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Abstract: The purpose of the article is to determine the degree of tourism penetration on 30 island countries 
and dependencies of the Caribbean region. This tourism penetration is perceived as part of research in two 
dimensions: economic and socio-spatial. As a result of adopting such a perspective, stages of tourism penetra-
tion were determined using two indicators constructed for the research. The Tourism Economic Impact Index 
(TEI) measured the economic dimension, while the second indicator was the Tourist Socio-spatial Impact 
Index (TSI). Determining the degree of tourism penetration on these two dimensions was to identify those 
areas most exposed to economic threats resulting from ‘tourism monoculture’ (the final penetration phase 
of a tourism economy) and, as defined to discuss overtourism, the risks arising from too many inbound vis-
itors at the same time. The research revealed that Caribbean dependent territories show the tendency to 
the highest penetration in both dimensions. Further analysis was made into the economic assessment of the 
phenomenon of ‘tourism monoculture’ and the dangers of this extreme form of export-oriented specialisation 
in the context of socio-economic development. Despite presenting positive premises, the phenomenon was 
critically assessed.
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Introduction

The dynamic development of tourism, mainly foreign, was characteristic of the later 
twentieth century and the first decades of the present one. Many countries and depend-
encies, in particular those underdeveloped, have seen in this phenomenon the oppor-
tunity for quickly overcoming socio-economic backwardness and ensuring sustainable 
development. This approach applies especially to groups of small islands located in 
the tropical zone. The growing demand for tourism on islands with warm seas and the 
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opportunity to thus satisfy it raises several questions that are of research interest not 
only for economists (especially those dealing with development economics) but also 
for economic geographers. The research issue is about the boundaries and implications 
of the transformation of geographical space into an economic tourism space and the 
economy into a tourism monoculture and was the reason for the author to analyse the 
issue from these two perspectives. In a broader context, raising the theme of tourism 
monoculture is also an attempt to consider how to examine the issues of monoculture 
in an economy, and what tools to use to measure it.

As a result of these premises, the author attempted to answer three basic ques-
tions as the primary goal. First, should those Caribbean island economies that mainly 
offer tourist products for export be critically assessed? Secondly, are dependent territo-
ries or independent states more prone to reaching an extreme stage of tourism mono-
culture (penetration with tourism economy)? Thirdly, which of the analysed Caribbean 
islands seem to be the most exposed to the phenomenon of overtourism?

These questions determined the structure of the article which firstly outlines 
the phenomenon of development issues in the Caribbean and overtourism, paying 
particular attention to the specificity of small island economies and the importance 
of tourist product exports. Secondly, two indicators were constructed: the Tourism 
Economic Impact Index (TEI) and a Tourist Socio-spatial Impact Index (TSI). Thirdly, 
available data for 2015 and similar years (obtained from databases and publications 
of the World Bank and the World Tourism Organization) for 30 Caribbean nations 
and territories were applied to these indicators, obtaining (partly) their values. These 
values enabled the separation of three stages of penetration for the tourism prod-
uct economy and tourism. The article then consolidates available knowledge about 
tourism monoculture using TEI and TSI. The final part summarises the analyses and 
presents conclusions.

Literature review

Numerous conflicts caused by overtourism in recent years, e.g. in Amsterdam, Barce-
lona, Dubrovnik, Majorca, Santorini and Venice, have caused a wave of interest in the 
negative aspects of the development of modern tourism (including Briguglio, Avellino, 
2019; Jasiński, 2019b; Kowalczyk-Anioł, 2015; Kowalczyk-Anioł, Włodarczyk, 2017; 
Kowalczyk-Anioł, Zmyślony, 2017; Seraphin, Sheeran, Pilato, 2018; Stanchev, 2018). 
Conflicts caused by overtourism and the local population were analysed earlier through 
many concepts. Those most commonly accepted in the specialist literature include the 
idea of changing the attitudes of permanent residents towards tourism – the so-called 
Doxey index (the Irridex, the Irritation Index) (Doxey, 1975, 1976), the Tourism Area 
Life Cycle (TALC) (Butler, 1980), and the concept of tourism carrying capacity.

The Caribbean region was one of the first areas where, as early as in the 1960s 
and 1970s, specialists pointed not only to social and ecological problems but also to 
economic ones. The latter resulted from a too intensive development of reception 
tourism (e.g. Bryden, 1973; Giezgała, 1969, 1977; Hałaciński, 1970, 1972; Kadt, 1979; 
Zacziniajew, Falkowicz, 1975). From the economic perspective, in this period the most 
significant threat was considered to be ‘crossing the border of tourism specialisation’ 
and thus causing ‘dependence’ on the revenues from tourist product exports (Giezgała, 
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1969, 1977; Hałaciński, 1970, 1972). This phenomenon was described as ‘tourist mon-
oculture’1. 

Economic tourism specialisation, to varying degrees, remains characteristic of the 
Caribbean islands. However, in a changing global economy with the free flow of goods 
and services, and with a high level of liberalisation of international trade, it is difficult to 
describe this as ‘an extension of the colonial system’ (Hałaciński, 1970, Kadt, 1979). It 
is also challenging to maintain the thesis that the development of the tourism economy 
was ‘pushed’ by, for instance, the U.S., which saw ‘tourism specialisation’ in this region 
as a ‘disruption’ of the development processes leading to the ‘economic dependence’ of 
these areas (Giezgała, 1969, 1977; Zacziniajew, Falkowicz, 1975). However, such a nar-
rative is still often adopted in the literature when assessing the economic effects of 
tourism development. However, the accelerating development evoked by this form of 
economic activity and the achievement of a high socio-economic level for some areas of 
the region (cf. Table 1 and Jasiński, 2017, 2018, 2019a) questions its justification.

The Caribbean is an incredibly diverse area in cultural, social, political and eco-
nomic terms. As a result, this concept of ‘the Caribbean’ has many meanings. It can be 
assumed that the Caribbean is composed of insular communities, English-speaking, 
Spanish-speaking, Francophone, Dutch, American, etc. The Caribbean can be spoken of 
in terms of the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) Working Party2, Caribbean Econom-
ic Community (CARICOM)3, the Greater Caribbean (which in addition to the islands, also 
includes coastal states), or the Caribbean Sea Basin4 (Gawrycki, 2004, Komosa, 2006, 
Lara, 2006).

1 According to the Polish literature, the term ‘tourist monoculture’ refers to economies (countries and 
territories) whose nature has been dominated (subordinated) by tourist activities (tourism economy) aimed 
mainly at servicing foreign inbound tourist traffic (see Giezgała, 1969, 1977; Hałaciński, 1970, 1972; Jasiński, 
2006, 2008a, 2008b; Kachniewska, Nawrocka, Niezgoda, Pawlicz, 2012; Wodejko, 1998). In English litera-
ture, in turn, the same concept of SITE (McElroy, 2006, 2010) has been adopted – which is an acronym for the 
words: small, island, tourist economies. The latter term seems to be more precise because the phenomenon 
of ‘tourist monoculture’ (from a macroeconomic point of view) occurs primarily in small island geopolitical 
units. An exception to the rule can be cited (with high probability) only Caribbean Belize, which is indeed 
a little but not the insular state. The contractual value, when the economy becomes ‘dependent’ on tourist 
product exports (i.e. a ‘tourist monoculture’), was over 20% of revenues from tourist product exports in GDP 
in the 1980s, and 25% in the 1990s (Wodejko, 1989, 1998). The issues of ‘tourist monoculture’ in Polish lit-
erature on the subject in recent years have also been raised by J. Kowalczyk-Anioł (Kowalczyk-Anioł, 2017) 
and B. Wójtowicz (Wójtowicz, 2019).

2 The ACP Working Group deals with the cooperation of the European Union (EU) with these countries 
under the Cotonou Agreement signed in 2000. It is the most comprehensive partnership agreement conclud-
ed by the EU with developing countries of the Global South. It refers to the EU’s relations with 79 countries, 
including 16 in the Caribbean: Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Dominican Re-
public, Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, Cuba, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, 
Suriname and Trinidad and Tobago. The Cotonou Agreement sets the framework for development and trade, 
as well as the principles of political cooperation. Its main goal is to eliminate poverty in ACP countries (Coun-
cil of the European Union, 2019).

3 As of 2019, CARICOM consisted of 15 full members (Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Be-
lize, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, Jamaica, Montserrat, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the 
Grenadines, Suriname and Trinidad and Tobago), five associate members (Anguilla, Bermuda, British Virgin 
Islands, Cayman Islands and Turks and Caicos Islands) and eight observers (Aruba, Curaçao, Dominican Re-
public, Colombia, Mexico, Puerto Rico, the Dutch part of Sint Maarten and Venezuela) (CARICOM, Caribbean 
Community, 2019).

4  The area understood in this way, for reasons of geostrategic security of the USA, has been treated as 
an American direct zone of influence. As a result, Washington, for example, allows the possibility of military 
intervention in this region. During the Cold War, the term was widely used in both the USA and the Soviet 
Union. The area understood in this way includes both island states, Central America, Belize and Guyana, as 
well as Colombia, Mexico and Venezuela. After the end of the East-West conflict, the concept of the Caribbean 
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The insularity of the majority of countries and dependencies in this area5, as well 
as their ‘tourist economic specialisation’, prompted the World Tourism Organization 
(UNWTO) to narrow the Caribbean to this group only. Other (continental) nations were 
classified with the rest of the subregions of the Americas, including the Central subre-
gion of Belize, Guatemala, Honduras, Costa Rica, Nicaragua, Panama and El Salvador 
(UNWTO, 2017).

This last perspective prompted the author to analyse the development issues of 
the Caribbean through the prism of the so-called ‘geographical school’6. From this point 
of view, the majority of Caribbean islands can be considered as Small Island Developing 
States (SIDS). They constitute a specific group7 which is characterised by vulnerability 
resulting from geographical features such as small size, limited natural resources, isola-
tion and instances of natural disasters. These features determine their narrow econom-
ic specialisation and marginal importance in international trade. Their economies are 
not able to take advantage of economies of scale and are dependent on imports. They 
show a low level of the use of labour resources; the cultural dominance of the ‘North’; 
high costs of transportation, infrastructure and administration; and susceptibility to 
criminal activities (e.g. money laundering, drugs, corruption). The limited opportuni-
ties for SIDS economic specialisation mean that in the majority of cases, the develop-
ment of international tourism (export of tourist products) seems to be the only possi-
bility of overcoming socio-economic stagnation (Jasiński, 2017).

Another equally important issue in the context of development conditions for the 
Caribbean is to pay attention to two elements. First of all, the existence of relatively 
large nations such as Cuba, the Dominican Republic and Haiti (see Table 1). These coun-
tries are usually not classified as SIDS because they have, theoretically, more favourable 
conditions for development – tourism is not their sole export8. Secondly, due to a large 
number of dependent territories whose formal and legal status is different to an in-
dependent state, development opportunities are significantly affected. Some of these 
territories should be considered as parts of a broader economic entity. According to 

Sea Basin began to be identified with small countries, particularly sensitive to the effects of economic globali-
sation (Komosa, 2006).

5 It is estimated that at the beginning of the 21st century the total number of Caribbean islands (at least 
1 km2) was 3.7 thousand, of which only 1.6 thousand were named. Their area totalled 234 thousand km2, of 
which 89% was occupied by the Greater Antilles (Cuba, Hispaniola, Jamaica, Puerto Rico), 6% by the Bahamas 
and the remaining 5% by the Lesser Antilles. According to the data at the time, the total population of this 
area was 42 million (Higman, 2011). It is currently estimated at 44 million (World Bank, 2019).

6 Cf. (Garbicz, 2012; Jasiński, 2019a; Rodrik, 2002).
7 According to the “unofficial” list of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNC-

TAD), 28 independent countries are considered SIDS: 12 located in Oceania (Federated States of Microne-
sia, Fiji, Kiribati, Nauru, Palau, Samoa, Timor-Leste, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, Marshall Islands, Solomon Islands and 
Tonga Islands); 10 in the Caribbean (Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Dominica, Grenada, Jamaica, 
Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines and Trinidad and Tobago); two located in 
the Eastern Atlantic (Cape Verde and São Tomé and Príncipe) and four in the Indian Ocean (Maldives, Mauri-
tius, Seychelles and Union of Comoros) (UNCTAD, 2019).

8 In 1972, UNCTAD introduced the term Island Developing Countries (IDC), widely accepted in the lit-
erature. Initially, it included “large” islands, such as Madagascar, Sri Lanka, Indonesia and the Philippines. 
This later became the reason for its modification. The IDC issues undertaken by UNCTAD overlapped with 
the research trend, growing since the 1980s, on the development of “small” countries. As a result, in 1994 
UNCTAD decided to narrow down its area of interest to SIDS. Modifying the scope of research and changing 
the name did not, however, dispel several doubts. Among them is the fact that to this day, UNCTAD alone has 
not been able to create a complete, unquestionable list of small island developing economies (Jasiński, 2020). 
Hence, for the article, the author considers SIDS not only small (independent) island states (cf. footnote 7), 
but also dependent territories.
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many researchers, the socio-economic development of small island states, and especial-
ly island dependent territories, is directly proportional to the strength of the political 
connections of these areas with former and present colonial powers. In other words, 
the greater the relationship, the higher the level of development (Armstrong, De Kerve-
noael, Li, Read, 1998; Armstrong, Read, 2000; Bertram, 2004; Bertram, Poirine, 2018; 
McElroy, Sanborn, 2005). Some researchers are inclined to the thesis that this is one 
of the essential elements reducing the pursuit of independence in the still numerous 
dependent islands globally9.

Research methods

To more fully demonstrate the economic significance of the tourist product export for 
the 30 Caribbean nations and territories analysed (Table 1), modified10 indicators were 
used: Tourism Economic Impact Index (TEI) and Tourist Socio-spatial Impact Index 
(TSI).

The construction of the first index is based on three approaches to the econom-
ic significance of incoming foreign tourism for each of the analysed (x) countries and 
dependencies. The first is the total revenues from the export of the tourist product, 
calculated per capita. The second is the total revenues from tourist product exports 
compared to the volume of revenues from all foreign economic exchange (to revenues 
from the export of goods and services). The third is a statement of revenue from the ex-
port of the tourist product to the entire economy measured by gross domestic product.

The formula (min-max) was applied for the three measures, obtaining three indi-
cators, which can be written as:

 TPE per capitax = (X – Xmin) : (Xmax – Xmin)  (1)

 TPE/EGSx= (X – Xmin) : (Xmax – Xmin) (2)

 TPE/GDPx = (X – Xmin) : (Xmax – Xmin) (3)

where:
TPE/GDP – tourist product export (USD),
TPE per capita – tourist product export per capita (USD),
TPE/EGS – tourist product export divided by the export of goods and services (percent-
age),
TPE/GDP – tourist product export divided by the gross domestic product (percentage),
X – the value of the indicator for a given state,
Xmax – the highest value of the indicator for a given state,
Xmin – the lowest value of the indicator for a given state.

The three TPE per capita indicators, TPE/EGS and TPE/GDP indices for a given (x) 
nation/territory were then indexed (normalising the obtained values) according to the 
formula:

9 Palau (1994) in Oceania and East Timor (2002) became the last of the SIDS to gain independence.
10 Compare the indicators used by the author in: (Jasiński, 2019a, 2019b).
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 (4)

 
making it possible to obtain a synthetic index (TEI) for a particular (x) state. The 

tourist product export index in the economy can range from 0 to 1. Higher TEI values 
mean a more substantial penetration of the economy with tourism.

Besides these, the TSI index was used given the limited area of the Caribbean is-
lands. Its method of construction was analogous to the TEI including four elements de-
scribing the human use of space (islands) and the impact of visitors (tourists and same-
day visitors) on the local population: (1) the ratio of the number of foreign tourists to 
the number of permanent residents; (2) the number of tourists per km2; (3) the ratio 
of the number of same-day visitors to the number of permanent residents; and (4) the 
number of one-day visitors per km2.

The formula (min-max) was used for the four measures, obtaining four indicators, 
which can be written as:

 NT/NPRx = (X – Xmin) : (Xmax – Xmin) (5)

 NT/km2
x = (X – Xmin) : (Xmax – Xmin) (6)

 NE/NPRx = (X – Xmin) : (Xmax – Xmin) (7)

 NE/km2
x = (X – Xmin) : (Xmax – Xmin) (8)

 
where:
NT – the number of foreign tourists, 
NT/NPR – the ratio of the number of foreign tourists to the number of permanent res-
idents (percentage),
NT/km2

 – the number of tourists per km2,
NE/NPR – the ratio of the number of same-day visitors (‘excursionists’) to the number 
of permanent residents (percentage),
NE/km2

 – the number of one-day visitors per km2,
X – the value of the indicator for a given state,
Xmax – the highest value of the indicator for a given state,
Xmin – the lowest value of the indicator for a given state.

The obtained four indicators: NT/NPR, NT/km2, NE/NPR and NE/km2 for a par-
ticular (x) state, were then indexed according to the formula:

 
 (9)

making it possible to obtain the TSI for a particular (x) nation/territory. Similar to the 
TEI, the indicator of socio-spatial tourism penetration can have values from 0 to 1. 
A higher value of the TSI means substantial socio-spatial penetration.
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Research results

Applying the available data from 2015 (or similar years)11 contained in Tables 1 and 2 
resulted in obtaining TEI values for 16 island groups (Table 2). The highest indicators 
(above 0.400) were for Aruba, Anguilla, U.S. Virgin Islands, Bahamas, Antigua and Bar-
buda. Average indicators (between 0.399 and 0.200) were for Lucia, Dominica, Grena-
da, Curaçao, Barbados, Jamaica, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, and 
Bermuda. The lowest (below 0.199) were for the Dominican Republic and Trinidad and 
Tobago.

In some other areas, only partial indicators were obtained. Based on their anal-
ysis (Table 2), it can be concluded that in some of the states, the tourist product ex-
port plays a dominant role in the development process. Dependent territories should 
be mentioned as examples: Sint Maarten (Dutch), Saint-Martin (French), British Virgin 
Islands and the Cayman Islands.

When considering the volume of tourist product exports for a given Caribbean is-
land economy, its socio-spatial constraints should be taken into account. Using the TSI 
as an additional tool in TEI analysis, it should be stated that the highest socio-spatial 
indicator in 2015 (out of the 25 islands where it could be calculated – Table 3) was on 
the Dutch Sint Maarten and amounted to a maximum value of 1,000. In this case, all 
the TSI partial indicators confirmed the most substantial tourism pressure among the 
islands analysed. The number of foreign tourists in 2015 amounted to nearly 15 times 
the number of permanent residents. In the case of same-day visitors – cruise passen-
gers – their number accounted for almost 56 times the inhabitants – which may seem in 
the case of such a small area (34 km2) especially conflict-causing (overtourism). There 
are clear analogies to the situation in Venice.

High TSI values (above 0.300) in 2015 were also obtained in the British Virgin 
Islands, Aruba, and Turks and Caicos. Averages (between 0.299 and 0.100) in the Cay-
man Islands, U.S. Virgin Islands, Bermuda, St. Kitts and Nevis, Bahamas and Anguilla. 
In the cases of Antigua and Barbuda, Curaçao, Barbados, St. Lucia, Grenada, Dominica, 
Martinique, Guadeloupe, Puerto Rico, St. Vincent and Grenadine, Jamaica, Dominican 
Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, Cuba and Haiti, the TSI values were low (below 0.099) 
(Table 3).

Discussion

The facts which determined the decision to choose the ‘tourist development path’, es-
pecially in the case of SIDS, include minimal natural resources, political and historical 
conditions, such as the consequences of the ‘sugar plantation economy’ and the specific 
political and economic systems functioning after 1945 (including in the Dominican Re-
public, Haiti, and Cuba). Others are social conditions, the nature of relationships with 
former colonisers, and especially a favourable location concerning a large market for 

11 Despite the seemingly easy access and obtaining statistical data, it should be borne in mind that a si-
gnificant part of the information on the Caribbean area is questionable and burdened with errors. Moreover, 
in some cases, significant discrepancies between them are visible. This is particularly the case of dependent 
territories. In many cases, there is a lack of data, which prompted the author to refer later in the article 
(Discussion) to the conclusions of his own and other earlier studies and not directly to the source statistical 
materials.
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international tourists (Canada, the United States of America) (cf, among other things: 
Jędrusik, 2005; Higman, 2011; Landes, 2007; Lara, 2006; Ratter, 2018).

The consequences of deciding to conduct and continue an economic policy based 
on maximising income from tourist product exports can be looked at, taking into ac-
count this broad context. If we want to narrow this scope, it is possible to include only 
three issues: (1) the period in which the economic orientation began to change towards 
tourism and, as a result, how long the tourism economy has been operating; (2) with 
what intensity the tourism economy has supplanted other forms of economy – i.e. how 
it is penetrated with tourism; and (3) how the entire economy is managed (‘control 
over it’, including particularly skilful incorporation of the tourism economy into all eco-
nomic processes) (cf. Jasiński, 2017, 2018).

In the first case, there is a clear tendency that the earlier the phase of intensive 
integration into the global tourism economy (from the 1950s to 1970s), the higher the 
level of development and the longer-lasting socio-economic effects. The confirmation is 
found in the examples from dependent territories (cf. Bertram, Poirine, 2018), but also 
some independent nations. This issue primarily refers to SIDS such as Antigua and Bar-
buda, Bahamas, and Barbados (Jasiński, 2017, 2018, 2019a), and – more arguably – the 
relatively large Dominican Republic (see Table 1). However, in the case of some of the 
analysed Caribbean islands, the principle according to which ‘catching up’ nations, that 
is those that began to conduct economic policy based on the pursuit of maximisation 
of income from exporting tourist products at a later date, such as Cuba12, are develop-
ing more dynamically. They are not as spectacular, though, as SIDS such as Maldives 
and Palau (Jasiński, 2017, 2018, 2019a). The socio-economic success, especially of the 
Bahamas and Barbados, also shows how important a role the other two issues play, 
i.e. with what intensity the tourism economy has supplanted other forms and how the 
entire economy is managed.

When considering the supplanting of other forms of economic activity by tourism, 
the dangers arising from the extreme form of ‘Dutch Disease’ (Rybczynski, 1955; The 
Economist, 1977; Corden, Neary, 1982; Corden, 1984; Budnikowski, 2017), as well as 
the degree of penetration of the whole economy must be taken into account. Based on 
a conventional indicator TPE/GDP (Table 2), commonly used in the literature to diag-
nose tourism monoculture, it should be stated that in nine cases there are reasons to 
confirm it (TPE/GDP above 20% – see footnote 1, Jasiński, 2008a). In Aruba (TPE/GDP 
of 61.0%), the monoculture can be considered advanced, and in Anguilla (TPE/GDP of 
41.8%) average. In the remaining seven states/territories (U.S. Virgin Islands, St. Lucia, 
Bahamas, Antigua and Barbuda, Curaçao, Dominica and Barbados) the economies are to 
a lesser extent based on monocultural tourism (TPE/GDP from 22.4% to 29.4%).

12 Cuba is a specific example of a country that has entered the “tourist development path” for the second 
time. The first period, until 1959, focused mainly on the tourist product export to the USA. After the change of 
political and economic orientation in 1960, this specialisation was intensively limited. As a result of financial 
problems, in 1995 renewed gradual involvement in the world tourism economy began, again directing the 
main streams of tourist product exports to the USA (Jasiński, 2008b). Nowadays, tourism in Cuba is becoming 
more and more important for the economic development of this country, and it stands out in those terms 
in the region. In 2015 Cuba recorded 3.431 million foreign tourists and USD 2.818 billion in revenues from 
tourism. This has an impact on the current level of social and social development economic (cf. Table 1). For 
instance, in 1990–1994, the HDI index in Cuba showed a downward trend (in individual years it was, respec-
tively, 0.676; 0.670; 0.663; 0.656; 0.652). However, from 1995 to 2018, its upward trend is clear (for subse-
quent years, respectively: 0.665; 0.669; 0.672; 0.679; 0.686; 0.692; 0.693; 0.704; 0.718; 0.730; 0.752; 0.768; 
0.778; 0.780; 0.776; 0.775; 0.764; 0.762; 0.764; 0.768; 0.771; 0.777; 0.778) (UNDP, 2019). Therefore, it can 
be assumed that the “second” phase of joining the global tourism economy has contributed to the dynamic 
acceleration of development processes in this country.
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Despite the lack of complete data (see Table 2), additional indicators, such as TPE 
per capita or ET/EGS (Table 2), show that Sint Maarten and Saint-Martin should also 
be classified as economies strongly dominated by tourist specialisation (extreme tour-
ism monocultures). Referring additionally to the TEI and TSI results obtained (Tables 2  
& 3), it can be claimed that dependent territories have a greater tendency to reach a fi-
nal stage of tourism monoculture, i.e. penetration with tourism. This phenomenon can 
be explained by the fact that these areas do not have to actively strive to strengthen re-
silience to political blackmail, economic pressure, military threats, threats of blockades 
or supply embargoes, as is the case with independent nations. Security understood in 
such a way is guaranteed by the colonial power. On the other hand, relatively large 
nations, the Dominican Republic, Cuba, or even the smaller Trinidad and Tobago (see 
Tables 2 & 3), are less likely to achieve advanced monoculture as these have a broader 
range of development opportunities. In the case of Haiti (slightly penetrated with tour-
ism – Tables 2 & 3), the unstable economic and political situation should be considered 
the most significant obstacle to development, both to tourist specialisation and general 
development processes.

Let us return to the topic of diagnosing the degree of tourism monoculture based 
on the TPE/GDP ratio, accepting this reasoning. It should be stated that in the cited 
cases of the Bahamas and Barbados, the importance of tourist product exports for de-
velopment processes either has a decreasing tendency in the long term or is relatively 
proportionally constant. At the initial stage of development of a tourist economy, e.g. 
in the Bahamas, the TPE/GDP ratio remained at a very high level (one of the highest in 
the world). In the following years, it gradually decreased. In 1980 it was 89.0%, then 
it dropped to 52.1% (1985), 45.0% (1990), 40.8% (1995), and reached 35.3% in 2000 
(Jasiński, 2006, 2008a). In 2015, it stood at 27.1% (Table 2). In the case of Barbados, 
in turn, tourism monoculture has never been strong. From the beginning, the TPE/
GDP ratio was at a relatively consistent level. In 1980 it was 31.1%, followed by 26.2% 
(1985), 29.1% (1990), 38.7% (1995), 33.2% (2000) (Jasiński, 2006, 2008a). In 2015 it 
stood at 22.4% (Table 2). Growing revenues from tourism in both nations from the TPE, 
along with an increasing GDP and a decreasing TPE/GDP ratio has meant a reduction in 
the degree of ‘monoculturalism’ in this sector.

From this perspective, the decreasing or stabilisation of the TPE/GDP ratio in 
these two nations can be considered a desirable and economically beneficial effect of 
the conditions that characterise these SIDS. It can also be said that the Bahamas and 
Barbados ‘control’ their economies, i.e. they skillfully integrate tourism into all econom-
ic processes. The most important thing when conducting this type of policy is the use 
of a significant part of tourism revenues to finance other direct investments (e.g. agri-
culture, infrastructure, energy, education, health protection, environmental protection, 
and the like), and not only imports of consumer goods (see Bożyk, 2004). Confirmation 
of this beneficial mechanism includes high development rates (see Table 1) and, what 
seems most important, a stable economic and political situation of both. The latter, to-
gether with a relatively liberal legal system, has enabled the expansion of activities with 
financial services (tax havens) and thus a specific diversification of the economy after 
a final tourism-based phase (Jasiński, 2017, 2018).

Trying to assess the export-oriented tourism specialisation in the Caribbean from 
a contemporary perspective, it can be stated that the success of tourism monocultures, 
especially in areas strongly affected by them, will last as long as their tourist product is 
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attractive. In this approach, taking into account, of course, unfavourable mechanisms 
resulting from the ‘Dutch Disease’, the possibility of a sudden, mass outflow of tour-
ists must be taken into account. This phenomenon may be due to a variety of reasons, 
including political, ecological, health, terrorist threats or the phenomenon of overtour-
ism, and would mean an economic catastrophe for these areas.

 Referring to the simplified, three-phase TALC model, based on the results of the 
TEI and TSI, it should be stated that economies with a high degree of tourism pene-
tration are in the mature TALC phase. These are the economies most exposed to the 
phenomenon of overtourism. Aruba and Sint Maarten are particularly special cases. For 
these territories, the decrease in the number of consumers of the tourist product (high 
TSI) may cause the most significant economic disturbances (high TEI). Similar conclu-
sions (also based on previous research results – cf. among other things, McElroy, 2006) 
can also be applied to other dependent territories (including Anguilla, the American 
and British Virgin Islands, Saint-Martin and Turks and Caicos) and nations (Antigua 
and Barbuda and the Bahamas). For some of these areas, TEI and TSI are not high. They 
are therefore not in a situation of both extreme tourism monoculture and the phase of 
exceeding tourist absorption capacity. However, they must be particularly sensitive to 
the dangers of overtourism as a consequence of tourism monoculture.

The use of tourist product export indicators in the economy (TEI) and the so-
cio-spatial penetration of tourism (TSI) may be an additional tool indicating the ap-
proach of Caribbean islands both to the limit of tourist absorption and the limit of tour-
ism penetration.

To conclude, it should be stated that the contemporary assessment of the phenom-
enon of the extreme tourist export specialisation of Caribbean islands is complicated 
and, despite the positive premises presented, rather critical (Garbicz, 2012; Jasiński, 
2019a). Economic security is the most persuasive argument and difficult to challenge. 
The Caribbean islands, like any nations “which are very one-sided and run a monocul-
tural economy, are exposed to various shocks coming from the outside world to a much 
greater extent than if their economy was more diversified” (Garbicz, 2012: 68). One 
can also agree with the further argument of Garbicz that “they have no escape or res-
cue strategy due to the underdevelopment of other sectors. Their economy is dislocat-
ed, one-sided, and therefore excessively sensitive and not resistant to external blows” 
(Garbicz, 2012: 69). In the case of the Caribbean, however, there can be significant 
doubt. Can small island nations and territories, due to their conditions, be compared to 
large or even medium economies and be seen from the perspective of a single measure? 
In the author’s opinion, this dislocation is inscribed in the specificity of the Caribbean 
economies. As economic history shows, monoculturalism has been a characteristic of 
most island areas of the region for several centuries (see Jędrusik, 2005; Higman, 2011; 
Landes, 2007; Lara, 2006; Ratter, 2018), which of course does not change the fact that 
they remain in a situation without an escape strategy.

The presented discussion and doubts lead to the conclusion that the economic as-
sessment of tourism monoculture on the Caribbean islands should be approached with 
great caution and with insight, taking into account primarily the development condi-
tions of these economies, as well as the geopolitical system of the region. It should also 
be borne in mind that the export of tourist products is a specific form of economic activ-
ity. To some extent, it is difficult to compare it to a specialisation in the export of natural 
resources such as oil or natural gas, etc., and most often the ‘Dutch Disease’ is referred 



Stages of Tourism Economy Penetration and the Phenomenon…   163

to in these monocultures. When exporting a tourist product, the buyers must come 
from abroad. This fact, in turn, can create negative social and ecological phenomena, 
especially at a large scale of tourism. As a consequence, it can incur several economic 
costs not mentioned in this article which should also be taken into account in a com-
prehensive assessment of tourism monoculture. They, in turn, will further intensify 
the difficulties of taking a clear position on the issue of extreme export-oriented tourist 
specialisation of the Caribbean region.

Conclusions

Based on the TEI values obtained, as well as partial indicators and measures, for the 30 
island nations and territories of the Caribbean region, it was found that on the U.S. Vir-
gin Islands, Anguilla, Antigua and Barbuda, Aruba, Bahamas, British Virgin Islands, Cay-
man Islands, Saint-Martin and Sint Maarten, tourist product exports play a particularly 
significant role in development processes. These economies are highly penetrated with 
a tourism specialisation. On St. Lucia, Dominica, Grenada, Curaçao, Barbados, Jamaica, 
St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Bermudas, Guadeloupe and Puerto 
Rico, this level was considered medium. However, in the case of the Dominican Republic, 
Trinidad and Tobago and Martinique, Cuba and Haiti, it was low. In other areas, based 
on indicators and measures other than those used directly in the research, and on other 
source materials, the economies of Turks and Caicos can be considered highly penetrat-
ed with tourism, while Bonaire, Montserrat, Saba and Sint Eustatius are medium. 

Further analysis, based on TSI, as well as indicators, sub-measures and other 
source materials, has made it possible to state that the territories of Sint Maarteen 
and Saint-Martin, the British Virgin Islands, Aruba and Turks and Caicos are the most 
penetrated with tourism. As a result, in these areas, the most significant consequences 
of overtourism are found. In other parts, including the Cayman Islands, U.S. Virgin Is-
lands, Bermuda, St. Kitts and Nevis, Bahamas and Anguilla, penetration was medium. In 
contrast, low penetration was recorded in the remaining areas (Antigua and Barbuda, 
Curaçao, Barbados, St. Lucia, Grenada, Dominica, Martinique, Guadeloupe, Puerto Rico, 
St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Jamaica, Dominican Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Cuba and Haiti). In the cases of Bonaire, Saba, Sint Eustatius of the island of Montserrat 
(based on random data), an average penetration was assumed.

The obtained values (despite their incompleteness), additionally based on an anal-
ysis of the literature on the subject, enabled to address the issue of the consequences of 
tourism monoculture and prospects for further development for the economies of the 
Caribbean islands characterised by this phenomenon. In particular, the following three 
research questions were answered.

In the case of the first of them, it was stated that despite presenting positive prem-
ises, from a contemporary perspective, extreme tourism export specialisation should 
be assessed critically. The lack of economic security resulting from tourism monocul-
ture was considered the most persuasive argument in favour of such an assessment. 
In the second case, dependent territories were recognised as areas showing a great-
er tendency to extreme penetration with tourism and achieving the most advanced 
pro-export tourism specialisation. The island of Sint Maarten/Saint Martin was primar-
ily recognised as such an extreme form. These territories, including the British Virgin 
Islands, Aruba as well as Turks and Caicos, were considered the most threatened by the 
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possibility of overtourism. These areas, due to the intensive development of tourism, 
must take into account the risk of tourist overpenetration, which in their cases entails 
consequent economic dangers.

In conclusion, the indicators Tourism Economic Impact Index (TEI) and Tourist 
Socio-spatial Impact Index (TSI) may be synthetic, simple tools for measuring the de-
gree of tourism penetration of small island economies and the high values achieved are 
a warning signal. However, the author is aware that their simplicity may discourage 
some from agreeing, and because of this, TEI and TSI are susceptible to criticism.
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