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Executive Summary
Background
The increased deportation of Caribbean nationals who have been convicted of criminal offences in the United 
States, Canada and the United Kingdom has become a major source of concern to policy makers within the region. 
In addition to the general social implications of a massive flow in return migration from developed to developing 
nations, the rapid pace of deportation of criminal offenders who are being involuntarily returned to their countries 
of birth, poses severe challenges to prospects for the reintegration of such persons, and indeed, for national and 
regional security.

Since 1995, each of the major deporting countries (the United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom), has enact-
ed legislation to facilitate the speedy removal of foreign-born criminal offenders from their societies. The new legis-
lative framework has resulted in the increased deportation of nationals of CARICOM Member States, with Jamaica 
and Trinidad and Tobago bearing the brunt of the impact. Recognizing the implications of the massive return of se-
rious criminal offenders to the region, a decision was taken by CARICOM to examine the impact of deportation on 
regional crime rates and to develop a coordinated regional framework to guide further negotiations with the major 
deporting countries.

The first in this series of studies, designed to develop effective strategies to address the effects of the increased de-
portation of criminal offenders to the region and to examine the impact of deportation on crime, was funded by the 
Ministry of National Security of Jamaica and the Planning Institute of Jamaica, and the results were tabled in the 
Parliament. Similar studies on the impact of criminal deportation on Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua, 
were funded by the Ministry of National Security, Trinidad and Tobago, and by CARICOM Implementation Agency 
for Crime and Security, repectively. Although each project was designed as an independent study, the research 
team nonetheless maintained consistency in the development of the research proposals, as well as in the methodo-
logical design and conduct of the studies to ensure that the findings from the research data gathered in all four 
countries could then be subject to comparative analyses in a consistent manner.

Executive Summary
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Although there were some variations in the actual conduct of the field research, all four studies shared the common 
objectives of determining the impact of criminal deportation  on crime, evaluating the implications  for national se-
curity, and developing recommendations to streamline the process of criminal deportation.  Specifically, the scope 
of the studies included:

Using data drawn from the four countries' studies1, this report engages in a comparative analysis of the effects of 
deportation on four Caribbean nations.

The study team consulted with various government departments and officials, non-governmental organizations, 
and national security representatives in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua. Their input 
contributed substantially to the development of many of the recommendations in this report.

 1 The material contained throughout the report has been derived from the original studies conducted in Jamaica, Trinidad and
   Tobago, Guyana and Antigua.

•  A review of  the legislative framework, administrative and procedural guidelines that govern the receipt
   of criminal deportees, with specific focus on the management of high-risk offenders;

•  An analysis  of current receiving, reporting, and monitoring mechanisms;

• An evaluation of the social impact of deportation generally, including the demand/need for social
  services in relation to  the availability of such resources;

• The development of recommendations for the implementation of appropriate mechanisms to ensure
  accurate classification and reporting of data, including the creation of a classified database of high-
  risk criminal deportees, and the development of strategies to improve data management;

• The development of policy options for dialogue/negotiation with the major deporting countries and
  CARICOM partners, including proposals for standardized agreements throughout the region.

Consultations 
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In seeking to determine the comparative impact of deportation on crime rates in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Guyana, and Antigua, our methodological design included the examination of several data sources as outlined be-
low:

The use of these distinct methodological strategies allows for a comprehensive analysis of the deportation/crime 
connection, and helps to mitigate the effects of potential under-reporting that could result from the use of only con-
viction data or over-estimation, which could arise from a reliance on the use of arrest rates. The inclusion of data 
on self-reported offending patterns, in particular, helps to address the knowledge gap between reported crime 
rates, and patterns of actual criminal offending that are not reflected in officially recorded crime rates.

Using official crime data and deportation records from Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago (1990-2005), Guyana 
(2000-2005) , and  Antigua (1998-2006), we provided statistical analyses of trends in deportation in compari-
son to crime data and attempted to assess the extent to which deportation was linked to increases in crime in 
each country;

Comparing the database of persons deported to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua against 
the criminal records data  for each country, we analyzed the extent to which deported persons have either been 
charged with, or convicted of, criminal offences since their deportation to each country;

Using primary data gathered from interviews with deported persons, we provide original data on previously un-
explored issues, including self-reported criminal offending patterns among deported criminal offenders, subse-
quent to their deportation. Structured interviews were conducted with 214 deported persons in Jamaica, with 
78 deported persons in Trinidad and Tobago, with 53 deported persons in Guyana, and with 30 deported per-
sons in Antigua.

Methodology

•  

•  

•  
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Analyses of official deportation and crime data in the four countries investigated show that the increased deporta-
tion of Caribbean nationals has contributed to the problem of serious violent crime within the region. There is also 
clear evidence that the region has borne the punitive edge of policies designed to remove foreign-born criminal of-
fenders from the United States, Canada and the United Kingdom, and that such policies have  resulted in a massive 
transfer of convicted drug offenders and other criminals to the region.

Statistical analyses of both official deportation and crime data indicate a strong positive correlation between in-
creased deportation and increases in the murder rate in Jamaica and in Trinidad and Tobago. Further analyses of 
arrest and conviction rates, which examined the actual involvement of deported persons in crimes, do not, howev-
er, support theories that deported criminal offenders are primarily responsible for most of the increases in murders 
and other serious violent crimes recorded during the review period.

The data does reveal, however, that many deported criminal offenders have continued to engage in criminal activi-
ties subsequent to their deportation at rates similar to, or greater than, those of other members of  the general pop-
ulation. In particular, official crime data show that when compared to the general population, deported persons in 
Trinidad and Tobago were over three times more likely to be arrested than the average for the general population. 
In Jamaica, deported persons were just as likely to be convicted of a crime as other members of the general popu-
lation, with one (1) in every 18 deported persons, compared to one (1) in 17 in the general population having been 
convicted of  committing a crime. A similar situation existed in Antigua, with an average of one (1) in every 12 de-
ported persons being rearrested for committing a crime in Antigua after their deportation, compared to one (1) in 
every 11 persons in the general population being arrested for criminal offences. Limited data for Guyana  precluded 
similar calculations.

Original research data drawn from interviews with deported persons also show that almost two-thirds (62%) of the 
respondents interviewed in Trinidad and Tobago had engaged in criminal activities after deportation, while more 
than half of the Jamaican respondents (53%) admitted to having committed at least one crime since their deporta-
tion. In Guyana, one (1) in four (4) respondents (26%) admitted to engagement in criminal activities after being de-
ported, while in Antigua 63.3% of the sample admitted to committing criminal offences while in Antigua.

Brief Overview of Findings/Impact Statements
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The vast majority of persons who reported criminal offending were repeat offenders who had engaged in two or 
more crimes since their deportation. On average, for Jamaica, Guyana and Trinidad and Tobago combined, 71% of 
those who had re-offended admitted to having committed two or more crimes in the countries studied. Only in An-
tigua were there no recidivists among the sample of deported persons who admitted that they had engaged in crim-
inal activities subsequent to their deportation. Although deported persons admitted to engagement in a wide variety 
of both violent and property crimes, assaults and drug-related offences were the two most prevalent forms of crim-
inal offending reported.

In all four (4) countries studied, the rate of deportation showed significant increases during the period under re-
view.  Jamaica received the highest number of deportations, both in actual numbers and per capita rates, moving 
from 691 in 1990 to 3,319 by 2005. In fact, the number of criminal offenders deported to Jamaica each year is al-
most equal to the number of convicted persons released from local penal institutions annually. The deportation of 
criminal offenders practically doubles the number of criminal offenders that are released into the Jamaican society 
each year.

Highlights of the Major Findings

Deportation Data

Between 1990 and 2005, 33,268 persons were deported to Jamaica, while 2,983 were deported to      
Trinidad and Tobago. Data for the entire review period was not available in Guyana, but for the years 2000-
2005, 932 persons were deported to Guyana. For the period 1998-2006, a total of 283 persons were 
deported to Antigua;

The annual average number of persons deported to Jamaica during the review period was 2,079, compared 
to 186 for Trinidad and Tobago, 155 for Guyana, and 31 for Antigua;

•

•
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A comparison of the average annual rate of deportation to each country, which provides an indication of the den-
sity of deported persons relative to the total population, indicated that Jamaica recorded an average of 80 depor-
tations per 100,000, compared to 15 for Trinidad and Tobago, 21 for Guyana, and 42 for Antigua;

The vast majority of deportations  to all four countries were from the United States, which accounted for 59% of 
deportations to Jamaica, 84% to Trinidad and Tobago, 90% to Guyana, and to 58% to Antigua;

For all four countries, the majority of deportations were the result of convictions for criminal offences committed 
in the deporting  country. Seventy-one percent of total deportations to Jamaica were for criminal offending, com-
pared to 86% for Trinidad and Tobago, 100% for Guyana, and 84% for Antigua;

When only criminal deportations  are considered, drug-related offending accounted for the majority ofdeporta-
tions.  In Jamaica, 71% of criminal deportations were drug-related, compared to 53% for Trinidad and Tobago,  
52% for Guyana, and 41% for Antigua.

In all four (4) countries studied, there has been significant fluctuation in the total number of crimes recorded dur-
ing the review period;

In Trinidad and Tobago, the murder rate increased by more than four (4) times, moving from seven (7) per 
100,000 population in 1990 to 31 in 2005. Similarly in Jamaica, the murder rate tripled, moving from 21 in 1990 
to 64 in 2005. While less dramatic than in the other two countries, the murder rate in Guyana also increased sig-
nificantly, moving from 11 to 19 per 100,000 between 2001 and 2005. Only in Antigua was there relatively little 
change in the murder rate for the period under review. In Antigua there was an annual average of 6.9 murders 
per year with an annual average murder rate of nine (9) per 100,000 population.

General Crime Data

•

•

•

•

•  

•  
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Correlation analysis was used to determine whether an association exists between the number of persons de-
ported to each country for specified crimes, and increases in crimes in each country. The findings of this analy-
sis strongly suggest that a positive relationship exists between the number of criminal deportations and in-
creased crime rates in both Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago;

While there were significant positive correlations between deportation and crime for Guyana and Antigua, less 
confidence was attributed to the findings in both cases due to limitations in the available data;

It is important to note that the fact that a correlation exists does not imply a causal relationship, and that other 
data and analyses were employed to further explore the specific relationship between deportation and crime. 
Acomparison of deportation records and criminal records in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Anti-
gua was undertaken to determine the subsequent arrest and conviction rate of deported persons in each coun-
try;

In Jamaica, deported persons were just as likely to be convicted of committing a crime as the average person in 
the population. The rate of reconviction for deported persons was 5.66% compared to 6.13% forthe average 
person in the Jamaican population for the same period;

In Trinidad and Tobago, deported persons were 3.5 times more likely to be arrested and charged than the aver-
age person. The arrest rate for deported persons in Trinidad and Tobago was 22.8%. This compares to an arrest 
rate of 6.5% for the average person in the Trinidad and Tobago population;

In Antigua deported persons were just as likely to be arrested for committing a crime while in Antigua, as the 
average person in the population. The arrest rate for deported persons is 8.5% compared to 8.9%  for the aver-
age person in the Antiguan population;

In the case of Guyana, incomplete and inaccurate criminal records precluded similar analysis;

An examination of self-reported criminal activity, gathered through interviews with deported persons indicates 
that the rate of crimes committed by deported persons is substantially higher than that revealed by official sta-
tistics. In Jamaica, 53% admitted to having committed at least one crime since their deportation. Of these, 78% 
admitted to repeat offending and had been involved in three or more crimes;

In Trinidad and Tobago, 62% admitted to having committed at least one crime after their deportation, with 
51.2% admitting to multiple offending;

In Guyana, 26% of respondents admit to having committed at least one crime since their deportation. Of these, 
86% were repeat offenders;

In Antigua, 63.3% of the sample admitted to committing criminal offences after their deportation; of these 68% 
were recidivists.

Deportation/Crime Connection

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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The vast majority of respondents from all four (4) countries had migrated either as children or young adults. In 
both Guyana and Trinidad and Tobago, almost two-thirds (74%) of deported persons interviewed had migrated 
before they were twenty years old. In Jamaica, more than half of the sample (55%) had migrated at age twenty 
or younger. In Antigua, 56.7% were twenty or under at the time of migration. The average age of migration from 
Guyana was 14 years old, compared to 16 for Trinidad and Tobago, 20 for Jamaica, and 20 for Antigua;

In all four (4) countries, a large percentage of the sample had lived overseas for most of their lives. The average 
length of time spent abroad before deportation was greatest for respondents from Trinidad and Tobago (mean 
number of years = 21.3) followed by Guyana (17.7 years), Antigua (16 years), and Jamaica
(13.6 years);

The majority of persons who were deported were permanent residents of the country of deportation at the time 
of deportation. Almost 80% of individuals deported to Guyana were permanent residents, compared to 63% of 
those in Trinidad and Tobago, 53% in Jamaica, and 30% in Antigua;

Given the young age at migration, the length of time spent abroad, and the fact that many persons possessed le-
gal resident status prior to deportation, it was hardly surprising that many deported persons expressed the view 
that they are “outsiders” in their country of birth, and felt a sense of injustice that they had been forcibly re-
moved from the place that they had come to regard as “home”;

Interviews with deported persons reveal that deportation has caused devastating socio-psychological effects, not 
only for deported persons, but for other family members, and in particular their children;

Many parents explained that their children, the vast majority of whom had been left in the deporting country, 
faced extreme hardships, both emotionally and financially. In the Jamaican sample, 90% left their children over-
seas when they were deported. In the Trinidad and Tobago sample, 98.7% left their children overseas while in 
both the Guyana and Antigua samples, 100% of the respondents’ children remained abroad when their parents 
were deported;

In all four (4) countries, there was a notable lack of financial support to children left abroad. In the Trinidad and 
Tobago sample 74% of the respondents indicated that they were not able to provide financial support to their 
children, compared to 79% in Jamaica, 85% in Guyana, and 69% in Antigua;

Unemployment rates were exceptionally high for deported persons in three (3) of the four (4) countries being 
studied, with an unemployment rate of 43% in Jamaica, 51% in Trinidad and Tobago, and 62% in Guyana. In 
Antigua, the unemployment rate for deported persons was 13%.

Social Impacts

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Through CARICOM, the governments of the region should pursue the negotiation of standardized agreements/MOU’s 
with the United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom;

Agreements should provide for, inter alia: adequate notification periods; the settlement of affairs prior to the de-
portation of long-term residents; complete dossier including criminal antecedents and medical records where ap-
plicable; appropriate arrangements to reduce the financial burden on deported persons, and on receiving coun-
tries; support for programmes designed to aid the rehabilitation and reintegration of deported  persons in the 
region;

The establishment of a mandatory requirement for the enforcement of monitoring orders where persons are de-
ported in relation to convictions for specified offences, including murder, rape, kidnapping, illegal possession of 
firearms, and major drug trafficking;

The development of an information-sharing protocol to guide the transfer and dissemination of information relat-
ed to deported persons between relevant law enforcement authorities throughout the region;
   
The establishment of Transition Centers in each country to facilitate short-term stays for deported persons with-
out shelter and/or familial support.

Key Recommendations
•

•

•

•

•
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This report is organized into eleven sections. The Intro-
duction which provides a context for this study and 
gives an overview of the main issues addressed in the 
report. Chapter 1, entitled Background: The Use of De-
portation as Crime Control, analyses the implications of 
deportation for receiving countries and discusses the 
use of deportation as a crime control strategy in de-
porting countries. This chapter discusses the legislative 
framework that fuelled the increased deportation of 
Caribbean nationals from the United States, Canada and 
the United Kingdom. This section specifically examines 
the Illegal Immigrant Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act (USA); the 1995 amendment to the Immigra-
tion Act of Canada and the United Kingdom’s Immigra-
tion Act. 

Chapter 2, outlines the Methodology used in this re-
port, and outlines the use of qualitative and quantitative 
methods to analyze primary and secondary data.

Chapter 3 outlines the Limitations of the study. Chapter 
4 is entitled Qualitative Interviews with Deported Per-
sons, Interested Social Sector Groups, and Law En-
forcement Agencies in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Guyana, and Antigua. The information gained from 
these groups provides insight into the issue of deporta-
tion in a number of areas, including its impact on: de-
ported persons and their families, crime, discrimina-
tion, stigmatization, as well as suggestions concerning 
the role of the governments of Jamaica, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua.

Subsequent chapters of the report provide quantitative 
analyses of the impact of criminal deportation on crime 
in the four countries studied, focusing on observed re-
lationships between deportation and crime trends, stat-
istical correlations, self-reported offending rates of de-
ported persons, and a comparison of conviction and 
arrest rates between deported persons and the general 
population.

This analysis begins with an examination, in Chapter 5, 
of Deportation Trends in the study areas during the pe-
riod 1990 to 2005. Chapter 6, entitled General Crime 
Trends, explores the major features of the crime scene 
in each country studied, while Chapter 7 looks at the 
relationship between deportation trends and crime 
trends.

Chapter 8, Interview Data Analysis, reviews the findings 
of structured, face-to-face interviews, as well as tele-
phone interviews with deported persons, and includes 
self-reported questions on criminal victimization and 
offending. The persons interviewed were drawn from a 
general sample of deported persons, and interviews 
were completed between November 2005 and Decem-
ber 2007. Questions explored individual experiences 
prior and subsequent to deportation, the impact of de-
portation on families, as well as per-ceptions on victim-
ization and patterns of offending.

Chapter 9, Examination of the Criminal Records Data, 
compares official crime data with the dataset of per-
sons deported between 1990 and 2006, in order to de-
termine the actual extent to which deported persons 
have been convicted of, or arrested in connection with, 
criminal offences in their country of birth, subsequent 
to their deportation.

Chapter 10, Key Recommendations for Jamaica, Trini-
dad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua highlights key 
recommendations for the development of policy initia-
tives that may be adopted across the region. These rec-
ommendations are designed to streamline deportation 
processes and aid in the reintegration and rehabilitation 
of deported persons. 

Organization of the Report

Organization
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This study has been undertaken as part of a CARICOM 
project designed to develop effective strategies to ad-
dress the trend of increased deportation of criminal of-
fenders from North American countries to the Carib-
bean, and to examine the impact of deportation on 
crime in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and 
Antigua.

The first study, which examined the impact of criminal 
deportation on the Jamaican society, was funded by the 
Ministry of National Security of Jamaica and the Plan-
ning Institute of Jamaica, and the results were tabled in 
the Parliament of Jamaica in November 2006. The sec-
ond study provided a similar examination of the impact 
of criminal deportation on Trinidad and Tobago and 
Guyana and was funded by the Ministry of National Se-
curity, Trinidad and Tobago.

A similar study was subsequently undertaken for Anti-
gua, and was jointly funded by CARICOM IMPACS and 
the Ministry of National Security, Jamaica. The present 
study is a comparative report that brings together the 
results of both qualitative and quantitative analyses un-
dertaken in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana and 
Antigua. The primary objective of this report is to as-
sess the relative impact of deportation on crime in each 
country and to determine commonalities in developing 
an informed and effective regional approach to ad-
dressing this issue.

The following section of this introduction has been re-
produced from the Jamaican study and provides a gen-
eral overview of the impact of criminal deportation to 
the Caribbean region.

The decade of the nineties witnessed an unprecedented 
increase in return migration to the Caribbean region, 
primarily as a direct result of tougher immigration laws 
that allow for the removal of foreign-born criminal of-
fenders from North America. Since 1994, there has 
been a significant upsurge in the deportation of Carib-
bean nationals from both the United States and Canada.

This was followed in the years since 2002 by a signifi-
cant increase in deportation from the United Kingdom, 
though in smaller numbers than the total number of 
persons deported from North America. The vast majori-
ty of those persons deported from both the United 
States and Canada are long-term residents who had le-
gally migrated to those countries, and whose involunta-
ry removal was precipitated by their involvement in 
criminal activities.

The mass deportation of criminal offenders from North 
America has raised serious ethical questions about the 
use of deportation as a crime control policy in deport-
ing countries, and has generated concerns about the 
impact of the influx of a large offending population on 
the security interests of receiving countries. In re-
sponse to the increased deportation of Caribbean na-
tionals to the region, a decision was taken by CARICOM 
to examine the impact of deportation on regional crime 
rates and to develop a coordinated regional framework 
to guide further negotiations with the major deporting 
countries. 

Sustained delays in launching a unified CARICOM re-
search project resulted in the commission of an inde-
pendent study by the Government of Jamaica, and a 
combined study of Trinidad and Tobago and Guyana by 
the Government of Trinidad and Tobago.

Comparative Criminal Deportation Study:
Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana and Antigua
Introduction

Introduction
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Although designed as independent country studies, the 
research team maintained consistency in the develop-
ment of the research proposals, as well as in the meth-
odological design and conduct of the studies, to ensure 
that the findings from the research data gathered in all 
four (4) countries could then be subject to comparative 
analyses in a consistent manner.

Although there were some variations in the actual con-
duct of the field research, in all four (4) countries there 
were shared common objectives. These included: deter-
mining the impact of criminal deportation on crime; 
evaluating the implications for national security; and 
developing recommendations to streamline the process 
of criminal deportation. Specifically, the scope of the 
studies in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and 
Antigua included:

•  A review of the legislative framework, administrative
   and procedural guidelines that govern the receipt of
   criminal deportees, with specific focus on the man-
   agement of high-risk offenders;

•  An analysis of current receiving, reporting, and mon-
   itoring mechanisms;

•  A general evaluation of the social impact of
   deportation, including the demand/need for social
   services in relation to the availability of such
   resources;

•  An evaluation of the impact of deportation on crime;

•  The development of recommendations for the
   implementation of appropriate mechanisms to
   ensure accurate classification and reporting of
   data, including the creation of a classified
   database of high-risk criminal deportees, and the
   development of strategies to improve data
   management; and

•  The development of policy options for
   dialogue/negotiation with the major deporting
   countries and CARICOM partners, including
   proposals for standardized agreements throughout
   the region.
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The widespread representation of immigrants as the 
dangerous outsider of North American societies, has in-
formed major immigration reform in both Canada and 
the United States, and has resulted in increased depor-
tation of illegal immigrants and legal immigrants, iden-
tified as criminal offenders. This is not, however, a re-
cent phenomenon since the historical records reveal 
that various immigrant groups have been labelled as 
criminal outsiders at different intervals in the history of 
both countries (Li, 2003).

Indeed, discourses that view particular racialized 
groups as a threat to North American society, both in 
terms of their potential impact on social welfare, their 
perceived negative impact on security and law enforce-
ment, and the attendant economic costs to society, 
have helped to inform recent immigration policy 
changes in both Canada and the United States, which 
have increasingly resorted to deportation as a method 
of mitigating the criminal threat to their societies.

In the United States, these sentiments have been most 
evident in immigration debates such as those sur-
rounding the passage of California’s Proposition 187, 
cited by Stefanic and Delgado (1996) as one of the sev-
en campaigns that changed the face of America into a 
severely conservative landscape in recent years. Propo-
sition 187, which became law in 1994, prohibits illegal 
immigrants from access to education, health care, and 
social assistance. It spearheaded immigration reforms 
throughout the US, and generally helped to foster an 
anti-immigrant sentiment that continues to grow. Simi-
larly, the 1996 Illegal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act restricted access to benefits 
for both legal and illegal immigrants, and more impor-
tantly, has been instrumental in the mass deportation of 
long-term residents from the United States.

2    This background information has been reproduced from
      material published in the Jamaica criminal deportation study.

The United States: Criminal 
Deportation and the Illegal Immigrant 
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility 
Act - IIRIRA

Enacted in 1996, the Illegal Immigrant Reform and Im-
migrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) completed a rather 
contentious legislative process that started with two 
bills – one dealing with legal immigration and the other 
dealing with illegal immigration. Originally, the legal im-
migration bill was designed to achieve a drastic reduc-
tion in the number of family and employment immi-
grants permitted into the United States, while the illegal 
immigration bill dealt primarily with issues of border 
enforcement and deportation.

The IIRIRA expanded the list of crimes for which an im-
migrant could be deported by adding several crimes 
asociated with Anti-Terrorism laws and lowering the 
threshold for fines and sentencing that could be used to 
trigger deportation. More importantly, the IIRIRA pro-
vided specific incentives for states to criminalize for-
eign-born offenders by making them eligible for reim-
bursement of funds expended on the incarceration of 
such persons. According to Morawetz (2000), the IIIRA 
dramatically transformed the nature of the response to 
criminal convictions of lawful permanent residents in 
the United States.

Although some lawful permanent residents were previ-
ously eligible for deportation on the basis of criminal 
convictions, the 1996 law made deportation mandatory. 
The most contentious provision of the 1996 laws was 
their retroactive application. Prior to 1996, the deporta-
tion procedure for legal permanent residents followed a 
two-step process. The first step considered the deport-
ability of the person while the second had to do with 
merits of the case for the person to be deported.

Background: The Use of Deportation as Crime Control2

Chapter 1

Background
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Rehabilitation, and family ties to the deporting country, 
as well as to the person’s country of origin were all im-
portant factors in determining whether the person 
should be deported. The mandatory deportation provi-
sions of the IIRIRA have dramatically reduced the rele-
vance of the first step and virtually eliminated the sec-
ond, resulting in an increasing risk of deportation for a 
legal permanent resident with only one conviction.

Conviction for an “aggravated felony,” which in the new 
law could be defined as a one year suspended sentence 
for simple battery or shop-lifting, can trigger mandatory 
detention and deportation. Under the 1996 laws, a sen-
tence of one year for a misdemeanor constitutes an 
"aggravated felony". As Morawetz (2000) notes, the sig-
nificance of "aggravated felony" designation for these 
convictions is that a single conviction triggers deporta-
tion and bars relief from deportation.

She cites the case of Jose Velasquez, a legal resident of 
the United States for thirty nine years, who was fined 
and placed on probation after being convicted for a mi-
nor role in a drug conspiracy, and was subjected to 
mandatory deportation. Similarly, a person with two (2) 
drug possession convictions may be deemed an "ag-
gravated felon" even if the convictions were misde-
meanors under state law. The law is even more severe 
for persons in their first five (5) to seven (7) years of 
residency in the United States, where such persons are 
barred from relief from deportation, even if the convic-
tion is for a crime that would otherwise not bar relief.

Morawetz (2000) points to established legal precedent 
against retroactive statute and the constitutional limita-
tions on applying new rules to old facts as a basis for 
questioning the application of the laws to those persons 
who had committed crimes prior to the introduction of 
the legislation.  She emphasizes the irrationality of ig-
noring rehabilitation as an alternative solution. The con-
comitant  changes in criminal justice and immigration 
enforcement policies increase the 

likelihood that permanent residents will face mandatory 
deportation for any criminal conviction, thereby com-
pounding their punishment with exile from their fami-
lies.

Minor infractions of the law, such as shop-lifting or 
jumping a turnstile, can result in deportation and there-
fore break up families that migrated as a unit to the 
United States. Additionally, because there is no statute 
of limitation on deportation proceedings, the specter of 
deportation will hang over the heads of legal residents 
who are convicted for minor infractions, even if they are 
not immediately identified by the immigration authori-
ties.

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 have also 
precipitated a dramatic transformation in immigration 
policies and practices in the United States.  Immigra-
tion attracted overwhelming focus because the attacks 
were attributed wholly or in part to foreign nationals 
who entered the United States either illegally or had 
overstayed their visas. Logic suggested, therefore, that 
the effort to prevent future attacks should necessarily 
focus on the capacity of immigration authorities to ef-
fectively track the movements of foreign nationals who 
enter the United States either legally or illegally.

This, Lebowitz and Podheiser (2002) admit, presents 
daunting challenges for immigration authorities, who in 
addition to dealing with 350 million visits to the United 
States each year by non citizens must also reckon with 
the more than two (2) million persons who have en-
tered the country illegally, are criminal aliens, have 
overstayed their visas, or otherwise have violated the 
terms of their status as visitors to the United States. 
The introduction of the Patriot Act has ushered in a new 
immigration regime in the post September 11 era, and 
has served as a precursor for a number of other immi-
gration related legislation, which threatens to further di-
vide Americans on the issue of immigration.
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Canada: Criminal Deportation and Bill
C-44’s “Danger to the Public” Provision

In 1995, the Immigration Act of Canada was amended 
to include a danger to the public provision. Introduced 
as Bill C-44, and often referred to as the Just Desserts 
bill, subsection 70(5) of the Act provided for the depor-
tation, without the right to appeal, of permanent resi-
dents living in Canada, when the Minister is of the opin-
ion that the person constitutes a danger to the public in 
Canada…. A danger to the public ruling was contingent 
on the determination that the individual had been con-
victed of an offence for which a term of imprisonment 
of ten years or more could be imposed, as noted in sec-
tion 70 (5) of the Immigration Act reproduced below:

No appeal may be made to the Appeal Division by a 
person described in subsection (1) or paragraph 2(a) or 
(b) against whom a deportation order or conditional de-
portation order is made where the Minister is of the 
opinion that the person constitutes a danger to the pub-
lic in Canada and the person has been determined by an 
adjudicator to be (c) a person described in paragraph 
27 (1) (d) who has been convicted of an offence under 
any Act of Parliament for which a term of imprisonment 
of ten years or more may be imposed.

Before Bill C-44 was introduced into Parliament and 
subsequently signed into law in July 2005, permanent 
residents of Canada, who did not have the constitution-
al right to remain that is afforded to citizens, nonethe-
less had enjoyed a right to appeal a removal order when 
there were adequate grounds to do so. Dent (2002) 
notes that the Immigration Appeal Division (IAD) had 
jurisdiction to hear appeals where the specific circum-
stances appeared to mitigate against an individual’s re-
moval from Canada.

3  Dent (2002), p.4.
4  Dent (2002), p.7.

He notes that the IAD was empowered to consider the 
following factors:

The seriousness of the offence; the possibility of reha-
bilitation; the impact of the crime on the victim; the re-
morsefulness of the applicant; the length of time spent 
in Canada and the degree of establishment; family in 
Canada and the dislocation that would be caused by de-
portation; efforts of the applicant to establish him or 
herself in Canada, including employment and educa-
tion; the support available to the appellant from family 
and community; and the degree of hardship that would 
be caused the appellant by his or her return to the 
country of nationality.3 

Under this scheme, appeals were only disallowed for 
permanent residents who had been issued a security 
certificate, based on specific criteria contained in Sec-
tion 82 (2) of the Immigration Act.

The introduction of Bill C-44 effectively removed the 
right of appeal for permanent residents who would have 
previously been eligible for an IAD hearing, and strip-
ped the IAD of its discretion to stay the deportation of 
long-term residents where the circumstances may have 
otherwise warranted a stay of removal proceedings. 
Noting that Bill C-44 transferred the discretion to allow 
permanent residents to remain in Canada from the IAD 
to the Minister of Citizenship and Immigration, Dent 
characterizes this departure from established practice 
as a shift from the adjudicative to the political end of 
the spectrum.4
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Bill C-44 was introduced against the background of two 
interracial criminal events in late 1994 that received 
overwhelming media attention and led to calls for 
changes in immigration policies.  The first was the Just 
Desserts case where four black males attempted to rob 
a café and a young white woman, Vivi Lemonios, was 
killed in the process.

The second case was the shooting of white police offi-
cer, Todd Baylis, by a young black Jamaican male who 
was living in Canada illegally, and had been previously 
ordered deported. Jamaicans were also, but not solely, 
involved in the Lemonios shooting. Pratt (2005) notes 
that the introduction of Bill C-44 was, in fact, the first of 
several measures, introduced in the wake of the Just 
Desserts murder, that were designed to clamp down on 
criminal immigrants.

She argues that the danger to the public provision pro-
vides a powerful example of the guiding influence of the 
logic of criminality in the governance of im-migration 
enforcement,5  and suggests that the tough measures 
focused on immigrant offenders is consistent with the 
“get tough” policies of contemporary law en-forcement 
regimes.

Barnes (2006) shows a relationship between the intro-
duction of Bill C-44 and  increased deportations from 
Canada to Jamaica, which reached their highest ever 
levels during the three-year period between 1994 and 
1996. Whereas total removals from Canada experi-
enced a sharp decline in 1994, with 29% fewer people 
deported than in 1993, deportations to Jamaica in-
creased by thirty-six percent between 1993 and 1994, 
recording the highest number of persons ever deported 
to Jamaica from Canada.6

5
    Pratt (2005),p. 141.

6  Barnes (2006).

Deportation from the United Kingdom

The United Kingdom Immigration Act was first estab-
lished in 1971 and has undergone several amendments 
over the years. Under the Act, deportation is largely 
premised on the principle that while each case will be 
considered on its merits, where a person is liable to de-
portation the presumption shall be that the public inter-
est requires deportation. Thus, in each case relating to 
deportation, the first presumption and the basis on 
which the court will operate is that the public requires 
and supports deportation.

The Act further states that the Secretary of State has 
the final decision in relation to determining whether the 
public interest is outweighed in any particular case, al-
though it will only be in exceptional circumstances that 
the public interest in deportation will be out-weighed in 
a case where it would not be contrary to the Human 
Rights Convention and the Convention and Protocol re-
lating to the Status of Refugees to deport.

A Deportation Order

Upon issuance of a deportation order, the individual is 
required to leave the UnitedKingdom. According to the 
Act, the circumstances in which a person is liable to 
deportation include: 

(i)   where the Secretary of State deems the person's
      deportation to be conducive to the public good;

(ii)  where the person is the spouse, civil partner or
      child (under 18) of a person ordered to be
      deported; and

(iii)  where a court recommends deportation in the
       case of a person over the age of 17 who has been
       convicted of an offence punishable with
       imprisonment.
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An individual cannot receive a deportation order while 
he or she still has the right to appeal against the Secre-
tary of State's decision, or while an appeal is pending. 
There is no appeal within the immigration appeal sys-
tem against the making of a deportation order on the 
recommendation of a court; but there is a right of ap-
peal to a higher court against the rec-ommendation it-
self. The Act also provides that a deportation order will 
not be made against any person if his or her removal 
would be contrary to the United Kingdom’s obligations 
under the Convention and Protocol relating to the Sta-
tus of Refugees or the Human Rights Convention.

Deportation of Family Members

Section 5 of the Immigration Act 1971 gives the Secre-
tary of State power, in certain circumstances, to make a 
deportation order against the spouse, civil partner or 
child of a person against whom a deportation order has 
been made. The Secretary of State will not normally de-
cide to deport the spouse or civil partner of a person to 
be deported where:

(i)   he or she has qualified for settlement in the
      UK in his or her own right; or

(ii)   he or she has been living apart from the
       individual to be deported.

The Secretary of State will not normally decide to de-
port the child in the event where:

(i)   the child and his mother or father have been living
       apart from the individual to be deported,

(ii)  the child has already left home and established
      him/her self on an independent basis; or

(iii) the child has married or formed a civil partnership
      before deportation came into prospect.

In any decision concerning the deportation of a family 
member, the Secretary of State will consider the ability 
of the spouse or civil partner to maintain him/herself 
and any children in the United Kingdom, or if they have 
relatives or friends who can contribute to their mainte-
nance, without charge to public funds for the foreseea-
ble future.  Another consideration is whether or not this 
removal will affect the child’s education, as well as the 
practicality of any plans for a child's care and mainte-
nance if one or both of his parents were deported.

In the event that the Secretary of State makes the deci-
sion to deport a member of a family as such, the deci-
sion and the right of appeal will be notified, and it will at 
the same time be explained that it is open to the mem-
ber of the family to leave the country voluntarily, if he 
does not wish to appeal or if he appeals and his appeal 
is dismissed. Where a person returns to the UK when a 
deportation order is in force against him or her, the in-
dividual may be deported under the original order. 

However, family members who have been subject to 
deportation may be able to seek re-admission to the 
United Kingdom under the Immigration Rules in the 
case where the child reaches age 18 (when he ceases 
to be subject to the deportation order) or in the case of 
a spouse or civil partner, when the marriage or civil 
partnership comes to an end.

The provision for the deportation of entire family units 
from the United Kingdom seems to represent a deliber-
ate political response to the provisions of Article 8 of 
the European Convention on Human Rights, which 
guarantees a right to respect for private and family life, 
and prohibits public interference with such rights ex-
cept as permitted by law and is necessary for, among 
other things, the protection of national security inter-
ests, and the prevention of disorder or crime.
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Notwithstanding the legality of such action, the depor-
tation of family members constitutes a significant de-
parture from the deportation practices of both Canada 
and the United States, and is viewed by many deported 
persons as a draconian response that extends punish-
ment beyond the offender to his/her family.

Administrative Removals

Foreign nationals may also be removed from the United 
Kingdom through the process of Administrative Re-
moval, which allows for the removal of a person who 
does not qualify for admission to a particular country or 
territory. This includes persons who have entered the 
country illegally, overstayed the time allowed to remain 
in the country, or who have been working without per-
mission.

Administrative Removal differs from deportation in that 
the former is not a judicial decision and is subject nei-
ther to review nor appeal. Deportation, on the other 
hand, is based on the decision of the Home Secretary, 
usually in response to a recommendation from a Court 
following a conviction, or where it is deemed to be in 
the interest of public security.

Before October 2000, a person would have been sub-
ject to deportation under certain circumstances that are 
now subject to administrative removal. These include:

(i)     the individual fails to abide by conditions
        attached to his leave to enter or remain in the
        UK;

(ii)    overstaying – where the individual remains
        beyond the time approved by Immigration;

(iii)   where the person has  obtained leave to remain by
        deception; and

(iv)   where the person is the spouse, civil partner
        or child (under 18 years) of someone who is to be
        deported for any of the above reasons.

Before making a decision to administratively  remove 
someone, the Secretary of State will consider the 
following:

(i)     age;

(ii)    length of residence in the United Kingdom;

(iii)   strength of connections with the United Kingdom;

(iv)   personal history, including character, conduct and
        employment record;

(v)    domestic circumstances;

(vi)   previous criminal record and the nature of any
        offence of which the person has been convicted;

(vii)  compassionate circumstances; and

(viii)  any representations received on the individual's
         behalf
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This study uses a combination of qualitative and quanti-
tative research methods in data collection and analysis. 
The sections below describe the strategies used in re-
cruiting respondents, soliciting the participation of 
stakeholders, and analyzing data.

Interviews with Deported Persons

Structured interviews were conducted with 214 de-
ported persons from Jamaica, 78 from Trinidad and To-
bago, 53 from Guyana, and 30 from Antigua between 
November 2005 and December 2007. The persons in-
terviewed were primarily drawn from a purposive sam-
ple of deported individuals, obtained through conven-
ience and snowball sampling techniques. Respondents 
provided basic demographic information such as gen-
der, age, marital status, level of education, and employ-
ment status.

They were asked about their experiences prior and sub-
sequent to deportation, the impact of deportation on 
their families, as well as patterns of offending and vic-
timization. Additionally, respondents were invited to 
provide specific recommendations on the management 
of the deportation process. Each interview lasted ap-
proximately one hour; and standardized questions were 
asked of individuals from all four countries, to facilitate 
accurate comparative analyses. Data from the inter-
views were analyzed using the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences (SPSS) software.

Ethical Considerations

Given the sensitive nature of the interviews, several eth-
ical considerations were taken into account. All partici-
pants were informed about the purposes of  the study 
and were advised about a consent form, which assured 
them of anonymity and confidentiality, before beginning 
the interview. Persons involved in face-to-face inter-
views were required to sign the consent form, and a se-
nior member of the research team spoke to respond-
ents prior to the beginning of telephone interviews and 
obtained their informed verbal consent. Interviewers in-
troduced themselves and were instructed not to record 
the names of their respondents, just their responses. 
No attempt was made to select individuals based on the 
type of crime for which they had been deported. Indi-
viduals were chosen based on the following criteria:

1.   They had been deported from overseas;

2.   The deportation was based on alleged involvement
       in criminal activity; and

3.   The deportation had taken place at least 6 months
      prior to the interview.

Interviews with Deported Persons in Jamaica

In Jamaica, the research team held two (2) hour-long 
radio talk shows to promote the study and solicit re-
spondents on HOT 102’s Disclosure with Dr. Kingsley 
“Ragashanti” Stewart and RJR’s Hotline with Dr. Orville 
Taylor, but the majority of respondents were contacted 
through Cornerstone Ministries, Hibiscus, and the Sal-
vation Army. Others were from community group 
homes at Coopers Hill and Red Hills in Kingston. We al-
so interviewed deported inmates in the following facili-
ties: Tower Street, Fort Augusta, Horizon Remand, 
South Camp, Tamarind Farm, Richmond and St. Cath-
erine District.

Chapter 2

Methodology

Methodology
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Interviews with Deported Persons in Trinidad and 
Tobago

Seventy-eight interviews with deported persons were 
conducted in Trinidad andTobago, of which 66 were 
drawn from the general population, identified through 
collaboration with Vision on Mission organization, and 
to a lesser extent Rebirth House shelter. Interviews 
were held at Vision on Mission offices, in public shel-
ters, and at other mutually convenient locations.

The remaining 12 interviews were conducted with persons 
living at the Riverside Shelter or incarcerated in correctional 
institutions. Two (2) persons, identified as potential re-
spondents within the correctional institutions, refused to 
participate in the study, with one (1) individual explaining 
that he was still too angry about his deportation to discuss it 
with anyone, and another citing the absence of any obvious 
personal benefit that would be derived from his involvement 
in the study.

In spite of our efforts to locate female respondents, the 
sample in Trinidad and Tobago was largely comprised of 
male respondents, with only four (4) females. The majority 
of the interviews were conducted in person, but a small 
number of telephone interviews were allowed, primarily to 
facilitate the request of persons who preferred not to reveal 
their identity. In a few instances, where it was impractical for 
our interviewers to travel long distances to remote areas for 
a single interview, telephone interviews were also sched-
uled.

Interviews with Deported Persons in Guyana

Our recruitment strategy for respondents in Guyana 
varied significantly from our preferred convenience 
sampling method used in Jamaica and Trinidad and To-
bago. This was largely due to a specific request from 
the Ministry of Home Affairs for interviews to be con-
ducted at a much earlier date in order to avoid potential 
delays resulting from the launch of an anticipated gen-
eral election campaign.

Consequently we used non-local personnel for inter-
views instead of our initial plan to rely on local exper-
tise to facilitate our access to deported persons within 
the general population.

Access to respondents was gained through the report-
ing mechanism established by the Government of 
Guyana, whereby persons deported in connection with 
specific crimes are required by law to periodically re-
port to the police. Interviews were conducted during 
the week of May 29 to June 2, 2006 at the Criminal In-
vestigations Department in Georgetown. Individuals re-
porting to the police during that week were solicited as 
potential respondents.

Recognizing at the very outset that our presence at the 
police compound could create an impression that we 
were associated with, and working on behalf of the se-
curity forces, the lead investigator was present to ex-
plain the purposes of the study, ensure that respond-
ents gave informed consent, and help to reduce 
potential non-participation of skeptical persons. Al-
though a number of persons expressed initial hesitation 
about being involved in the study, our non-participation 
rate was less than ten percent. Interviewers were care-
ful to establish rapport with respondents in order to 
gain their trust, and all interviews were conducted in an 
area that eliminated the possibility of being overheard 
by police officers, and which allowed some degree of 
privacy for the respondents.
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Fifty-three persons were interviewed: 51 male respond-
ents and two (2) females. Eight of these persons were 
incarcerated in correctional institutions in Guyana. For 
the review period of the study (2000 - 2005), 932 per-
sons were deported to Guyana. The sampling rate of 
5.7% exceeds that of Jamaica and Trinidad and Toba-
go, and is numerically representative of the population 
of deported persons in Guyana.

Interviews with Deported Persons in Antigua

Structured interviews were conducted with 30 deported 
persons in Antigua in November and December 2007.  
Between 1998 and 2006, a total of 283 persons were 
deported to Antigua. This represents a sampling rate of 
10.6% which was better than that achieved in the three 
other countries being studied, thus despite the small 
sample size, the data gathered in Antigua can be con-
sidered representative of the population of deported 
persons there.

Stakeholder Consultations

We also initiated individual discussions with various 
government officials and non-governmental organiza-
tions in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and 
Antigua, as well as formal consultations with the fol-
lowing groups:

Representatives of official government agencies includ-
ing the Ministry of National Security and the Ministry of 
Home Affairs; Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Ministry of 
Social Development; Correctional Services and the Of-
fice of the Attorney General;

Police personnel involved in intelligence gathering 
and/or with direct responsibility for areas of organized 
crime and narcotics control; and

Community stakeholder groups involved in the provi-
sion of services to deported persons specifically, or to 
marginalized segments of the population in general.

Consultations took the form of focus group discussions 
designed to solicit input for developing recommenda-
tions to address the problems resulting from deporta-
tions to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and 
Antigua. In recognition of work previously undertaken 
by a Committee established in Trinidad and Tobago to 
deal with recommendations for the reintegration of de-
ported persons, our consultations with government 
stakeholders recommendations to govern the pre-de-
portation stage of the process.

Specific emphasis was placed on the establishment of 
formal administrative procedures and the formulation 
of general principles to inform negotiations with the 
major deporting countries. Consultations in Jamaica, 
Guyana, and Antigua addressed the aspects of deporta-
tion noted above, as well as procedures to govern the 
reception of deported persons and the need to develop 
policies to aid in their reintegration into society. 

Secondary Data Collection and Analysis

A key element of our strategy to determine the impact 
of criminal deportation on crime rates in Jamaica, Trini-
dad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua involves the re-
view and analysis of several official databases.  These 
databases include criminal records, arrest records, and 
deportation records.

The first element of our secondary data analysis in-
volves the comparative examination of deportation 
trends within the period 1990 to 2006. We looked at 
deportation by specific criminal offences, deportation 
by country of deportation, age trends in deportation, 
drug related deportations, deportations for the illegal 
possession of firearms, and deportations for murder. 
This analysis is done in Chapter 7 of this report. Our 
second method of analysis is outlined in Chapter 8, 
which examines official crime data to assess the extent 
to which deported persons are directly involved in crim-
inal activities in each country.
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The third method uses correlational data analysis to de-
termine whether there is an association between depor-
tation trends and crime trends in Jamaica, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua.  Deportation statistics in 
each country were correlated with crime statistics to 
determine whether deportation variables are associated 
with crime in each country.  This analysis is done in 
Chapter 9.

Police Data

An important facet of secondary data analysis includes 
the examination of official data collected by the police, 
using the following datasets: Persons deported to Ja-
maica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua, Ar-
rest and Conviction data, and Criminal Records. In this 
strategy, the available datasets were electronically 
cross-referenced to determine the extent to which de-
ported persons have been arrested and charged or con-
victed for criminal offences in each country.

This strategy helps us to answer the question of what 
proportion of all crimes have been committed by de-
ported persons, and whether or not, in comparison to 
the general population, they are more or less represent-
ed in particular crimes.

In Jamaica, the data set used includes all persons de-
ported between January 1990 to December 2005. To 
answer the question of how many persons deported to 
Jamaica during the period 1990–2005 were subse-
quently convicted of a crime, the Deportation and Crim-
inal Records datasets were electronically cross-refer-
enced.

A match was based on the use of a unique identification 
system combining last name, first name, middle name, 
and date of birth. The cleaned Deportation dataset used 
for comparisons included 33,042 deported persons, 
while the Criminal Records dataset included 159,880 
persons convicted of criminal offences in Jamaica.

In Trinidad and Tobago, the data set used includes all 
persons deported between January 1990 and December 
2005. This Deportation data set comprised 2,983 de-
ported persons, which was then compared to a second 
dataset, compiled from the Criminal Records of per-
sons who were arrested and charged for criminal offen-
ces in Trinidad and Tobago. This helped to determine 
how many deported persons were subsequently charg-
ed in Trinidad and Tobago. 

The Criminal Records database was also restricted to 
the same time period. To answer the question of how 
many persons deported to Trinidad and Tobago during 
the period 1990-2005 were subsequently charged with 
a criminal offence, the Deportation and Criminal Re-
cords datsets were electronically cross-referenced, us-
ing procedures similar to those described for Jamaica.

With respect to Guyana, we followed the same guide-
lines in seeking to access data for analysis, and was in 
fact granted access to an electronic dataset of persons 
convicted of criminal offences, as well as data on per-
sons deported between 2000-2005. Our analysis of the 
data led to the conclusion that the electronic data on 
criminal convictions had not been updated and was 
thus incomplete.

For example, although just over 15% of the respond-
ents we interviewed in Guyana (8 persons) were actual-
ly serving sentences for offences they had subsequent-
ly committed in Guyana, the criminal records data did 
not provide a cross-referenced match for those per-
sons. This means that the records of several offenders 
who are currently incarcerated in Guyana have not yet 
been incorporated into the electronic criminal records 
dataset.
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This made it impossible to compare the rates of offen-
ces committed by deported persons, against those of 
the general population, and has effectively compro-
mised our ability to provide thorough analyses of the 
relationship between deportation and crime in Guyana.  
Notwithstanding this shortcoming, the analysis of many 
other data sources offers useful insight into the impact 
of deportation on crime in Guyana.

In Antigua, the deportation data used for comparisons 
includes 283 deported persons, while the Criminal Re-
cords data set includes 6,706 persons arrested for 
criminal offences in Antigua. Both sets of data were re-
stricted to persons who had been deported and/or ar-
rested during the period January 1, 1998 to  December 
31, 2006. Similar analytical strategies were employed in 
keeping with the other countries investigated.

It is important to note here, that the Jamaica crime data 
was based on actual convictions, and provides a record 
of deported persons who were convicted of a criminal 
offence in Jamaica subsequent to their deportation. The 
Trinidad and Tobago and Antigua data are based on a 
compilation of deported persons who were arrested 
and charged  for committing a crime in each country. 
This was due to the unavailability of complete and up-
dated datasets for both arrests and convictions in each 
country. The research team relied on the most accurate 
datasets available.

While the differences in the type of data used do not al-
low for direct comparative analyses in the rates of ar-
rest/conviction for each of the countries studied, the 
use of these different datasets helps to offset weak-
nesses that could stem from the complete reliance on 
only arrest or conviction data. 

For example, while arrest data may be reflective of pro-
active policing biases and could well over-estimate the 
involvement of deported persons in crime, conviction 
data, on the other hand, excludes many persons who 
may in fact be guilty of a crime, but who may not have 
been convicted. Conviction data, in other words, may 
under-estimate the involvement of deported persons in 
crime, and thus represents a conservative estimate of 
the criminality of deported persons. 
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There are a number of limitations to the present study. We 
acknowledge, in particular, that the secondary data used for 
analysis may not be entirely consistent with data from the 
major deporting countries.

This is attributable to a number of factors, including delays 
in receiving/processing information on persons to be de-
ported prior to their arrival in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Guyana and Antigua; the voluntary departure of some per-
sons, which results in the inability of local authorities to cor-
rectly identify such persons; and, inadequacies in the man-
agement of data related to deported persons.

The implication of this potential gap between the official 
records of the major deporting countries and the num-
ber of persons recorded as deported upon arrival in Ja-
maica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua is 
that the total number of deportations is likely to be un-
der-reported in the official data sets provided by each 
country. Specific recommendations have been made to 
address these data management issues.

Another possible limitation concerns the fact that the official 
data used to calculate the comparative crime rates for de-
ported persons in Trinidad and Tobago and Antigua are 
based, not on actual rates of conviction but, on the rates at 
which persons are arrested and charged for crimes.

While conviction rates obviously do not represent the 
best measure of criminal involvement, since they are 
susceptible to legal factors that may be unrelated to the 
actual commission of crimes, they are also less vulner-
able to criticisms that can be leveled at arrest data, 
such as the fact that the latter may be more reflective of 
proactive policing practices.

While the profiling of deported persons may well con-
tribute to higher arrest rates, the fact that such persons 
have also been charged with an offence, implies a need 
for the demonstration of “probable cause” that they 
may have been involved in the commission of crimes. 
The methodological concerns related to this issue were 
addressed in Chapter 4.

Thirdly, divergent approaches in some jurisdictions, 
such as differences in the definition of types of crime, 
legal systems, law enforcement differences, or even dif-
ferences in the methods used to compile criminal sta-
tistics, may well influence the quality and reliability of 
the data collected.

While these issues are common to most comparative stud-
ies, the research team was careful to clarify the use of defi-
nitions and standards, as well as other issues that could in-
fluence the quality of our comparative analysis.

Finally, based on the use of purposive rather than random 
sampling, we advise that care should be taken in generaliz-
ing the results from the primary data gathered through our 
interviews with deported persons.

Chapter 3

Limitations of the Study

Limitations
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This chapter examines the findings of consultations 
with Deported Persons, Social Sector Groups, and Law 
Enforcement Agencies in Jamaica, Trinidad and Toba-
go, Guyana, and Antigua. Discussions were focused on: 
the development of recommendations to govern the 
pre-deportation stage of the process, with specific em-
phasis on the establishment of formal administrative 
procedures and the formulation of general principles to 
inform negotiations with the major deporting countries; 
procedures to govern the reception of deported per-
sons; and the need to develop policies to aid in the ef-
fective reintegration of deported persons.

The study team recognized that the successful imple-
mentation of programmes for deported persons would 
require the involvement of various groups in society, 
including non-governmental organizations and faith 
based groupings. The process of consultation was de-
signed to solicit the input of these members of society 
in understanding the issues affecting deported persons, 
the impact of deportation on society and the identifica-
tion of feasible solutions to identified problems.

In Jamaica, consultations were conducted with repre-
sentatives from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Immi-
gration; the Jamaica Constabulary Force; and the Com-
mittee established by the Ministry of National Security 
to aid in the reintegration of persons deported to Ja-
maica.

In Trinidad and Tobago, consultations were conducted 
with representatives from official government agencies 
including the Ministry of National Security, the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Social Development, 
Immigration, Correctional Services and the Office of the 
Attorney General.

Police personnel involved in intelligence gathering 
and/or with direct responsibility for areas of organized 
crime and narcotics control were also interviewed. 
Community stakeholder groups specifically involved in 
the provision of services to deported persons, and oth-
er vulnerable groups were also consulted. Among these 
groups were Rebirth House and Vision on Mission.

In Guyana, consultations were conducted with repre-
sentatives from the Family Federation for World Peace 
and Unification, the Church of Christ and the Charlotte 
St. Wesleyan Church, the Guyana Prison Service, and 
other governmental ministries and agencies.

In Antigua, the study team consulted with representa-
tives of a number of official government agencies, in-
cluding the Ministry of National Security, the Office of 
the Prime Minister, Immigration, the Ministry of Hous-
ing and Social Transformation, and police personnel. 
Other personnel consulted included representatives 
from the Substance Abuse Programme, the Community 
Development Division, the Probation Unit, the Vagrancy 
Programme, Communications, and the Social Policy 
Unit.

Chapter 4 

Qualitative Interviews with Deported Persons, Interested Social Sector
Groups, and Law Enforcement Agencies in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago,
Guyana, and Antigua

Qualitative Interviews
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Interviews with Deported Persons

This chapter provides a summary of the major issues 
articulated by the deported persons interviewed in Ja-
maica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua and 
includes a discussion of the social and psychological 
impact of deportation on the lives of deported persons 
and their families.

Impact on Deported Persons and their Families

One of the key issues raised by participants in the four 
(4) countries was the impact of deportation on the indi-
vidual as well as on the individual’s family. Their ac-
counts emphasized the negative impact of involuntary 
relocation on their lives, relationships, and opportuni-
ties for future development. For some, this produced a 
severe sense of dislocation and frustration that led 
them to contemplate suicide.

These emotions were also fueled by the view that the 
authorities in the deporting countries had failed to pro-
vide them with ample time or opportunity to finalize ar-
rangements prior to their deportation, particularly with 
respect to the care of children, settlement of property, 
and the chance to collect basic items, such as clothing 
and toiletries. For example, one respondent deported to 
Jamaica after 50 years in the United States said:

I am stressed; I feel a sense of rejection; I’m afraid to 
tell people who I am; and I’m depressed not having my 
family around. Mentally it can drive a person crazy, to 
just leave from another country and have everything in 
your life - property, family - and then have nothing. It 
can make a person go crazy. It is like you’re still in jail.

There were further examples of this in Jamaica, most 
reported that they had returned penniless, homeless, 
and having no knowledge of remaining family mem-
bers. Their separation from family and the way of life 
they had become accustomed to and loss of personal 
possessions produced a deep sense of injustice and 
frustration. A retired male respondent from Jamaica re-
ported that he spent the first two months after his re-
turn homeless, sleeping at nights on the Kingston Wa-
terfront.

He explained that he was fortunate to get a job stacking 
shelves in the storeroom of a wholesale store in the 
downtown Kingston area, where he got some card-
board, which served as his bed, his blanket and his pil-
low. The respondent below explains how the process of 
deportation produced feelings of disenchantment and 
anxiety:

Being deported is a stressful thing; it makes you unable 
to be productive and to function in society; because we 
feel we have been let down and left out in the cold to 
fend for ourselves. I am worried about my family and at 
the same time, I have to think to support myself so it 
causes a split in my personality and lack of focus. 
When a person moves from having a lot of material 
things with a strong family support, to being stripped of 
everything and having no family, it causes them to want 
to regain everything in the shortest possible time and 
that causes people to get into trouble.

Many persons expressed a deep sense of injustice, 
pointing to the fact that they have little or no connection 
to their new homeland and thus see themselves as out-
casts who are not wanted in the deporting country, but 
who do not have a home to which to return.
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For many of these respondents, the core area of dissat-
isfaction was the fact that they had spent their forma-
tive years in the deporting countries, had effectively 
learnt their way of life there, and thus felt incapable of 
adapting to this new environment.

Respondents were asked to report on the problems or 
difficulties they experienced after deportation. Typical 
problems involved financial hardship, difficulty meeting 
basic needs (food, shelter, clothing), depression, lack 
of contact with family, instability, harassment, safety, 
feelings of anger, lack of medical treatment, adjusting 
to the local society, getting basic identification docu-
mentation, employment, and feeling like an outcast.

Many respondents also spoke about the negative ef-
fects of their deportation on their children, particularly 
in terms of the implications for their safety and devel-
opment, as well as the implications for financial sup-
port.

A mother from Jamaica who had raised four children in 
the United States, cried openly as she expressed her 
deep fear that her last two children were becoming in-
volved in drugs:

It rough; the youngest one say to me that him learn the 
tricks when him used to watch me make my moves, so 
him know him will be safe. It hard, because you can’t 
keep them under control when you all the way in Jamai-
ca.

Quantitative analyses later in this report will assess the 
impact of deportation on children.

Other respondents expressed feelings of guilt about the 
strain their deportation has placed on their entire fami-
lies. A male respondent, who had left his family behind, 
and had no knowledge of family ties in Trinidad and To-
bago, reported that his deportation had effectively crip-
pled his family relationships, causing him to become 
depressed and hopeless:

Coming here is a life of banishment and exile, with no 
hope of returning. I had nothing to come back to here. I 
had lost touch with the society of Trinidad. I became 
accustomed to the first world society; nothing here to 
assist me. I have nothing and no one in this country, no 
job, no accommodation. Being away from my family is 
worse than having cancer.

A father of three (3) from Jamaica, whose wife was left 
with sole responsibility for the care of their children 
stated:

I would have preferred to stay there in prison, at least 
when my time finish, I would see my family or they 
could come look for me in prison. I just didn’t want to 
break up with my family.

Another concern which was voiced was that some indi-
viduals were subject to significant psychological abuse, 
induced by families and friends.

One respondent from Trinidad and Tobago, for exam-
ple, pointed out that the deported individual, having re-
turned from the “land of opportunity,” were expected to 
return with new wealth and were therefore expected not 
merely to support themselves, but also to provide fi-
nancial support to other relatives:

Families sometimes put pressure on us to make a liv-
ing, as they see us as coming from ‘the land of milk 
and honey’, they don’t expect us to come back with 
both hands swinging.
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Many persons expressed feelings of guilt about their in-
ability to provide the kind of support which their fami-
lies expected, with some indicating that they felt worth-
less.

This was especially significant for persons who indicat-
ed that they had been deported from a country where 
they had amassed sufficient wealth to support them-
selves and their families, but with deportation, they ef-
fectively lost everything. A young male lamented the 
impact of this situation:

I lost everything, everything I worked for. Back home, I 
had my house, I could do what I want to… I had to 
leave the life I had become accustomed to.

Many of the respondents argued that their deportation 
had effectively robbed them of their identities and self 
worth. One young man, who lamented his lack of an 
identity in Trinidad, explained:

I have no documentation. I have been defaced. I don’t 
exist. To be homeless and family-less is very frustrat-
ing.

Another male voiced his frustration in more graphic and 
troubling terms:

Until you commit a crime and you get your prints and 
photograph taken, you are not identified.

Although a small number of persons interviewed ex-
pressed the view that their deportation had actually 
positively impacted their lives, the vast majority of re-
spondents felt that their lives had significantly wors-
ened since deportation.

For many of these respondents, the core areas of dis-
satisfaction related to the hardships that they and their 
families, and especially their children faced as a result 
of their deportation.

Another important point of comment related to the fact 
that many respondents had spent their formative years 
in the deporting countries, had effectively learnt their 
way of life there, and thus felt incapable of transferring 
to this new environment.

Discrimination and Stigmatization

Respondents from all four(4) countries believed that rac-
ism, discrimination and unfair treatment by the police and 
courts in the deporting countries were widespread. They ar-
gued that authorities in the deporting countries often oper-
ated with pre-conceived notions and stereotypes about peo-
ple from the Caribbean.

Respondents from Antigua were of the view that the terro-
rist attacks in the United States on September 11th, 2001 
changed the way foreign nationals were perceived within the 
United States and other deporting countries. They argued 
that the event fuelled an increase in deportation of many for-
eign nationals, and that such persons were seen as potential 
terrorists.

Respondents from Jamaica were especially concerned 
about the issue of discrimination and stigmatization in de-
porting countries. Jamaicans, they said, were particularly 
singled out by the authorities in the deporting countries, 
largely because of the influence of high-profile criminal cas-
es involving Jamaicans.

They mentioned Lee Boyd Malvo, Colin Ferguson and the 
influence of reputed drug gangs, such as the ‘Yardies’ and 
the ‘Shower Posse’, as helping to fuel those negative im-
ages. The extract below illustrates this point of view held by 
many persons deported to Jamaica:

They see Jamaicans in the US as high-class criminals. 
They will put away Jamaicans faster for drugs than an 
American for murder. You need witness for murder, but 
the police make up lots of stories about involvement in 
drugs and use some confidential informants as source.
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Respondents from Antigua also noted the apparent dis-
crimination against persons from Jamaica. One re-
spondent said:

Jamaicans more likely. They are the sword of the whole 
West Indies. They treat everyone like Jamaicans.

Other persons from Antigua argued that even though all 
person were treated equally, the authorities were con-
sistently harder on Jamaicans in the immigration facili-
ties:

They are harder on Jamaicans in the INS facilities. They 
have a lot of Jamaicans. A lot of them get dipped twice. 
Jamaicans are much more likely to be deported.

While complaining about a pervasive sense of injustice in 
the deporting country, many respondents argued that they 
continued to encounter other forms of discrimination in Ja-
maica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and to a lesser extent 
Antigua, which made them feel like outsiders in their own 
country. For example, one respondent in Guyana said that 
someone threatened him with a gun because he knew that 
he was deported, while another respondent had a bottle 
thrown at him.

For some respondents, the shame associated with be-
ing categorized as a “deportee’” was overwhelming. 
They argued that most locals expect that persons who 
migrate overseas ought to return better off than when 
they left home. Many respondents indicated that their 
deportee status prevented them from gaining access to 
stable employment, housing and other necessities.

Involvement of Deported Persons in Criminal 
Activities

When asked about their views on the extent to which de-
ported persons are involved in criminal activities, there was 
a great degree of variation among respondents in the four 
countries studied. While many persons agreed with popular 
sentiments that a number of deported individuals had be-
come involved in criminal activity, others were adamant that 
the countries to which they had been returned had their own 
share of criminal activities.

Many believed that “deportees” were being used as scape-
goats to explain escalating crime, and argued that it was un-
fair for them to be blamed for high crime rates because “a 
lot of crimes are ongoing feuds that deportees don’t even 
know about.”

A respondent from Jamaica who had gone to university 
overseas and ended up staying there for some thirty years 
explained that many deported persons are educated and 
come from good families. Some people are just focused on 
staying out of trouble and getting back to the family that 
they were separated from. Others argued that many have 
been rehabilitated and are trying to lead law-abiding lives.

The following are views from respondents in Trinidad and 
Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua who felt that deported per-
sons were not responsible for crime in the Caribbean:

    A few deportees can't influence a rise in crime. (T&T)

    Crime has been here; they just want to blame
    someone else. (T&T)
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    Deportees come to Trinidad to start a new life, not to
    get caught in crime. (T&T)

    Deportees are labeled; they are just a diversion for
    what really goes on in Guyana. (Guyana)

    All the crime happening, they don’t catch anyone
    deported; no evidence to show deportees involved; if
    you can find two that’s plenty. (Antigua)

On the other hand, respondents who felt that deported 
persons were fueling crime rates believed that there 
were many reasons for persons to resort to crime, in-
cluding the lack of basic social amenities required for 
their survival. Comments from persons in Jamaica and 
Trinidad and Tobago are noted below:

    Deportees are returned to a country where they have
    no family or friends. What else is there for them to
    do, besides crime? (T&T)

    Because most of the deportees don't have any
    money or job they have to do illegal stuff. (T&T)

    They come back here without any money and they
    want to live the same way as they live abroad, so
    they steal and fight for turf. (Jamaica)

    Jamaica is rough; I have been looking a way out so I
    got involved in crime. (Jamaica)

    What can you do, because of lack of jobs and
    education you are heavily dependent on other people
    for support. You have to try something.  (Jamaica)

Other individuals expressed the view that persons who 
were returned to the Caribbean had been exposed to a 
higher level of criminal sophistication in the deporting 
country, and were confident that they could elude law 
enforcement officials in the society:

    We have been exposed to higher ways of committing
    crimes, so it is easy to avoid getting caught here.
    (Jamaica)

Views such as those above lend credence to the popu-
lar idea that new criminal techniques and types of crime 
are ‘imported’ into the receiving society, and raises 
concerns about the multiplier effect as other persons 
become socialized into these new methods. 

The analysis of quantitative data drawn from interviews, 
as discussed later in this report, supports the view that 
many deported individuals do in fact become involved 
in criminal activity in the Caribbean.

Governmental Action

Most respondents believed there was need for in-
creased action from their respective governments to 
provide support for individuals who have been deport-
ed. They noted that government intervention should be-
gin prior to deportation, in order to ensure that Carib-
bean nationals are aware of their rights and resp-
onsibilities as residents in another country, and many 
cited the need for legal support in settling their affairs.

Respondents in Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago be-
lieved it was necessary for Caribbean governments to 
become involved in lobbying the deporting countries to 
allow deported individuals access to their possessions 
to assist in the process of re-integration upon their re-
turn.
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They suggested that intervention in the legal process to 
ensure that they obtained due process of law in the de-
porting country was an important role for Caribbean 
governments to play. In addition, many persons em-
phasized the need to discourage foreign governments 
from using deportation as punishment, and to encour-
age the use of alternative strategies. Some views relat-
ed to the above are expressed below:

    They can help by providing some legal support for
    deportees to plead their case. (T&T)

    The government should help deportees to get some
    benefits from the properties they have overseas or to
    ensure that deportees get back even a portion of
    their possessions left behind. (Jamaica)

    It’s very simple. The government should stop
    accepting persons who left the country as minors,
    who have all their family members abroad, have no
    family in Jamaica and have already paid for their
    crimes. The government needs to be more active in
    deportee affairs before persons get deported.
    (Jamaica)

In terms of assistance and services available to deport-
ed persons in the receiving countries, most respond-
ents in Guyana said that they had not received assis-
tance since arriving in the country. This may be indi-
cative, in part, of a lack of knowledge about services 
that are available, but it also points to problems that de-
ported persons have in accessing support from private 
sources and social agencies.

Respondents in Antigua added that they felt that the 
government should provide at least some form of finan-
cial support and assistance to deported persons in the 
initial stages of adjusting to the new life.

Similar problems exist in Jamaica and Trinidad and To-
bago. Key recommendations for governmental action 
focused on the need for health care, housing, employ-
ment, food and clothing as well as financial support. A 
number of respondents felt it was necessary for their 
government to offer services that respond to the health 
care needs of persons who have been deported.

They highlighted the need for access to individual coun-
seling and group therapy for deported persons, espe-
cially for those who have no relatives in the receiving 
country. Suggestions included drug rehabilitation pro-
grammes, anger management programmes, and care 
for persons with mental health problems, which should 
ideally be available upon arrival.

Persons were also concerned about their ability to ac-
cess documents required for employment and identifi-
cation and suggested that each government should of-
fer services that would help deported persons in this 
respect. Many also pointed to the need for information-
al brochures and pamphlets on health care, food, shel-
ter, low-income housing, and jobs, and suggested that 
governments should urgently seek to provide some 
form of temporary shelter for persons in need of imme-
diate accommodation. Common suggestions include:

    We need a serious rehabilitation programme, not just
    drugs, but social assistance - clothes, food, shelter.
    (T&T)

    Government can assist deportees financially until
    they are able to get back on their feet. They can even
    help out with a place where we can stay; a place with
    out rent for a few months until we find a job.
    (T&T)
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     Provide financial, shelter, support for the
     deportee. They have to accept them as a citizen of
     T&T instead of throwing them in the garbage can.
     Give them a small start… There are some that will
     really need the help. I am here so long and I am still
     lost. (T&T)

    The government should create an organization that
    can help to rehabilitate deportees by partnering with
    the US government to ensure that resources are
    available for post-sentence rehabilitation. (Jamaica)

    A structured programme needs to be put in place
    with shelters, counselors and people who can help
    with reintegration. (Guyana)

    Set up a special committee to deal with issues that
    relate to deportees. We need medical assistance,
    financial assistance, employment, training
    assistance, and counselling. (Guyana)

The views of social sector groups, NGOs, and other 
personnel who provide assistance to deported 
persons

Social sector representatives in all four(4) countries 
were primarily concerned about the lack of required 
support systems for deported persons. Specifically, 
they felt that the absence of family or state support was 
a major factor in increasing criminality among the de-
ported population. For example, a representative of a 
group providing services to vulnerable persons in Trini-
dad and Tobago stated:

    They are being sent back, many of them with no
    place to go, no means of support, so logically they
    end up on the streets. This increases the homeless
    population. It is a culture shock for many of them
    having to live on the street. They do what they do in
    order to survive, so there is continued drug use
    which becomes a coping mechanism, and attendant
    criminality.

Underscoring the extreme vulnerability of many deport-
ed persons, some individuals suggested that deporta-
tion was merely an avenue for one country to shift its 
social problems to another society:

    Putting thirty-six people on a plane at once means
    putting thirty-six people on the streets. (T&T)

Social sector participants agreed that greater efforts are 
needed to forge partnerships between social sector rep-
resentatives and law enforcement officials, starting at 
the point of first contact with the deported individuals.

Representatives were particularly concerned that some 
persons were returned without even a basic form of 
identification, and thus have to begin a process of es-
tablishing their identities, even before they can access 
benefits, employment or required national documenta-
tion. One stakeholder suggested that this was a form of 
‘psychological emasculation’ that could lead to further 
anti-social tendencies:

    They have been emasculated by the system. A
    defense mechanism is to strike out, even at those
    offering to help. To get anywhere, the individual
    needs to feel that he is someone. (T&T).

In discussing the security implications of deportation, 
many stakeholders believed that increased deportation 
has contributed to “increasing levels of sophistication 
in the methods used in carrying out crimes”.

This they felt was negatively influencing young people, 
who according to respondents, have adopted a new at-
titude to criminality, resorting to extremely anti-social 
means of conflict resolution.
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In Antigua, representatives added to this view by indi-
cating that individuals from other Caribbean countries, 
some of whom may be deported persons, come to Anti-
gua and commit crimes, in many cases importing new 
and difficult to counter forms of criminality.

In Jamaica, stakeholders expressed concern about the 
increased presence of deported criminal offenders in 
rural communities that had remained relatively crime-
free. Just over a third of all deported Jamaicans per-
sons provided rural addresses as their primary place of 
abode.

Among the more serious implications are the extent to 
which rural communities, which are severely under-po-
liced, can counter the potential threat posed by the 
presence of serious criminal offenders; the capacity of 
rural communities to provide gainful employment 
and/or other avenues that represent alternatives to in-
volvement in criminal lifestyles; and the prospects for 
successful rehabilitation and re-integration of persons 
who are likely to be viewed as outsiders in small, close-
ly-knit communities.

In sum, the major points made by social sector repre-
sentatives include the following:

•  Deportation has an adverse impact on families, both
    in the receiving country and in the deporting country,
    since these individuals have the burden to care for
    the deported individual. This creates financial and
    psychological turmoil and puts heavy demands on
    families;

•  Some deported persons return with no skills,
   compounded by the lack of identification, they often
   experience difficulty in obtaining jobs;

•  Families sometimes put pressure on them to make a
    living, as they are coming from “the land of milk and
    honey”;

•   Deported persons also have an expectation – they
    come with an “attitude” – they behave as if they are
    supposed to be treated in a special way; they believe
    they are coming to “back water” where the language
    is different, the society is slower;

•   Deported persons are often angry and have trouble
    adjusting to the societies to which they have been
    returned;

•  Deportation increases the number of homeless
   people on the streets of Jamaica, Trinidad and
    Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua;

•  Deportation increases the sophistication of methods
    used in carrying out crimes;

•  There are differences in the way criminal and non-
    criminal deported persons settle. Typically, criminal
    offenders do not want to provide all information as a
    means of maintaining privacy, they do not trust
    anyone, and there is fear of opening up. Such
    mistrust negatively impacts the ability of social
    service agencies to provide relevant information and
    access to services. 
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These interviews included individual discussions and 
focus group meetings with police personnel working in 
various specialized areas of policing in Jamaica, Trini-
dad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua. Their views are 
summarized below.

Lack of adequate and timely information on 
deported persons

One of the main concerns expressed by law enforce-
ment personnel concerned the lack of timely and com-
plete information from the deporting countries. For ex-
ample, in Trinidad and Tobago, officers noted that 
although there have been several incremental changes 
in the amount of information available, complete dossi-
ers are still not sent directly to the relevant policing 
units. This lack of complete information interferes with 
the ability of relevant authorities to make sound deci-
sions related to the risk levels of deported persons.

The Chief of Immigration in Antigua added that the 
Government should share information on persons de-
ported; making a distinction, as not all are criminals, in-
dicating that, among other things, he believed that in-
formation on the distinction between persons deported 
for criminal offences versus persons deported for im-
migration offences should be shared and made known 
to relevant authorities, since such information may be 
useful in addressing the specific issues which may dif-
fer for each category of deported person.

Lack of information also interferes with preparations for 
receiving deported persons in all four (4) countries. In 
some cases, police personnel do not receive advanced 
notice, and are made aware of arrivals on the day that 
the deported persons arrive. Even when prior arrange-
ments have been made, there is usually insufficient in-
formation to show the criminal antecedents of persons 
arriving.

There are also additional local problems typical to each 
country. In some instances, law enforcement personnel 
expressed the view that while certain officials may have 
received information on some persons who have com-
mitted crimes abroad, there are legal and/or procedural 
guidelines that prevent that information from being 
shared with other agencies.

In sum, the major problems with the management of 
data on deported persons are related to the collection 
of standardized data on deported individuals, the ab-
sence of effective collaboration to ensure proper infor-
mation sharing among relevant agencies, and inade-
quate advance notification to ensure proper processing 
by law enforcement agencies.

Interviews with law enforcement intelligence
personnel
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Criminal Activities

In all four (4) countries, law enforcement personnel in-
volved in criminal intelligence identified the involvement 
of deported persons in local gangs as a major challenge 
to law enforcement. In Trinidad and Tobago, for exam-
ple, police personnel cited evidence of a geographical 
pattern in the relocation of deported persons and their 
subsequent association with gangs. 

Many deported persons move into areas with intense 
gang activity, including areas like Laventille, Carenage, 
Maloney, and Diego Martin, some of which are particu-
larly noted for involvement in the drug trade. Police 
personnel also spoke about the amalgamation of some 
gangs, and identified the infamous G-Unit gang as an 
organization with tentacles all over the country, and 
whose leader is a deported individual said to be becom-
ing a “larger than life” figure.

Police intelligence sources in Trinidad and Tobago re-
vealed that several deported persons have become at-
tached to the G-Unit, which has shooters who are as 
young as 18 years old. Likewise, in Antigua, officials in-
dicated that the influx of criminal deportees to the 
country has influenced the formation of small gangs, as 
well as increased organised crime networks, including 
the recruitment and training of potential members.

In Jamaica, one senior police official reported the fol-
lowing:

Most of our top gangs are led by persons that lived 
abroad. We have seen an increase in the numbers of 
drive-by shootings, extortion cases, and multiple mur-
ders… as gang related incidents.

Authorities in Jamaica explained that the mere return of 
some criminal offenders result in leadership challenges 
to some gang structures and have helped to fuel local 
crimes.

They suggest that deported criminal offenders return to 
the community and assume leadership through two (2) 
means: gaining control largely through the strength of 
their financial resources, or by battling with others to 
gain control of territory. The latter often escalates into 
major increases in crime and violence in affected com-
munities.

Intelligence reports from Jamaica also point to an asso-
ciation between some deported persons and reported 
incidents of extreme violence. For example, where per-
sons known to be significant benefactors of local 
gangs, or who are highly regarded by the gangs, have 
become the subjects of attack, the prospects for repri-
sal have been swift and certain. In one (1) such case re-
ported by the police, one individual who had settled in 
Kingston was murdered in a reprisal attack by the 
brother of a man he had allegedly killed three years ear-
lier. The killing sparked a feud between two (2) com-
munities, resulting in the death of five persons.

A related problem, noted by both community stakehold-
ers and security officials in all four (4) countries, is the 
increasing influence that deported persons have on 
youth. Deported persons have been reported to be in-
cluding young males in their criminal activities; such 
youths see them as role models, and are then enticed 
into joining gangs and become involved in criminal ac-
tivities.

The police also pointed to new technologies and ideas 
for committing crime, noting that, in Jamaica, for ex-
ample, there are certain emerging trends that have a 
distinct foreign influence. For instance, the recent ten-
dency to kidnap persons for reasons other than ran-
som, suggests a foreign influence that was hitherto not 
observed in local kidnappings.
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Similarly, the increase in paper-based crimes, such as 
bank fraud, ABM robberies, identity thefts, credit card 
cloning, passport fraud, and the use of false identifica-
tion documents, reveals a familiarity with technology 
not readily available in Jamaica, but to which some de-
ported persons have been exposed.

In Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua 
police intelligence sources revealed that the engage-
ment of most deported persons in criminal activity is 
done mainly for financial gain, and that the kinds of 
criminal activity in which they become involved are 
multidimensional.

For example, some have a political dimension, others a 
religious dimension and others are involved in import-
ing narcotics. Deported persons are also believed to 
have influence over local individuals and groups who 
are involved in kidnapping. Involvement in the illegal 
drug trade was also cited as a major area of activity for 
deported persons.

The police in all four (4) countries argue that the fact 
that the criminal antecedents and modus operandi of 
deported persons are largely unknown to local police, 
coupled with their relative mobility, present major ob-
stacles in detecting and apprehending these individuals.

They also noted that the sophistication of new criminal 
techniques frequently thwart local police investigations 
and render law enforcement strategies ineffective.

Summary

The accounts of deported persons participating in the 
study highlighted the debilitating emotional, psycholog-
ical and social impact of the process of deportation on 
their lives.

They spoke clearly of a loss of identity, alienation and a 
deep sense of dislocation. The impact on families, es-
pecially the care, support and protection of children 
were also highlighted as a clear area of grave concern.

Although stakeholders’ views differed about the rela-
tionship between deportation and crime in the receiving 
countries, most agreed that support and services prior 
to and post deportation were inadequate.

In addition, law enforcement authorities stressed the 
absence of a collaborative approach between deporting 
countries and local authorities in dealing with informa-
tion related to deported persons.
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Jamaica
Total Deportations

Year

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Total

Average

Deportation Rate Total Deportations Deportation Rate Total Deportations Deportation Rate Total Deportations Deportation Rate

Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

1990

812

979

1031

1434

1582

1765

1699

2161

2071

1685

2529

3331

3940

4239

3319

-

33,268

2,079

691

34

41

43

57

63

71

65

83

80

65

97

128

152

163

128

-

81

29

13

11

18

59

57

125

220

229

274

212

252

307

344

383

476

- - - -

2,983

186

3

1

1

1

5

5

10

17

18

22

17

20

24

27

30

38

14.8

0.2

47

103

180

161

218

223

932

155

6

14

24

21

29

30

20.7

25

18

29

31

42

28

33

36

41

283

31

33

24

38

41

56

37

44

48

54

41.7

Table 1: Total deportation and deportation rates per 100,000 population 8

This chapter of the report examines deportation trends 
for Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua 
based on type of offence and deporting country.

7  These numbers are based on official government statistics in each
    receiving country, and may differ from the records of deportations in the
    sending countries. The reasons for such disparities in the data of the
    sending and receiving countries are explained in the Limitations section
    of this report.

The table below shows the total number of persons de-
ported to Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago from 1990 
to 2005, and the number deported to Guyana from 
2000 to 2005, and to Antigua from 1998 to 2006,7 as 
well as the corresponding rates per 100,000 popula-
tion.

8   Calculation of all rates is based on the following population estimates:
    Jamaica - 2,400,000 for 1990-1993; 2,500,000 for 1994-1996  and
    2,600,000 for 1997-2005 (Population Census; STATIN); Trinidad &
    Tobago - 1,262,366 (Population Census 2000; Central Statistical Office
    of Trinidad and Tobago);  Guyana - 749,190 (Population Census 2002;
    Guyana Bureau of Statistics); Antigua - 75,561 (2001 Antigua
    Population Census)

Chapter 5

Deportation Trends

Total deportation and deportation rates for
Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana,
and Antigua

Deportation Trends
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Deportation to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Guyana, and Antigua

A comparison of the total number of persons deported 
to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua 
for the period 1990 to 2006, indicates that Jamaica had
the highest numbers of deported persons for the entire 
period, while Antigua had the lowest numbers. The to-
tals are, however, based on the data available, and for
Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago, data are available for 
a longer time period than for Guyana and Antigua.

As shown in the table above, between 1990 and 2005 
the total number of persons deported annually to Ja-
maica increased from 691 to 3319. A total of 33,268 
persons were deported to Jamaica during this period 
with an annual average of 2,079 deportations per an-
num. In Trinidad and Tobago, the number of officially 
recorded persons deported increased from three (3) in 
1990 to 476 in 2005.

For the entire period, a total of 2,983 persons were de-
ported to Trinidad and Tobago, giving an annual aver-
age of 186 deported persons received. An average of 
155 persons were deported annually to Guyana for the 
period 2000-2005, with a low of 47 in 2000, and a high 
of 223 in 2005. For the period 1998-2006, a total of 
283 persons were deported to Antigua, with an average 
of 31.4 persons per year being deported.

Examination of the data in Table 1 also shows that for 
the period under consideration, the annual average de-
portation rate per 100,000 was significantly higher in 
Jamaica than Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Anti-
gua. On average Jamaica received 81 persons per 
100,000 per annum, while Trinidad and Tobago, Guya-
na, and Antigua received 15, 21, and 42 respectively.

Deportation to the region by Offence

Table 2 overleaf shows that drug related charges were 
the most prominent reason for deportation to all four 
(4) countries. In particular, between 2000 to 2005 half 
of the deportations to Guyana were for dug related of-
fences. This is comparable to the trend seen in Jamai-
ca, Trinidad and Tobago, and Antigua. Offences relating 
to illegal firearms and murder show similar outcomes 
in the four (4) countries, with deportations for these of-
fences in the range of 2–6 per cent of total persons de-
ported.

When considered as a percentage share of all offences, 
in Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua, deporta-
tions for robbery/burglary /larceny (14%, 13.5%, and 
14.9% respectively) were considerably higher than for 
Jamaica (4%). A similar pattern is also seen with re-
spect to wounding/assault – deportations to Jamaica 
for these offences are between 2 and 4 times lower 
than for Trinidad, Guyana, and Antigua.

For offences related to the use of false documents and 
fraud however, deportations to Jamaica are highest in 
this category relative to the other countries studied, 
with a percentage share three (3) times that of Guya-
na’s, 1.5 times that of Trinidad and Tobago’s, and 3.7 
times that observed in Antigua. Data from Guyana show 
no deportations for illegal alien status, however, in Ja-
maica deportations for being an illegal alien in the de-
porting country accounted for 29% of all deportations, 
twice the percentage for Trinidad and Tobago and Anti-
gua.
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9
  For Trinidad and Tobago, information on the reason for deportation was

   missing for 528 persons; hence, the total here is less than the total
   number of persons deported to Trinidad and Tobago between 1993 to
  2005. 

Table 2: Deportation to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua by Offence 9 ( % of total deportations)

Jamaica
(1990 - 2005)

Trinidad and Tobago
(1993 – 2005)

Guyana
(2000 - 2005)

Antigua
(1998-2006)

Drug related offences 46.9

5.0
2.0

29.0

4.0
6.0

4.0

0.9
0.2

0.5

1.5

100.0

33268

43.0

4.0
2.0

14.0

14.0
4.0

8.0

4.0
0.5

0.4

6.1

100.0

2455

51.0

4.6
3.0

0.0

13.5
2.0

14.7

3.0
0.1

0.4

7.7

100.0

932

40.6

6.0
3.6

15.7

14.9
1.6

8.0

5.2
0.8

0.0

3.6

100.0

249

Illegal firearms
Murder/manslaughter
Illegal alien

Robbery/burglary/larceny

False documents/fraud

Wounding/assault

Rape/indecent assault

Kidnapping

Money laundering

Other

Total %

Sample size

Criminal Deportations

Further examination of the data revealed that when non-criminal offenders are removed from total deportations, Ja-
maica has the largest percentage of persons deported on drug related offences (71.3%), in contrast to Guyana, Tri-
nidad and Tobago, and Antigua with 52, 53, and 48 percent, respectively. Jamaica and Antigua are also noted for 
the largest number of criminal deportations for illegal firearms. This is shown in Table 3 overleaf.
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Table 3: Criminal deportations to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua
Drug related offences 71.3

7.0
2.0

5.9
6.0

1.4

0.3

1.0

5.1
100.0

53.0

5.0
3.0

17.0
10.0

4.0

0.5

.05

7.45
100.0

52.1

4.7
3.2

13.8
15.0

2.9

0.1

0.4

7.8
100.0

48.1

7.1
4.3

17.6
9.5

6.2

1.0

0.0

6.2
100.0

Illegal firearms
Murder/manslaughter

Robbery/burglary/larceny
Wounding/assault

Rape/indecent assault

Kidnapping

Money laundering

Other
Total %

Figure 1: Criminal deportations to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana and Antigua
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Deportations from the USA, Canada and the UK to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago,
Guyana, and Antigua
Table 4: Number of persons deported from the USA, Canada and the UK to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua

Jamaica
USA Canada UK USA Canada UK USA Canada Other10 USA Canada UK

Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

614
624
788
796
872

1018
1193
1238
1483
1533
1252
1410
1567
1671
1845
1514

-

48
66

120
182
399
382
392
277
325
227
145
203
141
167
199
217

-

22
83
55
41
96

120
115
119
250
242
249
765

1461
1982
2030
1276

2
36
40
75

133
168
194
172
176
184
239
276
345

0
8
1

16
35
19
21
4

12
14
22
31
35

0
0
0
0
2
0
4

21
15

1
1
2

10
22
30

- - - -

41
100
122
132
101
176

-

2
0
1
4
5

10

1
1
2
3
9

36
- -

20
10
5

22
24
26
21

0
0
1

0
1
2
3
5
1

0
0
0

0
0
0
2
0
2

Jamaica
USA Canada UK USA Canada UK USA Canada Other USA Canada UK

Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

26
26
33
33
35
41
48
48
57
59
48
54
60
64
71
58

-

2
3
5
8

16
15
16
11
13
9
6
8
5
6
8
8
-

1
3
2
2
4
5
5
5

10
9

10
29
56
76
78
49

0
3
3
6

11
13
15
14
14
15
19
22
27

0
1
0
1
3
2
2
0
1
1
2
2
3

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

28
20

0
0
0
1
2
2

- - - -

5
13
16
18
13
23
-

0
0
0
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
1
5

- -

26
13
7

29
32
34
28

0
0

1.3

0
1.3
2.6
4.0
6.6
1.3

0
0
0

0
0
0

2.6
0

2.6

Table 5: Rate of persons deported (per 100,000 population) from the USA, Canada and the UK to Jamaica,
Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua

10 Deportations to Guyana from the UK were negligible, and instead deportations from other countries are given.
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Deportations from the USA

Tables 4 and 5 above, show consistent increases in the 
number of deported persons to the four (4) countries 
from the USA. Specifically, in 1990 a total of 614 per-
sons were deported from the USA to Jamaica, while 
1,514 persons were deported in 2005; this represents 
an increase of 147% with an average of 1,214 persons 
being deported from the USA to Jamaica annually. In 
1993, two persons were deported from the USA to Tri-
nidad and Tobago, while 345 were so deported in 2005.

An annual average of 157 persons were deported to Tri-
nidad and Tobago from the USA. In 2000, 41 persons 
were deported from the USA to Guyana while 176 were 
so deported in 2005. An annual average of 112 persons 
were deported from the USA to Guyana for this period. 
For the period 1998-2006, a total of 164 were deported 
from the USA to Antigua, giving an annual average of 
18 deportations from the USA. 

Deportations to Antigua from the USA exhibited a fluc-
tuating, but gradually upward trend for the period under 
consideration, except for the years 2001 and 2002. For 
the period under consideration, the average annual de-
portation rate from the USA to Jamaica is 48 persons 
per 100,000 population, while the comparable rates for 
Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua are 12, 15, 
and 24 respectively.

The case of deportations to Jamaica from the USA is 
noteworthy with respect to the changes in deportation 
law after 1996. As discussed previously in chapter 3, in 
1996 the USA enacted the Illegal Immigrant Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act. The Act essentially 
provided for an expanded list of crimes for which an 
immigrant could be deported, by adding several crimes 
associated with Anti-Terrorism laws.

It also lowered the threshold for fines and sentencing 
that could be used to trigger deportation. In Jamaica, 
after 1996, we see constant increases in the number of 
deported persons, with only a slight decline in 2000. In 
fact, the average annual number of persons deported to 
Jamaica from the USA from 1990 to 1996 was 844, 
compared to 1,501 between 1997 and 2005. This repre-
sents almost double the annual average prior to the 
passage of the 1996 legislation.

The case of Trinidad and Tobago also supports the 
claim that deportations from the USA were dramatically 
increased after 1996. For the period 1993 to 1996, the 
average annual number of persons deported from the 
USA to Trinidad and Tobago was 38 compared to 210 
between 1997 and 2005, a more than five-fold increase.

While data prior and subsequent to the enacted legisla-
tion in the USA are not available for Guyana and Anti-
gua, for both countries, for the time periods for which 
data are available, we see consistent increases in de-
portations form the USA. The trend lines in Figure 2 
overleaf summarizes the increases experienced in the 
four (4) countries.
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Figure 2: Number of persons deported from the USA to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua
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Deportations from Canada

The data in table 4 also show a pattern of increase in 
the number of deported persons from Canada to the 
four countries. Although not in the same proportion as 
the number of deported persons from the USA, depor-
tations from Canada to Jamaica were also in excess of 
the officially recorded11 number of persons deported to 
the other three countries being considered.

11 The number of persons deported from Canada to Trinidad and
   Tobago, as reported in official Government of Trinidad data sources
   is at variance with data from official Canadian sources, with the
   latter showing significantly higher numbers than the recorded
   number of arrivals in Trinidad and Tobago.

Between 1993 and 2005, the annual average number of 
persons deported to Jamaica from Canada was 250 
compared to 17 for Trinidad and Tobago, 4 for Guyana, 
and 1.4 for Antigua. Figure 3 overleaf illustrates the 
trend of deportations from Canada to the four (4) coun-
tries studied.
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Figure 3: Number of persons deported from Canada to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua
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The increase in the number and rate of deported per-
sons to Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago from Canada 
can also be explained by changes in Immigration law. 
As discussed in chapter 3, in 1995, the Immigration Act 
of Canada was amended to include a “danger to the 
public” provision, introduced as Bill C-44. This Act pro-
vided for deportation, without the right to appeal, of 
permanent residents living in Canada.

The increased deportations from Canada after this peri-
od is in part a reflection of the amendment of immigra-
tion laws in Canada making it easier to use deportation 
as a crime control strategy (Barnes, 2006).
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Figure 4: Number of persons deported from the UK to Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago
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Deportations from the UK

Deportations trends from the UK to Jamaica and Trini-
dad and Tobago are similar to the trends observed with 
Canada and the United States, in particular, with refer-
ence to increases in deportation over time and signifi-
cantly more persons being deported to Jamaica than 
the other countries being studied. Deportations from 
the UK to Guyana and Antigua were negligible for the 
time period being studied. Between 1993 and 2005, the 
UK deported an average of 673 persons per year to Ja-
maica, while in Trinidad and Tobago, an average of six 
(6) persons annually were deported from that country. 

Analysis of the trends shows that after 2000, both 
countries experienced significant increases in deporta-
tions, for example, in Jamaica the number of deporta-
tions increased five (5) fold from 2000 to 2005. Barnes 
(2006) explains that the increased numbers of persons 
deported from the UK after 2000 reflects the increased 
use of Administrative Removals to remove foreign na-
tionals who do not qualify for admission. Figure 4 be-
low illustrates the increase in the number of perons de-
ported from the UK to Jamaica and Trinidad and 
Tobago.
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Figure 5: Age of persons deported to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua
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Age distribution of deported persons

Nearly half of the persons deported to Jamaica, Trini-
dad and Tobago, and Antigua fell in the ‘older than 36 
age category’, in contrast half of those deported to 
Guyana were between 26 and 35 years old.

In all four (4) countries, the 21 to 25 age group ac-
counted for less than 20 per cent of deportations. The 
figure below shows the age distribution of deported 
persons in the four (4) countries being investigated.
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Jamaica
(1990 - 2005)Year

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Total

Average

Trinidad and Tobago
(1993 - 2005)

Guyana
(2000 - 2005)

Antigua
(1998 – 2006)

1990

478

625

655

756

801

902

912

912

1051

922

1025

1289

1616

1915

1299

-

15,607

975

449

2

23

30

63

93

92

118

87

87

86

102

122

155

- -

1,060 475 101

82

30

56

93

76

111

109

79

11

7

14

11

13

14

10

5

16

11

Table 6: Deportations for drug related offences

Deportation for specific crimes

Drug related offences

As shown earlier in this section, drug related charges 
accounted for a significant portion of offences that led 
to deportation. The table below shows that during the 
period 1990 to 2005, on average 975 persons were de-
ported annually to Jamaica for drug related offences; 
this is in contrast to Trinidad and Tobago with an annu-
al average of 82 persons, Guyana with 79 persons, and 
Antigua with 11 persons.

The increasing trend in Jamaica is similar to the pattern 
observed in Trinidad and Tobago and Guyana, whereas 
in Antigua, deportations for drug related offences ex-
hibited stability over the period considered.
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Jamaica
(1990 - 2005)Year

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Total

Average

Trinidad and Tobago
(1993 - 2005)

Guyana
(2000 - 2005)

Antigua
(1998 – 2006)

1990

27

71

78

104

122

112

109

135

113

74

103

134

134

140

127

-

1,615

101

32

0

1

2

9

10

9

11

8

8

14

8

122

20

- -

108 43 101

8

2

8

7

10

6

10

7

11

7

14

11

13

14

10

5

16

11

Table 7: Deportation for possession of illegal firearms

Share of deportations for drug related offences 
by deporting country

The largest proportion of deported persons charged 
with drug related offences were returned from the USA. 
Between 1990 and 2005, 73% of persons returned to 
Jamaica from the USA were deported for drug related 
offences; in contrast, 7% were from Canada and 18% 
from the UK. In Trinidad and Tobago, between 1993 
and 2005, 90% of persons from the USA were facing 
drug charges, compared to 4% from Canada and 3% 
from the UK. In Guyana, between 2000 to 2005, of all 
persons returned on drug related charges, 91% came 
from the USA and 1% from Canada. In Antigua, the 
USA contributed 60.3% of all deportations for drug re-
lated offences for the period 1998-2006, while Canada 
contributed 3%, the UK 2%, and other/unknown coun-
tries 34.7%.

Deportations for possession of illegal firearms

Table 7 below, shows that Jamaica is also exceptional 
in the number of deported persons charged with pos-
session of illegal firearms. During the period 1990 to 
2005, Jamaica had a total of 1,615 persons deported 
on firearm charges, resulting in an annual average of 
101 deportations. In comparison, Trinidad and Tobago 
showed a total of 108 such deportations for the period 
under review, with an annual average of 8 persons, 
12.6 times lower than the annual average in this cate-
gory for Jamaica. Guyana had a total of 43 persons de-
ported for the possession of illegal firearms for the pe-
riod 2000-2005, with an average of seven (7) persons 
per annum. In Antigua, a total of 101 such deportations 
were made for the period 1998-2006, with an annual 
average of 11 such deportations.
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Jamaica
(1990 - 2005)Year

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Total

Average

Trinidad and Tobago
(1993 - 2005)

Guyana
(2000 - 2005)

Antigua
(1998 – 2006)

1990

8

16

11

21

36

19

27

45

36

32

45

57

61

64

42

-

530

33

10

0

0

0

1

3

4

6

5

4

5

6

8

8

- -

50 29 9

4

1

5

1

8

7

7

5

1

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

0

1

Table 8: Deportations for murder

Country share of deportations for possession of 
illegal firearms

For all four(4) receiving countries, the USA contributed 
the highest percentage of those who were deported for 
possession of illegal firearms. In Jamaica, of all such 
deportations between 1990 to 2005, 85% came from 
the USA, 6% from the UK and 9% from Canada. The 
USA also contributed 89% of persons deported for this 
offence to Trinidad and Tobago, 91% to Guyana, and 
73% to Antigua. In contrast, deportations from Canada 
to Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua averaged 
7%.

Deportations for murder

The number of deportations for murder rose during the 
period considered, though the increase was more dra-
matic for Jamaica, than for Trinidad and Tobago and 
Guyana. Only in Antigua was there stability in the annu-
al number of deportations for murder. For the period 
1990-2005, a total of 530 persons, with an annual aver-
age of 33 persons were deported to Jamaica for mur-
der. In Trinidad and Tobago, for the period 1993-2005, 
50 persons were deported for murder, with an annual 
average of four (4). in Guyana and Antigua, for the re-
spective periods for which data are available, 29 and 
nine (9) persons were deported for murder, respective-
ly, with an annual average of five (5) and one (1) such 
deportations respectively.



Country share of deportations for murder

The USA contributed the greatest proportion of those 
deported for murder to the four (4) receiving countries 
being considered. The USA accounted for 84% of all 
deportations on murder charges to Jamaica between 
1990 to 2005; 83% to Trinidad and Tobago for the peri-
od 1993 to 2005; 74% to Guyana during 2000 to 2005, 
and 78% to Antigua for the period 1998 to 2006. Cana-
da accounted for 12% of such deportations to Jamaica 
and 15% to Trinidad and Tobago, but contributed negli-
gibly to Guyana and Antigua.

Summary

The data presented in this chapter of the report clearly 
show that deportation from the USA, Canada and UK in-
creased significantly for the periods under review, ex-
cept for deportations from the UK to Guyana and Anti-
gua, which were negligible. Deportation to all four (4) 
countries from the USA exceeded the levels of deporta-
tion from other countries. In terms of reasons for de-
portations, the majority of deported persons were 
charged with drug related offences, followed by rob-
bery/burglary/larceny, then by wounding/assault, then 
by the possession of illegal firearms. More than three-
quarters of all persons deported to the region were 
criminal offenders.
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This chapter provides a comparative overview of re-
ported crime levels in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Guyana, and Antigua, with particular focus on violent 
crimes such as murder. It is important to acknowledge 
the difficulties that are typically encountered when con-
ducting comparative analyses of crime data.

A major issue is that the total number of crimes record-
ed may vary as a function of the types of crimes com-
mitted; divergence in reporting practices and definitions 
of different types of crime; size of the police force avail-
able to detect crime; and the percentage of reported 
crime rates as a function of actual crime rates, which 
may, among other things, be dependent on the degree 
of trust between citizens and the police.

In Jamaica, for example, major crimes and minor 
crimes are recorded separately, while in Trinidad and 
Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua, major and minor crimes 
are combined. Another problem is the lack of consis-
tent standardized data. In the case of Guyana, data are 
only available for the period 2001 to 2005, and for Anti-
gua data are limited to 1997 to 2006. 

These limitations impact the relative accuracy of mak-
ing comparisons between the countries studied, except 
in the case of murder, where the use of standardized 
definitions and relatively accurate reporting practices 
allows for more reliable cross-country comparisons.

Total number of crimes and crime rates 
in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Guyana, and Antigua

Total number of major crimes committed annually in 
Jamaica decreased during the period 1990 to 2005. In 
particular, between 1990 and 2003, major crimes de-
clined by 63%, from 18,361 to 6,797. However, in 
2004, this downward trend was reversed with an over-
all increase of 30%. 2005 and 2006 once again showed 
a declining trend, with a 4% and 14% decrease, respec-
tively.

Analysis of the trends show a general decrease in prop-
erty crimes in contrast to significant increases in some 
violent crimes, including rape, carnal abuse and mur-
der. Rape and carnal abuse had an overall increase of 
9%, while murders more than tripled during the period 
under review.

In contrast to Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago experi-
enced a fluctuating but very gradually decreasing num-
ber of crimes for the period 1990 to 2005. For the peri-
od under review, an annual average of 17,062 crimes 
were committed. Property crimes represented the larg-
est proportion of crimes committed (75%), followed by 
drug offences (9%).

A total of 23,577 major and minor crimes were commit-
ted over the period 2001 to 2005 in Guyana. Between 
2001 and 2002, there was a 17% increase in the num-
ber of crimes committed. After 2002, the number of 
crimes committed fluctuated, but by 2005 the level re-
turned almost to the 2001 level. On average, 4,715 ma-
jor and minor crimes were committed annually.

Chapter 6

General Crime Trends

General Crime Trends
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Property crimes (excluding those with violence) ac-
counted for 62% of total crime over the period, fol-
lowed by robbery with aggravation and violence (32%) 
and murder and rape, each with 3%. Overall, rape and 
the aggravated robbery categories have been on the in-
crease in contrast with the other categories of crime.

In Antigua for the period 1997-2006, a total of 40,758 
crimes were committed. This indicates that on average, 
a total of 4,076 crimes were committed annually for 
this period.

12 Jamaica’s data includes only major crimes. Absolute comparisons of
   the crime rates for each country are therefore misleading, since the
   inclusion of minor crimes, for which data were not available in
   Jamaica, would undoubtedly change the pattern of distribution among
   the four countries.

In Antigua, crime increased dramatically from 1997 to 1998, 
and maintained a plateau for the period 1998-2001. There-
after, in 2002, crime once again declined to a level similar to 
1997, and maintained a consistently lower level for the peri-
od 2002 to 2006.

Table 9(a) shows the total number of crimes, and crime 
rates per 100,000 population for Jamaica, Trinidad and To-
bago, Guyana and Antigua.12

Jamaica
(major crimes)

Year
Total Crime Crime Rate Total Crime Crime Rate Total Crime Crime Rate Total Crime Crime Rate

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Total

Average

Trinidad and Tobago
(major and minor crimes)

Guyana
(major and minor crimes)

Antigua
(major and minor crimes)

1990

18106

15552

16744

16401

15298

15527

12578

10591

8392

8234

8061

7501

6797

8800

8461

-

195,404

12,212

18361

754

648

698

656

612

621

484

407

323

317

310

289

261

338

325

-

-

488

765

16158

17680

19548

18621

16784

18093

16989

15796

16261

17134

15724

16810

16890

16387

17929

-

273,003

17,062

16199

1280

1401

1549

1475

1330

1433

1346

1251

1288

1357

1246

1332

1338

1298

1420

-

-

1,352

1283

4546

5315

4535

4614

4567

-

23,577

4,715

607

709

605

616

610

-

- -

629

3546

5108

4900

5153

5211

3160

3896

3102

3175

3507

40,758

4,076

4693

6760

6485

6820

6896

4182

5156

4105

4202

4641

5,394

Table 9a: Total Crime and Crime rates (per 100,000 population)
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Jamaica has experienced a consistent decrease in the 
annual overall number of crimes committed. For the 
first two(2) years of the period, the number of crimes 
committed in Jamaica exceeded the number in Trinidad 
and Tobago. It is important to note, that while for Trini-
dad and Tobago the numbers are situated in the 15,000 
to 20,000 range for the entire period, the fact that Ja-
maica’s numbers have resided in the 5,000 to 10,000 
range is primarily due to the exclusion of minor crimes 
in Jamaica’s official crime data.

For Guyana, the number of crimes committed has 
trended at approximately 5,000 crimes, on average, for 
the five (5) year period. Although Guyana’s numbers 
have not changed much, the short time period may dis-
guise the ‘real’ trend, since the analysis of data for a 
longer time period would more accurately reflect long 
term crime trends. Antigua, similar to Guyana, has an 
average of approximately 4000 crimes annually. In Ja-
maica, violent crimes, including murder, account for 
the majority of crimes committed annually, while in Tri-
nidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua, in contrast, 
non violent crimes account for the majority of crimes 
recorded.

Crime rates in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Guyana, and Antigua

The average annual crime rate for major crimes in Ja-
maica for the period 1990 to 2005 was 488 crimes per 
100,000 population (See Figure 6 overleaf). In Trinidad 
and Tobago the crime rate averaged 1,352 crimes per 
100,000 population for the same time period. This im-
plies that one out of every 74 persons became a victim 
of crime annually.

13 It is appropriate to compare the crime rates of Antigua, Trinidad and
   Tobago, and Guyana since both major and minor crimes are included
   in the calculation of rates for these three countries. It is, however,
   inappropriate to compare Jamaica to either of these three countries
   since only major crimes are included in the calculation of Jamaica’s
   crime rates.

The crime rate in Guyana has averaged 629 crimes per 
100,000 population between 2001 and 2005, indicating 
that one (1) out of every 159 persons were victimized 
annually. Antigua had the highest average annual crime 
rate of 5,394 crimes per 100,000 population. The crime 
rate in Antigua is four (4) times the average crime rate 
in Trinidad and Tobago, and 8.6 times that in Guyana, 
indicating that persons in Antigua are much more likely 
to become victims of crime than persons in Trinidad 
and Tobago or Guyana.13

In Jamaica the crime rate shows a steady decline, from 
765 per 100,000 in 1990 to 325 per 100,000 in 2005. 
The fall in the crime rate suggests that in 2005, people 
were 58% less likely to become victims of major crime 
than they would have been in 1990. In particular, the 
period 1999 to 2005 showed a dramatic reduction in 
the overall crime rate for major crimes, and significant-
ly impacted the lowering of the average annual rate for 
the entire period.

Trinidad and Tobago’s crime rates have trended be-
tween 1200 and 1600 per 100,000 population for the 
period as a whole, but with lowered averages of be-
tween 1200 and 1400 for the period 1997 to 2004.14 
For Guyana, the crime rate showed a fairly stable trend 
of just over 600 per 100,000 for the period for which 
data was available, with the only significant variation 
being an increase of close to twenty percent in 2002. 
While overall crime trends varied throughout the peri-
od, and showed a marked decline in some cases, the 
tables below reveal a somewhat different trend for spe-
cific violent crimes.

14  It is important to recall that the data for Jamaica does not include
    minor crimes, therefore it cannot be concluded from the available data
    that Trinidad and Tobago has a higher crime rate than that of Jamaica.
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Figure 6: Crime Rate per 100,000 for Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua
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Violent Crime Trends (1990-2005)

Violent crimes include murder, robbery, wound-
ing/shooting, rape, sexual assault, and kidnapping.15 A 
total of 112,295 violent crimes were committed in Ja-
maica, with an average of 7,018 per annum and a crime 
rate of 281 crimes per 100,000 population. The lowest 
annual average violent crime rates occurred between 
1999 and 2004. Overall, the violent crime rate declined 
at a much lower rate than the decrease in total major 
crimes, and recorded an overall 25% reduction over the 
16-year period.

15 Data on the annual number of kidnappings for Jamaica was not
   available and is therefore excluded from the figures quoted.

In other words, while overall crime trends for Jamaica 
showed a significant reduction during the period under 
review, this was largely due to a reduction in the num-
ber of non-violent, property-related crimes. Indeed, in 
spite of an overall decline in violent crimes, when dis-
aggregated by specific offences, the data from Jamaica 
reveal an opposite trend for the most serious types of 
violent crime, such as shooting and murder.
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Jamaica
Year

Violent Crime Violent
Crime Rate Violent Crime Violent

Crime Rate Violent Crime Violent
Crime Rate Violent Crime Violent

Crime Rate

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Total

Average

Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

1990

7758

7747

8488

8472

8117

8953

7467

6583

5488

5534

5649

5481

5138

6518

6622

-

112,295

7,018

8280

298

297

326

325

311

343

286

252

210

212

217

210

197

250

254

-

-

269

318

3893

4605

5766

5463

4846

5063

4458

3868

4674

5302

5599

6377

6481

5547

7082

-

82,848

5,178

3824

308

365

457

433

384

401

353

306

370

420

444

505

513

439

561

-

-

410

303

1579

2315

1658

1643

1877

-

9,072

1,814

211

309

221

219

251

-

- -

242

433

391

428

480

429

440

676

339

397

481

4,494

449

573

517

566

635

568

582

895

449

525

637

595

Table 9b: Total violent crime and violent crime rates (per 100,000 population)

During the review period, a total of 82,848 violent 
crimes were committed in Trinidad and Tobago with an 
annual average of 5178 and an average annual crime 
rate of 410 crimes per 100,000 population. The violent 
crime rate in Trinidad and Tobago increased by 85% 
between 1990 and 2005. A total of 9,072 violent crimes 
were committed in Guyana, for the period 2001 to 
2005, with an average of 1814 and an annual average 
crime rate of 242 crimes per 100,000 population. Al-
though the violent crime rate in Guyana increased by 
19% between 1990 and 2005, such a short time period 
does not allow for meaningful generalizations about 
long term crime trends in that country.

For the period 1997-2006, Antigua experienced a total 
of 4,494 violent crimes. The average annual number of 
crimes for this period was 449, with an average annual 
violent crime rate of 595 violent crimes per 100,000 
population. For the period 1997-2002, the annual num-
ber of violent crimes remained relatively stable, and 
then increased sharply in 2003. Thereafter, there was 
an equally sharp decline in 2004, and a steady increase 
from 2004 to 2006.
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Figure 7: Violent Crimes Committed in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua

Figure 8: Violent crime rates for Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua
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Jamaica
Year

Total murders Murder Rate Total murders Murder Rate Total murders Murder Rate Total murders Murder Rate

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Total

Average

Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

1990

561

629

654

690

780

925

1013

953

849

887

1139

1045

975

1471

1674

-

14787

924

542

23

26

27

28

31

37

39

37

33

34

44

40

38

57

64

-

-

36

23

97

109

111

140

122

107

101

97

93

120

151

171

229

261

386

-

2379

149

84

8

9

9

11

10

8

8

8

7

10

12

14

18

21

31

-

-

12

7

79

142

206

131

142

-

700

140

11

19

27

17

19

-

-

19

11

3

5

4

7

8

12

9

4

6

69

7

14.6

4.0

6.6

5.3

9.3

10.6

15.9

11.9

5.3

7.9

9

Table 10: Total murders and murder rates (per 100,000 population)

A closer look at specific offences shows a distinct var-
iation between overall violent crime trends and the rate 
of offending for the most serious violent crimes. Table 
10 below shows comparative murder trends for Jamai-
ca, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua.

Total number of murders and murder rates in 
Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and 
Antigua

When making comparisons based on international 
crime rates, murder is usually considered to be one of 
the most reliable measures of recorded crimes

since it is less susceptible to the definitional and report-
ing problems acknowledged in the previous section.

Table 10 shows the total number of murders, and mur-
der rates per 100,000 in Jamaica and Trinidad and To-
bago for the period 1990 to 2005, for Guyana for 2001 
to 2005, and for Antigua for 1997 to 2006.

Between 1990 and 2005, the number of murders in Tri-
nidad & Tobago more than quadrupled, soaring from 
84 to 386. 2005 recorded the highest number of mur-
ders reported in the twin-island nation during the re-
view period. Similarly, Jamaica recorded its highest ev-
er murder count with 1674 murders in 2005, more than 
triple the number (542) reported in 1990.
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Guyana's murder totals almost doubled between 2001 
and 2005, moving from 79 to 142.  In Antigua, for the 
period under review, there were a total of 69 murders, 
or an annual average of 6.9 murders per year.  The 
number of murders in Antigua exhibited a fluctuating 
pattern, with the total annual number of murders al-
ways remaining between 3 and 12.

Murder rate (per 100,000 population) in Jamai-
ca, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua

When considered in terms of the population of each 
country, Jamaica’s murder rates are three (3) times 
higher than Guyana’s, double that of Trinidad and Toba-
go, and four times that of Antigua’s. In 2005, Jamaica 
recorded a murder rate of 64 per 100,000 population, 
compared to 31, 19, and 5.3 per 100,000 for Trinidad 
and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua, respectively.

Even with the significant increases in the number of 
murders reported in all countries except Antigua, both 
Guyana and Trinidad and Tobago maintained rates that 
were, for the most part, well below Jamaica’s lowest re-
corded murder rates in 1990 (23 per 100,000). Guyana 
exceeded Jamaica’s lowest murder rate of 23 per 
100,000 only once, with a rate of 27 per 100,000 in 
2003, while Trinidad and Tobago recorded a rate of 21 
and 31 per 100,000 in 2004 and 2005, respectively.

The average murder rate in Jamaica for the period 1990 
to 2005 was 36 per 100,000 population. At the begin-
ning of the review period, one in every 4,348 persons 
were murdered in Jamaica. By 2005, the ratio of Jamai-
cans being murdered had increased to one (1) in every 
1,563 persons. With a rate of 64 per 100,000 in 2005, 
Jamaica’s murder rate now ranks among the highest in 
the world.

It is interesting to note that although Jamaica’s murder 
rate far outstrips the rates recorded by Antigua, Guya-
na, and Trinidad and Tobago, the latter has recorded 
the most dramatic increase over the review period. Be-
tween 1990 and 2005, the murder rate in Trinidad and 
Tobago averaged 11.9 murders per 100,000 popula-
tion.

At the beginning of the review period, one in every 
14,286 persons was murdered in Trinidad and Tobago. 
By 2005, the ratio of persons being murdered in Trini-
dad and Tobago had increased to one (1) in every 
3,225 persons.

With a murder rate of seven (7) per 100,000 in 1990, 
Trinidad and Tobago’s murder rate was one third of Ja-
maica’s rate of 21 per 100,000 population, and was sig-
nificantly lower than the comparable murder rate of 9.4 
per 100,000 for the United States.
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Figure 9: Murder rate in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana and Antigua
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By the end of the review period, however, a steady up-
ward trend in murders more than quadrupled Trinidad 
and Tobago’s murder rates, and with a growth rate that 
was faster than that of Jamaica.

In 2005, with a murder rate of 31 per 100,000 popula-
tion, Trinidad and Tobago’s murder rate was half that of 
Jamaica’s and more than five (5) times greater than the 
United States’ murder rate, which had dropped to less 
than six (6) per 100,000 population.
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Jamaica
Year Total Drug

Offences
Drug 

Offences Rate
Total Drug
Offences

Drug 
Offences Rate

Total Drug
Offences

Drug 
Offences Rate

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

Total

Average

Trinidad and Tobago Antigua

1990

6703

1136

6915

1697

4801

3261

3374

7352

6714

8857

6443

5075

6044

6319

6215

84,106

5,257

3200

279

47

288

68

192

130

130

283

258

341

248

195

232

243

239

207

133

1078

963

1080

1098

1118

1259

1209

1300

1334

1225

485

509

505

589

482

15,445

965

1211

85

76

86

87

89

100

96

103

106

97

38

40

40

47

38

77 

96

246

346

225

216

229

188

426

323

177

2,376

264

326

458

298

286

303

249

564

427

234

349

Table 11:Total number of drug offences and drug offence rates (per 100,000 population)

Total number of drug offences and drug offence rates
(per 100,000 population) in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, and Antigua

The total number of drug offences for Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, and Antigua are shown below. Data on drug 
related offences for Guyana were not available.
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Total number of drug offences in Jamaica, 
Trinidad and Tobago, and Antigua

The total number of drug offences in Trinidad and To-
bago remained relatively stable between 1990 to 2000 
at an annual average of 1,170 such offences, and then 
dropped dramatically between 2001 to 2005, at an an-
nual average of 514. The average for the entire period 
was 965 drug related offences per annum.

The total number of drug related offences in Jamaica 
was consistently higher, and showed a greater degree 
of variation, than in Trinidad and Tobago between 1990 
and 2005. The only exceptions were the years 1992 and 
1994 when the number of drug related offences in Ja-
maica approached the levels recorded in Trinidad and 
Tobago, and were 1,136 and 1,697 offences, respec-
tively. Drug related offences in Jamaica averaged 5,257 
offences per year for the entire period.

In Antigua, there were a total of 2,376 drug offences, or 
an average of 264 drug offences per year. The inci-
dence of drug offences in Antigua exhibited a fluctuat-
ing but generally downward trend for the period 1997 
to 2002. This decline was interrupted when the number 
of drug offences increased from 188 in 2002, to 426 in 
2003. After 2003 however, there was a sharp decline to 
available data in 2005.

Drug offence rates in Jamaica, Trinidad and 
Tobago, and Antigua

Table 11 above shows that drug offence rates for Ja-
maica between 1990 and 2005 were consistently higher 
than Trinidad and Tobago except for 1992 and 1994. 
For the entire period, the average rate of drug related 
offences in Jamaica was 207 offences per 100,000 
population. This implies that, on average, one (1) out of 
every 483 persons was involved in drug related offen-
ces in Jamaica between 1990 and 2005.

In Trinidad and Tobago, in contrast, the average rate of 
drug related offences was 77 offences per 100,000 
population. This implies that, on average, one (1) out of 
every 1,299 persons was involved in drug related offen-
ces in Trinidad and Tobago between 1990 and 2005. In 
Antigua, the annual average drug offence rate for the 
period 1997 to 2005 was 349 drug offences per 
100,000 population.
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The study uses correlational analysis16 to determine 
whether there is an association between deportation 
trends and crime trends in Jamaica, Trinidad and Toba-
go, Guyana, and Antigua. Specifically, deportation sta-
tistics in each country were correlated with crime sta-
tistics to determine which deportation variables were 
closely associated with crime in each country. As an ex-
ample, the total number of deportations in Jamaica for 
the period 1990 to 2005 could be correlated with the 
total crime levels in Jamaica from 1990 to 2005, or 
with the total number of murders in Jamaica for the 
same period. A significant correlation indicates that it 
may be plausible that deportations have an impact on 
crime, but is not to be interpreted as proof of a causal 
relationship. On the other hand, non-significant correla-
tions indicate that there is no relationship between de-
portation and crime.

If correlations consistently reveal non-significant rela-
tionships between deportation variables and crime, 
then this may be taken as evidence that deportation 
does not influence crime. It must be emphasized how-
ever, that correlations do not prove that deportation in-
fluences crime in each country, but rather can be used 
to determine whether the assumption that deportation 
may influence crime levels in each country is plausible 
or not.

The current analysis employs both an unlagged and a 
lagged strategy for examining correlat ions. An 
unlagged correlation means that deportation statistics 
for one (1) year are correlated with crime statistics for 
the same year. On the other hand, a lagged strategy 
assumes that deportations in one (1) year may have 
an effect on crimes in subsequent years. This study 
employs, in its lagged correlational analysis, a time 
lag of one (1) year

16  Correlations always have a value between +1 and -1. A positive
    correlation indicates that as one variable increases, the other variable
    also increases. A negative correlation indicates that as one variable
    increases, the other decreases. To be meaningful, correlations must be
    significant. We know that a correlation is significant when its “p
    value” or “significance level” is less than 0.05. Within this context,
    only positive significant correlations can be used as evidence that
    there may be a relationship between deportation and crime.

Correlations between deportation variables 
in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, 
and Antigua

Preliminary correlational analysis between deportation 
variables and crime variables in each country revealed 
that there were many positive significant correlations 
for the Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana and Anti-
gua data.

In the case of Guyana, correlations with the number of 
crimes committed between 2000 and 2005 and depor-
tation variables revealed that there were significant pos-
itive correlations with the number of persons deported 
for drug related offences; the number deported for 
rape; and the number deported for wounding/assault. 
However, caution has to be exercised in interpreting 
this data, since the short time span, coupled with the 
small number of persons deported in each year, may 
result in statistical errors that could render the findings 
from the data in Guyana less than reliable.

In Antigua, there were no significant correlations when 
an unlagged analytical strategy was used, but there 
were a number of significant correlations when a time 
lag of one year was introduced into the analysis. Specif-
ically, total deportations and murder deportations were 
significantly correlated with a number of crime varia-
bles in Antigua. Nevertheless, for reasons similar to 
those cited for Guyana, the authors advise caution in in-
terpreting the results for Antigua.

The rest of the analysis in this chapter will focus on Ja-
maica and Trinidad and Tobago, for which the esti-
mates derived from correlational analysis are consid-
ered more reliable.

Chapter 7

Correlations

Correlations
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Table 12: Correlations between deportation variables and murder in Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago (unlagged)

Jamaica

Spearman P-value Spearman P-value
Deportation Variables

Trinidad and Tobago

Total number deported

Drug related offences

Gun-related offences

0.920

0.886

0.727

0.829

0.897

0.876

0.901

0.536

0.796

0.000

0.000

0.001

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.032

0.001

0.009

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

0.036

ns

0.628

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

0.584

ns

ns
17

ns 0.0240.620

ns ns 0.0460.561

Illegal aliens

Murder/manslaughter

Robbery/burglary/larceny

Wounding/assault

Rape & indecent assault

Kidnapping

Money laundering

Other Offences

Deportation variables were much more strongly corre-
lated with murder in Jamaica, than in Trinidad and To-
bago. In both cases, however, the strength and number 
of significant correlations indicate that there is an asso-
ciation between deportation and murder in each coun-
try.

In the case of Jamaica, the variables most strongly cor-
related with murder, in descending order of importance 
were: the total number deported (0.92); the number de-
ported for rape and indecent assault (0.901);

17 ns - non significant result

the number deported for robbery/ burglary/larceny 
(0.897); the number deported for wounding/assault 
(0.876); and the number deported for murder/man-
slaughter (0.829). 

For Trinidad and Tobago, the variables most strongly 
correlated with murders were: the total number deport-
ed (0.628); the number of illegal aliens deported (0.62); 
the number deported for kidnapping (0.584); and the 
number deported for other offences (0.561).

Correlations between deportation variables and crime in Jamaica and
Trinidad and Tobago
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Table 13: Correlations between deportation variables and murder in Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago (lagged one year)

Jamaica

Spearman P-value Spearman P-value
Deportation Variables

Trinidad and Tobago

Total number deported

Drug related offences

Gun-related offences

0.842

0.847

0.608

0.789

0.871

0.771

0.896

ns

0.856

0.000

0.000

0.016

0.000

0.000

0.001

0.000

ns

0.000

0.026 

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

0.031

ns

ns

0.572

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

0.622

ns

ns

ns ns 0.0310.621

ns ns 0.0180.667

ns ns 0.0360.608

ns ns 0.0420.594

Illegal aliens

Murder/manslaughter

Robbery/burglary/larceny

Wounding/assault

Rape & indecent assault

Kidnapping

Money laundering

Other Offences

UK

USA

When deportation variables were correlated with crime vari-
ables one year subsequent to the respective deportation sta-
tistics, the strength of association between deportation and 
crime in Jamaica remained unchanged, while the strength 
of the association between deportation and crime in Trini-
dad and Tobago increased. These results are consistent 
with the high numbers and rates of deportations to Jamaica, 
compared to Trinidad and Tobago.

In the case of Trinidad and Tobago, the effects of de-
portation on crime are more evident after some time 
has elapsed (in this case, one year). This is consistent 
with the lower number of persons, and lower rates of 
deportations to Trinidad and Tobago, when compared 
to Jamaica. These results indicate that for Trinidad and 
Tobago, the potential effects of deportation, while 
somewhat less pronounced than for Jamaica, are no 
less important.
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Structured interviews were conducted with deported 
persons in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and 
Antigua between November 2005 and December 2007. 
Every effort was made to gather as large a sample as 
possible to ensure that it would be representative of the 
overall population of deported persons. The individuals 
interviewed were drawn from a purposive sample of de-
ported individuals, obtained by convenience and snow-
ball sampling techniques. 

Respondents provided basic demographic information 
such as gender, age, marital status, level of education, 
and employment status. Individuals were asked ques-
tions that focused on their experiences prior and subse-
quent to deportation. The impact of deportation on their 
families, as well as on their victimization and offending 
patterns, were among the experiences for which infor-
mation was solicited during the interviews. Respond-
ents were also invited to provide specific recommenda-
tions concerning the management of deportation in 
their respective countries.

In Jamaica, 214 interviews were completed. Between 
1990 and 2005, a total of 33,268 persons were deport-
ed to Jamaica. This represents a sampling rate of 
0.64%, which is considered to be good by traditional 
social scientific standards. In Trinidad and Tobago, 
structured interviews were conducted with 78 deported 
persons. For the period 1993 - 2005, 2,983 persons 
were deported to Trinidad and Tobago. This represents 
a sampling rate of 2.6% which is considered to be ex-
cellent by traditional sampling standards. In Guyana, 53 
interviews were successfully completed.

For the period 2000 - 2005, a total of 932 persons were 
deported to Guyana. This represents a sampling rate of 
5.7%. In Antigua, 30 interviews were completed. Be-
tween 1998 and 2006, a total of 283 persons were de-
ported to Antigua. This represents a sampling rate of 
10.6%. These sampling rates ensure that the findings 
from these interviews are representative, and to some 
degree, may be generalized to the population of deport-
ed persons in each country.

Demographic Information

Gender distribution of the sample

In Jamaica, 73.4% (n = 157) of the sample were male 
and 26.6% (n = 57) were female. In Trinidad and Toba-
go, 94.9% (n = 74) of the sample were male and 5.1% 
(n = 4) were female. In Guyana, 96.2% (n = 51) of the 
sample were male, and 3.8% (n = 2) were female. In 
Antigua, 86.6% (n = 26) of the sample were male and 
13.4% (n = 4) were female.

Chapter 8

Interview Data Analysis

Gender

% Male % Female
Country Total

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

73.4

94.9
96.2

86.6

26.6

5.1
3.8

13.4

214

78
53

30Antigua

Table 14: Gender distribution of the sample

Interview Data
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Age distribution of the sample

The Jamaican sample had an age range of 21 - 67 with 
a mean age of 40.5 years. The Trinidad and Tobago 
sample had a mean age of 41.6 years with an age range 
of 20 - 65. The age of respondents in the Antigua sam-
ple, at the time of interview, ranged from 25 to 53, with 
a mean age of 39.6 years. The sample from Guyana 
was younger than the other three samples, with a mean 
age of 33.4 years and an age range of 23 - 69.

Nineteen percent of the Jamaica sample were between the 
ages of 21 and 30, compared to 20.5% for Trinidad and To-
bago, 47% for Guyana, and 16.7% for Antigua.

Marital Status

In all four (4) countries, large proportions of the sample 
were not in a marital relationship. In Jamaica, 59% of the 
sample were either separated, single, or divorced.

Twenty nine percent of the Jamaica sample were be-
tween the ages of 31 and 40, compared to 18% for Tri-
nidad and Tobago, 36% for Guyana, and 33% for Anti-
gua.

Forty percent of the Jamaica sample were within the 41 
- 50 age range, compared to 37% for Trinidad and To-
bago, 11% for Guyana, and 43% for Antigua. Twelve 
percent of the Jamaican sample were over 50, com-
pared to 2.6% for Trinidad and Tobago, 5.7% for Guya-
na, and 6.7% for Antigua. This information is displayed 
in Table 15.

This compares to 76.9% in Trinidad and Tobago, 65% 
in Guyana, and 90% for Antigua.

Table 15: Age distribution of the sample

Age Statistics

Mean age Age range 20 - 30 31 - 40 41 - 50 Over 50
Country

Age Distribution
(% in each age range)

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

40.5

41.6
33.4

39.6

21 - 67

20 - 65
23 - 69

25 - 53

19.0

20.5
47.2

16.7

29.0

17.9
35.8

33.3

40.0

37.2
11.3

43.3

12.0

2.6
5.7

6.7Antigua

Table 16: Marital Status

JamaicaMarital Status Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Married 22

8
44

11
7

7

1

12.8

12.8
48.8

7.7
9.0

6.4

2.6

17

8
53

9
7

4

2

10.0

6.7
53.3

13.3
3.3

13.3

0.0

Separated
Single

Girl/boyfriend
Common-law

Divorced

Widowed

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %

214 78 53 30Sample size
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Table 17: Level of education

JamaicaEducation Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

No formal schooling 1

17
34

30

7

7

3

2.6

16.7
34.6

35.9

5.1

1.3

2.6

2

2
21

36

24

9

2

10.0

10.0
26.6

36.7

16.7

16.7

0.0

Primary schooling
Some high school

High school graduate or
Technical school

Community college

Some university

University graduate

1 1.3 4 3.3Professional degree

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %

214 78 53 30Sample size

Level of education

The majority of respondents in all four (4) countries 
had at least some high school education (Jamaica - 
34%; Trinidad and Tobago - 34.6%; Guyana - 21%; An-
tigua – 26.6%) or were high school or technical school 
graduates (Jamaica - 30%; Trinidad and Tobago - 
35.9%; Guyana - 36%; Antigua – 36.7%). 

Significant proportions in Jamaica and Trinidad and To-
bago had only primary schooling or no formal educa-
tion (18% and 19.3% respectively). This compares to 
4% of the Guyana sample and 10% of the Antigua sam-
ple at a similar level of education.

For Guyana, one third of the sample had community 
college or some university education, compared to 14% 
in Jamaica, 6.4% in Trinidad and Tobago, and 23.4% in 
Antigua. In addition, a number of deported persons in 
each country were either university graduates or had 
professional degrees (Jamaica - 4%; Trinidad and To-
bago - 3.9%; Guyana - 6%; Antigua - 3.3%). This infor-
mation is displayed in the table below.
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Table 18: Age at migration

Age Statistics

Mean age Age range 0 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 Over 50
Country

Age Distribution
(% in each age range)

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

20.2

16.4
14.0

20.2

1 - 53

2 - 44
1 - 37

5 - 38

16.3

31.6
43.4

20.0

38.3

42.1
30.2

36.7

29.7

18.4
20.8

33.3

31 - 40

12.0

5.3
5.7

10.0

41 - 50

3.3

2.6
0

0

0.5

0
0

0Antigua

Deportation and Migration Information

Age at migration

The average age, at migration, for persons from the 
Guyana sample was 14 years, compared with 16.4 
years for persons from Trinidad and Tobago, 20.2 years 
for the Jamaica sample, and 20.2 years for persons in 
the Antigua sample.

In the Jamaica sample, 16.3% were under the age of 10 
at the time of migration, while 38.3% were between 11 
and 20 years old. 29.7% were between 21 and 30, 12% 
between 31 and 40, and 3.3% between 41 and 50.

In the Trinidad and Tobago sample, almost one third 
(31.6%) were under the age of 10 at the time of migra-
tion, while 42.1% were between 11 and 20 years. 
18.4% were between 21 and 30, and 7.9% were be-
tween 31 and 50. No respondent was older than 50 at 
the time of migration.

In Guyana, 43.4% of the sample were under the age of 
10 at migration and 30.2% were between the ages of 
11 and 20. 20.8% were between the ages of 21 and 30, 
and 5.7% were between the ages of 31 and 40. No per-
son in the Guyana sample was over 40 at the time of 
migration.

In Antigua, 20% of the sample were under the age of 10 
at migration and 36.7% were between the ages of 11 
and 20. 33.3% were between the ages of 21 and 30, 
and 10% were between the ages of 31 and 40. No per-
son in the Antigua sample was over 40 at the time of 
migration.

From the data, it is clear that the majority of persons 
from each country migrated at relatively young ages. In 
fact, when combined, 28% of the entire sample 
across the four (4) countries had migrated from their 
country of birth at age 10 or under. In Jamaica, 54.6% 
of the sample were under the age of 20 at the time of 
migration, compared to 73.7% in Trinidad and Tobago, 
73.6%, in Guyana, and 56.7% in Antigua.
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Table 19: Age at deportation

Age Statistics

Mean age Age range 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 - 40 Over 60
Country

Age Distribution
(% in each age range)

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

33.9

37.4
32.0

36.2

16 - 62

16 - 65
20 - 69

23 - 49

5.2

2.6
1.9

0

31.4

27.6
55.8

0

38.1

30.3
30.8

30

41 - 50

21.9

25.0
7.7

30

51 - 60

2.9

11.8
1.9

40

0.5

2.6
1.9

0Antigua

Age at deportation

In Jamaica, the mean age of respondents at the time of 
deportation was 33.9 years. The ages of respondents at 
the time of deportation ranged from 16 - 62. At the time 
of deportation, 5.2% were between 11 and 20, 31.4% 
between 21 and 30, 38.1% between 31 and 40, 21.9% 
between 41 and 50, and 3.4% over the age of 50.

In Trinidad and Tobago, the mean age of respondents 
at the time of deportation was 37.4 years. The ages of 
respondents at the time of deportation ranged from 16 
- 65. At the time of deportation, 2.6% were between 11 
and 20, 27.6% between 21 and 30, 30.3% between 31 
and 40, 25% between 41 and 50, and 14.4% over the 
age of 50.

In Guyana, the mean age of respondents at the time of 
deportation was 32 years. The ages of respondents at 
the time of deportation ranged from 20 - 69. At the time 
of deportation, 1.9% was between 11 and 20, 55.8% 
between 21 and 30, 30.8% between 31 and 40, 7.7% 
between 41 and 50, and 3.8% over the age of 50.

In Antigua, the mean age of respondents at the time of 
deportation was 36.2 years. The ages of respondents at 
the time of deportation ranged from 23 - 49. At the time 
of deportation, 0% were younger than 20, 30% be-
tween 21 and 30, 30% between 31 and 40, 40%% be-
tween 41 and 50, and 0% over the age of 50.

On average, Jamaican and Guyanese respondents were 
younger than those from Trinidad and Tobago and Anti-
gua at the time of deportation. Deported persons were 
more concentrated in the age groups 21-30 and 31-40 
in all countries except Antigua, for which the majority of 
the sample were within the 31-60 age range.
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Table 20: Number of years before being deported

Statistics

Mean years Year range 0 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 - 40
Country

Number of years
(% in each age range)

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

13.6

21.3
17.7

16.0

0 - 42

2 - 55
1 - 37

4 - 31

42.1

23.1
25.0

26.7

34.4

21.8
42.8

50

17.7

30.8
25.0

20

4.8

19.2
7.7

3.3

Over 40

1.0

2.6
0.0

0.0Antigua

Number of years before being deported

In all four (4) countries, large proportions of the sample 
spent many years abroad before they were deported. In 
the Jamaica sample, almost a quarter (23.5%) spent 
more than 20 years abroad, 34.4% spent 11-20 years 
abroad, while 42.1% spent less than 10 years abroad.

In the Trinidad and Tobago sample, 52.6% spent more 
than 20 years abroad, 21.8% spent 11-20 years abroad, 
while 23.1% spent less than 10 years abroad. In the 
Guyana sample, 32.7% spent more than 20 years 
abroad, 42.3% spent 11-20 years abroad, while 25% 
spent less than 10 years abroad.
 

Immigration status at migration and at deportation

In all four (4) countries, large proportions of persons 
who were deported were permanent residents at the 
time of deportation. In Jamaica, 53% of the respond-
ents were permanent residents when they were deport-
ed, compared to 62.8% in Trinidad and Tobago, 78.8% 
in Guyana, and 30% in Antigua. This finding is linked to 
the fact that many respondents spent a substantial pro-
portion of their lives abroad (the mean number of years 
spent abroad before being deported was: Jamaica - 
13.6, Trinidad and Tobago - 21.3, Guyana - 17.7, Anti-
gua - 16).

In the Antigua sample, 23.3% spent more than 20 years 
abroad, 50% spent 11-20 years abroad, while 26.7% 
spent less than 10 years abroad.

The average length of time spent abroad before depor-
tation was greatest for respondents from Trinidad and 
Tobago (mean number of years = 21.3) followed by 
Guyana (17.7 years), Antigua (16 years) and then Ja-
maica (13.6 years).

Taken together, the attainment of permanent resident 
status, combined with the substantial length of time 
persons had lived abroad, suggests that respondents 
may have invested a considerable amount of their time, 
resources and energy in building a life overseas, which 
may serve to heighten feelings of dislocation and injus-
tice when deported. Subsequent questions in this study 
investigate the extent to which this may be true.
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In all of the countries being investigated, there was a 
decrease in the number of persons who had visitor sta-
tus at the time of migration, compared to the time of 
deportation. This was accompanied by an increase in 
the percent of persons in each country who were per-
manent residents as well as illegal immigrants in the 
countries examined.

This indicates that many persons initially entered the 
deporting country as visitors, but their status changed, 
either to permanent residents or illegal immigrants.

From the time of migration to the time of deportation 
there was an increase of 10% in the persons from the 
Jamaica sample who were permanent residents, com-
pared to 0% for Trinidad and Tobago, 5.2% for Guyana, 
and 10% for Antigua. 

From the time of migration to the time of deportation 
there was an increase of 13% in the persons who were 
illegal immigrants in the Jamaica sample, compared to 
an increase of 15.4% for Trinidad and Tobago, 0.2% for 
Guyana, and 6.7% for Antigua.

Table 21: Percent of respondents who had different immigration status at migration and at deportation

Jamaica
Migration Deportation Migration Deportation Migration MigrationDeportation Deportation

lmmigration Status
Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Visitor 13

27
53

7

23.1

6.4
62.8

7.7

7.7

21.8
62.8

6.4

11.3

9.4
73.6

5.7

3.8

9.6
78.8

7.7

70

0
20

10

53.5

6.7
30

10

38

14
43

5

Illegal Immigrant
Permanent Resident

Other
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Another way to assess the extent of changes in immi-
gration status at the time of migration, compared to 
time of deportation, is to correlate deportation status at 
both points in time. Very strong correlations will indi-
cate that there is little change in immigration status at 
both points in time, while weak correlations will indi-
cate that there has been substantial change.  The corre-
lations for all four (4) countries are significant, reveal-
ing that there is some level of stability in immigration 
status at migration and at deportation for respondents 
from each country.

That is, for many respondents, their immigration status 
remained unchanged between migration and deporta-
tion. Of the four countries, Jamaica has the lowest cor-
relation (r = 0.532) indicating that the immigration sta-
tus of persons in the Jamaican sample was more likely 
to change than the immigration status of persons from 
Guyana, Trinidad and Tobago, or Antigua. The previous 
table indicates the nature of these changes. Trinidad 
and Tobago, in contrast, has the highest correlation (r = 
0.808). This indicates that the immigration status of re-
spondents from Trinidad and Tobago were less likely to 
change between migration and deportation, compared 
to respondents from the other three countries.

Employment status prior to deportation

In all four (4) countries, the majority of deported per-
sons were employed prior to being deported. In Jamai-
ca, 68% was either managing their own business, 
working full-time or working part-time, compared to 
76% in Trinidad and Tobago, 83% in Guyana, and 60% 
in Antigua. Eleven percent were going to school in the 
Jamaica sample, compared to 1% for Trinidad and To-
bago, 2% for Guyana, and 10% for Antigua. In all four 
(4) countries, a relatively small proportion were unem-
ployed prior to deportation (Jamaica - 16%; Trinidad 
and Tobago - 21%; Guyana - 10%; Antigua - 23%).

Table 23: Employment Status of Persons Prior to Deportation
                by Percent

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Working full-time 34

18
11

16
16

5

45

28
1

21
3

2

60

17
2

10
6

5

43.3

6.7
10.0

23.3
10.0

6.7

Working part-time
Going to school

Unemployed
Managing Own Business

Other

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %

214 78 53 30Sample size

Table 22: Correlation of immigration status at migration and
                at deportation

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Correlation r = 0.532, p<.001 r = 0.808, p<0.001 r = 0.642, p<0.001 r = 0.626, p<0.001
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Figure 10: Percent employed and unemployed prior to deportation
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Offences leading to deportation

Respondents were deported for a wide range of offen-
ces. For all four (4) countries, drug related offences 
were most prominent, ranging from 68% in Jamaica, to 
42% in Trinidad and Tobago. The next crime most fre-
quently occurring was possession and use of firearms 
(Jamaica - 9%; Trinidad and Tobago - 19%; Guyana - 
13%; Antigua - 16.7%).

Assault charges were also frequent in Guyana (11%) 
and in Trinidad and Tobago (9), but somewhat less fre-
quent in Jamaica (4%) and non-existent in Antigua. 
Persons deported for murder or manslaughter repre-
sented 6.7% of the sample in Antigua, followed by 5% 
in Jamaica, 4% in Trinidad and Tobago, and 2% in 
Guyana.).
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JamaicaOffences Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Drug Related 68

9
5

2

1

2

42

19
4

0

0

1

49

13
2

2

0

1

66.6

16.7
6.6

6.7

0

0

Possession/Use of Firearm
Murder/Manslaughter

Rape/Sexual Assault
Kidnapping

Fraud/False Document

4 9 11 0Assault
2 3 11 0Other Violent Crime

7 22 11 3.3Other Non-violent Crime

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %

214 78 53 30Sample size

Table 24: Offences leading to deportation

Table 25: If you had a choice, would you have preferred to spend
                extra time in prison abroad instead of being deported?18

Prison DeportationCountry

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

42

72
55

23

58

28
45

70Antigua

Activities and Perceptions

Prison versus deportation

Respondents in each country were asked whether, if 
they had a choice, they would have preferred spending 
more time in prison instead of being deported. In Ja-
maica, 42% said they would have preferred prison to 
deportation, compared to 55% in Guyana, 72% in Trini-
dad and Tobago, and 23% in Antigua.

18 The total for Antigua does not add to 100% since some respondents
   did not answer this question.

The fact that almost half of the combined sample (48%) 
indicated a preference for additional time in prison in-
stead of deportation, is indicative of the punitive impact 
of deportation on persons involuntarily returned to their 
countries of birth. The table below shows the percent-
age distribution of respondents to this question in each 
of the countries studied.
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Table 26: Feelings of innocence or guilt

Innocent GuiltyCountry

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago19

Guyana

35

37
48

30

65

59
52

70Antigua

Table 27: Percent who served time in jail or prison overseas

Served time in jails/prisons in the deporting countryCountry

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

89

81

91

97Antigua

Feelings of innocence or guilt

When asked whether they felt innocent or guilty of the 
charges for which they were deported, 35% of the re-
spondents from Jamaica asserted their innocence, 
compared with 37% from Trinidad and Tobago, 48% 
from Guyana, and 30% from Antigua.

Serving time in jail or prisons overseas

Respondents from each country were asked whether or 
not they had ever served time in jails or prisons in the 
deporting country. 89% of the Jamaica sample had 
served time, compared to 81% in Trinidad and Tobago, 
91% in Guyana, and 97% in Antigua.

19 The total is less than 100% since a few respondents refused to
   answer this question.

Number of times in jail or prison overseas

Those who served time overseas were asked to indicate 
the number of times they had been in jail or prison.  
Sixty nine percent of those in the Jamaican sample had 
been in jail or prison only once (Trinidad and Tobago - 
62%; Guyana - 72%; Antigua - 80%).  Seventeen per-
cent of the Jamaican respondents had been to jail or 
prison twice (Trinidad and Tobago - 18%; Guyana - 
13%; Antigua - 6.7%).

Fourteen percent of those in Jamaica had been to jail or 
prison three (3) or more times while abroad, compared 
to 20% for Trinidad and Tobago , 15% for Guyana, and 
13% for Antigua.

The Jamaican sample served an average of 1.74 times 
in jail or prison. This compares to 1.97 for Trinidad and 
Tobago, 1.92 for Guyana, and 1.8 for Antigua. This 
means that for all four (4) countries, respondents, on 
average, had been incarcerated twice in jails or prisons 
abroad.
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JamaicaNumber of Times Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Once 69

17
14

62

18
20

72

13
15

80.0

6.7
13.3

Twice
Three or more times

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %

Table 28: Percent who served time in jail or prison overseas

Deportation Effects

Children left overseas after deportation

In the Jamaican sample, 65% have children who were 
born overseas, with 71% of these having one to three 
children overseas, and 29% having four (4) or more 
children overseas. Almost all of them (90%) left their 
children overseas when they were deported.

In the Trinidad and Tobago sample, 62.8% had children 
who were born abroad. Of these, 25.6% had only one 
child abroad, while 17.9% had two (2) children, and 
19.2% had three (3) or more children abroad. Of those 
who had children abroad, 98.7% left their children 
overseas when they were deported.

In the Guyana sample, 64% have children who were 
born overseas. Of these, 32.4% have one child over-
seas, 29.4% have two children overseas, and 38.2% 
have three or more children overseas. All (100%) left 
their children abroad when they were deported to Guya-
na.

In the Antigua sample, 53.3% have children who were 
born overseas, with 81.3% of these having one (1) to 
two (2) children overseas, and the remaining 18.8% 
having three (3) or more children overseas. All (100%) 
of the respondents who had children left all of their 
children overseas when they were deported.

When combined, 97% of those parents who had chil-
dren born overseas had left their children behind in 
the deporting country.

Communication with children overseas

In the Jamaican sample, 89% were able to continue 
communicating with children who were left overseas. 
Of these, 8% were able to maintain daily contact, while 
35% were able to maintain weekly contact. The remain-
der (57%) communicated with their children a few 
times per month or less frequently; 43% had never 
seen their children since being returned to Jamaica; 
and an additional 21% had only seen their children 
once since their deportation.

In the sample from Trinidad and Tobago, one in four re-
spondents (25.6%) had not been able to communicate 
with their children since their deportation. Of those who 
were able to communicate, 5.1% were able to commu-
nicate on a daily basis, while 9% were able to commu-
nicate several times per week. 15.4% were able to com-
municate several times per month, while 7.7% were 
only able to communicate a few times per year. 20.5% 
indicated that they had not seen their children since be-
ing deported.
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In the Guyana sample, 91% were able to continue com-
municating with children who were left overseas. Of 
these, 22% were able to maintain daily communication, 
while 25% were able to communicate several times per 
week. 22% were able to communicate several times per 
month, while 9% were able to communicate only a few 
times per year. 80% indicated that they had not seen 
their children after their deportation, while 13% saw 
their children only once after their deportation, and 7% 
saw their children more than once.

Financial support for children left behind

Respondents were asked whether or not they have been 
providing financial support to their children since their 
deportation. In the sample from Jamaica, 79% of the 
respondents indicated that they were not able to pro-
vide financial support to their children. Many respond-
ents felt the situation was dire for some children, since 
49.6% did not receive financial support from any other 
source. Of those who received financial support from 
other sources, 23.6% depended on social security as 
their only source of income, while in some cases other 
relatives also assisted with children left overseas.

In the Trinidad and Tobago sample, 74% of the re-
spondents have not been providing financial support to 
their children since their deportation.

In the Antigua sample, 82.4% of those who left children 
overseas were able to continue communicating their 
with children, while 17.6% had not been able to com-
municate with their children since their deportation. Of 
those who were able to communicate, 7.1% were able 
to maintain daily contact, while 35.7% were able to 
maintain weekly contact. The remainder (57.1%) com-
municated with their children a few times per month or 
less frequently.

When combined, an average of 52% of respondents 
had not seen their children since their deportation to 
their country of birth.

Of those children who received no support from their 
parents, 26.9% did not receive financial support from 
any other source. 11.5% received support from Social 
Security, while 3.8% received financial support  from 
grandparents. In the case of Guyana, 85% of deported 
persons have not been providing financial support to 
their children since deportation. Of this group, 73% had 
children who were receiving financial support from oth-
er sources; approximately 11% the respondents’ chil-
dren received support from social security; and 27% of 
these children had no other source of financial support.

In the sample from Antigua, 69.2% of the respondents 
indicated that they were not able to provide financial 
support to their children.  Respondents indicated that 
47.4% did not receive financial support from any other 
source. Of those who received financial support from 
other sources, 22.2% depended on social security as 
their only source of income.

Table 29: Percentage unable to communicate with their children, and who had not seen their children after deportation

No communication
with children after deportation

Not seen children
since deportation

Country

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

11.0

25.6

9.0

17.6

43.0

20.5

80.0

62.5Antigua
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Other relatives left behind

Respondents were asked to indicate whether or not 
they had left other relatives behind when they were de-
ported. Eighty eight percent of the Jamaica sample had 
left other relatives behind. Of these, 25% had left a 
spouse behind, 50% had left parents behind, 53% had 
left other siblings behind, and 42% had left other rela-
tives behind. In the sample from Trinidad and Tobago, 
85% of deported persons left family members other 
than their children abroad. 

Of these, 33% left spouses, 42% left parents, 41% left 
siblings and 32% left other relatives. In the Guyana 
sample, 98% had left other family members behind. Of 
these, 33% had left a spouse, 78% had left parents, 
78% had left siblings, and 57% had left other relatives. 
Seventy percent of the Antigua sample had left other 
relatives behind. Of the entire sample, 20% had left a 
spouse behind while 37% had left parents behind.

Figure 11: Percent of those who are not able to provide financial support to children left overseas 
since their deportation, percent of children who have no source of income, and percent of children 
who have to rely on social security

When the data for all four countries are combined, on average, more than three-quarters (77%) of
those parents who have been deported have been unable to provide financial support for their children
left overseas.
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Table 30: Percent who left other relatives abroad when they were deported, who left a spouse abroad, and who left parents abroad

Other family
members left behind Left a spouse Left a parentCountry

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

88

85
98

70

25

33
33

20

50

42
78

37Antigua

Effects of deportation on relationships with 
others overseas

Respondents were asked:

How has your deportation affected the relationship 
you have with people overseas?

A large proportion of respondents in all four (4) coun-
tries indicated that deportation had worsened their rela-
tionship with others overseas. In Jamaica, only 1.4% 
said that their relationships with those abroad had im-
proved, while 71% felt that their relationships had be-
come worse or much worse.

In Trinidad and Tobago, no respondents felt that their 
relationship had improved; to the contrary, 83.3% felt 
that their relationships had become worse or much 
worse. In Guyana, 4% felt that their relationships had 
improved, while 76% felt that their relationships had 
become worse or much worse. In Antigua, 46.2% indi-
cated that relationships had gotten worse or much 
worse since their deportation. Only 3.8% indicated that 
relationships had gotten better after deportation.

Table 31: How has your deportation affected the relationship you have with people overseas?

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Made it better 1.4

19.2
36.4

0.0

10.3
39.7

4

20
21

3.8

50.0
30.8

Not affected
Made it worse

34.6 43.6 55 15.4Made it much worse
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Summary

The data above indicate that deportation creates dislo-
cation and economic hardship not only for deported 
persons but also for their families, which are over-
whelmingly negatively affected by deportation. In this 
sense, not only is the offender punished, but the nega-
tive consequences extend to other relatives, spouses 
and especially dependent children.

In the latter case, children are separated from at least 
one parent, which in some cases, may be the only sup-
porting parent. Children left abroad without parental 
protection, supervision, and financial support are left 
vulnerable to other negative influences that may well 
lead to the onset of delinquency. In Jamaica, 79% left 
children abroad, while 49.6% were not able to provide 
financial support to their children.

In Trinidad and Tobago, 74% left children abroad, and 
26.9% were not able to assist their children financially. 
In Guyana, 100% left their children abroad, and 27% 
were not able to provide financial assistance to their 
children. Similarly in Antigua, 100% left their children 
abroad, while 69% were not able to provide any finan-
cial support to the children left behind. In many cases, 
the children’s only source of support was from social 
security. Deportation has also negatively affected com-
munication between deported parents and their chil-
dren, and in the vast majority of cases, has worsened 
relationships with other relatives abroad.

Perceptions of injustice

Likelihood of deportation

Respondents were asked to indicate whether or not 
they felt that persons from their country were more 
likely to be deported than persons from other countries. 
In the Jamaica sample, 75% of deported persons felt 
that Jamaicans were more likely to be deported than 
other persons. Persons from Trinidad and Tobago, 
Guyana, and Antigua in contrast did not feel that per-
sons from their country were discriminated against in 
this manner.

In Trinidad and Tobago, 85% felt that people from Tri-
nidad and Tobago were not more likely to be deported 
than persons from other countries. Similarly, 79% of 
the Guyanese respondents did not feel that they were 
more likely to be deported than other persons while 
90% of the Antiguan sample felt likewise. There is, 
therefore, a much greater perception among Jamaican 
persons that they were discriminated against or target-
ed for deportation.

Table 32: Are people from your country more likely to be deported
                than persons from other countries?

Yes NoCountry

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

75

15
21

10

25

85
79

90Antigua
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Table 33: What did you think of the police treatment overseas?

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Very fair 4.7

34.1
8.8

5.1

31.1
3.8

3.8

39.6
5.7

3.3

36.7
3.3

Fair
Not sure

31.8 21.8 26.4 30.0Unfair

20.6 37.2 24.5 26.7Very unfair

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %

Perceptions about foreign police treatment

Respondents were asked to rate the degree of fairness 
of foreign police treatment. In all four (4) countries, 
somewhat more than half of the respondents felt that 
the treatment they received by foreign police was either 
unfair or very unfair (Jamaica - 52.4%; Trinidad and 
Tobago - 59%; Guyana - 50.9%; and Antigua - 56.7%).

Perceptions about foreign court treatment

More respondents in each country, except Antigua, felt 
that the treatment they received by foreign courts was 
either unfair or vary unfair, compared to those who felt 
that the treatment they received was either fair or very 
fair. In the Jamaica sample, 55.5% felt that they were 
treated unfairly or very unfairly by the foreign courts, 
compared to 52.5% for Trinidad and Tobago, and 
58.5% for Guyana who shared their opinion.

It should be noted, however, that quite a few respond-
ents in each country felt that the treatment they re-
ceived was either fair, or very fair (Jamaica - 38.8%; 
Trinidad and Tobago - 37.2%; Guyana - 43.4%; and An-
tigua - 40%).

In Jamaica, 32.7% felt that they were treated either fair-
ly or very fairly by foreign courts, compared to 34.6% 
in Trinidad and Tobago, and 33.9% in Guyana. Only in 
the case of Antigua was there a balance of opinions, 
where 46.7% felt that they were treated either unfairly 
or very unfairly by foreign courts, compared to 50% 
who felt that they were treated fairly or very fairly.

Table 34: What did you think of the court treatment overseas?

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Very fair 3.8

28.9
11.8

5.1

29.5
12.9

7.5

26.4
7.6

10.0

40.0
3.3

Fair
Not sure

28.0 12.8 13.2 20.0Unfair

27.5 39.7 45.3 26.7Very unfair

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %
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Opinions about being deported by the overseas 
government

Respondents were asked to indicate whether or not 
they felt that their deportation by the foreign govern-
ment was fair or unfair. The majority of respondents in 
all four (4) countries felt that it was either unfair or very 
unfair for the foreign governments to deport them. In 
Jamaica, 69.6% shared this opinion, compared to 
83.3% in Trinidad and Tobago, 88.7% in Guyana, and 
56.7% in Antigua.

Views on deportation

Respondents were asked:

In general, is your life better or worse since you returned?
Very few respondents from each country felt that their lives 
had become better or much better (Jamaica - 17.8%; Trini-
dad and Tobago - 7.9%; Guyana - 13.8%; and Antigua -
25%).

A small number of respondents, in contrast, felt that 
their deportation was either fair or very fair in Jamaica 
(21.3%), Trinidad and Tobago (12.8%), and Guyana 
(7.5%), while a somewhat larger proportion of the sam-
ple from Antigua shared this opinion (40%).

In contrast, the majority of respondents in each country 
felt that deportation had made their lives worse or 
much worse (Jamaica - 74%; Trinidad and Tobago - 
88.1%; Guyana - 68.6%; and Antigua - 35.7%).

Table 35: What is your opinion about being deported by the foreign government?

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Very fair 3.3

18.0
9.1

0.0

12.8
3.9

0.0

7.5
3.8

3.3

36.7
3.3

Fair
Not sure

30.3 19.2 18.9 26.7Unfair

39.3 64.1 69.8 30.0Very unfair

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %

Table 36: In general, is your life better or worse since you returned?

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Much better 8.2

9.6
8.2

2.6

5.3
3.9

2.0

11.8
17.6

3.6

21.4
39.3

Better
No different

37.6

36.5

34.2

53.9

23.5

45.1

25.0

10.7

Worse

Much Worse

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total
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Table 37: Percent employed and current weekly salary 20

Percent
employed

Percent
unemployedCountry

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

57.0

46.2
38.0

86.7

43.0

51.3
62.0

13.3

Mean weekly
salary

9,354.00

667.00
43,593.00

882.00Antigua

Summary

Overall, there were strong feelings of injustice at being 
deported. Persons from Jamaica felt that Jamaicans 
were more likely to be deported than persons from oth-
er countries. Fewer people from Trinidad and Tobago, 
Guyana, and Antigua, however, felt that people from 
their respective countries were more likely to be deport-
ed than persons from other countries. In all four coun-
tries, many more people were of the opinion that they 
were either unfairly or very unfairly treated by foreign 
police and courts. 

The strongest feelings were evident when respondents 
were asked:

What is your opinion about being deported by the 
foreign government?

In Jamaica, 69.6% felt that their deportation was either 
unfair or very unfair, while 83.3% in Trinidad and Toba-
go, 88.7% in Guyana, and 56.7% in Antigua shared this 
opinion. Given the above responses, it is not surprising 
that a large proportion of respondents in each country 
felt that deportation had made their lives worse or 
much worse (Jamaica - 74%; Trinidad and Tobago - 
88.1%; Guyana - 68.6%; and Antigua - 35.7%).

20 All figures are quoted in the currency of each receiving country.

Employment And Access To Amenities

Percent employed and current weekly salary

Respondents were asked to indicate, at the time of the 
interview, whether they currently had a job, and what 
was their weekly salary in the local currency. 57% of 
the Jamaican sample were employed. Weekly salaries 
ranged from $JA 500 to $50,000 with a mean weekly 
salary of $9,354. In the Trinidad and Tobago sample, 
46.2% was employed. For those who were employed, 
weekly salary ranged from $TT 1 to $2,000, with a 
mean weekly salary of $667.

In the Guyana sample, 38% were employed. Weekly 
salaries ranged from $GY 2,000 to $450,000, with a 
mean weekly salary of $43,593. In the Antigua sample, 
87% were employed; their weekly salary ranged from 
$EC 345 to $5000, with a mean weekly salary of 
$882.00.
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Table 38: Ease of access to jobs

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Very easy 3

16
16

5

29
17

4

20
30

10.0

63.3
10.0

Easy
Don't know

30 28 2 10.0Difficult

35 21 44 6.7Very difficult

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %

Table 39: Ease of access to housing

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Very easy 15.8

28.7
23.9

3.8

19.2
24.5

15

40
31

30.0

50.0
10.0

Easy
Don't know

17.2 17.9 2 3.3Difficult

14.4 34.6 12 6.7Very difficult

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %

Ease of access to jobs

Respondents were asked to indicate how easy it was to 
access jobs in their respective countries. In all coun-
tries except Antigua, more persons found it either diffi-
cult or very difficult to access jobs than those who 
found it easy or very easy. In Jamaica, 65% found ac-
cess to jobs either difficult or very difficult, compared 
to 49% in Trinidad and Tobago, and 46% in Guyana 
who had similar difficulty.

In Jamaica, 19% found it easy or very easy to access 
jobs, compared to 34% in Trinidad and Tobago, and 
24% in Guyana. In Antigua, in contrast, only 16.7% 
found it either difficult or very difficult to access jobs, 
while 73.3% found it easy or very easy.

Ease of access to housing

Housing was somewhat easier to access in all four(4) 
countries than employment, yet many respondents, es-
pecially in Trinidad and Tobago, had difficulty accessing 
housing. In Jamaica, 44.5% found that it was either 
easy or very easy to access housing, compared to 23% 
in Trinidad and Tobago, 55% in Guyana, and 80% in 
Antigua. In Jamaica, 31.6% found it either difficult or 
very difficult to access housing, compared to 52.5% in 
Trinidad and Tobago, 14% in Guyana, and 10% in Anti-
gua who also shared such difficulties.

Ease of access to health care

Health care was difficult to access, especially in Jamai-
ca. In Jamaica, 51.2% found it either difficult or very 
difficult to access health care, compared to 28.2% in 
Trinidad and Tobago, 36% in Guyana, and 6.6% in Anti-
gua. Some respondents however, found that it was 
easy or very easy to access health care (Jamaica - 
21.1%; Trinidad and Tobago - 12.8%; Guyana - 4%; 
and Antigua - 30%).

Table 40: Ease of access to health care

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Very easy 4.8

16.3
27.7

1.3

11.5
59.0

2

2
60

0.0

30.0
63.3

Easy
Don't know

27.8 11.5 8 3.3Difficult

23.4 16.7 28 3.3Very difficult

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %
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Respondents were asked whether or not they had been 
refused a job, refused housing, or treated disrespectful-
ly because they were deported. The numbers who were 
refused a job because of their deportation status was 
especially high in Jamaica (23.4%) and Guyana 
(21.6%) and somewhat lower in Trinidad and Tobago 
(16%) and Antigua (13%).

Summary

It is evident that deported persons experience many dif-
ficulties after their arrival in the receiving country. Ex-
cept in Antigua, many were unemployed at the time of 
the interview (Jamaica - 43%; Trinidad and Tobago - 
51.3%; and Guyana - 62%). As expected from this, ac-
cess to jobs was also difficult. In Jamaica, 65% found 
access to jobs either difficult or very difficult, compared 
to 49% in Trinidad and Tobago, and 46% in Guyana. 
Only in Antigua did a small proportion (16.7%) have 
this difficulty.

Discrimination, as it applied to housing, was somewhat 
less of a problem. 12.2% were refused housing in 
Guyana because they were deported, compared to 
5.7% in Jamaica, 4% in Trinidad and Tobago, and 0% 
in Antigua.

Large proportions of the sample in each country claim-
ed that they were treated disrespectfully simply be-
cause they had been deported (Jamaica - 37.9%; Trini-
dad and Tobago - 32.5%; Guyana - 47.2%; and Antigua 
- 25%).

Indeed, 23.4% of the respondents in Jamaica had been 
refused a job because of their deportation status, and 
similarly 16% in Trinidad and Tobago, and 21.6% in 
Guyana. Housing was also somewhat difficult to ac-
cess, and especially so in Trinidad and Tobago. In all 
countries except Antigua, a small proportion of the re-
spondents had been refused housing because of their 
deportation status (range 4% to 12.2%). Access to 
health care also posed some difficulties, especially in 
Jamaica. Many respondents were also treated disre-
spectfully because of their deportation status.

Discrimination as a result of being a deported person

Table 41: Discrimination as a result of being a deported person

Have you ever been refused a job
because you were deported

Yes No Yes No Yes No
Country

Have you ever been treated
disrespectfully because you were deported

Have you ever been refused housing
because you were deported

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

23.4

16.0
21.6

13.3

76.6

84.0
78.4

86.7

5.7

4.0
12.2

0

94.3

96.0
87.8

100

37.9

32.5
47.2

25

62.1

67.5
52.8

57Antigua
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Criminal Victimization

Victimization within the past year

Respondents were asked to indicate whether or not 
they had become victims of crime within the past year, 
and within their lifetime. Within the past year, 53% of 
the Jamaican sample had been victimized, compared to 
62.7% of the sample from Trinidad and Tobago, 63.5% 
of the sample from Guyana, and 30% of the sample 
from Antigua.

More respondents were victimized once or twice in the 
year prior to the interview in Trinidad and Tobago 
(21.3%), Guyana (21.1%), and Antigua (23.3%) than in 
Jamaica (9%). Except for Antigua, roughly equivalent 
amounts in each country were victimized three to four 
times within the past year (Jamaica - 11%; Trinidad and 
Tobago - 9.3%; Guyana - 13.4%; and Antigua - 3.3%).

Similarly, roughly equivalent amounts in each country 
except Antigua had been victimized more than four 
times within the last year (Jamaica - 33%; Trinidad and 
Tobago - 32.1%; Guyana - 29%; and Antigua - 3.3%). 
Overall, the levels of criminal victimization within the 
last year were very similar in Jamaica, Trinidad and To-
bago, and Guyana, but somewhat lower in Antigua.

Table 42: Percent who experienced different levels of victimization within the past year

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Never 47

9
11

37.3

21.3
9.3

36.5

21.1
13.4

70.0

23.3
3.3

1-2 times
3-4 times

33 32.1 29.0 3.3More than 4 times
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %



75

The recently concluded Jamaican National Crime Vic-
timization Survey (2006) used a nationally representa-
tive sample of 3,112 respondents to estimate victimiza-
tion rates of the general population in Jamaica. This 
survey found that within the last year, 23.7% of Jamai-
cans were victimized, with 11.3% experiencing two or 
more incidents of criminal victimization in the past 
year.

The table overleaf displays victimization rates within the 
past year for deported persons in the present study for 
Jamaica (53%), Trinidad and Tobago (62.7%), Guyana 
(63.5%), and Antigua (30%), and past year victimiza-
tion rates for the Jamaican population (23.7%). It is 
clear that deported persons from all four countries have 
substantially higher rates of victimization within the 
past year, than the average person in the Jamaican 
population. Unfortunately, comparable victimization da-
ta for the populations of Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, 
and Antigua are not available.

It is important to remember, in making comparisons,  
that some of the victimization of deported persons may 
have taken place in the country from which they were 
deported, while some may have taken place in their 
present country of residence. With respect to victimiza-
tion within the last year, however, the majority of inci-
dents would have occurred in the country of present 
residence.

For the Jamaican sample, the average number of years 
that deported persons had spent in Jamaica, since their 
return, was 6.6 (range 1 - 36 years). In Trinidad and 
Tobago, deported persons had spent an average of 4.2 
years in Trinidad and Tobago (range 0 - 36 years). Per-
sons from the Guyana sample had spent an average of 
1.6 years in Guyana (range 0 - 12 years), while persons 
in the Antigua sample had spent an average of 3.4 
years in Antigua (range 0 - 11 years).

Lifetime victimization levels

Not surprisingly, lifetime prevalence of victimization 
was higher than victimization within the last year. In Ja-
maica, 83% of the respondents had been victimized in 
their lifetime, compared to 90.7% in the Trinidad and 
Tobago sample, 88.5% in the Guyana sample, and 
63.3% in the Antigua sample. Within their lifetime, 3% 
in Jamaica had been victimized one or two times, com-
pared to 17.4% in Trinidad and Tobago, 7.6% in Guya-
na, and 10% in Antigua. 7% of the Jamaica sample had 
been victimized three or four times in their lifetime, 
compared to 16% in Trinidad and Tobago, 13.5% in 
Guyana, and 10% in Antigua. 

In the Jamaica sample, 73% of respondents had been 
victimized more than four times within their lifetime, 
compared to 57.3% in Trinidad and Tobago, 67.4% in 
Guyana, and 43.3% in Antigua. Overall, Trinidad and 
Tobago had the highest level of lifetime victimization, 
with Guyana and Jamaica being slightly lower, and An-
tigua having the lowest level.

Comparison of past year victimization rates for deported persons from Jamaica,
Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua with the Jamaican population past year victimization
rates

Table 43: Overall percent who experienced victimization
                within the past year

Percent victimizedCountry

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

53.0

62.7
63.5

30.0

23.7

Antigua

Jamaica National Crime Victimization Survey
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Table 44: Percent who experienced different levels of victimization in their lifetime

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Never 17

3
7

9.3

17.4
16.0

11.5

7.6
13.5

36.7

10.0
10.0

1-2 times
3-4 times

73 57.3 67.4 43.3More than 4 times
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0Total %

Comparison of lifetime victimization rates for deported persons in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago,
Guyana, and Antigua with the Jamaican population lifetime victimization rates

As noted above, in the Jamaican sample of deported 
persons, 83% of the respondents had been victimized 
in their lifetime, compared to 90.7% in the Trinidad and 
Tobago sample, 88.5% in the Guyana sample, and 
63.3% in the Antigua sample. The results of the Jamai-
ca National Crime Victimization Survey (2006) suggest 
that almost two-thirds of all Jamaican respondents 
(61.4%) have experienced at least one incident of crim-
inal victimization in their lifetime. Approximately 18% of 
the sample had experienced only one incident of victim-
ization; an additional 10.1% had two victimization expe-
riences; and one out of every three respondents 
(33.0%) had three or more experiences with criminal 
victimization.

A comparison of the lifetime prevalence of victimization 
of deported persons, with victimization rates of the 
general population in Jamaica, indicates that for all 
countries except Antigua, deported persons have higher 
rates of victimization than persons in the general popu-
lation of Jamaica.

One can only speculate on the reasons for higher vic-
timization of deported persons. One possibility is that 
they represent a more vulnerable population, who are 
more prone to become victims of crime. Another possi-
bility is that they may be involved in the commission of 
criminal activity themselves; this places them in situa-
tions and environments where they may be more likely 
to become victims of crime. Prior research has sup-
ported a link between criminal activity and victimization 
(Schreck 1999).

It may be noted here that the Jamaica National Crime 
Victimization Survey (2006) found, for its nationally 
representative sample, that a comparison of the fre-
quency of crimes committed, both within the past year 
and lifetime prevalence, for victims of crime versus 
non-victims, indicates that invariably, victims commit 
more crimes than non-victims (2006: 257). A later 
chapter of this report will examine self-reported crimi-
nal activity by deported persons and will assess wheth-
er victimization is related to the commission of crimes 
in the samples of deported persons in Jamaica, Trini-
dad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua.
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Table 45: Overall percent who experienced victimization in their lifetime

Percent victimizedCountry

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

83.0

90.7
88.5

63.3

61.4

Antigua

Jamaica National Crime Victimization Survey

Lifetime and past year prevalence of different 
types of victimization

In order to obtain a more detailed understanding of the 
nature of criminal victimization, respondents were 
asked to indicate the types of victimization they had ex-
perienced within the last year, and within their lifetime. 
These data are displayed in table 46, and figures 12 and 
13 overleaf.

In the Jamaican sample, the four(4) most prevalent 
forms of victimization within the past year were having 
money or possessions stolen (30%), being seriously 
threatened (25%), threatened with a machete/knife 
(24%) and threatened with the use of a gun (23%). The 
four(4) most prevalent types of victimization experi-
enced within their lifetime were having money or pos-
sessions stolen (59%), being threatened with the use of 
a gun (55%), threatened with a machete/knife (50%), 
and being attacked with other weapons (50%).21

In Trinidad and Tobago, the most frequent forms of vic-
timization within the last year were having money or 
possessions stolen (44%), having possessions dam-
aged (32%), being attacked with other weapons (30%), 
and being threatened with a machete or knife (28%). 
Within their lifetime, the most prevalent experiences of 
victimization were having money or possessions stolen 
(67%), being attacked without a

21 Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents were free to
   give more than one answer, according to what was applicable to them

weapon (47%), having possessions damaged (46%), 
and being threatened with a machete or knife (45%). In 
Guyana, the most prevalent types of victimization expe-
rienced within the last year were having money or pos-
sessions stolen (37%), having possessions damaged 
(31%), being threatened with a machete or knife (30%), 
and being attacked without a weapon (28%). Within 
their lifetime, the crimes most experienced were having 
money or possessions stolen (71%), being threatened 
with a machete or knife (60%), being threatened with 
the use of a gun (59%), and being attacked without a 
weapon (58%).

In Antigua, the most prevalent types of victimization which re-
spondents experienced within the last year were having their 
homes broken into (10%), having money/possessions stolen, 
being threatened (gun; other weapon; to be killed), being at-
tacked without a weapon (all 6.7%). Within their lifetime, the 
most prevalent types of victimization were having mon-
ey/possessions stolen (46.7%), having possessions dam-
aged (43.3%), being threatened with a weapon other than a 
gun (40%), being threatened to be killed and being attacked 
with a weapon (both 36.7%), being attacked without a weap-
on (33.3%), being threatened with a gun, and shot or shot at 
(both 30%).
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Table 46: Percent who had been victims of various crimes in the past year, and in their lifetime

Jamaica
Past Year Lifetime Past Year Lifetime Past Year Past YearLifetime Lifetime

Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Money or possessions stolen 59

46
38

44

32
10

67

46
44

37

31
14

71

56
33

6.7

0.0
10.0

46.7

43.3
23.3

30

21
15

Possessions damaged
Home broken into

55 19 39 21 59 6.7 30.023Threatened with the use of a gun
50 28 45 30 60 6.7 40.024Threatened with a machete/knife

48 27 44 26 47 6.7 36.725Seriously threatened to kill you
47 28 47 30 58 6.7 33.319Attacked you without a weapon

50 30 44 26 43 3.3 36.721Attacked with other weapon
37 5 31 2 55 0.0 30.09Been shot or shot at

36 13 31 9 55 0.0 20.012Suffered injury from fight/attack
7 1 6 2 0 0.0 0.00Sexually assaulted

Figure 12: Criminal victimization within the past year
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Figure 13: Lifetime prevalence of criminal victimization
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Self-Reported Offending

Respondents in Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua were asked to self report any offences in 
which they had engaged, both in their respective countries and while they were abroad. The offences measured 
here may or may not have come to the attention of the police, and allows for a comparison between self-reported 
rates of offending, and officially recorded rates of offending.



80

Of those in the Jamaican sample, 53% admitted to hav-
ing committed at least one (1) crime since their depor-
tation. Of those persons who had committed crimes in 
Jamaica, 78% admitted to repeat offending and had 
been involved in three (3) or more crimes; 20% of the 
Jamaica respondents had spent time in prison in Ja-
maica.

In the Trinidad and Tobago sample, 62% admitted to 
having committed at least one crime locally since their 
deportation. Of those persons who had committed 
crimes in Trinidad and Tobago, 51% admitted to repeat 
offending and had been involved in two (2) or more 
crimes; 32% of respondents indicated that they had 
served prison or jail time in Trinidad and Tobago. 26% 
of respondents admitted to having committed at least 
one crime in Guyana since their deportation. Of those 
who admitted to committing crimes in Guyana, 86% 
were repeat offenders; 16% of respondents have spent 
time in jail or prison in Guyana.

Of those in the Antigua sample, 63.3% admitted to hav-
ing committed at least one crime since their deporta-
tion. Of those persons who had committed crimes in 
Antigua, 68.4% admitted to repeat offending and had 
been involved in two or more crimes. As a proportion 
of the entire sample, this indicates that 43.3% of the 
sample were repeat criminal offenders in Antigua. 6.7% 
of the respondents had spent time in prison in Antigua 
for crimes committed there.

A comparison of offending rates and conviction rates 
for deported persons suggests that many crimes com-
mitted by this segment of the population remain unde-
tected. The figure below compares the actual number of 
crimes that were self-reported compared with the num-
ber of convictions that resulted in the incarceration of 
offenders within our sample population.

Figure 14: Percent who committed at least one crime, percent these who are repeat
offenders, and percent who had spent time on prison locally
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Repeat offending locally

As the previous graph indicates, large proportions of 
those who committed crimes in each country were re-
peat offenders. In Jamaica, when only those who are 
offenders are considered, 22% committed crimes only 
once or twice, while 18% committed crimes several 
times, and 60% committed crimes many times. In Tri-
nidad and Tobago, 40% committed crimes only once or 
twice, while 7.5% committed crimes several times, and 
52.5% committed crimes many times. In Guyana, 14% 
committed crimes only once or twice, while 57% com-
mitted crimes several times, and 29% committed 
crimes many times.

In Antigua, 47% committed crimes only once or twice, 
while 21% committed crimes several times, and 32% 
committed crimes many times. This data indicates that 
Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago have a higher inci-
dence of serious recidivism than Guyana and Antigua.

Figure 15: Frequency of crimes committed locally
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Types of crimes committed locally

An examination of the crimes committed revealed that 
the most frequently committed crimes in Jamaica were: 
attacking someone without the use of a weapon (37%), 
sale or trafficking of illegal drugs (35%), threatening to 
seriously injure someone (22%), attacking someone 
with a weapon (15%) and stealing small sums of mon-
ey (11%).

The five (5) most frequently committed crimes in Trini-
dad and Tobago were: attacking someone without the 
use of a weapon (35%), sale or trafficking of illegal 
drugs (28%), paying someone to have sex (24%), 
stealing small sums of money (23%), and threatening 
to seriously injure someone (21%).

The five (5) most frequently committed crimes in Guya-
na were: attacking someone without the use of a weap-
on (22%), threatening to seriously injure someone 
(14%), sale or trafficking of illegal drugs (10%), illegal 
possession or use of firearms (10%), and paying 
someone to have sex (6%).

The most frequently committed offences by persons 
from the Antigua sample were paying someone to have 
sex (33.3%), selling illegal drugs (30%), carrying an il-
legal firearm (20%), engaging in a physical fight 
(16.7%), threatening to seriously injure someone 
(13.4%), destroying property (10%), stealing small 
amounts of money (10%), and rape (6.7%).

Figure 16: Most frequent locally committed crimes
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Overall rates of committing crime while abroad

When asked about their offending patterns in the coun-
try from which they had been deported, 83% of the Ja-
maica sample admitted to having committed at least 
one offence overseas. Of these, 90% were repeat of-
fenders with three (3) or more crimes.

In the Trinidad and Tobago sample, 80.8% admitted to 
having committed at least one (1) offence overseas. Of 
these, 23.6% committed one (1) to two (2) offences, 
14.6% committed three (3) to four (4) offences, and 
61.8% committed more than four (4) offences.

In the Guyana sample, 77.3% admitted to having com-
mitted at least one (1) offence overseas. Of those who 
admit to committing crimes overseas, 81% were repeat 
offenders, with 49% committing several crimes, and 
32% committing many crimes.

In the Antigua sample, while abroad, 63.3% of the re-
spondents admitted to committing at least one (1) 
criminal offence. Of the persons who committed offen-
ces abroad, all were recidivists, committing two  (2) or 
more offences. As such, 63.3% of the sample admitted 
to being recidivistic criminal offenders in the country of 
deportation.

Figure 17: Percent who committed at least one crime abroad and percent of these
who are repeat offenders 
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Types of crimes committed abroad

The crimes most frequently committed abroad by the 
Jamaica sample were: the sale or trafficking of illegal 
drugs (73%), attacking someone without a weapon 
(43%), the illegal possession or use of firearms (37%), 
threatening to seriously injure someone (31%), and 
shoplifting (29%).

The crimes most frequently committed abroad by the 
Trinidad and Tobago sample were: the sale or traffick-
ing of illegal drugs (47%), attacking someone without a 
weapon (44%), the illegal possession or use of fire-
arms (40%), shoplifting (40%), and stealing small 
sums of money (35%).

The crimes most frequently committed abroad by the 
Guyana sample were: attacking someone without a 
weapon (65%), the sale or trafficking of illegal drugs 
(52%), illegal possession or use of firearms (37%), 
threatening to seriously injure someone (35%), and at-
tacking someone with a weapon (26%).

The crimes most frequently committed abroad by the 
Antigua sample were: selling illegal drugs (60% of the 
sample), carrying an illegal firearm (47%), paying 
someone to have sex (40%), engaging in a physical 
fight without a weapon (37%), threatening to seriously 
injure someone (33%), and attacking someone with a 
weapon (30%).

Figure 18: Crimes most frequently committed abroad

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

73

43

21 20

44

40

32 32

52

65

10

60

30

37

47

26

37

17

47

37

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Sale/Trafficking illegal
drugs

Attack without a weapon Illegal possession/use of
firearm 

Attack with  a weapon Stealing large amounts of
money

Pe
rc

en
t



85

Comparison of crimes committed abroad and 
locally

A comparison of the frequency of crimes committed 
abroad and locally revealed that invariably, a greater 
amount of crime was committed abroad than locally. 
For example, in Jamaica, 37% of the respondents at-
tacked someone without the use of a weapon one or 
more times, compared to 43% who did so abroad.

In the Trinidad and Tobago sample, 35% did so while in Tri-
nidad and Tobago as opposed to 44% who did so while 
abroad. In the Guyana sample, 22% did so in Guyana and 
65% did so abroad. In the Antigua sample, 17% did so in 
Antigua while 37% did so abroad.

In making this comparison, it is important to consider that 
respondents, on average, spent a greater length of time 
abroad, than they did locally. More time abroad would have 
presented greater opportunity to commit crimes. When we 
take the length of time into account, it becomes apparent 
that in the comparably short length of time spent locally, re-
spondents have committed a disproportionately large num-
ber of criminal offences. In fact, for the Jamaica sample, the 
average number of years that deported persons had spent 
in Jamaica was 6.6, while in the Trinidad and Tobago sam-
ple, deported persons had spent an average of 4.2 years in 
Trinidad and Tobago.

Persons in the Guyana sample had spent an average of 1.6 
years in Guyana, while those in the Antigua sample had 
spent an average of 3.4 years in Antigua. This compares to 
an average length of time spent abroad of 13.6 years for the 
Jamaican sample, 21.3 years for the Trinidad and Tobago 
sample, 17.7 years for the Guyana sample, and 16 years 
spent for the Antigua sample. When we take the length of 
time into account, it becomes apparent that in the compara-
bly short length of time spent locally, respondents have 
committed a disproportionately large number of criminal of-
fences.
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Figure 19: Comparison of crimes committed abroad and locally

43

35

44

22

65

35

73

47

10

52

30

60

22

31

21

29

14

35

13

33

15

21

32

4

26

3

30

10

19

40

10

20

47

17

3737

28

17

37

37

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Local AbroadLocal AbroadLocal AbroadLocal Abroad

Jamaica Trinidad and Tobago Guyana Antigua

Pe
rc

en
t

Attack without a weapon Sale/Trafficking illegal drugs Threaten to seriously injure Attack with a weapon Illegal possession of firearm

Figure 20: Comparison of the average length of time spent locally and abroad
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Crimes committed locally Crimes committed abroad

Victimization (past year)

Victimization (lifetime) r = 0.236, p<0.002

r = 0.166, p<0.034

r = 0.357, p<0.001

ns

Table 47: Jamaica: Correlations between self-reported crime and victimization

Crimes committed locally Crimes committed abroad

Victimization (past year)

Victimization (lifetime) r = 0.437, p<0.001

r = 0.581, p<0.001

r = 0.743, p<0.001

r = 0.348, p<0.040

Table 48: Trinidad and Tobago: Correlations between self-reported crime and victimization

A previous chapter of this report examined the lifetime 
prevalence, and prevalence of victimization within the 
last year of deported persons from Jamaica, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua. It was pointed out 
that deported persons had higher victimization rates 
than persons drawn from the general population, based 
on findings from the Jamaican National Crime Victimi-
zation Survey (2006). It was hypothesized that deported 
persons may be involved in the commission of criminal 
activity themselves which may place them in situations 
and environments where they may be more likely to be-
come victims of crime. It was also noted that various 
researchers, including Schreck (1999) has supported a 
link between criminal activity and victimization.

To investigate whether or not this hypothesis is plausi-
ble, victimization data and self-reported crime data 
were correlated for the samples from Jamaica, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Guyana, and Antigua.  Specifically, scales 
were constructed which represented the total victimiza-
tion within the last year, and within the lifetime of re-
spondents.  Scales were also constructed which repre-
sented the total crime committed, both locally and 
abroad.  The two victimization scales were correlated 
with the crime scales.  Consistent positive correlations 
between the victimization and crime scales will be sup-
portive of the hypothesis mentioned above.  The corre-
lations are as follows:

Correlation with self-reported crime and victimization
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Crimes committed locally Crimes committed abroad

Victimization (past year)

Victimization (lifetime) r = 0.236, p<0.002

r = 0.166, p<0.034

r = 0.357, p<0.001

ns

Table 49: Guyana: Correlations between self-reported crime and victimization

Crimes committed locally Crimes committed abroad

Victimization (past year)

Victimization (lifetime) r = 0.437, p<0.001

r = 0.581, p<0.001

r = 0.743, p<0.001

r = 0.348, p<0.040

Table 50: Antigua: Correlations between self-reported crime and victimization

Three (3) of the four (4) correlations are significant for 
Jamaica, while all four (4) correlations are significant 
for Trinidad and Tobago and Guyana. In the case of An-
tigua, only one (1) correlation is significant, with anoth-
er one (1) almost approaching statistical significance. 
The range of significant correlations in all cases is 
moderately strong. This indicates, in no uncertain 
terms for Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, and Guyana, 
that persons who were more likely to commit crimes 
were also more likely to become victims of crime them-
selves.

Conversely, it also indicates that those who were least 
likely to commit crimes in these three countries were 
also least likely to become victims of crime. While this 
does not prove unequivocally that the commission of 
crimes puts offenders in situations in which they are al-
so likely to become victims, it lends strong support to 
this hypothesis.

Gang membership

In the Jamaica sample, when asked about gang mem-
bership, interviewers got a 55% response rate; that is, 
45% chose not to answer the questions related to gang 
membership. Of the 55% that responded, very few are 
current gang members (2%), or have ever been in a 
gang (9%).

In Trinidad and Tobago, 22% of respondents indicated 
that they have been gang members. The most frequent 
location for gang membership was USA (n = 6) and Tri-
nidad and Tobago (n = 3) followed by less frequent oc-
currences in Canada (n = 1) and England (n = 1). It 
seems apparent that  deportation disrupted most of 
these gang memberships since the majority of the re-
spondents reported at the time of interview that they 
did not belong to gangs. Only three respondents (4%) 
indicated that they were currently gang members in Tri-
nidad and Tobago.

With respect to the Guyana sample, 4% report current 
gang membership while 13% report having been in a 
gang at some point in their lives. 62% of respondents 
refused to answer when asked whether or not they 
were a current member of a gang.
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In Antigua, only one person (3.3% of the sample) had 
ever been a gang member, while no respondent was a 
gang member at the time of interview.

Lifestyle: Alcohol and Drug Usage

Respondents were asked to indicate their frequency of 
usage of alcohol, marijuana/ganja, crack/cocaine, ecsta-
sy, and other illegal drugs.

Alcohol usage

In Jamaica, 79% used alcohol, compared to 86% in Tri-
nidad and Tobago, 62% in Guyana, and 73% in Anti-
gua. Of those who used alcohol in Jamaica, the majori-
ty used it only once or twice (24%), or several times 
(27%). A similar pattern was observed in Guyana. In 
Trinidad and Tobago, however, there was a large pro-
portion of the respondents (35%) stating that they used 
alcohol many times. Similarly in Antigua, 23.3% of the 
sample used alcohol many times or daily.

Marijuana/Ganja Usage

In Jamaica, 63% used marijuana or ganja, compared to 
67% in Trinidad and Tobago, 45% in Guyana, and 63% 
in Antigua. In Jamaica, 10% had used marijuana or 
ganja once or twice, 21% several times, 9% many 
times and 23% daily. In Trinidad and Tobago, 19% had 
used marijuana or ganja once or twice, 14% several 
times, 17% many times and 17% daily. In Guyana, 17% 
had used marijuana or ganja once or twice, 4% several 
times, 11% many times and 13% daily. In Antigua, 
13.3% have used marijuana once or twice, 6.7% sever-
al times, 20% many times, and 23.3% use it daily.

Crack/Cocaine Usage

In Jamaica, 12% used crack or cocaine, compared to 
36% in Trinidad and Tobago, 4% in Guyana, and 10% 
in Antigua. In Jamaica, 7% had used crack or cocaine 
once or twice, 2% several times, 3% many times and 
0% daily. In Trinidad and Tobago, 9% had used crack 
or cocaine once or twice, 6% several times, 12% many 
times and 9% daily. In Guyana, 2% had used crack or 
cocaine once or twice while 2% had used it daily. In An-
tigua, 6.7% have used cocaine once or twice, and 3.3% 
several times.

Ever been a gang member Currently a gang memberCountry

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

9

22
13

3

2

4
4

0Antigua

Table 51: Percent who were previous and current gang members
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Ecstasy Usage

In Jamaica, 5% used ecstasy, compared to 3.9% in Tri-
nidad and Tobago, 10% in Guyana, and 7% in Antigua. 
In Jamaica, 4% had used ecstasy once or twice, 0.5% 
several times, 0.5% many times and 0% daily. In Trini-
dad and Tobago, 2.6% had used ecstasy once or twice 
while 1.3% had used it several times. In Guyana, 8% 
had used ecstasy once or twice, 0% several times, 2% 
many times and 0% daily. In Antigua, all persons who 
had used ecstasy indicated that they have used it sever-
al times.

Overall usage of alcohol and illegal drugs

In Jamaica, 79% used alcohol, compared to 86% in Tri-
nidad and Tobago, 62% in Guyana, and 73% in Anti-
gua. In Jamaica, 63% use marijuana or ganja, while 
67% in Trinidad and Tobago, 45% in Guyana, and 63% 
in Antigua do. In Jamaica, 12% use crack or cocaine, 
compared to 36% in Trinidad and Tobago, 4% in Guya-
na, and 10% in Antigua.

Other Illegal Drugs

In Jamaica, 6% used other illegal drugs, compared to 
8% in Trinidad and Tobago, and 3.3% in Antigua. No 
person in the Guyana sample used other illegal drugs. 
In Jamaica, 4% had used other illegal drugs once or 
twice, 1% several times, and 1% many times. In Trini-
dad and Tobago, 4% had used other illegal drugs once 
or twice, 3% several times, and 1% daily. In Antigua, 
3.3% had used other illegal drugs once or twice.

In Jamaica, 5% use ecstasy, compared to 3.9% in Tri-
nidad and Tobago, 10% in Guyana, and 7% in Antigua. 
In Jamaica, 6% use other illegal drugs, while in Trini-
dad and Tobago 8% use other illegal drugs and in Anti-
gua 3.3% use other illegal drugs. No person in the 
Guyana sample used other illegal drugs.

Alcohol Marijuana/GanjaCountry

Jamaica

Trinidad and Tobago

Guyana

79

86

62

73

63

67

45

63

Crack/Cocaine Ecstasy

12

36

4

10

5

3.9

10

7

Other Illegal Drugs

6

8

0

3.3Antigua

Table 52: Overall usage of alcohol and illegal drugs
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Another way to assess the extent of criminal offending 
of deported persons in each country is to cross-refer-
ence data sets which contain all deported persons, ar-
rest data, and criminal records. Using official crime da-
ta, this chapter helps us to answer the question of what 
proportion of all crimes have been committed by de-
ported persons, and whether or not, in comparison to 
the general population, they are more or less represent-
ed in particular crimes.

Findings for Jamaica

To ascertain how many persons were deported to Ja-
maica during the period 1990-2005 and subsequently 
convicted of a crime, Deportation and Criminal Records 
were electronically cross-referenced. A match was 
based on the use of a unique identification system 
combined from last name, first name, middle name, 
and date of birth. The deportation data used for our 
comparisons included 33,042 deported persons, while 
the Criminal Records data set included 159,880 per-
sons convicted of criminal offences in Jamaica. Both 
sets of data were restricted to persons who had been 
deported and/or convicted during the period January 1, 
1990 to December 31, 2005.

It was found that 1,871 deported persons in Jamaica 
had been convicted of criminal offences. These persons 
were responsible for 3,073 criminal offences, indicating 
that on average, each person committed more than one 
offence known to the police. The mean number of of-
fences per person was 1.64. Of these offenders, 69% 
had been convicted for one offence since their deporta-
tion, while 13% were habitual offenders committing 
three (3) or more offences.

Other offences may have been committed which were 
not known to the police. The gender distribution of re-
offenders was 75% male and 11% female. The gender 
of some of the re-offenders was not recorded.

Of the 1,871 persons convicted of criminal offences in 
Jamaica, 1,018 had been deported on criminal charges 
and 853 for immigration violations. Subsequent analy-
sis revealed that persons who were deported for non-
criminal charges, were more likely to be over-repre-
sented in criminal convictions in Jamaica than persons 
who were deported on criminal charges. 

Whereas persons with criminal convictions represented 
71% of total deportations, they were responsible for 
54% of convictions of deported persons in Jamaica, 
while persons deported on non-criminal grounds ac-
counted for 29% of deportations and 46% of criminal 
convictions in this group in Jamaica. This last finding 
raises serious questions about the extent to which per-
sons being deported, in relation to immigration viola-
tions, may also have been previously involved in crimi-
nal activities overseas that remained undetected. This 
finding also signals a need for a closer examination of 
issues related to the deportation of non-criminal of-
fenders.

The rate of re-conviction for deported persons is 5.66% 
(1,871 re-convicted persons out of a total of 33,042 de-
ported persons for the period 1990-2005). The rate of 
conviction for the average person in the Jamaican pop-
ulation for the same period is 6.13% (159,880 convict-
ed persons out of a total population of 2,607,632 based 
on the 2000 population census). As such, while deport-
ed persons are not over-represented in criminal convic-
tions, they are as likely to be convicted for crimes as 
the rest of the population, which means, their increased 
numbers in the general population will have a direct im-
pact on increasing crime rates.

Chapter 9

Examination of the Criminal Records Data

Examination
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Figure 21: Number of offences committed by deported persons in Jamaica

Table 53: Type of crime committed by deported persons in Jamaica

PercentType of offence
Drug related offences

Robbery/burglary/larceny
Firearm related offences

Rape/sexual offences

Murder/manslaughter

Other non violent crimes
Other violent crimes

Total %

Sample size

25

21
2

1

1

9
41

100

3,073

It is important to reiterate that this analysis is based 
solely on crimes known to the police. For a number of 
reasons, the actual rate of criminal offences committed 
by deported persons may be somewhat higher than that 
indicated by official statistics. In the case of Jamaica, 
the data used measures the rate at which deported per-
sons have been convicted of criminal offences. Not all 
persons who are arrested and charged with criminal of-
fences are subsequently convicted.

Another important factor is under-reporting of crimes. 
In fact, the recently concluded Jamaican National Vic-
timization Survey (2006: 112), which used a nationally 
representative sample of 3,112 respondents, found that 
67.5% of all incidents of criminal victimization are not 
reported to the police. 

The estimates of the extent to which deported persons 
commit crimes, based on official conviction rates may, 
therefore, be a conservative one. In this respect, one of 
the strengths of this report is that it allows for the com-
parison of official statistics with self-reporting statis-
tics. Official data indicates that 5.66% of deported per-
sons were subsequently convicted of a crime which 
they committed in Jamaica. Based on self-reporting 
measures gathered during interviews, 53% of deported 
persons admitted to committing at least one crime in 
Jamaica and 78% of these admitted to being repeat of-
fenders.
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Findings for Trinidad and Tobago

The first official dataset used was comprised of persons 
deported to Trinidad and Tobago between January 
1990 and December 2005. This deportation dataset in-
cluded 2,983 deported persons, and was compared to 
the second data set, compiled from the Criminal Re-
cords of all persons who were arrested and charged for 
a criminal offence in Trinidad and Tobago.

The Criminal Records database was also restricted to 
the same time period. To ascertain how many persons 
were deported to Trinidad and Tobago during the peri-
od 1990-2005 and were subsequently charged with a 
criminal offence, Deportation and Criminal Records 
were electronically cross-referenced. Similar to the Ja-
maican analysis, matching was based on the use of an 
identification system utilizing persons’ last name, first 
name, middle name, and date of birth. 

When the deportation database was checked against 
the criminal record database, 680 matches were made. 
These 680 persons are deported persons who have 
been arrested and charged for a crime committed in 
Trinidad and Tobago. During the same time period, 
2,983 deported persons were recorded as having ar-
rived in Trinidad and Tobago. Since 680 of these were 
subsequently arrested for crimes committed while in 
Trinidad and Tobago, this translates into an arrest rate 
of 22.8% for deported persons returned to Trinidad and 
Tobago.

In comparison, during the same period, the overall 
number of persons who were arrested and charged in 
Trinidad and Tobago was 84,432. Based on a popula-
tion of 1,262,366 (2000 Population Census, Central 
Statistical Office of Trinidad and Tobago), the rate of ar-
rest for the general population for this time period is 
6.7%, which is on par with Jamaica’s rate of arrest for 
the general population.

Based on the above data, deported persons were 3.4 
times more likely to be arrested and charged for crimes 
than the average person living in Trinidad and Tobago. 
In other words, whereas one in every 15 persons had 
been arrested and charged with a criminal offence, 
nearly one in every four deported persons had been 
charged with a criminal offence.

The fact that the above finding is based on arrest data 
makes it vulnerable to criticisms about the extent to 
which arrest data may over-estimate the involvement of 
deported persons in criminal activity, since not all per-
sons who are arrested and charged, are subsequently 
convicted. While this is a valid criticism, the possibility 
of bias is mitigated by the fact that while arrest rates do 
not represent an absolute reflection of actual levels of 
crime, neither do conviction rates since a significant 
proportion of actual crime remains undetected by the 
police.

Indeed, when compared to self-reported offending rates 
gathered during interviews with deported persons, 
where 62% admitted to committing at least one crime 
in Trinidad and Tobago, the arrest rates cited above 
may well offer a conservative estimate of the criminality 
of deported persons in Trinidad and Tobago. The gen-
der of all the offenders was not stated – only 50% 
(351) of the 680 were identified. Of this group, 93% 
were male and the remaining 7% were female. The data 
also shows that 87% of the offenders were deported 
from the USA (288 out of 331). This was followed by 
Canada (5%), other countries (4.8%) and the UK (3%).

43.5% of the 680 persons who were deported and 
cross-matched in the criminal records file, were arrest-
ed in Trinidad and Tobago for drug-related offences, 
followed by property crimes (18.8%), then gun-related 
offences (5.3%). Other non-violent crimes accounted 
for 18.7% of the group while other violent crimes ac-
counted for 10.6%.
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PercentType of offence

Drug related offences

Robbery/burglary/larceny
Firearm related offences

Rape/sexual offences
Murder/manslaughter

Other non violent crimes
Other violent crimes

Total %

43.5

18.8
5.3

2.1
1.0

18.7
10.6

100

Table 54: Type of crime committed by deported persons in Trinidad and Tobago

Comparison of Deportation Offences with Crimes 
Committed in Trinidad and Tobago

The table overleaf compares the distribution of deporta-
tion offences and crimes committed post-deportation 
(n=680) to Trinidad and Tobago. The percentages are 
strikingly similar, and highly positively correlated (r = 
0.986, p < 0.014). This indicates that deported persons 
tend to engage in the same type of crime for which they 
were deported, once they return to Trinidad and Toba-
go. This relationship between crimes committed over-
seas and in Trinidad and Tobago, was also confirmed in 
our analysis of the primary data gathered from inter-
views with deported persons.

For the majority of deported criminal offenders, there is 
a strong relationship between the types of activities that 
led to deportation and the pursuit of a similar criminal 
career subsequent to their deportation. This finding 
raises a number of pertinent questions for the manage-
ment of deportation generally, and in particular for Ja-
maica, where many persons deported on non-criminal 
charges were subsequently convicted in Jamaica on 
criminal charges.

Table 55: Comparison of Deportation Offences with Crimes in Trinidad and Tobago

Deportation Population
(crimes deported for)

Deported persons arrested in T&T
(crimes rearrested for in T&T)Type of Crime

Drug related

Robbery/burglary/larceny
Wounding/Assault

Gun-Related

53%

17%
10%

5%

43%

19%
6%

5%
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Guyana

With respect to Guyana, the same guidelines were ad-
hered to in accessing data for analysis. The data was 
comprised of (i) electronic data on persons convicted 
of criminal offences in Guyana, as well as (ii) data on 
persons deported between 2000 and 2005. Our analysis 
of the data led to the conclusion that the electronic data 
on criminal convictions had not been updated and was 
thus incomplete. For example, our interviews with de-
ported persons included eight persons who were ac-
tually serving sentences for offences they had commit-
ted in Guyana subsequent to their deportation.

The criminal records data did not provide a cross-refer-
enced match for those persons. This means that the re-
cords of several offenders, who are currently incarcer-
ated in Guyana, have not yet been incorporated into the 
electronic criminal records dataset. This made it impos-
sible to compare the rates of offending for deported 
persons to the  general population, and has effectively 
compromised our ability to provide thorough analyses 
of the relationship between deportation and crime in 
Guyana. The following analysis will, therefore, focus 
only on the results for Jamaica and Trinidad and Toba-
go.

Findings for Antigua

In Antigua, the deportation data used for comparisons 
included 283 deported persons, while the Criminal Re-
cords data set included 6,706 persons arrested for 
criminal offences in Antigua. Both sets of data were re-
stricted to persons who had been deported and/or ar-
rested during the period January 1, 1998 to December 
31, 2006. Similar to prior analysis, matching was based 
on the use of an identification system utilizing persons’ 
last name, first name, middle name, and date of birth.

It was found that 24 deported persons had been subse-
quently arrested for the commission of criminal offen-
ces in Antigua. This represents 8.5% of all persons de-
ported for this period. All of the deported persons who 
were subsequently rearrested were male. 17 of the 24 
persons or 71% were deported from the USA, while 3 
persons (12.5%) were deported from Canada. The 
countries of deportation for the remaining four (4) per-
sons were unknown.

The crimes which led to deportation were known for 22 
persons. These 22 persons committed a total of 26 
crimes. The most prevalent reason for deportation was 
drug related offences (10 offences). Other crimes which 
led to deportation included robbery (n = 4), assault (n = 
3), firearm related offences (n = 2), immigration viola-
tions (n = 2), breaking and entering, forgery, larceny, 
murder, rape (all n = 1).

While in Antigua, each person was arrested for one (1) 
offence. The most prevalent offence was larceny/break-
ing and entering (45.8%, n = 11). This was followed by 
drug related offences (25%, n = 6), wounding (12.5%, 
n = 3), rape (8.3%, n = 2), murder and receiving (4.2% 
each, n = 1 each).

The rate of commission of criminal offences for deport-
ed persons was 8.5% (24 re-arrested persons out of a 
total of 283 deported persons for the period 1998 - 
2006). The rate of commission of criminal offences for 
the average person in the Antiguan population for the 
same period was 8.9% (6,706 arrested persons out of a 
total population of 75,561 based on the 2001 popula-
tion census). As such, while deported persons are not 
over-represented in criminal convictions, they are as 
likely to be convicted for crimes as the rest of the popu-
lation, which means that their increased numbers in the 
general population will have a direct impact on increas-
ing crime rates.
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Figure 22: Conviction/Arrest rate for the general population and for deported persons in Jamaica, 
Trinidad and Tobago, and Antigua
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In making these comparisons, it is important to distin-
guish between the measurements of re-offending used 
for each country. While conviction data was available 
for Jamaica, the research team relied on the use of ar-
rest data for Trinidad and Tobago and Antigua. As such, 
absolute comparisons about the levels of criminal in-
volvement cannot be made for these countries, since 
arrest rates are typically higher than rates of conviction.

In Jamaica, the rate of reconviction of deported per-
sons (5.7%) was quite similar to the rate of conviction 
in the general population (6.1%). In contrast, in Trini-
dad and Tobago, deported persons were 3.4 times 
more likely to be arrested and charged than the average 
person. The rate of being arrested and charged for de-
ported persons in Trinidad and Tobago was 22.8%, 
compared to 6.7% for the general population. In Anti-
gua, the situation was similar to Jamaica, where de-
ported persons were arrested at a rate of 8.5% which 
was quite similar to the arrest rate for the general popu-
lation (8.9%).
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Figure 23: Offences for which deported persons were arrested/convicted in Jamaica, 
Trinidad and Tobago, and Antigua
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A higher proportion of deported persons were arrested 
for drug related offences, firearm related offences, and 
other non-violent crimes in Trinidad and Tobago, than 
in Jamaica and Antigua. Conversely, a higher propor-
tion of deported persons in Jamaica were convicted for 
other violent crimes than those arrested in Trinidad and 
Tobago and Antigua.

In contrast, Antigua had higher arrest rates for rob-
bery/burglary/larceny and rape, than for Trinidad and 
Tobago and Jamaica. Figure 23 presents the arrest/con-
viction data for each country, by the type of crime com-
mitted.



98

This chapter of the report is focused primarily on the 
administrative processes that impact various dimen-
sions of deportation and includes the development of 
specific recommendations for policy consideration. 
These recommendations apply to all four countries and 
are based on the analysis of primary and secondary da-
ta, and on the advice of the various stakeholder groups 
interviewed. Specific recommendations are also made 
based on the unique context and circumstances of each 
country.

Deportation to the Caribbean region should not be 
viewed in isolation as simply a migration issue, or one 
that is only of relevance to domestic national security 
concerns. The return migration of Caribbean nationals 
poses many challenges that hold wide-ranging implica-
tions for the entire region. A pragmatic response and a 
workable solution to the larger societal problems pre-
sented by increased deportation to the region requires 
the coordinated efforts and cooperation of governmen-
tal, non-governmental, and inter-governmental groups 
and agencies.

Civil society must also play a critical role in the re-inte-
gration of deported persons as they seek to pursue new 
beginnings in their countries of birth. The development 
of collaborative partnerships, both at the regional and 
national level, will facilitate a more comprehensive and 
effective deployment of resources in developing pro-
grammes and policies designed to deal with the issue 
of deportation. In recognition of the leadership role that 
must be undertaken by governments in the region, the 
recommendations in this section identify specific ac-
tions designed to streamline the various stages of crim-
inal deportation. These recommendations in the follow-
ing categories: Administrative and Procedural, Social 
Support and Reintegration, and Security and Law En-
forcement.

Administrative and Procedural 
Recommendations

Negotiations with Major Deporting Countries and 
the Development of a standardized Memorandum 
of Understanding

Stakeholders in the four (4) countries suggested that 
negotiations with deporting countries should be pur-
sued from a unified Caribbean platform, ideally through 
CARICOM, given the commonalties in deportation 
trends in the region. Nevertheless, there was also the 
recognition that different countries may need to ad-
dress some issues through bi-lateral agreements.

In negotiating with deporting countries, particular at-
tention should be given to proposals aimed at mitigat-
ing the harmful effects of deportation for persons who 
served in the military forces of the sending countries, 
persons who migrated as children and have spent the 
majority of their lives in the deporting countries, and 
long term residents who are now old or retired, and 
who may have become eligible for retirement benefits 
in the deporting country.

In keeping with the views expressed by stakeholders in 
all four countries, it is recommended that the govern-
ments of each country seek to establish standardized 
agreements with all the major deporting countries that 
will govern the deportation process. There is the need 
for the establishment of effective Memoranda of Under-
standing with the United States, Canada, and the United 
Kingdom, to systematize deportation procedures, and 
to facilitate the effective management of deportation in 
the receiving countries. Outlined below are some of the 
key issues which need to be addressed in a standar-
dized agreement:

Chapter 10

Key Recommendations for Antigua, Guyana, Jamaica & Trinidad and Tobago

Key Recommendations
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•  The nationality of the persons slated for
    deportation must be verified by the respective
    consular offices of the receiving country prior to
    deportation;

•  The documentation which should accompany
   deported persons should include identification
   documents;

•  Information which should be made available to the
   receiving country should include, but not be limited
   to, data on the individual’s current conviction,
   criminal antecedents, biographical data, fingerprints
   and photographs, local contacts and health
   records;

•  The medical records of deported persons should be
   supplied. This is especially critical for persons with
   mental illnesses, contagious diseases, substance
   abusers, and those with serious critical illnesses;

•  A minimum period of notification for deportation
   should be specified. It is recommended that a
   minimum of three months be specified, though the
   period of notification should be in keeping with the
   time required by the receiving country to make the
   necessary preparations for the reception of
   deported persons;

•  There should be no mass deportation of persons
   for criminal offences;

•  Deported persons should be given sufficient time
   to settle their affairs. This should include the
   notification of relatives, proper disposal of assets,
   and the securing of basic personal effects;

•  Sending countries should be required to pay all
   expenses incurred as a result of persons wrongly
   deported; for example, if a non-Guyanese national
   is deported to Guyana;

•  Deportation should only be used as a last resort,
   and only where persons have either voluntarily
   agreed to be deported or have exhausted all
   possible avenues of appeal;

•  Consideration should be given to, and provisions
   made for the reduction of the number of persons
   deported during times of social conflict in the
   receiving countries;

•  An upper limit should be placed on the number of
   serious criminal offenders to be deported to each
   country in each calendar year;

•  There should be negotiations with deporting
   countries for the provision to deported persons, of
   a sum amounting to at least seven days
   subsistence allowance;

•  Agreements should be secured with major
   deporting countries to ensure that Caribbean
   nationals slated for deportation receive full
   compensation for work done while incarcerated.

Core Elements of a Memorandum of Understanding on
Deportation of Criminal Offenders
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Settlement of Affairs in Deporting Countries

The vast majority of deported persons were returned to their 
country of birth without ample opportunity to settle their af-
fairs. This includes: insufficient opportunities to communi-
cate with family members, lack of access to legal advice 
concerning the management of assets, and the inability to 
access basic possessions, such as critical documents, med-
ications and other personal effects.

Recommendations

•  Governments in the region must ensure that prior
   to deportation persons are given adequate
   notification, advice and assistance with respect to
   settling their affairs;

•  The governments of all four countries should
   provide for the placement of additional staff at their
   respective consulates in deporting countries to deal
   with matters related to deportation;

•  Legal and/or administrative support should be
   provided to persons to help them access the
   assets to which they are entitled.

Human Resource Capacity

Recommendations

•  Appoint Deportation Liaison Officers within
   consulates in the deporting countries, primarily in
   high-volume deportation centers;

•  Conduct a comprehensive review of the staffing
   levels required to fulfill the functions required for
   the processing and management of increased
   numbers of deported persons;

•  Establish partnership agreements with civil society
   organizations/representatives that may help to
   provide additional human resource capacity for key
   social services.

•  Clarify which functions are to be performed by
   different agencies within each country with the aim
   of avoiding duplication of functions as they relate
   to deportation matters.
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Processing upon arrival

Stakeholders raised concerns about the inadequacy of 
provisions for the reception and processing of deported 
persons upon arrival in the receiving countries. The 
need was identified for the allocation of space in the in-
ternational airports, along with the requisite equipment 
to facilitate the debriefing and assessment of deported 
persons. Immediate access to social services was also 
seen as a key priority.

Recommendations

•  Allocate permanent space at the International
   Airports for the processing of deported persons.
 
Data Collection and Management

A data management system which allows for the 
compiling, organization, and dissemination of specified 
information on deported persons is urgently needed in 
each of the receiving countries studied. Such a system 
will reduce the duplication of records, and will ensure 
consistency through the use of a standardized format 
for data entry.

Recommendations

•  Provisions should be made for the purchase
   and installation of equipment such as
   computers and appropriate software for the
   efficient and accurate transfer of information
   about deported persons;

•  This data management system should allow
   for the transfer of information on deported
   persons among relevant agencies within each
   country;

•  This data management system should also allow
   regional governments and law enforcement
   agencies to share information on high risk
   offenders, and track the movement of deported
   persons throughout the region;

•  Specially trained personnel should be recruited to
   operate and manage such a system, with
   consideration given to the hiring of suitably vetted
   civilian personnel with the requisite expertise;

•  There is also the need to develop an information-
   sharing protocol, with requisite security features, to
   facilitate the sharing of critical information across
   relevant divisions and agencies;

•  Data collection and management procedures should
   be standardized. This should include the use of
   standardized recording of data on deported criminal
   offenders, and should be extended to Police
   Incident Reports that are used to capture vital
   information at the point of arrest;

•  Implement audit procedures to ensure integrity in
   the quality of the data being entered.
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Social Support and Re-Integration

Accommodation and other support

Stakeholders suggested that the governments of each 
country, with funding from the major deporting coun-
tries, should pursue the establishment of a transition 
centre in each country which could be used by repre-
sentatives from the civil society community to facilitate 
structured orientation programmes with deported indi-
viduals, as well as to provide short-term accommoda-
tion for persons without shelter. Apart from this, other 
forms of support are also needed.

Recommendations

•  Established Transition Centers in each country to
   facilitate short-term stays for persons without
   shelter;

•  Facilitate the provision of referral services for
   health and counseling services, training and
   employment opportunities, and temporary
   accommodation;

•  Provide assistance in accessing information related
   to obtaining identification and other necessary
   documentation for deported persons;

•  Facilitate access to social services provided by civil
   society groups, while maintaining clear distinctions
   between legal/governmental functions and social
   support services;

•  Conduct personal interviews with deported persons,
   and capture critical information that can be used to
   assess the risks/needs levels associated with
   persons;

•  Provide resources for additional social workers to
   work in tandem with law enforcement officials to
   facilitate the reintegration of deported persons.

Public Education

Specific actions should be taken to address the stigma-
tization of deported persons, particularly with respect to 
access to employment. Stakeholders believed that there 
was a need for Caribbean nationals living overseas to 
be better informed about matters related to citizenship 
status, and factors that may lead to their deportation. 
There was general agreement that the governments of 
each country could only play a limited role in this re-
gard, and that Diaspora groups may be best positioned 
to intervene in providing public education concerning 
the rights of citizens, deportation, and other related 
matters.

Recommendations

•  Collaborate with non-governmental organizations
   that can provide information to nationals living
   overseas;

•  Develop a resource database of deported persons
   with legitimate skills that can be of benefit to each
   country;

•  Design and implement public education
   programmes to sensitize the public about the
   rights of the deported individual. Sensitize the
   public in each receiving country about the plight of
   deported persons, with the aim of reducing
   stigmatization, labeling, stereotyping, and
   discrimination.
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Health

Among the major health issues identified was the lack 
of capacity of airport personnel to deal with the physi-
cal and mental health needs of deported persons. 
Those who are critically ill, or who have highly conta-
gious diseases present special problems both for them-
selves and for those who come into contact with them, 
particularly since local airports lack the medical serv-
ices required for conducting preliminary assessments 
and for supporting follow-up treatment or referrals. A 
related problem concerned the absence of medical re-
cords for the majority of deported persons; recommen-
dations for dealing with this latter problem appear pre-
viously as a suggested element in the Memorandum of 
Understanding.

Recommendations

•  Ensure the provision of equipment and personnel
   to deal with deported persons who require
   immediate medical attention. Provision should also
   be made for an appropriate referral system that will
   facilitate follow up treatment where necessary.

Security and Law Enforcement 
Recommendations

Procedures should be put in place that will provide a le-
gal mechanism for the monitoring of deported convict-
ed offenders who are deemed a threat to public safety. 
There should be clear guidelines to determine selection 
procedures for persons to be monitored.

Recommendations

•  Establish clear guidelines that specify selection
   criteria for persons against whom a monitoring
   order may be sought. This will reduce subjectivity
   and discretionary judgment in making such
   decisions;

•  Seek to establish a mandatory requirement for the
   enforcement of monitoring orders where persons
   are deported in relation to convictions for specified
   offences, including murder, rape, kidnapping, illegal
   possession of firearms, and major drug trafficking;

•  Establish dedicated legal resources to assist law
   enforcement personnel in reviewing the files of
   persons to be deported, liaising with legal
   authorities in the deporting countries, and
   providing advice on issues related to applications
   for designations as restricted persons;

•  Develop a graduated system of monitoring to allow
   for less restrictive procedures for persons who are
   considered to have lower risk profiles.
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The increased deportation of Caribbean nationals has clearly exacerbated the problem of crime and violence in the 
region. This in-depth study of four Caribbean nations highlights the fact that the problem of crime and violence 
does not disappear with the removal of criminal offenders from one geographical locale to another.

To the contrary, an assessment of rates of offending reveals that deported persons are at least as likely to be en-
gaged in criminal activities as other members of the population, and in some instances, are much more likely to en-
gage in criminal activities. Whereas in Jamaica and Antigua, deported persons and the general population tend to 
offend at roughly equivalent rates, the data from Trinidad and Tobago reveal that deported persons were arrested at 
a rate more than three times that of the general population.22

Self-reported offending data, based on interviews with deported persons in each country, also indicate that an aver-
age of close to fifty percent of those interviewed had been involved in criminal activities that may have gone unde-
tected by the police

The study also highlights the potentially harmful impact of the increased deportation of criminal offenders to coun-
tries with relatively small populations. The case of Antigua, which, based on population density, has a rate of de-
portation that is significantly higher than that of both Guyana and Trinidad and Tobago, reveals that even small 
numbers of deported criminal offenders may result in a disproportionately negative effect on the society to which 
they are returned.

Finally, in managing the issue of deportation, governments in the Caribbean region must take cognizance not only 
of the security implications that arise from the increased influx of criminal offenders into their societies, but must 
also pay close attention to the myriad social issues related to the involuntary return migration of their nationals, 
and should develop solutions that account for both national concerns and the global dimensions of the deportation 
dilemma.

22 The reader will recall that data limitations in Guyana prevented
   similar calculations.

Conclusion

Conclusion
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