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}  Population (2016) 2.73 millions  
}  High Human Development (2015) HDI 0.73  
}  Stock of emigrants as percentage of 

population (2016) 45  
}  Stock of immigrants as percentage of 

population (2013) 1.3  
 
 
 
       (Statistical Institute of Jamaica, 2016) 



257 

201 

170 177 

116 

14 4 3 
31 

16 

57 
34 39 

22 16 

0 

50 

100 

150 

200 

250 

300 

1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 2010-2015 

To
ta

l J
am

ai
ca

n 
M

ig
at

io
n 

Th
ou

sa
nd

s 

USA UK CANADA 



0 

2,000 

4,000 

6,000 

8,000 

10,000 

12,000 

14,000 

1995-1999 2000-2009 2010-2016 

N
um

be
r o

f d
ep

or
te

es
 

USA Canada UK Others 



} Remittances – foreign exchange, 
widening markets  

} Migration considered positive – 
freedom to make choices, broaden 
experience 

}  Employment opportunities 
} Household economic survival 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Sources:	Bank	of	Jamaica,	Remittance	Reports,	(November	2008,	November	2009,	
November	2010,	November	2011,	December	2013,	December	2016).	
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HFIAS:   Household Food Insecurity Access Scale 
HDDS:    Household Dietary Diversity Score 
MAHFP: Months of Adequate Household Food Provisioning 
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Comparison of food security measures for 
households receiving remittances and those not 

receiving remittances (KINGSTON) 

no remittances received  remittances received  
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HFIAS:   Household Food Insecurity Access Scale 
HDDS:    Household Dietary Diversity Score 
MAHFP: Months of Adequate Household Food Provisioning 
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}  There were no significant differences in food security 
status when households receiving remittances were 
compared with those receiving no remittances.  

}  In a general sense, the amount of remittance 
mattered more than whether or not remittance was 
received 

}  When the sample was disaggregated by lived poverty 
experience, there was no significant difference in the 
indices of food security in households that had 
received remittances than in those that had not.  

27 



}  the amount of remittances being small, does not 
appear to have a transformative effect on lifting 
households out of poverty but appear to influence 
the households’ ability to navigate food insecurity, 
despite poverty . 

}  The issue is that remittances may have brought the 
food security of the poorest households to a 
situation that is comparable to the mean levels of 
food security within the poverty profile of their LPI 
category. 

}  The evidence suggested that remittances 
contributed most significantly  in terms of food 
security, to the most vulnerable,  and thereby 
contributing to inclusive social development. 


