1391-1943.

PATTERNS OF T'PMIGRATION TMTO JAMAICA

Following the abolition of the slave trade in 1307, Jamaica
ceased to be a nation of substantial immigration. It is true that
peoples of various nationalities settled in Jamaica durine the nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries. Rut as the numbers involved
were relatively small, the demographic consequences of such
immisration were on the whole insiconificant.

The overvhelmine majority of immicrants into Jamalca in the post-
emancipation period came from India as indentured labourers. As
seen in Table 4.7, less than 39,700 East Indian immigrants landed in
Jamaica during the entire period of indenture, 1845-1917. Of this number,
slightly more than one~third arrived between 1399 and 1717. 1In view
of the numbers of Fast Indians who were repatriated at the end of
their contracts (approximately 12,0090) and an indeterminably large
numher who emigrated elsewhere, it is generally belicved that no more
than 21,000 Tast Indians permanently settled in Jamaica during the

period of indenture,.
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TABLE 4.6

QET _INTERNAL MIGRATION A5 PERCEITAG!H

OF NATUPAL TNCREASH, BY PARTSH, JAIALCA,

1911 - 1921 A 1921 - 1943,

(+ = Net In-Migration)
(- = Net Out-'ligration)

NET INTERWAL MIGRATION AS 7 OF NATURAL

TNCRIEASE
PARISH 1911 - 1921 | 1921 - 1943
Ringston + 792.3 + 76,5
St. Andrew + 227.8 + 443.9
St. Thomas + 22,2 + 45.8
Portland + 25.5 - 18.2
St. Mary + 8.6 - 34,8
St. Ann - 34.3 - 39,9
Trelawny - 10.5 - 13.6
St. James - 6.4 0.0
Hanover - 16.3 - 24,3
Westmoreland - 14,0 - 27.3
St. Elizabeth - 46,6 - 51.9
Manchester - 48.6 - 32.0
Clarendon + 5.5 - 6.5
St. Catherine + 6.5 - 2.8

Source: Table A-6, Appendix
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The numbers of Bast Indians actually landed in Jamaica varied
considerably from yecar to year. Followine experimentation with
indentured Fast Indinns.in the late 1840's, the importation cecasad
altogether in the mid-1850's when planters reacted to the declaration
of free trade in England. It was during the 1360's and 1870's that
sugar planters, desperately seecking to reduce unit costs of production
by insuring an adequate supply of labour for plantation operations,
increased indentured immigration to record héights. Durineg the 18890's
however recruitment problems in India and the deepening depression
in the Jamaican sugar industry combined to limit severely the
importation of indentured labourers.24

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
suppor ters argued that without 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 allowed. This view did
not g0 uncontested, but in the end it was grudgingly supported by
influential persons in the Colonial Office which had always held
that the economic and social stability of Jamaica absolutely depended
on the well-being of the staple export industries.25 It was only when
the First World War 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

into Jamalca from India ceased altoget:her.z6



TABLE, 4,7

ESTTIMATES OF EAST TUNTAN TNDENTURFED TMITARATTON

INTO JAMATCA, 1845-1917

140,

Eisner, Jamaica 1830-1930, Table IX, p. 144,

ARRIVALS DEPARTURLS

PERIOD ROBERTS EIGNER ROBERTS EISNER
1845 - 1854 4551 5022 1520 1547
1855 -~ 1859 - - - -
1860 - 1869 7662 7653 - -
1870 - 1879 9401 9386 2921 2921
1880 - 1889 2217 29283 2905 2925
1890 - 1899 5062 4402 1401 1290
1900 - 1909 3308 3966 2235 2234
1910 - 1914 4209 4209 502 502
1915 - 1917 - 615 270 414
TOTAL 36410 38691 113889 11959
Sources: Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, Appendix II, pp.334-338,
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At no time was the last Indian community sufficlently larce to
Influence measurably any element of Jamaican demonraphic performnncc.2
By the time of the 1943 census, fewer than 27,000 were cnumerated
as being Last Indian.>23

The only other sizable immigrant group to enter Jamaica during these
years was from China. A few hundred indentured Chinese arrived in
Jamaica during the nineteenth century. On the whole, this venture proved
disappointing in that the transport costs in&olved were greater than
for East Indians and Chinese immigrants tended to leave agricultural
enmployment at the first Opportunity.29 Around the tum of the century
and especially following 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 concerning
the volume and exact timing of Chinese immigration, the various censuses
of the population shed some licht on the minuscule numbhers of Chinese
immigrants to the island.

Due to their small numhers, imbalanced sex-ratios and decided
preference for racial cohesion, Chinese immigrants had little impact
on the patterns of demographic performance already described.30
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.

In conclusion, immioration into Jamaica had little impact on

demographic performance during the period 1891 - 1938. To be sure,

immigration occasioned considerable discussion and dispute among



TADLE 4.8

SIZE OF TIHF, CUINESFE COMMUNITY

IN JAMATICA, 1881 - 1943

NUMBER OF PERSONS

CENSUS YEAR ENUMERATED AS "CHINESE"
1881 99
1891 481
1911 2111
1921 3696
1943 12394

Source:

Roberts, The Population of Jamaica,
Table 14, p. 65.
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Colonial of ficials and ordinary Jamaicans alike. Almost without
exceptlion however the primary concern of such discussions was the
economic, social and political desirability of immigration rather

than its demographic consequences,

PATTERNS OF EXTERNAL MIGRATION

The most spectacular and certainly the most visible feature
of demopgraphic performance during the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries was the ebb and flow of external migration.
Variations in overall fertility and mortality were difficult to
discern and, apart from the few years of natural calamity, did not
attract much general interest., By contrast, emigration was 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 powerful
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 the
size of the population at successive censuses, however, it is possible
to estimate the volume of net external migration for the island as a
whole during each intercensal period. These estimates are presented in
Table 4.9.

There 1s a wave-like nature to Jamaican net external migration

across the whole period 1881-1943, Two intercensal periods



TABLE 4.9

MATURAT, TNCRTASE ANMD CIET TXTURNAT, HUTCOPATTINON, JAMATCA,

TITTERCENSAT, PFRTONS 18381 - 10@2

(+ = Net Tmmisration)
(- = Net Fmigration)

NET EXTFRNAL

150,

INTER- MIGRATION A5
CENSAL NATURAL WET EXTERHAL % OF NATURAT,
PERIOD INCREASE HIGRATINT TICREASE
1881 - 1891 83500 - 24809 29,7

1891 - 1911 235699 - 43307 18.6

1911 - 1921 102135 - 75398 73.8

1921 - 1943 353145 + 25800 7.3
Source: Table A-6, Appendix, and

G. Roberts, "lotes on Population Srowth', Social aand

Economic Stulies, Vol. 7, Yo. 3 (1959), p. 2°.




(18381-13921 and 1911-1921) show quite substantial levels of net
emigration, The lonser period 1891 - 1911 witnessed more moderate
levels of net emigration, ‘lost striline of all is the intercensal
period 1921-1943 durin~ which the numbers of returning Jamalcans substant-
ially exceeded the number of emigrants.

Within any particular intercensal period, the level of external
migration apparently varied considerably from year to year. There is
reason to believe, for example, that emigration during the period
1881-1821 was largely confined to the yecars before 1885.32 Similarly,
during the intercensal period 1891-1911, it was only after 1904 that
large numbers of Jamaicans emigrated.33 Even during the intercensal period
1921-1943, there appear to have been years in which emigration from
the island remained very high.34

The majority of emigrants were attracted to one of three
destinations. Dy far the greatest number 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 summarizes what is known
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 wages, steady employment and by a general curiosity
to see new places.35 Emigration was further encouraged by the

laissez-faire attitude of the Jamaican government prior to the 1920's.

Foreign employers were allowed and even encouraged to recruit contract

labourers in Jamaica, provided only that certain minimum conditions
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TADLE 4,10

ESTIMATES OF TUE DIRECTION AYD VOLUME

OF WET EUMIGRATION FROM JAMAICA,

1331-1921

PERIOD ; TO U.S.A, TO PANAMA TO CUBA _ TO OTHER PLACES TOTAL
1881 ~ 1391 ) 17,000 ) )

) 16,000 y 19,000 y 69,000
1891 - 1911 ) 26,000 ) )
1911 -~ 1921 30,000 20,000 22,000 23,000 77,000

Source: G.,W. Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, Table 31, pp. 139,

W.F. Maunder, '"The Hew Jamaican Emigration", Social and
Economic Studies, Vol., 4., No. 1., (March 1955) pp. 39-40.




concerning wapes and repatriation were Eult'illcd.’36 Finally,
the monetary costs of emigration (essentially the cost of
transport) were within the ability of most Jamaicans to pay, and’
hence provided another stimulus to emigration.37

Economic conditions in Jamalca also appear to have influenced
the volume and timing of emigration. As noted in the preceeding chapter,
the two periods of largest net emigration, 1881-1891 and 1911-1921, were
years of general economic dislocation., On tﬁe other hand, the
intercensal period of only moderate net emigration, 1891-1911, was
also the period during which the banana industry was expanding rapidly.
It seems clear that if emigrants were pulled to overseas places, they
were as well pushed by domestic conditions.

Data on net external migration from individual parishes are
available only for the two 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 which net
external mizration 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 emigration durin- these years, it is possible
to classify individual parishes as having been characterized by
heavy, moderate or slight net external migration.

The first class consists of those parishes which appear to have
lost through net emigration more than 1007 of intercensal natural

increase. Thus included are the two urban parishes of XKingston and

St. Andrew, the northcoast banana producing parishes of St. !fary and



TABLE 4.11

HET FEXTERNATL CHIGUATTON AS PLERCENTAGE

OF NATURAL TICREASTS,,BY PARISIH,

JAMAICA, 1911 - 1921 AND 1921 - 1943.

(+ = Net Immigration)
(- = Net Emigration)

NET EXTERNAL MIGRATION AS Z NATURAL INCREASE

PARISI 1911 - 1921 ' 1921 - 1943
Kingston - 576.9% - 11.4%
St. Andrev - 227.8 + 144.9
St. Thomas - 33.3 + 5.8
Portland -~ 133.3 - 10.3
St. Mary ~ 123.8 + 12.4
St. Ann -~ 64,2 + 10.3
Trelawny - 113.2 + 1.3
St. James - 80.9 ' + 6.9
Hanover - 67.4 + 1.7
Westmoreland ~ 58.1 -0 -
St, Elizabeth - 48.9 + 7.1
Manchester - 62.9 ‘ + 21.9
Clarendon . - 38.3 + 5.8
St, Catherine - 14.1 - 19.9

Source: Table A-6, Appendix.



Portland, and the chronically depressed parish of Trelavny. As a
group these [ive parishes accounted for 467 of island total net eminration
during the period 1911-1921. 7

A second set of parishes lost betwecen 487 and 381% of intercensal
natural increase through net emigration during the years 1911-1921,
Included in this group of moderate net emigration parishes are St. Ann,
St. Elizabeth, Westmoreland, St. James and Hanover. Altogether some 447
of island total net emigration was accounted for by these six parishes.

Finally Table 4.11 shows a few parishes to have experienced a
relatively small degree of net emigration during these years. With
net emigration represently 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 would 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 Tabhle
4,11 for this period.

Most striking was the attraction which St. Andrew parish
appeared to hold for returning Jamaicans. During these years net immig-
ration increased the population of St. Andrew by some 15,500, which was
nearly half again the size of intercensal natural increase. Among

the rural parishes, only fanchester, St. Ann and St. Mary increased
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thelr populations Ly net immigration to any slgnificant degrece. This
marked propensity on the part of repatriated Jamaicans to settle in
selected parishes is the principal feature of external migration in
the period 1921-1943,

In spite of the overall trend, threce parishes (Kingston,lPortland
and St. Catherine) appear to have lost population throush net emigration
during this period, It is Impossible to determine whether this was the
result of relatively large numbers of new emigrants from, or the
consequence of few returnin~ Jamaicans settling in, these three
parishes, 1In any event, the wide diversity of net emiqration at the

individual parish level is5 well estahlished by these peculiar cases.

v

ADDITIONAL ASPTCTS OF JAMATCAN

DEMOGRAPHY, 1881 -~ 1943

AGL STRUCTTRE

At any given point in time, the age structure of a population is
determined by past performance with respect to fertility, moftality
and migration. As any of these change over time, the age structure of
the population will naturally be altered. It is to he expected,
therefore, that the age structure of the Jamaican population varied
from one census to another. he age structure of the island population

at various censuses is conveniently summarized in Table 4.12,



TADLY 4,12

e e ol i et

AGT, CO'PNSTTION OF TOTAL TOPULATION,

JAMAICA, CIZISUS, 1801-1043

PERCINT OF CENSUS POPULATION IN FACIT AGE GROUP

AGE GROUD 1831 1891 1911 1921 1943
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
30-3° 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: Columns do not add to 100.0 because of rounding.

Source: Census of Jamaica, 1943, Table 25, p. 25.
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Since age structﬁre 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 fof each census date, 1381 — 1943.

The value of the dependency ratio for any particuiar parish
fluctuates over time. 1In general these/fluétuations 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 offmigration 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 with relatives in the
rural parishes. : Y

Table 4.13 shows aninteresting consistency over time in the order
of parishes ranked by the absolute value of dependency ratios. 1In
light of the previously discussed patterns of parish fertility,
mortality and migration, it is hardly surprising that the urban
parishes of Xingston and St. Andrew uniformly recorded the lowest
dpendency ratios in the island. Among rural pariéhes, the highest
dependency ratios were usually reported in St. Ann, Manchestér and
St, Elizabeth; relatively low dependency ratios were consistently

recorded in the parishes of St. Thomas, Portland and St, Catherine.



TABLE_4.13

DEPENDINCY RATTAS, BY PARTSH, JAMAICA, CUrNGUS, 18381 - 1943
DEPENDENCY PRATINS BY PARTSIT*

PARISI 1831 1891 1911 1921 1943
Kingston 0.563 0.454 0.445 0.431 0.395
St. Andrew 0.721 0.660 0,668 0.654 0.510
St. Thomas 0.851 0.6%0 0.779 0.696 0.574
Portland 0.828 0.748 0.683 0.717 0.646
St. Mary 0.795 0.776 0.697 0.774 0.672
St. Ann 0.825 0.859 0.925 0.971 0.885
Trelawny 0.711 0.711 0.792 0.769 0.810
St. James 0.753 0.747 0.767 0.769 0.724
Hanover 0.757 0.671 0.814 0,817 0.823
Hestmoreland 0.754 0.727 0.828 0.802 0.796
St. Elizabeth 0.859 0. 800 0.917 0.373 0.876
Manchester 0.919 0.875 0.945 0.901 0.839
Clarendon 0.699 0.820 0.792 0.798 0.763
St. Catherine 0.636 0.762 0.728 0.704 0.661
Kingston +

St. Andrew 0.634 0.537 0.542 0.526 0,454
JAMAICA 0.760 0.741 0.766 0.758 0.688

*Dependency ratio is defined as the total number of persons in the age

L

groups 9-14 and 65 or over divided by the number of persons in all other
age groups, excluding those not specified with respect to age.

Source: Computed from Table 25, Census of Jamaica, 1943,
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SEX CONMPOSTTTION

Since the abolltion of the slave trade in 1307, the sex ratlo
of the Jamaican populatfon has been substantially imbalanced In favour
of females. As may be seen in Table 4.14, this imbalance increcased
during the period 18381-1921 and was only partly offsct once emigration
declined in the late 1920's.

The urban parishes of Xingston and St. Andrew reported
consistently low sex ratios during the period under study. Although the
number of males per thousand females in the parish of Kingston showed
modest increase during 1881-1943, the population of St. Andrew was
increasingly imbalanced in favour of femaies througshout the same period.
Thus for the two parishes combined, the sex ratio declined from 882 in
1381 to 769 in 1921 and increased to 801 in 1943. 1In short, the urhan
population was even more imbalanced in favour of females than was
the population of the island as a whole.

Among the rural parishes in general the number of females exceeded
the number of males, although the sex ratios were far less
imbalanced 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 with parishes which
experienced substantial net in-migration during the periods concerned.
On the whole, 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 were largely

determined by patterns of migration.



SEX COMPOSTTION OF POPULATTON,

TABLE 4.14

BY PARTSIT AND BY CENSUS YFAR, JAMAICA

SEX RATIOS OF PARISIH CENSUS POPULATIONS

1881-1943

(MALES PER 1000FEMALES)

161,

PARISIH 1881 1891 1911 1921 1943
Kingston-St. Andrew 822 802 798. 769 301
Kingston 704 708 723 721 775
St. Andrew 973 938 891 827 823
St. Thomas 982 936 923 932 1029
Portland | 979 959 1013 942 1002
St, Mary 1016 982 1059 970 997
St. Ann 961 942 929 880 963
Trelawny 939 859 363 856 978
St. James 888 846 830 809 920
Hanover 965 923 889 884 956
Westmoreland 1003 934 917 897 - 964
St. Elizabeth 959 925 886 836 942
Manchester 952 961 903 857 943
Clarendon 1021 935 971 9219 993
St. Catherine 963 940 969 975 984
JAMAICA 950 917 916 8381 937

Source: Census of 1943, Tables 24, 25, 26.
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George Roberts has drawn attention to three factors which gave
rise to the gencral imbalance of the sexes in the populations of the
several parishes, 1In the first place, the whole Jamaican population
has becn characterized by remarkably low sex ratios at hirth. Over
the period 1873-1950, the sex ratio at birth is estimated to he on
average 1023, a fizure which compares closely with cstimates of sex
ratios for blacks in the United States and non-Indians throucghout
the Caribbcan.41 Thus the overall imbalance of the sexes in Jamaica
stems at least in part from the relatively lov sex ratio among live
hirths,.

Secondly, marked differentials in moftality betveen the sexes
in every ase group has clearly contributed to the overall imbalance.42
As elsevhere, female mortality was substantially lower than male
mortality for every age group in Jamaica durin~ the period under study.
"Tfen combined with low sex ratios at birth, relatively higlier mortality
amonz males necessarily results in low sex ratios in the overall
population.

hirdly, sex-selective migration clearly influences the overall
sex ratios of any population.43 It will be observed in Table 4.14
that periods of suhstantial net emigration (1881-1821, 1911-1¢21)
resulted in a marked lowering of the sex ratio. On the other hand,
two decades of insubstantial net emigration (1391-1911) seems to have
hardly altered the island sex ratio., During the period of massive
net migration (1921-1943) the sex ratio of the island population

increased to more nearly normal levels,
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MARLITAL STATUS

Historical demographers studying other societles frequently
attach special significance to the marital status of the populatlon.AA
On the one hand, variations in the marriage ratc over time are supposed
to reflect changes in general economic conditions which ultimately
determine the ease with which new 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 which independent households are formea and procreation accomodated.

Marital 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 were formed
and within which women bore children. The diverse historical and social-
psychological origins of this phenomenon need not be reviewed here.45
Suffice it to observe in Table 4,15 that Jamaican marriage rates were
extremely low, and illegitimacy extremely high, throughout the period
1881-1945,

In many other societies, marriage rates have been ohserved to
fluctuate widely from one time period to another.46 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 Kingston in early 1907,

Jamaicans married in unprecedented numbers. Although the religious zeal

which motivated this behaviour had spent itself by 1909, the average
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annual marriage rate during the period 1906-1910 rcached an

historic high.47 Apart from this peculiar qulnquennium, it is

doubtful that variations in the marriase rate were systematically
linked to external circumstances such as emigration or general cconomic
prosperil:y.[‘8 It is more likely that these slight fluctuations
represent nothing more than errors of registration and inconsequential
changes in tastes and preferences,

As with other demographic features, marital status appears to
have varied among the several parishes of the island. Reliable data
are unfortunately available only with respect to the 1943 census.4
There is little reason to expect that the pattern shown in Table 4.16
is significantly different from what obtained for the whole period
1881-1943,

From Table 4.16 it appears that relatively few women in the
child bearing ages were ever married in the parishes of St. Thomas,
St. Catherine, St, James and St. Mary, all of which were largely given
over to the production of staple export crops by plantations.

On the other hand, the parishes of St. Ann and Manchester, as well

as the urban parishes of Kingston and St. Andrew, were characterized

by relatively large proportions of married women amons females of child
bearing ages. It would seem, therefore, that the anthropological
literature which links family structure and marital status to economic

structure are supported by the data in Table 4.16.50



ATIUAL AVEDRAGE TARRTAGE AM) TULLEGITIMACY ATRES, JAMATCA

TARLE 4.15

1381 - 1945

HMarriage Rate

Illegitimacy Rate

165.

Years (per 1000 Population) 7 live births
1881 -~ 1885 4,53 58.9
1886 - 1390 5.04 60.4
1891 - 1895 5.18 60,6
1896 ~ 1900 4,41 62.6
1901 - 1905 4,17 64.5
1906 -~ 1919 5.43 02.4
1511 -~ 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 63.5

Source:

George Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, Table 71, p. 288.
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Inter-parish diffcrences In marital status were once of severnl
causes of variation in mortality and fertility nerformance among the
parishes, It 1is generally accepted that infant mortality rates among,
illegitimately bhorn children were fully Fifty percent hisher than
amons, children horn to legally married womcn.51 Almost certainly this
was the result of the much less favourable economic conditions which

52
unmarried nothers had to cndure. Since one prercquisite of formal
marriace vas economic security, it is hardly‘surprisind that
parisiies in which a relatively larec proportion of the female population
in the child bearing aces vere married were also parisihes in which
infant mortality rates were relatively low.

Although it was common for unmarried females to bear children, it
is clear that "the level of fertility is, by all available data, lowest
among [;nmarried womcﬁ] and highest among married [pomeﬁ] ".53 At
the time of the 1943 census, married mothers over forty-five years
of age averaged 6.64 children, while common law mothers and sincle
mothers of the same ages averaged 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 with the total length of the
period of exposure to the risk of child—bcaring”.55 However, single
mothers spaced children over much longer periods than did married mothers. ’
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 who had to bear the primary responsibility for their child's

upkeep.



TARLE 4,16

PROPORTION O NEVER MARRIVED FIMALES T

CHILD=BRARING AGE GROUPS (15 -44 YLARS)

BY PARISH, JAMAICA, 1943

7Z FEMALES AGLD 15-44 YEARS
WII0 WERE NEVER MARRIED AT

PARTISH TIME OF 1943 CENSUS
Kingston - St. Andrew 60;1
St. Thomas 74.2
Portland 66.1
St. Mary 70.4
St. Ann 58.2
Trelawny 65.5
St. James 70.8
Hanover 68.4
Westmoreland 61.8
St. Elizabeth 66.4
Manchester 56.7
Clarendon 63.4
St. Catherine 73.1

Source: G.W. Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, Table 72, p. 290,

167,
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At the parish level it is difficult to discern an empirical
relatfionship between marital status and fertility. It {s true that
for 1943 st. Thomas parish exhibited a very low proportion of married
females in the age group 15-44 years and also recorded the lowest joint
gross reproduction rate of any parish, St. Ann was 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 Kingston, St.Andrew,
St. Elizabeth, Manchester and llanover do not seem to fit such a
relationship.

Thus the impact of marital status on parish mortality and
parish fertility perférmance 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 Jamaica and in view of the many other factors which undoubtedly

influenced demographic performance at the parish level.

URBANIZATION

Heretofore Xingston and St. Andrew have been referred to as

the only urban parishes in Jamaica during the period 1881 - 1943,

All otﬂer 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., Andrew parish were almost wholly
rural in nature throughout the entire period. On the other hand,

each rural parish contained at least one town which possessed something

of an urban character. Since patterns of demographic performance
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appear to differ between rural and urban parishes so defined, it is
worthwhile to consider briefly the process of urbanizationvamong
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
to census.57 Nonetheless, the genefal process of urbanization during
the éeriod may be seen in Table 4.17.

As a proportion of island population; the number of town residénts
showed ﬁodest growth up to the census of 1921. Thereafter, this
proportién increased significantly so that in 1943 slightly more than
227 of all Jamaicans resided in towns with populationsAin excess of
one thousand. Thus it was‘thé 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. While
nearly 657 of the total urban population was resident in Kingston in
1891 that proportion had increased to nearly 747 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 vparish
(12,000) and Montego Bay in the parish of St. James (11,500)., 3By 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 ffom 1,700

in 1881 to 2,663 in 1943.



SIZE OF TOWN

Less than 1000
1000 - 5000
5000 10000
10000 -~ 25000

More than
25000
(Kingston)

TOTALS

TABLE 4.17

URBAN POPULATION OF JAMAICA, 1881 - 1943

1881 1891 B 1911 191 1943
1 @ 3y @1 @ &)} [¢}) ) (3) m @ 3 [¢8) (2) 3
2 872 1.1 2 1125 1.6 1 636 0.5 1 781 0.6 - - -
3 17029 22,5 9 19083  26.6 8 - 16998 14.3 8 16951 13.2 15 39947 14.4
2 12430 16,4 1 5019 7.0 - 3 20809 17.5 3 21546 16.8 2 11520 4.2
_— - - e e S - e e 2 23554 8.5
1 45534 60.0 1 46542 64.8 1 80701 67.7 1 89048 69.4 1 201911 72.9
13 75865 100.0 13 71769 100.0 13 11914 100.0 13 128326 100.0 20 276932 100.0

(@)) Number of towns in size category

(2) Tota} population of towns in a given size category.

(3) ?ercentage of total urban population residing in towns of given size.

Sources: Census of Jamaica 1881, 1891, 1911, 1921

Data for 1943 is taken from George Roberts, The Population of Jamaica

Table 40, p. 161.

"0LT
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It ias quite clear, therefore, that significant urbanization
was limited to Xingston durint these years, TIn fact it is doubtful
that the other towns, with the possible exceptions of Spanish
Town and lontego Day, can reasonably be considered as urban arcas 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 towns were not substantial centres of: non-agricultural
economic activity., Insofar as these towns were centres for formal
schooling and institutionalized health services, and acted as clearing
houses for information on conditions elsewhere in the island and
ahroad, it might be argued that they did represent certain aspects
of an urban environment which was conducive to social and political
change.58 Nonetheless, it is very difficult to believe that these small
towns significantly altered the fundamentally rural nature of the

parishes within which they were located.
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QIAPTI".R 5

AN _FMPIRICAL_TEUST OF TNE

BCONOMIC-NTMOGRAPITIC MODEL,

Having revicwed the maln fecatures of economic structure and demographic
performance in Jamaica during the period 1380-1940, we are in a position to
test empirically the economic-demopgraphic model set out in Chapter 2. The
empirical testing 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 allow the operational definitions to be given 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 number of sections.

In the first, operational definitions are estahblished for the variables
contained in the hypotheses derived in Chapter 2. Part two examines the

data which form the basis of the empirical test, The method of statistical
analysis 1s 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 concludes with a few summary corments on the overall interpretation

of the method employed and the results ohtained.

I

QPTEPATTNONAL DEFTMITIONS OF TN VARTATLES

In historical rescarch it is often the casc that operational definitions
of variahles under study depend critically on the nature of available or

derivable data. In many instances this imposes a significant constraint
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on the oprrationnl deflnitions. Tor example, theoperational delinttion

of parish fortility or parish wmortality would ideally include adjustment

for the age and gex compositlon of parish population. lixcept Tor certaln
census years, however, the historical data for the Jamalcan case do not
permit such refinements. Similarly, a comprehensive operational definition
of parish socio-economic structure would include some measure of cultural and
psycholonical characteristics dominant within a given parish. To expect

such elements to be included in the present operafional definition is an idle
hope in view of the data available., In short, the operational definitions
which follow are in a sense second-hest and are highly constrained by the
nature of the historical data.

A, HE DEPENDENT DIjOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

The demographic variables of the present model measure the
incidence of vital events among a specified population during some
particular period of time, most commonly a year. With respect to
the i-th parish during any given year, we may operationally define
the concepts of infant mortality, general mortality, fertility, natural
increase and net out-migration in the following fashion.

1. Infant “fortality

For the i-th parish in any given year, the level of infant
mortality is operationally defined as the infant mortality rate
(IHRi) as set out in Chapter 4. The level of infant mortality
experienced by the i~th parish over a given number of years is

simply the arithmetic average of the infant mortality rates for

each of those years,
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General Mortallty

Tor the i-th parish the level of rmencral mortality may
be defined operationally in onc of two ways., First, for any.
given year the crude death rate (CURi) as sct out in Chapter
4 may be taken as reflective of general mortality experienced
by the i~th parish., The arithmetic average of the crude death
rates over a given number of yecars is defined to be the level
of general mortality experienced bv the'i—th parish in that
time period. Note however 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, we 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 this data, it is possible
to compute a standardized general mortality ratio for each parish
at each census date. Thus for each census date (1821, 1911, 1921)
we define the general mortality experienced by the i-th parish
to be these standardized mortality ratios (SMRi)3.
Fertility
The level of fertility experienced by the i-th parish may
also be defined operationally in two different ways. In any
given year, the crude birth rate (CBRi) as set out in

Chapter 4 may be employed as a measure of the fertility of the i-th
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pariszh. The level of fertility experilenced by the i-th parlsh

over a given number of years is defined to be the arithmetie averane

of the crude birth rates for ecach of these years. As 1s the
case with seneral mortality, however, this operational definition
does not account for the ase and sex composition of parish
populations,

Alternatively, we nmay operationally define the level of
fertility experienced by the i-th parish around the time of
each census to be the joint gross reproduction rate (JGRQi)
estimated by Georse Poberts.4 Thése estimates provide at least
a measure of adjustment for variation in the composition of
parish populations and hence facilitate inter-parish comparisons
of fertility levels for each census year.

Natural Increase

For the i-th parish in any given year, natural increase is
operationally defined to be the difference between the number
of registered births and the number of registered deaths. Thus
the rate of natural increase (RNIi) is defined to be the crude
birth rate minus the crude death rate, as set out in Chapter 4,
The rate of natural increase experienced by the i~th parish over
a numher of years is the arithmetic average of the rates of
natural increase for each of those years.

tlet NDut~llinrration

The operational definition of parish net out-migration is
possible only for intercensal periods since there are no reliable

annual estimates of the direction and volume of migration. For
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the i~th parish during a given intercensal period, let PGi

be the actual change in population size between the two census
dates, and let NIi be fhe total number of registered births less
tae total number of deaths registered in the parish during the

intercensal pegiod. The lavel of net out-migration for the i-th

parish (LNOMi) is thus operationally defined to be the numerical
difference between NI; and PGi as discussed in Chapter 4.

The rate of net out-migration for the i-th parish during a
particular intercensal period (RNOMi) ﬁay be oéerationally defined

to be,

i x 1000 |

\

svow = LHOL
M, =

EP,
i

where EPi iz the estimated size of the parish population midway

between the two censuses., Note that RNOMi will be greater than

1 .

zero whenever the i-th parish was on balance experienciag net

out-migration during the intercensal period; for those parishes

b

which experienced net in-migration, RNOL& will be less than zero.

THE INDEPENDENT SOCIO-ECONOMIC VARIABLIS

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

composition of output. The hypothesized economic-demographic relations

were

spacified in terms of these two variables, denoted Pi and Xi

respectively.
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In Chapter 2, Pi was described as a numerical measure of the

organization of production within the I-th parish during a given

period of time., The value of Pi is interpreted as follows: he.

preater the value of P, the more completely was the i-th parish

i
dominated by plantation organization of production; conversely, the
smaller the value of Pi the more completely was the i-th parish dominated
by small settler or peasant organized production.

Having examined the organizational formé of production in Chapter

3, we now operationally define P, to be the proportion of total cultivated

i
acreage under the control of plantations in the i-th parish during a
particular time period. Since agricultural production was organized either
by plantations or by small settlers, it is necessarily the case that
land not under the control of the former was under the organization of
the latter. Hence, the value of Pi is directly related to the importance
of plantations in the organization of production in the i-th parish durinz
some specified time period.

As employed in Chapter 2, Xi was taken to be a numerical measure
of the composition of agricultural output in the i-th parish during a
given time period. The value of ¥, was interpreted as follows: The

i

areater the value of X,, the more completely was the i-th parish given

1?
over to the cultivation of staple export cropsi conversely, the
smaller the value of Xi’ the more completely was the i-th parish given
over to the cultivation of domestic crops.

{le now operationally define Xi to be the proportion of total

cultivated acreage under all staple export crops in the i-th parish

during some given time period, Since cultivated acreage was under
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the production cither of stanle exports or of domestic crops, it
follouys that cultivated land not uscd for the former purpasa was

used for the latter., Thus the value of Xi 1s dfrectly rclated to the
importance of staple exports in the composition of agricultural output
in the 1-th parfsh durine some specified time period.

It i3 important to note that these operational definitions of
parish soclo-economic variables apply only to rural parishes in which
anriculture was the principal cconomic activity. Using these definitiouns
we can not distinnuish urban non-agricultural parishes from rural
parishes in which domestic éropsucre produced by small scttlers; in
both scts of parishes, the values of both Pi and Ki would be very near
to zero.

It is necessary,hovever, to make such a distinction in lisiht of
our expectations concerning the pronounced differences be ween-the
socio—economic structures of these two types of parishes. Drawing on
the discussion in Chapter 3, we may operationally define the two
parishes of Xingston and St. Andrew to be urban in social characteristics
and non-acricultural in economic activity, With respect to the demo=
graphic consequences of parish socio-economic structure, Kingston and
St. Andrew are thus to be considered separately from the remaining
twelve rural parishes,

II
TIIE DATA
The second step in an empirical evaluation of the hypothesized
economic—~demographic relations is the collection of statistical data

compatible with the operational definitions of the variables of the
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hypothesas, Since much of this data have already been presented in
Chapters 3 and 4, the major problem here is the specification of the time
periods for analysis.

Although nuch of the previous description has dealt with the perio&
1880-1943, the availability of data has constrained the formal empirical
examination of the hypot;eses to the nuch shorter time period 1821-1935. This
is naturally a disappointment, but there is no compellingz reason to aippose
that the shorter period is untypical of‘the entire period 1880-1943. Heither
the economic structure nor the.patterns of demographic performance for the
island as a whole appear to have differed sub;tantially in the years 1880-1891
from that of th; 1390's., 1loreover, in spite of the turmoil of 1938 and the
understandable. disruption of the early yesars of the Second World War, 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 perio&s: 1891-18%5, 18926-1900 ..... 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
estimates for a number of reasons. In the first place, it is anticipated
that the registration of vital events was not always accurate with respect
to time. The accuracy of estimates of infant mortality, for example,
depends on the correct registration of live births and infant deaths during
the calendar vear in which those events occurred. By averaging vital rates

over five years it is hoped that any such distortions will be at least

partly diminished,.



130,

In the second place, there appears to have been irregular bhut not
insionificant evaslon of the annual land tax from yecar to year. Particularly
aurinq periods of droupht, floodinp, hurricanc or other natural disaster,
the annual returns of acrease under cultivation by crop and acreage under

(5a)

the control of plantations are highly suspect. By averaging these
returns over five year periods, it 1s possible to eliminate wide annual
fluctuations and hence to acquirc a more accurate picture of the organization
of production and the composition of output within individual parishes.

It is obvious that by averaging variables over five year perilods, the
impor tance of annual fluctuations is greatly reduced, Insofar as these
fluctuations arose from errors in the original collection of data, such a
diminution is hishly desirable, It is however possible the annual
fluctuations, especially in the demorraphic variables, accurately reflect
real chances in the values of the variables unler study. Indeed, given the
susceptibility of parish mortality and parish fertility to exogenous influences
such as natural disaster and epidemic diseases, sharp annual fluctuations
in parish demoqraphic performance are to be expected. But such 2xotenous
influences are not an integral part of the model under study. Since we are
concerned with the impact of parisaisocio~cconomic structure on the
pattern of parish demoaraphic performance, it thus seems appropriate to use
the five year averaces which tend to attenuate the impact of such exogenous
influences.6

As indicated previously, more sophisticated measures of parish fertility
and parish mortality are available for a few years centred on the censuses

of 1891, 1911 and 1921. In order to employ these data in a test of the

hypotheses on fertility and mortality, we have estimated the values of the
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two soclo-cconomic variables (P and X) for cach rural parish during a five
year period centred on ecach census datn.7

The appropriate time periods for the emplrical Investipation of the
net out-migration relatlonship arc much different from the five year
periods just described. Since annual data are not available, estimates
of net out-migration for individual parishes are restricted to the three
intercensal periods 1821-1911, 1911-1921 and 1921-1943. It is necessary
theréforc 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. Tirst,
nine five year periods are employed in order to test the economic-demographic
relationships dealing with fertility, mortality and 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 oﬁt—migration, we
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 following notation has been adopted. The subscript
i is employed to indicate the particular rural parish under study. Since
there are twelve such parishes, 1 =1, 2, ......, 12. The superscript t is
employed to denote the time period being considered. 1In total there are
fifteen different time periods so that t = 1, 2, ......15. From Table 5.1
for example, it will be seen that Pz refers to the proportion of cultivated

acreage controlled by plantations in the parish of Westmoreland during the

period 1896-1900.



TABLE 5.1

——et e

DATA NOTATTON

SURBSCRIPT i PARISH SURBSCRIPT t TIME PLRTION
1 St. Thomas 1 1891-1895
2 Portland 2 1896-1900
3 St. Mary 3 1901-1905
4 St. Ann 4 1906-1910
5 Trelawny 5 1911-1915
6 St. James 6 1916-19290
7 Hanover 7 1921-1925
8 Westmoreland 8 1926-1930
9 St. Elizabeth 9 1931-1935

10 Manchester 10 1891

11 Clarendon 11 1911

12 St. Catherine 12 1921
13 1891-1911
14 1911-1921
15 1921-1943
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IiT

METHODS OF ANALYSTS

The hypotheses developed in Chapter 2 concern the impact of the two
soclo-economic variables onveach of the demographic variables across
individual parishes during a given tine period. Two separate apnroaches
may be taken in the testing of these hypnotheses,

The first aporoach may be considered as a pure cross—section analysis.

For a given time period t, it is supposed that,

<L

o

¢8) Vi = f(?i, Xi) for L =1, 2, .... 12.
where
Vi represents the value of one of the demographic variahles
for the i-th parish during the relevant time perilod;
P, represents the proportion of cultivated acreaszs under the
control of »lantations in the i-th narish during the relsvant

tine pariod;

X, ronresents the proportion of cultivated acrsage undar the

[N

production of ztaple emports in thz i-th parish during the

relevant time period.

As set out in Chapter 2, -the specific hypotheses involve tha signs of
the partial derivatives, §v/6P and &V/6X.
Thae second approach involves pooling cross—section  data ovar time.

hic variables 1s controlled for by the

cross—saction approach is to increcase substantially the number of observation:
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estimations, Symbollcnlly, this approach may he suwmarized as,

t

™ v = (rt xt

' { t) for 1 =1, 2, .... 12, and various t depending
-9 »

on the exact variable V under studv.
Once again, the specific hypotheses involve the signs of the partial
derivatives, &v/8P and §v/68X.

These two approachies give rise to a number of mnultivariate reqressions
designed to test the hypotheses. The most obvioug regression form for the
first approach is,

(1a) Vi = a3 + b' Pi + b2

This set of multivariate regressions must be estimated for cach appropriate

X, +C, for all i =1, 2, .,... 12,
i i

time period, t, Thus where Vi represents alternatively the infant mortality
rate, the crude death rate, the crude birth rate and the rate of natural increase
nine separate time periods must be consilered, so that t =1, 2, ,... 9., When Vi
represents the standardized mortality ratio or the joint gross reproduction
rate, three separate time periods must be considered, that is t = 19, 11, 12.
Finally, when Vi represents the rate of parish net out-migration, three

separate time periods must be examined, so that t = 13, 14, 15.

The error term, E,, will include all other determinants of V Since

i i’
(la) 1is estimated for separate time periods, Ei will not include any time =~
relate@ variation in V,. It is, then, a "pure" error of estimation,

It should be noted that for cach time period, t, the rumber of
observations is relatively small since only twelve parishes are involved.
Hence, the degrees of freedom of the multivariate regression are small (9),

and consequently the statistical significancc of the estimated co-efficicents

may be difficult to establish,
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If it werepossible to pool these crosgs-scctlon observations across
all rcelevant time perlods, the number of obscrvations would be greatly
increased. As a first gstep in this dircction, the multiple regressions
to be estimated take the form,

@) vi=a+bn, PP +b. xF+EY for all 1 =1, 2, .... 12 and all

i t i 21 i
relevant t,
Adoption of (1b) introduces some confusion into the hypotheses and the
meaning of the estimated co-efficlents, b1 and b2. That 1is,since V;,
PF and X; vary not only as i changes but also as t changes, the coefficients
b1 and b2 no longer can be interpreted as the impact of P on V and X on V
independent of time. If (1b) were to be used as a test of the hypotheses,
it would be necessary to establish that the demographic variables show
virtually no time trend. That such time trends do exist is apparent in
the discussion in Chapter 4.
The difficulty in employing (1lb) is highlighted in the nature of the

t A :
error term, [k In addition to a "true" error of estimation presumed to be

1°
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 umexplained variation in Vt for a given mrish. In short,
there is no way of being confident that E; is randomly distributed and
hence the interpretation of bi and b2 is very risky.

Although regression form (1b) is of limited value, the benefits of
pooling cross~section observations may be obtained if the impactof time
on the dependent demographic variables can be eliminated. This, in essence,
1s the approach set out in (2) above. The appropriate multivariate
regressions to be estimated take the form,

a)y vViE=a+b, Pt an, xP+b, e+ 8 for a1l £ =1, 2, ..., 12

i 1 1 21 3 i

and all relevant t,
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Tn (2a), the valuec of VJ {3 expected to vary boecaugse dUMfaront parichos
are helne considered and because difFferent time perlods are included,

; vhich 15 time~related w111 be plecked un by h}’ the

estimated coefficlent of the dummy time variable. 1If there were no linear

The vartation in V

time trend in Vt, then b, will not be statistically different from zero.

i 3

In such a case, regression form (1b) could be employed in place of (Z2a).

1 2

association between the orcanization of production and the commoesition of

The estimated cocfficlients b, and b, will raflect the statistical

1

output on the demoeraphic variables respectively. That is, the sions of b

1
and b, will indicate the impact of parish economic structure on deunorraphic

performance across the parishes., Thus, bl and b2 are to be interoreted in

the manner descrived in Chapter 2, and thus are the focus of the analysis.

.t . .
The error tern, Li, of (2a) requires some explanation., To the extent
. t t R . Y -
that either Pi or Xi’ are characterized by a stronn tine trend, then By

will include a "true" error of estimation and a time-reclated error of
estimation. In short, one must exanine the pair-vise simple correlation
coefficients among the independent variables, P;’ X; and t.

The three regression forms (la), (l1b) and (2a) were estimated by the
least-squares multiple regression programme of the Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences. DBefore proceedine with the presentation of the
results, it is worthwhile to enquire into the statistical independence of
the explanatory variables, If these variables are correlated, then the
results of regressions which assume independence among the explanatory
variables will be misleading. As shovn in Table 5.2, the explanatory

variables are for the most part uncorrelated for the various time periods.
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P and X show some correlation for the periods 1926-1930 and 1931 - 1935,

while P and t show some correlatfon for the period 1391-1921.

On the

whole, however, the explanatory variables may be judged as statistically

independent,

SIMPLE CORRLELATION CONFFICILNTS

TABLE 5,2

BETWEEN INDEPEDENT VARIADLES

(r)

TIME PERIIMS P WITH X P UITH t X UITH t
1891-1895 + 1267

1896-19090 + .14483

1901-1995 + ,1262

1906-1919) + .1883

1911-1915 + .1838

1916-1920 + .2893

1921-1925 + ,3018

1926-19390 + .4232

1931-1935 + 5441

1891 + 1436

l9i1 + .1988

1921 + .3534

1891-1935 + .1295 ~.3733 +.1793
1891-1921 (Census Year) + .0529 -.4940

+.2006

——
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! RESULTS AMD THTERPRETATTON

The results of the cross-scction represslon analysis (form 1a)

3.(88) It will be seen that the signs of the

are summarized in Table 5.
estimated cocfficients of the independent variables are by and large as
hypothesized. WNote however that in most cases thec signs are not
statistically different from zero even at the .10 level of confidence,

The latter result is not altogether unexpected given the small number of
observations for each estimated resression., Nonetheless, the "'correctness"
of the signs is encouraging.

The results of the pooled cross-section regression analysis (form 1b)
are reported in Table 5.4 below. With only one exception, the signs of the
estimated coefficients of the independent variables are as hypothesized.
loreover, in ten of fourteen cases, the signs are Statisticallysignificant
at the .05 level, ' Finally, in each of the dependent variables the F-ratio
for the entire regression is significant at the .05 level. Hotwithstanding

the element 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 ANALYSIS:

REGRESSION FORM (la)

) ORGANIZATION OF PRODUCTION (PL COMPOSITION OF OUTPUT (X)
NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF COEFFICIENTS
REGRESSIONS COEFFICIENTS OF COEFFICIENTS OF COEFFICIENTS OF HYPOTHESIZED SIGM
ESTIMATED HYPOTHESIZED HYPOTHESIZED OF HYPOTH- AND STATISTICAL
SIGN SIGN AND ESIZED SIGN SIGNIFICANCE
DEPENDENT STATISTICAL
VARIABLE SIGNIFICANCE
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.HoRo 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.18-A.23.

Statistical Significance is at the .10 level.

‘681



TATLE 5.4

SU'TANRY AF RASULTS OF POALED CPNSS SUCTINT ATALYSIS: WAns3Ton red 14)

COSTLeATED COXFFICIENTS OF IINCPLINTIUT VARIABLES

SISNIFICANCE
DEPEND-  NUMBER HYPOTHESIZED CONSTANT ORGATIIZATION OF  CO'OSITION OF OF
o oF SIC OT: TRR' PRAIMATION (?)  OUTPUT (X RCGRESSION )
VARIATLE  ORSCRVATIONS b b, (a) [ (v,) (F-RATID) R
I.M.R. 103 + + +156.96 + 34,21% + 22,49 9.35% 0.1512
(8.63) (17.58)
C.D.R. 108 + + + 20.24 + 3,09% + 5.55% 9.46% 0.1527
(1.13) (2.43)
S.M.R. 36 + + + 0,28 + 0.01 + 0,20% S.10% 0.3294
(9.02) (0.05)
C.B.R. 108 - - + 39.54 + 9.83 - 5.09% 6.73% 0.1143
(1.07) (2.21) ,
J.C.R.R. 36 - - + 3,00 - 0,324 - 1.41% 17.68% 0.5172
(0.12) (0.27)
RNL1 108 - - + 19.30 - 2.93% - 13,82% 15.23% 0.2249
(1.40) (2.83) .
R.N.OM. 36 - - +160.77 - 48.20 -348.98% 4.89% 0.2283
- (66.23) (120.98)

NOTE: Bracketed fipgures are standard errors of estimate,

* Indicates significance level of .05

‘061
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The results of the time corrected pooled cross—-sectlion renresslon
analysis ave shown in Table 5.5, Since time related varlation in the
demonraphic variables has been eliminated by the use of a dummy variable,
the cocfficients of P and of X measure the impact of each independent variable
on the dependent demographic variable under study. As previously discussed,
this regression form is most appropriate for a test of the hypotheses
developed in Chapter 2, consistent with the desire to employ as many
ohservations as possible.

Before turning to an interpretation of these individual hypotheses,
it is worthwhile to remark on two prominent patterns in the overall results
displayed in Table 5.5. 1In the first place, it will be observed that for
each of the six regressions estimated the F-ratio for the entire
relationship is significant at the .05 level. This suggests that variation
in the dependent demographic variable is systematically related to variation
in the set of independent variables. Even though the multiple regression
coefficients (Rz) are relatively small, the overall relationships are thus
valid,

Secondly, the sisns of the estimated regression coefficlents for the two
socio-economic variables are, in every case, as hypothesized. ‘!oreover,
nine of the tuvelve coefficients are statistically significant at the .05 level,
while two additional coefficients are significant at the .10 level. Thus
in eeneral these results confirm the hypotheses advanced. It is to a

detailed discussion of these specific hypotheses that we must now turn.



TABLE 5.5

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF TIME CORRECTED POOLED CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS: REGRESSION FORM (2a)

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

ORGANIZATION COMPOSITION

NUMBER HYPOTH~ CONSTANT OF PROD- OF OUTPUT TIME DUMMY
OF ESIZED TERM UCTION (P) x) (t) SIGNIFICANCE
DEPENDENT OBSER- SIGN OF (a) (bl) (bz) (b3) OF REGRESSION 5
VARIABLE  VATIONS b1 b2 (F-RATIO) R™
I.M.R. 108 + + +167.66 + 26.15% +32,02+ - 1.,95% 7.95% 0.1865
(9.35) (18,15) (n0.92)
C.D.R. 108 + + + 22.32 + 2.42+ + 7.40% - 0.38% 10.05* 0.2247
(1.24) ( 2.41) (0.12)
S.R.M, 36 + + - 1.58 + 0.03 + 0.18% + 0.001 6.72% 0.3866
) (0.02) ( 0.195) (0.N006)
C.B.R. 108 - - + 43,40 - 2.02% ~ 4,66% - 0.70*% 25,79% 0.4266
(0.95) (1.84) (0.09)
J.G.R.R. 36 - - + 0.34 - 0.29* ~ 1.44% + 0.001 11.57* 0.5203
(0.14) (0.29) (0.003) '
R.N.I, 108 - - +21.11 - 4.,30% ~12.21% - 0,33% 12,21%* 0.2604
(1.50) (2.92) (0.15)
NOTES: Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimate,

* Indicates significance level of .05
4+ Indicates significance level of .10

*261
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SOCIO=FCUINITC STRUCTURE AND MORTALTTY

As previously discussced, three separate measures of parish
mortality have been employed in the empirical tests: parish infant
mortality rate, parish crude death rate, parish standardized mortality
ratio. Tt was hypothesized that parish mortality, however measured,
will vary directly with the values of both variables of parish socio-
economic structure.

The regression results reported in Tablé 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). Moreover,
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. ™oreover, the latter is a more
accurate mecasure of mortality among non-infants than is the crude
death rate. Consequently we may interpret these regression results
as indicating a differential impact of parish socio~economic structure
on parish mortality. That is, the organization of production was

perhaps critical in the determination of infant mortality, while

mortality among non-infants was systematically related to the composition

of output.
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In any casc the results sugpest that parish mortallty, however
measured, wvas simnificantly influcenced by one or hoth of the two
soclo-cconomic variables, fiven the relatively low R2 in cach case,
however, considerahle caution must be exercised in concluding that

parish mortality has been well-explained by the independent variables.

SOCIO-ECNNOMIC STRUCTURE AND FFRTILITY

Whether measured by parish crude birth rates or by parish joint
aross reproduction rates, parish fertility was hypothesized to vary
inversely with the values of both socio-economic variables. As reported
in Table 5.5, the regression results are strongly supportive of these
hypotheses.

As noted previously, the more accurate measures of inter-parish
fertility differentials are parish joint gross reproduction rates.
Hence the results of the reaqression employinz this measure of fertility
are to he accorded special weisht, The results show that parish
joint gross reproduction rates are sisnificantly and inversely related
both to the organization of production (T) and to thz composition of
output (¥). This conforms completely with the hypotheses, and even the
Rz value (.5273) is reasonably high.

If parish fertility is measured by parish crude birth rates, the
reqgression results are equally supportive of the hypotheses. Thus,
parish crude birth rates are significantly and inversely related hoth

to the orzanization of production (P) and to the composition of output

).
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SNCIO=TCONNMTE STRUCTINT AT JATUNAT, LICRPAGH

As a result of Les deftnltion, the parisht rate ol natural Iacrease
was hypothesized to vary inversely with the values of both variables
of parish socio-aconomic structurc, OGiven the regression results for
the mortality and fertility relationships, it 1s not surprising to
observe in Tahle 5.5 that parish rates of natural increase are

sisnificantly and inversely related hoth to the organization of

>production (P) and to the composition of output (X).

SOCIN-FCONMIIC STRUCTURT AN “IWT OUT-MICRATINN

It will be recalled that the rate of parish net out-migration
during some inter-censal time period was hypothesized to vary
inversely with the values of both variables of parish socio—economic
structure. Given the unequal number of years in each inter-censal
period, no attempt was made to pool the cross-section ohservations
across time, Fach inter-censal period was instead analysed
separately, the results of which are reported in Table 5.6 below.

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 two of the three periods,
and were significantly related to the composition of output (X) in
one of the three periods. In each case, the significant coefficient
has the hypothesized sign. Note, however, that in no single inter-censal
period was parish net out-migration significantly related to both
explanatory variables.

Special care must be taken in thé interprctation of these results.

In particular it is important to recall that parish net out-migration
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includes both net out-misration to other Jamalcan parishes and net
out-migration to the rest of the world., Tt Lls possible to distingulsh
these two types of net out-migration for only two inter-censal periods,
1911-1921 and 1921-1943. An analysis of parish soclo-ecconomic
structure and these scparate migration flows is reported in Table 5.7
below.

Parish rates of net out-migration to thg rest of the world
(R.N.E.M.) during these two inter-censal periods appear to be unrelated
to parish socio-economic structure., This suggests that such migration
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 was primarily the result of
"pull" factors in the places of destination.

At the same time, Tahle 5.7 suggests that parish rates of net
out-migration to other Jamaican parishes (R.N.I.'.) were influenced
by parish socio-economic structure as hypothesized., In both inter-
censal periods, such migration was significantly and inversely related
to the organization of production (P). Moreover, for the period 1911~
1921, the composition of output (X) was also a significant explanator
of such migration. It will also be noted that in both periods the
explanatory power of the independent variables, as measured by R,
is quite hish,

Thus the hypotheses find strongest support when internal migration
is examiped and practically no support when external migration is
considered. When both are considered simultaneously, as in the
regressions 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 SIGNIFICANCE
NUMBER OF ESIZED TERM OF OF OF
DEPENDENT TIME OBSERVA- SIGN OF: PRODUCTION OUTPUT REGRESSION 2
VARIABLE PERIOD TIONS b, b, (a) (b,) (b,) (F~RATIO) R
* *
R.N.O.M. 1891- 12 - - +218.38 + 73.27 -1086.45 5.64 0.5563
1911 (110.57) (324.58)
R.N.O.M. 1911- 12 - - +174.51 -199.34+ - 76.31 2.89 0.3911
1921 (95.90) (112.73)
* *
R.N.O.M. 1921~ 12 ~- - +147.43 ~-262.38 - 134.35 5.87 0.5659
1943 (104.85) (138.83)
Notes: Bracketed figures are standard error of estimates.

*

+

Indicates significance level of .05.

Indicates significance level of .1l0.

*L6T



TABLE 5.7

CROSS—SECTION ANALYSIS OF DISAGGREGATED NET OUT-MIGRATION: REGRESSION FORM (la)

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

ORGANIZATION COMPOSITION SIGNIFICANCE
NUMBER OF CONSTANT OF OF OF
DEPENDENT TIME OBSERVA- TERM PRODUCTION OUTPUT REGRESSION 5
VARIABLE PERIOD TIONS (a) (bl) (bz) (F~RATIO) R
R.N.E.M. 1911~ 12 + 97.49 - 105.12 + 104.90 1.15 0.2041
1921 (81.72) (96.06)
R.N.E.M. 1921~ 12 - 38.86 + 19.29 + 94.33 0.86 0.1606
1943 (69.70) (92.29)
* * *
R.N.I.M. 1911- 12 + 77.03 - 94.22 - 181.21 18.87 0.8074
1921 (33.35) (39.21)
* *
R.N.I.M. 1921- 12 + 51.47 - 281.67 - 228,67 10.52 0.7004
1943 (95.36) (126.26)
Notes: Bracketed figures are standard error of estimates.

* Indicates significance level of .o05.

R.N.E.M. is the rate
R.N.E.M.

R.N.I.M. is the rate
R.N.I.M.

Parish net external out-migration

of net out-migration to the rest of the world and is defined as,

Parish net internal out-migration

x 1000.

Estimated parish population at mid~intercensal point

of net out-migration to other parishes within Jamaica and is defined as,

x 1000.

Estimated parish population at mid-intercensal point

86T
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°0WE CONCLUDING COMIETTS O THE

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS

On the whole the multiple regression results tend to support the
several hypotheses relating parish demographic performance to the nature
of parish socio-economic structure, Thus parish mortality (however measured)
appears to vary divectly either with the valueof the variahle of the
organization of production (P), or with the value of the variable of the
composition of output (X), or with the values.of both. In the sane
fashion, parish fertility, natural increase and net out-migration appear to
vary inversely with the levals of either or both of tha variables of parish
socio~econonic structure.

It is essential, howaver, that care

o)
0]

exarcised in the interpretation

P'\a

of these results, The proportion of parisa eultivatedacreage under the
control of plantations or under staple exnort crops does uot in and of
its2lf determine parish democoraphic performanca, Thase measures of the
organization of production‘and the composition of output are proxies for
unmeasurable features of parish economy and society which are presumed to
influsnce parish demographic parformanca
are vroxies for more than one of these presumed influences: Organization
of production is taken to veflect the natura of
the character of parish social relationships; composition of output serves
as a proxy for the level of agnrezate incoae and the‘stability of a2conomnic

(& 2]

activity over tine.
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Thus, for example, the observation that parish joint gross reproduction

o

rates wvary invevszly with both the organization of production and the

composition of output, implies a very complex---and to a certain extent insolukhle
———-casual mechanism. On the bhasis of the>partial correlation coefficients

it is possible to argue that the composition of output (r =" 6406) explains

&

more than the organization of production {r = -.3603) when considering

w

variation in parish joint gross reproduction rates. 3ut it is impossible,

v

on thea basis of our analysis, to determine what particular aspects of
organization or composition were especially critical determinants of
observed fertility. Similar types of indeterminantcy are of course embodied
in each of the relationships subjected to analysis.

These difficulties notwithstanding, the ‘empirical results show beyond
any reasonable doubt that parish demographic performance in Jamaica during
the period 1831-1935 was systematically related to the orsanizational form
of production and/or to the composition of output. It has long been known

)
that these two aspects of economic structure held important implications
for ecconomic growth, economic welfare, social organization and public policy.

It may now be concluded that these features of socio-economic structure also

held implications for the patteruns of demographic performance.
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TOOTIOTES TO CGUAPTIER 5

Census _of Population, 1943 (Kingston: G,P.0,, 1243) Table 25, pp 25-27,

G.W. Noberts, The Population of Jamaica (Cambridge: 1957), Table 56,
p. 198,

These standardized mortality ratios are presented in Table A.9 of the
Appendix,

G.W. Roberts, op.cit., Tahle 70, p. 28l. Thege rates are also
presented in Table A.3 of the Appendix,

G.W. Roberts, op.cit.
Gisela Tisner, Jamaica 1330-1930 (Manchester: 1961)
Lord Nlivier, Jamaica: The DBlessed Island (London: 1936)

Annual Report of the Governor of Jamaica for 1326/97, (I'SO: C€8650-23,1898).
Annual Report of the fGovernor of Jamaica for 1912/13, (iMsSO:Cd 7050-24,1014),

Five year averages of the demographic variables are presented in Tables
A.6, A.17, A.11, A.12 and A.13 of the Appendix. Five year averages of

the socio~economic variables are presented in Tables A.14 and A.1l5 of the

Appendix,
See Table A.16 of the Appendix
These estimates are presented in Table A.17 of the Appendix.

Complete results are reported in the Apnendix, Tables A.18-A.23
and Table 5-6 below,

Correlation matrices for the results of Table 5.5 are presented in the
Appendix, Tables A.24 and A.25.
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CHAPTER 6

SUIMARY ATD COMICT.USTONS

As discussed in Chapter 1, the literaturc on Jamaican historical
demography is reasonably comprchensive. This literature has been
especially strong in the collection and verification of data and in
the detailed description of demographic change over time. WNonetheless,
this literature has been relatively weak in the examination of the
determinants of demopsraphic performance. In particular, little systematic
attempt has been made to explain the strikine variation in demosranhiic
performance among the individual administrative parishes of Jamaica. It
is this task that the present study undertakes.

The present enquiry rests on the common presumption that demographic
verformance is dependent upon the nature of the economy and society within
vhich demoeraphic events occur, 3y'the nature of the economy and society"
is meant those specific economic and social features which characterize
the chosen region at any given point in time. In order to describe these
features the present study draws upon the rich literature of the staple
theory of growth and the plantation interpretation of under-developnent,
The former approach lays special emphasis on the composition of economic
activity, while the latter approach is particularly concerned with the
manner in which economic activity is orqanized.

As discussed in Chapter 2, these two structuralvfeatures of an econony
may be considered simultaneously and provide a description of parish socio-
economic structure in a number of specific ways. These specific features
of parish socio-economic structure include (1) per capita real income,

(i1) stability of real income over time, (iii) distributions of real income
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and (iv) naturc of soclal orpanization., 1In the absence of concrete measures
of these specific fecatures, it has been necessary to employ broad proxies for
cach, Based upon theorctical arguments and Incomplete empirical studies,

the organization of parish production, as mecasured by the proportlion of
cultivated acreage under the control of plantations, has been adopted as a
proxy for (iii) and (iv) above. The composition of parish output, as
measured by the proportion of cultivated acreage under staple export production,
has been adopted as a proxy for (i) and (ii) above. The model described in
Chanter 2 yields a set of hypotheses which relate these two proxies to parish
demographic performance as measured by parish mortality, parish fertility

and parish net out-migration,

The structure of the Jamaican economy during the period 1881-1938 is
described in Chapter 3, Particular care has heen taken to show 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 demosraphic performance. Little in these two
chapters will be new to readers familiar with the economic and demographic
history of Jamaica. However the emphasis given to the experience of
individual parishes does represent a departure from much of the existing
literature. In addition these two chapters illustrate the historical
counterpart to the abstract model of Chapter 2. lMost important, these

chapters provide the data required for a statistical test of the hypotheses

derived from that model.
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In order to test the hypotheses against historical cvidence, a nunmber
of least-squares multiple reqressions were estimated, The details of thig
analysis and an intcrpretation of the results are reported {n Chapter 5.
Overall the independent variables of parish socio-cconomic structure appear
to have influenced the dependent demographic variables in the hypothesized
manner and to a statistically significant denree. Thus parish mortality
appears to have been positively related to both the degree of staple export
production and the extent of plantation organized production. As hypothesized,
parish fertility and parish net out-migration appear to have been negatively
related to both variables of parish socio-cconomic structure. As detailed
in Chapter 5, there are a few exceptions but the weight 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 throusghout Chapter 5 considerable attention is
given to the conceptual and dataproblems encountered in the analysis and to
the limits which nust be placed on inferences drawn from the results. 3But
caution, if unchecked, may obscure the contributions and broader implicatilons
of empirical studies.

There are three seneral contrihutions which this enquiry makes to the
study of Jamaican demographic and economic history. Tirst, it has provided
one explanation of the marked variation in demographic performince amnonc
Jamaican parishes during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
Thus the present enquiry helps to £ill a conspicuous sap in the existing
literature.

Secondly, this study has demonstrated that the staple theory of grouth

and the plantation interpretation of underdevelopment offer some insiaht
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Into Jamaican demoeraphifc performance. These two interpretations of Jamalcan
history have traditionally focused on such cconomic variables as real

income and its dlstribution,npattcrns of consumption, savines, compoéit{on

of investment and rates of economic growth. The present study stronely
sugmests that demosraphic performance be added to the list of variables
influenced by staple export production and by »lantation organized ccononic
activity.

It is of considerable interest that both the composition of output and
the ornanization of production appear to have influenced demonraphic
performance in the same direction. An important implication of this is that
commercially oriented ecﬁnomic activity - whether 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-migration. In this sense, the empirical results of this
study fit well with observed demographic patterns elsewvhere.

Thirdly, this enquiry is suggestive of areas in wihich 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 demographic performance, it may not be unreasonable to suppose that additional
types of social and political behaviour also varied substantially from parish
to parish. 1In recent years there has heen some interest in this area. The
present study strengthens the conviction that such an approach is not only
feasible but is also highly productive.

Another area of possibly fruitful research is the impact of parish

demographic performance on parish socio-economic structure. Although the
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present study ignores this question, Lt 1s to Le expected that over falrly
long time periods parlsh soclo-cconomle structure vould bLe altered iIn
resnonae to demogranhile chanee. Clcarliy, any conprchensive understanding
of ccononmlc-demographic relationships will require both types of analysis,
The present study also suggests that further rescarch be undertaken
on the non-economic consequences of staple export production and plantation
orcanized production. As briefly discussed in Chapter 2, the mode of
production and the composition of output may havc.held implications for such
diverse phenomena as criminal behaviour, technolosical change and political
movements. Regearch into these problems would be useful in assessing the
non-economic implications of both approaches to the study of Jamaican history.
In conclusion, it must be stressed that the present stuly makes no claims
to have uncovered startline new demographic or economiec data. 1ilor has this
study radically modified the basic approach of the staple theory or the
plantation interpretation of Jamaican history. Although data have been
structured at the regional level and additional consequences of staple
production and plantation organization have been suggested, these can hardly
qualify as major revisions of the historiography, The element of novelty
here is the demonstration that the largely descriptive concepts commonly
used in Jamaican economic history may be successfully employed as explanators
of Jamaican demographic 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 Beckford's exhortation: '"What we need most are studies

pregnant with ideas, not studies full of sterile dctail."l

1 George Beckford, Persistent Poverty, (Oxford: 1972), p. viil
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APPEIDTY

PR e

Revigion of Parish Crude Birth Rates and Parish Crude Death Ratoes

The Annual Reports of the Repistrar-feneral for Jamaica contain
estimates of crude birth rates and crude death rates for each of the
1 . s
fourteen parishes and for the island as a whole.,” The chief deficiency

of these cstimates lies in the estimation of mid-year populations for

_the inter-censal years. Unahle to mcasure mimration flows, the

Registrar-General assumed that mid-~year population could bhe approximated
by adding cumulative natural increase to the last census fiocure for
each parish, Consequently, the official mid-year population estimates
are seriously in error for periods of substantial migration.

New estimates of mid-year populations have been made in an
effort to correct this bias. Data on the volume and direction of
migration are inadequate to allow a direct revision of parish mid-year
population size, Assuming that net migration was unifornmly spread
across the inter-cemnsal period, it is possible to estimate mid-year
populations for eaci parisin in any year of the inter-cemnsal period
under study. Thus, for any given parish, let
=P, 1+ )"

2 1

where, Pl is the size of the parish population at a given

P

census date;
P2 is the size of the parish population at the next
successive census;

r 1s the average annual inter--censal (compound) rate
"of parish population growth;

n 1s the number of years bhetween the two censuses.
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The values of r for every parish during cach Llnter-censal pertod
arc casily calculated using the above formulatfon and have been set
out in Table A-1. Using the appropriate value of r, an estimate of
the population of any given parish In year t of the inter-censal period
is given by,
P, =P, L+ 1)
where, m is the numher of yecars between the census and the
year t. (m$n)
In exactly the same fashion, estimates of the total island population
in any given year of an inter-censal period may be calculated.
It has been shown that the annual registration of live births
and deatlis was reasonably accurate during the period 1890—19382.
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 follows:
cBR = E‘_B_i_ x 1000
Pi
CDR = RD

——

1
Pt

t
1
£ x 1000

ol = ript x 1000
t t

8

RLBt
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vhere,
CBRi is the crude birth rate In the i-th parish
durins the t-th ycar;
CDRi is the crude decath rate in the i-th parish
during the t-th year;

IMRt i1s the infant mortality rate in the i-th

parish during the t-th year.

RLBt is the number of registered live births in the i-th
parish durinn the t-th year.
RIDE is the number of resistered deaths in the age group

0-1 years in the i-th parish during the t-th year;
RD. dis the number of registered deaths of all ages in the
i-th parish during the t-th year;
P is the estimated size of the mid-year population of
the i~th parish durine the t-th year.
The revised vital rates for each parish and for the island as a whole
are shown in Tables A-2, A-3 and A-4.

Revised rates of natural increase are defined as the arithmetic
dif ference 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,

Fstimates of Internal Mioration

The census of 1943 tabulated the population on the basis
of parish of birth and length of residence in the parish of enumeration.
This census data have been used to estimate the volume and direction of

migration within the island during the two inter-cemsal periods
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1911-1921 and 1921—1043.3 Suminrfes of parish net internal mipratfon
are sct out in Table A-G6,

It is worthwhile to stress that these cstimates almost certainly
understate the volume of Internal migration, The most Important rcason
for this underestimation lics in the fact that only the survivors of
those who actually migrated were enumerated in the census of 1943.4
Secondly, the data shown in Tahle A-6 are underestimates of internal
misration because an unknrown numher of Jamaiéans first misrated to
another nart of the island hefore leaving the country prior to the
1943 census. Thus the data do not include the internal migration of
emiorants. Tinally, these data do not include minration within a
parish or circular minration. The niqration from one part of a qgiven
parish to another part of the same parish is thus excluded from the
estimates. even though tiere is reason to believe that such intra-
parish nigration was not insignificant. !or is it possilile to estimate
the numbers of migrants who left a particular parish for a few years
but wio returned to the parish of birth before 1943. -

These linmitations notwithstanding the data summarized in Table
A~6 are the best estimates of net internal migration available, Treated
with care and generosity, these data throw considerable light oa the
volume and direction of Jamaican internal migration during the period
1211-1243.

Estimates of External Ili~cration

In view of the inadequacies of the annual data, estimates of
net external migration are limited to the inter-censal periods 1521-1911,

1911-1921, 1921-1943. At the national level, net emigration may be
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estimated simply by deducting Inter—censal natural Increase From
Inter~censal population prowth as recorded In the two censuses, Thus

any change In total island population size not explained by natural
increase is assumed to result from net cmigration during the inter-
censal period. As seen in Table A-6 Jamalcan net emigration so estimnted
was 43,800 during 1891-1911, 75,400 during 1911-1921, and during
1921-1943 Jamaica experienced a net immigration of 25,800.

At the individual parish level, nct extérnal migration is assumed
to be the residual of inter-censal population growth not explained by
natural increase or by net internal migration as previously estimated,
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 two periods. These estimates
are shown in Table A-6.

Although these estimates of net external migration are the
best available, even more caution should be exercised than is usual
in the interpretation of historical demographic data in general. 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 estimationd 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 érror has been minimized, but it
has obviously not been entirely eliminated. Secondly, thesc estimates
of net external migration by definition do not indicate the volume of

aross emigration or gross immigration at either the parish or national
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level. To the extent that clircular or return migration was significantly
large. therefore, these estimates undervalue the extent of external
migration.

Standardized 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
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 1s 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
for the appropriate census dates.6 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,



5 = QTL. x MP.) + (FM, x TP
> Z( N i ( B _L).
‘ R, x 1007

where,
PD% is the life table value for the j-th age group of males;

FM, is the life table value for the j-th ase group of females;

k|
}mj is the number of enumerated males in the j—th age group;
FPj is the number of enumerated females in the j-th aze group;

RD is the total numher of registered deatiis in the census year.
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FOOTYOTES TO APPEMDIX

Annual Reports of the Registrar-Seneral for Jamaica, Annually,

Jamaica, p. 144,

1390-1933, in C.0. 140.

George W. Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, (Cambridge: 1957)
Chapters 6 and 8.

A

George W, Roberts, "A Note on lortality in Jamaica,
Studies, Vol. IV, %No. 1 (June 1950).

Population

George W. Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, Tables 33-36, pp.1l45-143,

Given the uncertainty of the age distribution of such migrants, Roherts
concludes that it is inappropriate to attempt to correct the migration
data so as to reflect mortality. See G.W. Roberts, The Population of

3

The age-and sex-—compositions of individual parish populations at each
census date are conveniently summarized in the Census_of Population
(Jamaica: 1943), Table 25. ' .

George Y. Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, Table 56, p, 198

-



CENSUS POPULATION AND ANIUAL COMPOUXD RATES OF TOPULATION GROWTIL

TOR DNTERCENSAL PERIODS, BY PARISI,

CENSUS POPULATION

JAMAICA, 1371-1943.

ANNUAL RATLS OF INTER-CEMNSAL
POPULATTON GROUTH (%)

1871 1881 1391 1911 1921 1943 1871- 1881~ 1891~ 1911~ 1921-
PARISH : 1581 1391 1911 1921 {243
Kingston 34,314 38,566 48,504 59,674 63,711 110,583 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  0.79 1.68  0.34 3.95
St. Thomas 32,673 33,945 32,176 39,330 42,501 61,693 9.33 <~9.54 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. Mary 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 96,193 1,65 1,51 1.34 0,04 1.40
Trelamy 28,812 32,115 30,996 35,463 34.602 47,535 1.09 -0.36 0.65 -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 1.9
Hanover 26,310 29,567 32,088 37,432 33,240 51,684 1.17  0.82 0.77 0.21 1.38
Westroreland 40,823 49,035 53,450 66,456 65,853 90,109 1.85  0.37 1,10 0.36 1.23
St. Elizabeth 45,200 54,375 62,256 78,709 79,281 100,182 1.87 1.36 1.18 0.07  1.07
Manchester 38,925 48,458 55,462 65,194 . 63,945 92,745 2.45 1,36 0.81 -0,19 1.1
Clarendon 42,747 49,845 57,105 73,914 82,555 123,505 1.55  1.37 1.30  1.11 1.85
St.Catherine 53,972 61,110 65,509 88,104 96,590 121,032 1.25 0.70 1.49  0.92 1.03
JAAICA 506,154 580,804 639,491 831,333 858,118 1,237,063 1.39 0,97 1,32 0.32 1.68

Source: Computed from Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, Table 9, p. 51.
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TABLE A,.2
REVISED CRUDE BIRTH RATES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891 -~ 1938

WEST- KINGSTON
ST. ST. PORT-  ST. ST, ST. MORE- ST. MAN- CLAR- ST, ‘& ST,
YEAR RKINGSTON ANDREW THOMAS LAND MARY ANN.  TRELAWNY JAMES HANOVER  LAND ELIZ. CHESTER _ENDON _ CATHERINE ANDREW JAMAICA
1891/92 34.1 37.6 39.1 37.0 37.6 39.2 34,7 30.0 40,0 39.2 43.0 43.2 39.5 38.3 35.6 38.4
1892/93 30.5 36.1 36.2 37.0 38.7 39.3 36.2 29.5 36.5 36.6 42.4 41.8 36.9 40.9 32.9 37.5
1893/95% 3.6 38.9 43,0 42.1 39.8 42.1 39.9 34.8 38.7 38.7 47.4 45.6 43.5 44,3 36.5 41.4
1894/95 33.1 33.3 37.5 38.1 33.7 39.9 38.9 31.4 41,4 39.6 42.5 43.3 35.9 373 33.2 37.8
1895/96 33.0 37.1 41.9 41.1 38.8 41.4 41.2 3.7 38.8 39.4 45,4 42.5 39.7 39.2 34.8 39.6
1896/97 36.2 35.3 40.4 37.0 36.8 41,6 40,2 33.7 40.6 38,5 40.8 43.7 42,7 40.3 35.8 39.4
1897/98 38.1 37.9 43.5 41.5 39.9 41.8 38.5 33.7 43.5 39.6 43,9 43.2 43,2 41,1 38.0 40.9
1898/99 33.9 33.9 40.8 39.5 37.8 43.3 39.3 34.0 40,2 38.8 41.9 43.1 41.9 37.6 33.9 39.2
1899/00 38.4 35.7 45.6 42.4 42.2 48.4 44,5 36.4 44.6 44,9 50.9 47.5 43.6 42,5 37.2 43.7
1900/01 30.3 1.5 35.9 38.1 36.9 40.8 35.4 31.5 41.1 36.6 Al.1 41.9 39.2 36.5 30.8 37.1
1901/02 39.8 35.5 46.2 43.9 42.2 44,7 43.4 35.8 45.4 43,2 45,0 45.6 43.7 41.5 37.9 42.6
1902/03 35.5 34.9 39.7 42.9 42.2 45.2 39.7 32.7 41,0 39.6 45.9 47.9 42.6 40.3 35.2 41.2
1903/04 38.3 36.4 41.1 40.3 37.8 42.8 42.9 34.4 44.8 43.9 47.3 47.3 43.9 42.8 37.4 42.1
1904/05 36.2 32.5 35.4 34.5 33.7 40.1 39.5 31.9 39.7 40.5 43.1 46.0 39.3 35.6 34.5 33.0
1505/06 34.5 33.6 43.7 44.4 42,3 44.4 42,3 39.9 41.6 39.2 44.3 41.2 41.4 40.0 34.1 40.9
1906/07 32.5 33.9 35.8 36.7 38,1 45.0 42.2 37.8  44.3 41.9 43.4 44,7 42.0 41.1 33.2 40.3
1%07/08 27.7 30.0 37.7 37.5 37.8 40.2 36.9 34.9 38.3 38.4 47.0 39.2 32.7 34.4 28.7 3.8
1908/09 38.0 37.4 40.5 36.9 38.7 41.4 40.9 36.1 38,6 38.4 39.1 39.8 42.3 42,2 37.7 39.5
"1909/10 37.6 38.7 38.0 36.8 40.8 42.4 38.6 35.5 41.8 39.0 42.1 39.4 39.5 42.1 38.1 39.8
1910/11 33.2 33.6 38.3 37.3 38.8 42.9 . 39.8 37.7  42.8 37.9 40.7 39.7 39.5 39.0 33.4 38.6
1911/12 35.6 32.8 39.2 40.7 38.4 41.3 37.6 38.1  42.1 37.5 42.5 40.5 41.2 40.5 34.3 39.3
1912/13 37.2 36.0 37.4 37.8 38.8 43.2 38.2 40.0  43.9 41,0 37.8 40.5 42.6 40.1 36.7 39.7
1913/14 33.2 32.8 36.4 36.4 36.6 40.4 35.5 37.7 40.1 36.9 33.7 33.4 39.1 37.8 3.1 36.4
1914/15 36.6 37.9 40.6 43,5 43.9 44,0 38.9 35.3 38.6 36.4 41.4 39.7 43.4 43.6 37.2 40.4
1915/16 29.8 31.5 32.9 35.7 35.6 40.6 36.4 35.7 4l.7 38.3 37.0 36,4 40.6 37.5 30.6 38.6
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TABLE A.2

REVISED CRUDE BIRTH RATES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891-1938

WEST- KINGSTON
"~ 8T, ST. PORT-  ST. ST. ST. MORE~- ST. MAN- CLAR- ST, . & ST,
YEAR KINGSTON ANDREW THOMAS LAND MARY ANN  TRELAWNY JAMES HANOVER LAND EL1Z. CHESTER _ ENDON  CATHERINE A'DREW JAMAICA
1916 27.5 30.0 32.8 34.8 34.9 39.9 36.6 35.1 37.8 35.2 36.7 36.3 38.7 36.6 28.7 35.4
1917 26.4 32.1 34.7 9.7 37.1 40.7 36.5 34.4  38.9 36.1 39.0 33.8 39.1 35.0 29.1 36.0
1918 28.8 35.6 36.1 33.6 35.0 38.6 35.2 35.6 &0.1 36.2 37.4 33.3 39.7 37.1 31.9 36.0
1919 27.9 36.8 32.2 32.7 3.3 38.4 36.3 35.3  34.9 33.9 37.6 36.0 38.5 34,2 32.0 3.1
1920 35.5 48.7 38.8 40.3 40.0 42.0 41.5 40.7 41.6 41.7 41.9 37.5 §3.2 39.0 41.6 40.8
1921 31.7 39.1 35.7 34.0 33.8 35.1 3s5.8 34.5 35.6 35.4 36.3 1.2 37.7 33.0 35.1 34.8
1922 37.3 36.1 3.2 33.1 36.2 40.7 38.0 36.9 38.1 37.5 39.1 36.5 37.3 35.6 36.7 37.5
1923 37.3 35.1 38.8 37.5 38.0 38.7 39.8 38.0 39.7 37.8 39.0 36.0 40,7 39.8 36.2 38.2
1924 36.5 30.5 36.0 39.9 36.0 36.7 37.9 39.1  39.8 37.4 36.8 33.2 37.3 38.1 33.5 36.6
1925 31.9 38.1 31.4 37.3 35.3 36.2 36.1 37.1  37.9 34.4 35.1 321 35.2 34.7 30.0 34.3
1926 37.7 30.2 37.0 39.8 33.7 39.3 39.7 38.0 41.4 38.3 41.5 39.4 40.8 39.6 33.9 38.2
1927 32,9 27.9 31.8 33.3 35.7 36.4 37.1 36.4 35.7 35.3 35.3 32.9 36.2 37.2 30.3 34.6
1928 34,8 27.0 35.6 36.8 35.1 36.1 37.4 36.1 36.9 34.2 40.4 36.8 8.8 36.1 30.9 3.8
1929 34.1 25.1 32.5 36.8 35.9 35.0 33.3 38.7 39.0. 37.2 34.8 32.1 35.8 33.7 29.6 34.3
1930 36.7 30.5 34.7 38.6 37.2 38.2 40.6 41.0 38.7 37.0 38.4 37.4 40.3 37.1 33.5 37.3
1331 T 36.4 26.2 33.7 34.6 35.7 35.8 39.1 39.2  39.6 36.3 38,9 35.5 37.1 35.0 31.2 35.6
1932 31.9 24,0 31.2 32.2 31.4 34.2 32.5 41.6 37.4 35.4 36.9 35.3 34,6 30.7 27.8 33.1
1933 32.7 28.0 30.4 31.9 32.8 3.4 36.8 39.1 37.8 35.6 36.9 33.9 35.0 34.1 30.2 331.9
1934 31.3 24.5 28.9 31.0 32.6 33.1 32.7 40.3  35.0 32.5 34.8 31.8 33.2 31.7 27.7 32.0
1935 33.1 26.4 29.9 31.4 30.8 37.0 39.8 42.1  35.9 34.2 39.1 36.0 37.4 33.2 29.6 34.4%
1936 32,5 24.3 27.6 1.1 30.1 34.8 38.9 43.6 37.1 36.4 36.4 33.5 34,5 30.8 28.2 3.2
1937 33.9 21.5 27.1 28.9 28.9 34.2 38.2 38.9 32.8 3.9 3.3 34,0 32.2 29.2 27.4 3L.5
1938 37.9 20.7 28.5 28.2 29.1 34.9 37.5 38.8 38.3 35.1 39.1 34.4 35.4 32.2 28.8 25.2
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YEAR
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
1510/11
1911/12
1912/13
1913/14
1914715

KINGSTON _ANDREW

o

26.1
22.9
24,0
25.3
28.6
27.7
28.7
27.0
27.3
26.6
26.9
25.0
29.1
28.9
27.4
35.8
34.0
1.4
30.2
32.4
27.0
32.0
28.6
26.5

TABLE A.2
REVISED CRUDE DEATH RATES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891 - 1938

ST, ST. PORT-  ST. ST. ST. MORE- ST.
THOMAS LAND _ MARY _ ANN__ TRELAWNY JAMES HANOVER _LAND ELIZ.
25.9 26,7 21,9 20.7  17.8 26.5 26.0  27.9 24.0 21.8
21.7  22.7 20,8  20.0  18.4 25.2 19.7  22.0 22.6 20.8
26.2  26.5 22,1 21.7 19,2 28.5 22,0 23.4 20.9 22,7
25.5 24,2 22,7 19,4  18.3 24.8 21,1 23.7 19.5 19.5
27.4 244 27,7 22.3  19.4 23.9 22.4 25,2 25.2 21.1
23.4 23,7 23.6 20.3  21.9 26.5 21,2 25.6 23.0 . 20.1
26.7  27.5 23,2 19.4  19.7 26.3 22,2 24.8 23.5 22,1
26,7 24,6 21,2 19.7  17.1 25.2 . 21.3 24.1 22.1 18.9
26.7 28,7 24,6 19.6  21.9 27.9 2.1 23.7 23.0 22,0
26,2 25.5  23.2  21.5  19.9 24.2 21.8  26.8 20.9 19.1
26,3 25.3 21,2 21,2 18.3 26.6 21.2  26.3 26,7 21.3
19.2 21,7 22,0 21.1  19.2 23.2 20.6  24.9 20.0 17.7
28.8  31.4 30,6 29.0  23.9 29.0 23,9 27.5 22.8 21.1
28.5 25,9 24,3 24.3  20.7 27.4 23.7  30.4 27.5 23.6
26.7  26.7 21.5 22.4  17.4 23.6 21.4 27,5 23,0 21.3
33.9 28,7 24.5 22,5  21.2 26.4 27.2  3L.5 26.6 23,9
32,1 29.3 317  24.5  25.2 33.6 27.7 .1 29,6 26.8
2.4 23.2 26,2 214 18.4 27.5 23,2 23.2 21.6 22.5
25.5  25.3 21,8  20.7  18.3 22.4 20.6  22.0 20.5 20.3
27.7 24,7 22.8 21.8  18.6 23.2 22,1 23.7 22,4 19.0
26.2 241 23.8 20.8 19,1 25.9 22,0 24.7 23,0 19.0
30.2  27.0 29.9 21.6  18.3 22.4 26.5  26.7 25.8 25.2
26,2 22.6 20.8 18.7  18.4 23.6 25.3 © 28.8 26,0 19.1
26,7  25.0  25.2 24,4 19,5 24.2 22.9  23.3 21.0 18.5

KINGSTON
MAN~- CLAR~ ST. . & ST,
CHESTER ENDON CATHEB& ANDREW JL‘(AIC_A_
18.6 20,2 25.1 26.0 22.9
17.0 18.3 24,5 22.4 21,0
17.4 20,9 25.1 25.0 22,5
17.4 20,1  23.5 25.4 21.4
17.4 22,1 23.1 28.1 23.2
18.6  20.8  24.3 25.8 22.6
19.5 26,8 26.2 27.8 23.7
17.1 23,1 22.6 25.9 21.7
18.1 23.7  25.0 27.1 23.6
18.1 22,02 25.3 35.5 22.4
18.6 22,3 25.3 25.7 22.8
17.3 20.5  22.0 22.3 20.7
18.4 25.0  29.8 29.0 26.0
23.9 28,3 28.9 28.7 26.0
20,1 . 23.6  24.9 27.1 | 23.1
26.8 32,9 29.1 34.9 27.7
27.5 32.6  32.7 33.2 29.8
20.5 26,6 25.9 28.1 23.5
19.4 26.6  26.4 28.0 22.9
17.9 23.2 26,7 30.2 23.2
16.6 21,9  24.3 26.6 22.4
21.6 26.1  28.6 1.1 25.7
18.8 20.1  23.0 27.5 22.4
17.2 20,3 23.4 26.6 22.4
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YEAR
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

24.6
28.5
36.0
34.0
24.6
32.5
33.4
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

TABLE A.3

REVISED CRUDE DEATH RATES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891 - 1938

WEST- KINGSTON
ST. ST. PORT-  ST. ST. ST, MORE-~ ST. MAN- CLAR-  ST. & ST.
KINGSTON ANDREW THOMAS LAND MARY ANN  TRELAWNY JAMES HANOVER LAND ELIZ. CHESTER  ENDON _ CATHERINE ANDREW
29.2 25.1 26.0 21.9 19,9 22.5 24.7  24.4 22,8 19.3 18.0 21.4 24.9 26.7
28.5 26.2 24.0 23.1 23.7 24.7 23.2  24.5 23.3 2.0 18,7 22,9 25.0 28.5
34.0 29.0 27.9 25.7 23.0 31.2 27.5 29.4 25.8 23.2 25.0 29.2 34.3 35.0
44,2 41.9 40,1 30.6 30.0 38.0 34.8 35.3 33.4 28.7 26.9 33.3 42,2 38.7
32,6 24.2 25.4 20.8 21.3 23.5 23.5 25.9 21.7 20.0 19.8 21.8 25.1 28.3
39.3 24.8 26.9 20.7 21.6 27.2 23.7 26.2 22.6 21.7 21.5 23.2 27.6 35.7
42.7 29,1 26.9 26.7 21,4 31,2 26.8 31.4 25.0 23.1 21.0 ©26.6 34.4 37.7
27.9 23.2 22.9 21.7 21.7 26.4 22,0 25.0 25.4 21.4 20.0 22.0 2.1 26.1
26,5 27.0 24,7 20.4 20,3 24.6 23.6 22.4 20.5 22.1 20.8 22.7 23.1 25.3
23.7 24.3 25.2 20.3 16.8 22,0 21.8  22.6 20.7 18.7 17,1 22.0 25.3 24,2
25.1 26.3 21.5 21.0 18.1 23.1 21.8 20.4 18.5 17.5 15.6 20.7 25.2 25.3
21.3 . 20.8 22,7 20.3 18.3 20.3 23.5 18.0 19.1 19.5 16.9 20.3 23.0 21.6
24.0 22.9 23.4 20.9 17.4 21.6 21.8 21.1 22.7 19.7 17.3 18.0 23.0 23.7
21,2 21.5 20.0 18.7 16.8 20.7 22.3 20.6 19.7 19.6 16.8 18.0 20.5 22.0
20.6 19.8 20.0 17.8 14,1 18.8 22,3 18.4 17.4 18.9 16.1 17.3 19.1 20.8
19.2 19.2 17.9 17.0 14.9 18.8 21.3 17.9 17.9 16.6 14,7 "15.5 16.3 18.9 °
18.6 20.5 20,1 18.5 16.3 22.3 25.1  20.9 18.4 18.6 15.2 17.0 20.5 19.8
18.6 18.4 18.1 18.0 16,0 17.1 21,1 19.9 17.9 17.1 13.8 15.8 17.4 20.0
21.8 21.5 18.8 19.0 16.2 21.7 21.8 19.6 19.5 19.7 17.6 18.4 20.6 23.4
18.3 19.7 17.7 19.7  13.9 18.2 17.7 17.8 17.1 17.1 15.2 15.7 18.5 19.5
18.3 20.9 18.8  18.0 15.5 19.0 22,4 19.5 17.0 16.7 14.4 17.5 19.8 19.0
17.9 20.0 17.5 17.6 14,1 1s8.1 22.2 20.1 17.0 17.8 13.3 17.0 20.1 18.6
15.2 17.0 16.5  14.9 13.1 16.1 18.6 16.4 14,6 15.3 12.7 14.3 16.3 17.2
15.6 17.9 17.1 18.0 14.5 18.2 18.0 16.5 17,2 13.8 14,4 17.8 17.2

19.6

JAMATCA
22.9
23.9
28.5
35.8
23.3
25.4
28.3
23.0
22.8
21.6
21.2
20.4
21.0
18.7
18.5
17.2
19.0
17.7
19.9
17.5
18.1
17.8
15.6
16.7
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TABLE A.4

INFANT MORTALITY RATES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891-1938

WEST- KINGSTON
ST. ST. PORT-  ST. ST. ST, MORE- ST. MAN- CLAR-  ST. . & ST.
YEAR KINGSTON ANDREW THOMAS LAND MARY ANN  TRELAWNY JAMES HANOVER  LAND ELIZ. CHESTER _ENDON _ CATHERINE ANDREW JAMAICA
1891/92 231.3 156.8 169.3 156.9 154.8 151.3 233.8 211.2 208.6 188.8 163.0 138.0 153.9 188.4 196.8 174.7
1892/93 218.0 137.2 177.0 164.3 168.3 150.8 197.7 177.5 184.1 . 172.0 166.3 133.4 133.6 177.1 179.0 165.4
1893/94 199.0 183.8 153.1 169.5 167.9 166.3 229.5 196.6 196.7 154.9 148.6 137.5 155.7 170.9 191.8 168.5
1894/95  227.2 170.0 153.6 177.8 168.7 148.8 218.0 188.0 173.1 148.7 150.3 131.8 165.0 148.6 201.7 168.2
1895/96  244.8 184.4 173.0 201.4 182.3  160.7 205.9 209.2 219.4 187.9 163.4 133.7 159.8 165.9 216.1 178.5
1896/97  239.5 170.9 175.7 185.8 178.1 182.3 222.9 190.3 209.1 154.3  152.1 139.0 148.9 177.9 209.3 175.8
1897/98 199.4 181.4 181.5 170.0 164.7 165.1 235.0 228.7 189.5 174.7 160.3 130.8 176.5 189.2 191.3 177.4
1898/99  230.2 166.6 205.4 173.6 176.4 148.1 216.1 197.8 211.7 175.3 154.1 125.5 177.5 179.0 201.5 175.9
1899/00 199.1 169.1 199.7 174,2 152.9 178.8 220.4 196.8 180.2 168.1 161.1 125.4 149.3 172.5 186.1 170.4
1900/01r  228.1 163.9 173.7 169.1 167.2 168.6 208.7 223.4 203.5 172.6 156.0 128.4 157.5 188.7 1198.4 174.3
1901/02 191.3 151.9 165.5 169.1 158.8 148.5 192.7  169.7 181.8 164.7 156.9 132.9 146.8 183.2 174.5 163.3
1902/03 229.8 126.8 141.0 178.8 154.1 145.6 211.1 1949  196.8 175.7 147.4 128.6 149.6 156.1 183.2 162.0
1903/04  245.4 194.6 225.3 222.6 208.0 164.4 207.6 202.8 183.8 174.1 166.8 136.0 158.8 201.3 222.8 187.0
1904/05  235.5 206.8 254.2 183.8 ' 182,1 161.3 233.8 220.6 213.7 193.0 171.4 166.0 186.7 2172.8 223.1 152.9
1905/06  229.9 168.2 175.9 161.0 - 159,9 129.3 194.5 138.2 204.3 171.0 145.4 143.2  160.4 176.6 201.9 165.1
1906/07 267,8 195.8 233.1 199.4 185.5 149.2 203.7 211.5 209.4 204.3 173.9 177.8 210.5  205.1 233.8 204.3
1907/08 273.9 246.5 207.4 223.9 193.6 196.8 269.7 250.2 262.7 244.0 166,.1 194.3 250.2 250.4 260.6 223.7
1908/09 262.1 171.1 156.5 202.6 182.1 140.6 213.7 204.2 175.7 164.1 165.2 141.3 153.5 170.9 243.9 175.1
1909/10 246.9 174.6 185.6 206.5 -170.8 141.8 185.4 195.3 161.5 157.4 148.3 135.7 = 189.8 184.8 212.6 174.6
1910/11 295.6 223.8 176.7 190.7 179.6 131.8 205.3 184.8 202.5 183.6 159.5 151.8 194.7 211.6 261.7 188.5
1911/12  248.8 194.5 168.1 177.3 184.4 165.9 21i3.1 203.3 209.6 218.6 165.7 148.6 178.9 194.3 224,5 187.9
1912/13 268.7 217.2 187.1 226.5 175.9 133.6 193.9 244.9 193.6 202.8 197.4 152.5 173.2  198.7 245.0 193.6
1913/14  259.8 195.6 165.1 151.8 156.7 131.5 203.8 202.6 214.3 196.4 143.2 141.7 143.3  169.2 229.2 171.7
1314/15 236.6 181.1 153.5 195.9 189.6 131.7 198.1 171.8 188.1 158.3 152.0 128.7 136.7 170.4 210.2 157.3
1915/16 231.9 202.6 179,7 187.5 169.3 132.6 183.5 197.2 183.4 184.1 178.5 144.2 154.6 183.1 217.8 175.8
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TABLE A.4

INFANT MORTALITY RATES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891 - 1938

148.5

) , WEST- KINGSTON
ST, ST. PORT- ST, ST, ST. MORE- ST. MAN- CLAR-  ST. ..& St.

YEAR KINGSTON ANDREW THOMAS LAND _ MARY ANN __ TRELAWNY JAMES HANOVER  LAND ELIZ,  CHESTER _ ENDON _ CATHERINE _ANDREW JAMATCA
1916 246.9 176.2 183.3 170.9 168.,1  156.9 223.1  192.9 190.2  182.8 174.6  133,1 154.2 176.0 212.5 176.0
1917 295.8 205.2 184.2 163.8 176.2  138.1 209.6  205.3 212.3  193.1 161.6  145.2 170.1  203,2 249.3 184.7
1918 241,7 188.0 225.3 209.3 147.9  151.7 233.9  179.4 193.6  165.7 154.6  127,5 157.8 179.6 213.9 175.9
1919 208.0 161.3 162.1 184.,9 148.7  133.3 192,7 196.8 200.3  162.2 153.7  125.7 142,9 166.0 183.2 161.7
1920 228.2 187.6 174.0 198.5 148.8  138,2 194,2  191.2 171.2  165.4 175.7  140,1 153.4 184.5 206.2 172.5
1921 272.3 219.5 223.2 209.5 197.9  141.8 223.5  207.4 239.9  169.5 174.7  150.6 164.9  226.0 245.1 197.0
1922 171.4 176.6 180.0 171.1 167.6  149.2 249.1  213.7 204.1  213.1 169.8  164.5 162.4  164.9 173.7 177.6
1923 182.0 201.1 193.1 201.,7 158.8  164.8 206.5  189.8 173.9  156.8 153.3  146.2 152,3 173.8 190.7 171.7
1924 189.0 181.7 190.4 191,7 151.2  129.4 200.1  184.8 149.0  157.7 146.2  120.9 135.1 175.7 185.9 161.3
1925 221.3 208.8 222,2 178.6 158,9  127.6 211.8  181.6 180.5 170.3 153.5  140.2 153.3  186.9 215.8 173.7
1926 162.8 179.4 175.3 184.1 176.9  144.7 220.9  225.9 149.5  158.7 161.4  131.6 164.9 169.5 169.8 168.0
1927 179.0 207.6 183.8 201.,3 159,2  143.7 216.9  210.0 182.1  185.2 178.8  144.9 130.7 175.0 191.6 173.4
1928 166.4 186.7 169.7 138,2 138.1 141.0 188.9 211.3 181.0 167.3 160.8 125,2 133,0 152,2 175.0 157.0
1929 159.5 194.4 198.0 162,33 163.6 126.4 191.5 207.6  152.7 156.8 153.8 141,6 141.8 - 153.0 173.9 160.2
1930 117.8 152.5 157.6 146.8 136.7  129.6 194.8  200.4 149.6  153.4 143.8  121.6 . 120.9 123.5 133.3. 141.5
1931 129.0 160.3 161.5 147.0 142.1  127.3 200.6  219,2 173.8  258.9 162.2 130.1 144,0 151.7 142.0 153.9
1932 124.2 181.3 121.8 138.9 129.6 117.3 178.2 175.0 157.9  158.2: 147.2  103.4 133.7 141.8 148.7 141.0
1933 137.7 160.8 150.4 149.6 144.3  126.5 185.0  179.1 159.3  158.9 163.4  133.3 133.4  147.1 148.4 149.8
1934 115.2 164.4 133.5 133.3 138.1  103.7 167.3  132.2 133.9  141.9 144.3 119.4 118.7 126.6 137.2 131.6
1935 114.3 158.3 144.8 158.9 1351  120.5 174.1  163.2 169.2  141.1 127.7  106.3 124,2  145.3 134.2 137.6
1936 100.5 162.1 145.2 133.1 120.8 99,8 150.2  151.3 158.9  143.4 137.6 98.0 124.4  140,0 127.7 130.8
1937 94.1 144.7 136.4 121.9 103.4 110.6 140.0 141.2 136.7 123.8 127.6 89.4 102.6 128.3 114.6 118.5
1938 89.6 146.2 136.9 138.7 98.2 172.4 171.6 - 151.6 142.3 138.5 98,6 100.8 ~145.4 110.7 129.2
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TABLE A.5

REVISED RATES OF NATURAL INCREASE, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891-1938

WEST- KINGSTON
ST. ST. PORT- ST, ST. ST, ~ MORE-~ ST. MAN- CLAR~  ST. & ST.
YEAR KINGSTON ANDREW THOMAS LAND MARY ANN TRELAWNY JAMES HANOVER _LAND ELIZ, CHESTER _ ENDON  CATHERINE ADREW JAMATCA
1891/92 7.9 11.7 14.4 15.1  '16.9 21.4 8.2 6.0 12.1 15.2 21.2 24.6 19.3 13.2 9.6 15.6
1892/93 7.6 14.4 13.5 16.2 18.7 20.9 11.0 9.8 14.5 14.0 21.7 24,8 18.6 16.4 10.6 16.5
1893/94 10.6 12.7 16.5 20.0 18.1 23.0 11.4% 12.8 15.3 17.8 24.7 28,2 22.5 19.3 11.6 18.9
1894/95 7.8 7.8 13.3 15.4 l4.4 21.7 14.1 10.3 17.7 20,1 22.9 ’ 25.9 15.8 13.6 7.8 16.4
1895/96 4.4 9.7 17.5 13.4 16.5 21.9 17.3 9.3 13.7 14.3 24.3 25.2  17.6 16.1 6.7 16.4
1896/97 8.5 11.8 16.7 13,5 16.5 19.8 13.7 12,5 14.9 15.5 20.7 25.1 21.9 16.1 10.0 16.8
1897/98 9.3 11.2 16.0 18.3 20.5 22.1 12.2 11.5 18.7 16.1 21.8 23.7 21.2 1449 10.2 17.2
1898/99 6.9 9.2 16.2 18.3 18.1 26,2 14.2 12.8 16.0 16.6 23.0 26,1 18.8 15.0 8.0 17.5
1899/C0 11.0 9.0 16.8 17.8 22.6 26.4 16.6 - 12.3 20.9 21.9 29.0 29.3 20.0 17.5 10.0 20.1
1900/01 3.8 7.3 10.5 14.9 15.5 20.9 9.1 9.7 14.4 15.7 22.0 23.7 17.3 11.1 5.4 14.7
1901/02 12,9 11.2 20.8 22.7 21.0 26.4 16.8 14.6 19.1 18.4 23.7 27.0 21.4 16.2 12.1 19.8
1%02/03 10.5 15.7 17.9 20.9 21.2 26.0 16.5 12 16.1 19.6 28.2 30.6 22 18.2 12.9 20.4
1903/04 9.2 7.6 9.7 9.7 8.8 18.9 13.8 10.5 17.3 24.3 26.2 29.0 19.0 13.0 8.5 16.1
1904/05 1.4 4.0 9.5 10.3 9.5 19.4 12.1 20.3 9.3 13.0 19.6 22.0 ‘1.0 6.7 5.8 12.0
1905/06 7.1 6.9 17.0 22.9 19.8 27.1 18.7 18.5 14,2 16.3 22.9 21.1 17.8 15.1 7.0 17.8
1906 /07 -3.3 -0- 7.2 12.2 15.6 23.8 15.9 10.6 12,7 15.3 19.5 17.9 9.1 12.1 -1.8 12.5
1907708 -6.4 -2.2 8.4 5.8 13.3 14.9 3.4 7.2 4.3 8.7 20.2 11.8 0.1 1.7 -4.4 7.0
1908/09 6.6 13.0 17.3 12.7 17.3 23.1 13.5 12.9 15.4 16.9 16.6 19.3 17.7 16.3 9.6 16.0
1909/10 7.4 13.2 12.7 15.0 20.1 2.0 16.2 14,9 19.8 18.4 21.8 20.0 12,9 15.7 10.1 16.9
1910/11 0.7 5.9 13.7 14,5 16.9 24.3 16.6 15.6 19.1 15.6 21.7 1.1 15.3 12.3 32 15.5
1911/12 8.7 6.6 15.1 16.9 17.6 22,2 11.8 l6.1 17.5 14.5 23.5 23.9 19.3 16.2 .7 17.0
1912/13 5.3 5.8 10.3 7.9 17.2 25.0 15.9 13.5 17.2 15.2 12.7 18.9 16.3 11.5 5.5 154.0
1913/14 4.6 6.6 13.8 15.6 17.9 22,0 11.9 12.4 11.3 11.0 14.6 14.6 19.0 14.8 5.6 15.1
1914/15 10.1 11.2 15.6 18.2 19.5 24,5 14.7 12.4 15.4 15.4 22,9 22,35 23.1 20.1 10.6 18.0

1915/16 5.2 2.4 7.8 9.7 13.7 20.7 13.9 11.0 17.3 15.5 17.7 18,4 19.2 12.7 3.9 ) 13.7
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TABLE A.5

REVISED RATES OF NATURAL INCREASE, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, ANNUALLY, 1891-1938

WEST- .KINGSTON
ST. ST. PORT-  ST. ST. ST, MORE-~ ST. MAN~- CLAR~  ST. & ST.

YEAR _KINGSTON ANDREW THOMAS LAND MARY ANN _TRELAWNY JAMES HANOVER LAND EL1Z, CHESTER _ ENDON __ CATHERINE ANDREW JAMAICA
1916 -1.0 1.5 6.6 0.8 .11.8 16.2 11.9 11.9 13.3 12,0 15,8 17.6 15.7 11.6 0.1 11.5
1917 9.5 -1.9 5.7 11.8 11.3 17.7 5.3 7.0 9.5 10.3 15.8 8.8 9.9 0.8 -6.0 7.5
1918 -5.2 -8.6 -5.8 6.6 4.5 8.6 -2.8 0.8 4.8 2.8 8.8 6.4 6.5 -5.1 -6.8 1.2
1919 3.2 4.2 8.1 7.3 13.4 17.1 12.8 11.9 8.9 12,2 17.5 16.2 16.8 9.1 3.7 11.8
1920 3.0 9.4 13.9 13.5 19.3 20.4 14.3 17.0 15.4 19.2 20.3 16.0 19.9 11.4 6.0 15.5
1921 -1.7 ~-3.6 6.6 7.1 7.1 13.8 4.3 7.7 4.2 10.4 13.2 10.1 11.1 -1.3 -2.6 6.6
1922 12.8 8.2 1.0 15.2 14.5 19.0 11.5. 14,9 13.0 12,1 17.7 16.5 15.3 15.5 10.6 14.4
1923 12.9 8.7 11.8 12.8 17.6 18.4 14.2 14,4 17.2 17.2 16,9 13.9 18.0 16.7 10.9 15.4
1924 11.6 6.8 11.7 14.8 15.7 19.9 15.9 17.3  172.2 16.8 18.1 16.0 15.3 12.7 9.3 15.0
1925 6.3 2.9 5.2 15.8 14.3 18.1 13.0 15.3 17.5 15.9 172.7 16.5 14.6 9.5 4.7 13.0
1826 15.6 8.9 16.2 171 13.4 21.0 19.3 14.5 23.4 19.2 22.1 22.4 20.5 16.6 1233 17.8
1927 9.2 3.9 8.9 10.0 14.9 19,0 15.5 14,6 14.6 12.6 15.6 15.6 18.2 14.2 6.6 13.6
1528 12.0 5.8 14.2 16.7 16.4 19.3 16.7 13.8 16.3 14.4 20.8 20.0 20.8 15.6 8.9 16.1
1929 12.9 4,5 12.7 16.4 18.1 21.0 16.7 16.4 20.6 19.8 15.9 16.0 18.6 | 14.6 8.8. 15.9
1930 18.0 11.2 15.5 20.7 20.2 23.3 21.8 19.6 20.8 19.1 21.8 20.8 24.9 20.8 14.6 20.1
1931 15.3 7.6 13.2 14.4 17.2 19.6 16.8 14.1  18.7 17.9 20.3 20,3 20.1 14.5 11.4 16.5
1932 10.4 5.4 12.9 14,1 13,5 18,3 15.4 20.5 17.4 17.5 19.8 21.5 18.7 13.3 1.9 15.4
1933 1.5 6322 8.6 13.1 13.8 18.2 15.1 17.2  18.2 16.2 17.3 1%.3 16.6 13.5 6.8 14.0
1934 10.4 6.2 9.2 13.3 13.0 19.1 14.5 22.6 17.3 15.3 17.7 16.7 17.5 13.2 8.2 14.5
1935 13.2 8.1 9.0 12.7 12.9 21.5 20.8 19.7 16.3 17.2 22.4 21.6 19.9 13.4 10.6 16.3
1936 13.0 6.4 7.6 13.6 12.6 20.7 20.8 2.4 17.1 19.4 18.6 20.3 17.4 10.7 9.6 15.3
1937 14.4 6.3 10.1 12,4 14.0 21.1 22,1 20.2 ° 16.4 17.4 19.9 21.3 17.9 13.0 10.2 15.9.
1938 18.8 5.1 10.6 11.1 11.0° 20.4 19.3 19.2  20.3 18.6 21.9 20.5 21.0 14.4 1.6 16.5
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TABLE A.6

ELEMENTS OF INTER~CENSAL POPULATION GROWTH, BY PARISH, JAMAICA, 1891-1943

1891 - 19113 1011 - 1921° 1921 - 1943°
NET INTER- NET NET INTER- NET NET INTER-
NATURAL ~ TOTAL ~ CENSAL  NATURAL  INTERNAL EXTERNAL  CENSAL  NATURAL  INTERMAL EXTERNAL  CENSAL
PARISH INCREASE  MIGRATION GROWTH INCREASE  MIGRATION MIGRATION  GROWTH INCREASE MIGRATION MIGRATION GROWTH
Kingston 6870 + 4300  +11170 1386 + 10258 - 7607  +.4037 28061 +21511 = 3200 + 46372
St. Andrev 7919 + 6999 414918 1962 + 4148 - 4285  + 1825 10582 + 47466 +15500 + 73548
St. Thomas 10130 - 2976  + 7154 3621 + 782 -1232  + 3171 12038 + 545  + 700 + 18192
Portland 12262 +5100 +17362 5049 + 1246 - 6685 - 390 16451 - 3009 - 1700 + 11742
St. Mary 19241 +10800  + 30041 10314 + 937 -12803 - 1552 25075 - 877  + 3100 + 19498
St. Amn 28063 11539 + 16524 13385 - 4676 - - 8438  + 271 35865 -14295  + 3700 + 25271
Trelavny 9012 - 4545 4 4467 3725 - 380 - 4206 - 861 15656 - 2923  + 200 + 12933
St. James 8894 - 2568 4+ 6326 4623 - 250 - 3803 + 570 20225 - 29 4+ 1400 + 21596
Hanover 10594 - - 5250  + 5344 - 4763 - 792  -3167 + 808 17308 - 4164  + 300 + 13444
Westmoreland 19712 - 6706 4+ 13006 8377 - 1175 - 4805  + 2397 29293 - 8037  -— + 21256
St. Elizabeth 31613 = -15169  + 16444 13027 - 6236 - 6210  + 581 37808 219607  + 2700 + 20901
Manchester 28574 -18842 4+ 9732 10258 - 5139 - 6368 - 1249 31979 -10179  + 7000 + 28800
Clarendon 21652 - 4843 + 16809 12532 + 649 - 4540 +864L 41200 - 2650  + 2400 + 40950
St. Catherine 21163 + 1432+ 22595 9107 + 628 - 1249  + 8486 31604 - 82 - 6300 + 24642
TOTAL FOR
- +25800 +378945

JAMAICA 235699 -43807 191892 102135 . ———— -75398 +26735 353145 —

Sources: (a) Natural Increase computed from Annual Report of the Registrar Ceneral in C.0, 140.
Inter-censal Population Growth computed from Census of Jamaica 1891 and 1911
Net Total Migration = Inter-censal Growth-~Natural Increase

(b> Natural Increase computed from Annual Reports of the Registrar General in C.0. 140-
Inter-censal Growth computed from the Censugses of Jamaica, 1911 and 1921 and 1943.
Net Internal Migration computed from Roberts, The Population of Jamaica, p. 150 .
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TABLE A.7

" PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PARISH POPULATIONS, BY AGE GROUPS, JAMAICA, CENSUS YEAR, 1881 - 1943

CLAR-

CHESTER _ENDON

CENSUS DATE WEST~ ST,
AND KING~ 8T, ST. PORT- ST, ST, TRE=- ST, HAN- MORE~ EL1Z- MAN-
AGE GROUPS STON ANDREW  THOMAS  LAND MARY ANN LAWNY JAMES OVER __ LAND ABETH
0 - 14 31.69 38.18 33.63 40,57 39.82 40.97 36.81 35.72 38.50 38.78 42,13 44,01
15 - 39 45.83 40,25 39,06 38.43' 39.34 39.47 40.80 42.93  39.96 41.25 38.53 38.50
40-64 15.85 13.44 15.89 14,74 15.96 14.84 17.28 15,98 16.16 15.82 14,55 13.32
65+ 4.33 3.72 3.69 4,72 4,46 4.25 4.75 4.62 4.59 4,02 4,08 3.86
Unknown 2,30 4,41 1.72 1.54 0.43 0.47 0.36 0.75 0.80 0.13 0.70 0.31
0~ 14 28,27 36,02 36.35 39.65 39.82 42,39 37.26 38.77 35.80 37.86 40.46 43,22
15 - 39 50.03 43,37 40,04 40.10 39,90 38.33 39.64 39.39 42.83 40.59 39.11 38.15
40 - 64 17.66 16.77 19.39 17.00 16.31 15.15 18.77 17.80 17.00 17.17 16.42 15,03
65+ 2,93 3.73 4,127 3.15 3.87 3.81 4.31 4,00 4.34 4,23 3.97 3.46
Unknown 1.10 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.32 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.15 0.03 0.14
2911
0-14 27.59 36.88 39,55 37.49 38,52 44,37 39.96 39.47 40.94 41.17 43.85 44,67
15 - 39 51.22 43,14 - 38.00 43.81 44,49 36.02 37.74 39.60 37.58 37.46 35.76 35.29
40 - 64 17.88 16,76 18,14 15.50 14.37 15.90 18.02 16,91 ‘17.47 17.20 16.33 16.12
65+ 3.19 3.17 4.25 3.08 2,54 3.69 4.24 3.94 3.93 4.14 3.99 3.92
’ Unknown 0.13 0.05 0.06 0.11 0.09 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.04 0.06 0.00
29210
0-14 26.71 35.92 36.82 38.52 40.84 45.29 39.12 39.56 40.98 40.13 42.05 42,90
15 -~ 39 50,97 41.45 40.22 39,92  39.36 34.04 37.92 38.16 36.76 37.66 35.79 34,81
40 - 64 18.74 18.80 18.73 18.22 16.95 16.67 = 18.58 18.36 18.25 17.80 17.58 17.67
65+ 3.42 3.62 4,22 3.26 2,79 3.99 4,36 - 3.90 4,00 4,39 4.55 4,49
Unknown 0.16 0.13 0.02 0.08 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.13

37.00
44,45
13.68
4.14
0.72

41.33
38.44
16.42
3.74
0.08

41.31
39.58
16.16
2.88
0.07

41.19
38.93
16.67
3.20
0.01

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
17.04
2.96
0.01

JAMAICA

38.32
41.04
15.01
4,25
1,37

38.711
40.76
16.59
.77
0.17

39.83
40.11
16.49
3.51
0.06

39.35
39.18
17.63
3.73
0.05
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TABLE A.7 (CONT'd)

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PARISH POPULATIONS, BY AGE GROUPS, JAMAICA, CENSUS YEARS, 1881-1943

CENSUS DATE WEST~- ST.

AND KING- ST. ST. PORT-  ST. ST. TRE- ST. HAN~ MORE- ELIZ- MAN- CLAR-  ST.

AGE GROUPS _ STON ANDREW _ THOMAS _ LAND MARY ANN LAWNY JAMES _ OVER LAND ABETH CHESTER ENDON  CATHERINE JAMAICA
1943:

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 36.56
15 - 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 41.45
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 17.78

65+ 3.19 3.83 4.00 4.35 3.84 4.66 4.35 4.02 4,54 4.93 5.39 4,95 .57 3.n 4.18
Unknown 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.03

Source: Computed from Census of Jamaica, 1943, Table 235.
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TABLE A.8

JOTIIT GPNSS REPRODUCTION PATES, 1Y PARISH

A'D CENSUS YTAR, JAMAICA

1891 - 1921

JOINT GRNSS REPROVICTINY RATES

PARISIH 1891 1711 1121
Xinnston-St. Andrey 1,99 1.99 2.15
St. Thomas 2,53 2,72 2,43
Portland 2,64 2,31 2.4°
St. Yary 2,61 2.1 2.52
St. Ann 2,93 3.21 3.24
Trelawny 2,56 2.71 2,82
St. James 2,15 2.60 2.73
Hanover 2.49 3.03 2.83
Westnoreland 2.60 2.79 2.75
St. Elizabeth 3.13 3.07 3.09
Manchester 3.22 3.06 2.94
Clarendon 2.80 2.31 2.82
St. Catherine 2.72. 2.60 2.39

Source: G.W. Roberts, Population of Jamaica, Table 70, p. 281,

225,
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TABLE._A.9

STANDARDITED MORTALITY RATIOS, BY PARISH
AND CENSUS YEAR, JAMAICA,

1891-1921

STANDARDIZED MORTALITY RATIOS

PARISIH 1891 1911 1921

St. Thomas 3445 .3317 .3382
Portland .3196 '.3615 . 3302
St. Mary ' .2971 .3298 .3398
St. Ann .2679 .2620 .2534
Trelavmy .3358 .3154 3712
St. James .2570 . 3094 . 3404
lanover .2964 .3236 .3780
Westmoreland . 3041 .3064 .2948
St. FElizabeth .2592 . 2664 .2737
Manchester .2857 .2527 .2513
Clarendon .2856 «3422 .3309
St. Catherine .3348 .3851 .4391

NOTE: !lethod of Computation as discussed in the text of this Appendix.



MORTALITY RATES, PER 1000 LIVE BIRTHS, FIVE YEAR AVERAGES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA 1891-1935

TABLE A.10

INFANT

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
Trelawny *217.0 220,6 207.9 215.6 198.5 210.7 218.2 202.6 181.0
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
Westmoreland 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
Manchester 134.9 129.8 141.3 160.6 143.1 134.3 144.5 133.0 118.5
Clarendon 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
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TABLE A,11
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. Amnn 18.60 120.10 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
Westmoreland 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
Clarendon 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
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CRUDE BIRTH RATES, PER 1,000 POPULATION, FIVE YEAR AVERAGES, BY PARISH, JAMAICA 1891-1935

TABLE A.12

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. Mary 37.11 38.71 39.64 38.83 38.65 | 36.25 35.88 35.53 32.66
St, Amn 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. James 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 41.27 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

Source: Table A.2
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TABLE A.13

RATES OF NATURAL INCREASE, 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 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 21,77 23.08 23,54 22.02 22,88 15.99 17.82 20.70 19.32
Trelawny 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
Westnoreland 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,5
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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 1500 1905 1910 1915 1920 1925 1930 1935
St. Thomas .9325 .8304 .7267 .5504 .4340 .3747 .4208 5747 .6128
Portland .1052 L1342 .1379 .1581 .1583 .1137 .1031 .0829 .0792
St. Mary 1521 L1426 .1663  .2009  .2460 .2361  ,2213  ,2328 .2618
St. Ann 1294 .1140 .0539 .0518 .0464 .0492 .0530 .0508 .0666
Trelawny .8999 .8150 7537 .6599 .5109 L4948 . 5247 4157 . 2407
St. James .8369 .6610 5013 .3150 .3965 «3349 .3488 .3278 .3974
Hanover 4472 4172 .3079 .2064 .1579 .0770 .0462 0742 .0636
Westmoreland .6906 6720 6056 4020 = ,4012 .3138 .2203  .1396 1477
St. Elizabeth .5199 . 3386 .2675 .1383 .1332 .1080 1072 1237 .12346
Manchester .1405 1122 1117 .0904 .0665 .0609 .0372 .0332 .0271
Clarendon 1.0000 1.0000 .8484 .6608 .6366 +4386 .3848 4177 .7591
St. Catherine <5144 .3396 .3609 .3168 .3129 .2517 .2468 «389% «3726

-Source: Handbooks of Jamaica, Annually, 1891-1935 (Kingston: G.P.0.)
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TABLE A.l5

' PROPORTION OF CULTIVATED ACREAGE UNDER STAPLE EXPORT CROPS, (X), 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 1835
St. Thomas .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
Westmoreland .0920 .1023 .08801 .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

Source: Handbooks of Jamaica, Annually, 1891-1935 (Kingston: G.P.0.)
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TABLE A.16

PROPORTIONS OF CULTIVATED ACREAGE UNDER PLANTATION CONTROL (P) AND UNDER
STAPLE EXPORT CROPS (X), BY PARISH, JAMAICA,
CENSUS YEARS, 1891-1921 .

1891 1911 1921

PARISH P X P X P X

St. Thomas °1.0000 .2636 «3515 3720 +3701 .3619
Portland .0864 .2189 1715 .3758 1119 +3350
St. Mary «2012 +2462 .2151 ‘.4184 +2443 4742
St. Ann .1480 .0409 0492 0444 +0461 .0677
Trelawny . 9135 J1124 +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 5077 .0320 1381 .0256 .1019 .0139
Manchester .0862 .1315 .080; .0931 .0544 .0434
Clarendon 1,0000 +2036 .7071 +1939 .3083 .1851
St. Catherine 4863 .0923 .1938 «2767 .2387 .2608

Source: Handbooks of Jamaica, Annually, 1891-1935 (Kingston: G.P.0.,)




TABLE A.17

234.

PROPORTIONS OF CULTIVATED ACREAGE UNDER PLANTATION CONTROL (P) AND
UNDER STAPLE EXPORT CROPS (X), BY PARISH, JAMAICA

INTERCENSAL PERIODS, 1891-1943

1921-1943

18911911 1911-1921

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 . .0823
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 .OZé6 +1185 .6108
Manchester 1137 | .1182 .0637 .0619 .0325 .0287
Clarendon .8773 .1803 +5376 +1684 «5205 1784
St. Catherine .3829 .1835 «2452 «3384 «2552

.2850

Source: Handbooks of Jamaica, Annually, 1891-1938 (Kingston: G.P.0.)




TABLE A.18

RESULTS OF CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS WITH INFANT MORTALITY AS DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

REGRESSION FORM (la)

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

HYPOTH~
NUMBER ESIZED CONSTANT ORGANIZATION OF COMPOSITION OF SIGNIFICANCE
TIME OF SIGN OF: TERM PRODUCTION (P) OUTPUT (X) OF REGRESSION 2
PERIOD OBSERVATIONS b, b (a) (bl) (bz) (F-RATIO) R
1891-1895 12 + + +163.47 + 25.66 - 41.57 0.85 0.1590
(20.23) (89.51)
1896~1900 12 + + +162,29 + 35.94 - 13.99 1.25 - 0.2172
: (22.75) (77.76)
1901~1905 12 + + +154.59 + 31.74 + 53,19 1.89 0.2953
(20.49) (55.01)
1906~1910 12 + + +163,49 + 57,90% + 45,33 4.07 0.4752
. (24.16) (42.30)
1911-1915 12 + + +159.91 + 37.43 + 28,26 0.88 0.1641
(35.73) {46.19)
1916-1920 12 + + +155.25 + 68.65 + 9.06 1.44 0.2423
(44.07) (47.29)
1921-1925 12 + + +150,58 + 77.20° + 44,96 3.45 0.4338
(38.36) (44.95) : .
1926-1930 12 + + +147.76 + 53.72 + 14.56 1,12 0.1987
(44.10) (53.89)
1931-1935 12 + + +144.07 + 0.58 + 8.64 0.02 0.0044
(32.46) (55.41)

NOTBES: Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimate,
* Indicates significance level of 0,05,
+ Indficates significance level of 0.10.
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TABLE A.19

RESULTS OF CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS WITH CRUDE DEATH RATE AS DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

REGRESSION FORM (la)

NUMBER HYPOTHESYZED CONSTANT ORGANIZATION OF COMPOSITION OF SIGNIFICANCE
TIME OF SIGN OF: TERM PRODUCTION (P) OUTPUT (X) OF REGRESSION 2
PERIOD OBSERVATIONS B, b,  (a) o) (b,) (F-RATIO) R

1891-1895 12 + + +19.85  + 3.42 +2.93 1.40 0.2370
(2.15) (9.52)

1896-1900 12 + + +19.70  + 4.95% +5.36 3.12 0.4095
‘ (2.05) (7.00)

1901-1905 12 + + 42040 4 4,24 +9.56 3.08 0.4060
(2.39) (6.40)

1906-1910 12 + + +21.55  +7.85" + 3.99 s.” 0.5318
- (2.73) (4.78)

1911-1915 12 + + +20.19 4+ 4.86 + 5.92 1.93 0.3009
(3.76) (4.85)

1916-1920 12 + + +23.96  + 6.10 +5.49 1.56 0.2573
(5.34) (5.73)

1921-1925 12 + + +19.95  +6.79" +7.24 5.03" 0.5277
(3.46) (4.06)

1926-1930 12 + + +17.50 4 3.39 + 4,74 2,66 0.3719
: (2.89) (3.66)

1931-1935 12 + + +17.00 +0.39 + 6.81 1.72 0.2769
(2.70) (4.63)

NOTES: Bracketed figures as standard errors of estimate.
* Indicates gsignificance level of .05.
+ Indicates significance level of .10,
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TABLE A,20

RESULTS OF CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS WITH CRUDE BIRTH RATE AS DEPENDENT VARIABLE, REGRESSION
FORM (la)

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

NUMBER HYPOTHESIZED CONSTANT ORGANIZATION OF COMPOSITION OF SIGNIFICANCE
TIME OF SIGN OF: TERM PRODUCTION (P) OUTPUT (X) OF REGRESSION 2
PERIOD  OBSERVATIONS 51 -!:o2 (a) (bl) (bz) (F~RATIO) R
1891-2895 12 - - + 41.89 - 3.09 -7.85 0.92 0.1699
(2.79) (12.33)
1896-1900 12 - - -+ 42.25 - 1.96 - 5.47 0.47 0.0953
(2.81) ( 9.59)
1901-1905 12 - - + 43,78 - 2.41 - 7.95 0.88 0.1640
(3.07) (8.25)
1906-1910 12 - - + 41.81 ~ 2,48 - 8.46" 3.42 0.4319
(2.27) (3.97)
1911-2915 12 - - + 39.98 - 1.54 - 2,55 0.46 0.0924
_ (2.89) (3.73)
1916-1920 12 - - + 38.23 ~ 0.01 - 5.60 1.39 0.2358
(3.27) (3.51) '
1921-1925 12 - - + 36,77 + C.59 - 1.11 0.07 ' 0.0163
(2.59) (3.04) ) . .
1926-1930 12 - - + 37,77 + 0.35 -~ 4,47 1.29 0.2234
- (2.33) (2.95)
1931-1935 12 - - + 36.74 + 2,72 , ~12.87+ 2,20 0.3284
(3.67) (6.28)

Notes: Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimate.
+ indicates significance at .10 level.
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TABLE A.21

RESULTS OF CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS WITH RATE OF NATURAL INCREASE AS DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

REGRESSION FORM (la)

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

NMBER HYPOTHESIZED CONSTANT ORGANIZATION OF COMPOSITION OF SIGNIPICANCE

TIME OF SIGN OF: TERM PRODUCTION (P) OUTPUT (X) OF REGRESSION 2

PERIOD  OBSERVATIONS b, b, (a) ®,) ®,) (F~RATIO) R

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)

1911-1015 12 - - + 19.80 - 6.41 - 8.47 T 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 + 2,29 -19.75" 10.43" 0.6986
(2.73) ( 4.68)

NOTES: Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimate.
% Indicates significance level of .05,
+ Indicates significance level of .10.
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TABLE A.22

RESULTS OF CROSS-SECTION ANALYSIS WITH STANDARDIZED MORTALITY RATIO AS DEPENDENT VARIABLE
REGCRESSION FORM (la)

ESTIMATED COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIARLES

. NUMBER HYPOTHESIZED  CONSTANT °  ORGANIZATION OF COMPOSITION' OF SIGNIFICANCE
TE oF SICN OF: TERM PRODUCTION (P) OUTPUT (X) OF REGRESSION R
PERIOD  OBSERVATIONS b 5, (2) ®) ®,) (P-RATIO) "
1891 12 + + +0.27 + 0.01 + 0.16 1.26 0.2188
(0.02) - €0.11)
1911 12 + + +0.27 + 0.04 +0.20" 5.72" 0.5599
(0.04) (0.07)
1921 12 + + +0.28 +0.12 + 0.14 2,06 [0.3161
- €0.11) (0.11)

NOTES: Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimate,
*Indicates significance level of .05
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TABLE A.23

RESULTS OF CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS WITH JOINT GROSS REPRODUCTION RATE AS DEPENDENT VARIABLE:

REGRESSION FORM (la)

NIMBER HYPOTRESIZED CONSTANT ORGANIZATION OF COMPOSITION OF SIGNIFICANCE
me oF SIGN OF : TERM PRODUCTION (P) OUTPUT (X) OF REGRESSION )
PERIOD  OBSERVATIONS b, b, (a) ) ®,) (P-RATIO) R
1891 12 - - + 3.02 - 0.37 - 0.84 1.74 0.2793
- (0.23) (1.06)
1911 12 - - +3.11 - 0.05 -1.73" 9.84" 0.6861
(0.26) (0.40)
1921 12 - - + 3,09 - 0.30 - 144" 11.08" 6.7112
(0.35) (0. 36)

NOTES: Bracketed figures are standard errors of estimates,
* Indicates significance level of ,05
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CDR

CBR

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR TIME ADJUSTED POOLED CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS:

1.0000
«1295
-.3733
3721
.3327
.0320

1.0000
.1793
1604
. 2464

-+3296

-.4387

1,0000
-.2816
;.318k
=-.3915
-.1762

TABLE A.24

REGRESSION FORM (2a)

IMR

1.0000
« 7601
.0348

-.5836

CDR

1.0000

CBR

.1410 1.0000

-07032

.6021

RNI

1.0000

"Tve



TABLE A,.25

" CORRELATION MATRIX FOR TIME ADJUSTED POOLED CROSS SECTION ANALYSIS
REGRESSION FORM (2a), CENSUS YEARS

P X t SMR JGRR
P 1.0000
X .0529 "1.0000
SMR .0873 .5711 .2865 1,0000
JGRR -,3603 ~,6406 .0834 -,5052 1.0000
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