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Summary 

Tourism is multi-faceted and various stakeholders, institutions, levels of 

government, and sectors of society are closely interlinked. Governmental and non-

governmental institutions, local communities, tourism professionals, environmentalists, 

hospitality, catering, transportation, and businesses sectors and tourists do show 

different perspectives, opinions and points of view on tourism. Such multiplicity of 

entities and viewpoints becomes inherently complex in the management of tourism. 

In this dissertation, a comprehensive analysis on the current situation of tourism in 

two biosphere reserves (Galapagos and Sumaco) in Ecuador is presented. Tourism is 

considered as one of the key strategies to promote environmental conservation and 

socio-economic development of local communities living in these places. UNESCO 

biosphere reserves are protected areas of extraordinary natural and cultural value, 

conceived as places for reconciliation between conservation and development. The 

concept of sustainable tourism can be seen as an umbrella that unites various forms of 

tourism in these protected areas, such as ecotourism, bird watching, community-based 

tourism, and adventure tourism. 

The primary objective was to evaluate the main factors of success and failure in the 

management of tourism and its contribution to biodiversity conservation. Thus, a 

detailed review of the legal, political, and institutional framework of the country and a 

description of the two biosphere reserves (physical, biogeographic, demographic, socio-

economic, institutional and legal elements) was given. Additionally, the status quo of 

tourism in both reserves was investigated. 

Data collection for the case studies (Galapagos and Sumaco) was performed by the 

combination of qualitative and quantitative methods. As for qualitative tools, in-depth 

semi-structured interviews with the main stakeholders in both biosphere reserves were 

applied. Experts and specialists in the management of protected areas, as well as 

representatives of different sectors directly and indirectly associated with tourism were 

interviewed. Moreover, surveys were applied to two different target groups. Tourists 

were surveyed in order to establish their socio-demographic profile, travel preferences, 

and degree of knowledge about sustainable tourism, as well as their perception of the 

sustainability of tourism in the destinations visited. Furthermore, residents in both 

reserves were surveyed in order to find out about their socio-demographic 

characteristics, their main economic activities for supporting themselves and their 
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attitude towards tourism, their level of knowledge about biosphere reserves, and their 

perception about advantages or disadvantages of living in a biosphere reserve. 

In general, although tourism is concept that could be developed in accordance with 

the environment in these natural areas, in the case of Galapagos it is one of the main risk 

factors for the conservation of biodiversity in the archipelago due to the increasing 

number of tourists. In contrast, in Sumaco tourism could be an important sustainable 

alternative to mining, oil extraction and hydroelectric projects, which are the current 

threats to the conservation of the area. From the environmental point of view, there are 

serious problems in both reserves, mainly linked to the contamination of water 

resources. Such pollution imposes risks to the health to both, residents and tourists. The 

lack of freshwater is particularly critical in Galapagos, given its insular habitat. The 

invasion of exotic species in Galapagos is one of the most serious threats to the 

conservation, while deforestation in combination with illegal logging and mining 

activities is the greatest danger in Sumaco. In terms of sociocultural factors, migration 

processes undoubtedly shape the attitudes and values of the current population in both 

reserves. In Galapagos most residents are immigrants, whereas in Sumaco a significant 

portion are Kichwa people who belong to the area‘s native population. In general, the 

inhabitants in both areas have not yet developed a true environmental awareness. Their 

awareness is based on usage, in the sense of "use it today and do not worry about it 

tomorrow". 

The distribution of human population groups is also associated with the different 

types of tourism. In both reserves, tourist services offered by local communities have 

low quality standards and are targeted on a market segment consisting of tourists with a 

low budget. Thus, the community revenues obtained from tourism are generally only a 

small percentage of the total tourism market. This situation is much more noticeable in 

Galapagos where large companies that operate luxury cruises and hotels gain most of 

their revenues from tourism. Many of them have their headquarters in the main cities of 

Ecuador and abroad, which means that they pay their taxes in those cities and not in the 

places where they operate. Inequality in the distribution of the economic benefits of 

tourism leads to a situation of frustration and discontentment among the residents of the 

regions involved. Despite this situation, tourism is still a profitable business and 

residents try to make the most of it, no matter the cost impacts. Temporary and illegal 

tourism activities is often the normal state of the things: unregistered houses that offer 

rooms for tourists, taxi drivers who offer tours without being in possession of permits, 
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tourist boat owners, tour guides and even large tourist companies that operate without 

legal licenses. This situation inevitably leads to a decrease of the quality of services, an 

uncontrolled increase of business, a consequent dumping of prices and the overall 

decline of the destination. Ultimately, this means fewer tourists, more environmental 

degradation and less economic benefits for residents. In this context, there is a serious 

conflict between the local community and large foreign companies. It is an urgent 

question how sustainable the operations of the latter are when, beyond environmental 

standards, economic benefits and contact with the local community are minimal, 

reproducing the famous model of "enclave tourism". 

Governance and management of tourism are essential elements to ensure its 

development in a sustainable way. The country has a large number of laws, rules, 

regulations, and plans that regulate the development of sustainable tourism legally and 

institutionally, especially in protected areas. However, monitoring and law enforcement 

are major constraints for achieving proper management of tourism. This problem is 

particularly noticeable in small communities such as Galapagos and Sumaco where 

interpersonal relationships of kinship and friendship are close, which complicates 

control and regulation. 

There are obvious differences in the management and governance of tourism in the 

two biosphere reserves. Galapagos is a unique case in the country concerning the 

management of the protected area, due to the special status granted by the Special 

Regime Law for the Conservation and Sustainable Development of the Province of 

Galapagos, LOREG. It was the first protected area to be created and the first biosphere 

reserve of the country designated by the UNESCO. Moreover, Sumaco is a protected 

area and biosphere reserve that has been recently created and is governed by the general 

rules and regulations for protected areas of continental Ecuador.  

There are some serious limitations regarding the technical and logistical capacity of 

the institutions responsible for controlling and managing the tourist activity; they 

consist mainly in the lack of staff and funding. Galapagos, given its special status, has 

increased the number of funding managers and staff members for controlling and 

management, but in many cases, these people are not fully qualified for their positions. 

Sumaco has only few tourism experts who can help to develop the tourism. The 

coordination and planning among all stakeholders involved in tourism is still a work in 

progress to ensure proper management of the tourist destinations. In any case, local 

communities are developing important initiatives in both biosphere reserves. After all, 
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sometimes planning, coordination and local activities do not necessarily coincide with 

the national agenda. 

In general, in both biosphere reserves it is necessary to ensure higher standards of 

education, both formal and informal. Also it is urgent that the government as a 

regulating entity ensures the equitable participation of local communities in tourism 

benefits, control, monitoring, and law enforcement. Moreover, there is the need to 

encourage and ensure integrated planning of tourism in the different levels of 

government: local, regional, and national. 

The present dissertation aims at contributing to draw the national attention towards 

the current gap between planning and execution of sustainable tourism strategies in 

protected areas. Sustainable tourism means that the protection of cultural heritage and 

natural resources is granted at least the same level of importance as the involved 

economic interests. The unique nature that currently attracts tourists to Galapagos and 

Sumaco should be preserved not only for ensuring the continuity of the tourism activity 

itself, but also in order to safeguard biodiversity and natural resources for the coming 

generations. Responsible tourism practices which care about their social and 

environmental impacts are not necessarily opposed to economic interests. On the 

contrary, they need each other for a long-term development. 
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Zusammenfassung 

In vielen Ländern stellt Tourismus eine bedeutende Wirtschaftsgröße dar. Dies führt 

allerdings auch oft zu Interessenskonflikten zwischen verschiedensten 

gesellschaftlichen Akteuren unterschiedlichster Ebenen, wie z.B. Regierungs- und 

Nichtregierungsorganisationen, vom Tourismus lebende Gemeinden, 

Tourismusunternehmen, Vertretern des Umweltschutzes, dem Hotel- und 

Gaststättengewerbe, oder der Verkehrs- und Siedlungsplanung. Das sozial- und 

umweltverträgliche Management von Tourismus insbesondere in ökologisch sensiblen 

Regionen ist von hoher Komplexität, da es nicht nur verschiedenste Interessen 

berücksichtigen muss, sondern möglichst auch zur Konfliktvermeidung beitragen sollte, 

und letztendlich auch zum Erhalt einzigartiger Natur- und Kulturlandschaften.  

Die vorliegende Dissertation analysiert die aktuelle Situation des Tourismus in zwei 

UNESCO-Biosphärenreservaten (BR Galapagos und BR Sumaco) in Ecuador. 

Tourismus stellt hier eine sehr wichtigste Strategie für die Kombination einer 

sozioökonomischen Entwicklung lokale Gemeinschaften unter Berücksichtigung von 

Naturschutzaspekten dar. UNESCO-Biosphärenreservate sind Schutzgebiete von 

herausragendem natürlichen und kulturellen Wert, und werden verstanden als Räume 

sowohl der Erhaltung als auch der Entwicklung. Tourismus soll sich hier nachhaltig 

entwickeln, also statt eines Massentourismus mit negativen ökologischen und sozialen 

Folgen soll Tourismus auf einzigartige Naturerlebnisse und -erfahrung fokussieren, z.B. 

auf der Beobachtung endemischer Spezies oder Abenteuertourismus (Rafting, 

Wildwasserkanufahrten).  

Das primäre Ziel vorliegender Arbeit ist es, die wichtigsten Erfolgsfaktoren im 

Tourismusmanagement zu identifizieren und insbesondere den Beitrag des 

Tourismussektors zum Erhaltung statt zur Reduktion biologischer Vielfalt zu bewerten. 

Dazu wurden die rechtlichen, politischen und institutionellen Voraussetzungen 

Ecuadors, sowie die physikalischen, biogeografischen, historischen, demografischen, 

sozioökonomischen, institutionellen und rechtlichen Besonderheiten der beiden 

Biosphärenreservate detailliert überprüft und gegenübergestellt. 

Die Informationsakquise erfolgte  durch den kombinierten Einsatz von qualitativen und 

quantitativen Methoden. Als qualitative Methode wurden semi-strukturierte Interviews 

mit den wichtigsten Akteuren bzw. Entscheidungsträgern durchgeführt. Zudem wurden 

weitere Experten aus dem Bereich des Schutzgebietsmanagement sowie Vertreter aus 

den verschiedenen Bereichen, welche direkt oder indirekt mit dem Tourismus zu tun 
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haben, befragt. Als weiterer Schritt erfolgte die Fragebogen-basierte Erhebung zum 

soziodemografische Profil, zu Reisevorlieben, zu Kenntnissen bezüglich nachhaltigem 

Tourismus sowie zu Wahrnehmung bezüglich der Nachhaltigkeit von Tourismus in 

besuchten Urlaubszielen (BR Sumaco und BR Galapagos) bei den Touristen selbst. 

Weitere Erhebungen in Form von Fragebogen wurden zudem unter den Bewohnern 

beider Schutzgebiete durchgeführt; zur soziodemografischen Charakterisierung, zur 

Erfassung der wichtigsten wirtschaftlichen Aktivitäten, zum Verhältnis zum Tourismus, 

bezüglich ihres Wissensstands zu Biosphärenreservaten sowie zu ihre Wahrnehmung 

von Vor-und Nachteilen eines Lebens in einem solchen zu erfassen. 

Obwohl der Tourismussektor generell im Einklang mit der Umwelt in den beiden 

Naturräumen entwickelt werden könnte, stellt er jedoch im Fall des BR Galapagos 

aufgrund einer überhöhten Anzahl von Touristen mittlerweile einen  Risikofaktor 

bezüglich der Erhaltung der biologischen Vielfalt dieser Inselgruppe dar. Im Gegensatz 

dazu könnte im BR Sumaco Tourismus eine wichtige und nachhaltige Alternative 

gegenüber Bergbau, Öl- und Wasserkraft-Projekten sein, welche die aktuell größten 

Bedrohungen für die Erhaltung des Gebietes darstellen. Aus der Sicht des 

Umweltschutzes bestehen ernsthafte Probleme in beiden Schutzgebieten, insbesondere 

hinsichtlich der Kontamination von Trinkwasserquellen. Deren Verschmutzung birgt 

Risiken für die Gesundheit sowohl der Einwohner als auch der Touristen. Die 

Verknappung von Süßwasser ist aufgrund ihrer Insellage besonders auf den 

Galapagosinseln kritisch. Auch die Einführung exotischer Tierarten ist eine sehr große 

Gefahr für die Artenhaltung auf den Galapagosinseln, während Abholzung, illegaler 

Holzeinschlag und Bergbau die größten Gefahren im BR Sumaco darstellen. In Bezug 

auf die soziokulturellen Faktoren prägen Migrationsprozesse zweifellos die 

Einstellungen und Werte der heutigen Bevölkerung in beiden Schutzgebieten. Auf 

Galapagos sind die meisten Bewohner Migranten, während ein erheblicher Teil der 

Bewohner des BR Sumaco einheimische Kichwa sind. Im Allgemeinen haben die 

Bewohner in beiden Gebieten bislang kein nachhaltiges Umweltbewusstsein entwickelt, 

sondern bewerten ihre natürliche Umgebung eher nach Nutzbarkeit, im Sinne von „jetzt 

nutzen, ohne sich Gedanken über morgen zu machen―. 

In beiden Schutzgebieten haben die durch die Kommunen angebotenen touristischen 

Dienstleistungen niedrige Qualitätsstandards und sind auf Touristen mit kleinem Budget 

ausgerichtet. In der Regel fließt nur ein kleiner Prozentsatz der Gesamtsumme aus dem 

Tourismus als direkte Einnahme in die Gemeindekassen. Diese Situation ist auf den 
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Galapagosinseln wesentlich stärker ausgeprägt, wo große Unternehmen Kreuzfahrten 

anbieten, Luxushotels betreiben und mithin am meisten von den Einnahmen aus dem 

Tourismus profitieren. Viele dieser Unternehmen  haben jedoch ihre 

Verwaltungszentralen in den Großstädten Ecuadors oder sogar im Ausland, was 

bedeutet, dass Umsatz- oder Gewerbesteuern nicht vor Ort entrichtet werden, und damit 

die Gemeinden nicht von Steuereinnahmen profitieren. Diese ungleiche Verteilung der 

wirtschaftlichen Vorteile aus dem Tourismus führt zu Frustration und Unzufriedenheit 

bei der lokalen Bevölkerung. Trotzdem stellt der Tourismus auch für sie ein profitables 

Geschäft dar bzw. die einzige Einnahmequelle. Viele Einwohner  versuchen, mit 

möglichst geringem Aufwand ein Maximum an Einnahmen aus dem Tourismus zu 

erzielen, ohne Rücksicht auf potentielle negative Auswirkungen und Umweltschäden. 

Beliebigkeit und Illegalität sind oft die Norm: in großem Maßstab existieren z.B. 

unregistrierte Gästeunterkünfte, führen TaxifahrerTouren ohne Genehmigung durch, 

werden  Bootstouren ohne Lizenz und sogar illegale touristische Aktivitäten angeboten. 

Diese Situation führt zwangsläufig zu einem Rückgang der Qualität der 

Dienstleistungen, sowie zu einer unkontrollierte Zunahme des Angebots und zu einem 

daraus resultierenden Rückgang der Preise und der allgemeinen Abwertung des 

Reiseziels, was letztlich weniger Touristen, mehr Umweltzerstörung und weniger 

wirtschaftliche Vorteile für die Bewohner bedeutet. Dieser Degradationszirkel führt 

auch zu einem ernsthaften Konflikt zwischen der lokalen Bevölkerung und großen 

(ausländischen) Tourismusunternehmen, die diese Situation bemängeln. Allerdings 

wirft dies die dringende Frage auf, inwiefern es sozial und ökologisch nachhaltig ist, 

wenn große Unternehmen Tourismusziele jenseits der Interessen der lokalen 

Bevölkerung bedienen und Umweltstandards nur dann beachten, wenn sie ökonomisch 

sinnvoll erscheinen und kurz- oder mittelfristig dem Erhalt der Destination diene. Der 

Kontakt und die Berücksichtigung der Interessen der lokalen Bevölkerung ist gering, 

daher ist diese Form des Tourismus einzuordnen als „Enklaventourismus―.  

Die Leitung und Verwaltung des Tourismus sind ausschlaggebende Elemente, um 

eine nachhaltige Entwicklung zu gewährleisten. In Ecuador existieren zwar umfassende 

Gesetzeswerke, Regeln, Vorschriften und Planungen, die rechtlich und institutionell die 

Entwicklung eines nachhaltigen Tourismus in Schutzgebieten unterstützen soll. 

Allerdings stellt der Mangel an Überwachung und Durchsetzung (Compliance) der 

Gesetze das wohl bedeutendste Hemmnis für ein nachhaltiges Tourismusmanagement 

dar. Dieses Problem macht sich besonders bemerkbar in kleinen Kommunen auf 
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Galapagos und in Sumaco: dort wo enge, zwischenmenschlichen Beziehungen, z.B. 

durch Verwandtschaft oder Freundschaft, die Steuerung und Regelung erschweren bzw. 

verhindern. 

Es gibt deutliche Unterschiede bezüglich Verwaltung und Steuerung von Tourismus 

in den beiden Biosphärenreservaten. Galapagos ist hinsichtlich der Verwaltung der 

geschützten Bereiche ein einzigartiger Fall in Ecuador, bedingt durch den besonderen 

Status durch das regionsspezifische „Gesetz zur Erhaltung und nachhaltige Entwicklung 

der Provinz Galapagos― (LOREG). Es war das erste Schutzgebiet und später das erste 

UNESCO-Biosphärenreservat des Landes. Dagegen ist die Klassifikation Sumacos als 

Schutzgebiet und Biosphärenreservat eine relativ neu und wird nach den allgemeinen 

Regeln und Vorschriften für geschützte Bereiche in Ecuador behandelt. 

Es existierengravierende Einschränkungen in Bezug auf die technische und 

logistische Kapazität der für die Steuerung und Verwaltung der touristischen Aktivitäten 

zuständigen Institutionen, allen voran ein Mangel an Personal und Finanzmitteln. Zwar 

hat Galapagos angesichts seiner besonderen Regularien eine bessere Finanzierung und 

mehr Personal für Kontrolle und Verwaltung zur Verfügung, allerdings gibt es dennoch 

gravierende Mängel Bezug auf dessen Ausbildung. Sumaco verfügt nur über wenige auf 

Tourismus spezialisierte Fachkräfte, die zur Entwicklung des Gebietes beitragen 

könnten. Die Koordination zwischen allen am Tourismus Beteiligten ist dort immer 

noch zu unausgereift, um die ordnungsgemäße Verwaltung der touristischen Reiseziele 

gewährleisten zu können. In jedem Fall entwickeln sich wichtige Initiativen in Bezug 

auf die lokale Koordination in beiden Biosphärenreservaten. Die Planung, die 

Koordination und das lokale Handeln stimmen jedoch manchmal nicht unbedingt mit 

den nationalen Interessen überein. 

Abschließend, als wichtiges Ergebnis gilt festzuhalten, dass es in beiden 

Biosphärenreservaten unbedingt notwendig ist, eine höhere Bildung formeller wie 

informeller Art zu gewährleisten. Außerdem ist es unabdingbar, dass der Staat Ecuador 

als übergeordnete Verwaltungsgröße die gerechte Beteiligung der örtlichen 

Gemeinschaften an den Einkünften aus dem Tourismus sowie an der Steuerung, 

Überwachung und Durchsetzung der Gesetze sicherstellt. Darüber hinaus ist eine 

integrierte Tourismusplanung auf den verschiedenen staatlichen Ebenen erforderlich, 

also lokal, regional und national. 

Vorliegende Dissertation möchte dazu beitragen, das nationale Bewusstsein zu 

schärfen für die momentane Diskrepanz zwischen Planung und Realisierung von 
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Tourismus in Schutzgebieten. Nachhaltiger Tourismus beinhaltet, dass Sozial- und 

Umweltverträglichkeit gewährleistet werden und mindestens gleichbedeutend sind mit 

ökonomischen Interessen. Das, was heute Touristen anlockt, nämlich die Einzigartigkeit 

der Natur auf Galapagos und in Sumaco, sollte nicht nur aus touristischen Gründen 

erhalten werden, sondern auch, um Artenvielfalt und Biodiversität für die Nachwelt und 

um ihrer selbst zu sichern. Sozial- und umweltverträglicher Tourismus steht 

wirtschaftlichen Interessen nicht zwangsläufig im Wege. Ganz im Gegenteil geht die 

Entwicklung des einen Hand in Hand mit dem Fortschritt der anderen. 
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Resumen 

El turismo es multifacético y en éste diversos actores, instituciones, niveles de 

gobierno y sectores de la sociedad, están estrechamente interrelacionados. Instituciones 

gubernamentales y no gubernamentales, comunidades locales, profesionales del 

turismo, académicos, sectores de la hotelería, restauración, transporte, empresarial y los 

turistas propiamente dichos muestran diversas perspectivas, opiniones y posiciones 

respecto a este fenómeno. Tal multiplicidad de actores y puntos de vista torna 

esencialmente complejo el manejo y gestión del turismo. 

El presente trabajo realiza un análisis exhaustivo sobre la situación actual del 

turismo en dos reservas de biósfera (Galápagos y Sumaco) en Ecuador. Se considera al 

turismo como una de las estrategias clave para favorecer la conservación del medio 

ambiente y el desarrollo socio-económico de las comunidades locales asentadas en estos 

lugares. Las reservas de biósfera, categorías declaradas y nominadas por la UNESCO, 

son áreas protegidas de extraordinario valor natural y cultural, concebidas como 

espacios para la reconciliación entre conservación y desarrollo, donde el concepto de 

turismo sostenible puede considerarse como un paraguas que agrupa diversas formas de 

hacer turismo en dichas áreas protegidas, tales como ecoturismo, aviturismo, turismo 

comunitario, turismo de aventura.  

El objetivo fundamental fue evaluar los principales factores de éxito o fracaso en el 

manejo del turismo y su contribución a la conservación de la biodiversidad. Para ello, se 

llevó a cabo una revisión detallada del marco legal, político e institucional del país, así 

como las características particulares de cada reserva de biósfera en cuanto a las 

condiciones físicas, biogeográficas además de factores históricos, demográficos, socio-

económicos, institucionales y legales. Adicionalmente, se investigó el status quo del 

turismo en cada una de las áreas protegidas. 

El levantamiento de la información de los casos de estudio (Galápagos y Sumaco) se 

realizó mediante el empleo combinado de métodos cualitativos y cuantitativos. Entre las 

herramientas cualitativas, se destaca el desarrollo de entrevistas semi-estructuradas a 

profundidad, dirigidas a actores clave en cada una de las reservas de biósfera. Expertos 

y especialistas en el manejo de las áreas protegidas, así como representantes de los 

diferentes sectores relacionados directa e indirectamente con el turismo fueron 

entrevistados. Por otro lado, se aplicaron encuestas a dos diferentes grupos meta. Los 

turistas fueron encuestados, con la finalidad de establecer su perfil socio-demográfico, 
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preferencias de viaje y grado de conocimiento acerca del turismo sostenible, además de 

su percepción en cuanto a la sustentabilidad de los destinos visitados. Se aplicaron 

también encuestas a residentes de ambas reservas, para establecer sus características 

socio-demográficas, las principales actividades económicas que les sirven de sustento y 

su relación con el turismo, su nivel de conocimiento acerca de reservas de biósfera y su 

percepción en cuanto a las ventajas o desventajas de vivir en una reserva de biósfera. 

En general, si bien el turismo es una actividad que podría desarrollarse en armonía 

con el medio ambiente en estos espacios naturales, en el caso de Galápagos es uno de 

los principales factores de riesgo para la conservación de la biodiversidad, debido al 

incremento acelerado del número de turistas. En contraposición, en Sumaco el turismo 

podría constituir una alternativa sostenible importante frente a la explotación de minas, 

petróleo y proyectos hidroeléctricos que son las principales amenazas para la 

conservación del área en la actualidad. Desde el punto de vista ambiental existen serios 

problemas en ambas reservas, ligados sobre todo a la contaminación de las fuentes de 

agua. Dicha contaminación conlleva riesgos para la salud tanto de los pobladores como 

de los turistas. La escasez de agua dulce es particularmente crítica en Galápagos, dada 

su condición de hábitat insular. La introducción de especies exóticas constituye en 

Galápagos una de las amenazas más graves para la conservación, mientras que la 

deforestación ligada a la tala ilegal y actividades extractivas son los peligros más 

importantes en Sumaco. En cuanto a los factores socio-culturales, sin duda los procesos 

migratorios configuran las actitudes y valores de la población actual en ambas reservas. 

En Galápagos la mayoría de los residentes son migrantes, mientras que en Sumaco una 

porción importante son indígenas de la nacionalidad Kichwa, nativos de la zona. En 

general, entre los habitantes de ambas áreas no se ha desarrollado todavía una verdadera 

conciencia ambiental, si no más bien un valoración en función del uso. Es decir, ―se usa 

ahora sin preocuparse por el mañana‖.  

La configuración de los grupos humanos también está asociada a las distintas formas 

de hacer turismo. En ambas reservas los servicios turísticos ofertados por las 

comunidades locales tienen bajos estándares de calidad y apuntan hacia un segmento del 

mercado constituido por turistas con bajo presupuesto. Por ende, generalmente, la oferta 

directa de la comunidad consigue captar únicamente un porcentaje reducido de los 

ingresos del turismo. Esta situación es mucho más notoria en Galápagos, donde las 

grandes empresas operando cruceros y hoteles de lujo son las que se llevan la mayor 

parte de los réditos derivados del turismo. Muchas de ellas tienen sus oficinas 
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principales en las principales ciudades de Ecuador o en el extranjero, lo cual significa 

que pagan sus impuestos en dichas ciudades y no en los sitios donde llevan a cabo la 

actividad turística. La inequidad en el reparto de los beneficios económicos derivados 

del turismo conduce a una situación de frustración y descontento entre los pobladores. A 

pesar de esta situación, el turismo sigue siendo una actividad rentable y los residentes 

intentan sacarle el máximo provecho al menor costo posible sin importar los impactos. 

Informalidad e ilegalidad constituyen muchas veces la norma: casas no registradas que 

ofertan habitaciones para turistas, taxistas que realizan tours sin autorización, botes 

operando sin licencia para hacer turismo, guías ilegales e incluso grandes operaciones 

realizando la actividad turística sin los permisos legales pertinentes. Este panorama 

conduce inevitablemente a un decrecimiento en la calidad de los servicios, un 

incremento descontrolado de la oferta y la consecuente caída de precios y en general el 

declive del destino, que finalmente implica menos turistas, más deterioro ambiental y 

menos beneficios económicos para los residentes. En este contexto se presenta un grave 

conflicto entre la comunidad local y las grandes empresas foráneas. Se torna urgente 

cuestionar qué tan sostenibles son las operaciones de éstas últimas cuando, más allá de 

los estándares ambientales, la retribución económica y el contacto con la comunidad 

local son mínimos, reproduciendo el famoso modelo de ―Turismo de Enclave‖. 

La gobernanza y el manejo de la actividad turística constituyen elementos esenciales 

para asegurar su desarrollo en una forma sostenible. El país cuenta con una importante 

lista de leyes, normas, regulaciones y planes que soportan legal e institucionalmente el 

desarrollo del turismo sostenible, especialmente en áreas protegidas. Sin embargo, el 

control y la aplicación de la ley constituyen limitaciones sustanciales  para alcanzar una 

adecuada gestión del turismo. Este problema es particularmente notorio en comunidades 

pequeñas como las de Galápagos y Sumaco, donde las relaciones interpersonales de 

parentesco o amistad son estrechas, lo cual complica el control y regulación.  

Diferencias evidentes se perciben en cuanto al manejo y gobernanza del turismo en 

las dos reservas de biósfera. Galápagos constituye un caso único en el país en cuanto al 

manejo del área protegida, debido al estatus especial que le otorga la Ley Orgánica de 

Régimen Especial para la Conservación y Desarrollo Sustentable de la Provincia de 

Galápagos, LOREG. Fue la primera área protegida en ser creada y la primera reserva de 

biósfera del país, designada por la UNESCO. Por otra parte, Sumaco es un área 

protegida y reserva de biósfera de creación relativamente reciente que se rige bajo las 

normas y regulaciones generales para las áreas protegidas del Ecuador continental.  
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Existen serias limitaciones en lo que respecta a las capacidades técnicas y logísticas 

de las instituciones encargadas de controlar y gestionar la actividad turística, 

principalmente la falta de personal y financiamiento. Si bien Galápagos, dado su 

régimen especial, cuenta con un mayor financiamiento y más personal para el control y 

manejo, se presentan graves deficiencias en cuanto a su nivel de preparación. Sumaco 

cuenta con pocos técnicos especializados en turismo que puedan ayudar a desarrollar la 

actividad. La coordinación y planificación entre todos los actores involucrados en el 

turismo es todavía una tarea pendiente para asegurar un manejo adecuado de los 

destinos turísticos. En todo caso importantes iniciativas en cuanto a la coordinación 

local se desarrollan en ambas reservas de biósfera. Finalmente, en algunas ocasiones la 

planificación, coordinación y acción locales no necesariamente coinciden con los 

intereses y agenda nacionales.  

En general, en ambas reservas de biósfera es necesario asegurar mayores niveles de 

educación, tanto a nivel formal como informal. Asimismo, resulta urgente que el Estado 

como ente regulador, asegure la participación equitativa de las comunidades locales en 

los beneficios del turismo y en el control, monitoreo y aplicación de la ley. Además es 

necesario fomentar y asegurar la planificación integral del turismo en los diferentes 

niveles de gobierno: local, regional y nacional. 

La presente disertación pretende contribuir al debate nacional en torno a la 

discrepancia existente entre la planificación y la práctica de estrategias de turismo 

sostenible en áreas protegidas en la actualidad. Turismo sostenible significa que los 

aspectos sociales, culturales y ambientales deben recibir por lo menos la misma 

importancia que los intereses económicos involucrados. La naturaleza única que 

actualmente atrae a los turistas a Galápagos y al Sumaco debe ser preservada, no 

solamente para garantizar la sostenibilidad de la actividad turística en sí, sino para 

proteger y conservar la biodiversidad para las futuras generaciones. Una actividad 

turística responsable, amigable con el medio ambiente y encaminada a la protección de 

la herencia cultural, no se opone necesariamente a los intereses de desarrollo 

económico. Muy por el contrario, los dos dependen estrechamente el uno del otro.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Justification, Study Context and Relevance 

Tourism in protected areas has been largely promoted as an activity that can contribute 

simultaneously to the generation of revenues (to improve the socio-economic welfare of 

local communities) and to the conservation of exceptional natural places (Plummer and 

Fennell 2009, Eagles 2009, Bridgewater 2002). However, tourism may also turn into a 

factor of social interference, inequal distribution of economic benefits for local 

communities, and environmental degradation (Moscardo 2011, Tosun 2000, Bramwell 

2004, Stronza and Durham 2008). The nature of tourism is very complex, since multiple 

stakeholders are involved whose positions are often in conflict with each other. In less 

developed countries like Ecuador the common consequence is the exclusion of local 

communities from the economic benefitis arising from tourism. Their lack of expertise, 

training and education limits their chances of participation in the tourism market. The 

lack of coordination, cooperation and control among the state institutions responsible 

for promoting local participation worsens the situation (Plummer and Fennell 2009, 

Tosun 2000). As a result, this kind of social organization favors the large companies and 

people feel that the only residents benefiting from tourism dollars are those working on 

the government parks administration (Aguirre 2006). Moreover, many residentes feel 

like being forced to live in harmony with their environment to the detriment of their 

economic development (Plummer and Fennell 2009). This situation of permanent 

conflict exerts additional pressure upon the natural resources, which are the base for 

tourism in protected areas (e.g. nature-based tourism, sustainable tourism, ecotourism). 

Therefore, the design of effective strategies for the implementation, management and 

governance of tourism in protected areas is a difficult task where different scales and 

levels of political organization are implicated (international, national, regional and local 

level).  

When properly managed in protected areas, tourism has in general been considered as 

an important example of sustainable economic activities. In the particular case of 

biosphere reserves (BRs), where a balance between conservation and development 

should be found, the development of sustainable tourism is a key issue for the 

achievement of main conservation goals (UNESCO-MAB 1996). BRs are recognized 

by the Ecuadorian state as an important tool to preserve ecosystems that have both 
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natural and cultural relevance (MAE 2010a, Rosero and Gutiérrez 2010, MAE 2011).  

Ecuador is a small country located in the north-west of South America. According to 

Myers et al. (2000), Ecuador holds three biodiversity hotspots (Chocó Darien, Tropical 

Andes and Amazonia), where the concentration of species and the level of endemism is 

exceptionally high (Dangles and Nowicki 2009, Kier et al. 2005). The Ecuadorian 

government has declared several natural areas, ecosystems and landscapes as protected 

areas. The Galapagos archipelago was the first protected area created in 1936. Until 

2013, 49 natural habitats have been designated as protected areas (MAE 2011) and are 

part of the National Protected Areas System (NPAS). The NPAS represents around 20% 

of the total area of the country. Some of these protected areas have been declared as 

biosphere reserves by the UNESCO: The Galapagos National Park (GNP) was the first 

Ecuadorian protected area to be declared as BR by the UNESCO in 1984. The Yasuni 

National Park, located in the western Amazon Basin of Ecuador, was declared as BR in 

1987 because of its huge biological diversity in flora and fauna and is recognized 

worldwide (Burnham 2004, Kier et al. 2005, Bass et al. 2010, Albuja 2011, Izko 2012). 

The Sumaco Biosphere Reserve was established by the UNESCO in 2000 and includes 

the lowland rainforests in the Amazon Basin and the montane forests in the Andean 

mountains (MAE 2010a, MAE and PGS 2001, Coello Hinojosa 1995). The Podocarpus 

National Park, located in the south-eastearn part of the country was declared as BR in 

2007 for its exceptional biodiversity and the presence of important human settlements 

(MAE 2010a). Recently, on May 28
th

, 2013, Macizo del Cajas was declared as BR by 

the UNESCO. It is located in the south-west of the country and includes two national 

protected areas, with different ecosystems such as alpine, montane and marine. Apart 

from this rich natural biodiversity, the country also hosts a strong cultural diversity. 

Different human groups live in the four natural regions of Ecuador (coastal, Andean, 

eastern and Galapagos regions), constituing a highly multi-cultural society. 

Diverse socio-economic activities are performed by local communities in BRs such as 

agriculture, logging, hunting, tourism, etc. Some of these activities, like agroforestry 

and tourism, can be considered as sustainable activities because they provide revenues 

for the local communities while conserving the biodiversity (Butler 1999). However, 

some other economic activities carried out in BRs are not sustainable (e.g. oil 

extraction, mining, extensive agriculture) and exert a permanent pressure upon the 

natural resources (Petrosillo et al. 2006). These activities still constitute a threat to the 

biodiversity conservation in these areas. 
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BRs in Ecuador are officially recognized as protected areas whose management is under 

the control of the national park administration. The mechanisms for their management 

are established in some laws and regulations such as the ―Special Regulation for 

Tourism in Natural Protected Areas‖or the ―Forestry Law‖ (RETANP 2002, Ley 

Forestal Ecuador 1981). Additionally, Galapagos has its own legal framework provided 

by the Special Law for the Management and Conservation of the Biodiversity in 

Galapagos (LOREG 1998).  

The purpose of this research project is to identify the main factors of success and failure 

in the management of tourism in two BRs in Ecuador, Sumaco and Galapagos. 

Moreover, we aim to examine the role of tourism as an economic activity that can 

support and affect the conservation of biodiversity. It is a comparative study of 

sustainable tourism development in both regions, taking into account their particular 

socio-economic conditions. 

1.2. Objectives 

The overall objective of this research is to determine the main factors of success and 

failure in the management of the tourism activity and its impact on the 

conservation of biodiversity in two biosphere reserves in Ecuador. The second 

objective is to examine governance as a tool to analyze and evaluate the different power 

relationships between the diverse stakeholders at international, national, regional and 

local levels. Thus, the main specific objectives are: 

 

1) To analyze and evaluate the management and governance strategies of tourism in 

both biosphere reserves as means to achieve biodiversity conservation and 

sustainable development. 

2) To evaluate the perception of the main stakeholders on the particular links and 

relationships of the main socio-economic activities with tourism. 

3)  To examine the residents‘ perception of the socio-economic benefits and 

drawbacks derivated from the tourism activity as well as knowledge and 

perception of  benefits from BRs. 

4)  To evaluate the tourists‘ profile and their perception of the sustainability and their 

level of satisfaction in the visited destinations. 

5) To compare the management and governance strategies of sustainable tourism in 

both biosphere reserves. 
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1.3. Affiliation to Academic Institutions 

The author of this dissertation is a junior professor at the Faculty of Human Sciences of 

the Pontificia Universidad Católica del Ecuador (PUCE) in Quito, Ecuador. Her PhD 

thesis was funded by PUCE through grants designed specifically for supporting research 

projects. The granted funds were used to collect field data (excursions to the biosphere 

reserves) as well as to process and analyze data by students (technical assistants) at 

university. The PhD thesis was supervised during the entire process (2008-2013) by 

Prof. Dr. Susanne Stoll-Kleemann and her staff members at the Institute of Geography 

and Geology, Department of Geography, at the Faculty of Mathematics and Natural 

Sciences of the Ernst-Moritz-Arndt University of Greifswald, Germany. 

1.4. Structure of the Document 

This dissertation consists of nine chapters that include the systematic literature review in 

the relevant topics of the dissertation (Chapter 2), the description and analysis of the 

legal, institutional and political framework and the geographic and biological conditions 

of the country (Chapter 3) and the description of the particular features of both 

biosphere reserves (Chapter 5). The methodology and the methods applied for data 

collection, analysis and systematization is described in the Chapter 4. The results of 

quantitative and qualitative research are presented in Chapter 6 and the discussion and 

conclusions are summarized in Chapter 7 and Chapter 8, respectively.  
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2. Conceptual and Theoretical Framework  

2.1. Tourism 

 ―It refers to the movement and activities of people participating in tourism (tourism 

as a social phenomenon); and the organizations and businesses that enable such 

movement and activities (tourism as an economic phenomenon)‖ (Sharpley 

2011:26). 

 

Tourism is perceived and defined in different ways considering that there are diverse 

social groups, societies and historic periods (Urry 2004). The study of tourism includes 

various perspectives, the main focuses of its conceptualization being traditionally social 

and economic aspects. Even though at the moment, academics understand tourism as a 

holistic and multidisciplinary study, which comprises a complex integration within 

socio-economic system with diverse disciplines such as geography, environmental 

sciences, politics, anthropology, psychologhy, among others (Jafari 2000, Sharpley 

2011, Fennell 1999). According to them, tourism can be consider an intricate system 

with subsystems or interacting elements or parts which are related and connected with 

each other in various ways (e.g. human element, destination element, travel element, 

and market element). Defining tourism is a difficult task. Therefore is more realistic to 

accept the existence of several definitions (Farrell and Twining-Ward 2004, Honey 

2008). 

Tourism as a social phenomenon has a long history, even though the term ―tourism‖ 

was coined in modern times (Jafari et al. 1990, Urry 2004). Based on tourism history 

research, its first traces date back to the Greeks, Egyptians and Romans in ancient times 

(Jafari 2000, Butler and Wall 1985). There are well documented historical processes 

that underlie the evolution of the phenomenon especially in Europe (Towner 1988, Urry 

2004, Jafari 2000). During the Roman Empire, the wealthy elite traveled as travelling 

was seen as a form of pleasure and culture (Feifer 1985). The high class members used 

to have second homes in the Naples Bay (Towner and Wall 1991). In the 13
th

 and 14
th

 

centuries pilgrimages were a widespread form of travelling, where religious devotion 

was combinated with pleasure and culture. By the 15
th

 century there were organized 

tours from Venece to the Holy Land (Towner and Wall 1991, Eade and Sallnow 2000, 

Urry 2004). Another form of tour was to be established in the 17
th

 century. It was called 

La Grand Tour and was a fundamental part of the education of young aristocrats. The 
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tour consisted in a journey through Europe. It comprised the visit of  museums and art 

galleries as well as the observation of artifacts of the high culture (Urry 2004). By the 

beginning of the 18
th

 century, La Grand Tour also became as well a part of the 

education of the sons of the professional middle class (Adler 1989, Brodsky-Porges 

1981). In the 19
th

 century an important branch of the infrastructure of tourism 

developed, especially spas and seaside resorts which were normally located in rural 

areas. In these places, the relaxation activity could be combined with visiting rural 

markets and fairs (Towner and Wall 1991, Urry 2004). During the 19
th

 century these 

locations were complemented with diverse infrastructure and services related with this 

kind of holiday, such as gastronomic options, banking services and travel and tour 

options (Clark 1983). At that time the pleasure trips were reserved basically for the 

upper class. In every other case, people only travelled in respect to business and work 

activities (Urry 2004). Thomas Cook was one of the most famous enterpreuners to 

organize the first-ever railways excursions in 1841. This was the first privately 

chartered excursion to be advertised for the general public in England (Butler and Wall 

1985). Tourism nowadays has become an essential part of the everyday life of many 

people worldwide (Sharpley 2011, Urry 2004). 

Definitely the significance of tourism both as a world mass phenomenon and as a global 

subject of study (Sharpley 2011) is part of the social activity in the modern era 

(Lickorish and Jenkins 1997, Sharpley 2010, Page 2011). The take-off of tourism began 

after the Second World War and continues to the present time (Lickorish and Jenkins 

1997, Page 2011). The recovery of the global economy after the Second World War, the 

growth of the middle class in the industrialized countries (social welfare state and the 

disposal of better incomes and greater individual capacity of expenditure), and the 

industrial and technological revolution (mass transportation and communication) were 

some of the key factors that marked notably the development of this trend, especially in 

the western industrial nations (Lickorish and Jenkins 1997, Urry 2000, Urry 2004, 

Wearing and Neil 2009, Page 2011, Jafari 2000, Butler and Wall 1985). Moreover, a 

rise of leisure time increased people‘s desire to enjoy and use this time visiting other 

places, destinations and localities (Urry 2004, Page 2011, Jafari 2000). Tourism is the 

―largest peaceful movement of people across cultural bounderies in the history of the 

world‖ (Lett 1989: 265).  

The ―tourist‖ breaks the routine of ordinary life by means of recreation, amusement and 

leisure, which means that he wants to scape ―normal‖ life (organized and regulated 
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labor). Tourism is a fundamental social activity of the contemporary societies and an 

important element of social status and progress (Urry 2000, Urry 2004, Jafari 1986, 

Sharpley 2011). There is no doubt that at present a big portion (middle and higher 

classes) of the modern world‘s population has incorporated travelling (Urry 2000) as 

―necessary for family, love and friendship as well as work‖ (Kaplan et al. 1996: ix). The 

type of travel (costs and distances) depends on the monetary resources of every person 

or family (Urry 2004). According to statistics of the World Tourism Organisation 

(WTO) for more than 200 countries, almost no country has now important numbers of 

international tourists. However, the flows are asymmetric. Most of the international 

travel or outbound tourism is registered between the industrialized world (Europe, North 

America) and within Europe and North America (UNWTO 1997, Jafari 2000). 

Moreover, domestic tourism is one of the major categories of tourism. It represents the 

―lifeblood of the tourism industry‖ (Jafari 2000:159). However it is difficult to 

determine and categorize this type of tourism because it is not easy to define who is a 

domestic tourist and where is the distance to take into consideration for a tourist. Many 

of the domestic tourists have holiday homes or prefer to stay at the homes of relatives  

and do not use commercial accommodation. Moreover in the majority of the cases, their 

own automobile is the mean of transport instead of commercial transport as for example 

bus, transfer, car rental, and flight. The level of extent and weight in the economy of a 

country depends on several factors such as  location and size of the country, size of the 

population as well as tourism choices available, personal incomes and leisure time and 

of course the improvement of transport and communications, services and access to the 

destinations (Archer 1978, Jafari 1986). In any case the contribution to the development 

of some less developed regions, the provision of local employment and local manpower, 

business opportunities, tax revenues for local governments as well as the consumption 

of local products is irrefutable. The typical destination of domestic tourism (tourists 

coming mainly from the urban areas) is the countryside and the coastline areas (Archer 

1978, Jafari 1986, Wyllie 1993, Jaakson 1986).  

The importance of the tourism sector in the world economy is undeniable. Generally it 

can be affirmed that tourism has experimented a consistent and permanent growth 

during the last century. Indeed, since the middle of the 1960s and the 1970s, tourism has 

been the strongest and fastest growing industry worldwide (Boo 1990, Wearing and 

Neil 2009, Page 2011, Jafari 2000, UNEP 2011, Sharpley 2011, Urry 2000, Fennell 

1999). This rapid and steady growth rate (Jafari 1974, Urry 2004) resulted in the 
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expansion of the tourism market worldwide (Butler 1999, Urry 2004). 

Travel spending has increased about almost the double sum than the rate of growth in 

national income (or GDP) in the developed world (Lickorish and Jenkins 1997). The 

tourism industry (also known as Travel and Tourism) represents the largest single trade 

in the world (Jafari 1974, Wearing and Neil 2009, Page 2011). In 1990, the World 

Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC) reported that 2.9 trillion US$ were generated by 

domestic and international travel in the world, whereas twenty years later the WTTC 

reported that the contribution to the global economy was of 6 trillion US$ (WTTC 

2011). 

According to the United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), international 

arrivals worldwide have more than doubled since 1990, rising from 435 million US$ to 

675 million US$ in 2000, and to 940 million US$ in 2010. These figures do not take 

into account domestic tourism which, by all accounts, generates up to ten times more 

arrivals than international tourism (UNWTO 2012c, Sharpley 2011). At the same time, 

the growth curve in Figure 1 displays some breaks that reveal the strong dependence of 

tourism on the global economy and the markets. For instance, particular depressions due 

to certain political and economic events such as conflicts in the Middle East, epidemics 

(e.g. Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome SARS), terrorist activities, natural disasters 

and global economic recession can be noticed (Page 2011, WTTC 2011, UNWTO 

2012b, UNEP 2011). The world economic crisis in 2008/2009 which started in the USA 

and afterwards spread across Europe severely affected the sector. Nevertheless, as a 

general overview over the last decade, the average annual growth was 3.4% – from 674 

million in 2000 to 940 million in 2010 – with emerging markets (5.6%) and strongly 

outpacing advanced economies (1.8%) (WTTC 2011). 

Despite of the current global economic uncertainty, a constant growth regarding the 

number of tourists could be noticed worldwide in 2012 except the Middle East region, 

where a decrease in the number of tourists was registered due to the current socio-

political problems in the Arabian countries. The strongest growth was registered in 

Asia, followed by Africa and the Americas in the third place, where Chile and Ecuador 

showed an increase of 16% and 14% respectively concerning the number of arrivals 

(UNWTO 2012b, CEPAL 2011a). At the end of the year 2012, a total of 1 billion 

international arrivals was reached for the first time (UNWTO 2012b). 
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Figure 1. International tourist arrivals worldwide 

Source: Own illustration, after UNWTO data (UNWTO 2012b, UNWTO 2012c) 

 

Tourism industry is one of the main job contributor‘s in the world. In 2011, 98 million 

people were directly employed in tourism industry. Compared to other industries like 

automobile manufacturing, mining, and chemical manufacturing, travel and tourism 

generates more economic output (WTTC 2012). For many countries (e.g. Mexico, 

Spain), tourism is the second most important source of foreign exchange after oil 

(Wearing and Neil 2009). Hence, it is an important contributor for economic growth 

(Arezki et al. 2009, Epler Wood 2007). In countries like Costa Rica tourism represents 

one of the main sources of foreign exchange (Matarrita-Cascante 2010, Honey 2008, 

Weaver and Schlüter 2001). 

It is a difficult task to precisely quantify the specific contribution of tourism industry to 

the national and local economies, since there are many connections to other economic 

sectors and many of the providers are trans-national companies (Epler Wood 2007). 
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These connections can be direct (e.g. accommodation, recreation, catering), indirect 

(e.g. sanitation service, car rental, transportation) and induced (e.g. food and beverages 

suppliers, housing, retailers in general) (WTTC 2012, Cater 1995, Kalisch 2010) 

(Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2. Tourism and travel industries. Direct, indirect and induced sectors 

Source: Own illustration after WTTC 2012 

 

As a multiplier economic activity, one of the main outcomes of the economic growth of 

tourism during the last two decades has been the incorporation of the tourism activity 

into government programs in less developed countries (LDCs) with the hope for a 

sustained economic development and poverty reduction (Jafari 1974, Cater 1987, de 

Araujo and Bramwell 2002, Moscardo 2011, UNEP 2011, Britton 1982). However, 

according to various scholars (Bramwell 2004, Urry 2004, Bramwell 2012, Stronza and 

Durham 2008, Kim et al. 2013, Higgins-Desbiolles 2006) tourism development tends to 

favor most of the time the economic aspects over the environmental and sociocultural 

aspects. Moreover, the economic benefits are often less than it could be expected. In this 

sense, Stronza and Gordillo (2008) and Kim et al. (2012) pointed out the great danger of 

tourism to disrupt, to disturb, and to damage the natural habitats and local communities. 

As income is often insufficient for—or can even work against— the conservation of the 

environment and the social development, other kinds of benefits are to be regarded 

especially critical, like social, cultural and environmental benefits (Stronza and Gordillo 

2008). 
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The reality of tourism for many destinations is that it rarely lives up to what has been 

promised before and is often marked by community conflict and concern, resulting in 

the marginalization of local community in the process (Moscardo 2011, Kim et al. 2013, 

Tosun 2000). To make things even worse, in the case of developing nations, these local 

communities are often ruled by a small group of well-organized powerful elites that 

counteract any kind of development (Tosun 2000, Britton 1982). Moreover, it is argued 

that ―Third World‖ tourism has been set up by agreements between foreign image 

makers/investors and local elites. The population of the host country usually do neither 

participate in shaping the phenomenon, nor are they consulted before (Linton 1987). 

Wider evidence suggests that while the local people do not have acceptable houses, 

schools of national standard, proper irrigation systems and modern agricultural 

equipment, luxury hotels and leisure facilities for tourists have received a major share 

from public funds as incentives to comfort the western mass tourism by creating a 

protective ecological bubble of its accustomed environment (Tosun 2000, Jafari 2000). 

The current debate among all entities involved concentrates on the true amount of 

benefits obtained from the activity (Sautter and Leisen 1999).  

Mass or conventional tourism occupies a big portion of the whole tourism market. This 

conventional form of tourism is connected with the incredibly rapid development of 

tourism phenomenon that started in the 1960s. It is also called ―destructive‖ tourism or 

―ghetto‖ (Clarke 1997). This form of tourism includes large number of tourists, 

organized package tours by large firms for big groups, multi-national hotel chains and 

cheap transportation (Wheeller 1992). Many of the tourists‘ favorite places for holiday 

are coastal and insular destinations (Mediterranean coast, Caribbean islands, Hawaii) 

(Jafari 2000, Wearing and Neil 2009, Clarke 1997). Unfortunately detrimental 

economic, environmental and sociocultural effects emerged from mass tourism as 

pointed out above (Clarke 1997, Butler 1999). Therefore, scale and impacts of mass 

tourism are questioned. Examples are the environmental degradation along the coasts, 

increasingly scarce water resources in insular ecosystems, damage of the chambers 

inside the Egyptian pyramids, few economic benefits for host communities, child 

prostitution in Southeast Asia (Jafari 2000, Tosun 2000, Wearing and Neil 2009, 

Gössling et al. 2012). These adverse effects have been raising the growing global 

concern about the characteristics of the supply and demand of tourism and the 

development of new responsible and alternative forms of tourism which are less 

precarious under socio-economic and environmental aspects. Concerns include also 



 

12 
 

aspects related with climate change, vulnerability of destinations, and scarcity of natural 

resources in the last years (Urry 2004, Gössling 2002, WTTC 2011, Weaver 2012, 

Bramwell and Lane 2012). According to the UNEP (2011), this type of alternative 

tourism is spreading. Many travelers are demanding the ―greening of tourism‖ which 

means environmental-friendly tourism (ecotourism, nature-based tourism, heritage 

tourism, sustainable tourism).  Nevertheless it still constitutes a very small portion 

(between 3% and 7%)  of the market and it is impossible to replace the big portion of  

the whole market of mass tourism with this type of tourism and avoid the 

environmental, sociocultural and economic damages. A form that comes closer to a 

solution of the problems and impacts derivate from mass tourism is trying to manage the 

tourism industry in a more sustainable and responsible way (Clarke 1997, Deaden and 

Harron 1994). Alternative tourism is characterized by small operations (indigenous 

accommodation, specialized operators) where the sociocultural, educational, scientific 

and environmental aspects are emphasized (Wheeller 1992, Wearing and Neil 2009) 

(Figure 3).  

 

Figure 3. Mass tourism and alternative tourism 

Source: Own illustration after Wearing and Neil (2009) 

 

Different forms of ―alternative tourism‖ can be distinguished: cultural, educational, 

scientific, adventure,  and agri-tourism. Many of them are based on nature as the main 

aspect for the development of the activity (Wearing and Neil 2009). Sustainable tourism 

is part of the ―green‖ or ―alternative‖ tourism, as it is outside of the ―mass‖ or 
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―conventional‖ tourism. It is contrary to what is seen as negative or detrimental about 

conventional tourism (Butler 1999, Wearing and Neil 2009, Urry 2004). 

2.2. Sustainable Tourism  

―Sustainable tourism refers to tourism which meets the needs of present tourists and 

hosts regions while protecting and enhancing opportunity for the future. It is 

envisaged as leading to the management of resources in such a way that economic, 

social and aesthetic needs can be met while maintaining essential ecological 

processes, biological diversity, cultural integrity and life support systems‖ 

(UNWTO 1993:7). 

 

The conceptualization of sustainable tourism (ST) commenced two decades ago and 

therefore, there is still ongoing discussion about it (Buckley 2012). The definition, 

scope, focus and research of true case studies where ST could be assessed and 

evaluated, have been discussed by several authors (Butler 1999, Bramwell and Lane 

2008, Cater 1995, Buckley 2012). Some authors consider it as an umbrella for subtypes 

or classes of tourism (e.g. nature-based tourism, ecotourism, community-based tourism, 

adventure tourism, wildlife tourism). ST is based on the idea that in general the tourism 

industry may strive for more sustainability (Clarke 1997, UNEP and UNWTO 2005, 

Olson 2012, Buckley 2012, Weaver 1999). Thus, the concept of sustainable tourism is 

associated with the definition of sustainable development, defined in the Brundtland 

Report as ―a process to meet the needs of the present generations without compromising 

the ability of future generations to meet their own needs‖ (WCED 1987:37). Based on 

this concept and the pillars of sustainability, many interrelated definitions emerged and 

were adapted to tourism. One of them was given by the United Nations World Tourism 

Organization (UNWTO) as defined above. Later on the UNWTO disaggregated the 

concept in the three dimensions of sustainability (environmental, sociocultural and 

economic) and stated that sustainable tourism should 

1) make optimal use of environmental resources that constitute a key element in 

tourism development, maintaining essential ecological processes and helping to 

conserve natural heritage and biodiversity. 

2) respect the sociocultural authenticity of host communities, conserve their built and 

living cultural heritage and traditional values, and contribute to inter-cultural 

understanding and tolerance. 

3) ensure viable, long-term economic operations, providing socio-economic benefits 
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to all stakeholders that are fairly distributed, including stable employment and 

income-earning opportunities and social services to host communities, and 

contributing to poverty alleviation (UNWTO 2004). 

The basic element of ST should be the balance of the three pillars/dimensions of 

sustainability. Therefore, sustainable tourism development should be ecologically 

sensitive, economically viable and socially equitable in order to produce a synergistic 

effect (Nicholas et al. 2009). For the United Nations World Tourism Organization 

(2002) ST is just one component of sustainable development in general, it is to be seen 

as one element that is part of a larger whole and may be described most basically as the 

application of the sustainable development idea on the tourism sector (Bramwell and 

Lane 2012). The growing social awareness of sustainable development issues and 

tourism‘s impacts on climate change has also helped in the last years to give 

prominence to the economic, environmental and sociocultural problems and impacts 

connected with the tourism industry, although the evidence of continued growth in 

tourism‘s environmental impacts suggests that at best the practical achievements of 

sustainable tourism policies have been limited (Hall, 2011b, Bramwell and Lane 2008). 

It is indisputable that sustainable tourism in its diverse forms (e.g. ecotourism, 

community-based tourism) can be seen as viable and environmental alternative to other 

more damaging activities carried out in natural areas, such as slash and burn agriculture, 

cattle farming, hunting, logging, mining, and oil extraction (Ross and Wall 1999, Epler 

Wood 2007). Natural and cultural settings in those areas constitute significant 

attractions for tourists, a fact that is widely recognized. 

However, the implementation and the achievement of the environmental, sociocultural 

and economic standards is still under discussion. Several critics questioned the term 

―balance‖ and the use of sustainable tourism in general. Weaver and Oppermann (2000) 

suggested that the subject could be misused by those wishing to pursue a particular 

political goal or that it could be focused upon merely to cover up the main concerns 

(economic growth) (Hunter 2002, Higham 2007). In the same sense, Hall (2012) argued 

that in practice the so-called ―balanced‖ approach results in continued economic growth. 

As Carter (1995) pointed out economic growth via tourism development will often 

produce conflicts with environmental protection. ―Win/win‖ situations (where tourism 

development results in both wealth creation and environmental conservation) are 

relatively rare (Fennell 1999, Honey 2008). Some problems arise in relation with the 

economic development and the promotion of the local communities, such as leakage of 
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profits from local economy to outside operators, low status and unskilled jobs 

associated with low wages and difficult working conditions, prices rising and the 

dominance of fewer business companies, which normally have their headquarters in the 

main cities of the country or abroad. This has not only limited the participation of local 

people in tourism, it has also created struggles between local people and the seasonal 

workers (migrants) and increased not only the burden on public basic services but also 

the exploitation of the environment and the host population in the tourism destinations 

(Honey 1999, Honey 2008, Lindberg et al. 1996, Tosun 2000, Trousdale 1999, Jafari 

2000, Lu and Nepal 2009, Sharpley 2010, Tosun 1998, Lickorish and Jenkins 1997). In 

these social representations, local people are often excluded, except as guides, 

waitresses, and taxi drivers. This exclusion is typically associated with a loss of rights, 

disruptions of traditional agriculture and the generation of poverty and starvation 

(Moscardo 2011, Stronza and Gordillo 2008, Kim et al. 2013).   

Sustainable tourism concept has become a key discourse between tourism industry 

owners and managers, environmentalists, host communities, developers, politicians and 

academics. Each group has its own perspective and interest (Urry 2004). Moreover, it 

has been useful in encouraging dialogue between diverse stakeholders with different 

perspectives about tourism and its economic, social and environmental dimensions 

(Wall 1997). However, the multiplicity of stakeholders makes the process of 

implementation very complicated (Waligo et al. 2013). 

To achieve the implementation of sustainable tourism, diverse classes of tourism could 

be part of this wide spectrum, such as community-based tourism (CBT), nature-based 

tourism, adventure tourism, wildlife tourism, and ecotourism which are managed and 

developed particularly in natural and pristine areas. Therefore, one of the most 

important factors for each tourism type is the development in natural areas. Sometimes 

the different forms of tourism could mix or overlap. For instance the operation of an 

ecotour could be managed by the local indigenous community in a national park in the 

Amazon region. In this particular example, CBT and ecotourism are included as the 

main forms. Moreover, the ecotour includes also the observation of flora and fauna 

(wildlife tourism and nature-based tourism) as well as rafting tours (adventure tourism) 

on the rivers (Colvin 1994, Zeppel 2006). 

Ecotourism is one of the most widespread forms of tourism referring to the conjunction 

of socio-economic development and nature conservation in natural areas (Higham 

2007). The debate is still ongoing not only in regard to the theoretical conceptualization, 
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but due to its complexity also in terms of the practical implementation. Similar to the 

discussion about ST, the definition and evolution of the term ecotourism is not yet 

completed, there is still discussion about and no consensus between the different 

definitions. Again, like in the case of ST, the definition emerged in the 1980s as a 

world‘s awareness to more sustainable practices and the conservation of near-natural 

forests and landscapes, taking into account the dimensions of sustainability (Diamantis 

1999). There are many definitions (e.g. Boo 1990, Lindberg et al. 1996, Cater and 

Higham 2007, Campbell 1999, Fennell 1999) providing a wide variety of characteristics 

that ecotourism should hold, from the most active and environmental position to the 

most passive and conventional position (Orams 1995), taking into account both the 

dimensions of supply and or demand (Sharpley 2006, Higham 2007). One of the first 

definitions corresponds to Ceballos-Lascurain who says: 

 

―Ecoturism as that tourism that involves travelling to relatively undisturbed or 

uncontaminated natural areas with the specific objective of studying, admiring, and 

enjoying the scenery and its wild plants and animals, as well as any existing cultural 

manifestations (both past and present) found in these areas‖ (Ceballos-Lascuraín 

1987: 14). 

 

The main principles of ecotourism refer to the conservation and protection of the 

environment and the improvement of the well-being of the local communities and at the 

same time the satisfaction of ecotourists (Durham 2008). Moreover, one of the 

principles is related with the minimization of environmental and sociocultural impacts, 

contribution to conservation and local community projects, environmental education 

during travelling and political consciousness which could includes codes of conduct for 

ecotourists as well as the other elements of the travel industry (e.g. ecotourism labels 

and certifications) (Honey 2008, Higham 2007, Durham 2008). The educational 

component (environmental education and interpretation) is a key element in the 

ecotourism experience (Ham and Weiler 2002). 

Based on the ecotourism principles mentioned above and its inherent complications, the 

development of ―genuine‖ ecotourism is unfourtunately difficult to achieve (Honey 

2008, Higham 2007). For some authors (Wheeller 1992) ecotourism is unpracticable 

and inoperable. Therefore, confusion and misuse of the term occurs frequently in the 

practice and implementation. The term is used sometimes only with marketing purposes 

which can be called ―greening‖ of the market or ―greenwashing‖ (Rozzi et al. 2010, 
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Sharpley 2006, Wheeller 1992). However, there are some good examples of relatively 

well-managed tourism destinations in protected areas and parks in several countries 

worldwide like Australia, New Zealand, Zanzibar, Costa Rica and Tanzania (Eagles 

2002, Honey 2008), where clear state policies, regulations and norms have been 

included to warrant the development of the ecotourism activity. Moreover, the market of 

ecotourism has been growing fast since the first definition of ecotourism has been given, 

which permits the increase in the supply (Sharpley 2006, Higham 2007, Zeppel 2006). 

A study concluded that the market of ecotourism is growing three times faster than the 

conventional tourism market. By 2024 ecotourism will represent 5% of the global 

tourism market (Starmer-Smith 2004).  Latin America, Costa Rica and Belize are often 

billed as ecotourism destinations (Honey 2008, Lindberg et al. 1996). Costa Rica has 

been recognized worldwide as ―number one ecotourism destination in the world‖ 

(Honey 2008, Weaver 1999, Weaver and Schlüter 2001). In the early 1990s, the country 

incorporated in a two-track policy supporting ecotourism projects as development 

strategy in the national planning of the country, being a good example in Latin America 

with a well-developed national protected area system, the increase of visitation in 

protected areas and the incorporation of nature-based tourism through ecotourism 

strategy and plans in the national planning and policies of the country (Eagles 2002, 

Eagles and Higgins 1998, Weaver 1999, Honey 2008). Tourism became number one 

foreign exchange earner, surpassing coffee and bananas (Honey 2008, Weaver 1999). 

However,  according to several studies there is still much to do in order to achieve this 

alternative tourism in the strict sense (Weaver 1999, Laarman and Perdue 1989). 

In the particular case of Ecuador, there are examples that could be classified as 

ecotourism operations. Even the first venues offered in the Galapagos Islands are often 

cited as the place where ecotourism was born (Honey 1999:101). Organized tourism 

started in the 1960s and was characterized by a good park management, permanent 

scientific research, well-trained naturalist guides, and a fairly well regulated and 

responsible nature tourism industry that avoided the disturbance of the wildlife of the 

Galapagos islands by that could have occurred due to the high number of visitors 

(Honey 1999, Durham 2008). Unfortunately in the 1980s, this label as a ecotourism 

destination was already on the decay because the number of tourists, migrants and 

exotic species increased and nowadays tourism itself is considered a risk for 

biodiversity conservation in the Galapagos islands (De Groot 1983, Durham 2008, 

Watkins and Cruz 2007). For the Amazon region of the country there are some cases of 
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ecotourism cited in the literature (Doan 2000, Buckley 2010, Zeppel 2006, Weaver and 

Schlüter 2001, Borman 2008). The diverse indigenous people living in this vast territory 

play a significant role in the ecotourism projects. The designation for this type of 

tourism is community-based ecotourism, where the component of management and 

operation by the local community is very important. According to Zeppel (2006) a total 

of 33 community-based ecotourism (CBT) projects can be found in the Amazon Basin 

of Ecuador which are managed by different indigenous people (Kichwa, Huaorani, 

Cofan, Secoya, Siona, Zaparo and Achuar). These venues are typically located along the 

rivers or lakes and even nearby or inside natural protected areas where jungle walks, 

canoeing, community work, wildlife viewing, dance, music, and handicrafts can be 

practiced, as well as shamans (healers) and medicinal plant gardens can be observed 

(Zeppel 2006, Weaver and Schlüter 2001). It is a good combination: the opportunity to 

admire the  natural and cultural treasures in pristine areas while learning from the local 

communities, as it is stated in the definition of ecoturism. In most of the cases, the 

national and international aid by NGOs as well as donors and private partnerships 

through cooperation projects or donations have been vital for the initial support for the 

implementation of ecotourism businesses and enterprises until the communities were 

sufficiently trained and able to manage the tourism operations without external help 

(Stronza and Gordillo 2008, Erskine and Meyer 2011, Coria and Calfucura 2012, 

Wesche 1996, Wesche 1993).  

At present date, many of them are managed entirely by the local communities and report 

important improvements in terms of biodiversity conservation and well-being of the 

community. RICANCIE is the Network of Indigenous Communities of the Upper Napo 

for Intercultural Exchange and Ecotourism. It was one of the pioneer tourism ventures 

and started its operations the 1990s. It is located in the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve and 

Sumaco National Park and at the beginning was managed by nine Kichwa communities 

and in the course of the time, more communities participated in the project. The 

initiative was developed in order to defend the communities‘ ancestral territories against 

foreing mining and oil companies and tourism enterprises while providing tourism 

income for 200 families (Zeppel 2006, Kaddatz 2009, Gruber 2000). However, at 

present the network is weakened and each community is working on its own. The 

organization still exists but is troubled by several administration problems (Buckley 

2010). Capirona is one of the communities that belonged to the RICANCIE. Its small 

ecotourism initiative started in 1989 and was managed by the local Kichwa community. 



 

19 
 

An initial support came from a conservationist foundation and a German NGO (Doan 

2000, Colvin 1994). The revenues generated by tourism have been invested in education 

and health care as well as on the payment of workers (Zeppel 2006, Doan 2000). The 

good results gained for  this venue inspired other Kichwa communities like Rio Blanco 

to establish tourism businesses as well (Zeppel 2006, Weaver 2001) which also became 

part of the RICANCIE. The decrease of tourism numbers and, the competition between 

communities and local tourism operators are the current threats to the benefits generated 

by this ecotourism initiatives (Zeppel 2006). Another relevant example is the Cofan 

indigenous community who manages an ecotourism venture since 1993 in Zabalo in the 

Cuyabeno Wildlife Reserve. One of the main objectives of this initiative was the 

preservation of the rainforests from oil drilling in the region (Borman 2008). The 

guidance and support provided by the son of American missionaries, Randy Borman, 

was important for the establishment of this operation (Zeppel 2006). Economic benefits 

were high at the beginning; each member of the community received 500 US$ per year. 

To support conservation, Cofan people zoned their territory into subsistence hunting 

areas and ecotourism areas, where hunting is not allowed. Important tourism aspects 

were legalizing Zabalo operation as a travel agency, marketing trips and communication 

with tour operators (Borman 2008). Unfortunately several similar operations in the area 

are competing and therefore, damage the market because they are cheaper (Zeppel 

2006). Another example is Huaorani Eco Lodge, located in the Yasuni National Park, a 

UNESCO biosphere reserve. One of the reasons for the establishment of the eco lodge 

was the conflicts with tour operators who refused to pay fees to enter their ancestral 

territory as well as the conservation of their territory from the oil companies (Smith 

2003). In 1995 Tropic, a tour company from Quito, established a partnership with the 

Huaorani village Quehueri‘ono. The project also received small grants from the USAID 

and the GIZ for the initial construction of the lodge which was opened in 2007. The 

community accepted it as an alternative to working as laborers for oil companies, 

logging companies and exploitative tour operators. The company uses the Huaorani 

canoes, employs local people as drivers and guides and offers to train them as cooks. 

Moreover, Tropic donates around 10% of the profit to environmental programmes. The 

tourism company plans to transfer ownership of the eco lodge to the community when 

the local people have gained enough knowledge and capacity to manage the operation 

(Zeppel 2006, Erskine and Meyer 2011). Of the three examples of community-based 

ecotourism referred to above, all are still functioning, but different levels of success in 
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the contribution to the well-being of local communities and biodiversity conservation of 

the protected areas where they are located, are reported (Buckley 2010). 

2.3.  Protected Areas 

―Protected areas are land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and 

maintenance of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural 

resources, and managed through legal or other effective means‖ (IUCN, 1994:7). 

 

This definition is one of the most widely accepted formal definitions of protected areas 

(PAs) developed by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN). The 

creation of protected areas is an attempt of humanity to protect, conserve and maintain 

significant places of natural, cultural and ecological importance. The first modern 

protected areas were established in 19
th

 century with the declaration of large protected 

areas like Yellowstone National Park (1872) in the United States of America, Royal 

National Park (1879) in Australia and Kruger National Park (1898) in South Africa 

(Reyers 2013). This constitutes an advancement in the environmental arena developed 

in the modern era (Dudley and Phillips 2006, McNeely 2008, Reyers 2013). Over time, 

the reasons and motivations for the creation of protected areas have become diverse, 

such as game species in colonial Africa, the protection of wilderness of landscapes in 

North America, sacred places, sources of food and another natural resources and 

biodiversity conservation, recreation, and esthetic values (Reyers 2013, Boucher et al. 

2013). Nature conservation per se is a recent approach for the creation of protected 

areas based on the idea that PAs should to a great extent be free of human presence 

(Boucher et al. 2013). This idea has evolved to a ―multiple use‖ concept, which includes 

human presence within PAs. Currently, there is a broader array of protected areas from 

locally managed fishing reserves to landscapes where people intend to balance nature 

conservation and socio-economic development (Boucher et al. 2013). Each nation has 

different categories of protected areas which results in a big variety and divergence of 

categories, management approaches, functions and objectives (Dudley 2008, Boucher et 

al. 2013).  

The formal creation of protected areas in most of the countries includes the legal 

designation by the national or local government of the particular area to be designated. 

Based on the definition of the IUCN, six different management categories were 

developed, which are in relation with management objectives (Dudley 2008):  
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Table 1. Management categories developed by the World Conservation Union (IUCN) 

 Protected Area (PA) 

Category 

Definition 

I. Strict protection: 

Ia) Strict nature 

reserve 

 

Strictly protected areas set aside to protect biodiversity and 

also possibly geological/geomorphological features. Human 

visitation, use and impacts are strictly controlled and 

limited to ensure protection of the conservation values. Such 

protected areas can serve as indispensable reference areas for 

scientific research and monitoring. 

I. Strict protection: 

Ib) Wilderness area 

 

PAs are usually large unmodified or slightly modified 

areas, retaining their natural character and influence, 

without permanent or significant human habitation, 
which are protected and managed so as to preserve their 

natural condition. 

II. Ecosystem 

conservation and 

protection 

 

PAs are large natural or near natural areas set aside to 

protect large-scale ecological processes, along with the 

species and ecosystems which are characteristic for the area, 

and which also provide a foundation for environmentally 

and culturally compatible spiritual, scientific, 

educational, recreational and visitor opportunities. 

III. Conservation of 

natural features  

 

PAs are set aside to protect a specific natural monument, 

which can be a landform, sea mount, submarine cavern, 

geological feature such as a cave or even a living feature 

such as an ancient grove. They are generally quite small 

protected areas and often have high visitor value. 

IV. Conservation 

through active 

management 

 

PAs aim to protect particular species or habitats and 

management reflects this priority. Many category IV PAs 

will need regular, active interventions to address the 

requirements of particular species or to maintain 

habitats, but this is not a requirement of the category. 

V. 

Landscape/seascape 

conservation and 

recreation 

 

PAs where the interaction of people and nature over time 

has produced an area of distinct character with significant 

ecological, biological, cultural and scenic value: and where 

safeguarding the integrity of this interaction is vital to 

protecting and sustaining the area and its associated nature 

conservation and other values. 

VI. Sustainable use of 

natural resources 

 

PAs conserve ecosystems and habitats, together with 

associated cultural values and traditional natural 

resource management systems. They are generally large, 

with most of the area in a natural condition, where a 

proportion is under sustainable natural resource 

management and where low-level non-industrial use of 

natural resources compatible with nature conservation is 

seen as one of the main aims of the area. 

Source: After Dudley 2008) 

 

The nomenclature has a gradient of land-use from strict protection (I and II) to moderate 

use (VI). Each management category has different functions and objectives and 
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depending on those, there are several activities that can be performed in each 

management category. There are multiple functions of these PA categories that can be 

inferred from the table: scientific research, wilderness protection, preservation of 

species and genetic diversity, maintenance of environmental services, protection of 

specific natural and cultural features, tourism and recreation, education, sustainable use 

of resources from natural ecosystems, and maintenance of cultural and traditional 

attributes (Dudley 2008, Reyers 2013). Moreover, the PAs have defined borders, are 

often established as legal entities, have permanent management interventions and the 

primary objective must be nature conservation without neglecting the cultural values 

and human use (Boucher et al. 2013, IUCN 1994). The current designation of PAs 

includes not only the ecological principles but also an important analysis on the impact 

of designation on stakeholders communities that could constitute supporters for 

conservation. 

Protected areas play a fundamental role in biodiversity conservation (Stoll-Kleemann 

2010). Until now, 13% of the terrestrial ecosystems and almost 1.5% of marine 

ecosystems are represented worldwide in protected areas (Boucher et al. 2013). The 

number of protected areas has been growing rapidly in the last decades: from around 

10,000 protected areas in the 1950s to more than 130,000 at present (IUCN and UNEP-

WCMC 2012). This important growth is a response to the global environmental 

awareness and the current pressures upon the natural remnant forests in the world 

(Reyers 2013, Stoll-Kleemann 2010). 

Biosphere reserve is a UNESCO category of conservation and development. This 

category has been developed by the Man and the Biosphere (MAB) program of the 

UNESCO in 1974, which includes representative landscapes conceived as a worldwide 

network, with the primary goal of serving as learning sites for information exchange on 

conservation and sustainable development (UNESCO-MAB 1996). The concept of 

biosphere reserves is in a sense much more holistic than the concept of protected areas. 

BRs consider not only the conservation of the natural elements, but also, with the same 

priority, the conservation of the local knowledge of sustainable uses of natural 

resources. Moreover, they constitute meeting points between environmental policies and 

local development strategies (MAE 2010a). According to the Seville Strategy 

(UNESCO-MAB 1996), biosphere reserves are expected to fulfil three complementary 

functions: 1) In situ conservation of natural and semi-natural ecosystems and 

landscapes; 2) development function which could be demonstration areas for sustainable 
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use; and 3) logistic support function for demonstration projects in research, monitoring, 

environmental education, and training related to local, national and global issues of 

conservation and sustainable development (UNESCO-MAB 1996, Stoll-Kleemann and 

Welp 2006). To fulfil the main functions mentioned above, biosphere reserves are 

divided into three main zones: 1) the core zone (could be one or more), which is meant 

as a strict protection and conservation area, 2) the buffer zone whose main function is to 

border and protect the core zone and which is used for  sustainable management through 

monitoring, research and tourism activities and 3) the transition zone, the outer area of 

the biosphere reserves where the main goal is the sustainable natural use of resources 

with participation and cooperation of the community (UNESCO-MAB 1996). There is a 

global network of biosphere reserves that includes a total of 621 sites in 117 countries 

including 12 transboundary sites (UNESCO 2013). Taking into consideration the main 

function and objectives of BRs, tourism can be a sustainable activity to develop in these 

areas and can serve as demonstration of sustainable use. Within the objectives of the 

Seville Strategy and Madrid Action Plan, it describes an harmonious management 

between the different zones of the biosphere reserve and their interrelations. Ecotourism 

could be one of the sustainable activities that can be conducted as part of the socio-

economic activities contributing to the economic development and revenue generation 

for the maintenance of natural areas (UNESCO-MAB 1996, UNESCO-MAB 2008b).  

 

 

Figure 4. Zoning of biosphere reserves 

Source: Own illustration after UNESCO MAB (1996) 

 

However, the establishment of protected areas (no matter if by UICN or UNESCO 
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categories), especially in developing countries, tends to result in ―paper parks‖ which, 

even though they appear on the maps, have almost no on-the-ground staff, 

infrastructure, planning, or management (Wallace and Pierce 1996). They constitute 

mere plans with an important legal framework, but they are far from implementation 

and success (Puppim de Oliveira 2002, Rodr  guez and Rodr  guez-Clark 2001, Greve 

and Svenning 2011, Bryant and Bailey 1997). The protected areas in LDCs often suffer 

from infrastructure problems, lack of funding, untrained and insufficient staff, and lack 

of local support (Puppim de Oliveira 2003). These problems lead to the inability to 

control and patrol the protected areas, and consequently some socio-ecological 

problems emerge such as invasion, illegal logging, and poaching, among others. Many 

conflicts have arisen since the creation of national parks. In the past, many of these 

areas were declared national parks, but the presence of ancient or local communities 

was ignored, so that the state still has unresolved conflicts regarding land tenure that 

result in permanent fights and struggles over natural resources (Oviedo 2000).   

The expansion of nature-based tourism (e.g. ecotourism) in these areas can contribute 

substantially to an improvement of the quality of life of all people in the region, 

particularly those living in and around the parks, and at the same time can help to 

achieve the objectives of conservation (Ferreira 2004, Eagles and McCool 2003). 

However, there are some obstacles to deal with. The major external events affecting 

tourism in protected areas can be categorized as political (e.g. land rights, government 

policies or blacklisting as during the apartheid era in South Africa), economic (e.g. 

economic downturns, significant currency fluctuations, access to new markets, welfare 

structures), infrastructure related (e.g. construction of access roads, tourist 

accommodation and recreation facilities), technological (e.g. increased access to 

Internet resources and online booking systems, sophisticated marketing techniques), 

demographic (e.g. fluctuation in visitor numbers, population density in protected area 

surroundings), and environmental/ecological (e.g. floods, droughts, species extinction) 

(Strickland-Munro et al. 2010). 

In the case of BRs, few people visiting natural areas are aware of their importance and 

relevance. For instance, Nolte (2007) concludes from her study about tourism in 

biosphere reserves in East Europe, that national parks and world heritage sites are well-

known labels to many people and that they have a strong brand mark in comparison to 

biosphere reserves, which are hardly noticed. Moreover, in many countries (e.g. 

Ecuador) biosphere reserves are rather a label more than a management category and 
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the biosphere reserve category is not bound to the national law (Bridgewater 2002, 

UNESCO-MAB 1996). Thus, in many cases, the core zones of biosphere reserves 

constitute the legal national parks, while the surrounding areas are the buffer and 

transition zones (Dudley and Phillips 2006). In any case, the UNESCO Biosphere 

Reserve concept is a comprehensive approach that can support the management of 

protected areas, and both concepts (biosphere reserve and protected area) can be 

complementary (Bertzky 2008). 

To improve the management of tourism in protected areas (either national parks or 

biosphere reserves) some urgent actions are needed such as visitor monitoring, 

economic impact monitoring, professional competencies for tourism management, 

building public support, licences, permits for tourism operation, pricing policies, 

management carrying capacity, and park tourism governance (Eagles 2013). 

 

2.4. Governance  

―Protected area governance concerns the structures, processes and traditions that 

determine how power and responsibilities are exercised, how decisions are taken, 

and how stakeholders have their say‖ (Graham et al. 2003: ii). 

 

There is no single accepted definition of the term governance; it is quite difficult to 

define it, as it depends on the area of knowledge and the scope of research. In short, it is 

the act of governing (Hall 2011) or of ―good government‖. According to one of the 

popular definitions used by the World Bank (1991), ―governance‖ is the ability to 

coordinate the aggregation of diverging interests to promote policy, projects, and 

programs that credibly represent the public interests (Frischtak 1994). It is the 

interaction among institutions, processes and traditions that determines how power is 

exercised, how decisions are taken on issues of public and often private concern 

(Schliep and Stoll-Kleemann 2010). It involves regulation and mobilization of social 

action, networking, shared responsibility, co-operative endeavor, adequate management, 

joined-up budgets and combined sources of income and investment, and evaluations of 

performance outcomes (O'Riordan and Stoll-Kleemann 2002, Bramwell and Lane 2012, 

Lockwood 2010). Relevant issues within governance are public involvement, 

institutional development, transparency of decision-making procedures, diverse interests 

representation, conflicts resolution, limits of authority, and leadership accountability 
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(Frischtak 1994).   

In general, good governance takes into consideration five elements: accountability, 

responsibility, efficiency and effectiveness, responsiveness, and the rule of law. In 

addition, active cooperation and coordination of activities requires recognition of the 

legitimacy of an organization‘s authority to govern and the inclusion of all stakeholders 

(OECD 2012).  

With the wider adoption of the term, several new connotations emerged. For instance, 

some scholars (Hall 2012, Hooghe and Marks 2003) refer to modern forms of 

governance as ―new governance‖. This term includes as crucial elements not only the 

ruling activities through governments, but also the participation and power sharing by 

all stakeholders, multi-level integration at different levels of government, both 

horizontal and vertical, diversity of coordinated approaches and decentralization, 

deliberation of policy making processes, flexibility and revisability, and 

experimentation and knowledge creation (Hall 2012). The growth of new supranational 

policy structures and multi-level scales of governance are important characteristics to be 

considered, giving as a result the ―multi-level governance‖ which could be defined as a 

system of continuous negotiation among nested governments at several geographical or 

spatial scales, including the interaction at supranational, national, regional and local 

levels (O'Riordan and Stoll-Kleemann 2002, Hooghe and Marks 2003, Schliep and 

Stoll-Kleemann 2010, Bramwell and Lane 2012).  

Governance of protected areas is a relatively new concept (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 

2004, Abrams et al. 2003). The observance of governance as a relevant issue in 

protected areas emerged in 2003 for the first time in the IUCN World Parks Congress 

held in Dubai, Southafrica. Since then the theme has received much more attention and 

has been incorporated in several documents (Lockwood 2010, Dudley 2008). 

Environmental and development issues are addressed within a multi-level governance 

form, where for example land-use planning or waste management are connected to the 

specific local conditions and are managed normally by the local or subnational 

governments; other issues such as watershed management, infrastructure and services 

are the responsibility of regional structures or are even of national concern (Schliep and 

Stoll-Kleemann 2010, Yüksel et al. 2005). The concept of governance in protected areas 

is used in a wide context, covering issues that range from policy to practice, from 

behavior to meaning, from investments to different types of  impacts (economic, 

sociocultural and environmental) (Heylings and Bravo 2007, Sharpley and Ussi 2012, 
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Lockwood 2010). 

Protected areas are geographical sites designated by the state for the conservation of 

relevant ecosystems and their sustainable use. Some key aspects to consider within 

protected areas are the achievement of protected area objectives (management 

effectiveness), the sharing of relevant costs and benefits (management equity), and the 

preventing or solving of social conflicts, as well as the generation and maintenance of 

public support (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004). According to Lockwood 2010), seven 

main principles for a good protected area governance should be considered: legitimacy, 

transparency, accountability, inclusiveness, fairness, connectivity, and resilience. 

Legitimacy refers to the acceptance of shared rule by a community. This principle is a 

key factor in the ethical aceeptability of governance arrangements. Transparency refers 

to three key aspects: the visibility of decision-making process, the clarity with which the 

reasoning behind decisions is communicated and the ready availability of relevant 

information about governance authority‘s performance. Accountability refers to the 

allocation and acceptance of responsibility for decisions and actions, the extent to which 

a governing body is answerable to its constituency and to ―higher level‖ authorities and 

allocation of responsabilities to those institutional levels that best match the scale of 

issues and values being addressed. Inclusiveness refers to the opportunities available for 

each stakeholder to participate in the decision-making processes and actions. Fairness 

refers to the respect and attention given to all stakeholders as well as mutual respect 

between high and low authorities. Moreover this principle should take into account 

human rights in general and indigenous rights in particular, environmental protection. 

Connectivity refers to coordination between and within all levels of the protected area as 

well as to coherence in the public policies and effective liaison between all authorities 

and organisations involved in protected areas (e.g. tourism, forestry, agriculture, 

fisheries, policy planning, and management). Resilience refers to anticipating and 

managing threats, risks and opportunities, finding balance and incorporating new 

knowledge and learning into decision-making and implementation (Lockwood 2010). In 

the revision of the guidelines for applying protected area categories of the UICN, four 

different governance types were recognized (Dudley 2008). Each governance type is 

presented in Table 2 with a brief definition. 

 

 



 

28 
 

Table 2. Governance types and its definiton 

Governance type Definition 

Governance by 

government: federal, state, 

subnational or municipal 

level. 

A government body (such as a ministry or park agency 

reporting directly to the government) holds the 

authority, responsibility and accountability for 

managing the PA. It determines its conservation 

objectives, develops and enforces its management plan 

and often also owns the protected area‘s land, water 

and related resources. 

Shared governance Complex institutional mechanisms and processes are 

employed to share management authority and 

responsibility among a plurality of (formally and 

informally) entitled governmental and non-

governmental actors. Shared governance, sometimes 

also referred to as co-management. 

Governance by indigenous 

peoples and local 

communities 

This type includes two subtypes: (1) indigenous 

peoples‘ areas and territories established and run by 

indigenous peoples and (2) community-conserved 

areas established and run by local communities. 

The subtypes, which may not be neatly separated, 

apply to both sedentary and mobile peoples and 

communities. 

Private governance Private governance comprises PAs under individual, 

cooperative, NGO or corporate control and/or 

ownership, and managed under not-for-profit or for-

profit schemes. Typical examples are areas acquired by 

NGOs explicitly for conservation. 

Source: After Dudley (2008) 

No matter which type of protected area governance is implemented in each natural 

reserve, what is relevant is the quality of governance which should influcence the 

management effectiveness of the protected area and reflect ―how well‖ the protected 

area is governed (Dudley 2008, Lockwood 2010, Schliep and Stoll-Kleemann 2010). 

According to Graham et al. (2003:iv), ―good governance in protected areas can be 

understood as a governance system that responds to the principles and values freely 

chosen by the concerned people and country and enshrined in their constitution, natural 

resource law, protected area legislation and policies and or cultural practices and 

customary laws‖.  

Careful consideration needs to be paid to the place-specific circuits of power which link 

the economy, the society, and the state, as well as the political and institutional 

relations, the issues of democracy and accountability, and the distribution of benefits 

and costs from the policy processes and policy outcomes (Yüksel et al. 2005). 

Government agencies may act as regulators, players, or partners exercising influence 
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and control through their regulatory and service functions (Reed 1997). Different types 

of stakeholders can be distinguished and categorized at different levels (local, regional, 

national and international), but also based on the influence of each stakeholder and the 

degree of participation in the decision-making process (e.g. key stakeholders, primary 

and secondary stakeholders). One of the main factors of success for the effective 

management is local participation (Stoll-Kleemann and Welp 2008). Smith et al. (2003) 

found a direct relation between quality of governance and quality of biodiversity 

conservation.  

Tourism is a highly fragmented, multi-scale (local, regional and national levels 

involved) and multi-dimensional field involving many disciplines, multiple parties and 

diverse actors such as governmental bodies, political groups, local communities and 

associated business enterprises (Tosun 2000, de Araujo and Bramwell 2002, Jamal and 

Getz 1995, Bramwell 2012). It includes the interaction of many different stakeholders 

who have their own specific interests, expose diverse perspectives, and have varying 

degrees of influence on the policy process and on the resulting policy direction 

(Bramwell and Lane 2012, Bramwell 2004). Tourism governance at the regional level 

can bring together communities, local governments and industry stakeholders, thus 

creating cohesion and market relevance (Zahra 2012). At the same time, community 

conflict and concerns (Moscardo 2011), shift and readjust of power, interdependence, 

trust/control (Hooghe and Marks 2003, Zahra 2012) are issues to face. A multi-

stakeholder conflict, complexity and uncertainty are issues that remain unresolved and 

persistent  (Plummer and Fennell 2009).  

Relevant issues to be considered in protected area tourism systems are property rights, 

tenure land conflicts, access to natural resources, and their accountability and 

acceptance by communities. Therefore, local community represents one key group of 

stakeholders (Strickland-Munro et al. 2010). Credibility of authority regarding resource 

use and regulations and relationships between these individuals/organizations is critical 

(Resilience Alliance, 2007b). The local institutions play an important role to avoid the 

―tragedy of the commons‖ (Hardin 1968). For example, people may actively help to 

protect a community forest or restrict hunting and fishing near a community-based 

lodge, but only if they have the confidence that others in the group will follow the same 

rules and/or face sanctions if they break these rules (Stronza and Gordillo 2008). In this 

sense, the coordination and cohesion of the public and private sectors and the 

community (individuals, informal groups and organizations) are of vital importance to 
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assure the key principles of sustainable tourism and the objectives of the protected area 

(Zahra 2012, Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004). Such aspects are a priority concern in the 

tourism and environment fields (Bramwell 2006, Jamal and Getz 1995).  

2.5. Management 

Management strategies of tourism in protected areas can be very complex and dynamic 

(Nyaupane and Poudel 2011), due to the fact that social and ecological systems are 

involved. Moreover, the implementation requires the existence of institutions (i.e., 

structures and mechanisms of social order and cooperation that govern the behavior of 

individuals) which are capable of connecting the various levels of social and political 

organization (Schliep and Stoll-Kleemann 2010). Additionally, there is a wide-range of 

potential stakeholders associated with protected areas who are essential parts of the 

tourism system, such as park rangers, local indigenous people, tourism operators, 

among others. 

A good and adequate management of tourism in protected areas through policymaking 

can be a difficult task to achieve in developing countries, where a high level of 

centralization, corruption and marginalization of the community are common features 

(Moscardo, 2011, Yüksel et al. 2005). Some empirical evidence suggest that 

unwillingness of politicians and their appointees at central level as well as a highly 

centralized public administration system, appear to hinder emergence and 

operationalization of participatory tourism development approaches in many developing 

countries (Tosun 2000). For instance, in a case study involving three national parks in 

three different countries in Central America, community members perceived that it was 

the government and those working in parks (e.g. the park staff members) who were the 

direct beneficiaries of tourism dollars, not the local people (Aguirre 2006). A similar 

situation was registered in Nepal, where local communities remain indifferent to long-

term development if there are no immediate tangible benefits from tourism (Nepal 

2000). 

At the local level, governments usually lack the resources required to respond to the 

enhanced responsibilities they seek for. Moreover, poor social groups may prove to be 

disinterested in becoming involved in local policy, as they are concerned with daily 

economics or have been historically excluded from decision-making (Yüksel et al. 

2005). A lack of capacity to perform new roles can lead to a decline in the quality of 

services instead of a more efficient performance, such as through the use of local 
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knowledge. In addition, transfer of responsibilities to local governments may promote 

local-level resource mobilization, notably through increased local taxation (Yüksel et al. 

2005). 

The education of local residents, the need to raise stakeholder capabilities and the 

involvement of locals in the economic benefits of tourism are happening more in theory 

than in practice (Tosun 2000, Aas et al. 2005). Despite the surely incontrovertible truth 

that the magnitude and nature of tourism development in almost any area will be 

affected by a wide range of other existing and planned development types (e.g., 

housing, transport, retailing, health service provision, light industry, nature conservation 

and agriculture), the tourism literature brims with plans, strategies, models and 

frameworks that were developed solely, or almost exclusively, from the perspective of 

tourism (Hunter 2002). Therefore, the fragmented nature of the tourism industry creates 

a recognized need for coordination and collaboration in planning and implementation.  

For the adequate management of destinations, it is important to take into consideration 

the stage of development of each of these destinations. Several authors (Getz 1992, 

Tooman 1997, Cole 2012, Russell and Faulkner 2004) have been theorizing about the 

development and evolution of tourism and its stages due to the dynamism and 

continuous change of the sector (Oreja Rodríguez et al. 2008). The most widely 

accepted and discussed model to explain the evolution of tourism destinations and 

resorts was developed by Butler (1980) who proposed the tourism area or destination 

life cycle model as a hypothetical approach to understand the evolution and 

development of tourism destinations. The Butler‘s Cycle can be summarized into six 

different stages: exploration, involvement, development, consolidation, stagnation, 

decline or rejuvenation. The stage of exploration and involvement is marked by 

moderate numbers of tourists, the development of local enterprises and the local 

community supporting the tourism activity. In the development stage struggle starts 

with increasing number of tourists but also increasing number of providers and the 

presence of external parties (multinational companies and NGOs). The next stage, 

consolidation, is characterized by the dependence of the local economy on the number 

of tourists and the decreasing support of the local community. In the stagnation phase 

environmental, social and economic degradation reaches its maximum level (Butler 

1980) (Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Butler’s tourism life cycle  

Source: After Butler (1980) 

 

The tourism life cycle has been turned out to be true for some destinations (e.g. Mexico, 

Hawaii, Tenerife) (Sheldon and Abenoja 2001, Butler 1980, Oreja Rodríguez et al. 

2008). The model is useful and has been widely used to evaluate different aspects, such 

as environmental degradation, generation of economic benefits in the local destination, 

and perception of residents (Diedrich and García-Buades 2009, Cole 2012, Ioannides 

1992). Three decades after the publication of the life cycle model, Butler (2009) 

reviewed the model and incorporated other elements that he considered important to 

have a more comprehensive model which is useful to explain the growth, change, limits 

and intervention in a tourism area. The elements to be included are: dynamism, process, 

capacity or limits to growth, triggers, management, long term viewpoint, spatial 

components and universal applicability. However, particularities of each destination 

must be taken into account. In any case, planners and managers need to be aware of any 

relevant decline in the sociocultural, ecological and economic quality of the destination 

in order to take adequate decisions (Fennell 1999). Based on the tourism life cycle, 

several authors proposed some variations. An interesting approach was developed by 

Petrosillo et al. (2006), where the model takes into consideration the fragility and the 

resilence capacity of the sites in socio-ecological tourism-based systems (tourism in 
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protected areas). Moreover to understand the level of sustainability within destinations 

Hunter (1997) proposed that there are four alternatives if sustainable tourism is 

considered. Imperative tourism, where the model is based mainly on satisfying the 

needs and desires of tourists and tour operators. Product-led tourism where the model 

need to maintain current products and design new products. Both approaches care little 

or not at all about sustainable development. Environmental-led tourism is a model 

where the maintainance of quality of environment is the main aspect. Finally neotenous 

tourism, which points out that tourism will always have environmental impacts. The last 

two alternatives clear emphasize that the environmental aspects must be taken into 

account (Zhong et al. 2008). All these approaches are examples how to balance the 

impacts of tourism in protected areas. Therefore it is important to keep in mind all the 

aspects mentioned above. 

To ensure an adequate implementation of sustainable tourism in destinations, some 

requirements are needed, as for example governance and management which involve 

not only appropiate mechanisms for the coordination and collaboration between all 

stakeholders, but also enforce the legal rights of property owners and operate marketing 

to attract tourists (Bramwell 2012, Butler 2009). Therefore, the intervention of 

government is of crucial importance for the regulation of the development of the 

activity (Bramwell 2012); with the explicit recognition of interacting variables (e.g. 

political, social, cultural, historic, ecological and legal aspects), as well as the complex 

interactions between components of the network where different parties have diverse 

interests (Strickland-Munro et al. 2010, Waligo et al. 2013). It is also relevant to assign 

more power and participation to the local communities for the development of their own 

social representations (Moscardo 2011, Kim et al. 2013, Tosun 2000). 

Sustainable tourism development at the local level requires much more collaboration 

and coordination between all involved sectors. Therefore there should be an inextricable 

connection between stakeholders and sustainable tourism development (Byrd 2007, 

Waligo et al. 2013). Tourism partnership (e.g. Tourism Council, Tourism Round Table) 

is an important mechanism to set in motion a dialogue between the stakeholders 

involved in sustainable tourism. These mechanisms also have a potential to supporting 

national governments to take into consideration local aspirations and expectations, and 

hence to reduce tensions among national, regional, and local views (de Araujo and 

Bramwell 2002). According to some authors (Hunter 1997, McKercher 1993, Waligo et 

al. 2013), a strategy of governments for the development of sustainable tourism should 
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include research on overall tourism effects (environmental, sociocultural and 

economic), promotion and development of economic models, support to development 

strategies associated with the environment (e.g. visitors monitoring, climate change 

vulnerability of tourism destinations), development of standards and regulations for 

impacts (e.g. best practices of sustainable tourism in destinations by tourism 

operations), accounting systems for tourism management (e.g. control and quality 

systems), public consultation techniques, development of economic indicators (e.g. 

tourism satellite account), implementation of educational and awareness programs (e.g. 

environmental education at all levels), development of adequate tools in heritage sites 

(e.g. carrying capacity limits), enforcement of regulations, control and monitoring, and 

ensurement of the coordinated work at the local, regional and national levels. Due to the 

diverse aspects that should be considered for the effective implementation of sustainable 

tourism, governance and management of sustainable tourism has a multidimensional 

perspective, where multi-stakeholder involvement is needed (at various levels) in the 

management of tourism, which is critical for the implementation of sustainable tourism 

(Waligo et al. 2013). Moreover, a strategic planning and management should be 

guaranteed with the participation of all stakeholders involved at all levels in this socio-

ecological system of tourism and protected areas, as presented in Figure 6.  
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Figure 6. Sustainable tourism, governance and management dimensions 

(Own illustration) 

 

2.6. Summary of Chapter 2 

As tourism is a complex phenomenon, a variety of disciplines, stakeholders, institutions, 

levels of governments, diverse sectors are interrelated. This variety of relationships 

makes governance and management of tourism very intricate. Several perspectives, 

opinions and positions may arise from academics, politicians, practitioners, local 

communities and environmentalists that may also be a topic of discussion on the hotel 

and restaurant sector, as well as on the sectors of transport, enterprises and business and 

tourist demand. 

Tourism in protected areas is particularly considered as one of the foundations for 

supporting conservation and socio-economic development. In addition, tourism is 
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supposed to be one of the most sustainable activities that can be performed in UNESCO 

Biosphere Reserves, as they are conceived to be sites for the reconciliation of 

conservation and development. Tourism in protected areas/biosphere reserves should be 

managed in a sustainable way. Thus, the concept of sustainable tourism should be taken 

into consideration referring to development of diverse tourism types (ecotourism, bird 

watching, community-based tourism, adventure tourism) in these places.  

However, several pitfalls and gaps are to be taken into account in the implementation of 

tourism in protected areas. There is some concerns resulting from tourism in protected 

areas: environmental impacts (e.g. environmental degradation and water pollution), 

socio cultural impacts (e.g. negative perception of tourists and residents) and economic 

impacts (e.g. discontentment and frustration due to the scarce economic benefits, 

conflicts with the big companies). 

Regulation and legislation of tourism in protected areas as well as the political and 

institutional framework of the country are of vital importance for the adequate 

governance and management. Therefore, the focus of the following chapter is the 

geographical, political and institutional context and background of the country.   
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3. Socio-Economic, Biogeographical, Legal and Institutional 

Context of Ecuador 

 

The Republic of Ecuador is located in the northwest part of South America. The 

Equator (2° 00‘ S, 77° 30‘ W) divides the country and confered its name to it. Ecuador 

is bordered by Colombia to the north, by Peru to the south and to the east, and by the 

Pacific Ocean to the west. The total area of Ecuador is 275,830 km² (IGM 2010). The 

Galapagos Islands are also part of the Ecuadorian territory (Figure 7).  

 

3.1.  Administration and Politics 

Ecuador is a representative democratic republic with a presidential government system. 

The central state is divided into five branches:  legislative branch (National Assembly), 

executive branch (President), judicial branch (National Court), electoral branch 

(National Electoral Council), and social audit branch (Committee for Social Control and 

Citizen Participation). The national ministries are part of the executive branch and are in 

charge of the planning, evaluation and implementation of the state plans and policies 

(Asamblea Constituyente 2008). 

The territory of the country is divided into 24 provinces, which are grouped in seven 

administrative zones in order to decentralize the administrative functions historically 

concentrated in the capital Quito. Each administrative zone has its own administrative 

city (SENPLADES 2009). Figure 7 shows the current political and administrative units. 

Quito and Guayaquil are the main cities and development poles in the country. A large 

number of immigrants from all over the country come to both cities with the intention to 

get a job, to study or to settle down (IGM 2009b). Quito and Guayaquil are considered 

as metropolitan districts due to their size and political significance. Quito, located in the 

Andean highlands at 2,800 meters above sea level with a population of 1,619,146 

inhabitants (INEC 2010), is the political and administrative capital of the country. The 

city of Guayaquil is an economic and industrial pole, located on the coast of the 

country. With 2,291,158 inhabitants, it is the largest and most populous city in Ecuador. 

Guayaquil is the nation‘s main port, from where most of the country‘s exports (banana, 

tuna, flowers, shrimps, etc.) are shipped (IGM 2010, BCE 2012).



 

38 
 

 

     Figure 7. Political map of Ecuador 
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3.2. Demography and Population 

The latest population census carried out in 2010 revealed that a total of 14,483,499 

inhabitants live in Ecuador and that the annual growth rate is 1.95 % (INEC 2010). The 

majority of the population in Ecuador belongs to the mestizo ethnic group (people 

having mixed Spanish and Amerindian ancestry). The country also recognizes the 

existence of 27 different ancient ethnic groups (INEC 2010). Additionally, there are two 

other important ethnic groups: afroecuadorians and montubios. The first ones are 

descendants of the Africans brought to Ecuador as slaves by the Spaniards in colonial 

times. They live mainly on the northern coast of the country. The second ethnic group is 

a mixed group between Indians and Africans that lives predominantly on the southern 

coast of the country (INEC 2010, IGM 2010). The official language of the country is 

Spanish, and the majority of the population speaks this language, though there are 

several indigenous communities that still speak their own native languages. Among 

these Kichwa is by far the most spoken one, followed by Shuar. According to Article 2 

of the constitution of Ecuador, ―Spanish, Kichwa and Shuar are official languages for 

intercultural exchange while the rest of the languages are of official use by the 

indigenous communities in the places where they live, and the state has the obligation to 

respect and promote their use‖. Moreover, Article 57 of the constitution declares ―the 

right of the indigenous communities to promote, conserve and potentiate the 

intercultural bilingual education system‖. This system is mainly based on the idea that, 

according to Article 347, the ―native language will be used for the educational process 

and the Spanish language as a mean of intercultural exchange‖ (Asamblea 

Constituyente 2008). 

3.3. History 

The territory of Ecuador was populated by different Native American Indigenous 

cultures in the past, many of which are still present today. The most ancient culture that 

settled on the coast of the country was the Valdivia culture which developed an 

impressive ceramic tradition and knew farmer villages at an early date of ca. 3500 BC 

(Espinosa 2010). It was followed, among others, by the cultures of Machalilla, 

Chorrera, Tolita and Manteño, which developed important settlements and complex 

societies. In the highlands, the most important cultures were the Cañaris culture, 

occupying a region near the present-day city of Cuenca, and the Quitus culture, which 
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was located near the present-day city of Quito (Ayala Mora 1995). The Amazon region 

is not yet sufficiently investigated, but some archaeological discoveries (Porras 1961, 

Porras 1985, Salazar 1998, Ugalde 2012) support the hypothesis that there were 

settlements with a complex social structure in this region as well. Findings like the 

ceremonial center in Palanda, dating from ca. 2000 BC, and the much elaborated Napo 

ceramics are some examples of the archaeology in this part of the country (Porras 

1961). This period is also called ―Pre-Inca era‖.  

The ―Inca era‖ began when the Inca Empire (which originally occupied a region in the 

south of present-day Peru) reached the current Ecuadorian territory in the process of 

expanding to the north. This process was complex since the Incas found a lot of 

resistance and rebellion, in the whole territory. In the end, the highlands were dominated 

by the Incas, after strong resisting groups like the Cañaris had been defeated. However, 

the Inca presence in Ecuador did not last for long. The struggle for power between the 

two sons (Atahualpa and Huascar) of the Inca Huayna Capac led to a civil war that 

ended with the division of the Inca Empire into two parts. Atahualpa ruled the northern 

part which included most of the current Ecuadorian territory and had its headquarters in 

Quito. Huascar controlled the southern part of the empire, a territory which embraced 

present-day Peru and Bolivia. Its headquarters was in Cuzco (Espinosa 2010). In 1526, 

just a few decades after the Inca era had begun, the Spanish conquerors reached the 

northern coast of Ecuador and quickly defeated the war-weary armies of Atahualpa. 

Similarly to what happened in other regions of Latin America, the Spanish conquerors 

gained support from indigenous groups that had been previously defeated by the Incas, 

among them the Cañaris. The Spaniards took Atahualpa as a prisoner and finally killed 

him. This was the beginning of the colonial era in the Ecuadorian history, which lasted 

for about 300 years (Ayala Mora 1995, IGM 2010). 

In the beginning of the 19
th

 century, the Spanish Empire was facing a severe political 

and economic crisis. Inspired by ideas of the Enlightenment, the Independence of the 

United States of America, and the French Revolution, the intellectual elite in Latin 

America started questioning the legitimacy of the central Spanish government, at least 

in the form of an absolute monarchy (Ayala Mora 1995). In colonial Ecuador, one of the 

most important figures in this regard was Eugenio Espejo (1747-1795), a ―quiteño‖ of 

mestizo origin who was a notable scientist and writer, but who stands out for his 

contribution in spreading the ideas of the Enlightenment as Quito‘s first journalist 

(Chiriboga Villaquirán 2009). 



 

41 
 

On August 10
th

, 1809, a peaceful uprising deposed the Spanish government in Quito and 

installed a junta who swore loyalty to the Spanish King, but claimed the right of the 

local criollos (descendants from Spaniards born in America) to organize their own 

government (Ayala Mora 1995). Soon afterwards several similar juntas were 

proclaimed throughout the Spanish colonies in America. Though the junta in Quito had 

a short existence (its members ended up being imprisoned or killed after some months), 

the fact that it was the first of its kind has given Quito the nickname ―Luz de America‖ 

(Light of America) (IGM 2010). 

The wars of independence in Hispanic America took place during the second and third 

decades of the 19
th

 century, and consisted mainly of two large campaigns: a first one led 

by Simón Bolívar, starting from present day Venezuela and Colombia to the south; and 

a second one led by José de San Martín, starting from present day Argentina to the 

north. In Ecuador, Guayaquil was the first city to become independent, on October 9
th

, 

1820, while Quito achieved its independence after the Battle of Pichincha, on May 24
th

, 

1822 (Espinosa 2010).   

Bolívar failed in his intention to create a unified country from the former Spanish 

colonies in South America. The Republic of Gran Colombia was dissolved after only 12 

years of existence (1819-1831) and split into the successor states of Ecuador, Colombia, 

and Venezuela (Later, the country of Panamá split off from Colombia). Ecuador has 

been an independent country since 1830 with a republican form and presidential system 

of government (Ayala Mora 1995, Espinosa 2010). Democratic succession of 

governments has however been interrupted by several periods of political instability, 

marked by the emergence of civil and military dictatorships. Some milestones during 

the 183 years of republican history have been:  

 the catholic conservative regimes of García Moreno (1861-1865, 1869-

1875), who massively invested in improving public education and state 

institutions, while at the same time strongly intertwined the central state with 

the Catholic Church (Carrión 1984);  

 the Liberal Revolution (1895) and the regimes of Eloy Alfaro (1895-1901, 

1906-1911) during which modern ideas in the secular organization of the 

state were adopted, such as secular public education as well as civil marriage 

and divorce, while capitalistic relationships were introduced in the 

Ecuadorian economy (Ayala Mora 1994); 

 the Revolución Juliana (1925) and the introduction of a national finance 
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system, together with a Central Bank and nationwide auditing institutions; 

 the rise of socialist ideas and syndicalist forms of organization, starting from 

the late 19
th

 century but attracting widespread support during the second 

decade of the 20
th

 century (Paz y Miño 2000); 

 two Land Reform laws (1964, 1973) and land-to-city internal migrations that 

changed the structure of the Ecuadorian population from mainly rural to 

mainly urban during the second half of the 20
th

 century (Ferrin Schettini 

1986).  

The Ecuadorian economy has traditionally been sustained by the export of agricultural 

products, to large extent monocultures. Cyclic crisis and bonanza periods have been tied 

to the fluctuation of international prices of products like cacao, coffee, and banana. In 

the late 1960s, oil reserves were discovered in the Ecuadorian Amazonia. The 

exploitation of these reserves granted the military governments between 1972 and 1979 

an important source of income which was mainly invested in the build-up of 

infrastructure and basic public services (Espinosa 2010, Ayala Mora 1995). 

3.4. Recent History 

The most recent democratic period started in 1979, after a decade of civil and military 

dictatorships, with the election of Jaime Roldós as President. During his short tenure 

(1979-1981), he became known for his policy regarding the support of human rights. At 

a time in which most Latin American countries were still ruled by military dictatorships, 

Roldós promoted, together with the democratically elected governments of the Andean 

regions, the signing of a Charta of Conduct (Roldós 2012), in which the principles of 

universal justice and human rights were given priority over the principle of non-

intervention. This policy received criticism among US politicians by a section of 

conservative hardliners, who also condemned the fact that he intensified his connections 

with the Sandinista government of Nicaragua and the Frente Democrático (Democratic 

Front) in El Salvador. In January 1981, he declined the invitation to Reagan‘s oath of 

office, arguing strong differences on the subject of human rights. On May 24
th

 of the 

same year, Roldós died in a plane crash (Ayala Mora 1995). His Vice-President, the 

Christian Democrat Osvaldo Hurtado, succeeded him into office until the end of their 

period in 1984 (Espinosa 2010).  

The beginning of the 1980s was characterized by the outbreak of the so-called Latin 

American debt crisis. Many Latin American countries had borrowed huge sums of 
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money from international creditors during the previous decade, mainly to finance 

industrialization and infrastructure programs. Financial sources were originally 

international organizations such as the World Bank, but later also private banks which 

recycled most of the capital deposited by oil exporting countries to new loans, though 

the accumulation of foreign debt in the region had already reached dangerous levels. 

When in 1982 Mexico declared that the country was not able to continue servicing its 

debts, most commercial banks stopped lending new resources to Latin America. This 

rapidly led to a domino effect of credit defaults, since Latin American countries 

required fresh money to pay new short-term loans. To avoid financial panic, the largest 

banks had to restructure the debts. Usually, this was accomplished through new credits 

under very strict conditions, for example the intervention of the International Monetary 

Fund (IMF). The austerity measures suggested by IMF had the effect of high social 

costs for the Latin American countries: incomes dropped, economy growth stagnated, 

and unemployment rates rose to very high levels (García Bernal 1991, Ferraro 1994, 

Felix 1990). 

In oil export countries like Ecuador the financial crisis was worsened by the fact that oil 

prices were dropping rapidly in the context of a general decline of world trade. After a 

decade of a stable currency exchange rate of 25 Ecuadorian sucres
1
 per dollar, Ecuador 

had to devaluate its money to 33 sucres per dollar in 1982 and to 42 in 1983. As a result, 

many private firms who had been borrowing capital in the world markets got bankrupt. 

Hurtado‘s government initiated a program for the relief of foreign debt in which the 

Central Bank accepted private debtors‘ liabilities to foreign debtors and became creditor 

of these debtors by issuing ―stabilization credits‖ in sucres. This ―sucretization‖ 

program led to an enormous transfer of public financial resources to the private sector 

(Uquillas 1994, Nickelsburg 1986, Younger 1990). The program was continued by the 

successor government under the right-wing populist León Febres Cordero (1984-1988) 

of the Christian Social Party (Espinosa 2010, Ayala Mora 1995). As a consequence, 

private foreign debt decreased from 1,122 million US$ in 1980 to 158 million US$ in 

1989 while in the same period, public foreign debt increased from 3,413 million US$ to 

9,495 million US$ (World Bank 2013a). By 1989 the foreign debt had reached an 

amount equal to 137% of the Ecuadorian GNI and the national currency had been 

                                                           
1
 The Sucre was the national currency of the country until 1999 when the country adopted the 

United States American Dollar (US$) as the national currency to avoid a process of hyperinflation due to 
the severe economic crisis. 
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devaluated to 526 sucres per dollar (World Bank 2013b). In addition to his authoritarian 

government style, the economic crisis led Febrés Cordero to finish his period with low 

levels of popular acceptance (Espinosa 2010).  

The social democrat Rodrigo Borja (1988-1992) was elected successor. During his 

government, public investment in social programs was increased, among other things a 

nationwide ―literacy campaign‖, the build-up of a network of public stores and open 

marketplaces (―ferias libres‖) to ensure availability of basic consumer goods for the 

general population, and several projects to enhance the public health system. This 

increase of public expenses was partially financed at the cost of devaluating the national 

currency from 302 sucres per dollar in 1988 to 1,534 sucres per dollar in 1992. At the 

same time, strong increases in the pump price for gasoline and the inability to control 

the inflation rate as promised during the electoral campaign finally lead to a situation of 

general dissatisfaction among the population. To these economic problems were added 

as well political problems such as the general weakness of leftist political movements in 

Latin America in the years following the fall of the socialist regimes in East Europe. As 

a consequence, Ecuador experienced a new ―turn-to-right‖ in the elections of 1992 

(Ayala Mora 1995). 

The architect Sixto Durán Ballén (1992-1996) a former Christian Social politician who 

later founded his own ―Republican Unity Party‖, took office (Espinosa 2010). His 

neoliberal government adhered to the so-called Washington Consensus, a set of specific 

policy prescriptions at that time considered by international organizations like the 

International Monetary Fund and the World Bank as the ―standard‖ reform package for 

crisis-wracked developing countries. Part of these policies were privatization of state 

enterprises, deregulation of the markets, trade liberalization, fiscal policy discipline, and 

reduction of public spending in subsidies (Falconí and Muñoz 2012). In 1993 the 

Ecuadorian Congress passed the ―Ley de Modernización‖ (Modernization Law) which 

sought to reform state institutions and give the private sector a more important role in 

the economy (Toussaint 2007). The success in the application of the structural reforms 

was mixed. Some macroeconomic indicators showed a general stabilization of the 

economy: the inflation rate dropped from around 60% to 24%, while the foreign 

exchange reserves grew in around 50%. At the same time, the cost of basic services 

such as electricity or telecommunications increased, even though these national 

enterprises remained property of the state. The policy regarding the exploitation and 

administration of national oil reserves was highly controversial. New contracts between 
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the Ecuadorian state and private international oil companies were negotiated in terms 

that were extremely favorable to the latter. After a reform of the legal framework, the 

participation of the Ecuadorian state in the benefits of oil extraction and production 

decreased from around 90% to 33% or less. There were even cases of some private 

companies having been granted the total of the additional benefits if the oil prices 

should rise above a certain level. Another issue was the renegotiation of foreign debt in 

unfavorable conditions for Ecuador. The total debt service increased from 983 million 

to 1,315 million current US dollars. Some analysts see in the economic management of 

Durán-Ballén‘s government one of the main causes for the large financial crisis that was 

going to occur a few years later (Paz y Miño 2012, Espinosa 2010, Falconí and Muñoz 

2012). 

In 1996, after 16 years of regular democratic succession, the country entered a phase of 

high political instability and lack of governance, with nine national governments 

assuming power during the next 12 years - two of them just for few hours - and two new 

constitutions in 1998 and 2008 (Paz y Miño 2012, Espinosa 2010). The ―outsider‖ 

candidate Abdalá Bucaram won the presidential election against the candidate of the 

right-wing Christian Social Party. The lack of a clear government program, 

mismanagement, and several corruption scandals soon caused general discontent among 

the population. After less than six months in office the political situation was no longer 

sustainable: general protests arose nationwide, streets were blocked, social movements 

and political parties from the whole spectrum demanded from the National Congress to 

―put an end to the crisis and explore the way for a constitutional succession of power‖, 

even if no such figure existed in the constitution of that time. On February 5
th

, 1997, 

more than two million persons participated in demonstrations throughout the country, 

especially in the capital Quito, with people demanding from Bucaram ―just to go‖. On 

the next day, the National Congress declared Bucaram as to be ―mentally incapable of 

continuing at the head of the government‖, with the vote of 45 of 87 deputies present in 

the session (from a total of 100), and without any medical examination or expert 

opinion to support its decision. The Vice-president was provisionally left in charge of 

the government for a few hours until a majority could be found within the National 

Congress to elect a new government until the end of Bucaram‘s mandate. The president 

of the National Congress, Fabián Alarcón, finally became successor of Bucaram. At the 

same time, elections for a constitutional convention to draw up a new constitution were 

called. The new constitution was approved in 1998. Its most important advances are 
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contained in its declarative part, where several rights of traditionally discriminated 

social groups were explicitly recognized for the first time, like for instance the rights of 

indigenous communities, which had since the beginning of the 90‘s improved on their 

capabilities of political organization and had grown up to become a new political actor 

at national level. However, the lack of a fundamental agreement among the main 

political forces in the convention prevented them to address the main issues that had led 

to the political crisis. At the same time, due to this lack of agreement in the National 

Congress, the required reforms of the legal and organizational framework to fully 

implement the new constitution were never (or in some cases only very lethargically) 

approved (Ortiz 2008). In this scenario, the Christian Democrat Jamil Mahuad was 

elected president in 1998 (Espinosa 2010). 

During Mahuad‘s term the largest financial crisis in recent Ecuadorian history exploded. 

Lack of efficiency in the auditing authorities, corruption, a hasty financial liberalization, 

as well as structural and political problems arising in the context of deregulation of the 

economy implemented for almost a decade, are some of the causes that led to a situation 

where the private banking sector had accumulated severe liquidity problems (Mejía 

2007). In 1998 and 1999 several bank runs occurred, with people withdrawing their 

deposits from financial institutions believed to be insolvent, and the risk of a general 

banking panic arising. As a response, the National Congress, dominated by an alliance 

of the Christian Democrat and Christian Social Parties, passed laws to allow the bailout 

of banks with public resources and created a state agency to guarantee deposits in 

private banks. This only made the situation worse, extending the crisis to the fiscal 

sector. Within two years, about 70% of the Ecuadorian financial institutions closed, and 

economic activity decreased by around 7%. The GDP per-capita in US dollars fell to 

37%. The money supply increased at an annual rate of 170% to bail out banks or pay 

depositors of failed banks. As a consequence, the sucre devaluated from an annual 

average exchange rate of 3,400 sucres per dollar in 1997 to 11,790 sucres per dollar in 

1999 (World Bank 2013b). In the last months of 1999, the exchange rate reached around 

20,000 sucres per dollar. In total, an estimate of 1.6 billion dollars coming from fiscal 

sources was invested in the bailout. In March 1999, confronted with a high risk of 

hyperinflation, Mahuad‘s government decreed a ―Feriado Bancario‖ (Bank Holiday). 

Deposits were frozen, and people were allowed to draw only limited amounts of money 

from their accounts. When the restriction was released several months thereafter, the 

value of savings had dropped to less than one third due to devaluation. By the end of 
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1999, the approval rate of government had dropped to 9%. 

In one of his last actions, in January 2000 Mahuad announced that the government had 

given up the national currency sucre and adopted the US Dollar in instead. Less than 

two weeks later, mass protests in Quito led to the assault and capture of the (empty) 

National Congress building by the demonstrators, who were supported in their attempt 

by the military officers in charge of protecting the building. Having won the attention of 

the media, the demonstrators proclaimed the installation of a ―National Salvation Junta‖ 

(Beckerman 2001). Though this junta never gained enough serious political support, it 

provided the opportunity to find a way out of the political crisis: in just a few hours, the 

army withdrew its support to Mahuad, who had to leave the country. The National 

Congress declared the presidency vacant and appointed Vice-President Ricardo Noboa 

as the new president until the end of Mahuad‘s mandate (Espinosa 2010). 

The crisis of 1999 affected thousands of Ecuadorians, who lost their jobs and savings. 

Many of them migrated to other countries seeking for better incomes and a higher living 

standard. According to estimations of the Migration Policy Institute, by 2005, a total of 

500,000 Ecuadorians had left the country, emigrating mainly to Spain and the USA 

(MPI 2007). In the period between 2001 and 2008, the remittances by migrants were the 

country‘s third source of income after petroleum and banana exports (BCE 2012; 

CEPAL 2011a). The dollarization of the economy was an emergency measure taken in 

the middle of the financial crisis (Beckerman 2001). Within the next years, the prices 

stabilized, the inflation decreased, and positive growth was again achieved, partially due 

to high oil prices, migrant remittances, and increased non-traditional exports (CIA 

2013). Nevertheless, the country lost its capability to adopt a monetary policy, a 

situation that has remained unchanged until the present (Falconí and Muñoz 2012). 

In 2002, Lucio Gutiérrez, one of the military members of the Government Junta that 

deposed Mahuad, was elected president, in alliance with indigenous and other leftist 

social movements. Just a few weeks after his oath of office, he changed political sides, 

adopting the same neoliberal measures he had criticized during the election campaign, 

appointing right-wing economists for key positions in the government, and proclaiming 

during an official visit to US President George W. Bush that he wanted Ecuador to be 

the ―best ally of the United States‖ in its war against terrorism and drug trafficking (El 

Universo 2003). As a result, his former allies soon left the government, while he 

continued ruling with the partial support of the Christian Social Party in the National 

Congress. The strong fiscal austerity policy carried out by his successive economy 
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ministers contrasted with the high expenses required by the populist government 

program. Corruption and nepotism acquired alarming high levels, with the National 

Congress investigating 16 cases involving close friends and family of the president after 

just 16 months in office. Once again, mismanagement and corruption eventually led to 

political crisis and social uprising; and once again the situation had to be resolved via a 

controversial application of constitutional norms. On April 20
th

, 2005, after several days 

of anti-government mass protests in Quito and risking violent confrontations between 

demonstrators and government supporters mobilized from the provinces, the National 

Congress declared that Gutiérrez ―had abandoned office‖ (though at that moment he 

was still in the presidential palace) and appointed Vice-President Alfredo Palacio as his 

successor. The National Congress justified its decision with the argument that Gutiérrez 

was de facto no longer capable of exerting executive power. Palacio remained the head 

of government until the end of Gutiérrez‘s mandate in 2006, when the phase of political 

instability unexpectedly came to an end.   

With the support of indigenous movements, leftist organizations, and moderate voters 

from the middle-class who feared the possibility of another right-populist government, 

the outsider candidate Rafael Correa was elected President. Without a single deputy in 

the National Congress, an institution that he had mockingly described as a ―circus‖ 

during his campaign, his government was set from the very beginning for confrontation 

with the other branches of the state. He was able to mobilize supporters of his 

―Revolución Ciudadana‖ (Citizens‘ Revolution) and exert public pressure until the call 

for a referendum was passed in which voters were asked if a national assembly with full 

powers should be elected, to draw up a new constitution and reorganize the system of 

government. The referendum took place on April 15
th

, 2007, and a vast majority of 

voters actually supported Correa‘s position which obtained more than 80% of the casted 

votes. The national assembly was elected on September 30
th

, 2007 under new election 

rules that limited private financing of political advertisement on mass media whereas at 

the same time, the many ―public reports to the population‖ misused by government 

authorities to promote the official candidates were not controlled. Alianza País, a 

political movement formed from the union of several small social movements under the 

leadership of Correa, obtained 80 out of 130 seats in the Assembly (Muñoz Jaramillo 

2013).  

The assembly worked between November 2007 and July 2008. In this period a new 

constitution was drawn up (which was afterwards approved in a referendum), while the 
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National Congress was dissolved and several state institutions were reorganized through 

legally polemical ―constitutional mandates‖ issued by the assembly with simple 

majority. The current constitution is a rather long legal body: it contains 444 articles 

organized in nine titles, and a printed version in a usual format requires more than 100 

pages. In comparison, the US constitution has 24 sections grouped into seven articles, 

and the text together with all 27 amendments is around 20 pages long; Ecuador‘s 

constitution contains 146 articles on about 50 pages. The constitution defines Ecuador 

as a constitutional democratic state, intercultural, plurinational, and secular. Already in 

its first article, the constitution declares non-renewable natural resources as ―inalienable 

property‖ of the state. Criticized as over-regulating and impracticable by its detractors, 

while praised as advancing and revolutionary by its supporters, the text declares in its 

preamble the good living or sumak kawsay (Quechua language) or buen vivir (Spanish) 

as the form of coexistence pursued by the Ecuadorian society, based on the respect for 

diversity and being in harmony with nature. Proceeding along this line, many articles 

deal with establishing the central role of the state in ensuring this form of coexistence. 

Some controversial parts are the recognition of nature as a legal subject that is endorsed 

with rights (Art. 71-74), the establishment of adoption as an exclusive right of 

heterosexual couples (Art. 68), the definition of (access to) water as a fundamental 

human right that the state is obliged to grant (Art.3, 12), or the declaration of Ecuador as 

a territory ―free from transgenic crops and seeds‖ with the prohibition to ―apply risky or 

experimental biotechnologies‖ (Art. 401), among others (Asamblea Constituyente 

2008). 

Since the approval of the new constitution, the political situation in the country has 

become more stable with Correa and his movement Alianza País consolidating a strong 

position. As part of the reorganization of the state, new general elections took place in 

2009. Correa obtained about 52% of the votes (El Universo 2009, Muñoz Jaramillo 

2013) and was elected president without the need for a second ballot, while Alianza País 

gained control of 59 of the 124 seats in the National Assembly, the new legislative body 

that replaced the former National Congress. Thus, the official fraction became by far the 

strongest fraction in the parliament (the second one obtained only 19 seats). At the same 

time, several new laws approved and reforms established have helped to ensure the 

supremacy of the executive in most of the state institutions. As this thesis is being 

written, new elections have taken place in February 2013. Correa has been re-elected 

President for a second term (since the new constitution is in force) with 57% of the 
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votes (El Comercio 2013), and Alianza País has obtained 100 out of 134 seats in the 

National Assembly. A third term is not allowed according to the constitution. 

Economically, the current government has benefited from the high international oil 

prices during the last decade, which have risen from an annual average of 24 US$ per 

barrel in 2001 to 71 US$ Dollars per barrel in 2007, and to 105 US$ per barrel in 2012 

(World Bank 2013b), resulting in record incomes from petroleum exports for the 

Ecuadorian state. The total government spending declared in the fiscal budget has 

increased from about 4.9 billion US$ in 2001, to 9.7 billion US$ in 2007 and to 30 

billion US$ in 2012 (BCE 2012, CEPAL 2011a). Primary targets of public spending 

have been investments in infrastructure, but also in public health and education. The 

National Secretary of Planning and Development (SENPLADES) lists more than one 

hundred achievements of the government in the period of 2006 to 2012 (SENPLADES 

2012), such as reduction of poverty per income (from 37.6% to 25.3 %) (INEC 2010, 

CEPAL 2011b, SENPLADES 2012); increase of investment in education (scholarships 

and research) from 90 million US$ to 763 million US$ (SENPLADES 2012, BCE 

2012); increase in social investment from 147 US$ per person in 2006 to 446 US$ per 

person in 2011  (health, dwelling, wages, social security) (SENPLADES 2012); increase 

efforts for conservation of the environment (creation of new protected areas, Yasuni-

ITT initiative
2
, increase of the use of renewable energies); investment in infrastructure 

(8884 km of improved or newly constructed highways, building of new hospitals and 

government buildings, building of eight new hydroelectric plants); increase in the tax 

collection from 10% to 14% in the same period (SENPLADES 2012, SRI 2010). After 

the recent global financial crisis of 2008 the general living conditions of migrants in the 

USA and Europe worsened, many Ecuadorian migrants have been returning to their 

country (BCE 2012, IGM 2010). According to the National Migrant Secretary 

(SENAMI, Spanish) a total of 37,000 migrants have returned to Ecuador between 2008 

and 2012, obtaining support of the Ecuadorian government to start their own businesses 

(SENAMI 2013). 

However, according to several authors (Acosta 2012, Ospina 2012, Paz y Miño 2012, 

Paredes 2012) for the government there is still much left to improve concerning the 

distribution of wealth, the limited economic growth, the redistribution of land tenure 

                                                           
2
 The Yasuni ITT initiative is a proposal made by Ecuadorian government to leave the oil reserves 

still under ground untouched but in exchange asking the world community for an economical 
compensation. The initiative will be explained in detail in the section of biodiversity and protected areas. 
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and the change of an ―extractive development model‖, based mainly on the exploitation 

of natural resources (mines and petroleum). In fact, the need for fresh economic 

resources to sustain the ever-growing government expenses has led Correa to a 

permanent confrontation with his former left-wing supporters, whose ideological 

principles are not compatible with official initiatives like the intention to introduce large 

scale open-pit mining in certain regions of the Amazon jungle. 

While it is still too early to issue a general judgment about Correa‘s government and its 

Citizens‘ Revolution, some facts may be noted, like for instance the recovery of a 

central role for the state in the organization of the economy, and as provider of basic 

public services. The amount of the investment in road building, education, and health 

care has no comparison in recent history. At the same time, a political system is 

evolving, in which more and more power is concentrated in some key government 

figures around the president, and in which decisions are more and more often being 

taken in an autocratic manner with no tolerance for dissension. One thing is for sure: 

Ecuador is undergoing a period of rapid changes, concerning not only the structure of 

the state, but also the general organization of the society. 

3.5. Economy 

Ecuador ranks in position 89 among 187 countries by its Human Development Index, 

and belongs to the ―medium human development‖ group. Within Latin America, it is 

clearly one of the  less developed countries, with a per capita income just above half the 

regional average (UNDP 2013). 

The country‘s economy is based on the exports of raw and some industrialized 

materials. Petroleum is by far the country‘s most important export product, accounting 

for more than 50% of the total exports (INEC 2010, BCE 2012). Other traditional raw 

products are banana, coffee, cacao, shrimps, abaca fiber and fish. New products for 

exportation include asparagus, mangos and natural flowers (INEC 2011). The main 

industrialized materials are petroleum products, brewed coffee, prepared cacao, 

fishmeal, and hats. Among the main economic activities, according to their weight in 

the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), are manufacture, trade, construction, oil and 

mining, agriculture and transport (IGM 2010, BCE 2012). Ecuador remains one of the 

Latin-American less-diversified economies. Nevertheless, according to the Economic 

Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean Region (Comisión Económica para 

América Latina y el Caribe, CEPAL), Ecuador registered an economic growth of 8% in 
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2011, reaching the third place in the region. The economic acceleration (4.3% per year) 

experienced in the last years (in 2002-2006, the highest five-year average within 25 

years was achieved) is mainly due to high global petroleum prices and increased public 

sector investment (CIA 2013, Falconí and Muñoz 2012). The resulting cash flow is 

financing the improvement of infrastructure, social programs and the increase of the 

state bureaucracy. The dynamism of the economy has resulted from the increase of 

wages, government subsidies and credits from financial institutions, with a public 

inversion of 12% of the GDP (Paredes 2012). One of the outcomes is an increased level 

of consumption in the domestic market. Despite these facts, the country has a trade 

deficit caused by the increase in imports of goods and services (CEPAL 2011a). Figure 

8 shows the evolution GDP in the period of 2001-2011 (BCE 2012). 

 

Figure 8. Gross Domestic Product of the country in the last 10 years 
Source: Own illustration after data of the National Bank of Ecuador (BCE 2012) 

 

3.6. Geography and Biodiversity 

Geographically, the country is divided in four natural regions (Figure 9): the Coast that 

borders with the Pacific Ocean on the west, the Andean Highlands in the middle, the 

Amazon Basin or eastern region on the east, and the Galapagos Archipelago located in 

the Pacific Ocean, 1,000 km from the mainland (MAE 2010b, IGM 2010). The climate 

and topography vary enormously throughout the country, depending on the season and 
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the region. Generally, the coast and the Amazon Basin show similar weather 

characteristics. In the rainy (winter) season from October to May, precipitation levels 

and temperatures tend to be high (more than 30° C). During the dry season (summer) 

from June to September, temperatures are lower as well as are precipitation levels. In 

the Andean Highlands temperatures are colder than in the coastal or eastern region, the 

short dry season (summer) from June to August is characterized by no precipitation at 

all, wind and high temperatures (max. 30° C); the rainy season (winter) from September 

to May presents high levels of precipitations and cold temperatures (min. 5°C). The 

weather of the Galapagos Islands is influenced by several maritime currents and contra-

currents (cold of Humboldt, equatorial of Cromwell, warm from Panama) resulting in 

two weather seasons: the dry and cold season (from May to December), characterized 

by low precipitation levels, presence of fog, permanent drizzle and low temperatures; 

the warm and wet season (from January to April) is characterized by hot temperatures 

and high precipitation levels (ECOLAP and MAE 2007). Altitude is another important 

factor that plays a relevant role in the formation of the four natural regions of Ecuador. 

According to Sierra (1999) the altitudinal limit for the coastal and eastern region is 

1,300 m.a.s.l. below the foothills in both sides of the Andean Highlands. The coastal 

region is located west of the Andean Highlands and includes small cordilleras and 

lowlands (Cerón et al. 1999). Meanwhile, the Amazon region is located east of the 

Andean Highlands. The region constitutes more than 50% of the total surface of the 

country (Palacios et al. 1999). The Andean region is located above 1,300 m.a.s.l. to the 

top of the mountains or the snow level and its topography is irregular, with steep slopes, 

especially in the foothills in both sides of the cordillera (Valencia et al. 1999). The 

Galapagos Islands are under 500 m.a.s.l. A detailed description will be specified in the 

following sections.  
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Figure 9. Physical map of Ecuador 
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Topography and Types of Ecosystems  

As a result of the country‘s location, its topography (Andean Highlands), humidity, 

altitude and maritime currents (e.g. Humboldt current), Ecuador has a vast ecological 

diversity that includes deserts, tropical rain forests, mangroves, tropical tundra with a 

high number of species of flora and fauna (Muriel 2008). According to Myers et al. 

(2000), Ecuador is located in three of the 34 hot spots of biodiversity worldwide: the 

Tumbes-Chocó-Magdalena, the Tropical Andes and the Amazon Basin, which at the 

same time are the most important bio geographical regions in the neotropic (Dangles 

and Nowicki 2009). All these aspects combined with the surface of Ecuador, it provides 

the countrys disproportionate amount of biodiversity on the planet (Mittermeier et al. 

1997, Sarukhán and Dirzo 2013). Ecuador belongs to the megadiverse group of 12 

countries that host 70% of the biological diversity worldwide. This group was defined in 

the Cancun Declaration in 2002 (UNEP 2002). 

The different natural ecosystems result in diverse vegetation types. One of the first 

attempts to classify the vegetation in function of the altitude was done by Alexander von 

Humboldt (Krätz 2000), who visited the country in 1802. At the time, he and his 

assistants carried out nationwide excursions collecting different botanical specimens. 

Later on, he proposed a classification ranging from the tropical rainforest to the Andean 

Highlands. Nine classification systems have been developed until now (e.g. Acosta 

Solís 1968, Harling 1979, Cañadas 1983). The classification systems were based mainly 

on environmental, physiological, taxonomic or physiognomic factors (Muriel 2008, 

Sierra 1999). It is important to highlight that a new map of vegetation was recently 

presented by the Ministry of Environment (July 30
th

, 2013). However, the classification 

done by Sierra and his colleagues is one of the most cited documents and it is still 

widely used to refer to vegetation types. In general, eight types of ecosystems (forest, 

mangrove, scrub, grassland, savanna, ticket, páramo, gelidofitia) are recorded for the 

country. A total of 33 vegetation types were established for the country. Depending on 

the location of the ecosystem in the different regions and subregions, a total of 71 

vegetation types are recognized for continental Ecuador (Muriel 2008, Sierra 1999, 

Sierra et al. 1999). Figure 10 shows the vegetation types for Ecuador, excluding 

Galapagos. 
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     Figure 10. Vegetation map classification of Ecuador  
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Biodiversity in Ecuador 

As mentioned above, Ecuador has diverse types of ecosystems that gives the country a 

huge number of species of flora and fauna in relation with its surface, being considered 

worldwide a megadiverse country
3

 (Dangles and Nowicki 2009, Dangles 2009, 

Mittermeier et al. 1997, UNEP 2002, Myers et al. 2000). The Andean region is 

characterized by high levels of endemism and a considerable species richness due to 

particular characteristics such as its topography, relief, and biogeography (León-Yánez 

et al. 2006, Ulloa and Jørgensen 1995).  The Choco-Darien region is considered one of 

the last remnants of tropical forests located on the coastal region where high endemism 

and exceptional species richness have been registered (Dangles and Nowicki 2009, 

Cerón et al. 1999). The Amazon region is considered one of the wildest areas in the 

neotropics with a high number of species (Mittermeier et al. 1998). The Galapagos 

archipelago as insular and isolated ecosystem is a place with a high level of endemism 

(De Roy 2009, McMullen 2009, Steadman 2009). In Section 5.1 a detailed description 

of biodiversity in Galapagos will be made. 

In regard to species diversity per taxonomic group, the country harbors important 

numbers of species for different taxonomic groups. For the plant kingdom, a total 

number of 17,058 species of vascular plants (flowering plants or angiosperms, conifers 

and gymnosperms, ferns and related plants) are present in Ecuador (Jørgensen and 

León-Yánez 1999), while 1,600 species of non-vascular plants (mosses sensu lato) have 

been reported for the country (León-Yánez et al. 2006). Concerning the total number of 

plant species, 4,500 species are endemic to the country (León-Yánez et al. 2011). The 

majority of the endemic species are concentrated in both sides of the Andean highlands. 

One of the most impressive families in terms of diversity and endemism is the orchids 

family, which is the most diverse family of Ecuador with a total of 2,999 species and 

more than one third (1,706 species) of the total endemic species (Jørgensen and León-

Yánez 1999, León-Yánez et al. 2011, Endara 2011). It is important to state that since 

the publication of the Catalogue of Vascular Plants of Ecuador in 1999, new species 

have been reported. For orchids, the country has reached more than 4,023 species (Lara 

et al. 2006). 

For the animal kingdom, vertebrates are one of the well-documented groups. 

                                                           
3
 Megadiverse countries are characterized as countries with a high biological richness, which is 

measured on the basis of the absolute total number of species per 1,000 km
2
 of surface. 
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Currently, 1,646 species of birds, 432 species of reptiles, 537 species of amphibians, 

and 411 species of mammals are reported (Ridgely and Greenfield 2006, Torres-

Carvajal and Salazar-Valenzuela 2013, Ron et al. 2013, Burneo and Boada 2013). The 

country takes the first place in the world for the total number of vertebrates reported in 

relation to its surface (Mittermeier et al. 1997). Compared with the global numbers of 

species for the territory of Ecuador is reported almost 10% of the global diversity for the 

diverse groups described above. The percentage of bird species in relation to the total 

numbers worldwide is remarkable (Table 3). Some taxonomic groups such as 

invertebrates and nematodes are not yet sufficiently investigated. Only for insects, there 

are currently one million of them described worldwide, but the estimation argues that 

there are still five million new species of insects to discover and describe. Their number 

in the country is still unknown (Dangles et al. 2009, Dangles and Nowicki 2009, 

Andrén 2001, MAE et al. 2000). 

 

Table 3. Comparison of total number of species in the country and in the world  

Taxon World’s species 

number 

Country’s species 

number 

Country 

percentage 

Vascular plants 352,000 17,058 4.8 

Non-vascular plants 22,750 1,600 7 

Mammals 5,487 411 7.4 

Birds 9,990 1,646 16.47 

Reptiles 9,766 432 4.4 

Amphibia 6,808 537 7.8 

Source: For global numbers, data obtained from Whitton (2013) for Vascular and non-vascular 

plants, from Chapman (2009) for Birds and Mammals,  from Alford et al. (2013) for 

Amphibians, from Uetz and Hallermann (2013) for Reptiles. Details concerning numbers for 

each taxonomic group in the country come from diverse authors: Non-vascular plants (León-

Yánez et al. 2006), Vascular plants (Jørgensen and León-Yánez 1999), Amphibia (Ron et al. 

2013), Reptiles (Torres-Carvajal and Salazar-Valenzuela 2013), Birds (Ridgely and Greenfield 

2006), Mammals (Burneo and Boada 2013).  

 

The level of endemism is also significant for the country, the groups of reptiles and 

amphibians in this respect being the most important. For the first one the level of 

endemism of the reptiles of Galapagos and the Andean region is an important factor to 

be taken into account regarding the total endemism of this taxonomic group, whereas 

the Andean region where a large number of endemic species can be found (Table 4) 
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plays an important role in terms of the level of endemism of amphibians (MAE et al. 

2000). 

 

Table 4. Percentage of endemism for vertebrates per taxonomic group 

Taxonomic group Country’s number 

of species  

Number of 

endemic species 

Percentage 

Mammals 412 41 10 

Birds 1,646 34 2 

Reptiles 432 100 23.1 

Amphibia 537 226 42 

Source: Different authors for each taxonomic group: Mammals (Tirira 2013), Reptiles (Torres-

Carvajal and Salazar-Valenzuela 2013), Amphibia (Ron et al. 2013), Birds (MAE et al. 2000 ).  

 

Comparable to the world, the conservation status of many of the vertebrates species in 

Ecuador is affected mainly by habitat loss as a result of different human activities (Gans 

and Bell 2001, Tirira 2013, Dangles and Nowicki 2009). In the case of reptiles and 

amphibians, mortality on roads is one of the human-induced reasons of dissaperance of 

these groups as well as climate change (Pough 2013). The situation is similar for the 

group of mammals and birds. Illegal poaching and illegal wildlife trade are the main 

threats for both taxonomic groups (Tirira 2013).  

The Amazon region is hosting a richness of species of flora and fauna which hardly can 

be found anywhere else in the world. The share of Ecuador in the total Amazon region 

is only 2% (Izko 2012, RAISG 2012). Yasuni National Park is located in the northeast 

part of the Amazon region and is considered one of the most extraordinary sites in terms 

of species richness as some authors reported for several taxonomic groups: 101 species 

of mammals, 205 species of birds, 89 species of reptiles and amphibians (Albuja 2011), 

311 species of lianas (Burnham 2004) and 1,104 species of trees (Valencia et al. 2004). 

Additionally, a huge number of species of flora and fauna can be found in the forest 

canopy, the group of invertebrates being one of the most diverse groups. Approximately 

100,000 invertebrates per hectare in the canopy alone have been reported in Yasuni 

(Erwin 2013), whereas a total of 313 species of epiphytes
4
 (orchids, bromeliads, cacti, 

ferns among the most important taxonomic groups) found in the canopy forest of 

                                                           
4
 Non-parasitic plant that uses another plant for mechanical support but does not take neither 

nutrients nor water from the host plant. 
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Yasuni (Kreft et al. 2004) displays the richness of plant species of the canopy forests in 

tropical regions (Nadkarni et al. 2013). New species of flora and fauna have been 

reported in the last years (Pérez et al. 2013, Zapata et al. 2012, Jungfer et al. 2000). 

The Andean region shows a high level of endemism (Arroyo and Cavieres 2013, 

Sklenář and Balslev 2005), especially in the foothills (eastern and western sides) of the 

mountain range. Moreover the Andean region has a vast altitudinal range (900 to more 

than 4500 m.a.s.l) that includes diverse ecosystems and habitats from the tropical and 

subtropical region to the high montane forests and páramo or tropical tundra. There are 

differences in the species composition between the eastern and the western foothills. 

According to Valencia and Balslev (1997) almost half of the plant species occur 

between 900 and 3000 m.a.s.l. In general for all taxonomic groups, the diversity 

decreases with altitude, but the region has unique species. The number of amphibians 

and reptiles in the Andean region could reach two-thirds of the total of endemic species 

in the country (MAE et al. 2000). The area also registered some zones of importance for 

birds and mammals in terms of endemism.   

3.7. Protected Areas in Ecuador 

The first steps for the conservation of natural areas were taken in Ecuador in 1936 with 

the declaration of some of the islands of the Galapagos archipelago as the first national 

park. In 1959, the whole Archipelago was declared as a national park with the exception 

of 3% of the area that at the time was already colonized (Cifuentes 1984, MAE 2006). 

Until now (2013) a total of 49 protected areas have been created. A total of 14 of them 

have been nominated by the Ecuadorian State in the last six years (MAE 2011). The 

increase of protected areas concides with the global trend (Reyers 2013, IUCN and 

UNEP-WCMC 2012) as mentioned in section 2.3. 

The Ecuadorian protected areas constitute a total of 19.14 % of the whole surface of the 

nation and are protected, administrated and managed by the Ecuadorian state. The 

Ministry of Environment of Ecuador (Ministerio del Ambiente de Ecuador, MAE) is the 

institution not only responsible for the administration of the state areas, but it is also in 

charge of the management of the country‘s natural heritage, the development of 

environmental and planning strategies and programs for the preservation of ecosystems 

and the sustainable use of natural resources (Rodríguez et al. 2008, MAE 2011). 

Furthermore there are other administrators/owners of protected areas (they are not part 

of the state administration) that constitute altogether the protected area system and 
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contribute to the preservation, conservation and protection of the natural heritage of the 

country (MAE 2006, MAE 2010b). There are four different subsystems within the 

National System of Protected Areas (NSPA), which in turns means different governance 

types (Dudley 2008): 

 Government-managed protected areas, administrated by the Ministry of 

Environment 

 Local protected areas, administrated by local or regional governments (e.g. 

Municipalities) 

 Indigenous and community protected areas, administrated by local and indigenous 

communities 

 Private protected areas, administrated by NGOs, private foundations or individual 

landowners. 

There are eight management categories of the NPAS: 1) National Park, 2) 

Ecological Reserve, 3) Biological Reserve, 4) Wildlife Refuge, 5) Wildlife Production 

Reserve, 6) National Recreation Area, 7) Geo-botanical Reserve, and 8) Hunting and 

Fishing Area (no protected area has been created under this category) (Ley Forestal 

Ecuador 1981). The BR management category is still not incorporated into the national 

legislation (MAE 2008a). 

The majority of the Ecuadorian protected areas are terrestrial and inland-water 

ecosystems. Only five protected areas constitute marine reserves
5
. Six national protected 

areas constitute the core zones of biosphere reserves: Galapagos National Park, Yasuní 

National Park, Sumaco National Park, Podocarpus National Park, Cajas National Park 

and Quimsacocha Recreation Area. The BRs map shows the borders of the national park 

(core zones in green) and the outer borders of biosphere reserves (including buffer and 

transition zone), marked with colored lines (ECOLAP and MAE 2007, MAE 2010a, 

MAE 2012a) (Figure 11). 

                                                           
5
 A total of 45 protected areas are represented in the map. The dotted line surrounding the land 

area of Galapagos corresponds to Galapagos Marine Reserve. Some protected areas of recent 
declaration together with a new biosphere reserve declared in May 2013 are not included in the map.  
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      Figure 11. Map of the National Protected Areas System  
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Biosphere Reserves in Ecuador 

Ecuador has five biosphere reserves that are acknowledged by the ―Man and the 

Biosphere Program‖ (MAB) of the UNESCO. The Ecuadorian government filed a 

petition to the UNESCO that these exceptional places should be nominated as biosphere 

reserves, considering the cultural and natural values and the potential to develop and 

foster sustainable activities in these sites (MAE 2010a, ECOLAP and MAE 2007). 

Galapagos was the first national protected area to be included in the World Network of 

Biosphere Reserves in 1984. Later, in 1989, 2000 and 2007 three natural areas became 

part of the Global Network. The MAB program approved the inclusion of the Yasuní, 

Sumaco and Podocarpus National Parks. Recently (May 2013) the UNESCO nominated 

a new biopshere reserve for Ecuador which is located in the south-west of the country. It 

is known as is Macizo del Cajas Biosphere Reserve. 

The BR category does not affect the sovereignty of the states, which means that each 

national government manages the category under the measures that the states deemed 

necessary (ECOLAP and MAE 2007). The Madrid Action Plan and the Madrid 

Declaration, signed in 2008, motivated the government to execute specific actions to 

improve the management of biosphere reserves regarding conservation and sustainable 

development education through community involvement and appropriate management 

approaches (UNESCO-MAB 2008b). The biosphere reserve category is not yet included 

in the national legislation (Ley Forestal Ecuador 1981). Ecuador recently started a 

national process of mutual work and coordination of all the Ecuadorian biosphere 

reserves (MAE 2008a). In 2008, the first biosphere reserves meeting was held in Quito, 

organized by the Ministry of Environment. One of the outcomes of the meeting was the 

establishment of the National Network of Biosphere Reserves of Ecuador (Red 

Nacional de Reservas de Biósfera del Ecuador). The network is governed by the 

management committees of each biosphere reserve. As a result, the president of 

Ecuador passed a law, recognizing officially the biospheres reserves and delegating 

functions to the Ministry of Environment to coordinate and cooperate with the 

management committees (Acuerdo Ministerial 2008). Their common goal is to have the 

national parks as core zones (Rosero and Gutiérrez 2010). However, only the Sumaco 

National Park and the Podocarpus National Park have a management plan as BRs. In the 

case of Galapagos, the concept of biosphere reserve was incorporated in the Regional 

Plan for the Conservation and Sustainable Development of Galapagos, issued in 2002 
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by the INGALA (MAE 2009a). The implementation of the concept of conservation and 

development under the basic principles and functions of biosphere reserves is still in 

progress (MAE and PGS 2001). The management of the biosphere reserves is operated 

by plans developed for the national parks or core zones of the BRs. 

 

Legal and Institutional Framework of Protected Areas 

Ecuador has a legal and institutional framework for the administration and management 

of the protected areas. The Ecuadorian Constitution, the most important legal 

instrument, has articles and principles that point out the aspects mentioned above. For 

instance, the Articles 86 and 248 of the constitution of 1998 described the National 

System of Natural Protected Areas as a system that should guarantee the conservation of 

biodiversity and the preservation of ecological services according to international 

agreements (Congreso Nacional 1998). Ten years later, a specific chapter with four new 

articles (Articles Nr. 71-74) refers to the rights of nature in the constitution and states 

that biodiversity conservation is of public interest. It includes the preservation of agro 

biodiversity, wild diversity and genetic diversity (Asamblea Constituyente 2008). 

Moreover, according to Article 405 of the new constitution, the Ecuadorian state should 

guarantee the biodiversity conservation and preservation of the ecological functions by 

laws, norms and regulations for the administration and management of the protected 

areas. Likewise, the state should provide the financial means to sustain the system, 

foster the participation of the local communities, regulate the conservation, management 

and sustainable use of natural resources and ban the development of extraction activities 

(oil, mining and logging) in protected areas (Asamblea Constituyente 2008). In addition, 

the Ecuadorian state is in charge of the protection and conservation of the protected 

areas being declared as Natural Heritage Areas (NHA, Patrimonio de Áreas Naturales 

del Estado, PANE for its Spanish acronym) (MAE 2006, MAE 2011). The Ministry of 

Environment (MAE) is the institution responsible for control, monitoring, 

administration and management. 

In the early 1980s the country started to develop plans, policies, and strategies  for the 

management of biodiversity at all levels, in order to fulfill several international 

agreements. The NHA is firmly established in the Forestry and Natural Areas and 

Wildlife Conservation Law which was promulgated in 1981 as the first legal framework 

for the protection and conservation of the natural areas in Ecuador. The main articles of 
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this law regulate, control and promote the conservation of the protected areas. An 

important part of the legal document establishes the main management categories of the 

protected areas of the state. This law was passed when  the Ministry of Agriculture and 

Livestock was in charge of the administration (Ley Forestal Ecuador 1981). Later, in 

1999 the Environmental Law was passed as a legal framework. The general principles 

and regulations of the environmental policy were declared when the Ministry of 

Environment was designated as the National Environmental Authority (Ley de Gestión 

Ambiental Ecuador 1999). Enclosed in this law, the Unified Text for the Secondary 

Environmental Legislation was passed as a specific regulation that allows the 

implementation and application of the law (Texto Unificado de Lesgislación Ambiental 

Secundaria, TULAS). This special regulation includes specific guidelines for the main 

functions and mechanisms for the management of protected areas and includes nine 

books as follows (TULAS 2002):  

 

Table 5. Chapters of the TULAS 

Source: After TULAS 2002 

 

All nine books with their specific themes are important for the management of protected 

areas. However, the books VII and VIII are of special interest, because both are related 

with the management of Galapagos and Amazon regions, respectively (TULAS 2002). 

The Special Regulation of Tourism in Natural Protected Areas (Reglamento Especial de 

Turismo en Áreas Naturales Protegidas, RETANP) specifies what kind of tourism 

activities can be performed in the PAs. The state institutions involved in the 

management of tourism activities in the protected areas is the Ministry of Environment 

(MAE) and the Ministry of Tourism (MINTUR). The MAE is in charge of planning, 

controlling and management of the activities in the natural areas, whereas the MINTUR 

I Environment authority 

II Environment management 

III Forestry regime 

IV Biodiversity 

V Coastal resources 

VI Environmental quality 

VII Special Regime of Galapagos 

VIII Institute for the Regional Amazonian Eco-Development (ECORAE) 

IX Right of taxes and services of the Ministry of Environment refers to the 
environmental management, sustainable development and conservation of 
protected areas that are under the responsibility of the Ministry of Environment 
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is responsible for the promotion, planning, and control of the tourism activities and the 

licensing of tourism guides and tour operations (RETANP 2002). The RETANP is a 

legal instrument which in practice helps to control and regularize tourism activities. As 

an example and based on the RETANP regulations, the MAE by means of the  national 

park administrations in Galapagos and Sumaco controls and issues tourism guide 

licenses as well as tourism operation patents. Meanwhile, the MINTUR with the aid of 

the regional coordination, is in charge of the quality level of tourism activities 

(RETANP 2002). In any case, users need to have both permits to operate. 

Furthermore, there are several documents and reports that are not binding to the legal 

framework but are tools for the planning and management of protected areas. Between 

1998 and 1999, the Strategic Plan for the Natural Protected Areas System was 

developed. Even though the plan was not approved, it provided guidelines for the 

management of the NSPA in the last decades. One of the plan‘s inputs was to install the 

NSPA as an integral system constituted by subsystems like NHA, but it also included 

the protected areas managed by the local governments, regional corporations, 

communities and the private sector (MAE 1999). In 2001, the National Strategy and 

Policy for Biodiversity 2001-2010 was completed and its main goal was to prioritize the 

building capacity of local management with a focus on the public and private 

investments on research, education, communication, training and technological 

development (MAE 2000a). The formalization as a state policy was done in 2007 (MAE 

2009a, MAE 2010b). The current valid plan ―Policies and Strategic Plan of Natural 

Protected Areas 2007-2016‖ (Políticas y Plan Estratégico del Sistema Nacional de 

Áreas Protegidas 2007-2016) was developed by the MAE in 2006. It is in its 

implementation phase, and includes objectives, tasks and actions for the period 2007-

2016. The plan contains a sound and deep collection of the past reports and working 

papers, an evaluation of the past and present situation from different viewpoints 

(institutional, legal, conservation, socio-economic aspects), the main guidelines in 

regard to the environmental policy, and a detailed plan for the next years. The plan 

proposes the NSPA as ideal places to encourage sustainable development by activities 

that give equitable benefits to the local communities and at the same time preserve the 

biodiversity of these places. It recognizes also the right to participate, the process of 

discussion and the collective rights of the local communities. In addition, each protected 

area has its own management plan, with its zoning, borders and several activities that 

can be done in those places with the main responsible institutions and competencies 
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(MAE 2006). Even though the country has already five biosphere reserves, this concept 

has not yet been included in the national legislation and the implementation is still in 

progress. Nevertheless, some of the measures (zoning, activities, functions) taken in 

national parks can be seen in direct relation with the biosphere reserve concept. 

It is important to indicate that Ecuador has additional conservation initiatives. In 2007, 

the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, proposed the implementation of the  Yasuní-

ITT (Yasuní- Ishpingo Tiputini Tambococha for its Spanish acronym) Initiative at the 

General Assembly of the United Nations, as an innovative campaign whose main 

objective is to keep the oil reserves indefinitely unexploited but in return requesting the 

co-responsibility of the world community in form of an economical compensation. The 

government has expressed its willingness to place the funds in a financial trust 

(managed by the Program of United Nations Development), which could be structured 

to include co-administration by international representation (Yasuní-ITT 2012). The 

country´s main export is petroleum and the oil fields of Ishpingo Tiputini Tambococha 

are one of the most important oil exploitation sites counting with about 846 million of 

oil barrels; this is about 20% of the total oil reserves of the country (Larrea and Warnars 

2009). Yasuni-ITT is located in the Yasuni National Park, which is one of the five 

biosphere reserves of the country (MAE 2010a). It is located in the Amazon Basin and 

hosts a high number of species of flora and fauna (Bass et al. 2010). Several ancient 

indigenous communities live in this area in voluntary isolation, for example the 

―Tagaeri‖ and ―Taromenane‖ (Rival 2010). Ecuador‘s president proposed that at least 

half of the amount of money (3.6 Billion US$) should be financed by the Ecuadorian 

civil society and the world community to keep petroleum underground, which could 

mean the preservation of the forest (Finer et al. 2010). The Ecuadorian proposal has 

awoken the world‘s appreciation for this novel idea as well as the attention of several 

personalities and authors who recognize the idea as a new form of giving nature a 

monetary valuation based on the carbon storage given by the avoidance of oil 

exploitation (Rival 2010). However, criticism and scepticism has risen from the 

campaign. There is a big pressure within the government towards explotation of the oil 

in that area
6
.  

The Socio Bosque Program (for its Spanish name, Forest Partner) is an initiative to 

                                                           
6
 During the writing of this dissertation, the Ecuadorian government announced (August 15

th
, 2013) 

the start of oil explotation on the Ishpingo Tiputini and Tambococha (ITT) oil fields that are located in 
the Yasuní National Park and Yasuní Biosphere Reserve. 
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protect the native forest coverage surrounding the NSPA through the payment of 

environmental services. Socio Bosque is a program that embraces a ―transfer of a direct 

monetary incentive per hectare of native forest and other native ecosystems to 

individual landowners and local indigenous communities who protect these ecosystems, 

through voluntary conservation agreements that are monitored on a regular basis for 

compliance‖ (De Koning et al. 2011: 531). The expectation is to protect more than four 

million hectares, in addition to the national protected areas, reducing the deforestation 

rate and the emissions of greenhouse gases and also improving the good living of 

surrounding communities. Until now the government has invested 18 million US$ and 

achieves more than one million hectares. A total of 123,431 persons have benefit from 

this program (MAE 2010b, MAE 2012b).  

The Ministry of Environment is implementing the ―National System of Forestry Control 

and Green Watching‖, whose main objective is to support the National Authority in the 

control of illegal wildlife logging and hunting, and the National Plan for Forestation and 

Reforestation seeking to reach the ambitious goal of one million hectares within the 

next 20 years (MAE 2010b). 

At the national level, one of the objectives of the current Development Plan or Plan of 

Good Living (Sumak Kawsay, for its Quechua words) is to consolidate the 

environmental institutions and foster the public environmental sustainability strategy 

through the application of several amendments to the institutional and legal framework, 

reinforcing the control as well as encouraging the social participation. Moreover, this 

plan should be linked to the current Environmental Law and a new Biodiversity Law 

that will permit to structure and manage the system applying international treaties such 

as the CBD (SENPLADES 2009). 

International Agreements and Conventions 

At the international level Ecuador‘s government officials signed several agreements and 

intergovernmental treaties. Some of them are listed briefly in the following table. 
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Table 6. Agreements and intergovernmental treaties signed by the country 

Agreement/Treaty General description of 

the agreement 

Year and country process 

details 

Convention on Biological 

Diversity 

Global agreement for 

promotion of sustainable 

development (CBD 2005) 

Signed in 1992, ratified in 

1993. Several reports have 

been prepared by the 

country (CBD 2005) 

Convention on Climate 

Change and Kyoto 

Protocol 

The convention is 

embodied in the United 

Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate 

Change. It is a framework 

for intergovernmental 

efforts to tackle the 

challenge posed by climate 

change. Kyoto Protocol is 

in the process of being 

ratified (UNFCC 2013) 

Signed in 1994 and 1999, 

respectively. The country 

has prepared the first 

communication on climate 

change and has already got  

a national committee 

(MAE 2000b) 

Convention Concerning 

the Protection of the 

World Cultural and 

Natural Heritage 

It is an agreement that 

deals with the preservation 

of cultural and natural 

heritage. The signatory 

countries are committed to 

protect their heritage 

(UNESCO-WHC 1972) 

Signed in 1975. Until now 

five biosphere reserves and 

one natural park were 

declared as natural heritage 

as well as some cities 

(Quito, Cuenca) were 

declared as cultural 

heritage (MAE 2010b) 

Ramsar Convention on 

Wetlands 

It is an intergovernmental 

agreement for the 

conservation of wetlands of 

world relevance 

(RAMSAR 2013) 

Signed in 1990. The 

country has a National 

Ramsar Committee and the 

National Strategy for the 

conservation of wetlands 

(MAE 2008c) 

Convention to Combat 

Desertification  

It is an international 

agreement that addresses 

specifically the arid, semi-

arid and dry sub-humid 

areas, known as the dry 

lands (UNCCD 2012) 

Signed in 1995. The 

country has a program to 

eradicate and combat 

desertification (MAE 

2010b) 

Convention on Migratory 

Species 

It is an intergovernmental 

treaty  concerned with the 

conservation of wildlife 

and habitats in a global 

scale (CMS 2004) 

Signed in 2003 and in force 

since 2004. The country 

submitted a report in 2008 

and a national plan is 

already designated in the 

protected areas (MAE 

2010b) 

 

One of the most important agreements is the Convention of Biological Diversity (CBD), 

whose main goal is to promote sustainable development, not only biodiversity itself but 
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also the needs of food, health, security and development of people (CBD 2005). 

Ecuador participated in the Earth Summit held in Río de Janeiro and Johannesburg in 

1992, 2002 and 2012, respectively. In order to fulfill the objectives of CBD the country 

submitted separate reports (INEFAN 1998, MAE 2009a, MAE 2009b, MAE 2010b), in 

which a self-evaluation of the achievements/setbacks of Ecuador is detailed. The first 

report was quite vague and limited. The next reports provide an in-depth evaluation and 

research of the country‘s current situation. In the specific case of protected areas, the 

second report (2000-2008 evaluation period) highlights the achievements of the national 

legislation through some legal instruments such as the constitution, specific laws, 

national plans, policies, strategies and regulations for environmental management in 

Ecuador (see previous section). In practice, the NSPA has increased the number of 

protected areas from 27 in 2001 to 49 in 2013 (MAE 2009a MAE 2011), three more 

biosphere reserves were declared and alternative forms to achieve sustainable 

development were found, the Yasuni-ITT initiative and the Socio Bosque Program, 

described in the section below. However, programs or proposals and the declaration of 

territories as protected areas is not enough. There is still a lack of financing, monitoring 

and management in the protected areas as well as of sufficiently trained staff and 

infrastructure (MAE 2005, MAE 2009a). The Galapagos National Park is the exception 

as the National Park Administration manages its own financial resources through the 

Special Law of Galapagos. Its revenues consist mainly of entrance fees to the park 

(LOREG 1998).  

In 1975, Ecuador signed the Convention Concerning the Protection of the World 

Cultural and Natural Heritage. In this agreement, the country requested the inclusion of 

five national parks as biosphere reserves. In 2007 Galapagos was declared biosphere 

reserve and natural heritage site at risk by the UNESCO and it was included in the List 

of World Heritage Sites in Danger (Wolford et al. 2013). The country prepared reports 

showing some of the improvements in regard with the main threats to the archipelago. 

Measures to control the increasing number of tourists and immigrants and to control 

have been taken (MAE 2010b). In 2010, the UNESCO committee acknowledged the 

progress of the Ecuadorian government and Galapagos was removed from the List of 

World Heritage Sites in Danger (UNESCO-WHC 2010). Although Galapagos is no 

longer on the list, the national government together with the competent institutions is 

working on the improvement of Galapagos‘ current situation.  

The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands is also part of the signed treaties of Ecuador. The 
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country carried out the inventory of wetlands and subsequently formulated the National 

Strategy for the Conservation of Wetlands and the National Commission RAMSAR, the 

recognition of which by the national authorities is at the moment still pending. A total of 

13 sites have been declared part of RAMSAR since it was signed. One of these sites is 

located on Isabela Island in the Galapagos Archipelago (MAE RAMSAR 2008). As 

mentioned above there is still problems related to the implementation of the laws and 

regulations, such as the coordination of different institutions and the overlapping of 

responsibilities among them (MAE 2008b, MAE 2008c).  

In 2003, Ecuador participated in the Fifth World Park Congress (WPC) organized by the 

World Conservation Union (IUCN) in Durban, South Africa. Five main outcomes were 

identified: Durban Accord; Durban Action Plan; Message to CBD; Recommendations; 

and Emerging Issues. The WPC urged the countries the adoption of actions that 

recognize the persons and prioritize conservation areas taking into account human rights 

through the promotion of the participation of local and indigenous communities in the 

creation of protected areas, and the alleviation of poverty. Also, it sought the 

international commitment in key topics related to protected areas; training of persons in 

charge of management, the impulse of the valuation of the economic value of these 

spaces at the local, national and international level. It should also help to increase 

investment and funding. Also, tourism was one of the topics highlighted at the WPC. It 

was considered a double-edged sword for the conservation and the development of local 

people (DeRose and World Resources Institute 2003, MAE 2006).  According to Eagles 

(2004), who assisted as a tourism expert, there is still a deficiency in the information 

about the impacts generated by visitors as well as the motivations and preferences of 

visitors which information ultimately is important for the adequately management of the 

tourism activity. This situation can be demonstrated in the country where for instance 

the efforts are focused on the environmental issues leaving aside the socio-economic 

(tourists and local people) issues.  

Ecuador has also some cross-border projects: Management and Conservation of 

Watersheds between Ecuador and Colombia, Ecuador and Peru; the Peace Project in the 

south of the country with its transboundary (Ecuador and Peru) project for Conservation 

of the Condor Highlands the main objective of which is to establish a biological corridor 

in the area; and the transboundary project of Colombia, Ecuador and Peru trying to 

foster management of protected areas in the framework of the Amazon Cooperation 

Treaty (MAE 2010b, MAE 2006).  
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As mentioned above, Ecuador has diverse legal, institutional and planning instruments 

at for instance the national and international levels that are related directly and 

indirectly to the conservation and management of protected areas. Nevertheless, there 

are still few measures that have been taken to implement these plans and strategies. 

Sometimes, in the worst-case scenario, no measures are taken or they are omitted. 

Commonly these actions are disorganized, and the legal framework is contradictory and 

too diffuse (MAE 2006, MAE 2009a). Moreover, the socio-economic situation of the 

country during 1997-2007, as described in section 3.4 influenced also the environmental 

administration which prevented the fulfillment of some of the commitments made by 

the country.  

Similar to other developing countries, the establishment of protected areas in Ecuador 

appears ―only on paper‖ (paper parks). There may be some relevant legal and 

institutional framework but there are also serious troubles concerning implementation 

and management that come up when trying to transform paper plans into reality 

(Puppim de Oliveira 2002, Rodr  guez and Rodr  guez-Clark 2001, Greve and Svenning 

2011, Bryant and Bailey 1997). Ecuador cope with problems such as funding and local 

support, infrastructure, and insufficiently trained staff (Puppim de Oliveira 2003) that 

lead to difficulties in the control, patrol and management of the protected areas, and 

consequently social struggles emerge. To exemplify this situation, in 1984, the 

Ecuadorian government spent an average of only US $ 0.09 per hectare of national park 

land, and staff levels were so low that in the Yasuni National Park, only three rangers 

were responsible for safeguarding the biggest protected area with more than 200,000 

hectares (Long 1992). Most of the protected areas in the country were declared 

protected ignoring the present local communities, so that for the state, there exists  

unresolved conflicts in regard land tenure that results in permanent struggles about the 

use and management of natural resources. For instance, the Galapagos National Park 

was created following the recommendations of a group of scientists and researchers 

without taking into account the needs and point of view of the population (Oviedo 

2000). Other aspects of conflict, among others, are extraction activities concerning 

hydrocarbon and mineral resources, logging, and road building. In the 1960s, after the 

discovery of oil, the Amazon region suffered a big environmental transformation, such 

as the increase of deforestation and settlement in the area (Long 1992, Perreault 2003). 

Moreover, the invasion of settlers, the expansion of agriculture and livestock frontiers, 

fishery, timber production, and aquaculture are serious threats that also affect the 
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conservation of biodiversity in Ecuador (IGM 2010). 

Since the early 19
th 

century, the country has lost natural vegetation due to a high rate of 

deforestation. According to FAO (2009) Ecuador is one of the countries with the highest 

rate in the region (1.7%). The deforestation rate in Ecuadorian Amazonia has been the 

worst. In 2000-2010, 2.4% of forest loss was reported (RAISG 2012). 

The management of the Protected Area National System still faces several problems 

which often lead to the failure of management of protected areas, such as scarce 

funding, insufficient staff working at the PA, low building capacity and technical 

training, poor coordination between several levels (national, regional, local), low 

political and local support, duplication of efforts or lack of action to resolve relevant 

issues related to the conservation of PAs.  

3.8. Tourism 

International tourism started in the 1950s with a slow growth. The country entered the 

tourism market advertising the Andean landscape and the cultural contrast, as the result 

of a mixing of Amerindians and the Spaniards. Ecuador‘s capital Quito became an 

important tourist attraction due to the well-conserved cultural and architectural heritage. 

Quito became the center of touristic operation where different kinds of tours are 

traditionally organized: trekking in the highlands and excursions in western and eastern 

foothills (Oriente) of the county (Parra 1997, ICEX 2007). 

Galapagos as a tourism attraction plays a relevant role in the motivation of tourists to 

visit Ecuador. In fact, the first attempts to increase tourism in the country were made in 

Galapagos (Grenier 2007, Honey 2008, Oviedo 2000, Buckley 2010). Commercial 

tourism in the form of ―floating hotels‖ started in the 1960s when the ―Lindblad Travel 

Company‖ began offering multiday cruises on their 66-passenger ship. Later the 

Ecuadorian companies ―Metropolitan Touring‖ and ―Turismundial‖ joined the market, 

growing from 13 vessels in 1974 to 42 in 1980 (Honey 2008: 125). In the same decade, 

the Amazon region began to play a role in the international tourism to a lesser extent, 

the towns of Tena and Baños being the main departures to visit the rain forests (Parra 

1997, Viteri 1997, Reyes 2010, Smith 2003). On the other hand, domestic tourism 

started to develop. The popular advertising slogan ―sun, sand and sea tourism‖ appeared 

in the same period together with several beach resorts located in the coastline at 

different destinations (Atacames, Salinas, Manta, Bahía de Caraquez) being mostly 

visited by Ecuadorians during holydays and vacations (Parra 1997, Buckley 2010). 



 

74 
 

The tourism sector has been an remarkable contribution to the growth of the economy. 

In 2002, Ecuador‘s tourism revenues were 596 million US$ and 849.7 million US$ (3.8 

per cent of GNP) from international arrivals (Figure 12). Tourism activity ranks sixth 

within the Ecuadorian economy (MINTUR 2013, BCE 2012). The figures were taken 

only from travel and transport accounts. Unfortunately, the country does not have a 

tourism satellite account
7
 for detailed analysis of the real contribution of tourism to the 

economy. 

 

Figure 12. Revenues coming from tourism in the last 10 years for Ecuador 
Source: Own illustration after data from the National Bank of Ecuador (BCE 2012) and 

Ministry of Tourism of Ecuador (MINTUR 2013) 

 

In a period of ten years (Figure 13) a steady growth concerning the number of  

international arrivals has been registered, with a growth of around 50% from 2002 to 

2012, surpassing the number of 1,000,000 international arrivals in 2010 (MINTUR 

2013) which also coincides with the global trend of the increasing number of tourists 

worldwide (UNWTO 2012c). The main four groups of the overall number of 

international tourists visiting Ecuador are: North Americans (United States and 

Canada), Europeans (Spain, France, Italy, Germany, United Kingdom and The 

Netherlands), South Americans (Brazil, Chile and Argentina) and neighboring countries 

(Colombia and Peru) (MINTUR 2009). In the regional context though, Ecuador has still 

a small portion of the 15,000,000 tourists visiting South America, and even less in 

                                                           
7
 A tourism satellite account describes the structure of the industry in a nation, measures its 

economic size, and serves as an information system to collect and correlate statistics describing 
potentially all quantifiable data related to direct services such as transport, restaurants, hotels, travel, 
tour guiding but also indirect and complementary services like entertainment, laundry, internet cafes, 
agriculture product suppliers, etc. (Jafari 2000: 519) 
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comparison with global top leading destinations of tourism arrivals like France with 

79.5 million, United States with 62.3 million, China with 57.6 million and Spain with 

56.7 million (UNWTO 2012c, UNWTO 2012b, MINTUR 2013).  

 

Figure 13. Number of international tourists for a period of 10 years 

Source: Own illustration after data from the Ministry of Tourism of Ecuador (MINTUR 

2013) 

 

In earlier years, the country has been positioned as a nature and cultural destination 

(Parra 1997). Short distances, the equator line, diversity of flora and fauna, variety of 

natural landscapes and several ethnical groups favor this positioning (ICEX 2007, 

MINTUR 2007, MINTUR 2009, Reyes 2010, Pro Ecuador 2012). In order to promote 

tourism both nationally and internationally, the strategic plan of marketing of the 

country has been divided in four worlds (markets) that are directly related with the four 

natural regions of the country (MINTUR 2009). ―The Galapagos world‖ is regarded as 

one of the most popular destinations among foreigners as well as Ecuadorian citizens 

(MINTUR 2012b), highlighted as a unique place due to its variety flora and fauna and 

its particular landscape (Buckley 2010). Moreover, Galapagos was declared World 

Natural Heritage by the UNESCO in 1978. ―The Andes world‖ has several destinations 

including the cities of Quito and Cuenca, which were declared World Cultural Heritage 

by the UNESCO in 1978 and 1999, respectively. It is highlighted for the visit, trekking 

mountaineering and observation of the Andean landscape as well as for the different 

Indian cultures, markets, crafts and rural tourist accomodation in the region (Buckley 

2010). The Cotopaxi volcano and the Cuicocha lake, both part of natural parks, are 

some of the most visited natural attractions (ICEX 2007, MINTUR 2007, MINTUR 
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2009). ―The Coast world‖ is characterized by the presence of several coastal 

destinations such as Guayaquil and Manta, being the main ports of Ecuador. There are 

many ―sun, sand and sea‖ destinations targeted to different groups along the coastline. It 

is highlighted the culinary specialties of the coastal region and some natural attractions 

like the dry forest of Machalilla National Park (MINTUR 2007, ICEX 2007, Pro 

Ecuador 2012). ―The Amazon world‖ has the vast rain forests with diverse natural 

attractions: waterfalls, flooded rainforests, jungle, flora, and fauna. Yasuní, Cuyabeno 

and Sumaco are the protected areas most visited by tourists. Among the activities 

associated with this region are observation of nature, rafting, kayak, and trekking as 

well as visiting local indigenous communities that still conserve their cultural traditions 

(MINTUR 2007, ICEX 2007, Pro Ecuador 2012, Borman 2008). 

Moreover, recently the country received some recognitions as a tourist destination: 

 1
st
 place in Best Places to Retire Overseas, according to the Global Retirement 

Index  (International Living 2013) 

 1
st
 place for the Galapagos Islands in World‘s Best islands by Travel and 

Leisure (Travel + Leisure 2010) 

 2
nd

 place in Best Example of Geotourism in the World, Yachana Project in the 

Amazon region (ASHOKA 2013) 

 4
th

 place in Best in Travel 2013  Top ten countries (Lonely Planet 2013) 

 Quito as one of the top ten destinations to visit in 2013 by the National 

Geographic Traveler (Quito Turismo 2012) 

However, the country has to compete with many other important destinations in the 

world. In South America several countries have similar products/destinations (natural 

and cultural) with a competitive advantage in relation to Ecuador. For instance, Costa 

Rica, Colombia, Belize are specialized also in nature-based tourism with a better 

destination positioning and image management. On the other hand Peru, where Machu 

Picchu attracts the visitors interested in the cultural heritage of the Andean countries 

(MINTUR 2009, ICEX 2007). 

National and Legal Framework 

The first attempt to provide the tourism sector with a legal framework was carried out in 

1997 with the enactment of the Tourism Development Law. Nevertheless, it was 

revoked in 2002 because it was outdated and it should have been in concordance with 

the constitution issued in 1998. An important declaration in the constitution of that year 
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was that tourism is a state policy (Congreso Nacional 1998, Ley de Turismo 2002). The 

Tourism Development Law was formulated with the objective to establish the legal 

framework for the promotion, development and regulation of the tourism sector by 

defining the powers and rights of the state, of service providers and users/costumers 

(Ley de Turismo 2002). The Ministry of Tourism is the governmental institution at the 

national level responsible for the development of competitiveness on the tourism sector, 

to promote the role of the tourism sector as a driving force of economic, social and 

environmental development (Rodríguez et al. 2008, MINTUR 2012a). Some regional 

and local governments can also have an influence on the activities through regulation, 

planning, international promotion, statistics and control, if only they have enough 

administrative capacity (Ley de Turismo 2002). According to the new constitution, a 

new legal framework was developed to foster decentralization. The Organic Code of 

Territorial Organization, Autonomy and Decentralization (COOTAD for its Spanish 

acronym) transfers more responsibilities and competencies to the local governments. 

Refering to tourism (Article 135) and environmental management (Article 136), there 

are some of the responsibilities to be assumed by the local governments (COOTAD 

2010). As a result, many local governments set up so-called Tourism and Environment 

Offices in order to manage both issues in a technical way.   

A specific regulation was developed in 2003 for the implementation of what was stated 

in the General Enforcement Regulation of Tourism Law (Reglamento General de 

Aplicación a la Ley de Turismo, RGLT). This regulation was issued to be consolidated 

with previous environmental legal regulations such as the RETANP and the TULAS 

(RGLT 2003). This regulation supports in the application and implementation of the 

Tourism Law and the update of all norms and secondary regulations. The legal 

framework has a section in Ecotourism, where all activities related with management of 

tourism in protected areas, certifications, and technical norms are detailed. The Ministry 

of Tourism and the Ministry of Environment should coordinate and regulate inside the 

NHA management things such as tourism guides licensing, tour operations licensing, 

etc. as well as tourist rates and operation rates and whose operation responsibilities 

within national parks, as is exemplified in the previous section (RGLT 2003). A strategy 

and a technical norm were developed in order to implement this regulation. In 2003, the 

country developed the first national ecotourism strategy. Its main objective was to 

establish the rules for the development of tourism through the zoning and conservation 

of the territories for ecotourism, development and management of ecotourism, 
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promotion of the country as a space for ecotourism (Ambiente y Sociedad 2003). By 

applying the National Ecotourism Strategy, an instrument to advance implementation 

and development was developed: The Technical Norm of Ecotourism was a tool with 

specific basic requirements and standards for the operation of ecotourism activities and 

establishments (hotels, restaurants, transport and guiding), such as service quality, 

observation of impacts on the environment and the local communities (MINTUR 2004). 

This norm certified several enterprises as ecotourism operators. However, due to 

administrative problems in the MINTUR, the certification was revoked and the norm is 

no longer applicable (MINTUR 2011b).  

In 2006, the National Bird Watching Strategy was launched as a tool for sustainable 

development through the conservation of biodiversity and the development of rural 

communities highlighting the exceptional diversity of birds and the scenic landscape. 

Following the strategy, it was considered to set up birding trails in areas with a 

considerable number of species or endemic species (MCF 2006). According to Freile 

and Santander (2005), the country has two important areas for birds: Important Bird 

Areas (IBAs) and Endemic Bird Areas (EBAs)
8
. Based on these criteria, an evaluation 

of the strategy was conducted four years later. Some new sites were included due to the 

presence of IBAs and EBAs, an evaluation of the conservation conditions, the 

infrastructure and specific characteristics of the market were determined as the 

guidelines to consolidate the country worldwide as a birding destination (MINTUR and 

MCF 2010, Freile and Santander 2005). A new strategy of nature tourism and 

ecotourism was developed in 2011 and is still under discussion at the Ministry of 

Tourism (MINTUR 2011b). 

In 2006-2007, the Strategic Plan for the Development of Sustainable Tourism was 

developed in Ecuador (Plan Estratégico de Desarrollo Turístico Sostenible para Ecuador 

PLANDETUR 2020 for its Spanish acronym), which established the development and 

promotion of sustainable tourism as a key element for Ecuador‘s tourism (T & L 2007). 

The main challenge is to reorient the sectoral policy through international and national 

agreement, in which the vast majority of states recognize the need to join efforts to 

achieve a sustainable development, and lay the foundation for the implementation of 

sustainable tourism in Ecuador. The plan seeks to promote within the next years a 

                                                           
8
 IBAs or Important Bird Areas refers to areas with a huge number of bird species whereas EBAs or 

Endemic Bird Areas refers to areas with a significant number of endemic species (Freile and Santader 
2005). 
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comprehensive sustainable development maintaining harmony between human 

development and nature. The plan is a tool that indicates the way tourism activity in the 

country is supposed to take. The document results from a participatory process where all 

stakeholders in the tourism sector (big and small entrepreneurs, communities, 

municipalities, ministries and universities) came together and discussed the main issues 

of the activity. It took into consideration all documents generated until then. It was 

supported by the World Tourism Organization and the United Nations Development 

Program (Reyes 2010). The plan would help to strengthen sustainable tourism via the 

generation of employment opportunities, improvement of the wellbeing of the 

communities, and sustainable management of operations and activities in the natural and 

cultural heritage sites of the country (MINTUR 2007). The main axes of the plan are 

governance of the tourism system, marketing and promotion, promotion investment and 

financial management, sociocultural and environmental management, training and 

education of human resources, and development of destinations. Moreover, the plan 

considers the previous plans, strategies and norms developed in the tourism sector as 

well as the new guidelines given by the Planning National Secretary in the ―Plan 

Nacional para el Buen Vivir‖ (MINTUR 2007, SENPLADES 2009). The plan detailed 

22 programs and 78 specific projects. The plan should achieve its objectives by 2020.  

The Integral and Strategic Plan for Tourism Marketing for Ecuador (PIMTE for its 

Spanish acronym) was created as a complementary tool of the PLANDETUR 2020. It 

constitutes the tool for the promotion, marketing and consolidation of products both in 

the national and international markets (MINTUR 2009). 

According to the current National Development Plan, one of the strategies to generate 

wealth and satisfy people‘s basic needs is to transform biodiversity, a big advantage of 

the country, in an added value product through community-based tourism, conserving 

and protecting the natural and cultural heritage while generating some income for the 

local communities (SENPLADES 2009).  

The Ministry of Tourism has several programs designed to foster the tourism activity in 

the country. Productive Business (Negocios Productivos) is a program that seeks to 

strengthen tourism business through identification of investment opportunities in 

tourism ventures as well as technical assistance in projects and credit management. In 

the same sense, a second program called Production Loans by the National Bank of 

Promotion seeks to advice small organized communities working in tourism on the 

management of small loans and associative loans. The Community Tourism Program 
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(Turismo Comunitario) tries to improve the products offered by the providers of 

community-based tourism. The ministry supports local communities by means of 

technical assistance, training, and loans for quality improvement, promotion and 

marketing. Finally, the Tourism Boot Program (Mi Canoa Turística) is a program that 

will improve the quality of service of the providers, such as fluvial transport (sea, river 

and lakes). It means that a variety of products as well as costumer security and quality 

standards should be taken into consideration (MINTUR 2012a). Even though the 

country has a law and some regulations that should control, regulate and promote the 

tourism sector, the secondary regulation and technical norms are insufficient and 

outdated. 

International Framework 

At an international level, Ecuador is a member of the World Tourism Organization 

(WTO) and has participated and signed several agreements on tourism development. 

The most important agreement is the Global Code of Ethics for Tourism which states 

that tourism activities should be carried out in a responsible way, preserving the 

environment and sharing economical revenues to the host communities. This agreement 

was the result of a meeting in Chile in 1999 and was adopted by resolution at the 13
th

 

WTO General Assembly (UNWTO 2001).  

In accordance with this code, the former Minister of Tourism Freddy Ehlers and his 

staff members are working hard in a program called ―Conscious Tourism‖. It describes 

tourism as a life experience that contributes to personal cultivation of mind and 

character and makes us better human beings. This concept is based on ethical and 

sustainable principles, and promotes the values of peace, friendship, respect, and love 

for life, as the essence of tourism practice. The program urges an agreement on 

coexistence, responsibility, mutual respect and fellowship between the tourism industry 

and its consumers and the natural and cultural heritage (Turismo Consciente 2012). 

Ecuador has participated actively in the last two congresses on Ethics and Tourism, 

organized by the World Tourism Organization. The first one was held in Madrid, Spain 

in 2011. It was organized jointly by the Spanish General Secretariat of Tourism and the 

Domestic Trade and the World Tourism Organization in the light of the acknowledged 

importance of developing more responsible and ethical tourism worldwide. It took place 

a decade after the adoption of the Global Code of Ethics for Tourism by the UN General 

Assembly. This Congress urges efforts to place ethics at the core of tourism 
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development. The second congress was organized by both the World Tourism 

Organization (UNWTO) and the Ministry of Tourism of Ecuador. It took place in the 

Ecuadorian capital, Quito in September 2012. Several entities, governments, national 

and local authorities, international organizations and NGOs, business sector and 

education and training institutions participated in this event. The opportunities and 

challenges of responsible tourism development were discussed. In-depth discussions 

particularly focused on environmental sustainability, protection of and respect for 

human rights (especially the rights of women, children and indigenous people), social 

inclusion, universal tourism accessibility (with emphasis on persons with disabilities or 

reduced mobility and the elderly) and the role played by the private sector to ensure the 

sustainability of tourism and corporate social responsibility (UNWTO 2012a, Turismo 

Consciente 2012). The Ecuadorian government wants to position the country as a 

destination where the principles of Conscious Tourism are the base of all tourism 

activities. Yet there are still some policies and strategies that have to be modified to 

achieve this goal.  

In order to join forces between the environment and tourism sector, several agreements 

between the Ministry of Tourism and the Ministry of Environment have taken into 

account the need of coordination and articulation between these two Ministries. One of 

the most recent is the Agreement No. 2007005, where both governmental bodies assume 

the process of collaboration to foster sustainable tourism in the country (Acuerdo 

Interministerial 2007).  

The tourism sector as well as the environmental sector faces problems such as tracing, 

funding, control, a lack of staff and disconnection between institutions that are meant to 

coordinate and work together. One of the fundamental aspects of the activity is to have a 

tourism satellite account to monitor how much of the earnings from tourism are of 

benefit to the economy. For instance, in regard to the funds dedicated to the 

development of the sector, there is no relation of the earmarks and the earnings gained 

from tourism in the country. The Ministry of Tourism receives only 0.07% of the total. 

This situation leads inevitably to limited capacities concerning control, monitoring and 

training (Rodríguez et al. 2008). 

Unlike the Ministry of Environment, the Ministry of Tourism has had six ministers 

since 2007, in which had the effect of some sort of instability in this sector. Several 

ongoing projects like PLANDETUR 2020 are still unfinished. The new authorities‘ 

priority is now Conscious Tourism, disregarding the fact that some of its principles were 
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already incorporated in the PLANDETUR 2020. This action demonstrated the lack of 

perspective and technical knowledge about the tourism situation in the country. At the 

national level, some of the policies do not support the sustainable development of the 

activity. While the government promotes the development of sustainable tourism in the 

country together with the National Plan of Good Living (Sumak Kawsay), on the other 

hand the New Law of Mining was approved recently (June 13
th

, 2013) that will allow 

mining exploitation in protected areas. Tourism and environment are not in the same 

way main objectives of the current government like for instance the extraction activities 

(oil, mining). The government still has to solve some urgent problems like alleviation of 

poverty, rapid economic development, health care, education and infrastructure. Thus, 

all of these issues constitute by the moment the focus of the public policies and 

economic investment as well as generation of earnings through extraction and 

exploitation of natural resources, which is a common strategy among developing 

countries (Puppim de Oliveira 2002, Bryant and Bailey 1997, Davis and Gartside 2001). 

3.9. Summary of Chapter 3 

Chapter 3 gives a comprehensive overview over the socio-economic, historic, 

geographical, political, legal and institutional conditions for the development of tourism 

in protected areas in Ecuador. The biogeographical characteristics of the country are 

particularly interesting for the development of sustainable tourism in both areas. 

Moreover the country has a legal framework for the implementation and management of 

tourism as well as the nation has signed several international agreements on the subject 

of maintenance and conservation of the protected areas, but also for the sustainable 

development of tourism. In addition, Ecuador recognizes the rights of nature since the 

approval of the new constitution in 2008. Despite all of these important national and 

international documents, the political and institutional framework sometimes impede the 

adequate management and implementation. For instance, the country had suffered some 

period of political instability (1997-2007) that hindered the fulfillment of some of the 

international agreements. Furthermore, in the past the creation of some of the protected 

areas did not involve the consultation and participation of local communities. However, 

the economic and political stability of the country improved significantly during the last 

six years, but yet, tourism and environment play a secondary role in the national 

political agenda. The national government has at the moment other socio-economic 

priorities as for instance the alleviation of poverty, the development of infrastructure 
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and the rapid economic development. Considerations concerning the generation of the 

conditions necessary for this are based mainly on the exploitation of natural resources 

(oil, mines, water). The result is an inconsistency between development and 

environmental policies. In order to evaluate the main factors of success or failure for 

management and governance of tourism in both case studies, a detailed description of 

the methodology applied will be given in Chapter 4.   



 

84 
 

  



 

85 
 

4. Methodological Approach of the Research 

Different methods have been used to answer the proposed research questions and to 

achieve the main objectives. Combinations of qualitative and quantitative approaches 

were performed. They are explained in detail in the following sections, as well as the 

theoretical background of the selected methodology. 

4.1. Qualitative Research 

Qualitative research is traditionally applied to the social sciences. The term is an 

umbrella (Punch 2005) that involves in-depth understanding of social life or social 

behavior in different types of settings: natural social, semi-natural, artificial settings and 

social artifacts (Blaikie 2009). Qualitative research emerged in contraposition to the 

quantitative ―formal‖ research, whose central point is to analyze numbers, variables, 

mathematical models or representative samples in a deductive linear approach (Figure 

13). In contrast, qualitative research focuses on small samples (cases, persons) rather 

than large ones, and analyzes data following a circular inductive approach (Blaikie 

2009, Flick 2009). It encompasses a variety of methods and techniques of analysis and 

interpretation (Flick 2009, Punch 2005, Miles and Huberman 1994, Blaikie 2009), that 

are used in several disciplines which is more effective than quantitative research (Jafari 

2000, Flick 2009, Punch 2005). Qualitative research partially replaced quantitative 

research in disciplines such as business, administration, medicine, tourism, and 

psychology (Punch 2005, Blaikie 2009, Flick 2009, Jafari 2000). Some tools for the 

collection and analyses of empirical materials are interviews, personal observation or 

documentary data (Flick 2009), which can at times overlap (Punch 2005).  

The use of social qualitative research methods for tourism studies is relatively new. The 

quantitative research approach has been traditionally used to evaluate several aspects 

such as consumer‘s satisfaction, market development, tourists profile, etc. Qualitative 

research methods were considered weak but their use had spread not only to the field of 

tourism but to other disciplines, being the in-depth interview method the most used in 

different studies (Decrop 1999, Jennings and Junek 2007). 

However, in the last years the use of qualitative research methods is widespread not 

only in the field of tourism studies but also in other disciplines, in-depth interviews 

being one of the most used methods as showed by different authors in their studies 

(Jamal and Hollinshead 2001, Stronza and Gordillo 2008, Zahra 2012, Jennings et al. 



 

86 
 

2006, Nyaupane et al. 2006). In contrast to the sampling used in quantitative research 

where a representative sampling is needed, the qualitative research makes use of the 

―theoretical saturation‖ which is achieved when no additional data come from the 

information provided by the different methods applied (Flick 2009, Strauss and Corbin 

1990, Denscombe 2007). 

 

 

Figure 14. Models of process and theory 

Own illustration after Flick (2009) 

4.1.1 Grounded Theory 

Grounded theory is a novel methodological approach for qualitative social research 

conceived as an alternative to the traditional sociological methodologies, focused on a 

quantitative logic-deductive and linear approach within the positivism and post-

positivism paradigms. In the other hand, grounded theory emerges as a type of 

inductive-holistic circular research (Figure 14), which means that a theory is generated 

from the ground based on empirical evidences (Egan 2002, Strauss and Corbin 1990, 

Jennings and Junek 2007, Punch 2005) keeping to the interpretative paradigm. The  

founders of grounded theory, Strauss and Corbin, defined it as follows: 

―A grounded theory is one that is inductively derived from the study of the 

phenomenon it represents. That is, it is discovered, developed and provisionally 

verified through systematic data collection and analysis of data pertaining to data 
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phenomenon. Therefore data collection, analysis and theory stand in reciprocal 

relationship to one another‖ (Strauss and Corbin 1990:23). 

 

This approach has often been used in the fields of medicine and psychology, but since 

the methodology was published, the numbers of publications in the variety of fields in 

which it is applied grew steadily (Turner 1981, Flick 2009). Nowadays, it is the most 

widely used qualitative interpretive framework for social sciences (Strauss and Corbin 

1990, Egan 2002, Flick 2011), nature conservation, protected areas, tourism, and 

climate change (Stoll-Kleemann 2001, Bertzky 2008, Mehring and Stoll-Kleemann 

2010, Fritz-Vietta 2012, Decrop 1999, Jennings and Junek 2007).   

The grounded theory approach is based on a non-preconceived theoretical framework 

about the research problem (Strauss and Corbin 1990). The researcher collects evidence 

about the subject based on his/her general knowledge and understanding about the 

subject or topic to be investigated. Based on this evidence an emerging theory is 

developed following a circular process that includes the theoretical sampling 

(preliminary assumptions), the identification of categories, cases and codes and the 

constant comparison of concepts until the new theory emerges (Figure 19) (Strauss and 

Corbin 1990, Egan 2002, Jennings and Junek 2007, Flick 2011). Within the theoretical 

sampling the extension and features of the basic population and the sample size are not 

known in advance, there is repeated drawing of sampling elements and sampling is 

finished when the theoretical saturation is achieved (Flick 2009). 

Coding is a key initial process within the analysis of qualitative data (Egan 2002, Punch 

2005). It refers to the interpretation of data through the establishment of tags, names, 

labels or categories (Punch 2005, Flick 2009, Friese 2012) and includes three sub 

processes: naming, comparing and memoing. Naming or coding sensu stricto is the 

process of conceptualization and development of abstract meanings based on the 

incidents or observations registered from the investigated topic (Egan 2002, Friese 

2012), which ultimately means analysis (Punch 2005). Comparing or abstracting refers 

to the development of common names or categories by multiple incidents or 

observations that lead to the development and abstraction of general categories or 

conceptual development (Egan 2002, Punch 2005). Memoing is the act of taking notes 

for elaboration. These notes may come from the observations on the field or later as 

theoretical ideas emerge which contribute to the development of ground theory (Egan 

2002, Friese 2012).   
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4.1.2  Case Studies 

Case studies are common in qualitative social research (Punch 2005, Flick 2009, Blaikie 

2009). They help to develop theory and aims based on empirical data and in-depth and 

holistic understanding of a particular situation, which can be specific for a place or the 

generality in comparison with other places. Case studies can comprise a social unit, like 

an individual, a role, a small group, an organization, a community or a nation (Miles 

and Huberman 1994, Flick 2009), and also a phenomenon or process bounded by time 

and activity; during the process detailed information, using a variety of data collection 

procedures, is gathered during a sustaining period of time in its natural setting (Blaikie 

2009, Punch 2005). Beyond a method or technique, case studies constitute a mean to 

organize social data (Blaikie 2009, Flick 2009). In-depth interviews, survey 

questionnaires, personal observation, and focus group research can be used as 

techniques to collect relevant information from the selected case studies (Flick 2009, 

Blaikie 2009). They constitute also a type of natural social setting, which means 

entering an area of social activity and studying people going about their everyday lives 

(Blaikie 2009). Case studies are also useful tools for comparison (Flick 2009) if they 

show the following characteristics: 1) a case study should be a bounded system, so that 

the researcher has to define its limits as clear as possible; 2) it should have an identified 

unit of analysis or main topic of analysis; 3) the researcher should preserve the 

wholeness, unity and integrity of the case, which means an holistic perspective; 4) 

multiple sources of data and multiple data collection are desirable, especially in natural 

settings (Punch 2005). The boundaries of the selected case studies used for this 

dissertation were the geographical limits of the biosphere reserves, as protected area 

management category. The strategies of governance and management of tourism as well 

as factors of success or failure in the management of tourism activity and the 

contribution for biodiversity conservation are the study subjects with a holistic 

perspective, given by the methods that were applied: a combination of qualitative and 

quantitative research.  

Tourism is one of the sustainable activities permitted within UNESCO Biosphere 

Reserves. By the national government, it is also considered, as the economic activity 

with the potential to contribute to the development of the country. Galapagos Biosphere 

Reserve, the oldest one which is located in the Pacific Ocean, was chosen for the case 

study since it is a striking tourism destination in Ecuador. However, several problems 

derived from this activity, which being far from contributing to conservation could be a 
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threat for the fragile ecosystem through the inadequate management of the activity in 

the islands. In contrast to this case study, another ecosystem in the mainland was 

chosen: the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve was selected because it is also a biosphere 

reserve and has important natural tourist attractions and its north-west area constitutes 

one of the main entrances to the Amazon region. Tourism plays a secondary role in the 

local economy whereas agriculture, livestock, oil extraction and mining are the main 

economic activities. The expansion of tourism in the region could have great effects on 

the conservation of the rainforests instead of the development of extraction activities. 

Different methods for data collection were used: questionnaires, semi-structured 

interviews in different target groups, observation in the field and the data obtained from 

literature for further comparisons between the present case studies and other studies 

reported in literature. 

4.1.3 Triangulation: Mixing Methods and Research 

Triangulation is a concept derived from the analogy to a triangle. The term was coined 

in the social sciences by Webb and her colleagues in 1966 (Webb et al. 1966). It implies 

looking at the same phenomenon or research question from more than one angle; it 

means to study a phenomenon applying multiple methods, or to perform convergent 

validation (Jick 1979). By collecting different sorts of data, researchers can get various 

perspectives for the same phenomenon (Denzin 1978). Triangulation combines methods 

within the qualitative research and also between qualitative and quantitative research 

(Flick 2009, Jick 1979). There are four types of triangulation: data sources, methods, 

investigators and theories (Denzin 1978). The most common is the combination of 

methods that is labeled as ―between (or across) methods‖ (Denzin 1978:302). Perhaps it 

is possible to combine quantitative (questionnaires) and qualitative (participant 

observation, interviews, focus group research) approaches (Decrop 1999, Flick 2009). 

Studies employing the triangulation approach, combining quantitative and qualitative 

research tools that complement each other, are assumed to assure more credibility, 

transferability, reliability, and objectivity (Lincoln and Guba 1985, Flick 2009). Most of 

the studies using both approaches are benefiting from the advantages of each research 

tool and compensating the flaws of each approach (Jick 1979, Punch 2005, Flick 2009). 

As Jick (1979: 602) pointed out ―qualitative and quantitative methods should be viewed 

as complementary rather than as rival camps‖.  
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For the present study, the triangulation method conceived as the combination of 

qualitative and quantitative research methods focused upon two case studies (Galapagos 

and Sumaco) was used. Questionnaires as part of the quantitative research methods 

were applied to tourists and local people whereas observation and semi structured 

interviews were the methods used for qualitative research, combining both approaches 

for the analysis of results and achievement of the research goals. Moreover, within the 

semi-structured interviews, another type of triangulation is present, related with the 

different participants‘ viewpoints and perspectives, which is also part of the qualitative 

analysis (Figure 15). 

 

Figure 15: Triangulation process for the present study 

4.1.4 Semi-structured Interviews 

In-depth semi-structured interviews were applied to different target groups in each 

biosphere reserve. Interviews were suitable to investigate the main factors of success or 

failure in the management of tourism in biosphere reserves as well the perception of the 

the main stakeholders on the particular links and relationships of the main socio-

economic activities with tourism. The interviewees were chosen using purposive and 

snowball methods, both non-probability sampling methods. The first method is 

commonly applied when the researcher knows a priori something about the definite 

people, situation, place or events, and deliberately selects some individuals that are 

likely to produce the most valuable data. The second method consists in letting the 

sample merge through a process of reference from one person to the other until a 

theoretical saturation is achieved (Denscombe 2007, Blaikie 2009). The selected 

interviewees are directly or indirectly involved in the tourism activity within the 
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protected area. Some are authorities or official staff members responsible for the 

protected area or engaged with management of tourism. Others are planners, 

representatives of governmental and non-governmental organizations, managers or 

owners from different sectors (hotels, restaurants, travel agencies, laundries, etc.) as 

well as residents who engaged in the tourism sector or concerned with some related 

activities, such as agriculture, livestock, fishery and transport. 

A guideline-based interview was designed with open questions in two different phases. 

A first approximation with the main stakeholders was performed in July and from 

October till December 2010 in Galapagos and Sumaco, respectively. At this first stage a 

general overview over the situation, factors of success and failure and general concerns 

(environmental, economic and socio-cultural), knowledge about sustainable tourism 

from the experts (tourism and environment) and managers (tourism sector) was 

obtained. The second phase followed the same pattern of a stay in both biosphere 

reserves in 2011. At this stage, continuing with the results obtained in the first stage, the 

focus was laid on the different sectors related directly or indirectly with tourism. Also 

an examination of the impact of tourism on the local population was made as well as the 

forms of management of the tourism activity were analyzed. Different groups of 

interviewees were established, which is in relation with the management of the 

protected area and the tourism industry in both biosphere reserves. Table 7 describes the 

main groups of interviewees: 

 

Table 7: Overview of interviewees with the corresponding definition 

Group of interviewees  Definition 

Hotels, hostels, pensions The people involved/working in handling a hotel, 

hostel or pension as owners or managers in biosphere 

reserves 

Tour operators/ Travel 

agencies 

The people involved/working in handling tour 

organization and, ticket sales as owners or managers 

Experts in tourism,  

environment or 

conservation 

The people involved/working in the management of 

tourism in the protected areas, as managers or staff 

officials in governmental or non-governmental 

institutions 

Restaurants The people involved/working in handling of 

restaurants or bars as owners or managers in 

biosphere reserves 

Local community 

members 

The people living in the biosphere reserves who are 

not involved directly with the management of the 
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protected area or tourism activity 

Agriculture, livestock and 

Fishery 

The people working with agriculture, livestock or 

fishery as means of subsistence in the biosphere 

reserves 

Naturalists guides The people working as guides in the biosphere 

reserves 

Others (laundries, coffee 

shops, handicrafts) 

The people involved/working in handling a business 

that is directly or indirectly related with tourism in 

biosphere reserves 

Transport sector The people involved/working as owners or drivers of 

cars, buses or small boats in biosphere reserves 

 

The total number of interviews applied in both biosphere reserves is presented in 

Chapter 6. The questions of the semi-structured questionnaire are presented in Table 8. 

The questions were applied without distinction between groups. However, question 8 

and 9 could be answered only by producers/providers related with the tourism sector.  

 

Table 8. Questionnaire of the semi-structured interview applied 

2010: Sustainable Tourism. Questions applied to experts and representatives from 

the tourism activity 

1 How is the actual situation of the sustainable tourism? 

2 What are the measures to achieve sustainable tourism from the perspective of  

environment, under economic and sociocultural aspects? 

3 What problems/restrictions may result from the implementation/management 

of sustainable tourism? 

4 How do the main stakeholders (hotel owners, restaurant owners, decision 

makers, etc) react to foster the sustainable tourism in your region? 

5 What are the main challenges (environmental, economic, sociocultural) to 

achieve and foster the biodiversity conservation through management of 

tourism? 

6 How do you see the future (2015) of sustainable tourism in your biosphere 

reserve? 

2011: Activities linked with tourism. Questions applied to experts and people 

working in activities related directly or indirectly with tourism. 

7 How do you see the actual situation of direct or indirect benefits 

(environmental, economic, sociocultural) coming from the tourism industry in 

your place?  

8 How much of your production/activity goes to the tourism sector? Do the 

national agencies or the government foster the relation of other activities 

related to the tourism activity? 

9 How do you qualify the insertion/impact of the tourism industry on the well-

being of the local communities? 

10 Do the local communities have access to the tourism industry? What are the 

measures that have to be taken to acess the tourism industry 
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11 Which problems/restrictions do exist in regard to the penetration of the 

tourism industry? 

12 What would be the main duties to improve the actual situation of benefits 

(environmental, economic, sociocultural)? 

 

4.1.5 ATLAS.ti9 for Qualitative Analysis 

For the qualitative data analysis a Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis 

Software (CAQDAS) tool was used. ATLAS.ti belongs to the genre of CAQDAS 

programs (Friese 2012). It is a tool that facilitates and supports the process of qualitative 

data analysis in a systematic way. For instance, large amounts of texts can be processed, 

summarized and categorized using the program (Muñoz Justicia 2003, Friese 2012). 

One of the main objectives of the program is the abstraction of the concepts derivated 

from the qualitative data that could be developed later on a theory or definition, as 

mentioned above. Coding is one of the essential processes within qualitative research by 

selecting quotations and coding them. In the practice it implies the process of assigning 

categories, concepts or ―codes‖, text passages that are in relation with the proposed 

objectives (Friese 2012). There are three different variants depending on the coding 

process: open, axial and selective coding. When starting to read a document, open 

coding will often be used for the assignment of new codes to selected texts or 

paragraphs which contain relevant information. The specific name of the code should 

reflect important issues related with the study: it can be repeated through the entire 

document and afterwards the information contained by each code can be grouped. Axial 

coding sets up connections between categories and sub-categories in order to establish 

relations between them. Selective coding makes reference to define and specify codes 

that are too narrow or too broad (Friese 2012, Flick 2009). The Hermeneutic Unit (HU) 

or the project is the unit that contains all the data (Friese 2012). Primary documents 

(PD), codes, quotes and memos are inside the container as units of analysis. Primary 

documents (PD) are the basis for the analysis inside HU. The PD could be different 

types of data: text, graphics and multimedia (Friese 2012). Codes refer to the 

names/labels/categories given to the text passages, which in turn constitute the 

quotations or quotes. Finally memos are summaries, notices, new ideas, and hypotheses 

                                                           
9
 ATLAS.ti version 7. Scientific Software Development GmbH. Berlin, Germany 
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coming during the whole process of analysis (Friese 2012). The main steps for data 

analysis with ATLAS.ti can be summarized as follows: 

1. Creation of a project or Hermeneutic Unit (HU).  

2. Assignation (upload) of the Primary documents (PD) or transcripts to the HU.  

3. Reading of PD and assignation of codes, based on the quotes or quotations of 

the PD. Three different options are possible by assigning codes to the program: 

open coding, code by list, code in vivo. 

4. Re-coding if necessary, which includes: rename, change, remove or divide codes 

5. Grouping of the codes and setting up families  

6. Draw relations between codes in every family with the network family 

7.  During the entire analysis process memos can be used. 

The program also generates reports with the number of quotes by each code in every 

primary document. Furthermore, a hierarchical tree can be generated that shows the 

number of PDs, families, and codes. Figures 16 and 17 show the main structure of the 

program in two screenshots. 

 

Figure 16. ATLAS.ti screenshot with the main units for data processing 

In the present dissertation, the codes emanate from previous knowledge and research in 

the selected places. A definition of every code is presented in Appendix III. The 

program was used for the data analysis of in-depth semi-structured interviews, which 

have a textual format as a result of the transcriptions of recorded data. Particularly five 
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different families were established a priori as main categories. These categories are 

related directly with the objectives of the present study. Therefore the main categories 

(families) are related with sustainable tourism and governance and management as can 

be seen in the section of results. Within each family, several codes relevant for the 

objectives and questions of the present study were included. 

 

Figure 17. ATLAS.ti screenshot showing the main families used for data analysis 

Observation as a data collection technique is an intrinsic and fundamental element of 

qualitative research (Blaikie 2009, Punch 2005). It has been used traditionally in 

sociological studies (Flick 2007). The observation and reflection process in the 

investigated regions contributes to a holistic/inductive framework (Zahra 2012). The 

technique afterwards permits a comprehensive analysis together with the other methods 

applied. In the present dissertation, observation was applied during the field trips to the 

natural settings (biosphere reserves) from an outsider‘s perspective (Jennings and Junek 

2007), in every interview or questionnaire applied. Moreover in the stay period (one 

month each year in every biosphere reserve) excursions, field trips and walks in the 

regions were organized, which were accompanied by a naturalist guide, who provides 

useful information. Additionally, the researcher was invited to several workshops in the 

biosphere reserves organized by local institutions where she participated as observer of 

the process. All set of notes and protocols coming from them, was used to complement 

the own impressions from the previous information obtained from the other data 

sources. 
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4.2. Quantitative Research 

The quantitative research is a numerical based approach that aims at providing overall 

descriptions of situations and phenomena in a systematic and comparable way (Flick 

2009). Thus, quantitative research is characterized by using numbers or measurements 

to link concepts to indicators (Punch 2005). The interesting properties of the system to 

be analyzed are described by variables, which in turn can be discrete or continuous. 

Discrete variables or so called categorical variables are those whose values do not 

belong to a numerical scale and continuous variables or measured variables are those 

whose values belong to a numerical range. Data gathered in quantitative research are 

analyzed using descriptive statistics techniques, which help to summarize, describe, 

compare, group and highlight their key properties (Punch 2005). 

The mean (average), standard deviation (how the data diverge from the mean) and 

frequency distribution (how the data are distributed) are considered basic measurements 

in descriptive statistics which help to understand the distribution of each variable across 

the survey respondents assuming that a representative sample was taken from the whole 

population.  

4.2.1 Statistical Sampling 

Sampling is the basis of statistical inference (Punch 2005), a quantitative technique that 

aims at obtaining structural information and drawing conclusions about a given 

population from observations made on a subset of its individuals known as a sample 

(Blaikie 2009, Punch 2005). To select a sample, it is important to establish the target 

population (universe, sampling frame). Population elements are defined as units or 

single members of a population. It can be people, social actions, events, places, time or 

things (Blaikie 2009). The definition depends on the research questions, the target group 

to be investigated and also the choice of sampling design. There are several methods of 

sampling of which the probability sampling methods, simple random, systematic, 

stratified sample and cluster are the most known (Blaikie 2009). In the simple random 

sampling, every unit of the population has an equal chance or possibility to be selected 

(Punch 2005). According to Kalton 1983) ―simple random sampling is a sample scheme 

with the property that any of the possible subsets of n distinct elements from the 

population of N elements is equally likely to be the chosen sample‖.  

The advantage of inferential statistics is that it allows to reduce costs and time because 

the conduction of surveys on the whole population could be extremely time consuming 
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(or even impossible) and very expensive, depending on the size of the population 

(Kalton 1983, Punch 2005). 

However, sampling deals with some complexities and problems. It is important to 

consider several aspects to guarantee precision and avoid bias of data collected from 

questionnaire surveys: sample size, level of confidence and acceptable error level are 

some key concepts that have to be taken into account. These issues are addressed during 

a phase called ―sample design‖. 

In some cases, prior pilot or small scale surveys are recommended to assure and 

improve the efficiency of the main survey. For instance, it can be useful to verify the 

comprehensability of questions, the time needed for questionnaires application, and 

most important, to determine the most effective sample size unit (Blaikie 2009). 

In the present study, a total of four surveys were applied to the tourists visiting both 

biosphere reserves and the residents living there. For the tourist the objective was to  

determine the tourist‘s profile, and to examine the tourist‘s perception about the 

sustainability and level of satisfaction of the destinations visited. Meanwhile for 

residents the survey have the main objective to examine the resident‘s perception on the 

socio-economic benefits and drawbacks derivate from the tourism activity as well as 

knowledge and perception of  benefits from BRs. 

Data from the last census of population provided by the National Institute of Statistics 

(INEC 2010, INEC and CREGG 2010) and visitor registration provided by Galapagos 

National Park Administration (PNG 2012, PNG 2013) were used to determine the 

sample size. For Sumaco, there is no strict registration system for visitors of the national 

park. Therefore an estimate of the number of tourists was obtained from the Regional 

Direction of Tourism. Table 9 shows the whole population, the selected sample size, 

survey period in each biosphere reserve, and the level of confidence and error for each 

sample size in both target groups: tourists and residents. 

 

Table 9. Population and sampling number for the surveys in both BRs 

Target group Total population 

(N) 

Sample size (n)  Place of surveys 

Galapagos 

residents 

25,124 (Census 

INEC 2010) 

403 Santa Cruz, San 

Cristóbal and Isabela 

Islands 

Galapagos 

tourists 

173,296 396 Baltra and San 

Critobal airports 
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Sumaco 

residents 

100,697 400 Tena, Archidona, 

Ahuano, Jatunsacha 

Sumaco tourists No data available 278 Tena, Archidona, 

Ahuano, Jatunsacha, 

Misahuallí 

4.2.2 Survey Application 

Random surveys were conducted in both BRs in two phases: 2010 and 2011. The 

surveys were applied to the tourists visiting the BRs and to the population living in the 

BRs, respectively.  

The tourist surveys (in Spanish and English) were carried out in June and July 2010, 

months that are characterized by a high number of visitors. Significant tourism centers 

and places with a high flow of tourists were selected. In Galapagos, the surveys were 

conducted in the national airports of Baltra and San Cristóbal between June 29
th

 and 

July 1
st
, 2010 (every tourist travelling to Galapagos arrives at one of these airports), 

while in Sumaco the surveys were conducted mainly in Tena and Archidona. Tena is 

one of the largest towns in the area and the first stop on most of the tourism excursions 

to the jungle. The period of application of surveys in the latter BR was between July 6
th

 

and July 31
st
, 2010. 

The survey questionnaire has a total of 19 questions which can be classified into three 

categories:  

 Questions to draw up the tourists‘ profile (age, sex, level of studies, nationality 

and motivation for the trip).  

 Questions to determine the consumption behavior of the tourist (length of stay, 

tour type chosen, price for tours, destination, level of satisfaction).  

 Questions to assess the beliefs and values (knowledge and perception of 

sustainable tourism in the biosphere reserves).  

This type of surveys is common in tourism studies in order to gather in-depth 

knowledge on tourist‘ profiles, needs, mobility, expectations, and consumption as well 

as on perceptions in different topics such as environmental concerns of destinations 

(Jafari 2000, Rivera and Croes 2010, Hearne and Santos 2005). The complete 

questionnaire can be found in the Appendix I.  

Additionally, surveys were applied to residents of both BRs in June, July, and August 

2011. As with tourist surveys, specific places with a high flow of inhabitants like 

markets, bus stations, and parks, were selected. The surveys were carried out both in the 
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urban and rural areas. In the case of Galapagos, the places where the surveys were 

carried out were in the populated centers: Puerto Ayora, Puerto Baquerizo Moreno, and 

Puerto Villamil. Surveys were carried out between July 7
th

 and August 15
th

, 2011. In the 

case of Sumaco the main survey points were Tena, Archidona and Misahualli and the 

polls were applied between July 14
th

 and August 10
th

, 2011.  

The survey was designed to identify the residents‘ behavior and attitude towards 

tourism. It comprises a total of 19 questions that fall into three categories:  

 Questions to establish the residents‘ socioeconomic profile (age, sex, level of 

studies, origin and place of residence, occupation, profession, monthly income 

level)  

 Questions to determine the main economic activity of the residents, as well as its 

vinculum with tourism, and the labor dependency type.  

 Questions to inquire the residents‘ perceptions about tourism and environmental 

issues (knowledge of biosphere reserves, advantages and disadvantages of 

tourism in daily life, benefits or drawbacks of living in a BR).  

In the case of Galapagos, illegal residents were not considered in the sample. Resident 

surveys have been widely used as a tool for collecting data about the perceptions, 

attitudes and concerns of local community members with regard to tourism activities in 

their hometowns, as some authors reported (Sheldon and Abenoja 2001, Jafari 2000, 

Teye et al. 2002, Vargas-Sánchez et al. 2010, Bramwell 2003, Stronza and Gordillo 

2008, Perdue et al. 1990, Diedrich and García-Buades 2009). The complete 

questionnaire of the survey is reproduced in Appendix II.  

In both cases pilot surveys were conducted (30 questionnaires) in order to test the 

comprehensability of the questions as well as the variability of the data and the required 

sample size for the instrument to be representative of the entire population, according to 

the recommendations of the probabilistic and statistical theory (Kalton 1983). 

4.2.3 Descriptive Statistics for Quantitative Analysis with SPSS 

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (IBM SPSS Statistics 22) was used to 

analyze the data gathered from the surveys of the present study. Descriptive statistics 

(mean, standard deviation and frequency tables) for each variable were performed.  

Additionally, statistical inference tests were made in order to identify possible 

relationships between variables describing the tourist and resident profile and variables 

describing its behavior and attitudes towards sustainable tourism and biosphere 
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reserves. Pearson chi-square tests for independence were applied to assess relationships 

between categorical variables (e.g. gender vs. knowledge of the concept of sustainable 

tourism), while one-way analyis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test the influence of 

categorical factors on continuos variables (e.g. level of satisfaction of the tourist vs. 

site). For the statistical data analysis of tourists surveys three groups were established, 

identified by a site variable. The first group corresponds to the tourists visiting 

Galapagos with the cruiseship modality (site = GLP-Cruise); the second group 

comprehends tourists that made use of the land-based tourism modality (site = GLP-

Land)  and the third group embrances all the tourists from Sumaco (site = SUM). The 

reason for splitting Galapagos tourists into two groups is that we expect significant 

differences in their profile, preferences, and behavior regarding the investigated aspects 

of sustainable tourism and biosphere reserves. Some Galapagos tourists (a total of 43 

from 396 questionnaries) travelled with a combination of the two modalities and were 

included in both groups. The two mentioned tourism modalities will be described in 

more detail in the next chapter. 

4.3. Summary of Chapter 4 

The methodological approach was explained in the present chapter. The main focus was 

laid on the use of qualitative methods for data collection, analysis and synthesis of the 

information. Moreover, a combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches was 

used for data collection, processing and data analysis. Within the qualitative research, 

case studies (two biosphere reserves), semi-structured interviews with selected 

stakeholders and personal observation in the natural settings were the methods applied 

for the collection of information, while single random surveys were applied as a 

quantitative method to two different groups: tourists and residents in both case studies. 

For the analysis and data processing two different software programs were used: 

ATLAS.ti for the qualitative analysis and SPSS for the quantitative analysis. The 

methods described above will make it possible to gain the information necessary for the  

analysis of the current situation of tourism in both biosphere reserves. The next chapter 

will introduce each case study (Galapagos Biosphere Reserve and Sumaco Biosphere 

Reserve) and their main physical, geographical, socio-economic, demographic and 

historic characteristics, as well as will be given a brief description of the current 

situation of tourism development in each of them and of the governance and 

management of the protected areas according to the national norms and regulations. 
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5. Case Studies: Galapagos and Sumaco  

5.1. Galapagos Biosphere Reserve 

At the international level, Galapagos has been acknowledged for its exceptional 

biodiversity and endemism. Galapagos is part of the Natural Heritage of Humanity, 

Ramsar Site (Wetlands of International Importance), Site for Protection of Flora and 

Fauna of the Countries of America. All of them are important tools for the management 

of Galapagos (PNG and MAE 2005).  

Localization and Size 

The Galapagos Islands are located in the eastern Pacific Ocean on the equator, 960 km 

off the Ecuadorian coast. Its geographical center is located at 0°32.22‘S and 

90°31.26‘E. The maximum distance between two points in the archipelago is 431 km. 

Reference coordinates range from 89°14‘ to 92°00‘ West longitude and from 1°40‘ 

North latitude and 1°24‘ South latitude. The archipelago is quite isolated from the 

mainland. To the east the nearest point is Cabo San Lorenzo in the continental Ecuador, 

with a distance of 928 km. To the north the nearest point is the Cocos Island, which is 

located off the shore of Costa Rica, with a distance of 870 km. Other archipelagos in the 

eastern Pacific are more distant. The nearest archipelago is the Juan Fernández Islands 

that is part of the Chilean territory, located 3,700 km to the south (PNG and MAE 

2005). 

The archipelago consists of 233 emerged ground units (islands, islets and rocks). 

Among them, seven major and 14 minor islands, 64 islets and 136 rocks are of volcanic 

origin with a total emerged surface of 7,995.4 km
2
 and a coast line of 1,688 km. 

However these numbers remain dynamic because the geological process is still ongoing 

(ECOLAP and MAE 2007, MAE 2010a, PNG and MAE 2005). The islands are not only 

a natural laboratory for the study of the evolutionary processes of flora and fauna but 

also an important place for the study of the earth. It is considered as a unique geological 

site and one of the most active volcanic regions in the world, known as hot spots or 

thermal plumes (Geist 2009) (Figure 18). 
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Figure 18. Galapagos National Park. Borders of the Galapagos Biosphere Reserve 
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Geography and Ecology 

Geology and Origin 

The origin and formation of the Galapagos Islands is a result of the movement of rocks 

on the ocean floor millions of years ago. Since then the Islands submerged and emerged 

from beneath and have been moved away by waves to the northeast and then to the 

southeast. Moreover, the islands are influenced also by the location of the hotspot near a 

mid-ocean ridge. These two tectonic regimes are unique in the world and differentiate 

the Galapagos Islands from other volcanic islands like Hawaii, Yellowstone, and the 

Canaries (ECOLAP and MAE 2007, Geist 2009). The age of the islands depends on 

their location. For instance, Fernandina and Isabela are hundreds of thousands of years 

old and still have some active volcanoes, while the westernmost islands, Santiago, Santa 

Cruz, Floreana, San Cristóbal and Pinta, show some evidence of ancient volcanoes that 

are already extinct (Geist 2009, ECOLAP and MAE 2007).  

Climate 

A combination of remote and local oceanic and atmospheric processes explains the 

climate in Galapagos. The marine currents and the wind patterns are two important 

aspects of the resulting climate. Although the archipelago is located on the equator, its 

climate is relatively dry and cold. The Humboldt Current carries cold water from the 

Antarctic, the Equatorial South Current flows from the east and the Cromwell Current 

flows in opposite direction to the equatorial current. These three currents are responsible 

for the inversion of the air temperature. The cold air near the ocean surface remains 

floating below the hot air coming from the tropical sun, avoiding the formation of the 

typical patterns of tropical rain (d'Ozouville 2009, Sachs 2009). 

Galapagos has two marked seasons. The dry and cold season (December to May) is 

characterized by low precipitations and temperatures and the presence of fog and drizzle 

mainly in the upper elevations, while in the lower elevations, there is absence of both. 

The hot and humid season (June to January) is characterized by short but intense 

precipitations with high temperatures. It is also called hot invierno season because of the 

high precipitations. Precipitation and temperature could be remarkably variable 

depending on the altitudinal gradient (ECOLAP and MAE 2007, MAE 2010a). 

The climatic and physical conditions have induced a pronounced vegetation zonation 

along the windward side of the island (Hamann 1979, Pryet et al. 2012). The coastal 
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arid zone is located in the proximity of the sea up to 50 meters above sea level (m.a.s.l.). 

Animals and plants have adapted to living in extreme conditions of salinity, such as 

mangrove, spiny shrubs and cacti. The arid and transition zone between 50 and 200 

m.a.s.l. is characterized by long periods of drought, lack of humidity allowing animals 

and plants to adapt to enduring long periods of drought, such as turtles, and iguanas. 

The humid zone extends from 200 to 450 m.a.s.l. Some authors called this type of 

ecosystem ―cloud forests‖ because the drought periods are very rare. Animals and plants 

are adapted to living in a humid environment, such as bryophytes and lichens. This zone 

is also called Scalesia Zone, because of the presence of these trees (ECOLAP and MAE 

2007, MAE 2010a, Hamann 1979). The main zones are shown in the table below: 

Table 10. Vegetation zones in the Galapagos Biosphere Reserve 

 

Source: After Hamman (1979) 

Biodiversity 

Galapagos is one of the most studied and researched sites in the world because of its 

relevance in evolution and endemism. Undoubtedly, the visit of Charles Darwin to the 

Galapagos Islands in 1831 gave the Archipelago an international recognition since the 

19
th

 century (Grenier 2007). At that time no one could have imagined that this voyage 

would have been of vital importance to the global vision of life on earth (Darwin 2009).  

Many studies have been conducted to evaluate, identify and establish the diversity of 

species of flora and fauna of the Galapagos Islands (see e.g. De Roy 2009). A total of 

560 species of plants are registered, 225 are endemic to the islands (Tye 2009). When 

Darwin arrived to the islands he described the plant specimens of San Cristóbal Island 

as ―small miserable weeds‖. However, many of these weeds have been described as 

endemic or native species and have been of vital importance to understand their origin, 

adaptation and survival in Galapagos (McMullen 2009). Some endemic species are 

remarkable such as the giant sunflower trees (15 species of Scalesia) and the cacti 

Vegetation zones in the Galapagos Biosphere Reserve 

Vegetation zones  Altitude (m.a.s.l.) 

Coastal littoral zone 0  

Arid zone 0 - 100 

Transition zone 100 - 200 

Scalesia zone 200 - 400 

Zanthoxylum zone 400 - 600 

Miconia zone 600 - 700 

Pampa zone 800 
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species (six species of Opuntia). Both genera show the phenomenon of gigantism as an 

interesting evolutionary adaptation. Some taxonomic groups inside of the plant kingdom 

are still underestimated due to insufficient studies. That is the case of lichens and 

bryophytes that still need detailed study (Bungartz 2009).  

Galapagos is well-known worldwide because of the presence of endemic species of the 

animal kingdom. A total of 166 vertebrates (excluding the fish) have been reported for 

Galapagos. Undoubtedly, the Darwin‘s finches are the most famous. The studies on 

those finches were the base for the book ―The origin of the species‖ where Darwin 

conceived the theoretical framework of the evolution by natural selection (Ospina 2006, 

Oviedo 2000). According to recent genetic studies, 14 species of finches have derived 

from one single species in a relatively short period of time (Grant and Grant 2009). 

Important species of marine tropical birds are Red Foot Boobies (Sula nebouxii), Blue 

Foot Boobies (Sula sula) and Nazca Boobies (Sula granti), which recently separated 

from the Masked Boobies (Sula dactylatra) (Anderson 2009). Another astonishing 

species living in Galapagos is the equatorial penguin (Spheniscus mendiculus). It is the 

only species living in the equator that has unique adaptations to survive in the islands 

such as reduction of its body size (Vargas 2009). A total of 114 species of birds are 

recorded for Galapagos, including marine, terrestrial and migratory birds (De Roy 

2009). 

The group of reptiles is also remarkable, 36 species are registered for Galapagos and are 

all endemic for the islands (De Roy 2009). Two species are already extinct and one was 

recently described as a new species for science: Conolophus marthae or Pink Iguana 

(Gentile 2009). Marine iguanas occur also in the archipelago and show interesting and 

unique characteristics such as the feeding habitat and diving skills (Romero and 

Wikelski 2009). The giant tortoises, considered as the largest vertebrate in the islands. 

They are an important group regarding evolution and speciation. A total of 15 species of 

giant tortoises were registered. Only 10 are alive (Caccone and Powell 2009). One of 

the most famous of these turtles was known as the ―Lonesome George‖, a male 

specimen, which was the last survivor of its species (Chelonoidis nigra abingdonii). He 

died in June 2012 (PNG 2013). 

A total of 16 species of mammals were registered in the archipelago. Rodents are the 

largest group accounting for more than 50% of the total diversity. Sea lions (Zalophus 

wollebaeki) are one of the most charismatic species in the islands. They live in colonies 

dominated by an alpha male (Trillmich 2009). Several marine mammals are also part of 
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this group, such as the common dolphin (Delphinus delphis), cachalot (Physeter 

macrocephalus), bryde whale (Balaenoptera edeni), among the most important (De Roy 

2009). Fish are the most abundant and diverse group of vertebrates, until now a total of 

475 species have been reported and 33 species are endemic to the islands (Grove 2009). 

Unlike in other archipelagos worldwide, the ecological and evolutionary processes are 

still intact in Galapagos (González et al. 2008). In fact, 95% of the land is protected.  

Unfortunately, the process of colonization and urban development in the course of some 

centuries has affected drastically the native and endemic species. The islands are no 

longer isolated and many of the natural ecosystems have been altered (Tapia and 

Guzmán 2013). As for plants, the number of exotic species (870 introduced species) 

outnumbered the native and endemic species and represents a serious threat for the 

conservation of the flora (Hamann 2009, Guézou et al. 2010, SIIG 2010, León-Yánez et 

al. 2011). Some examples of flora considered as invasive species that affected the native 

flora: Blackberry Pest (Rubus niveus) and Guava Pest (Psidium guajava), whose spread 

until now has been impossible to control (Tye 2009). Endemic fauna species are 

threatened mainly by introduced species, accidentally or voluntary (pests, parasites, 

pathogens and exotic fauna). An example of this situation are some bird species that 

carry parasites after blood tests were done (Parker 2009). Another example is the 

introduction of goats as a source of meat that became pest in the past, especially in 

Isabela island. Recently it was reported that boats can become a serious threat to sea 

turtles as they suffered injuries caused by boats (Denkinger et al. 2013). In the 1980s 

and 1990s a successful project called the Mega Eradication was conducted to 

exterminate the goats. Helicopters with snipers were used; the majority of the goat 

population was exterminated. The outcome of this project was the absence of food 

competitors of the turtles and other animals. Additionally, the native flora was 

recovered (Campbell 2009). There are still many introduced species that persist, and 

their eradication is quite complicated and costly (Watkins 2009). 

History 

The history of the colonization of the islands is relatively recent compared with other 

archipelagos because it started in the past five centuries (González et al. 2008). 

Galapagos was visited by several human groups. It was a place for pirates, a destination 

for whalers and hunters and there was an Ecuadorian jail. Galapagos was accidentally 

discovered by the Spaniard Tomas de Berlanga, Bishop of Panama on March 11, 1535. 
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He called the islands ―Enchanted Islands‖ (Espinosa 2010). Some historians argued that 

Pre-Columbian fishermen travelling from the northern coast of Peru and the Ecuadorian 

coast (Manteños and Huancavilcas) visited the islands but they did not settle there 

(Grenier 2007). Many navigators also arrived unintentionally to the islands. During 

colonial times, the archipelago was also popular among pirates and buccaneers, who 

used the islands as a center of supply. They carried the giant tortoises inside their boats 

and starved them to death, and then they used them as food and oil sources for the boat 

crew (Espinosa 2010). In the 17
th

 and 18
th

 centuries Galapagos was a destination for 

whalers and hunters. Until the end of the colony in Ecuador, the Galapagos islands were 

posession of the Spanish Crown. On February 12, 1832, Ecuador annexed the islands 

and José Villamil became the first governor of Galapagos, three years before Charles 

Darwin arrived to the islands (Espinosa 2010, MAE 2010a, IGM 2010). 

It has always been difficult for the government to rule the islands because of the 

remoteness of the archipelago. The Ecuadorian state has made some attempts to 

colonize the insular territory. Floreana was the first island to be colonized. A small 

settlement was established there. The inhabitants welcomed Darwin when he arrived to 

the islands. After some fruitless attempts during the first years to establish settlements, 

the first ―successful‖ settlement was realized at the end of the 19
th

 century in San 

Cristóbal, the easternmost island in the archipelago. A farm was established with the 

name ―El Progreso‖ (The Progress) and was administrated under the feudal regime. A 

lord administrated the land that was used in the cultivation of sugar cane being the main 

economic activity. At the same time, a similar process occurred in Isabela Island, 

located in the western part of the archipelago. A lord established a wild livestock farm 

and a tortoise farm for the production of oil. Santa Cruz was the last island to be 

colonized. It is located in the middle of the archipelago. A small colony of Europeans 

settled there in 1926. During World War II Baltra was established as a military base of 

the USA. In 1946, it was given to the government of Ecuador. The Ecuadorian state 

finally occupied the islands after these diverse groups of humans (nationals and 

foreigners) had settled in the four islands. Galapagos has no indigenous human 

population (Oviedo 2000).  

 

 

Socio-economy 

Subsistence agriculture was one of the first economic activities of the early settlers. 
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They lived in the highlands where the water provision was better than on the coast. 

Fishing and commerce were also part of the main economic activities. With the 

beginning of the modernization era in the 20
th

 century, mainly due to the expansion of 

sea cucumber fishing as well as the increasing number of visitors and the population 

growth, the ports and the coasts became ever more densely populated. Today around 

80% of the population are urban dwellers (Ospina 2006, Borja Núñez 2007, Oviedo 

2000). Currently, the main economic activities people work in are fishing, tourism, 

public and private administration and research. Agriculture decreased drastically in the 

last decades; it constitutes about 13% of the economic activities. Undoubtedly, at the 

moment the main impulse of the insular economy is tourism (Brewington 2013, Taylor 

et al. 2006, Epler 2007, Watkins and Cruz 2007). More than 70% of the population is 

working directly or indirectly in the tourism sector (Oviedo 2000, INEC and CREGG 

2010). Fishery is also another important economic activity in the islands. However, 

some fishermen have changed their activities to tourism in order to avoid the 

overexploitation of marine resources. Many families manage to work in both activities 

at the same time. Wage labor (public and private officials) also count for a big portion 

of the economic activity. Public officials work mainly at the Galapagos National Park 

Service, but also they work in the Ministries and other public agencies whereas the 

private employees work in tour Operators, hotels, restaurants, NGOs and conservation 

agencies. What is remarkable in Galapagos is the low unemployment rate compared 

with mainland Ecuador (Kerr et al. 2004). Additionally, due to the special law LOREG, 

the salaries in Galapagos are 75% higher than in the continent (Ospina 2006, LOREG 

1998, Epler 2007). However, both fisheries and tourism are affecting the conservation 

of natural resources (Oviedo 2000). Moreover, these activities push the process towards 

a big colonization and migration into the islands. In the 1950s, the colonization process 

was slow but later during the oil boom in the 1970s and 1980s, tourism increased as 

well as the modernization of the state and the bureaucratization of Galapagos.  

 

Tourism Development 

Islands in general have little economic choice and tourism is one of the ―inevitable‖ 

alternatives for local development (Wilkinson 1989, Andriotis 2004). Tourism in 

Galapagos began to expand rapidly until its relative stagnation in 1980 and 1985 with an 

average of 17,500 visitors per year. But since 1990 the number of visitors increased 

significantly (De Groot 1983, Ospina 2006, Taylor et al. 2006, Epler 2007, Watkins and 
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Cruz 2007, Grenier 2007, FCD et al. 2010, Rozzi et al. 2010). In the last decade, more 

than 100,000 tourists per year have visited the Galapagos National Park. Figure 19 

shows the total of tourists per year. 180,831 tourists visited the islands in 2012 (PNG 

2013). Undoubtedly, tourism is the main factor of change in Galapagos (Watkins 2009, 

Epler 2007). The increasing number of tourists together with the increasing number of 

islanders put an imminent pressure upon the natural resources and the conservation of 

the islands (Oviedo 2000, Kerr et al. 2004, Larrea 2007, Ospina 2006, INEC and 

CREGG 2010, Buckley 2010). 

There are two main forms (modalities) to visit Galapagos. The first is a cruise ship or 

floating hotels where tourists stay overnight, feed and travel between islands on board. 

The other modality is the daily tour or land-based tourism, where the tourists have 

accommodation, food and other services in the villages. Every day they can take a tour 

in small boats visiting places near the islands. There are obvious differences in the costs 

of both forms of travelling to Galapagos the first one being most expensive than the 

second one, which at the end determines the tourists‘ profile for each form. Tourism in 

Galapagos started with floating hotels. The majority of tourists used to book this type of 

tour. However, in the last decade this changed significantly. In 2007 two thirds of 

tourists chose the accommodation in cruise ships. In the last years (2011 and 2012) the 

number of tourists staying in the populated centers is more than two thirds (PNG 2012, 

PNG 2013, Ordónez 2008). This trend shows the current pressure of tourism in the 

populated islands. 

 

Figure 19. Increase of the number of visitors in the Galapagos National Park 

Source: Own illustration after data from the Galapagos National Park Service (PNG 2013) 
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Demography 

The demographic growth that started in the 1950s has been accelerated and continues 

increasing. For the period 2001-2010 a growth rate of 6% was reported (INEC 2010) 

which means that the population in the islands doubles every 13.5 years (Figure 20). 

However, the current growth rate decreased to 3%, according to the last national census 

(Granda León and Chóez Salazar 2013, INEC 2010). The rapid growth of the tourism 

industry required employment and economic investment, leading to increase in the 

population. The islands have turned into a magnet for migration, due to the 

unemployment low rates (Oviedo 2000). Some studies reported that the migratory flow 

together with the increasing number of visitors had contributed significantly to the 

introduction of exotic species to the islands (Watkins and Cruz 2007, Borja Núñez 

2007, Ospina 2006). According to the last population census in 2010, Galapagos‘ 

population is 25,124 inhabitants, more than 50% live in Santa Cruz, followed by San 

Cristóbal, where one third of the population live. Finally, Floreana and Isabela are the 

islands least populated with 145 and 2,239 inhabitants respectively (INEC 2010, 

CGREG 2012). 

 

 
Figure 20. Human population growth in Galapagos 
Own illustration after data from the National Statistics Institute (INEC 2010) and Governing 

Council of Galapagos (CGREG 2012) 
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and the sewerage system (Liu and d'Ozouville 2013, Guyot-Téphany et al. 2013, Pryet 

et al. 2012). In the following table, the access to the public services is summarized. 

 

Table 11. Access to public services in Galapagos 

Public basic service Percentage of 
access (2001) 

Percentage of 
access (2010) 

Electricity 96.5 99 

Water supply network 81.1 83.2 

Waste collection 91.6 96.5 

Sewage system 26.8 30.8 

Source: After data from the National Statistics Institute (INEC 2010) 

Governance and Management 

Galapagos was the first protected area created in Ecuador. In 1959, one century after the 

publication of the book ―The Origin of the Species‖ by Charles Darwin, the archipelago 

was declared national park by the Ecuadorian government with a total protected area of 

97% (Ospina 2006, PNG and MAE 2005). The idea of declaring Galapagos a protected 

area emerged from a group of national and international naturalists and conservationists, 

but little attention was paid to the needs and expectations of the residents (Oviedo 2000, 

Grenier 2007). Galapagos National Park is part of the National System of Protected 

Areas in Ecuador. Later in 1984, the Ecuadorian state petitioned the UNESCO for the 

inclusion of Galapagos as a biosphere reserve (MAE 2010a). In 1998, the Galapagos 

Marine Reserve (GMR) was created. This management category constitutes the first 

marine reserve in Ecuador, which is administrated by the Galapagos National Park 

Service. In 2001, the UNESCO declared the GMR as a natural heritage (ECOLAP and 

MAE 2007, Epler 2007, MAE 2010a). According to the political administration of the 

Ecuadorian state, the islands were part first of the province of Guayas. Later in 1973 the 

province of Galapagos was created (Ospina 2006) and for the purpose of administrative 

management was divided in three cantons: Santa Cruz Island (Puerto Ayora as the 

capital of the canton), San Cristóbal Island, (Puerto Baquerizo Moreno, capital of the 

province and the canton) and Isabela Island (Puerto Villamil as the capital of the 

canton). 

Until now four management plans for Galapagos have been created. The first attempt to 

protect and use the natural resources in a sustainable way was the Master Plan for the 

Protection and Use of the Galapagos National Park, created in 1974. It was based on a 

technical document created by the FAO, and was the first plan developed for South 

America (Moseley et al. 1974, Muñoz 2009). The plan took in consideration the 
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recently created province of Galapagos. It was developed together with the National 

Parks and Wildlife Department and the National Planning Board. Moreover 

international organizations (FAO and UNESCO) collaborated in the elaboration of the 

plan. The document was a good foundation, its core principles and objectives have 

changed a little over the time. Ten years later, in 1984, a new management plan was 

elaborated. This management tool included the biophysical and social aspects of the 

islands as well as the zoning that was explained in depth (uses and norms were 

detailed). It was the first time the term ―carrying capacity‖ was introduced. It was a 

pioneer idea for the management of visitors in the Latin American protected areas 

(Cifuentes 1984, PNG and MAE 2005). In 1996 a new management tool was created. 

One of its most important achievements was the use of the most modern methodologies 

at that time for the management of protected areas, such as the establishment of several 

indicators for the evaluation of carrying capacity. Moreover, a detailed revision of the 

zoning was done and prohibited and non-prohibited areas were determined (PNG and 

MAE 2005). The current management plan that was created in 2005 is a tool that 

includes a more comprehensive management. It takes into consideration not only the 

ecological systems but also the social systems, as well as, the integration within the 

national, regional and local planning (central government, municipalities, local 

governments). The result was a sustainable environmental and territorial model for the 

socio-ecosystem of Galapagos (PNG and MAE 2005, González et al. 2008). The 

concept followed in the plan could be considered as an integrative approach that is used 

normally in the biosphere reserve concept where management activities are developed 

to support environmental education, sustainable use of resources, and alleviation of 

poverty (Stoll-Kleemann and Job 2008). There is still more work to be done in order to 

implement and apply the concept of biosphere reserves. Currently, the management of 

the biosphere reserve is controlled by the administration of the protected area, which is 

the government entity that handles finances, human resources and all aspects related 

with control and implementation. As mention above, the current management plan has a 

socio-ecological vision. 

According to the Galapagos National Park Service, important projects have been ralized 

by the park management, as for example the restoration of seven tortoise species, the 

recovery of terrestrial iguana populations, the creation of the marine reserve and its co-

management process, the biological control of some pests, and the development of 
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management system for tourism activities (Muñoz 2009, Heylings and Larco Ortuño 

2008). 

Special Law of Galapagos (LOREG) 

The adoption of the Law on the Special Regime for the Province of Galapagos 

(LOREG) in 1998, led by the Permanent Commission of Galapagos, involved all sectors 

of the province in a long consultative and participatory process setting a strong 

precedent for the coordination and cooperation between the provincial, national and 

international conservation authorities (PNG and MAE 2005, Oviedo 2000). According 

to Ospina (2006) this new law was an ―agreement‖ between government, business 

forces of the continent, international actors on the one hand and social actors of the 

islands on the other hand. 

The LOREG established a governing body for the policies and activities of the province 

of Galapagos. The INGALA Council was established as an interagency instance 

involving all authorities and key sectors of the province responsible for establishing 

policies to achieve sustainable development and reconcile conservation and 

development (LOREG 1998). The INGALA Council was replaced in September 2008 

by the Governing Council of Galapagos (CGREG), a mechanism that was launched by 

the adoption of the new constitution of the country. Article 258 of the referendum 

approved by the assembly states that the administration of the province of Galapagos 

―will be the responsibility of the Governing Council chaired by the representative of the 

Presidency of the Republic and composed of mayors of municipalities Galapagos 

Province, representatives of parish councils and representatives determined by law‖ 

(Asamblea Constituyente 2008). 

The formulation of the LOREG has been a milestone for the Galapagos Islands, 

considered as a model to follow, reflecting a culture and tradition of participation 

(Heslinga 2003). Some of the key aspects of the law are related with migration and 

labor markets as well as fishing, tourism and education (Kerr et al. 2004). Categories of 

residence are one of the key issues which were formulated in order to stop migration 

(Heylings and Bravo 2007). According to the law there are three main types of 

residents: permanent residents who came before the law was passed of or who were 

born in Galapagos; temporary residents, who are allowed to stay for a limited time in 

Galapagos. Tourists and non-residents who are allowed to stay 90 days at maximun 

(LOREG 1998). 
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However, both the authorities and the main key sectors in decision-making, have not yet 

managed to get the council to fully discharge its responsibilities, as required by law, 

which has helped to undermine the institutional stability of Galapagos and therefore its 

governance, which affects conservation of the fragile ecosystem (Inostroza et al. 2009). 

2007 was a key year for the islands. In June, the UNESCO declared ―Galapagos World 

Heritage in Danger‖ and stated that invasive species, growing tourism and immigration 

were the three main threats to the islands (UNESCO-WHC 2010). Since then, there are 

some events within the CGREG that show the weakness and bogging down of 

institutions in resolving key issues such as the granting of patents. The granting of new 

tourist quotas is one of the edges in the current tourism system and is directly related to 

a more complex problem of the current model of tourism in Galapagos. It is evident that 

there is a constant conflict because of the inability to reach agreements, accompanied by 

a mistrust between the actors, disarticulation, overlapping of competencies, lack of 

communication and need for control or power for each of the actors in their spaces or 

interests (Inostroza et al. 2009). 

The present situation in Galapagos can be a unique and historical opportunity within the 

institutional framework to reach consensus on key issues such as fishing, conservation 

and tourism activities, and migratory control among the main duties. At the moment the 

reform of the LOREG is under discussion in the Commission of Autonomous 

Governments, Decentralization, Competences and Territorial Planning (Comisión de 

Gobiernos Autónomos, Descentralización, Competencias y Ordenamiento Territorial for 

its Spanish name) at the National Assembly and should be approved within the next 

months. The first debate about the reform occurred in July, 2012. In October 2012 

several meetings and workshops with the population were held in each populated island. 

After the discussion with the population, the commission submmited a report, which 

was the basis for the National Assembly to pass the Law. At the moment (December, 

2013) the approval of the law is still waiting its turn in the assembly. 

At the same time the national government, represented by the president Rafael Correa, 

is analyzing the current situation on the islands in order to limit the number of tourists 

through control and monitoring of the tourism and fishing activities (Ecuador Inmediato 

2013).  

Since 2007, some attempts have been made to try to change the current model of 

tourism. To this end, different authorities invested time and money hiring consulting 

studies, which in the end had more or less the same results. The majority of them were 
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left standing on the shelf and little or no implementation has been seen. Even 

duplication of efforts is one of the outputs (Sinay 2007, Heylings and Larco Ortuño 

2008, FFLA 2008, Inostroza et al. 2009, Inostroza 2010). 

 

Main Actors and Stakeholders  

There is a complex setting of private, public and nonprofit stakeholders involved with 

the conservation of the protected areas and tourism activity. It includes multiple layers 

of government organization (local, regional, national and international) (Watkins and 

Cruz 2007). 

A brief description of the main local stakeholders or sectors will be detailed in the 

following section. At the national level, there are various government institutions that 

participate and have their branches in the islands, such as Ministry of Agriculture, 

Ministry of Education, Ministry of Defense, Ministry of Industries, Direction of 

Commerce Navy, Ministry of Tourism and Ministry of Environment. However, 

Galapagos National Park Service is the main institutional branch of the Ministry of 

Environment. The Chamber of Tourism (CAPTUR) and the Tour Operators Association 

of Galapagos (ASOGAL) are the main private institutions, both having their main 

headquarters in Quito. 

 

Galapagos National Park Service (GNPS) 

It is the main branch of the Ministry of Environment in Galapagos. According to several 

legal documents, and the administrative statute of the Galapagos Park Administration, 

the GNPS is the government agency responsible for controlling, monitoring, and 

managing the protected area (TULAS 2002, LOREG 1998, PNG 2006, Ley Forestal 

Ecuador 1981). The GNPS is the only protected area in Ecuador that manages its own 

financial resources which mainly come from entrance fees (according to the Special 

Law, international tourists have to pay 100 US$ and national tourists 6 US$). The 

budget is divided among the main institutions involved in the management of 

Galapagos (Table 4). 40% of the budget goes to the GNPS, and 5% goes to the marine 

reserve that is administrated also by the GNPS. Other funding sources come from 

central government, self-management and donations of multilateral institutions (PNG 

2012). A total of 356 government officials work in the Galapagos National Park 

Service. The headquarters of the GNPS is located in Puerto Ayora, Santa Cruz. Two 
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additional offices are located in the ports of Isabela, Floreana and San Cristóbal (PNG 

2013). 

Table 12. Distribution of taxes between the main local institutions 

Tax beneficiary institutions Percentage Value (USD) 

Galapagos National Park 40% 4,863,303.60 

Municipalities 20% 2,431,651.80 

5% 607,912.95 

Provincial Council 10% 1,215,825.90 

Marine Reserve 5% 607,912.95 

Government Council (CGREG) 10% 1,215,825.90 

Inspection and Quarantine 

System 

5% 607,912.95 

Navy 5% 607,912.95 

TOTAL 100% 12,158,258.00 

Source: After data from the Galapagos National Park Service (PNG 2013) 

Regional Governing Council (CGREG) 

The CGREG is a government agency, part of the President‘s office. It was the former 

Galapagos National Institute (INGALA) which was shut down after the new 

constitution came in force in 2008. Its main objectives are to plan, coordinate and 

develop activities in the islands based on the principles of conservation of natural 

heritage sites and the good living of the local community (Asamblea Constituyente 

2008). It has different specific functions and responsibilities that include immigration 

control, quarantine plans on invasive species, regulation of residents status, 

implementation of new information and communication technologies, strengthening of 

local governments, planning for the land use, education and training of the human 

capital (Hoyman and McCall 2013, LOREG 1998). Some other projects are focused on 

transportation, management of maritime charge transport, and renewable energies as 

part of the implementation of a new model of ecotourism (FCD et al. 2010, CGREG 

2013). The headquarters of the CGREG is located in Puerto Baquerizo Moreno (San 

Cristóbal) but also have small branches in the other islands (Santa Cruz and Isabela). It 

has 252 government offices (CGREG 2013). 

Coordination among government agencies should take place at the national, regional 

and local levels. Therefore, CGREG is responsible for the promotion and organization 

of the management committees. Three specialized commissions are in charge of 

analyzing diverse topics: 1) Institutional Coordination Commission; 2) Planning and 

Technical Assistance Commission; and 3) Qualification and immigration control 
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Commission (Figure 21). Each Commission meets regularly and analyzes various topics 

in order to recommend them to the CCREG Council for approval or rejection (LOREG 

1998, FFLA 2008). The majority of the institutions that are taking part in the specialized 

commissions and in the council are government institutions (national and local), sectoral 

associations (local) and only one nonprofit organization, the national umbrella 

organization for environmental NGOs, CEDENMA (for its Spanish acronym). Member 

of the Charles Darwin Foundation may participate in the Technical Commission and in 

the council, but they cannot vote (Heylings and Bravo 2007, FFLA 2008). 

 
Figure 21. Members of each Commission and the Government Council 

Source: Own illustration after FFLA (2008) 

 

Local Governments (Municipalities, GADs) 

The local governments are important stakeholders. Three levels of local governments 

are present at the moment in the islands. The municipalities administrate all the cantons 

of the islands. There are three municipalities managing each populated center/island in 

Santa Cruz, San Cristóbal, and Isabela. Each canton in turn is divided in parishes, where 

the Council Parish is the government body. This is a new legal figure, established 

recently in the new constitution. Until 2008, the third level of local and regional 

government was the Provincial Council, which was merged with the National Institute 

of Galapagos to form the Governing Council of Galapagos, a government body that 
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deals with the articulation and coordination between the local government and the 

national government. The Special Law of Galapagos, the Autonomous and 

Decentralization Law and the Tourism Law are the legal framework that are in charge 

of governing local governments (Asamblea Constituyente 2008, LOREG 1998, Ley de 

Turismo 2002, COOTAD 2010). According to these regulations the new term for the 

local governments is Autonomous and Decentralized Governments (GADs for its 

Spanish acronym ). 

 

Ecuadorian Navy 

The Ecuadorian Navy has three subdivisions in every inhabited island. Its main 

objectives are to develop the maritime capacities and to provide maritime security at 

sea. Its responsibilities include permissions for operations, routine checks of the boats 

and vessels and maritime security and rescue. They coordinate with GNPS, MINTUR 

and Municipalities (Armada del Ecuador 2013). 

 

Regional Tourism Office (MINTUR) 

The Regional Tourism Office is a branch of the Ministry of Tourism in the archipelago. 

Its main functions is to control the quality of tourism and service, to develop programs 

that promote the conservation of the environment and cultural heritage. Unfortunately, 

the budget of this government body does not come from the entrance fees. It depends 

exclusively on the resources given by the central administration in Quito and the taxes 

paid by tourist operators as for example hotels, tour operators, travel agencies (LOREG 

1998, MINTUR 2012a). 

 

Charles Darwin Foundation (CDF) 

The Charles Darwin Foundation is a scientific and technical foundation that researches 

and provides advisory services to the GNPS (Hoyman and McCall 2013). It was created 

at the same time as the first protected area of Ecuador under the guardianship of the 

UNESCO in 1964. Its mission is to generate knowledge, to provide advice to the 

national government and to gain international financial support. Its main objective is the 

research on the islands and their preservation (Grenier 2007). Originally, its focus was 

mainly the biological investigation. But as the population and the problems associated 

with tourism and fishery recently increased, the CDF added some fields of research: 

social sciences and education and training for the population (Kramer 2009). 
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CAPTURGAL 

The Chamber of Tourism of Galapagos (CAPTURGAL for its Spanish acronym) is a 

nonprofit organization whose main objective is to support the private tourism sector. It 

was created in 1996. Its headquarters is located in Santa Cruz, and its local branches in 

the inhabited islands (San Cristóbal and Isabela). The main objectives of CAPTURGAL 

are to promote, to technically assist and to train not only its members but also the local 

community. Currently, 66 members are part of the Chamber of Tourism (CAPTURGAL 

2008). This organization was weakened because it lost many of its members. The reason 

was that according to a new law in 2008, tourist companies are not obligated to be 

member of the Chamber of Tourism (Registro Oficial Ecuador 2008). 

 

World Wildlife Foundation (WWF) 

The WWF is one of the most important international nonprofit organizations. This 

conservation institution has played a relevant role in the Galapagos Islands for more 

than 50 years. Its main partner for conservation programs is the Charles Darwin 

Foundation. WWF is involved in several conservation and environmental projects, both 

in the marine reserve and the national park (WWF 2011, WWF 2012). 

 

Artisanal Fisheries Sector 

Fisheries is one of the most important sectors in the Galapagos Islands. There are four 

cooperatives in three different inhabited islands (Heylings and Bravo 2007). Fishermen 

have to be members of one of these cooperatives to be allowed  to work.  

 

Agriculture Sector 

The agriculttural sector has several associations and cooperatives in the four different 

inhabited islands. It is a low tech-and self-sufficient sector whose products basically 

serve the subsistence of the inhabitants. Some associations have already started to 

provide some agricultural and livestock products to the main cruise companies. By 

doing so, they are trying to avoid the introduction of invasive species through products 

from the continent (Carrera et al. 2007).  
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Naturalist Guides Sector 

There are three naturalist guide associations. Two of them offer tourist guiding in the 

national park (inland). The third association offers guided diving in the marine reserve. 

This sector was weakened also by a loss of members. Since 2008 it is no longer an 

obligation to be member of an association in order to work (Carrera et al. 2007). 

 

Transport Sector 

There are several taxi cab cooperatives and taxi cab companies in the islands. There are 

three taxi cab cooperatives and two taxi cab companies in Santa Cruz, and two taxi cab 

cooperatives in San Cristóbal. A taxi cab driver has to be a member of one of these 

associations in order to operate his vehicle (permit and circulation licenses) (FCD et al. 

2010). 

 

All the sectors mentioned above have to go through a different process to assign their 

representatives the participation in meetings of the specialized commissions or councils. 

Members of the transport and fisheries sector are obligated by law to enter into a 

cooperative, whereas members of the guiding, hotel, restaurant, tour operators sector, 

are not. 

Figure 22 shows the different levels of governments as well as the sectors involved 

directly or indirectly with tourism in the biosphere reserve. 
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Figure 22. Map of stakeholders involved in tourism in Galapagos 
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5.2. Sumaco Biosphere Reserve 

The Sumaco Biosphere Reserve is located in the Amazon Basin and constitutes one of 

the richest places in biodiversity (MAE 2010a, Homeier et al. 2010). However, it is one 

of the least known and explored regions in the country, mainly because of its difficult 

accessibility (MAE 2007, Couvreur et al. 2010). After the eruption of the Reventador 

volcano in 1987, the area attracted the attention of some conservationists and scientists 

(Rosero and Gutiérrez 2010). In 1992, with the financial support of a German bank 

group KfW (Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau) a prefeasibility study to assess 

conservation projects was performed. The final report recommended the creation of a 

protected area under the category of a national park. Moreover, some local community 

leaders (e.g. Rukullakta community) also agreed on the protection of the area. 

Therefore, on March, 2
nd

, 1994, this area was declared as the Parque Nacional Sumaco-

Napo-Galeras and consists of 205,249 hectares (MAE and PGS 2001, MAE 2010a). In 

1995, a cooperation agreement was signed between the governments of Germany 

(through the former GTZ, and current GIZ) and Ecuador (through the former INEFAN, 

and current MAE). The Gran Sumaco Project was established with the main objective to 

contribute to the conservation and the development of the nearby communities. Local 

governments and communities were greatly encouraged by the biological and cultural 

importance of the region to propose the region to be recognized as a biosphere reserve. 

The Sumaco region was recognized as a biosphere reserve on November 10
th

, 2000, 

reaching a total surface of 931,930 hectares (MAE and PGS 2001, MAE 2010a, Rosero 

and Gutiérrez 2010). Sumaco Biosphere Reserve developed its management plan 

complying with the UNESCO biosphere reserves guidelines (MAE and PGS 2001). 

 

Localization and Size 

The SBR is located in the north-eastern part of Ecuador, in the Amazon Basin. It 

occupies three provinces, Napo, Orellana and Sucumbíos, that are known as Oriente. It 

encompasses 8% of the Amazon region of Ecuador (MAE 2010a) and extends in the 

eastern slopes of the Andes and the adjacent foothills (MAE and PGS 2001, Homeier et 

al. 2010). It has two core zones, one in the Sumaco area where the volcano of the same 

name stands 3,900 m.a.s.l. The other core zone is the Galeras range that is located about 

20 km south of the volcano covering a smaller area of about 11,800 hectares (Couvreur 

et al. 2010). Other important elevations are the Pan de Azúcar volcano, together with 
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the Negro mountains and the Galeras mountains. The area is also important in terms of 

hydrology and upper watersheds of several Amazonian rivers such as Quijos, Coca and 

Napo (Figure 23). 

 

Geography and Ecology 

Geology and Origin 

In Sumaco, two geological zones are present: the Sub-Andean zone and the Amazon 

Basin. The Sub-Andean zone is located in the eastern foothills of the Andes with 

different altitudinal levels, high precipitation levels along the year, complex topography, 

different soil types, and the river meanders (Dinerstein et al. 1995, MAE and PGS 2001, 

MAE 2010a). The higher part is located in the northern highlands of Andean region 

with pronounced topography and relief, giving as a result a high level of endemism in 

the area (Neill 1999). The explanation of the high diversity and endemism in the Andes 

is related apparently with the abrupt relief and the juxtaposition of vegetation types 

(Gentry 1992). The Amazonia is well-known as one of the regions of the planet with a 

vast diversity and as a hotspot of biodiversity worldwide (Myers et al. 2000, 

Mittermeier et al. 1997). The characteristics of the Amazon Basin are the result of the 

interaction of diverse geological, morphological, climatological and biological 

processes (UNEP et al. 2009). Its origin dates back more than 100 million years ago, 

when the territories of  South America and Africa started to separate gradually (Neill 

1999, UNEP et al. 2009).  In the Pleistocene era (2,59 million to 12,000 years ago) the 

tropics underwent notable climatic changes and the vegetation belts suffered numerous 

vertical displacements during the several glacial and interglacial periods (van der 

Hammen 1974). 

The soil of the cordillera is formed from a Cretaceous limestone formation and its 

substrates rich in calcite are known to support a distinct type of flora and fauna (Neill 

1999, MAE 2010a). Its geological formations are rocks of diverse origin and 

composition dating from the Paleozoic to the Quaternary periods. Its relief displays 

different forms. It depends of the nature of the rocks: the hard rocks of plateaus and 

slopes, while the soft rocks form asymmetric hills. The area has also narrow and deep 

canyons where rivers flow (MAE 2007, MAE and PGS 2001). The soil is poor in 

nutrients and has low fertility, which is not suitable for the agricultural production 

(Wesche 1993, MAE 2010a).  
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Climate 

The different types of ecosystems in the reserve have diverse climates in an altitudinal 

gradient (400 to 3,900 m.a.s.l). There is an inverse relationship between regions and 

temperature and precipitation. This means that the higher the regions are located, the 

lower are temperature and precipitation, while the lowlands are characterized by high 

temperatures and precipitation (MAE 2007, MAE 2010a). The tropical humid forest or 

lowlands (400-600 m.a.s.l.) have a high annual rainfall, and the variation in temperature 

is almost constant throughout the year. The mean annual precipitation is 2,000 mm, but 

in some places it can reach more than 4,000 mm. This type of forest is very humid with 

high temperatures reaching up to 30°C. The montane forest (1,300 - 2,000 m.a.s.l.) is 

characterized by high precipitations, its annual range is 2,000 to 4,000 mm, but its 

temperature is lower. The presence of fog is one of the main features in this ecosystem 

(Neill and Palacios 1997). The temperature and precipitation of the páramo or alpine 

grassland, located at 3,400-3,500 to 4,000 m.a.s.l. are lower (Sierra 1999, ECOLAP and 

MAE 2007). In general, two marked seasons are present in the entire area. The rainy 

season refers to the permanent precipitation from April to July. The precipitation is 

almost constant the rest of the year, but with less intensity and quantity. The driest 

month of the year is October (MAE 2010a). 

The reserve has ten types of ecosystems following an altitudinal transect from the 

lowlands or evergreen tropical forests at 400 m.a.s.l to the páramo or alpine grassland 

ecosystem at 3,732 m.a.s.l. (Sierra 1999, MAE and PGS 2001, ECOLAP and MAE 

2007, Homeier et al. 2010). 
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Figure 23. Map of the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve  
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The different vegetation types are the result of tropical elements adapted to the upper 

regions and vice versa, of dramatic climatic changes during the Pleistocene, and the 

north-south connection through the Panama isthmus (Ulloa and Jørgensen 1995, UNEP 

et al. 2009). According to Sierra (1999), ten vegetation types can be found in the area 

(Table 13). 

Table 13. Vegetation types in the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve 

Vegetagion types in the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve 
Vegetation types Altitude (meters above sea level) 

Evergreen lowland forest <300 

“Várzea”  or flooded lowland forest 300 – 450 (600) 

“Igapó” or flooded lowland forest  300 – 450 

“Moretal” or palm flooded  in lowland forest 300 – 450 

Low transition forest  

Evergreen pre-montane forest 600 – 1,300 

Evergreen lower montane forest 1,300 – 1,700 (2,000) 

Montane cloud forest 2,000 – 2,900 

Pre-montane scrub 3,400 – 3,600 

Eastern Paramo > 3,600 

Source: After data from Sierra (1999),  MAE and PGS (2001) 

Biodiversity 

The diversity of biological species in Sumaco is extremely high. Early studies carried 

out in the area reported the presence of more than 6,000 species of vascular plants (Neill 

and Palacios 1997). However, only a small portion (90 species) is reported as endemic 

to the reserve (Valencia et al. 2000). In the new Ecuadorian Red List of Plants, 11 more 

species were registered as endemic to the region (León-Yánez et al. 2011). Therefore, 

new genera and species have been registered for the area (Homeier et al. 2010, 

Couvreur et al. 2010, Mogollón and Guevara 2004, MAE 2012c). 459 species of trees 

were reported in the area. A new species of Brownea was reported for the region and 

probably it is restricted only to this region (Mogollón and Guevara 2004). A total of 18 

palm tree species were registered in the Galeras cordillera (Couvreur et al. 2010). An 

important number of epiphytes (bromeliads, orchids, ferns, and aroids) was reported at 

intermediate elevations (2,000 m.a.s.l.) where Muñoz Barriga (2010) registered a total 

of 152 species, in the region of Cosanga. 

The wildlife richness is explained by some biotic and abiotic factors like different 

altitudinal levels and diverse ecological niches and habitats, as well as by the influence 

of the humid tropical rain forest, and the foothills of the Andean region. Moreover, the 

mountain peaks are considered isolated islands that harbor some endemic species (MAE 
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and PGS 2001). Research in the area is limited mainly because of the difficult access to 

the area. There is no complete evaluations of animal diversity in the area (Freile and 

Santander 2005). There has been reported a total of 82 species of mammals for the 

northern area, 28 species of bats, 13 species of rodents, and 14 species of carnivores. 

Many of them are reported as threatened, such as the Andean bear (Tremarctos 

ornatus), the tapir (Tapirus terrestris), the Andean tapir (Tapirus pinchaque), armadillo 

(Dasypus sp.), and big predators such as jaguar (Panthera onca), and puma (Puma 

concolor), small felines (Oncifelis sp), and margay (Leopardus wieddii) (Vanderhoff et 

al. 2010). The area is considered as an Endemic Bird Area (EBA) and Important Bird 

Area (IBA) for bird watching because of the high numbers in endemism and diversity. 

Until now, 872 bird species have been reported for the area, which is almost half of the 

total number of species that occur in the country (Freile and Santander 2005). A total of 

180 species of amphibians and 90 reptiles are reported (ECOLAP and MAE 2007, MAE 

and PGS 2001). As for invertebrates, there are only few studies, this area is still 

unexplored (Dangles and Nowicki 2009). 

The conservation of flora and fauna is one of the main tasks in the area. Deforestation 

and degradation of the environment is by far one of the most serious threats to the 

biodiversity in the region. Sub-regional annual deforestation rates are 1% and 3% (Izko 

2012). According to IUCN, there are 24 species critically endangered, 134 species 

endangered, and 388 vulnerable species (IUCN 2012). 

Additionally, oil extraction and mining are activities that are threatening the natural 

resources in the area. Both activities started in the 1970s as part of the modernization of 

the state and the beginning of oil exploitation (Izko 2012, ECOLAP and MAE 2007, 

Perreault 2003, UNEP et al. 2009, Oldekop et al. 2012). 

 

History 

Ecuadorian Amazonia, also known as Oriente has been inhabited since ancient times by 

indigenous people (Perreault 2003, Izko 2012, UNEP et al. 2009). Although 

archeological studies in the area have been difficult because of the conditions of 

visibility and the abundant vegetation, some authors (Porras 1961, Porras 1985, Salazar 

1998, Ugalde 2012) have reported the presence of petro glyphs and other archeological 

remains (e.g. ceramic and pottery) that proved that indigenous communities settled in 

the area at least between 1,100 and 400 years B.C. The Spanish conquistadors Gonzalo 

Pizarro and Francisco de Orellana discovered the Ecuadorian Amazonia in 1540, when 
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they organized an expedition to discover the ―Cinnamon Land‖. After a year of travel, 

they were disappointed to find only jungle instead extensive cinnamon forests. Orellana 

called the region ―Amazonas‖, because of an encounter with female warriors who 

reminded him of the Greek legend of the amazons (Ayala Mora 1995, MAE 2010a). 

The area experienced various boom periods due to the exploitation of natural resources 

including gold, cinchona bark, and rubber (Erazo 2011). This exploitation of natural 

resources was one of the most important economic activities of the colonists in the late 

19
th

 and early 20
th

 century, when indigenous people were used as slaves (Coca Peréz 

2007, MAE 2010a). The Oriente remained relatively isolated and untouched by 

colonists and mestizo settlers until the colonization of the uninhabited territories was 

encouraged. The Ecuadorian state promoted the Agrarian Reform and Colonization 

Laws in 1964 and 1973, respectively. The ―Fallow Lands Law‖, part of the agrarian 

reform, declared non-cultivated areas (including forested lands) as ―fallow lands‖ that 

could be colonized by settlers mainly from the highlands because many of them already 

had problems regarding the solution of land tenure or the productivity of land decreased 

(Perreault 2003, Erazo 2011). As a consequence, on the one hand the process led to the 

transformation of the forests into cultivated land, but on the other hand, to the loss of the 

indigenous communities‘ territories (MAE 2010a). However, many communities 

organized themselves to secure and protect their ancient territories and established 

cooperatives or associations, such as Rukullakta, Mondayacu, Amanecer Campesino, 

etc. These associations are the most important and are land tenure recognized by the 

government (Wesche 1993, MAE 2010a, Perreault 2003, Erazo 2011), on the basis of 

collective titles of ownership or state-owned indigenous reserves (Sirén 2007, Rudel 

2006). Road construction increased significantly, which in turn led to the displacement 

of the communities from their territories and as well to changes in the landscape arising 

from the oil extraction activities. These changes included new settlements and 

population growth, deforestation, water pollution, the expansion of agricultural 

frontiers, pasture for cattle ranching, etc. (Perreault 2003, Pan et al. 2007, Barbieri et al. 

2009, Izko 2012). In  the 1980s, a re-settlement based on the agrarian reform occurred 

in the area, which also coincided with the eruption of the Reventador volcano (Long 

1992). There are still 11 different ethnic groups living in the Amazon region in their 

ancient territories and conserving also their traditional knowledge, language, and 

culture. A total of 73,096.389 square kilometers is occupied by these ethnic groups 

(Izko 2012) (Table 14). 
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Table 14. Indigenous territories in the Ecuadorian Amazon 

Indigenous territories in the Ecuadorian 

Amazonia 

Ethnic group km2 

Achuar 6,596.87 

Andoa 950 

A´i Cofán 1,489.07 

Kichwa 24,147.421 

Saraguro 806.972 

Secoya 394.145 

Shiwiar 1893.77 

Shuar 19,160.428 

Siona 478.88 

Waorani 13,471.587 

Zápara 3,707.246 

TOTAL 73,096.389 

Source: After Izko 2012 

Socio-economy 

The indigenous communities that live in the lowland Amazonian forests have been 

using the resources of the forests for their survival since ancient times through several 

activities including hunting, forest product collection, fishing, and shifting cultivation 

(Coello Hinojosa 1995, Gray et al. 2008, Perreault 2003). Shifting cultivation involves 

clearing the forest in order to farm for a few years until the nutrients contained in the 

soil are depleted or weed invasion becomes severe. Then the land is fallowed, and the 

forest grows again. Shifting cultivation is one of the causes of deforestation worldwide. 

However, some authors argue that in the Sumaco region, shifting cultivation is 

considered compatible with conservation, because the indigenous communities live at 

low population rates (Sirén 2007). In particular, the Kichwa communities that live in the 

area maintain a subsistence agriculture system called ―Chakra‖, which is an ancient 

tradition that provides not only food subsistence sources, but also helps to preserve the 

ecosystem. In the Chakra, the community grows fruit and timber as well as plants used 

for medical purposes. In the last years, coffee cultivation was added to the Chakra 

system (MAE 2010a, Torres et al. 2008). However, the patterns of consumption and 

agriculture have changed drastically due to the land-use change, growing markets, the 

agrarian reforms (1964 and 1973), the increase of the population, expansion of frontiers 

of settlements and urban areas, and the oil exploitation in the region (Coello Hinojosa 
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1995, Gray et al. 2008, Oldekop et al. 2012). Many settlers or mestizo colonists came to 

the region looking for jobs associated with the oil industry, but then settled as 

subsistence farmers (Long 1992). In the last years, both indigenous communities and 

settlers have been engaged in cash cropping and cattle ranching, being the main current 

economic activities and contributing to the high rates of deforestation in the area 

(Wunder and Sunderlin 2004, Parra 1997). The main livestock products are milk and 

meat that are commercialized in the local towns (Coello Hinojosa 1995). The main 

crops in the region are sweet cassava (Manihot sculenta), plantain (Musa spp.), corn 

(Zea mays), papaya (Carica papaya), naranjilla (Solanum quitoense), tree tomato 

(Solanum betaceum) (Sirén 2007). Naranjilla and tree tomato are two of the most 

lucrative crops. However, their cultivation is one of the factors responsible for 

deforestation and also requires the periodical use of pesticides periodically, which are 

detrimental to the environment and health of communities (Rudel 2006). There are 

remarkable differences in crop land practices between the Kichwa indigenous 

communities and the settlers. The large majority of land is intended for cattle ranching 

by the settlers while the Kichwa people have a larger area intended for fallow and crop 

land. After all, more than 50% of their land is still natural forests. In general, small scale 

agriculture is one of the main economic activities in the region, followed by government 

employment, construction, logging or other kinds of wood extraction (Torres et al. 

2008). Due to the natural resources found in the region (water, flora and fauna, 

hydrocarbon and mines), there are several extraction activities in the area. Timber, 

mining and oil exploitation are the most important (MAE 2010a). Moreover, 

hydroelectric projects are part of extraction uses of natural resources in the SBR. The 

most important and largest hydroelectric project in Ecuador‘s history is the Coca Codo 

Sinclair project, which is under construction and whose completion is expected in four 

years. The plant is expected to provide 44% of the country‘s energy needs (Power 

Technology 2012).  

The current threats to the ecosystems in the area include illegal logging, oil palm 

plantations, hydroelectric plants, large scale transportation projects, and future mining 

and oil projects, which are in the process of exploration (Bass et al. 2010, UNEP et al. 

2009, RAISG 2012). The introduction of exotic species is also a problem for the 

conservation of the area. For instance, tilapia and trout are a serious threat for the fish 

living in the rivers (Calles 2008). Consequences of all economic activities are 

subsequent deforestation, watersheds and river pollution, and arise of socio-ecological 
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conflicts between settlers and indigenous communities.  

 

Demography 

The increase of human presence started between the 1960s and the 1970s, due to the 

development of several processes mentioned above (e.g. oil exploitation, agrarian 

reform law, deforestation, and increase of agricultural activities) (Coello Hinojosa 1995, 

Barbieri et al. 2009, Gray et al. 2008). One important aspect to take into consideration 

is the improvement of roads and highways that facilitated the massive migration to the 

region. The population has been multiplied 14 times in the last 70 years. In the 1950s, 

the region had only 46,000 inhabitants while at present, a total of 739,831 persons live 

in the Amazon region (Izko 2012). Figure 24 shows the population growth of the 

Oriente region.  

 
Figure 24. Human population growth in the Amazon region 

Source: Own illustration after data from the National Statistics Institute (INEC 2010) 

In the SBR the largest indigenous community is the Kichwa community (143 local 

communities), which comprises 70% of the total population in the reserve (Torres et al. 

2008). The rest of the inhabitants are settlers who moved to the place from different 

parts of the country, and a few foreigners. The majority of them started to immigrate in 

the 1980s (Coello Hinojosa 1995). The indigenous communities traditionally settled in 

the towns of Archidona and Tena, whereas settlers live mainly in the towns of Quijos, 

El Chaco, and Tena (MAE and PGS 2001, MAE 2010a). In the following table, the 

largest local populations in the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve are shown (according to the 
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data of the latest national census). Table 15 also shows the provinces and cantons that 

are part of the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve. More than 200,000 inhabitants live in the 

SBR, Tena and Orellana being the most populated cantons (INEC 2010, Izko 2012). 

The population of the Amazon region (especially the indigenous communities) displays 

one of the highest levels of poverty in the country, which also is an additional threat for 

the conservation of the forest (INEC 2010, Izko 2012, Ohnesorge 2007, Rudel 2006).  

Table 15. Number of inhabitants by every canton and province in SBR 

Provinces Cantons Total 

population 

Napo Tena 60,880 

Archidona 24,969 

El Chaco 7,960 

Arosemena Tola 3,664 

Quijos 6,224 

Orellana Orellana 72,795 

Loreto 21,163 

Sucumbíos Gonzalo Pizarro 8,599 

Total Biosphere Reserve 206,254 

Source: MAE 2010 

Comparable to Galapagos, several problems related with the public basic services 

persists in the region of Sumaco. The situation of the public services (except the sewage 

system) is in general worse than in Galapagos. The access to the public services is 

synthetized in the following table. 

Table 16. Access to public services in the province of Napo 

Public basic service Percentage of 
access (2001) 

Percentage of 
access (2010) 

Electricity 63.3 85.3 

Water supply network 52.7 59.4 

Waste collection 43.7 63.9 

Sewage system 38.2 43.2 

Source: After data from the National Statistics Institute (INEC 2010) 
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Governance and Management 

The conservation of the Sumaco area was considered as a priority since the 1970s 

(Putney 1976). In 1989, the Ecuadorian government ratified the importance of the area 

as a part of the NSPA. In 1991, with support and advice of the German Technical 

Assistance Office (GTZ) in regard to the prefeasibility studies for the comprehensive 

management of the area, the Ecuadorian government in 1994 recognized the Sumaco 

and Galeras Cordillera as protected areas and they were included in the NSPA. The 

resolution of the creation of the Sumaco-Napo-Galeras National Park (SNGNP) was 

issued in 1994 (Coello Hinojosa 1995, MAE 2007). One year later, the first 

management plan was developed. The main objectives of the plan were to protect the 

natural heritage area, to promote the scientific research, to implement new technologies 

for the management of the protected area, to promote the recreation, research and 

monitoring of the environment, to preserve the traditional culture of the indigenous 

people and to establish a coordination committee for the management of the protected 

area. It is important to state that one of the recommendations of the first management 

plan was the inclusion of the protected area as a biosphere reserve (Coello Hinojosa 

1995). Considering the importance of the area in terms of natural and cultural heritage, 

the Ecuadorian State petitioned the UNESCO for the inclusion of the area into the 

Global Network of Biosphere Reserves in 2000 (MAE 2007, MAE 2010a). In 2001, the 

first management plan for the recently created Sumaco Biosphere Reserve was 

established. The main concepts of the UNESCO were taken into account and the area 

was divided according to the main functions and zoning areas (Figure 23) of the MAB 

Program. This management plan was the first one created and developed for a biosphere 

reserve in Ecuador (MAE and PGS 2001, MAE 2010a). In 2007, a new management 

plan for the SNGNP was established, into which the concepts of the national park and 

biosphere reserve were included. One of the main objectives is to establish an 

organizational structure that can improve the capacity of management of the national 

park and also promote effective participation in the development of the Sumaco 

Biosphere Reserve. The main objectives of the management plan are in relation with the 

biosphere reserve concept (MAE 2007). It is remarkable to mention that in the current 

management plan the following five zones were included: 

1. Protection Zone 

2. Ecological Restoration Zone 
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3. Buffer Zone 

4. Public Use Zone 

5. Special Use Zone 

Comparing the current management plan with the first management plan of the SNGNP 

and the SBR management plan, it contains more analytical and development aspects, 

not only with a view to the natural, physical, and abiotic elements but also to the social, 

economic and institutional elements as key factors for the success of the implementation 

of the plan (MAE 2007, MAE 2010a). The Biosphere Reserve Management Plan is 

valid since 2001. In the plan, the zoning was included following the Seville Strategy and 

the Statutory Framework or the World Network that established the following main 

objectives: 

1. To preserve the biological and cultural diversity present in the area 

2. To make the place a model of land-use planning and to grant sustainable 

development with the intervention of local stakeholders 

3. To develop research, education and training in a planned and ongoing manner 

(UNESCO-MAB 1996). 

The management plan divides the Sumaco area into two main zones: core zone and 

support zone, which in turn is subdivided into the transition and the buffer zone (MAE 

and PGS 2001, MAE 2010a). Some particular aspects of the zone were taken into 

consideration for the elaboration of the management plan such as high rate of 

deforestation, high levels of poverty of the local indigenous communities, and poor 

local development and limited management of the private, public and communitarian 

institution associated with the biosphere reserve (MAE and PGS 2001, MAE 2010a). In 

1995 and 2010, the German cooperation (Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale 

Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) was one of the main international institutions that supported not 

only the creation of the SBR, but also several processes for the achievement of the goals 

outlined in the plan. Among major programs supporting biodiversity conservation and 

sustainable development, highlight park infrastructure (administrative offices, 

interpretation center, trails, etc.), agro-production (sustainable alternatives linked with 

the agro-forestry systems, such as cacao production and, mushrooms production), and 

land tenure regularization (MAE 2010a, PGS 1998). Additionally, the German 

cooperation financially supported studies on the implementation of sustainable 
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development through the environmental management in the region. Criteria of the 

program  ―Man and the Biosphere‖ of the UNESCO were taken into consideration, but 

also the perceptions and opinions of the local institutions as well as inputs and 

comments of the local communities (PGS 1998). 

Currently, the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve is working with thematic tables as a strategy 

of management and local governance, where public, private, communitarian and 

nonprofit stakeholders come together to discuss practical solutions to the problems 

related with the area of interest. Four roundtables were formed: Cacao Table, Tourism 

Table, Forestry Table and Land-use Planning Table (MAE 2010a, RBS 2012). 

Tourism Development 

The activity in the Amazon region began in the 1970s with the opening of three pioneer 

tourism companies: Anaconda, Jaguar, and Flotel Orellana. Later, with the constructions 

of more roads in the 1980s and 1990s, new destinations were promoted, such as 

Cuyabeno, Yasuní, and Misahuallí (Rojas López 2005, Reyes 2010, Smith 2003), the 

latter being part of the development of the Sumaco region. Some studies have been 

carried out to evaluate the potential of the region as a tourism destination. Parra (1997) 

and Viteri (1997) assessed the potential of the region as an ecotourism and cultural 

destination because the area has a vast diversity in flora and fauna, apart from the 

presence of many indigenous communities that still preserve their traditions, 

knowledge, and culture. The natural richness of the area helps to develop tourism. The 

region is well-known for its excursions through the jungle, kayaking and rafting in the 

rivers, and other outdoor activities such as trekking, boat excursions in the Napo River, 

and bird watching. All of these activities can be called adventure tourism or nature-

based tourism (Kaddatz 2009, MAE 2010a). Another modality of tourism is the 

community-based tourism (CBT). One of the pioneer groups of CBT was founded in the 

1980s. RICANCIE (Red Indígena de Comunidades del Alto Napo para la Convivencia 

Intercultural y Ecoturismo) built an indigenous network for ecotourism with 34 

communities. The main objectives are to preserve nature, to reevaluate culture and to 

improve Kichwa communities quality of life (Coca Peréz 2007). However, according to 

the current president of RICANCIE, only eight communities are working in the 

community-based tourism (com. pers. Grefa 2011). 

An evaluation of the great potential of the region for bird watching was conducted in the 

area. It showed astonishing results (more than 500 species of birds can be observed in 
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the region) for this outdoor activity (Möller-Holtkamp 2004). In the framework of an 

international workshop an assessment of the ecotourism activity, and its dynamics in the 

region as well as an evaluation of the tourism supply was analyzed. Tena and Misahualli 

appeared to be two of the main places for the organization of eco tours, which in turn 

also could be adventure tourism, community-based tourism, rural tourism, and cultural 

tourism. However, there is more work to be done to include the local communities. 

There is a lack of planning of the tourism activity and an incompatibility with other 

economic extraction activities, such as oil exploitation and mining. A better 

management and planning of the activity is needed (Morera 2004a, Morera 2004b). The 

social, economic, and environmental sustainability of tourism in the Sumaco Biosphere 

Reserve was also evaluated. The main results show that more work is needed in order to 

achieve this sustainability: awareness of the local population, development of good 

practices of tourism in the different lodging places, local consumption and production, 

and implementation of local and regional policies for the adequate development of 

sustainable tourism in the biosphere reserve (Kaddatz 2009). In 2010, the demand and 

supply in the province of Napo was analyzed using quantitative and qualitative tools 

(tourist‘s surveys, interviews with the main stakeholders in the tourism activity, focus 

groups and workshops with all the interested groups). Based on the tourist‘s surveys, 

four different segments were determined, that are all related with nature, but a 

permanent monitoring and control of tourists‘ demands and expectations is still missing 

in order to implement satisfactory strategies to improve the tourism activity in the 

region (Mesa del Turismo 2010).  

 

Main Actors and Stakeholders 

Different public, private, and nonprofit stakeholders are involved with the conservation 

of the protected area and the tourism activity in the region of Sumaco. Unlike 

Galapagos, that has some autonomous branches in its territory, some administrative 

work and the funding of Sumaco National Park is still centralized in Quito. There is an 

interrelation of multiple government organization at different levels (local, regional, 

national and international) (MAE and PGS 2001). 

A brief description of the main local stakeholders or sectors will be detailed in the 

following section. At the national level there are various government institutions that 

participate and have their branches in the region, such as Ministry of Agriculture 

Livestock and Fishing, the Ministry of Education, the Ministry of Energy and Mining, 



 

137 
 

the Ministry of Tourism, the Ministry of Environment, the National Secretary of Water, 

SENAGUA (former National Council of Hydric Resources), and the Department for 

Land and Agrarian Reform (former National Institute of Agrarian Development).  

 

The Sumaco National Park Service (SNPS) 

The Sumaco National Park Service belongs to the Regional District of Napo of the 

Ministry of Environment. Its main duties are the control, the monitoring, and the 

management of the protected areas (Sumaco and Napo Galeras) (TULAS 2002, Ley 

Forestal Ecuador 1981, PGS 1998). Its staff consist of a director, a librarian, a secretary 

and 17 park rangers. The administration of the national park is financially supported 

with technical assistance and funding from Germany through the debt swap since 2004. 

The trust is administrated by an external institution, the National Environmental Fund, 

entrusted with the effective management of the SNPNP. Its main functions are the 

administration, control, and promotion of sustainable development in the region (MAE 

2007, RBS 2012).  

 

ECORAE 

The ECORAE is a government institution associated with the Coordinator Ministry of 

Autonomous Governments. The Institute for the Ecological Regional Amazon 

Development (ECORAE for its Spanish acronym) is in charge of the design and 

execution of a strategy for sustainable development, based on the inclusion of all local 

stakeholders to achieve sustainable development in the region (Asamblea Constituyente 

2008, TULAS 2002, Ley Forestal Ecuador 1981). Objectives of the current projects of 

the ECORAE are to improve infrastructure (highways, bridges, etc), as well as transport 

and health management for the indigenous communities living in the Amazon region. 

The headquarters is located in Puyo in the Amazon region; five branches can be found 

in the other Amazon provinces: Pastaza, Morona Santiago, Zamora Chinchipe, Napo, 

Orellana and Sucumbios. A total of 64 staff members work in this institution (ECORAE 

2013).  

 

Technical Office of Tourism Napo 

The Technical Office of Tourism Napo is a branch of the Ministry of Tourism in the 

area. This office was opened in 2010 in order to decentralize the processes related with 

the tourism activities in the Amazon provinces. The office is located in Tena and has a 



 

138 
 

single employee in a small space that is provided by the Municipality of Tena. It also 

has problems with funding because it depends almost exclusively on financial support 

from the central administration located in Quito (MINTUR 2012a).  

 

GIZ 

The GIZ plays a relevant role as a technical advisor for the creation of the national park 

and later for the biosphere reserve. The German Cooperation for Development 

financially supports and advises several projects (forestation and reforestation, cacao 

cultivation in agro forestry systems, and fungi cultivation for income generation of local 

communities) to achieve sustainable development (PGS 1998, MAE 2007). In the 

specific case of tourism, several studies have been conducted by students or consultants 

(Mesa del Turismo 2010, RBS 2012).  

 

Provincial Council of Napo 

The Provincial Council of Napo is an administrative institution that coordinates the 

needs for services and infrastructure of each municipality within the province. 

(Asamblea Constituyente 2008, COOTAD 2010). The provision of infrastructure 

(building of schools, improvement of highways, bridges) is one of the most important 

activities conducted by the provincial council (GAD Napo 2012). 

 

Local Governments (Municipalities and Council Parishes) 

Three levels of political administration in Ecuador were approved in the new 

constitution and in accordance with the new decentralization law (Asamblea 

Constituyente 2008 COOTAD 2010). The GADs (former Municipalities) that represent 

each canton are the local level of administration. There are six GADs in the entire 

territory of the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve that correspond to the six cantons. In turn, 

each canton is divided in parishes, where the council parish is the government body. 

Local governments must comply with the Autonomous Decentralization Law as well as 

the Tourism Law (Asamblea Constituyente 2008, Ley de Turismo 2002, COOTAD 

2010 ). 
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CATUNA 

The Chamber of Tourism of Napo (CATUNA for its Spanish acronym) is a non-profit 

organization whose objective is to support the private tourism sector (hotels, restaurants, 

tourist guiding, and tour operators). However, this organization has weakened since 

2010 because it lost many of its members. According to a new law, tourist companies 

are not obligated to be members of the Chamber of Tourism (Registro Oficial Ecuador 

2008).  

 

Guiding Sector 

The guiding sector is constituted by native tour guides (indigenous people), naturalist 

guides and adventure guides (specialized in kayak, rafting, and extreme sports, who 

normally live in Quito or even are foreigners). All groups have their own local 

associations that are concerned with the standards of quality service, tour security, and 

the avoidance of unlawful practices such as illegal guiding, which affect not only the 

costs but also the image of the products offered in the region (pers. Com. Teo 

Ribadeneira, 2011, 2012). 

 

Hotel Sector 

Since the CATUNA stopped its operations, there are some attempts to articulate the 

hotel sector. However, these efforts are occasional due to a social split between the 

settlers and the indigenous people. Only single persons (owners of hostels) are attending 

the  regular meetings of the Tourism Table (RBS 2012). 

 

Agriculture Sector 

The agriculture sector has several associations and cooperatives in the province.  

Similar to the hotels and guiding sectors, there is a a social split between the indigenous 

people and the settlers. The different associations in general shows no interest in the 

Tourism Table. Its members use to attend frequently to the Cacao Table (RBS 2012). 

 

Indigenous Organizations Sector 

There are several community-based tourism initiatives in the province. Since the 

creation of the RICANCIE, new initiatives have been launched recently to support 

tourism activities. Few communities work together in terms of the commercialization of 
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their products and in joint projects. Once again, the cooperatives, communities and 

federations that are working in the CBT in the province do not have members that 

would represent them. They attend the Tourism Table meetings separately (Coca Peréz 

2007, RBS 2012). 

 

Transport Sector 

There are several taxi cab cooperatives and taxi cab companies in the province. Many 

bus companies have their headquarters in other cities of the country, whereas the taxi 

cab companies are local as well as are the boat taxi companies. The latter attend the 

meetings of the Tourism Table (RBS 2012) and their relation with tourism is evident, as 

they organize tours in the Napo River and transport tourists to different destinations. 

 

Tourism Round Table 

The Tourism Round Table is one of the thematic round tables within the administration 

of the SBR that established already four thematic bio-routes that can be promoted in the 

region: Bio-route of Bird watching, Bio-route of Water, Bio-route of Cinnamon Land 

and Bio-route of Cacao. At the moment, the Technical Office of Tourism is leading the 

process. Their vision is that local stakeholders, such as local governments and 

communities can lead the organization process in the future (RBS 2012). 

Figure 25 shows the different levels of government as well as the main stakeholders 

involved directly or indirectly in tourism in the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve. 
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Figure 25. Map of stakeholders involved in tourism in Sumaco 
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5.3. Summary of Chapter 5 

A precise description of both biosphere reserves has been given in the present chapter. 

There are some important differences between the biosphere reserves of Galapagos and 

Sumaco. Galapagos is worldwide recognized as a unique place with a high level of 

endemism. Moreover, Galapagos has an international reputation because of the 

publication of the book ―The Origin of Species‖, written by Charles Darwin as one of 

the main results of his journey on the British ship ―Beagle‖. Galapagos was the first 

protected area of the country, created in 1959, and the first biosphere reserve of the 

country, designated by the UNESCO in 1984. Still 95% of the terrestrial area of 

Galapagos has under protection. Galapagos constitutes a singular area with a specific 

legal framework (Special Law, LOREG for its Spanish acronym), which provides the 

protected area with some advantages in terms of its management. In practice, the special 

way in which Galapagos is administrated means for instance that the budget from 

entrance fees is transferred directly to the protected area. This is a unique case in the 

country. Tourism is the current economic driver of Galapagos but also involves some 

risks concerning the biodiversity conservation. Population growth and introduction of 

exotic species are the main threats. On the other hand Sumaco National Park is a 

relatively new protected area, created in 1994 by the national government. Since 2000 

Sumaco is also part of the UNESCO World Network of Biosphere Reserves. The area is 

characterized by a huge natural diversity as its area includes the Amazon Basin and the 

Andean Mountains. Due to its natural richness, Sumaco Biosphere Reserve is currently 

threatened by exploitation of mines and hydrocarbon as well as the building of 

hydroelectric plants. The management of the protected area is still highly dependent of 

the central administration in Quito. Tourism is a secondary activity in the region. 

However, Sumaco Biosphere Reserve has a great potential for tourism activities. In the 

following chapter the main results of the surveys and semi-structured interviews will be 

described in order to evaluate and examine the main factors affecting the current 

management of tourism in both biosphere reserves. 
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6. Results 

6.1. Quantitative Analysis 

Tourist Surveys 

A total number of 190, 231 and 278 respondents were registered for the three groups of 

tourists considered (denoted in the following as ―sites‖): Galapagos Cruiseship (GLP-

Cruise), Galapagos Land (GLP-Land) and Sumaco, respectively. According to literature 

(Kalton 1983, Punch 2005), the confidence interval of this sample is 95% and the 

sampling error is 5%. The survey consists of three main parts that are designed to 

measure the tourists‘ socioeconomic profile, tourists‘ preferences and satisfaction level 

(as an indicator of the consumption behavior of the tourists), and the knowledge about 

and perceptions of sustainable tourism and related subjects, such as certifications and 

willingness to pay an additional price for certified operations. 

 

Tourists’ socioeconomic profile 

In the sample taken in Galapagos, around a quarter of the tourists are Ecuadorians while 

the rest of them are foreigners, Americans being the most frequent nationality. In regard 

to the different modalities booked by tourists in Galapagos, the majority of Ecuadorian 

tourists prefer the land-based tourism modality (GLP-Land) which is less expensive 

than the cruiseship modality (GLP-Cruise). Foreigners usually chose GLP-Cruise as 

first option, even though GLP-Land constitutes also an option for a large proportion of 

foreigners. Of the total number of foreigners, only around ten per cent of the tourists 

chose both modalities. In Sumaco, the number of domestic tourists is higher than the 

number of international tourists, comprising more than 50% of the total number of 

tourists (Figure 26). A chi-squared test confirmed statistically significant differences 

between the proportion of national and foreign tourists in the three sites (Pearson‘s 



143.596; p < 0.001). Regarding the origin of foreigner tourists, in the three sites 

the most represented nationalities (in terms of the number of visitors in our survey) are 

US Americans, Germans and the British, which also coincides with the data provided by 

the Galapagos National Park and the Regional Office of Tourism in Sumaco. 
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Figure 26. Tourist’s nationality 

The age distribution of the tourists shows also significant differences between the three 

sites, as indicated in Figure 27. This fact was confirmed by a chi-square test (Pearson‘s 



73.166; p < 0.001). In Sumaco, the age of more than 60% of the tourists ranges 

from 18 to 33 years, whereas in Galapagos (both GLP-Cruise and GLP-Land) the age of 

more or less the same portion of the tourists (ranges from 26 to 58 years). This 

distribution by age pattern could be explained by the fact that younger tourists visiting 

Sumaco are mainly motivated by practising extreme outdoor activities (e.g. rafting, 

kayaking) that require a higher physical effort and imply more risk than nature 

observation. The latter is one of the principal motivations for visiting Galapagos, as will 

be explained later. An additional factor to be considered is the spending capacity of the 

tourists, as Galapagos is in general more expensive than Sumaco. Evidently, younger 

people have less money than older people. 
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Figure 27. Tourists’ age categories per site 

Statistically significant differences (Pearson‘s 

47.596; p < 0.001) were also found 

concerning the level of education of the tourists in the three sites. More than half of the 

respondents in the three sites have at least an university degree in the three sites (Figure 

28). Statistically significant differences (Pearson‘s 

69.238; p < 0.001) were found 

between national and foreign tourists regarding their level of education, with a larger 

proportion of international tourists having in general higher levels of education.  

 
Figure 28. Level of education 
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Significant differences were found in regard to the motivation for their trip between 

tourists travelling to GLP-Cruise, GLP-Land and Sumaco (Pearson‘s 

110.927; p 

< 0.001). The main activities practised in Galapagos are wildlife viewing, observation 

walks, moderate trekking in the terrestrial areas and snorkeling and diving as aquatic 

activities. In Sumaco, the principal activities are adventure sports like canoeing, 

kayaking, and rafting, but also hard trekking and walking in the jungle as well as bird  

watching. In our survey, the most important motivation reported for a trip to Galapagos 

was nature observation, followed by adventure activities, whereas in Sumaco the 

situation was exactly vice versa (Figure 29). When considering the nationality of the 

tourist, there are also significant differences (Pearson‘s 

33.884; p < 0.001) 

regarding the trip motivation between nationals and foreigners. The main motivation of 

Ecuadorians is adventure activities whereas for international tourists, the main 

motivation is nature observation. 

 

Figure 29. Main motivation of respondents 

Tour Preferences and Satisfaction Level 
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respectively four days start at 700 US$ (Flight ticket, 500 US$, and entrance fee, 100 

US$, are not included) which is considerably higher than the costs of tours of the same 

duration to the Sumaco jungle (around 300 US$). Another remarkable difference is the 

form of travelling. Around three quarters of the tourists travelling to Galapagos buy 

their tour packages in advance at their place of residence. In contrast, most of the 

tourists in Sumaco arrange their own tours once they arrive to the region. 

The tourists were asked to evaluate the service provided by their host (hotel, cruise or 

tour operator), on a scale ranging from 1 (excellent) to 5 (bad). An One-way ANOVA 

test revealed statistically significant differences (F (2, 658) = 42.192; p < 0.001) in the 

mean level of satisfaction between the three sites, with tourists in GLP-Cruise being 

more satisfied (mean satisfaction level = 1.455) than tourists in Sumaco (mean 

satisfaction level = 1.994), and the latter being more satisfied than tourists in GLP-Land 

(mean satisfaction level = 2.224). The overall results show a good evaluation regarding 

the satisfaction level. However, it is remarkable that GLP-Land obtained the worst 

qualification, confirming some previously reported problems for the populated centers 

of Galapagos, like disorder and chaotic growth of the tourist sector which has a negative 

effect upon quality standards and costumer service in general. 

 

Knowledge and perception about sustainable tourism  

When tourists were asked if they knew the meaning of sustainable tourism, the majority 

of them answered positively in both reserves. However, it is important to mention that a 

Pearson‘s chi-square test reavealed significant differences (Pearson‘s 

22.662; p < 

0.001) in the percentage of tourists in the three sites who are aware of sustainable 

tourism, with 80% of the tourists being aware in GLP-Cruise, followed by 67% in GLP-

Land and 59% in Sumaco. Additional questions related to the knowledge about and 

preference for tourism certifications as well as with the willingness to pay for this added 

value, revealed that there is still a lack of knowledge about this type of operations. 

Consequently, certifications are not yet a factor considered important by tourists when 

choosing their tour operators. Again chi-square tests showed significant differences 

between the three groups of tourists regarding their preference of certifications 

(Pearson‘s 

400.237; p < 0.001) and their willingness to pay an extra fee for them 

(Pearson‘s 

36.423; p < 0.001). The results of these tests are summarized in Figure 

30. 
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Figure 30. Perceptions of several aspects related with sustainable tourism 

Regarding the question if tourists consider the reserve they are visiting as an example of 

sustainable tourism, tourists in Sumaco tended to be more critical than in the other 

places. Their most preferred answer was ―partially agree‖, in contrast to ―completely 

agree‖ for the tourists in Galapagos, both GLP-Cruise and GLP-Land. This observation 

was confirmed by an ANOVA test. It revealed statistically significant differences (F (2, 

691) = 14.197;  p < 0.001) between the three tourist groups when a numerical scale was 

used to measure the level of sustainability perceived by tourists in the visited 

destinations (1 = completely agree to 5 = disagree), with tourists in GLP-Cruise 

qualifying the destination more positively (mean value = 2.09) than tourists in GLP-

Land (mean value = 2.16) and Sumaco (mean value = 2.59).  
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sustainable) reaches a maximum value of around 70% for tourists travelling by boat to 

Galapagos, which could be explained by the fact that they have almost no contact with 

the populated centers, where the problems related with not sustainable activities occur. 

This percentage decreases to 60% for tourists travelling to Galapagos with land-based 

tours, whereas in Sumaco only 50% of the respondents qualify the destination positively 

(Figure 31). An aspect to be considered in Sumaco is the implementation of some oil 

and mining projects in the last years, which affects the image of the destination and has 

a negative impact on the development of tourism. Still, in all sites the majority of the 

tourists confirms to some extent that the destination they are visiting is an example of 

sustainable tourism. 

 

Figure 31. Perception of sustainable tourism in the destination visited 

Resident Survey 
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5% (Kalton 1983, Punch 2005). The resident surveys have three main components, 

which are designed to measure the resident‘s socioeconomic profile, his/her main 

economic activities and their relation with tourism, and his/her perceptions of benefits 

and drawbacks derivated from the tourism in the biosphere reserves. 

 

Residents’ profile 

In Galapagos, almost three quarters of the sampled population are immigrants from the 

mainland. In contrast, in Sumaco only one quarter of the individuals in the sample is 

coming from other parts of the country. These data are consistent with the last census 

published recently (INEC 2010) and the migration patterns explained for each biosphere 

reserve in Chapter 5 (Figure 32). The origin of the immigrant residents is quite 

heterogeneous. However, in Galapagos there is a considerable number of people coming 

from the coastal region of the country. This could be explain the affinity of climatic and 

geographical conditions between this place and the archipelago. In Sumaco, the 

majority of immigrants are coming from the highlands. They mainly dedicate 

themselves to agriculture, sticking the same activity they carried out in their region of 

origin. 

 

 

Figure 32. Number of migrants in each BRs 

Another important aspect to be considered is the period of residence of the local 

population in both areas. While in Galapagos two-thirds of the immigrants arrived in the 

course of the last 30 years, in Sumaco only one third are newcomers who arrived in the 

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

Galapagos Sumaco

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

re
sp

o
n

d
e

n
ts

 

Natives

Migrants



 

151 
 

same period. Thus, data suggest that two different migration patterns occur in both 

regions, embracing an explosive migration to the islands in the last three decades, which 

coincides with the increase in the number of tourists during the same period. In contrast, 

the Amazon region experienced a more sustained and moderate migration (Figure 33). 

This observation has been confirmed by a Pearson‘s chi-square test (Pearson‘s 



53.487; p < 0.001). According to the national statistics, the rate of migration to 

both reserves decreased in the last years (INEC 2010).  

 

Figure 33. Years of residence in each biosphere reserve 
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seventh in Sumaco (Figure 34). A Pearson‘s chi-square test revealed significant 
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Figure 34. Level of education of residents 

 

Significant differences (Pearson‘s 

217.785; p < 0.001) were also found with 

respect to the monthly income distribution for residents in both biosphere reserves. 

Residents from Galapagos have in general higher incomes than residents in Sumaco. 

This is a consequence of the Special Law of Galapagos (LOREG) which states that 
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Figure 35. Montly income of residents in both biosphere reserves 

Values expressed in US dollars. 
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National Park administration, government council). When compared to Sumaco the 

number of public officers is disproportionate, as described in chapter 5. Fishing 

activities were only registered in Galapagos.  

 

Figure 36. Economic activities performed by the residents 

When people were asked to qualify to evaluate which extent their economic activity is 

related to tourism (with 1 meaning ―highly related‖, 2 meaning ―moderately related‖ 

and 3 meaning ―lowly related‖), a t-student test showed statistically significant 

differences between the mean appreciations in Galapagos (mean value = 1.93) and 

Sumaco (mean value = 2.25). As expected, there are also substantial differences in the 

mean qualifications between the groups dedicated to the different economic activities, 

which were confirmed by an ANOVA test (F (2, 1089) = 33.108;  p < 0.001). A clustering 

method was used to group the economic activities regarding the perceived degree of 

their relation with tourism, as given by the mean qualification of the people practicing 

each activity. The results are shown in Figure 37. As can be seen, five main groups are 
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0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

re
si

d
e

n
ts

 

Economic activities 

Sumaco

Galapagos



 

155 
 

medical doctors, secretaries, etc.). The second group corresponds to fishing, commerce 

(small shops for the local consumption) and elementary occupations (e.g. day laborer, 

stonemason, carpenter), where the respondents did not see much relation with tourism 

(mean value = 2.148). The third group corresponds to activities with a medium degree 

of relationship with tourism (mean value = 1,854), where the sectors of transportation, 

bars and restaurants, entertainment, handicraft shops, education and public 

administration are mentioned. It is remarkable that only in the case of Galapagos public 

service is mentioned as one of the main economic activities. The next two groups 

comprehend activities highly related with tourism. Hotels and travel agencies are 

grouped with a mean qualification of 1,548 and finally, as expected, guiding is the 

activity most related with tourism (mean value = 1,268). Figure 37 shows the different 

groups defined through from cluster analysis. 

 
Figure 37. Cluster analysis for activities and its relationship with tourism 

The numbers corresponds to the following activities already presented in Figure 38: 1) 

Agriculture, 2) Livestock, 3) Fishing, 4)Transport, 5) Hotels, 6) Restaurants and bars, 7) Travel 

agencies, 8) Handicrafts, 9) Entertainment, 10) Tour guiding, 11) Others, 12) Commerce, 13) 

Education, 14) Elementary occupations,  and 15) Public sector. 

 

Perception of biosphere reserves 

Few residents in both sites know that they are living in a biosphere reserve. A larger 

proportion of the residents answered positively when asked whether they knew that they 

were living in a national park. However, in both BRs, the majority of the sampled 
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population is neither aware of living in a national park nor in a biosphere reserve. The 

situation is more critical in Sumaco, where more than 65% of the respondents ignore the 

existence of a biosphere reserve in the area where they are performing their daily 

activities (Figure 38). A Pearson‘s chi-square test revealed that the proportion of 

inhabitants who are aware of living in a biosphere reserve/national park varies 

significantly between the groups which is determined by site (Galapagos versus 

Sumaco), gender, origin (native vs. immigrant), level of education and income level. 

 

Figure 38. Being aware of living in a biosphere reserve 

People who affirmed to be aware of living in a BR or a national park were also asked 

about their opinion if they thought that living there had benefits for them (Figure 39). 

Since few people know that they live in a biosphere reserve, the sample size for this 

second question was reduced, and the size of groups was insufficient for permorming 

statistical inference analysis. However, the answers given by respondents in each 

biosphere reserve are worth mentioning. While residents in both sites still perceive 

benefits from living in a biosphere reserve, residents of Galapagos tend to be more 

critical (a higher proportion answered ―agree‖ instead of ―completely agree‖). This fact 

coincides with the observed behavior during interviews. A deeper interpretation and 

discussion of these and other aspects will be the topic of the next section.  
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Figure 39. Perception of benefits derivated from BRs 
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6.2. Qualitative Analysis 

203 semi-structured interviews were conducted in both BRs. Of them 124, were applied 

in GBR and 79 in SBR. 58 interviews were held with ―experts‖ and 145 with the local 

communities and main stakeholders from different sectors related directly or indirectly 

with tourism. The main research questions seek to determine if tourism can contribute to 

the biodiversity conservation of the two biosphere reserves, and how tourism activities 

are managed in these BRs. On the one hand, BRs are places where conservation and 

development should be reconciled; on the other hand, the Special Regulation for 

Tourism in Natural Protected Areas in Ecuador (RETANP in Spanish) and the 

Consolidated Text of Secondary Environmental Legislation (TULAS) promote the 

development of sustainable activities in these places. In agreement with this legal 

framework a sustainable tourism should be promoted. Moreover, management and 

governance strategies are considered mechanisms of achievement of biodiversity 

conservation through tourism. The ATLAS.ti program helped to identify six categories 

that are associated with sustainable tourism, management, and governance of biosphere 

reserves in each of the study areas. These categories are: 1) Environmental aspects, 2) 

Socio-cultural aspects, 3) Economic aspects, 4) Management, 5) Governance and 6) 

Training and Education. Within each category several codes were developed in order to 

describe the current situation of management and governance of tourism in both 

biosphere reserves.  

The groups of interviewees per sector are detailed in the Table 8 in Chapter 4. Since it 

was agreed upon that the information gained from interviews would be kept 

anonymous, Table 8 is not subdivided any further and names of the interviewees are not 

disclosed in this document. According to several authors (Bertzky 2008, Flick 2009), 

for scientific correctness quotations are always given including the interview and the 

quotation number in brackets. 

6.2.1 Galapagos Biosphere Reserve 

Environmental Aspects 

The current challenge in Galapagos is to control and stop the chaotic growth of tourism 

in the populated centers that are not inside the protected area, but belong to the buffer 

zone of the biosphere reserve. The main problems are informality and illegality. Many 

stakeholders are aware of the fact that this accelerated growth may deteriorate the 
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quality of services. This might have a negatively effect on tourists being satisfied with 

the services offered. 

Many of the interviewees ignore the meaning and implications of sustainable tourism 

or, even worse, they have a wrong concept of sustainable tourism. Many of them have 

only a short-term vision of tourism management. Unfortunately, Galapagos has a long 

history of being ungovernable, with frequent changes of authorities and a lack of long-

term strategies. However, in the last years the situation of governance has improved. 

It is important to state that currently some initiatives are conducted to preserve the 

protected area of the archipelago. The Galapagos National Park Service (GNPS) has 

enforced strict regulation for large ships. For instance, in order to get their operation 

license they have to fulfill certain conditions in regard to environmental protection. A 

hotel owner and a former tourism guide said: “The protected area of the islands is very 

well conserved … one can observe that the guides and the park rangers are doing their 

jobs well” (4:169). In the same sense a former guide and member of a environmental 

NGO added that “together with the GNPS we are starting to put anchoring systems into 

the sea in order to preserve the marine biodiversity and that is also beneficial for the 

tourism sector”. However, the same stakeholder said that in general there ―is no 

conscience of the value of the flora and fauna by local population”(1:146, 1:139). A 

public official from the CGREG agrees with this statement, saying that ―all the 

activities conducted in Galapagos should be in concordance with environmental 

responsibility‖ (4:49).  

 

Carrying Capacity 

Many galapagueños (people from Galapagos) are aware of the rapid increase of tourism 

in the archipelago and the pressure on the natural resources. A community member 

described the situation as follows: ―The initial number of tourists was 6,000, then 

10,000, 15,000, 30,000, 40,000, 60,000, 80,000, 100,000, and since then there is no 

control” (1:3). To support this statement, an officer of the WWF-Galapagos said: “In 

2010 the number of tourists was approximately 200.000. Right now there are 17 flights 

per week and they [the local authorities] are planning to increase this number” (1:511). 

In the same sense, a local community member stated: ―The increase of flights is a risk to 

species. For instance, the noise will affect the birds and the fauna in general” (1:381). 

Likewise, for various interviewees it seems clear that, the current accelerated growth 

rate will worsen the situation dramatically in the future (4:123, 4:483, 4:331, 4:292). 
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According to a GNPS official, ―the current carrying capacity in some sites of 

Galapagos is exceeded. For instance, there are reports of 100 persons in one single site 

at the same moment”. Moreover, “the number of persons coming here should be based 

on the carrying capacity and not on the capacity of the hotel infrastructure‖ (4:529, 

4:538). Some interviewees  pointed out that was time to limit the number of tourists 

(4:149, 4:347, 4:204). 

On the other hand, some hotel owners and community members would not like the 

number of tourists to be limited (4:252, 4:365). One of them said: “The data on the 

carrying capacity is not true. They [GNPS and cruise ship operators] are saying that 

the point of saturation has been reached, because they want to stop our development” 

(4:365). In relation to this point, an officer of GNP said that “one of the main objectives 

of the saturation of some sites is to evenly confer the marine tourism activities to the 

tour operators and avoid overlapping activities” (4:269). However, the fact is that 

many tour operators are still waiting for the operation license from the GNPS. 

At the moment there is no limit to the number of tourists visiting Galapagos. Since 2007 

the Galapagos National Park Service has been developing a Monitoring Visitor System 

(SIMAVIS) which is not based on the maximum number of tourists, but on the 

saturation number for each visitation site in the protected area. However, in the 

populated center, there is no limit for the number of tourists. 

 

Current Model of Tourism and Environmental Problems 

The current situation in Galapagos for many interviewees is a breakpoint for the future 

of the islands, since many of them believe that the current model is a dangerous form of 

mass tourism (4:8, 1:64, 1:372). In agreement with this statement, an official of the 

CDF added: ―The problem is that the existing model is based on short stays, sometimes 

the tourists are not able to remember in which islands they were and not even what the 

names of the islands are. The experience in Galapagos should be different” (1:64).  

The manager of tourism from GNP and a cruise ship operator manager defended the 

cruise ship operation and argued that the current chaos was taking place in the populated 

centers (4:267). In the same sense, a public officer from the municipality of Isabela 

added: “Tourism is growing in an anarchic and disorganized manner. It will reach a 

peak, but afterwards it will crash” (4:516). In concordance with the current situation, 

two hotel owners said: “The present increase of the number of hotels is responsible for 

pollution and waste. We have to manage the destination adequately. We want to have a 
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big business, but at the same time we are doing nothing against the severe 

contamination” (4:583, 1:255). As everybody knows, the water pollution and the lack 

of a sewage system are the main problems in Santa Cruz, caused by the increasing 

number of hotels and the growth of population 

Despite these problems, there are some examples of environmental awareness and some 

positive attitudes towards biodiversity conservation, as a tour operator manager 

described: “After the overexploitation of the natural resources, many fishermen 

changed their fishing activities with the tourism activity, which in turn is good for the 

conservation of the environment. At present, there is no pressure upon the natural 

resources in the sea. It is a big achievement for nature conservation”. And he 

continues: ―Once the fishermen put some buoys in the bay in order to avoid the 

destruction of the places where normally the penguins are nesting” (1:265, 1:267). For 

this interviewee this is a proof of the awareness and value given by the fishermen to the 

natural resources. They are aware of the necessity to protect the natural resources, 

because these are the main tourist attractions. 

The tourism activity in the islands needs water resources. This is complicated in an area 

where freshwater is scares. A NGO officer pointed out: ―With the growth of tourism, the 

need for goods and services increases, having as a consequence a situation of non-

sustainability. Food, fuel and other resources are all brought from the mainland 

providing a very high risk” (1:151). To support this statement, a public officer 

said:“About 97% of the fuel is used for tourism activities, which is a risk for the 

seawater to be contaminated” (4:327). In addition to these dangers, many interviewees, 

see the introduction of invasive species as a serious hazard for the native and endemic 

species (1:82, 1:150 4:335, 4:548). A public officer said on this subject: “The 

introduced species will kill the native species” (4:348). To exemplify the last statement 

a tour operator told: “From time to time I watch, how iguanas get killed by pets” 

(4:573). To summarize the situation, a public officer from the GNP administration 

evaluated this issue as very worrying and threatening for the native species (1:200). 

A farmer  argued: “To avoid the introduction of species […] promote the local 

agriculture” (1:172). In the same sense a public officer and local producer added: “The 

food brought by the big trans nationals involves the risk of introducing species” 

(1:186). Unfortunately, as a public officer and the President of CAPTURCRIST stated, 

the control measures and quarantine system applied by the SICGAL are not enoughto 

prevent this or there is even no control and supervision at all (1:420).  
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According to various interviewees, the environmental problems are related to pollution 

of seawater and fresh water, and waste management. Some of them gave some 

examples. A hotel manager described the situation: “Many tourist attractions near by 

are spoiled. Therefore, if we don’t care about them, in the future we will lose these 

attractions‖ (4:212). Some tour operators agreed and added that the number of some 

species, such as zayapas (crabs), decreased in the last years. The seawater is polluted, 

and there is a remarkable erosion in some tourist attractions due to the increasing 

number of visitors (4:127, 1:295). 

In regard to the water management, a hotel manager said: “The water is not drinkable 

and there is no sewage system” (4:122). Several interviewees pointed out that all water, 

even the drinkable and desalinated water was polluted (4:156, 4:431). According to the 

water analysis comissioned by a hotel manager: “The water has different bacteria and 

parasites. It depends on were you are and the level of contamination” (4:218). In order 

to explain about the effluents and the water pollution a tourism chamber officer 

described the situation as follows: “The management of the effluent is a problem. For 

example, a small house was designed in the past for a family with five members. Right 

now they expand their house and offer some rooms to accommodate tourists. The 

capacity increases at least twice. The septic tank is not big enough anymore, which is 

resulting in the pollution of freshwater” (1:549). In the same sense various interviewees 

added that the effluents are thrown to the cracks, we are also taking the water from the 

creeks and since many of them are connected with each other we have polluted water 

(4:541, 4:569, 1:127). A tourism chamber officer sees the situation as a risk for public 

health not only for the tourists but also for the community (1:78). Many interviewees 

agreed with the urgency to solve the problem (4:523, 4:580, 4:467, 4:494). However, as 

a hotel owner said, an important aspect to be considered is that “due to the physical 

conditions of the islands is difficult to build a sewage system. Some studies were done 

already and it should be very costly to build it” (4:182). 

According to the President of the CGREG: “These problems have appeared with the 

growth of tourism” (1:339). The same interviewee recognized that there was a 

mismanagement by the authorities and said: “The problem is that the number of 

residents increase inordinately, possibly with the secret approval of the authorities who 

have the objective to route Galapagos not only according to the requirements of the 

nature, but also to those of the community” (1:338).  

There is still lack of public basic services (health care, sewage system, water provision). 
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In this sense, many interviewees showed their frustration and discontent about the lack 

of basic services (1:363, 1:370, 1:540, 4:236, 1:398, 1:44, 4:540). A restaurant owner 

said: “The tourism is generating a lot of money and we do have neither health care nor 

drinkable water” (1:101). Some interviewees described the situation by giving 

examples: “Even the hospital in the community does not fulfill the basic requirements. 

We have to improve the public health system in the province” (1:357). To support the 

same idea a hotel owner added: “For emergencies, we do not have a helicopter. With 

the improvement of the health system, it will help not only nationals, but also 

foreigners” (4:173; 4:181).  

The current modality of land-based tourism, which is developed by the local 

communities living in the transition zones (populated centers) of the biosphere reserve, 

is putting pressure upon the scarce natural resources of the islands. To make things 

worse, water supply is still insufficient as well as the sewage system, which both has 

negative impacts on the environment as well as on human well-being. 

 

Actions 

There are some actions recently undertaken by the local and national authorities in 

Galapagos in order to improve the current situation. Many of the interviewees on 

Isabela in 2010 complained that there was the need to start recycling(4:441, 4:493). 

However, the process started in 2011 and some of the residents are content as a tour 

operator put it: “A good action is that the GAD of Isabela started with a recycling 

project and with waste management” (4:482). Moreover, some of the hotels owners 

start to recycling because tourist are asking for this. 

In Santa Cruz the recycling process started earlier. Some inhabitants 

mentioned:“Sometimes it is complicated, but at the end it is good for us and the 

environment. The authorities asked us to do so and we must follow the regulations” 

(1:168, 1:169). However, a hotel owner (4:170) complained: “Sometimes it does not 

depend on me. I cannot recycle everything and some tourists just do not care about it”. 

Another hotel manager added: “Not all the people are using biodegradable products 

and there is an impact on nature” (4:287).  

For the construction and building of new hotels and even houses, there is the regulation 

to apply for environmental impact assessment (EIA). According to a hotel owner, 

“since a couple of years the GNPS is asking for the EIA for the construction of new 

buildings, but sometimes the management is not fair because the old buildings do not 
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have any EIA” (1:255). To support the same idea, a public officer from the MINTUR 

said: “Right now we are trying to regulate the chaos. Every hotel must have an 

environmental license” (4:503). A hotel owner added: “If you dig deeper, nobody 

applies any water quality management and everything is polluted” (4:581).  

In the same direction, an officer from the GNP administration stated: “The park 

administration has several environmental standards which every registered cruiseship 

has to fulfill in order to gain the permission for operation (4:410). Supporting the same 

idea, a tour operator said: “We are starting to implement some environmental standards 

in our fleet. Even our boats have higher quality standards in comparison with the 

standards given by the GNP administration. We are working with certification 

programs” (4:128). To yet contradict the last statement, another tour operator described 

the problem of large vessels (100 persons): “The quantity of waste, the energy required 

by this big boat has not been analyzed in depth. These kinds of vessels are putting a big 

pressure on the environment and sadly the GNPS is not monitoring these impacts” 

(4:546). 

In regard to the regulations some tour operators and an officer from the CI said: “We 

have to be aware of the protection of the environment, taking into consideration the 

control and regulations given by the authorities” (4:136). According to the same CI 

officer, “the GNP administration has a program (SIMAVIS) for the control and 

monitoring of the visitors, which helps to detect the oversaturation of tourism sites. 

There are some alarms that help to manage the impacts generated by the tourism 

activity” (4:574). Another tool that is carried out since the 2010 is “the tourism 

observatory, designed as a key element to monitor the tourism activity”, as an officer 

from CDF stated (1:58). Moreover, for a manager lodge “tourism operations should be 

environmental friendly” and “should put more emphasis in the management of the 

environmental issues (4:7)”.  

Despite the efforts done by the GNP administration and some tour operators, there are 

still some issues to be solved, for example the control of transport boats. An interviewee 

described the situation as follows: “These are rapid boats, you can reach your 

destination faster than before. But the environmental costs are very high because you 

can kill turtles or other marine species” (4:79). Sadly, the GNP administration has not 

yet implemented any control in this respect. 

In relation to the establishment of environmental standards and regulations a voluntary 

project started in 2010. According to the former coordinator, ―the quality pilot has as a 
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main objective: the proposal of a sustainable tourism in the islands. The development of 

labels and/or certifications is one of the tools for the development of this kind of 

tourism”. In the same sense a tour operator and a public officer judged as interesting the 

idea of trying to insert and promote the concept of quality of the operations (4:9, 4:47). 

Following the same idea, but not so convinced, a public officer of the MINTUR (4:228) 

said:“This was a very good initiative, but I think that on the way, we lost the motivation. 

There was a lack of commitment from the institutions involved in the process and a lack 

of political support”. Additionally for a CDF officer, “the program is exclusive and 

elitist. Only the hotels/boats that have money could participate in the program” (4:319). 

The director of the WWF Galapagos (4:303) states:“We still have to work on improving 

the standards and norms in order to provide more environment tourism operations but 

at the same time give some benefits to the local communities”.  

It is important to say that Galapagos has some relevant achievements. A public officer 

from GNP administration states: “control of introduced species, the Special Law 

LOREG, immigration control, the quantity of investment and the participation of the 

population” (4:542). The director of tourism chamber of San Cristóbal says: “The 

garbage is sent to the main port in Ecuador, Guayaquil (4:376). Moreover the recycling 

system and wind system are already functioning. The water treatment plant, the 

freshwater system and the sewage system are under construction in some of the 

populated centers, as some local community members stated (4:375, 4:401). 

Another important action/plan is the establishment of a new model of ecotourism for the 

islands. The statement of a WWF consultant was: “For the ecotourism model, the 

inclusion of good environmental practices and environmental projects is important as 

well as are feasibility studies. If the institutions start to work in a sustainable model of 

tourism development, the tour supply should change as well (4:140, 4:146). Not very 

convinced about this proposal is the president of the CGREG: “It is a nice concept, but 

we do not know if it will work” (1:345).  

In the actions promoted by the different stakeholders in Galapagos there are clear 

differences between the local community members, the local authorities and the 

conservation sector (WWF, CDF, GNPS), which sometimes even do not allow  

minimum agreements between conservation and development.  
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Sociocultural Aspects 

Galapagos has a recent history of migration in an accelerated process. The opinion of a 

local community member states the following in relation to the historical migration 

process: “Among the first settlers, the most important were traders, teachers and 

scientists” (1:1). Similarly a public officer said: “At the beginning the first migrants 

had their own lives and were not so many. The process of accelerated migration started 

30 years ago” (4:83). A hotel owner added: “Before the immigration controls a lot of 

Ecuadorians from the mainland came to Galapagos looking for better opportunities, but 

in the end, not all of them found it because of the big monopolies that traditionally have 

been dominating the market” (1:397). The same local community member gave some 

numbers: “According to the last census, the population is now approximately 30.000. 

We are not more people than that” (1:20). In the opinion of many interviewees there is 

an overpopulation in Santa Cruz because of illegal immigration (4:214, 4:222, 4: 313). 

Moreover, for many of them the migration brings various kinds problems. Two hotel 

workers have the opinion that migration contributes with many problems related with 

the conservation of some species and of the environment (4:127, 4:450). Going further, 

a local community member made a serious accusation in relation with the migration 

process: “The politicians are the first depredators of the islands. They brought the 

people to Galapagos for the elections and of course those people brought their families 

here later on‖ (1:375). In addition to these problems, a handicrafts trader said: 

“Migration is also related with the birth rate in the islands. One of the last reports said 

that 1000 women are pregnant. With this population growth rate we will have a chaos 

in the future‖ (1:45). To support the same idea of overpopulation, an officer from a local 

NGO added: “There is a population growth and it means that there are more cars, 

more demand of resources (electricity, water supply, basic public services in general). 

(1:150).  

According to some people in Galapagos, one of the key factors to avoid migration is the 

incorporation of Galapagueños into the labor market. The following is the opinion of 

several interviewees: A hotel manager said: “The local people must take the leadership 

and management of tourism. There are a lot of people with sufficient capacity” (4:205). 

The same interviewee added: “We must raise the rents of the houses, so they (the 

immigrants) will think twice if it is convenient to stay here or not. They are not only 

taking our employment opportunities but also invade this place. We have to expulse 

these people” (4:210). In the same direction, another hotel manager argued: “People 
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who dedicate themselves to an economic activity should stay and the people who are not 

working should go. Also we should foster a one child policy here” (4:224). A tour 

operators supported this: “If we do not promote in the tour operations the obligation of 

a minimum quote of permanent residents as employees, the immigration will not stop” 

(4:562). To complement the idea, a hotel owner accentuated: “We are still on time to 

solve the problem of immigration” (4:591). A future problem would also be the 

increasing number of youth and children which puts more pressure upon the scarce 

natural resources.  

There is a permanent source of conflict between the long-term residents (born there or 

living there for more than 30 years) and the new comers (who came in the last 30 years). 

As in many other places in the world, the permanent residents are acussing the 

immigrants to be responsible for many of the problems in the archipelago. A strict 

regulation and control for migrants is proposed. However, the migratory boom already 

exploded with a high birth rate and a high number of young people. 

 

Attitudes and Values 

In general, the permanent residents of Galapagos are against foreign workforce, but at 

the same time they are not sufficiently skilled and trained, or they refuse to do certain 

jobs. In the opinion of a hotel manager, there are three types of situations in Galapagos: 

“Many people do not know how to take the opportunity, do not want to take the 

opportunity or do not have enough capacity to take it” (1:400).  

According to some interviewees, the expectation of the local residents is to have a 

manager or bureaucrat position, they refuse to work in operative positions (1:24, 1:118, 

1:256). A Hotel Owner faced with this situation in her hotel said: “The attitude is 

terrible. They are even using force to keep their position. Otherwise they will call the 

authorities of migration control. Moreover, galapagueños do not care about quality. 

This leads to mediocrity” (1:261). In the case of agriculture, the farmers have much 

trouble to find people for this type of occupation. For instance, some farmers complain 

that they will lose their cash crops if they cannot bring illegal people from the mainland 

(1:118, 1:53). They are aware of the fact that they are breaking the law. A similar 

situation occurs in the restaurant sector.  

In accordance with a social scientist from the CDF (4:37), many people think that living 

in an unique place like Galapagos is a forever warranty, and that tourists will come in 

anycase (unregarded of the service quality being bad or good one). They think that there 
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would be no need to worry. Supporting this statement, a hotel manager said: “The 

population lack vision. Only a small percentage is aware that they are living in a fragile 

ecosystem” (4:223). In confirmation to this, a public officer said “We are handling 

tourism in an empirical way, in some cases we learned to do things in a wrong manner” 

(4:66; 4:84). To complement this statement, a community local member and a public 

officer (1:378, 4:462) said that a change of mentality, adapted to the environment, is 

needed. To support the same idea a hotel owner stated: “We have to start with the 

children because for the rest it is too late” (4:444).  

In the same way, many interviewees complain about the lack of care for the 

environment and awareness of conservation arguing that the population do not live in 

harmony with their environment (4:442, 4:472, 4:420, 4:419, 4:471, 4:489, 4: 499, 

4:379, 4:172, 4:577). One of them gives an example: “Here in Isabela, there are some 

people that still eat turtles and the people here think that this is ok” (4:421).  

According to the opinions of some interviewees, the islanders have a very passive 

attitude. They were simply waiting for the government and other institutions to give 

them all they need, hoping that money (tourists) would just come. There would be a 

lack of a proactive attitude. They wanted to have easy money without any effort. There 

would be no planning at all (1:210, 1:461) Connected with this attitude, there would be 

a limitation of creativity and innovation. They would be restricted to just copy from 

others (1:464, 1:458, 4:338, 4:519). To support this statement a WWF officer explained 

that they would ignore that within the tourism sector, next to hotels, boats, restaurants, 

there were also a lot of complementary services (1:512). A CDF officer said: “This is 

the typical effect of the paternalism pattern” (1:538). To oppose the last statements the 

president of the CGREG said: “It is enough and it is not fair that until now there are 

still accusations referring to our carelessness for the nature” (1:348).  

The laws and regulations of Galapagos are recognized by several stakeholders and 

authors as being advanced. However, their application is difficult as many interviewees 

affirmed. The authorities can‘t manage everything, when controlling laws and 

regulations, as many interviewees stated. For a restaurant/hotel/laundry owner: “The 

actions are inconsistent. They [the authorities] are telling us that we had to go by bikes 

but people from the institutions are using their cars all the time. You do not teach with 

the imposition. The bicycles are a question of culture” (1:33). To support the last 

statement, several interviewees think that conservation was a sort of imposition towards 

the people by the authorities. People is complying with them only because they have to 
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(1:489, 4:474). A public officer from the MINTUR exemplified the situation as follows: 

“We have to close down by law shops and hotels because the people refuse to follow the 

regulations” (4:510). To support the same idea, a public officer from the GNP said: “It 

is hard to regulate because they are used to operate illegally”. As a result, people are 

used to do things by force (carry out their activities in an illegal and informal manner). 

For instance, as many interviewees pointed out if a hotel or restaurant is to be built, it is 

started first with the construction. Only later on, the regulation and the formalities may 

be complied with (1:508, 4:91, 4:531, 4:114). When the construction is finished it is 

said: “They have to regulate my operation” (1:508). A public officer from the CGREG 

added: “You cannot tell the people that they do not have any permission to operate.We 

have the will, but sometimes we are afraid to apply the law” (4:90).  

In the end, people are fulfilling their obligations without any conviction or commitment, 

as many of the interviewees affirm (1:206, 4:185, 1:53, 4:96). For example, a fisherman 

declared: “If we have to follow the rules, we will do it, but sometimes it is impossible to 

do it even if the authority put a limit” (1:206). A CI officer (4:96) went further: “If they 

have to falsify, they will do it”. Many interviewees agreed that the real motivation is 

either money or their own benefits/interests, no matter if they are entrepreneurs, tourism 

guides, artisans, hotel owners, or restaurant owners(1:114, 1:238, 1:379, 4:22, 4:102, 

4:289, 4:500). However, a public officer stated “They only want to earn money but they 

don’t think about the future when the resources will be gone” (4:500). 

Living in an insular system, the Galapagueños have the ―islandness‖ feeling as some 

interviewees stated, which means that they are isolated and ignore what is happening in 

other parts of the world. Simultaneously they only care about themselves, they have a 

centrist view (1:377, 4:141). 

There is still a lack of environmental awareness among the Galapagos residents (long-

term residents and new comers). Many of them even do not know that they are living in 

a exceptional place like Galapagos. They are mainly interested in quickly obtaining 

economic benefits. Moreover, a passive attitude is the norm among the islanders, who 

have in general no sense of innovation  and wait for governmental support. 

 

Conflict of Interests 

Many environmentalists impute the residents for the current problems that the 

archipelago is facing. They say that the development (water supply, sewage system, 

electricity) of the towns at present was the most urging problem (4:340, 4:377). The 
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president of the CGREG argued about what is currently happening as follows: “We 

have some cases of illegal fishing, but maybe this is due to the need to survive, the lack 

of education, the absence of guidelines put up by the authorities” (1:348). In the same 

sense he added “They are telling us that we would have expulse the people. This is not 

possible” (1:349). He further argued: ―We have forgotten the most important species 

here, which is the human being” (1:350).  

The control and application of norms and regulations is a permanent source of conflict. 

Many interviewees believe that sometimes the rules are not clear or are devoted only to 

certain persons, the GNP administration being the main institution controlling the 

activities carried out in the protected area. In the local community, there is 

dissatisfaction, distrust and frustration in regard to the administration performance 

because people feel that the GNP has certain preferences. In general they think (1:19, 

1:34, 4:350, 4:363, 4:496,  1:445, 4:346, 1:452, 1:495, 1:417) that albeit the director of 

the GNP belongs to the local community, the ones actually in possession of power are 

the big companies. As an example they mentioned that they had been waiting for the 

granting of patents for more than ten years and until now the GNP administration 

wouldn‘t have responded to their request. At the end they would have been forced to 

work in an illegal manner. The regularization and legalization of the operations would 

be the simplest solution. For some of the people involved (1:474), legal operations are 

convenient for all because they can get money from taxes and the operation licenses. 

One of the persons said that the patents should be granted by another institution, like the 

Ministry of Tourism, ignoring the competence of the GNP administration (1:430). In 

this regard the responsible for tourism at the GNP administration said: “The control of 

the small boats is not our responsibility. The Navy should take care of it” (4:262). A 

hotel owner goes further and said: “Why they are not opening new visitor sites near our 

towns?. Who wins and who loses in this situation? That is the way how the park is 

manipulating the situation” (4:367). In similar way,, another local community member 

complained: “Why, for example have the big boats access to our islands nearby and we 

ourselves cannot go there?” (1:467).  

To some interviewees, there is an incompatibility between what is written in the law and 

what happens in reality (4:78, 1:527). For example, in Galapagos it is not allowed to 

practice some high speed sports because of its negative impact on the environment. 

However, there are very fast boats (used for the maritime transport between the islands), 

which is even worse than these sports. On the other hand, the local community in San 
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Cristóbal is promoting the development of sport fishing in Galapagos.   

As mentioned before, there is a permanent conflict between the environmentalists and 

the residents regarding conservation and development. Moreover, there is an 

inconsistence between what is contained in the legal framework and what is occurring 

in the reality in the islands. In the end, this leads to the pressure upon the conservation 

of the archipelago. 

 

Informality and Illegality 

There is a large disagreement among the people who dedicate themselves to legal 

activities and are paying their taxes regularly. They feel very disappointed because at 

the same time, there are a lot of people who are benefiting from tourism and who are not 

contributing anything. In the opinion of two private officers, the people are happy with 

the current situation. Every house is a hotel. But on the other hand, that is not good 

because they are not paying taxes and it is not fair towards the hotel owners who are 

paying taxes and stick to all norms and regulations (1:75, 1:131). The parts of the pie 

are not fairly distributed. This results in lack of motivation on the side of the legal 

entrepreneurs who are paying taxes and salaries (1:134, 1:216, 4:554, 1:230, 4:157, 

4:194, 4:243, 4:271, 4:435, 4:464,  4:520,  4:579, 1:281). One of them complained: “I 

am paying my taxes. My neighbor is paying nothing” (1:216). In some cases it is the 

same state that has promoted illegality. For example, in 2000 the Ministry of Tourism 

developed a program called ―House-Hotels‖ which was designed for the local people 

who could have a guest room. But many of them did not register in the ministry and 

now they offer four or five guest rooms illegally as the officer of the MINTUR 

described (4:397). The same situation can be observed in some boat owners, who do not 

have permission or are dedication themselves to other kinds of activities (4:261). 

Unfortunately, according to the director of WWF the GNP administration is out of 

control (4:304). The situation is in the public domain and everybody knows what is 

happening. Unfortunately nobody does anything to prevent it. 

According to several interviewees (1:107, 1.229, 1:448, 4:554, 1:306) there is an unfair 

competition everywhere which is linked with the informality and illegality already 

described. For example, small local artisans feel disadvantaged by the local stores in the 

big ships, legal with illegal owners, by owners of cheap and expensive hotels and so on. 

In the same sense a lot of interviewees (1:330, 4:271, 4:435, 4:464, 4:520, 4:579, 4:517) 

said that some owners were dumping the prices and with these prices were ruining the 
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market. The big disadvantage arising as a result of this is the lower prices. One tour 

operator complained: “Then the people do not want to pay fair prices” (1.229). 

According to a hotel owner (4:586), the final result is low budget tourists who know 

that there they pay less. For another hotel owner ―that is like prostitution‖ (4:476). And 

she added ―In the dock the people is fighting to take tourists; they ascertain the price at 

a level as low as they want without a relation to what they are giving” (4:479). 

The permanent conflict between conservation and development leads partially to  

illegality and informality because the residents feel that control authorities want to stop 

their socioeconomic development. Even worse, illegality and informality are part of the 

idiosyncrasy of Ecuadorians in general, but in Galapagos these things are probably 

worst since there is corruption, lack of law enforcement and weakness of the control 

authorities. 

Economic Aspects 

It is indisputable that tourism is the main economic activity in the archipelago. 

However, many residents consider the current situation of benefits to be unfair since a 

big percentage of revenues are not spent direclty of the islands. At the same time, most 

people are fighting to get ―a piece of the pie‖ which may result in more pressure upon 

the natural resources, an unsustainable scenario and unsatisfied tourists.  

Diverse perceptions are professed by the local community in regard to the benefits 

coming from the tourism activity. Only few interviewees (4:10, 1:72, 1:403, 1:209) 

assessed the situation as positive, arguing that they work jointly with the local 

community and at the same time protecting the environment.  

Moreover, they recognized that the activity in the local community has been reactivated, 

especially the land-based tourism that experienced an important growth in the last years. 

The big increment has occurred in Santa Cruz while Isabela and San Cristóbal are in a 

process of increase. With new flights frequencies, there has come an increased 

dynamism of the local economy. Everybody is benefiting from direct activities: taxi cab 

drivers, bus companies, restaurants, hotels, etc, but also from indirect activities: tax 

experts, accountants (1:83). 

On the other hand, the majority of the interviewees from all sectors (hotel, food and 

beverages, tour operators, transport, handicrafts, agriculture, livestock, public and 

private officers) are frustrated and discontent with the situation of benefits derivated 

from the tourism activity. For many of them (4:303, 4:202, 4:203, 4:385, 4:192, 4:180, 
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1:56, 1:92, 1:97, 1:403, 1:248, 1:285, 1:251, 1:434, 1:335, 1:451, 1:533, 1:37, 4:451, 

4:463), the revenues generated by the activity are not equally distributed among the 

community. They think they are in an unfair and disadvantaged situation. For many of 

them, it is the big companies that are guilty for this imbalance because they are 

transfering the money to outside of the islands. As an example, some farmers (1:170, 

1:102) complained about the exclusion of benefits. With a similar feeling, an artisan 

(1:218) said: “In general, the benefits for us are quite few”. Some of the interviewees 

(4:385, 4:203,  4:180, 4:352) also protest that despite they are taking care of the 

environment and natural heritage, calling themselves ―guardians‖, they do not see any 

benefit in the short term. A public officer (4:59) said that part of the revenues generated 

by the big operators should support basic services and well-being of local communities. 

In this sense, a local member said that there was the need to ask the authorities to hire 

local people (1:312). One handicraft trader (1:42) said that although his enterprise 

would not employ local people because of their lack of training and capacity, it was 

nevertheless are working in social projects with children of the local community. 

People are complaining about the mechanisms of access and participation given by 

governmental institutions, and also about the monopoly of the big companies over the 

benefits brought to the islands through tourism (4:11, 1:4, 1:452, 1:334). An interviewee 

says that both the GNP administration and the CDF are restrictive institutions. He feels 

that there is a separation between the institutions and the population (1:4). To support 

the last statement, a farmer complained against other public institution, the CGREG: 

“They have no idea about what happens here in the highlands (rural areas). I would 

like to go to the meetings of the CGREG, but nobody invites us” (1:121). On the 

contrary, a member of the local community accepted that “sometimes we are guilty 

because we do not like meetings or assemblies” (1:462).  

According to several interviewees (1:283, 1:311, 1:479), there are preferences assigned 

to some sectors. For instance, one of the most benefited is the fishing sector since the 

activity has been made part of tourism activity. Complaining about the situation, two 

tour operators (1:283, 1:488) said: It is not fair. 

The president of the CGREG goes further and criticizes the inaccessibility to scientific 

information in Galapagos. “Moreover, all the information published by the Scientific 

Station is in English. There is a need to democratize this information” (1:343).   

To avoid confrontation, laws, regulations and conditions should be very clear. 

Currently, central, local and regional authorities are working in the amendment of the 
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law, which includes the regulation of handicrafts commercialization, promotion of local 

consumption and participation of the community (1:13, 1:337).  

Unfortunately, exclusion of decision-making processes, equitable benefits for local 

communities and more local participation are still a pending tasks to avoid struggles 

among the main stakeholders and to improve the management of tourism and the 

achievement of sustainability. The amendment of the Special Law LOREG could be a 

good opportunity to improve the present situation. 

 

Ownerships by Foreigners  

Following the same argument of unequal distribution of benefits, the people from 

Galapagos accuse big companies, which normally manage cruise ships, to be culpable 

of the feeling of dissatisfaction among residents. Many owners belong to important 

power groups from the main cities in Ecuador (Quito and Guayaquil) or even from other 

countries. The general critics coming from many interviewees (1:11, 1:12, 1:185,  

4:273, 4:386,  4:452, 1:476, 4:393, 1:263, 1:38, 1:471) is that since the majority of the 

companies come from outside the islands, they are not paying taxes in the islands. They 

are neither buying local production nor employing local labor because they own 

everything (tour operations, land and maritime transport, hotels, restaurants) in their 

cruise ship operations. For many of the interviewees (1:38, 1:199, 1:336, 4:82) there is 

an elite oligopoly comprised by big tour companies and cruise ships. Air companies are 

also associated with these enterprises, and according to several interviewees (1:422, 

1:463), flights quotas are taken by big companies leaving almost nothing to local 

communities and local tourism. Some local entrepreneurs (1:28, 1:422) affirmed that 

cruise tourism is in the hands of big international monopolies that are blocking the local 

land-based tourism. In order to promote this type of tourism some local community 

members (1:482, 4:352) agreed that they [big companies] have to foster daily tours and 

longer and well distributed stays. For instance, for a public officer from the municipality 

“seven days on board and seven days on the land should be ideal” (4:352). To 

exemplify the idea of benefits received by the local community with this type of tourism 

a public officer from the GNP administration (4:543) stated that the ownership of hotels 

in Isabela is mainly in hands of local people.  

However some of the interviewees (1:336, 1:125, 4:12, 4:21) highlighted the efforts 

made by some companies in relation to socio-environmental responsibility and also 

commercialization and marketing of the product. In addition, one local community 
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member recognizes that “historically what brings money to Galapagos is the cruise 

tourism” (1:125). 

The current model of cruise ship can be called ―geographically isolated tourism‖ and 

according to several interviewees (1:209, 1:395, 4:394, 1:315), the problem of this 

model is that next to the fact that the residents get nothing, “the interaction of tourists 

with the community is minimal” (1:395). To describe the situation, some interviewees 

(1:39,  1:178, 1:219, 1:36, 1:160) complained that, when the tourists from the cruise 

ships came to the villages, they do not spend enough time appreciating the handicrafts, 

food or culture, they are forced to return to their bubble (cruise ship) where they enjoy 

the ‗all inclusive‘ package. In the same regard a local entrepreneur said: “Puerto Ayora 

is considered port traffic. Tourists are not staying here. We are waiting but all is a 

chimera” (1:22). To support the last statements, a former tour guide said: “When I was 

working in the big boats, the owners or managers told us to not stop in the towns” 

(4:179). In the opinion of some of local community members (1:286, 1:333, 1:440, 

1:48) the big boats have to come at least once a day because there are quite few tourists, 

only single travellers and the tourists from the boats are not coming. To support the 

same idea, one interviewee and local community member argued: “T he big companies 

are regarding the land-based tourism as a risk for their business and reputation” 

(4:361). However, according to a local entrepreneur (1:209), this cruise ship tourism 

initiated ecotourism and still has a good reputation. Since the land-based tourism 

started, the cruise ship tourism started to decrease.  

Tourism is an activity with a high demand of external factors (goods and services). In 

the case of Galapagos, there are limitations in terms of qualified manpower and quality 

of goods and services, which leads to the import of many products and highly qualified 

people. In this regard, the Galapagueños are aware of the situation. Two farmers (1:26, 

1:120, 1:30) believe that cultivation is difficult because there are neither enough tools 

nor people for agricultural production. To prevent loss of crops they are forced to 

employ people from the mainland. Even extensive production is not enough to meet the 

demand (4:132, 4:548). A similar situation occurs with crafts made in Galapagos. Two 

artisans (1:40, 1:180) described that on one hand there is not enough manpower to 

manufacture handicrafts, and on the other hand, materials are scarce and primarily 

brought from the mainland. Even worse as one handicrafts trader declared: “The 

majority of the handicrafts sold here come from the mainland” (1:235). The same 

patterns can be found in all sectors, as many interviewees (1:53, 1:257, 1:203, 1:535, 
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4:447) stated. For instance, a fisherman argued: “They [the entrepreneurs] prefer to 

bring fish from the mainland because it is cheaper”.  

As some interviewees (1:257, 4:446, 4:417) said, the same situation occurs with the 

qualified manpower. There are not enough trained and skilled people. Many of the 

employees come from the mainland, since some employers prefer to contract them, 

because they are more skilled workers and cheaper than local manpower. As one public 

officer (1:412) stated, the problem is that people are focusing on studying only the fields 

of tourism or environment, thereby forgetting that they need more than that. As an 

example, a local entrepreneur argued:“We need a shipyard here. It could generate 

employment for the people” (1:35).  

According to a public officer (1:79), even many goods are produced in Galapagos, like 

yogurt and milk, ―There is a vicious circle, because with the increase of tourism, there 

is more demand and there is the need to bring goods and services” (1:82). As a result of 

the demand of external factors, Galapagos has a permanent leakage. For some 

interviewees (1:187, 1:396) this leakage means that all the knowledge, capital, and 

revenues generated in Galapagos go outside and nothing stays. For instance, the big 

companies‘ profits goes to Quito, Guayaquil, USA, Germany, leaving little for the local 

economy. 

As many interviewees (1:41, 4:207, 4:465, 1:314, 1:354, 4:588, 1:369, 1:435) stated, 

living costs are much higher than in the mainland which leads to the rising of local 

prices of goods and services. To make matters worse, the quality leaves much to be 

desired. As an officer from a NGO stated, the rising of prices is a consequence of the 

tourism economy. He added: “The land-based tourism has to feed the tourists. Even 

without quality, you have to pay” (1:128). Supporting the same statement in relation 

with the local labor, wages are higher by law (LOREG) which promotes migration. 

Many local entrepreneurs (4:491, 4:588, 1:354) are annoyed about it, arguing that the 

local people are asking higher wages for little work.  

As the director of the WWF Galapagos (4:297) stated, “unfortunately the local 

production and labor is ignored despite they are fundamental for the integral 

management and the compliance of the LOREG, but nobody cares about it”. In the 

same direction, a public officer from the GNP administration (1:183, 1:192) said that 

supply chains are disconnected from tourism. There is no policy for local production 

and consumption and the big companies ignore local consumption. He went further 

and declared: ―If we want to develop the ecotourism concept, it must be linked with local 
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consumption‖ (1:190).  

According to some interviewees (1:23, 1:84, 1:116, 1:367, 1:166), examples of goods 

production are vegetables, fruits, coffee, potatoes, fish, dairy products, and meat. 

However, some buyers and employers (1:81, 4:130, 4:418) complain that there is an 

insufficient supply, poor quality and lack of variety of products, and shortage of skilled 

labor. To conclude, the same GNP administration officer said: “The big companies do 

not trust in the local capacity, quality and prices” (1:184).  

Some local entrepreneurs are trying to give opportunities to local people, as some 

examples might show: a restaurant owner (1:161) is training students by offering 

internships in his business. Another restaurant owner (1:167) said that more than 90% of 

his employees are from Galapagos. A tour operator highlighted that in Isabela, the 

majority of hotels are owned by local people (1:270). Likewise, another tour operator is 

aware of the provision of direct or indirect opportunities to the local people (1:442).  

Tourism is a sector which has direct, indirect and induced links with other sectors of the 

economy. As the president of the Chamber of Tourism in Galapagos stated: “All is 

related. If we have more tourists, we will need more ships, more mechanics, more 

laundry services, and so on. It means that there are businesses for everyone who is 

involved direct or indirectly with tourism” (1:208). In this sense, the Galapagueños 

(4:351, 1:72, 1:115) know that there are benefits from tourism and that to a greater or a 

lesser extent, almost all people are profiting from tourism. Some interviewees (1:72, 

1:152, 1:164, 1:202, 1:226, 1:241) from diverse sectors stated that in the last years every 

sector is focused on tourism and this is the motor of the economy: from hotels to daily 

tours passing through restaurants, diverse transport forms, laundry, internet coffees, 

local shops, etc. The towns have developed basic infrastructure to receive tourists. A 

NGO officer described the current situation as follows: “All want a piece of the pie” 

(1:152). In this sense many interviewees (1:323, 1:359, 1:383, 1:415, 1:483, 1:524) are 

satisfied with the present situation and they are taking advantage of the situation.  

Associativity and cooperation depends on the laws that govern different sectors. For 

instance, the terrestrial and maritime transport has to belong to a Cooperative (Union) in 

order to operate, as a taxi cab driver confirmed (1:245). The same situation occurs with 

the fishermen, as one of them confirmed (1:204). Until recently, it was also compulsory 

to belong to be a member of the Chamber of Tourism to operate as hotel, restaurant, 

tour operator. Since the government removed obligation to belong to the Chamber of 

Tourism, it suffered a weakening, as the president of Chamber of Tourism of Santa Cruz 
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stated (1:211). In the same sense, the president of the Chamber of Tourism of San 

Cristóbal said that they are fighting to survive (1:426). Only few people join the 

Chamber of Tourism voluntarily (1:502). Additionally, many interviewees had the 

impression that the Chamber of Tourism of Santa Cruz was working as a function of 

higher interests (foreigner interests) and was not representing the people (1:32, 1:47). 

Some interviewees from different sectors (1:80, 1:173, 1:110, 1:179, 1:220, 4:167, 

1:447, 4:250) were disappointed with the past associations, but recognize the benefits of 

association such as the strengthening of the sector, the united efforts against institutions, 

and representativeness to solve problems like improvement of services, licensing, 

control, etc. 

According to many interviewees, one of the constraints for the improvement of goods 

and services are the lack of governmental support. For example, in the agriculture 

sector some farmers (1:172, 1:368, 4:247, 1:80) said that agricultural production is very 

difficult not only due to the physical restrictions of the environment (e.g. water) but also 

because of the lack of funding. To support the same idea, some interviewees (1:117, 

1:123, 1:310, 1:356) said that current credits were only for rich people, who are the 

persons gaining the benefits from the large funding institutions. However, public banks 

are momentarily asking for more flexible conditions (payment methods and deadlines) 

and less paperwork and shackles when applying for credits, arguing that they need big 

investments to improve the current operations or start new ones. Many of them (1:361, 

1:439, 1:472) asked also for technical assistance, information and training in order to 

get the credits.  

Some public officers (1:85, 1:197, 4:508, 1:297, 4:87) affirmed that public funding 

increased with the current government and that there is a new policy for the institutions. 

They have to visit the farmers, give more facilities, and offer some technical advice. 

One CDF officer is aware of the effort of national institutions. However, he emphasized 

that “it is important to have good ideas to participate” (1:541). 

Credits and governmental assistance are also linked with the encouragement of 

entrepreneurship. Many interviewees agreed that some sectors need this support. For 

instance, many craftsmen (1:17, 1:108, 1:87) said that product quality is very bad and 

therefore the majority of handicrafts are brought from the mainland. This prevents any 

possibility of new creations and designs. Moreover, they also added that more training 

and credits are needed to improve the quality of handicrafts. As an officer from an NGO 

stated: “New ideas are needed. Here the people start to copy when somebody has got a 
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good new idea” (1:157).  

In the agricultural sector, according to several private and public officers (1:138, 1:188, 

1:307) the farmers could also be part of tourism activities either providing goods 

(organic products) or complementary services (agro tourism and farmer visitation). 

It is important to mention that according to some interviewees (1:266, 1:455, 1:532) 

fisheries are one of the favored sectors that were inserted into tourism. As one of them 

summarized “the fishery fell into a crisis. Then, the fishermen decided to change the 

activity” (1:266). Apart from some successful examples, some interviewees (4:159, 

4:310, 4:527) believe that local people lack a business culture; they even do not have 

basic knowlwdge about market, especially the old generations. 

In general, many of the residents (1:159, 1:163, 1:201, 1:226, 1:241, 1:364, 1:319, 

1:459, 1:490) are pleased with the current number of tourists. The development of 

land-based tourism is supporting the local economy, the tourists are staying and the 

benefits are for all because many people are related with tourism and there are more 

revenues for the community. Two local community members described the situation as 

advantageous. A fisherman described the situation as follows: “We are right now in a 

boom, all people are benefiting from tourism” (1:322). A restaurant owner said: “We 

have a lot of tourists coming here and the majority of the time we are busy” (1:352).  

It is important to mention that there are some differences between the islands in terms of 

tourism development. Santa Cruz developed first as transit port but also as a visit point 

for land-based tourism, followed by San Cristóbal and recently Isabela. In the case of 

Isabela to a smaller extent San Cristóbal, it is indisputable that benefits are going 

directly to the local people, because the majority of them are owners while in Santa 

Cruz, many owners are foreigners. Some interviewees (1:386, 1:399, 1:425, 1:478, 

1:481, 1:516) highlighted the last statement. But they also admitted that there is a 

pending task regarding the distribution of benefits. As an officer from the CDF (1:536) 

said: “The distribution of benefits is not good enough and the people still have a bad 

feeling about that”  

Some interviewees (1:124, 1:129, 1:144, 1:145) pointed out that as the majority of the 

people want to profit from the activity, what they will receive in the future will be less 

due to competition. Even now there are some people who perceive that they receive less 

than before (1:71). However, when taking a look at the statistics of the Galapagos 

National Park, there is no decline in the number of tourists. 

Some interviewees (1:57, 4:63) reported that for the first time the accommodation 



 

180 
 

capacity in hotels exceeded the capacity of the vessels. To summarize how this figure 

affected the current tourist profile a tour guide said: “The tourist profile changed 

dramatically. Now we have people who come, watch flora and fauna, take some 

pictures, and go. In the past we had tourists really interested in nature and ecology” 

(4:564).   

To some interviewees (4:67, 4:20, 4:120), the market segments are very heterogeneous 

right now. According to some cruise ship owners of luxury hotels (4:294, 4:374, 4:134, 

4:216), the majority of the tourists chosing this modality are foreigners being the type of 

tourist very demanding in terms of quality and service. On the other hand, the land-

based tourism, which is concentrated in the populated centers, is focused on the tourists 

with less money, except some luxury hotels, as many interviewees (4:2, 4:186, 1:277, 

1:329) said. In the same sense, many of them (1:277, 4:28, 4:357, 4:589, 4:39) have the 

opinion that many tourists coming to the populated centers are backpackers who look 

for cheap accommodations without much quality. However, as a WWF consultant 

(3:147) said, these single tourists connect some activities like restaurants, laundries, etc.  

The profile is related not only with the purchasing power but also with the 

environmental awareness. As many interviewees (4:20, 4:120, 4:199) described, there 

are different levels of awareness reaching from really committed tourists to others 

without any consciousness. Many of the interviewees (4:133, 4:412, 4:199, 1:391, 

3:143, 4:62, 4:154) coincided in their opinion that the type of tourism that should be 

fostered in Galapagos should be in concordance with the environment, keeping in mind 

that there is a growing specialized market of tourists looking for companies with socio-

environmental certification or green labels, tourists who want basic accommodation, no 

big hotels or mass tourism. One of them stated: “The tourists are coming to Galapagos 

because they want to admire the nature, they don’t want big cities” (1:460).  

In regard to the national market one of the main target groups are the pupils from the 

mainland of Ecuador, as two tour operators affirmed (4:248, 4:133). However, the 

national tourists do not know how to manage the environment and have no 

environmental awareness, according to a WWF consultant (4:314).  

Several forms tourism have developed in the last years to promote the improvement of 

the local community but also the environmental education as some interviewees stated 

and exemplified (1:484, 4:107, 4:121). One of them is the ―island hopping‖, a current 

trend with the idea of foster the land-based tourism. Another form is the 

voluntary/student tourism (e.g. NATGEO), which consists in bringing students from the 
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high schools in the USA to Galapagos. They are staying on the populated centers where 

they do voluntary work.  

On the other hand, some authorities and the local people (1:529, 4:405, 1:423) are trying 

to promote other forms of tourism, which are not necessarily in concordance with the 

environment and the new model of ecotourism they are proposing, such as sport fishing, 

and congress tourism. A public officer stated: “Sometimes I don’t understand why on 

the one hand they are saying that they want to develop ecotourism. But on the other 

hand they are talking about convention tourism” (1:500).  

The geographically isolated tourism represented by the cruise ship modality constitutes 

a model of exclusion for the local communities, generating a new source of conflict 

between the foreign owners and the local owners. Moreover, there is a clash between 

the two main modalities: cruise-ship and land-based tourism. The critics against cruise-

ship model is the fewer socio-economic benefits of the local population, and where 

tourists have almost no interaction with local populations. On the other hand, the 

questioning with respect to LBT is the lack of environmental standards and quality 

service even though there is more benefits for local communities and the contact of 

tourists with them. There is also a confusion by local communities of the modalities that 

should be managed in Galapagos if the destination want to develop a sustainable 

tourism. Of course, both modalities are depending on the tourist profile.  

Governance  

Even though Galapagos is the only protected area in Ecuador with a high level of 

participation, many conflicts arise in the management of the protected area. There is a 

lack of coordination, insufficient joint actions between the stakeholders, distrust and 

lack of planning. After the declaration of Galapagos Heritage Site under risk by the 

UNESCO, the main stakeholders are working on the implementation of a new 

ecotourism model. It is important to stress that in the last years Galapagos is making 

great efforts to improve the management and planning of tourism.  

In regard to the political and legal framework, for some interviewees (4:555, 1:212) 

there is uncertainty about the norms and rules, since the LOREG is under review. As 

one tour operator exemplified the situation, “until now the fuel prices are stable by 

means of subsidies” (4:26). Some interviewees (1:113, 1:195) expect the situation to 

change. They propose that the model should change giving more benefits to the local 

people. For example, tour operators should be obligated by law to buy local products 
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(local production, crafts, dairy products), but also to take advantage of the generated 

knowledge in the islands. One local community member stated that since the market is 

not regulated by the state, there is an unequal competition. Another one is pessimistic:―I 

think the reform will take away benefits from the local community” (1:98).  

In many cases, the decisions are unfortunately not technical but political. As some of the 

interviewees (1:374, 1:402, 1:382) affirmed, there is clientelism, because technical 

positions are offered to persons in order to get votes. As well, decisions are taken in 

order to favor some particular or familiar groups. One case is the fisheries sector. 

Nowadays the fishermen often prefer to change from the fishery to the tourism sector. 

However, one tour operator described the situation as follows: “It is important that the 

government should listens to everybody. Here in Isabela, only the descendants of 

fishermen have a future‖ (1:284).  

Moreover, some institutions need more political support to take decisions. For instance, 

the Ministry of Tourism has a major difficult facing the Galapagos National Park 

administration, who at present manages the tourism operations, as the president of the 

Chamber of Tourism of San Cristóbal (1:429) pointed out. 

There are several policies currently in force in Galapagos. However, sometimes they are 

not fulfill or favor only by a few. For example, an ethic code for the tourism activities 

already exists, but nobody cares about it, according to an officer from the CGREG 

(4:328). For some interviewees (1:193, 1:282, 1:518, 4:337, 4:148), there is still the 

need to promote policies for the development of local communities trying to favor 

tourism as an inclusive activity.   

The Special Law (LOREG) is a specific legal body for Galapagos that has some 

restrictions and norms. One of them is the control of illegal migration. According to the 

president of the CAPTURGAL (1:213) with the reform of the LOREG they [the 

authorities] want to be stricter in order to evaluate who can stay and who cannot. 

However some entrepreneurs (1:54, 1:999, 1:236, 1:259) complained about the current 

norms, a restaurant owner described her situation as follows: “We have restrictions to 

contract somebody. If we do not find somebody from Galapagos who can work here, we 

have to employ somebody from the mainland. The process of bringing such a person 

here is very expensive and complicated for us” (1:54). On the other hand, on the subject 

of employing somebody from Galapagos another entrepreneur said: ―We are obligated 

to take the people who are searching for a job in the INGALA, but they are doing 

damage to the tourism business” (1:259). Another aspect related with the immigration 
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is the property acquisition (boats, hotels or another property), where, to be consistent 

with the law, the profits should be divided into shares of at least 51% for the 

Galapagueños and 49% for the foreigners. Of course there are a lot of cases where front 

men are involved, as some entrepreneurs (4:165, 1:390) stated. To prevent the spread of 

this bad practice, in Isabela, only the local people are allowed to invest. A local 

community member) put it like this: “They close the doors for investments from 

outsiders or foreigners[…]The ordinance from the municipality of Isabela says that you 

have the right to call yourself an Isabeleño if you came to Galapagos before 1993 and 

stayed here at least five years” (1:272, 1:269).  

Moreover, with the reform of the LOREG, the authorities want to introduce operation 

patents that will be valid for a limited short period of time (15 years). According to 

some tour operators (1:215, 4:557), nobody wants to invest if you know that you have a 

short period of time. In the first five years you are still recovering still the investments. 

Nobody can warrant that there will be a growth of the tourism activity.  

Despite all norms and regulations which Galapagos is subjected to, there is no 

compliance and no control of the legal framework as some interviewees stated (1:446, 

4:355, 4:368, 4:415). The institutions are still seeking ways to regulate illegal 

operations. For instance, in regard to  some illegal accommodation in private houses and 

illegal travel agencies, the Ministry of Tourism until now did not find a way to regulate 

or recognize them, as some interviewees (1:76, 1:133, 4:158) described. As one of them 

said: ―The problem here is that we always want to forbid and what happens then?. You 

are promoting an illegal parallel market” (1:133). For some interviewees (4:274, 

4:291, 4:398), the control and regulation should be performed not only by the MINTUR 

but also by other authorities. However, as a boat owner (1:233) said, there is a 

confrontation between some authorities. For example, the Navy and the municipality of 

Santa Cruz are do not agree on how to control and regulate the small boats.  

As one interviewee pointed out the public institutions are very slow to take actions. 

―For any action you have to wait for a long time, but here, you need urgent action” 

(4:100). For instance, as a public officer stated, “in the law and in the Plan of 

Conservation and Development of Galapagos we have several guidelines in regard to 

environmental standards, but unfortunately the enterprises are not following the law” 

(4:326). In the same direction, the GNP administration so far has not issued operations 

permits for small boats in San Cristóbal, which the owners of these boats have already 

been asking since some time. Many of these boat owners claimed (1:453, 1:468, 1:487, 
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1:497) and argued that the rules and mechanisms to obtain an operation permit are not 

clearly defined and that therefore, they were obligated to work illegally. For some of 

them the point is not to forbid the activities but to regularize them in order to prevent 

people from doing the things ―under the counter‖ (1:474, 1:498, 1:531, 1:448). As a 

public officer pointed out: ―With the regularization, the operators can start to adopt the 

common rulesof the game: to paying taxe, and adopt good environmental practices” 

(1:503).  

The situation is the same in Isabela, where some of the fishermen who changed their 

activities for the tourism sector, have still do got their operation permits. Some of them 

(1:320, 1:385) recognize that they are operating in an illegal way. Moreover, they said 

that for them was difficult to fulfill the requirements. One tour operator described the 

current situation as follows: “The diving/daily tour activities are not yet regulated by 

the GNP administration. Therefore, everybody here can take a boat and organize 

tours” (1:385). According to the public officer of the GNP administration of Isabela 

(4:528), this situation leads to a saturation with visitors and chaos in the sites near the 

village. In this sense, two public officers (4:265, 4:539)from the Galapagos National 

Park administration are aware of the need of urgent regularization of the tourism 

activities (boats, license guides, etc. ).  

The GNP administration put up various norms and regulations which the big boats 

should fulfill in order to obtain the permissions to operate, as some interviewees (1:141, 

4:371, 4:6, 4:256, 4:56) described: Vessels with a capacity of more than 20 tons are 

equipped with a chip that monitors all their activities. This is also a form of supervision 

to be able to control if these bigger vessels are following the assigned itineraries. 

According to the GNP officer (4:263), “the RETANP states that they have to fulfill these 

requirements. They have to take into account the environmental checklist”. Many tour 

operators even go beyond this and use equipment that suffices labels and certifications 

with higher standards and regulations than the GNP administration demands as they 

[cruise ships managers] (4:372, 4:6) explained.  

Recently the GNP administration started to implement the environmental license for the 

construction of new hotels, as two hotel owners affirmed (4:129, 4:486, 1:407). 

Moreover, in regard to the construction of new hotels right now there is an interruption 

until the new reform will show first effects, as one public officer said (1:407) 

As some interviewees (4:115, 4:135) stated, the regulations are sometimes are in 

concordance with the reality. For example every boat needs a sewage system, but when 
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talking about small boats, sewage systems are almost impossible to install because these 

small boats do not have enough space and a sewage system furthermore is very 

expensive. In this sense a NGO officer stated: “We need an environmental authority 

that would help to get away from mere regulation. We have to act by ourselves, and not 

only blame the GNPS  responsible”[…] “But you actually have to give the authorities 

supervising function” (4:105). 

Moreover, some interviewees (4:30, 4:209, 1:313) agree with the requirement of the 

regulation of prices (tours packages, house rents, salaries), which is also stated in the 

LOREG. Some interviewees said that some regulations and norms would have to wait 

until the new legal framework for Galapagos had found approval. Until then, the 

policies were the same. Some of the interviewees, still see an opportunity “to construct 

the new law based on the need of an ecotourism model” (4:321).  

As some interviewees (4:70, 1:304) mentioned, at the moment the Cantonal Council of 

Tourism in every populated island is reactivated, which is very positive because is a 

space of dialogue and discussion, where some proposals and projects are developed 

between the main institutions. However for two public officers from the Ministry of 

Tourism, this institution is still weak together with all the institutions that manage the 

tourism (1:404, 1:482). As a CDF officer stated “the Ministry of Tourism needs more 

empowerment and leadership” (1:543). 

Some interviewees pointed out (1:548, 1:304) that in every island, there are some local 

leaders like the major in San Cristóbal or the former director of the Galapagos National 

Park in Isabela. Nevertheless, according to some interviewees, there is no local 

leadership to route the way (1:515, 4:469, 4:485). 

There is more need of transparency, as some interviewees (4:175, 1:5, 1:288, 4:369, 

4:433) pointed out. They wondered where the money goes and how the budgets are 

managed, since some services are very deficient in Galapagos. These services do not 

only get the money from the taxes but also the money that some institutions obtain from 

donations or grants. A local community member said: “In relation with the natural 

heritage, while there are problems, there are donors. Concerning the donations, nobody 

knows the exact sum of the money donated and how much of this money they keep for 

themselves. We are asking ourselves how they manage these funds”. Moreover, in 

regard to the money dedicated to studies and consulting, the president of the 

CAPTURCRIST said: “The people are tired. Money for this, money for that, but where 

are the results?. The people think that the money was for them. Look, for everything, 
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there is a consulting study, but which of them were implemented” (1:431). Two public 

officers suggested (4:75, 4:460) that to avoid this situation, it was necessary for the 

authorities to learn to communicate their plans and that therefore, accountability was 

needed in order to inform the community about the things the money would be spent on. 

It is well known that Galapagos has different forms of corruption which are part of 

everyday life at every level (community and authorities). People perceive this as a 

normal form of behavior, as some interviewees (4:423, 4:77, 4:92) said. A public officer 

described the situation as follows: “The problem for us as Galapagueños is that it is 

almost impossible to apply the law, because we have many political and familiar 

commitments. Suppose that your have to control some place in the province and you 

have to close down the hotel of your brother. It is complicated. That is why for these 

positions we need people from outside” (4:391, 4:392). 

In this sense, some interviewees (1:7, 1:91, 1:8, 1:55, 1:105, 4:353) stated that some 

public officers collaborate with the continental economical power. They receive 

payments from the big enterprises, in exchange of favors, especially the public officers 

of the Galapagos National Park. A NGO officer (1:135) described another example of 

corruption: the case of persons who dedicated themselves to sports fishing will obtain 

subsided fuel. But some of these people in fact do other things they need the fuel for and 

nobody controls what the fuel is actually used for. Similar situations occur as well with 

the control of migration, boats, prices, front man business, as some interviewees (1:214, 

1:231, 4:76, 4:272) described. A NGO officer said: “If the people can delude, they will 

do it in order to save some money” (4:96). Moreover, people are used to breaking laws. 

For some public officers (4:329, 4:388), the only way people will follow the law is to 

impose strict punishment and sanctions on them.  

 

Amendment LOREG 

Some aspects of the law reform are under discussion. For some interviewees (4:329, 

4:388, 1:222), the reform is an opportunity/challenge to change the current situation 

towards the positive. However, another interviewees (1:93, 1:380) sensed the reform to 

be a threat for the current benefits. Two local community members (1:380, 1:292) think 

that national authorities will pass a law without paying attention to what happens in the 

islands or even worse that they will neglect the participation of the population and favor 

big companies. 

One of the objectives of the reform is to enforce a sustainable management of tourism. 
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Therefore, according to some interviewees (1:6, 1:65, 4:230) one of the proposals is that 

the tourists should stay longer in the islands order to secure more benefits for the local 

people. The entrance fees to the park will be advanced. One tour operator (1:279) does 

not agree with the idea He said that this would affect the small business. Another idea is 

to open new visitation sites in order to decentralize the saturated sites.  A public officer 

is skeptical: “They say that we would have to scatter the people all over the different 

places, but unfortunately, when the tourists are visiting a place, they already know what 

they would like to see” (1:501). On the other hand, the observation of environmental 

standards should be promoted, as a public officer (4:230) stated.  

In the same way, many interviewees (1:222, 1:424, 1:441) expressed that it would be 

good if the authorities forced the big boats by law to stop in every populated island in 

order to promote the local consumption. According to these interviewees, even the tour 

packages should be available only in the islands.   

Unfortunately the main principles regarding governance in protected areas do not take 

effect in Galapagos. To put an example, in regard to transparency, local people feel that 

the decision-making processes are obscured. There is no communication about the 

decisions taken and there is no availability of information about the authorities‘ 

performance. The local communities are discontent with the low level of inclusiveness 

and fairness, since they do not feel part of decision-making processes and actions. 

Sometimes the result of these processes favors only few persons. This lack of a good 

governance leads to conflicts between the main stakeholders in Galapagos. 

Management 

As many interviewees (1:43, 1:294, 4:31, 4:454, 4:466, 1:362, 1:100, 4:378) recognized 

that there is the need of a collective and comprehensive work between the main 

institutions, the community and all economic sectors (GNP administration, scientific 

station, municipalities, local communities, ministries). One local community member 

argued that “the local authorities and the main stakeholders of the tourism activities are 

trying to preserve a monopoly” (1:175). Moreover, some interviewees (1:239, 1:492) 

mentioned that more communication and a joint dialogue are necessary to improve the 

benefits for the community.  

At the local level, a specific action the local institutions have been working on is the 

activation of the cantonal tourism council in every island, as some public officers (4:18, 

4:69, 1:296, 1:299, 1:300) stated. Some of the interviewees (1:62, 1:410, 4:111, 1:496, 
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1:522, 4:258), who regularly attend the council, explained how it works. It is a dialogue 

and coordination round table of the main public and private institutions (Ministry of 

Tourism, Galapagos National Park Service, municipalities, Chamber of Tourism) 

working in tourism. This round table was designed to be not only an advisory body but 

also to execute projects and initiatives. One of the ideas for instance is to connect all 

sectors at the regional and local level, the main goal being to give more benefits to the 

community. Just as well, the council is a political sphere where pressure may be put 

upon the institutions. However, as a public officer stated, “all people are responsible, 

not only the institutions” (4:344). In a similar sense, a CDF officer stated the following: 

“If they [local communities] do not organize themselves to improve the service, quality, 

entrepreneurships, depends only on them” (1:537).  

At the regional level, one of the main institutions is the newly created governing council 

of Galapagos (CGREG, ex INGALA). Some public officers (4:45, 4:71) working there 

said that the main function of the CGREG consists trying to coordinate all institutions. 

Furthermore, one of its responsibilities is communication and information.  

Despite the existence of bodies of local and regional coordination, in fact, there is an 

absence of coordinated work and the delimitation of the powers of different state 

institutions. For example, in regard to the control of small boats which should be 

coordinated by the GNP administration, the MINTUR and the Navy, there is no 

coordination and therefore no control, as a public officer (4:80) and a boat owner 

(1:234) affirmed. When asking the GNP officer, she stated that The GNP still have to 

coordinate with the Ministry of Tourism the services and environmental standards 

(4:258). She added that in the case of the shipping sector, the GNP administration has 

no power of decision, only the captaincy (4:262). Other interviewees stated that this 

lack of coordination leads to confusion for the tour operators and users (1:408, 1:438). 

For many interviewees (4:23, 1:262, 1:472, 1:327), there is a lack of organization and 

coordination. They argue that the authorities are not interested in training the people, for 

instance. They are giving short courses but no in depth-learning, what is the thing really 

needed. Some public officers described the situation: “For instance, there is the need of 

an institutional determination to control the rapid growth of hotels in Santa Cruz, but 

for this, the coordination between the municipality and the MINTUR is indispensable” 

(4:85). “In the case of San Cristóbal, the payment for the operation is not compulsory, 

so the people are only paying at the municipality for an operation permit” (4:390). A 

public officer from MINTUR added: “We have some troubles with some people here. 



 

189 
 

The MINTUR is fulfilling all but if they don’t want to observe, it is not my problem” 

(4:505). 

Two public officers added: “If we organize, here in Isabela we have future,” (4:518) 

“otherwise, we will have a chaos here” (4:537). Last, a WWF consultant affirmed: “It’s 

a question of how much they want to grow and then the institutions should question 

themselves” (4:152). 

There are several initiatives for the implementation of diverse plans, models, and 

programs, as some interviewees (1:296, 4:145, 4:301, 1:60, 4:144, 1:142, 4:237, 4:300, 

4:411) described: the Management System of Visitors, the Strategic Plan for every 

populated center, the new Model of Ecotourism for Galapagos,  and the Quality Pilot. 

The majority of them consist in participatory processes, where all stakeholders are 

included.  

The implementation of the new ecotourism model in Galapagos-WWF is one of the 

ongoing programs, where it is important that the institutions show their financial and 

political commitment, according to some interviewees (4:145, 1:520). According to the 

director of the WWF-Galapagos, the idea of the implementation of this new model is to 

focus on nature-based tourism with a specific definition of ecotourism products: 

―Therefore, we have to force everybody to sell only this type of products and not 

whatever they want” (4:301). In relation with the implementation of the model, a CDF 

officer (1:60) stated that at the beginning, it is indispensable to know how much of the 

money is staying in the islands and in which of these channels the money is circulating.  

However, some interviewees (1:351, 4:342, 1:498, 1:143) were skeptical and 

complained, arguing that there were a lot of studies, consultancies, plans, programs and 

so on, but all of this information would only appear on the paper, the implementation 

would have failed (4:342).  

The local and regional planning is a big task in the islands. According to many 

interviewees, the growth planning on the villages happens without order, neither 

structured nor organized. In short, it is a harmful tourism planning that does not take 

into account any green spaces (1:73, 1:150, 1:290, 1:339, 1:341, 1:373, 1:388, 4:151, 

4:320, 4:470, 4:55, 4:512, 4:490). As a tour operator stated: “We are at the limit of 

growing with control or without control” (4:8). Some interviewees (4:225, 4:251) added 

that if the situation went on as it is now, with so much people here, “we have to start 

growing vertically” (4:251). 

An officer from the WWF pointed out the following in regard to the planning strategies 
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of the authorities in Galapagos: “There is no planning how to generate revenues for the 

local community and obviously, there are some sectors that are getting more than 

others, but there is no planning how to integrate all sectors with tourism and also they 

do not have a joint vision to work in all cantons” (1:505). In the same sense, he added: 

“What is very worrying is that since a couple of years, the occupancy of the hotels grew 

in relation with the occupancy of the vessels. What does that mean? More flights but 

with not so much control. The cruise ships are well controlled by the standards imposed 

on them by the GNP administration, but in the populated centers there is no control” 

(1:509). 

There are several examples of the lack of local and regional planning, which as a result 

affects the quality and service provided to the users, as some interviewees described. 

One of these examples is the maritime transport, where the situation is chaotic. The 

cabotage boats are providing a bad service abusing passengers, but it also could become 

dangerous in regard to the security of the persons/visitors, as two public officers (1:73, 

4:267) stated. Another example is the lack of basic services. For some interviewees 

(4:58, 4:467), the implementation and improvement of these basic services is of vital 

importance not only for the tourists but also for the community, and it is a shared 

responsibility of all people. One interviewee stated: “The attention towards the tourist 

is connected with our capacity to solve the problem of public services” (4:358).  

The authorities, public officers and local community members (1:436,4:302, 4:434, 

4:334) are aware of the need of planning at all levels and institutions. In this sense, the 

president of the CGREG stated that “the authorities are trying to solve the problem, but 

it is also a responsibility of the municipalities” (1:339). In the same direction, a NGO 

officer (1:147) agreed and added that the activities proposed by the municipalities 

should be compatible with the activities offered by the Galapagos National Park 

Service. As a final statement, he said: “We are thoroughly reagents, we are not 

planners. We are trying to turn off the fire all the time. There is no planning” (1:149). A 

NGO officer (1:156) pointed out that sometimes the proposed objectives are very 

difficult to achieve. Therefore, there is the call for concrete achievements in the short 

term. Together with planning, this is of vital importance: “The political decision for 

ordering the activities”, as the president of the WWF-Galapagos concluded (4:305).  

Many interviewees (1:475, 4:453, 4:594, 4:461) pointed out that it is still time to avoid 

the saturation, to control the tour operations, to improve the quality and to get more 

revenues from tourism. In this sense, two local community members (4:484, 4:495) 
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from Isabela stated that a reduction of the number of tourists is needed in order to avoid 

a chaotic growth like in Santa Cruz. On the other hand, the same public officer stated 

that tourism infrastructure is not sufficiently developed (4:490). A tour operator 

expressed it as follows: ―Hopefully our reaction might be more rapid than the effects of 

this growth” (4:578). In the same direction, a hotel owner said: “More tourists mean 

more money, but we have to ask ourselves where we want to go” (4:425). 

Some interviewees recognize that there is still a lot to do in regard to capacity building 

at all levels. One of them stated that “people tend to confuse ecotourism with 

community-based tourism, ecotourism with sports fishing, and so on” (1:66). In the 

same sense, a restaurant owner (1:96, 1:100) argued that people did not know what 

ecotourism means and what was even worst was that the officers of Ministry of Tourism 

would not have a clear idea either. In this direction, many interviewees (4:459, 4:475, 

1:361, 1:387, 4:333) observe the need for more training on the subject of how to carry 

out projects, the need for more training in languages and for feasibility studies, because 

people are learning by doing, sometimes without any assistance or advice. In this sense, 

a CDF officer said: “We have the capacity, but we need more support. We have to 

diversify the activities. All the people are going to the environmental fields forgetting 

other fields of action” (1:546). However, as some interviewees (4:117, 4:81) 

recognized, some tour operators are very strict and do not rely on the young and 

inexperienced people. They are putting pressure to reach this high level, but there is no 

investment to improve the capacities. In the same direction, a councilor (4:341) pointed 

out: “It hardly occurs that somebody from Galapagos will have enough money and 

capacity to manage big boats”.  

Some public officers (1:217, 1:298, 1:308) indicate that the institutions changed 

positively in terms of technology and qualified personal, like the MINTUR or the 

CGREG. However, an officer from the MINTUR in San Cristóbal (4:381) declared that 

they would need more support since they do not have still neither an office, nor internet, 

nor an own phone.  

Some actions are carried out by these institutions. An officer from the MINTUR (1:308) 

said: “We are giving some support to the technical staff of the municipality because they 

need this help. But in the short term, they have to manage tourism by themselves”. 

Additionally, the president of the CGREG (1:344) added that they are starting to 

transform the high schools into more technical schools. For instance, after finishing 

school, the students can obtain a degree as electrician, carpenter, mechanic, etc. An 
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officer from the CGREG (1:521) added that they are offering training courses to the 

people in order to improve service and quality. In this sense, a hotel owner (4:481) 

pointed out that “the big challenge is to provide training and education for the local 

community in the long term, not only short courses”. Many interviewees (1:253, 1:409, 

4:24, 4:438) agree that for obtaining operation permits (vessels, hotels, guide license), 

many requirements have to be fulfilled and the process could be very slow, tricky and 

full of obstacles. Nevertheless, one of them (1:444) recognizes that the process has 

improved recently.  

Even though in the last years there is an improvement in regard to planning and the 

implementation of some plans at the local and regional level, some problems persist that 

are related with the lack of trained personnel and the lack of coordination between some 

authorities. This situation sometimes leads to the lack of control or double control which 

at the end results in an ineffective management of the protected area, but also in the 

inadequate management and control of tourism, especially in the populated centers. 

Training and Education 

The training should address most of the local people and already start with children at 

school. There is an urgent need of training in several topics related with the 

management of tourism, good environmental practices, quality standards and marketing 

strategies.The authorities have to improve their knowledge about management of 

tourism. Unfortunately, sometimes the decisions are taken without knowledge and 

enough arguments. Environmental education is needed both for the population and for 

the tourists who are visiting the region. The native people should be taught the 

importance of maintaining the ecosystem and the services that the nature could provide 

for them. 

Some interviewees (1:46, 1:545, 4:52) are aware of the need of environmental 

education and awareness in which the main focus should be on the children.. 

According to some interviewees (1:427, 4:282, 4:445, 4:468), there is a call for all 

primary schools and high schools in this respect. In this sense, a NGO officer said that 

“Galapagos is a unique educational experience” (1:74). As one hotel owner said, “the 

environmental conscience should affect all inhabitants in Galapagos, no matter if 

permanent residents, tourists, children and migrants. Sometimes they do not know that 

they are in a special place like Galapagos” (4:176). 

However, there is some criticism concerning the way the development of environmental 
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education is managed by the authorities. Some local community members (1:489, 1:33, 

1:158) perceive exclusion, imposition and incoherence on the issue. One example is the 

manner in which the park rangers carry out their controls; they only follow their 

instructions literally and do not show any flexibility, like robots, as a public officer 

(1:499) argued. A local community member (1:2) said that when the “scientists arrived 

in the islands, they started to teach the population the importance of conservation. But 

sometimes this was rather a sort of imposition/menace”. In the same direction, a guide 

from San Cristóbal stated the following: “The achievement of the conservation is by 

learning not as an imposition or obligation. You have to motivate people, and the only 

way to do it is showing them the value of nature. What the GNPS is doing right now is 

to only persecute the people without providing any teaching or education”. 

Nevertheless, some interviewees (4:279, 4:99) stated that not only the authorities, 

tourism operators, and employees should have an idea of the environmental education, 

but everybody. One of them (4:171) highlighted that in the last years, the authorities are 

doing more in this respect, as for example they organize campaigns, talks, etc.   

For the president of the CGREG, the problem of lack of environmental education has to 

do with “neglecting the main species here, the human being” (1:350). To describe the 

situation, there are several examples. As a WWF officer said, “it is amazing, but many 

people here do not know the more common birds” (1:514). In the same direction, some 

interviewees (4:445) said that the local people are those throwing away garbage and not 

taking care about it. The situation is even worse on the immigrants sector, as one tour 

manager stated: “They have no idea about sustainability or even the basic 

environmental norms that we have to follow” (4:215). 

It is important to mention some improvements, for example in regard to the population 

in Isabela, where there was a rapid positive and surprising change of mentality. One 

reason for this might be the Latin mentality of adaptability and the improvement of the 

situation of the local people, as various tour operators pointed out (1:271, 1:392).  

There is still a lot to do and according to some interviewees (4:571, 1:539), the 

population in general should be trained in order to know what they are defending and 

taking care about. In the same direction, a FCD officer stated: “It is necessary that the 

people internalize the concept of ecotourism. It has to do not only with nature, but also 

with the philosophy of thinking about the kind of activities that we can do” (1:539). 

One tour operator (4:295) went further and recognized that even though the waste 

management, and the environmental protection and control are within the responsibility 



 

194 
 

of the authorities, it is important to create awareness also in the visitors. 

One of the complaints of the population in Galapagos is the lack of quality universities 

in the archipelago, as the president of the CGREG (1:342) said. According to a local 

community member, “the Ecuadorian university should take charge of the research in 

Galapagos. We have to educate not only guides, biologists, and diving guides, but also 

other professionals that we need here” (1:15). In the same direction, an entrepreneur 

added: “There is a growing population and in the future people will need work. But we 

have to develop other kinds of jobs different from the traditional ones” (1:35). 

However, it is important to mention that some young people are coming back from the 

continent with a very good training and education, as a tour operator said (4:576). 

Some interviewees (4:339, 4:480) acknowledge that there is a lack of knowledge and 

education. Many interviewees (1:262, 4:160,1:418, 1:293, 1:376, 4:220, 4:241, 4:408, 

4:430, 4:449, 4:488, 4:592, 4:478, 4:492, 4:563) perceive that there is no a real interest 

from the authorities to train and educate the people. Unfortunately, as a public officer 

stated, “the level of education is very low and the participation of universities is almost 

zero with the creation of programs that are not relevant” (1:411). In relation with this 

aspect, one tour operator justified the situation as follows: “We suffer a lack of training 

here, but the Isabeleños are not guilty. The physical condition of remoteness supported 

this lack of training and education” (1:401). 

Some interviewees (1:387, 1:394, 1:87, 1:205, 1:247, 1:177) agree with the need of 

training and education. Therefore, the governmental support, for example through the 

promotion of scholarships, is needed. Right now, there is governmental support in 

regard to credits, in order to support the training especially of farmers and artisans.  

However, as some public officers stated (4:383, 4:536), the people sometimes are not 

interested or they are coming only to get some diplomas. Many of the institutions are 

offering some courses, but in the end, people are not attending them. Moreover, a public 

officer from MINTUR says: “When making inspections and asking for basic first aid 

kit, they are not looking for their own security or even the security of clients” (4:399). 

As a final statement, one public officer (4:53) said that a comprehensive work is 

necessary in relation with training, governmental support and technical advice.  

 

Quality 

Inside the tourism sector, quality is a key aspect to maintain the number of visitors and 

their level of satisfaction. As many interviewees affirmed (1:86, 1:225, 1:227, 1:246, 
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1:305, 1:321, 1:331, 1:365, 1:491, 4:246, 4:306, 1:162), the improvement of customer 

service, infrastructure and quality service is needed. One of them argued: “We should 

focus on a decrease in the number of tourists and more quality” (1:162).  

To maintain the quality, some tourism operators normally have their own providers. 

They maintain these providers because they are punctual in terms of delivery and offer 

products of good quality. As one of them (1:486) said, in the tourism industry it is 

important to “warrant a minimum of quality. We are starting to learn and teach the 

basics of tourism”. However, some providers (1:174, 1:184) claimed that the tour 

operators only wanted to have the best products, but at the same time they did not 

contribute to the quality of tourism in Galapagos.  

There is still a lot to do in regard to quality improvement. As some interviewees (1:504, 

4:64, 4:68) said, tourists often denounce bad service and scams. In the same direction, 

according to a WWF officer, “the people unfortunately have a poor vision. They build 

some rooms and then they claim 15 US$, but without offering quality. If you are in 

Galapagos, you can get more (100 US$) but with quality” (1:513). To confirm the last 

statements, some tour operators (4:1, 4:226) claimed that certain other tour operators 

would not care about quality in important aspects like punctuality and responsibility. 

According to the former director of Social Sciences of the CDF (4:35), “there is a big 

gap between the quality service that the tourists actually got and the price that they 

were paying”.  

It is remarkable that there were some initiatives to promote the quality in the islands. 

One of them is the Quality Pilot, a voluntary program the idea of which was to 

implement some rules and environmental standards in order to improve the quality, but 

also to promote local production and consumption, as some interviewees stated (4:16, 

4:298, 4:48, 4:131). In this sense, a public officer emphasized that it is also important 

“to improve the position of the entrepreneurs towards the social and environmental 

responsibility” (4:61). A WWF Consultant went further and said that “this initiative 

should leave the category of project to transform into a comprehensive project of 

development of the tourism quality” (4:144). 

In the opinion of the president of the Chamber of Tourism (1:209), two types of tourism 

are being offered on the market today. These are very heterogeneous in terms of quality 

and price, but unfortunately, both forms show a decrease in quality. One of the reasons 

for this loss of quality is the oversupply, as a hotel owner (4:587) stated. Some 

interviewees (4:461, 4:477, 4:487, 4:524) agreed with this and affirmed that there is no 
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mentality of quality service, there is still much left to improve. Following the same 

direction, a public officer pointed out that with “the improvement of the quality, all 

people will benefit from tourism” (4:511). In this sense it was important to define what 

kind of tourism should be fostered in Galapagos, as a tour operator suggested (1:274).  

 

Qualified Labor Force 

A major deficiency remains in regard to the qualification of labor force and trained 

professionals. Certain interviewees (1:16, 1:25, 4:4) are aware of this situation and 

recognized that this was one of the problems for the immigration to the islands. Even for 

work which requires no or only little qualification, it is difficult to find Galapagueños 

willing to work, for instance in agriculture. To put an example, a farmer said: “I lost my 

harvest because I do not find people here” (1:27). The situation is even worse wherever 

there is a need of qualified personnel. Many tour operators enterpreuners prefer to 

import all (goods and services) from the continent as they (1:40, 1:477) said.   

Additionally, there is a lack of technical skills, as various interviewees (1:89, 4:312) 

affirmed. For instance, in the food and beverage sector, there are is no mechanically 

skilled personnel to repair the coffee machines. In addition to that, ―the Galapagueños 

do not take care about quality and service. But you have to contract them because the 

law forces you”, argued a tour operator manager (1:261). However, there are some 

entrepreneurs who invest in the training and education of the people in situ. One of them 

described the situation as follows: “It is difficult to find qualified labor force. I have to 

train and educate the people and the costs for that are around 5000 US$ per person in a 

period of four years” (1:280).  

It is clear for all people in Galapagos that a pending task constitutes training and 

education at all levels, putting an emphasis on children and young people. However, all 

sectors directly involved in tourism should have training and education in order to 

improve the current situation. It is undeniable that land-based tourism requires a big 

effort for improving quality standards and customer service. Public officers also need to 

be better trained in order to manage and take adequate decisions in the management of 

tourism.  
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6.2.2 Sumaco Biosphere Reserve 

Environmental Aspects 

If we take into consideration the environmental aspects of Sumaco, the area is 

characterized by a high rate of deforestation, river pollution, waste production and 

potential oil extraction. According to many stakeholders, this area, although being one 

of those displaying the highest diversity in Ecuador, is insufficiently controlled by the 

environmental authorities in respect to illegal logging and pollution, which both directly 

affects the tourism activities. In fact, it is alarming to learn that most of the wood traded 

in Tena has been felled illegally. For many interviewees, there is the need of law 

enforcement in order to prevent deforestation. An additional problem that came up 

recently is the potential oil exploitation that may affect the tourism activities in the 

possible areas. Many stakeholders are worried about this development, because if they 

want to implement sustainable tourism in the area in question, they need to preserve the 

environment. Another concern is the global climate change in the area. In the past years, 

severe floods and droughts occurred in the region which could affect the development 

of tourism activities such as rafting, and kayaking and endanger the infrastructure itself. 

 

Current Situation and Environmental Problems 

Many tourism operators and hotel owners are aware of the importance of environmental 

conservation for the maintenance of the activity. In this sense, one of them said that 

“tourism is an activity that can help to protect the environment and at the same time 

generate revenues for the local communities” (3:3). To complement this statement, 

another tour operator (2:87) said: “We are aware of environmental conservation when 

we go to the jungle doing our tours”. In the same direction, a hotel owner pointed out: 

“The people have more environmental awareness and are trying to improve the 

operations that they have” (3:70). According to a public officer, it is necessary “to 

educate the community in order to generate a good environmental development in the 

future” (3:128).  

But in the opposite direction one of them argued in regard to the municipal authorities: 

“They do not have any idea of conservation; they destroy the direction of the river in a 

brutal manner. Right now in the river, there are no more stones, only sand. In the future 

we will have problems with floods” (2:307). To support this idea, a hotel owner  said: 

“Maybe others are interested in the environmental conservation, but we do not have 
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enough money and resources” (3:27).  

As another hotel owner said, “it is difficult to encourage the sustainable tourism here in 

the region, since we still have the problem of destruction of the forests, river pollution 

and oil extraction” (3:37). In the same direction, two tour operators (3:77, 3:114) 

added: nature is the base of sustainable tourism, but what would follow if we continue 

with illegal logging and oil exploitation. Two operators (3:7, 3:96) confirmed the last 

statements: Nowadays the deforestation and the oil extraction are problems in the region 

that could affect the development of sustainable tourism projects. In the same direction, 

a rafting operator argued: “The forests are not the same anymore. We have few patches 

of natural forests. We have to go to far away places in order to find adequate sites for 

new alternatives for this type of tourism [adventure tourism]. To improve the situation, 

training, environmental awareness and protection of the environment is needed, 

otherwise the tourism activity as an economic driver could disappear and the situation 

could change to the negative even more” (3:55, 3:60). To support this statement, a hotel 

owner expressed his worries about the current situation and added: “We should create 

ordinances in order to prevent illegal logging and the destruction of the forests” (3:42). 

Unfortunately, some contradictory policies were developed in the past. Two farmers 

from the Association of Agriculture said: “In the past, the state told us that we were 

allowed to take the land, convert the forests into cultivated areas and pastures for 

livestock, etc. And right now they come and tell us that we had to conserve the state of 

before. The state policies are contradictory” (2:279). The lack of training and education 

is a real problem in the area. Some of the interviewees (2:296) are aware of that. The 

former president of the Chamber of Tourism and a hotel owner said: “If there is no 

training to enable us to take care of what we have, the future could be very complicated. 

Many people ignore that Sumaco is one of the hotspots of biodiversity worldwide‖. To 

confirm this trend, many indigenous people declare: “We are newly conscientious with 

the preservation of our forests. The state will help us to conserve and protect them” 

(2:255). To support this idea, two tourism operators said that in the region, “they have 

to take advantage of the natural resources that they had and start to control and 

promote tourism avoiding the development of mass tourism in the region” (3:72). A 

tour operator added: “We have to foster the action for the development of sustainable 

tourism in the region” (3:8). 

Additionally, according to many interviewees (2:335, 2:233, 2:234, 2:369), there is 

pollution in the rivers due to the residual water. Some interviewees (2:113, 3:13) added 
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that waste is everywhere, as well as disorder and chaos in the Tena Moreover, there is 

no waste management. Supporting these statements, a tour operator said that “the 

people throw away the garbage wherever they want. There is no education” (2:384). 

In regard to the residual waters, the president of the Hotels Association said: “Sadly, 

Tena has no sewage system and there is no impulse from the authorities concerning 

environmental priorities”. To support the same idea, a hotel owner complemented: 

“The municipality should do something to clean the rivers. With clean rivers and 

appropriate waste management we can attract more tourists to the region”. In the same 

direction, a restaurant owner added: “The polluted water is a risk for the tourists’ 

health, because they can get sick” (2:82). 

The region still suffers from lack of basic public services. According to many 

interviewees (2:167, 2:303, 2:323, 2:367, 2:385, 2:509, 2:479, 3:40), a pending task is 

the improvement of public services (water supply, sewage system, waste management, 

health care). A hotel owner pointed out: “With the absence of basic services, there is a 

limitation when we would want to provide a quality service” (3:98).  

The current situation, according to some interviewees, is aggravated by the development 

of mining projects that represent a threat to the tourism in the region. A tourism operator 

manager said: “Right now there are some mining concessions in the zone and this 

would affect the tourism activity. They have started to fell the trees. As a result we will 

have polluted soil and water. This will be a strong constraint for our tourism activities 

in the region. One of the main risks is skin diseases because of the water pollution” 

(2:522, 2:523).  

In order to solve the present environmental problems, a public officer argued that “the 

municipality signed a contract with the Bank of State to fund a project on cleaning the 

rivers, the pollution of which is one of the biggest problems here in Tena” (2:166). 

Despite of the present problems in the area, there are good examples for the 

environmental protection. One of them is the Casa del Suizo, where environmental 

standards are followed and is tried to preserve the environment, as the manager 

described: “The main project is the protection of secondary forests and use of solar 

energy” (2:467). Moreover, they have developed a program dedicated to forest 

regeneration. There is some bird nests near the lodge, as the manager (2:482) said. In 

the same sense, Cotococha is a certified lodge, the lodge manager said: “In our lodge, 

we are thinking of not wasting water in order to avoid the pollution of the rivers in the 

zone where we are. We have strict controls by the certification companies and the water 
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should go back to the environment cleanly after use” (2:510, 2:511). The same situation 

occurs in Yachana, a lodge located also in the same region. The lodge manager states: 

“We are taking care of the environment” (2:481). In the same direction, a tour operator 

from Quito is always ―looking for certified operations to assemble their tourism 

products” (2:494). 

Some actions related to the environmental conservation and preservation are currently 

in the implementation phase. According to an officer from the GIZ, “the cacao 

production is a sustainable activity that could be linked to tourism contributing to 

biodiversity conservation along with the Chakra system, which is a sustainable way of 

production carried out by the indigenous communities in Sumaco” (2:44). “The idea is 

to emphasize the natural and cultural values of this activity” (2:46). “Our aim in the 

long term is to be declared a cultural and natural heritage by the UNESCO” (2:57). 

“The fact that we have the Biosphere Reserve Label is important because of the services 

that can be offered and the products that can be produced in a sustainable way” (2:69). 

In the same direction, a local indigenous community member added: “We want to foster 

the cacao production of the indigenous communities, because they are guardians of the 

forests and at the same time connect their activity with forest conservation and tourism” 

(2:543). To support the idea, an officer of the Ministry of Heritage officer highlighted 

that “they are trying to rescue the concept of cultural landscapes, and that is the reason 

why we are working with the Cacao Route” (2:430). “The main objectives are to foster 

the local identity and also the local consumption” (2:437). 

In the same direction, a cacao producer said: ―The current initiatives in regard to the 

cacao production are Kallari, where we are working in social and environmental 

issues” (2:124). He added: “All that we have to highlight is the culture, but we do not 

have enough infrastructure” (2:131). 

The current situation of biodiversity conservation in the region is alarming, according to 

many of the interviewees. There is a need of more control and law enforcement in order 

to stop the present pattern of deforestation which affects directly the development of 

tourism in the region, since nature is the base for the development of the different 

modalities in this region. There are some examples to follow in regard to good 

environmental practices. 

Sociocultural Aspects 

Different indigenous nationalities live in the region of Sumaco, especially in the rural 
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areas. Among them, the Kichwa people are one of the largest groups. The main 

economic activities for their subsistence are agriculture, cacao, agro-forestry systems 

and the chakra system. Also many settlers are living in the region, mainly in urban areas 

like Tena or Misahualli. Their economic activities consist in small stores, trade, 

transportation, etc. Many of them are operators or hotel administrators. Most of the 

tourism operations are located in the rural areas where there is still a well-conserved 

forest. Usually, these operations are owned by settlers from the urban region or by 

foreign investors (from Quito or foreigners). Many interviewees consider it important to 

foster the inclusion of indigenous communities. There is still a lot to do in respect to the 

inclusion of the communities and the protection of the environment. Another important 

point is to keep the culture of the native people.  

In the rural areas, there are several tourism projects. Some tour operators (2:310, 2:514) 

are aware of the importance of cooperating with the local indigenous communities as a 

strategy to rescue and value the local culture (handicrafts, local food and beverages, 

typical dress). Since cacao production is one of the main crops in the region, the goal is 

to increase the local consumption of cacao and link several sustainable activities to 

tourism. The indigenous communities are aware of the tourists liking their culture. 

Therefore, they are using again their traditional clothes and rescue their culture (2:514). 

However, one member of an indigenous community recognized that ―is difficult to work 

with the indigenous communities because of their own culture” (2:25). One good 

example of community-based tourism, which is recognized at international level, is 

Shiripuno, because this indigenous community is preserving their culture.  

According to a tour operator (2:133), there is a conflict of interest between the 

entrepreneurs in the town (who are mainly settlers) and the entrepreneurs in the forests 

or rural areas (who are mainly indigenous people).  

Since some competences were transferred to the local governments (GADs), they are 

responsible for the development of tourism projects. Nevertheless, according to several 

interviewees (2:2, 2:130), there is still a lack of empowerment. In the opinion of some 

officers (2:64,2:66, 2:321) from the private and public sectors, all GADs are talking 

about tourism, but there are neither concrete actions, nor planning, nor business vision. 

To some interviewees (2:67, 2:36, 2:410, 2:530, 2:65), the ultimate goal of some public 

institutions is easy money. There is a budget for projects, but either these institutions do 

not want to work or they do not have enough capacity or trained personnel.  

One problem that is observed in the region and in the whole country is clientelism. As 
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one of the interviewees pointed out, “religion and politics are the factors of oppression 

of the indigenous people here in the region” (2:116). To support this statement, a public 

officer added: “The leadership of some authorities is not good” (2:205). In the same 

direction, the GIZ officer added that there are many political interests that jeopardized 

the correct functioning of many processes and team work. Many authorities have their 

own business and are trying to favor their own benefits (2:54, 2:63). As an example, he 

added: “Some of them want to become the major players and they want to use political 

platforms like the Tourism Table”. However, for many interviewees, the Tourism Table 

has lost its presence and leadership long ago (2:422, 3:118). In the case of the Chamber 

of Tourism, members have left; it would also require more resources to maintain it, 

because the membership in this the associative is not mandatorily required by the 

central government. Nobody wants to pay a fee, but they all want to earn money 

(2:180). At the moment, there is a hotels association trying to collaborate with their 

members. The entrepreneurs are trying very hard to support the planning processes 

(2:313).  

Unfortunately, like in many places of Ecuador, the majority of the operations in the 

region began empirically as a copy of other initiatives. As some interviewees (2:300, 

2:415) said, the people start to construct a hotel/restaurant, and only after the 

construction they realize that it is necessary to take into consideration several aspects 

like maintenance, promotion, reservation system. Keeping in mind this scenario, it is 

very difficult to change people‘s mentality, as a hotel owner argued (3:20). Even worse, 

for small enterprises it is very difficult to achieve minimum environmental standards 

(3:38). But one hotel owner argued that “all depends on all of us, with small efforts like 

waste management, efficient use of energy is possible to improve” (3:64). 

The case of the indigenous community is no exception. One community member 

explained the situation as follows: “At the beginning, we thought that the tourists will 

come even without us having to do so much” (2:241). Another community member 

added: “We realize that a big investment in promotion, commercialization and 

maintenance of the operation itself is needed” (2:321). 

There are several conflicts related to the development of tourism. One of them is the 

legalization of some activities that until now have not been certified and whose 

documents are not yet complete. As a tour operator and former president of the Guide 

Association complained: “We are fighting since three years to obtain guide licenses for 

rafting, but until now the Ministry of Tourism would give us nothing” (2:212). One of 
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the consequences of this situation is illegality as one tourism guide told: “Because of 

that people sometimes hire persons that do not have a license, which is negative for the 

business” (2:383). A similar situation occurs in several indigenous community 

operations, as stated by the president of the RICANCIE: “We did not receive the 

legalization of our activity until now. Thus, since the beginning we were working in an 

illegal manner” (2:155).  

Several interviewees said that the current situation is explained by the fact that the 

regional office of the Ministry of Tourism, which is the control entity, is under a process 

of restructuring. They even do not have their own office (3:23, 2:150). 

Another source of conflict, according to many interviewees (3:130, 3:9, 3:37, 3:47), is 

the development of activities that threaten not only the development of tourism but also 

some activities of subsistence for local communities, like agriculture and livestock. 

Additionally, the environmental protection (water protection, biodiversity conservation, 

forest protection) is also at risk. For instance, there is an inadequate zoning, as 

exemplified by a tourism officer from the municipality: “Unfortunately, the same ways 

that are used for the extraction of wood are used to perform our tourism activities” 

(2:364). 

For some interviewees (3:76, 3:96), the policies are contradictory. On the one hand, 

Napo was declared in 2000 as an ecological and tourism territory, but on the other hand, 

several oil and mining concessions have been already granted by the national 

government, which is not good for the nature-based tourism. In the same direction, 

various interviewees affirmed that the oil company already arrived and signed the 

contract with the national government. Moreover the construction of the aiport of Tena 

is done (3:88, 3:76). One of the indigenous communities working in tourism declared: 

“We are right now fighting against the petroleum company” (2:254). In other parts of 

the region, the company started the drilling and they felt they have been affected by the 

activity as a lodge manager stated (2:520). 

For several public tourism officers from the Ministry of Tourism (2:7, 2:188), although 

people are interested in tourism, the problem is political because the main authorities are 

not providing enough budget and political support for the development of the activity. 

Ultimately, they have the power of decision. The public official of the MINTUR said: 

“The idea is to involve the people and to empower them” (2:14). 

For many interviewees it is important to include the indigenous communities and give 

them the opportunity to participate (2:396, 2:433, 2:386), although in the opinion of 
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some of them (2:423, 2:450), collaborating with them could be very difficult.  

Some indigenous communities are aware of the importance of participation in tourism 

as it provides benefits for the communities. As some of the interviewees said (2:541, 

2:137), some of the community-based initiatives are self-managed by the indigenous 

communities, generating benefits that are reinvested in the community. 

One form of participation is the so called community-based tourism (CBT). There are 

several initiatives of CBT in the region like Shiripuno, RICANCIE, Evangelicos, 

Shandia, etc. Some of them (2:537, 3:73, 2:374) are conscious of the importance of 

training and education (guiding in the forests by the local native guides), and also of the 

need to value and rescue traditional activities (handicrafts, dances, food, traditional 

clothing) and identity, which are the base of the social aspects of sustainable tourism.  

In the same direction, some interviewees (2:49, 2:121, 2.332, 2:432) recognized the 

need to incorporate and enhance the traditional knowledge of the community, favor the 

gender concept, and consider the medical and traditional uses of the cacao, handicrafts, 

the chakra concept, the culturer, and gender; in all cases prioritizing the collaboration 

with women.  

Several conflicts have arisen among the indigenous communities trying to profit from 

the label of CBT. These conflicts refer to the authenticity of each community and to 

funding sources, type of sponsors, and stay in the market. This situation is mirrored in a 

statement made by the pioneers of the CBT against a new community activity in the 

region: “The community tourism in Shandia is not a real one because it is managed by 

the church. It is managed by a group of religious people and one or two people from the 

community” (2:256, 2:257, 3:101).  

However, according to several interviewees (3:100, 3:101, 2:175), the oldest CBT 

initiative in the region named RICANCIE (founded 20 years ago) lost its name because 

of internal problems and a lack of identification of the whole community with the idea. 

This situation reached a climax, as the same president of the RICANCIE recognized: 

“At the beginning, we were 33 communities; right now we are only eight communities”. 

(2:240). To a public officer (2:182), the problem is that all grouped communities have 

the same product. They did not differentiate, and many were located far away. For 

instance, a successful community, the Capirona, separated from the RICANCIE.  

For a GIZ officer (2:60, 2:154), there is a distortion of the CBT concept to be perceived. 

Some communities only use the designation when in reality, the management of the 

operation consists only in a family but not a community. This means that the benefits 
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for the activity are going only to few families. To support the last statement, a GIZ-

officer said that “only few initiatives are true community-based tourism in terms of 

social equity” (2:346). Both officers explained that the fostering programs of CBT 

focus on the indigenous communities and not on the settlers who are complaining 

against this policy (2:71, 2:350).  

Nevertheless, there are a couple of good projects like Shiripuno, a community tourism 

project recognized at international level. As a lodge manager, who used to work with 

the Shiripuno community, said “the Shiripuno community is one of the best educated 

and trained. They are very conscious in terms of waste management and forest 

conservation” (2:528). 

The region of Sumaco has several initiatives of CBT which can be seen as a form of 

fostering at the same time biodiversity conservation and well-being of the indigenous 

communities. This modality warrants the participation and inclusion of native people. 

However, not always the implementation favors all members of the indigenous 

communities, and some of them are not successful at all. This type of tourism generates 

some source of conflict with the settlers who claim that the governmental support is 

only going to this group. 

Economic Aspects 

In Sumaco, tourism activities have increased in the last years. With the improvement of 

the road Quito–Tena, the number of tourists has increased. Traditionally, foreigners 

have constituted the main group of tourists, but in the last years, there is an increase in 

the number of domestic tourists who visit the reserve in the holidays and weekends. To 

take advantage of the present situation of tourism in the area, an important issue for 

many companies is the improvement of management. Most of them started as family 

businesses, but now they have to change their vision. For this purpose, it could be 

helpful to apply good practices in sustainable tourism (environmental, social and 

economic standards) that in the end could lead to an integral improvement.  

The region of Sumaco Biosphere Reserve is known as the place in Ecuador where CBT 

was born. In this sense, many public, private, and communitarian institutions are 

interested in fostering and promoting this type of tourism in order to take advantage of 

the social and natural resources of the Amazon region. At the same time they give 

benefits to the local indigenous communities, as some interviewees (2:9, 2:35, 2:138) 

affirmed. As some community tourism members (2:245, 2:388) described, they are 
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reinvesting in the community the revenues generated by tourism. A quarter of the 

revenues is spent on the administration and is split up in the different logistic costs 

(hotels, food, etc.). The rest is going to the communities especially for health care and 

education.  

Moreover, there are several projects trying to link the productive activities with tourism 

while it provides benefits/opportunities to the local communities, for example cacao 

cultivation or the chakra system, as some interviewees described (2:123, 3:102, 2:89).  

However, one of the current problems that this type of tourism faces is that some of the 

indigenous communities are operating illegally, as the officer from the Ministry of 

Tourism corroborated. Another problem is related with the concept of community-based 

tourism, which is supposed to generate benefits to all members of the community. But at 

least in some cases, the actual situation looks different, because only the person who is 

managing the operation is getting benefits. As a GIZ officer said: “They should be 

honest and should not claim that this was a kind of community tourism” (2:35). 

In the same direction, for a GIZ officer (2:345), there is still much left to do concerning 

the distribution of benefits obtained from community-based tourism: “The tour 

operators and hotel owners are benefiting directly from the activity, but not necessarily 

the community. Many of them are getting a salary and that is all” (2:344, 2:348).  

In the region, people are mainly engaged in agriculture. There is an estimate that at least 

from tourism 1 million US$ is injected into the local economy, according to a public 

officer from the municipality and a tour operator (3:2, 2:156). However, they 

recognized that there is a deficiency in the statistics in regard to the number of visitors, 

their profiles, how much they spend in the region, etc. Depending on the activity the 

interviewees are involved in, they rated the level of benefits from the tourism activity. 

For many of the interviewees (2:77, 2:206, 2:288, 2:344, 2:320, 2:379), there is an 

increase in the economic benefits from tourism through different activities (restaurants, 

hotels, transport, handicrafts, livestock, agriculture). It is important to mention that the 

improvement of the highways from Quito to Tena supported the growth in the number 

of tourists coming to the area. For a tourism officer, it is important to show to the people 

involved in the tourism activity that they can obtain some economic benefits but still 

work in a responsible manner (3:108). In the same way, a hotel owner recognized that 

“the supply and the competition are improving the tourism activity” (2:209).  

On the other hand, many of the interviewees do not see much more benefits of tourism 

or they do not even see the connection of their economic activities with tourism at all 
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(2:85, 2:119, 3:31, 2:266, 2:274, 2:397). 

For many interviewees, there are several companies owned by foreigners. The main 

offices of these companies are located in Quito. The owners are from Quito or 

foreigners. The real community-based tourism initiatives are very rare in the region 

(2:104, 2:151, 2:339). As a GIZ officer summarized, “the big enterprises are taking the 

majority of the revenues. For instance, many of these companies contract a guide 

paying him 50 US$ per day, but the enterprise will receive for every tourist at least 120 

US$ per day” (2:347).  

Nevertheless, some tour operators are working with the indigenous communities, trying 

to give better opportunities for the future through training and education, as some 

managers described (2:464, 2:488, 2:498). Some of the managers are developing joint 

projects for the benefit of the indigenous communities which these communities will be 

able to manage by themselves in the future (2:474, 2:498). As some interviewees 

(2:172, 2:265, 2:328) described, many lodges located in the jungle within the Amazon 

region are the type of all-inclusive operations, or bubble, for tourists. The communities 

host only few tourists. The small villages are only transit towns. 

Moreover, in relation with the local consumption and production there are some 

products that come from the region, but there is still the need to promote the local 

production and consumption. There are several products that are produced in the region 

and people buy especially some native crops (vegetables, fruits, cassava, etc.), as 

pointed out by the president of Farmers Association (2:73).The daily production started 

recently and is still missing the development of some varieties (e.g. cheese) In the end, 

there is the need to buy the products still not available in the own production from the 

providers from other cities, as several interviewees described (2:102, 2:298). As an 

officer from the Ministry of Agriculture (2:292) stated, “there is the need to have a 

supply center, which provides the possibility to obtain fair prices for their products, and 

at the same time it is a place to store the products”.  

Some entrepreneurs (2:83, 2:225, 2:147, 2:248, 2:506, 2:146, 2:222) prefer to buy 

products from the region, which supports the local production. But unfortunately, the 

supply with many products is insufficient or the products are coming from other regions 

of Ecuador, where there are higher crop yields. According to some of the interviewees 

(2:226, 2:297, 2:424), even if they were buying these products in the towns, the majority 

of the dry products are coming from Quito and Ambato and some fruits from the coastal 

region. In some cases, the providers are selling the products directly (2:100, 2:227, 



 

208 
 

2:297, 2:101).  

Depending on the type of provision, some interviewees (2:148, 2:470, 2:493, 2:507) 

said that by now, they had already achieved half of the provisions coming from the local 

market but were trying to increase the local consumption. In one case reported by a 

community tourism member they had achieved even more, as he pointed out:“We are 

trying to acquire all products from the region, but we reach only 70%, the rest is 

coming from outside” (2:533). Another good example is the case of Yachana where the 

lodge manager said: ―We do not order anything from Quito, except very specialized 

requirements like mechanical parts” (2:473). On the other hand, another lodge manager 

recognized that they have a limited amount of local products and added: “We prefer to 

order all from Quito. The reason is security and health of the tourists” (2:460). 

Supporting the same idea, a local community member argued: “The big companies are 

bringing everything from outside and are not consuming the local products” (2:275). 

In relation with the local manufacture of handicrafts, there are some good examples of 

local production which are normally linked with women who belong to the indigenous 

communities living in the forests, as some handicrafts sellers affirmed (2:120, 2:333, 

2:125, 2:139). Except these few examples, in the local market it is also possible to find 

handicrafts brought there from outside the region,  

Some public and private officers are interested in linking the productive activities 

with tourism, as they corroborated (2:196, 2:312, 2:39, 2:529). One of the initiatives 

that are currently trying to foster the local consumption and production is the cacao 

initiative, as many of the interviewees described (2:50, 2:28, 2:16, 2:122). Supporting 

the idea, the GIZ officers (2:353, 2:47) stated that within the community tourism, there 

is a connection between the traditional subsistence production system called chakra, the 

cacao production and the conservation of the forests. Some communities (2:51, 2:542) 

started to sell their cacao production to the tourists coming to the community. 

Additionally, some products from the chakra are sold within the community-based 

tourism project, as some interviewees (2:247, 2:393, 2:529) confirmed.  

Of course there is a clear connection between tourism and other services like 

restaurants, maritime and terrestrial transport, and hotels, as various interviewees added 

(2:489, 2:223, 2:373). However, for many of them the relation or connection is still 

unclear (2:74, 2:398), and one of them pointed out that it is important to highlight that 

“tourism alone as an economic activity is difficult to achieve in the region” (2:451). 

Since it is not mandatory by law to be member of an association, the Chamber of 
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Tourism lost members, as an officer from the Ministry of Tourism (2:5) said. According 

to her, “now there is a lack of representatives of the tourism sector with whom you [the 

authorities] can talk” (2:12). In this sense, some interviewees recognized the need of 

union and collaboration (2:186, 2:203, 3:92, 2:446, 2:132, 2:231). There are several 

examples of own collective initiatives of organization in diverse sectors. For instance, a 

group of hotel owners decided to organize, as its president described; “Finally we got 

the permission of the Ministry of Tourism, but it was very difficult, there were a lot of 

obstacles” (2:411, 2:211). Likewise, some indigenous communities are organized, 

working together and helping each other (2:515, 2:21, 2:387, 2:72, 2:351). The 

Shiripuno community got money from international funds. They are organized and very 

successful, “where the women are who are managing the community-based tourism” 

(2:535), as a local community member pointed out. A GIZ officer emphasized that 

“without associativity, they [the indigenous communities] are very weak. Even if they 

want to have a credit is better to be associated” (2:354). However, for a public officer 

from the municipality the problem is that sometimes there are persons who do not feel 

represented by the associations (2:159). Unlike in the tourist sector, in the transport 

sector (boats, taxi cab drivers) they have to be member of a cooperative if they want to 

work, as a taxi cab driver (2:268) stated. 

Some communities complained about the lack of governmental support in the past. 

They stated that they had done everything by their own effort until now, where they 

were getting some support by financing and as well technical support (2:249, 2:242, 

2:386).  

In this sense, many interviewees (2:2, 2:315, 2:277, 2:301) are aware that with the 

current government, there are many forms of financing through public financial 

institutions like CFN or BNF. Some public officers (2:2, 2:179) described that at the 

moment, they were having several programs to support the entrepreneurship especially 

in the local indigenous communities. Nevertheless, a public officer complained about 

the quality of the proposals: “The proposed projects were very basic or the people do 

not know what they want to do” (2:315).  

On the other hand, there is the private sector that has its own private investments (2:462, 

2:508, 2:492, 2:425, 3:104, 2:438, 2:110). A former official from the Ministry of 

Tourism stated that the state should give some incentive to the private sectors, like 

credits and tax reduction. 

Unfortunately, there is a lack of new ideas, innovation and creativity; people simply 
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copy what others do. Therefore, they need to be given some advice. For instance, many 

people are constructing hotels/restaurants without taking a look on the general market, 

as many interviewees stated (2:79, 2:107, 2:112, 2:164, 2:207, 2:177). As a restaurant 

owner said: “The point is not only to construct a new hotel/restaurant, but also to know 

how you can stay in the market in a long term” (2:228). One entrepreneur added that in 

any case, a business has its risk: “When I started 15 years ago that was a risk. Here, 

there is none” (2:309). In the same sense, two hotel owners (2:427, 3:19) described the 

situation as follows: the people do not know what an enterprise is; they are just sellers 

but no entrepreneurs. There is the need to change this mentality of familiar concept to a 

more business-like concept. One of them (2:409) goes further in regard to the capacity 

of indigenous people: “Many of them are dedicated to cultivating cacao, but it seems 

very difficult that indigenous people should manage a hotel”.  

It is important to mention that the local indigenous communities obtain national and 

international aid from governmental and non-governmental organizations, as many 

interviewees (2:24, 2:140, 2:250, 2:381, 2:389, 2:471) stated. One of the most important 

international organizations in the region is the GIZ. Of the national organizations, 

Maquita Cusunchi and Ayuda Acción were mentioned. The aid could consist either in 

infrastructure or technical assistance. Some of these organizations also have funding for 

projects. In relation to this kind of aid, the manager of the Yachana Foundation 

mentioned the help provided for the community: “The foundation donated to the 

community the land spaces necessary for tourism. Nevertheless, this was not a present, 

because if you give something away only as a present, it is not valued by the people” 

(2:471).  

Many interviewees both from the community-based tourism and the private sector 

(2.388, 2:457, 2:468, 2:516, 3.34, 3:111) stated that they are trying to provide 

employment for the local people through the tourism activity. For instance, in the 

case of the RICANCIE, the president (2:246) stated that in his community, 15 out of 52 

partners are working in the tourism activity. A similar situation occurs in Shiripuno 

(2:534). As a tour operator summarized: “the tourism is an activity that helps to 

generate work in an indirect and in a direct manner, but we do not have any statistics” 

(3:1). 

Moreover, many interviewees (2:86, 2:380, 2:123, 2:141) are aware of the expertise of 

the indigenous people in relation with the traditional knowledge of the forests. They 

are very good as native guides. On the other hand, for very specialized work, there is the 



 

211 
 

need to import qualified personnel because we do not have sufficiently qualified people 

in the region, as a lodge manager (2:483) stated.  

As mentioned before, the region could constitute a good example for the development 

of sustainable tourism through CBT. However, there is still the need to connect tourism 

with other economic activities like agriculture, and handicrafts production and to foster 

the local production and consumption. All the initiatives of CBT develop in the region 

had the decisive support from national and international NGOs. Nevertheless, to 

maintain the current operations, they have to improve several aspects related with 

promotion, marketing and management itself. Private operators in the region represent 

to some extent the geographically isolated tourism, where tourists have no contact at all 

with local communities. On the other hand, many of these private operators deal with 

the environment in a responsible way. 

 

Unfair Competition and Tourists’ Profile 

With the improvement of the highways in the region, there were established a lot of new 

hotels in Tena. This situation leads to a great competition between the hotels that 

opened recently. As a public officer from the municipality stated, all the people want to 

have a hotel, but the level of occupancy is very low. In the weekends and holidays, the 

people who run a hotel compare their prices with those of the competing neighbors and 

then lower the prices in order to get tourists. They forget about the big investment that 

they have made and that there is no relation between the service they offer and what 

they get in return. (2:149, 2:164, 2:178). The overall result is that we have cheaper 

hotels with low quality here, affirmed a hotel owner (2:214). In the same direction, 

another hotel owner said: “They are getting sometimes only five or six dollars for the 

night” (2:412).  

In accordance to some tour operators (2:219, 2:340), another problem registered in the 

region is the illegal guides. They are asking less money for tours which affects the 

market and the quality, because the people do not want to pay more. Moreover, they do 

not have enough experience and have problems of security or even accidents. By this, 

the general image is damaged. A tour operator described the present situation as 

follows: ―Unfortunately, there is no control and there are a lot of illegal hotels or tour 

operators offering cheap prices. That is an unfair competition” (3:22). 

Moreover, the region has a marked seasonality. In weekends and holidays there are lot 

of tourists, especially national tourists, as many interviewees pointed out (2:78, 2:96, 
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2:263, 2:295, 2:368, 3:26, 3:30, 3:45, 3:56, 3:87, 3:94, 3:109, 3:112,3:86,3:69). In the 

same direction, a hotel owner said that “in the last holidays, the demand surpassed the 

supply, but this happens only in these periods” (3:62). Another hotel owner (2:414) 

added: “In these periods, everybody is happy, afterwards, you need to keep the business 

as well. The shops are opening and by the way closing”. On the other hand, the 

foreigners are coming especially in June, July, and August as well as in January and 

February, as many interviewees stated (2:96, 1:136, 2:331, 2:343, 3:11, 2:368).  

There are several types of jungle tours, which are matching the tourists’ profile. The 

tours can include walks in the forests for observation of flora and fauna, canoe 

excursions, and visits to the communities, who will show their local culture. The market 

is segmented by nationals and foreigners. Normally the nationals prefer to stay in the 

towns, and offer some short walks or canoe excursions. On the other hand, a good deal 

of the foreigners prefer to stay in lodges (owned by private operators or by the 

community) located in the forests where they have all inclusive. There are also the 

backpackers, who stay overnight in the towns and from there will organize their 

excursions every day. Another very common form of tourism is the adventure tourism, 

since the region is suitable for the practice of extreme sports like rafting and kayak.  

These different types of tourism are also related with the spending capacity of tourists. 

Of course the foreigners can pay more, but they are more demanding in terms of quality 

and service. As many lodge owner/managers (2:491, 3:53, 2:504,3:4, 2:360, 2:458) 

stated, more than 60% of the tourists are foreigners. A communitarian lodge manager 

said: “We concentrate on the foreigners because they appreciate and value our culture” 

(2:538). 

On the other hand, the market of nationals has recently been growing. But some 

interviewees (2:538, 3:74, 3:32, 3:49) said that the nationals wanted cheaper prices, 

which nevertheless included air condition, television, and internet. The nationals would 

prefer to stay in the towns, whereas the foreigners would like better to visit to the rural 

places, especially the jungle.  

As some interviewees (2:181, 3:83) stated, an important complementary activity are the 

kayak and rafting practices, though depending on the period of the year.  Many 

interviewees (2:19, 3:45, 3:83, 2:282) are aware that the Amazon region has still much 

more to give and the natural and cultural resources can still be used. According to some 

of them, the adventure and nature tourism (rafting, kayak, birding, trekking) until now 

are the only forms of tourism that are well developed, but other forms of tourism like 
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agro tourism can be developed as well. Some of the interviewees (2:37, 2:129) also 

proposed that the region should be connected with the Galapagos/Peru destination. A 

voluntary/educational tourism could also be interesting (2:122).  

The region was declared as an ecological area, but at the moment the municipality is 

planning to promote the development of a big all-inclusive resort, as a public officer 

(2:170) stated.  

Under the current government, an improvement of the highways in all regions of the 

country has taken place, and the region of Sumaco is no exception. In the end, this 

development advances the tourism activity, as many interviewees (2:95, 2:261, 2:287, 

2:338, 2:404, 2:407, 2:413, 2:461, 3:10, 3:16, 3:36, 3:48, 3:61, 3:68, 3:82, 3:93, 3:109, 

3:112, 3:120,2:267, 2:135) affirmed. As some of them (2:97, 2:206) added, after this 

improvement has taken place, there are a lot of tourists now who are coming from 

Quito. In general, the number of national tourists increases.   

Some public officers from local institutions (2:201, 2:169) described some of the 

projects that could provide benefits for the region. Among the major projects, there is 

the building of bridges in the region as well as the construction of the new terminal bus 

station and the new airport. Some interviewees (2:264, 2:168) think that the new airport 

will improve the current situation of tourism. However, a lodge manager evaluated the 

situation as negative: “tThe new airport is not good because of the noise” (2:518). 

However, with this rapid growth, there is still some need of improvement in terms of the 

provision with better infrastructure in the rural areas, as some interviewees demanded 

(2:367, 2:29, 2:251).  

The development of infrastructure, especially the building and improvement of 

highways all over the country, has favored the development of many tourism 

destinations, such as Tena. The distance from the capital of the country, Quito, has been 

reduced by 50%. As a result, the number of domestic tourists has increased. This also 

explains the different tourists‘ profiles for the region. The nationals prefer to make short 

trips to Sumaco in the weekends and holidays and normally stay in the towns, whereas 

the foreigners stay longer and prefer lodges located in the forests. 

Governance 

Regarding the implementation of sustainable tourism, planning and management as 

means to achieve sustainable development are still missing. There are few examples of 

the implementation of good practices. The public sector has to improve the mechanisms 
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and actions to foster a sustainable tourism model which includes all sectors: 

transportation, hotels, guides, transport, public actors, tour operators and the extraction 

sector (oil/mining companies). The Tourism Bureau is a first initiative that could play a 

leading role in this respect. 

Since five years, a strengthening of the public institutions mainly in the country can be 

perceived. Several of them are lately present in the area representing the central 

government, which is an advantage for the region, as a GIZ officer (2:38) stated. Local 

initiatives are developed in the area, trying to establish some productive activities, 

especially cacao production and tourism. Moreover, in the region there is a revision of 

the land-use planning, where the main actors are the municipalities, the Ministry of 

Tourism, the Ministry of Environment, and the Parish Council. They are supporting 

tourism and providing some tools for its management, as some interviewees (2:18, 2:53, 

2:429) stated. However, some difficulties persist in relation with the role of some local 

and national institutions. For example, as a GIZ officer (2:68) stated, the Ministry of 

Tourism should be more active and they should try to negotiate an agreement with an 

international cooperation for the promotion of tourism here. A public officer described 

the situation as follows: “There is a presidential commitment with the construction of 

bridges, but on the other hand, we do not have a budget for the productive 

transformation” (2:200). 

As some interviewees (2:116, 2:417) pointed out, clientelism is a scourge at all levels. 

Sadly, the politicians are giving T-shirts or whatever giveaways to the people, and 

people believe them. To make things worse, the authorities are not paying enough 

attention to tourism. For instance, the president of the Chamber of Tourism resigned 

because he did not gain political support, as a public officer said (2:187). In this regard, 

the former president of the Chamber of Tourism claimed: “The president of the country 

and his ministers are travelling abroad to promote tourism in our country, but first of 

all we have to create the capacities and the infrastructure” (2:310). In the same 

direction, according to a tourism operator, “the efforts to promote the country are very 

diffuse” (2:465). Even worse, sometimes the government invests a lot of money in the 

provision of infrastructure but without any technical assistance, as a lodge operator 

(2:478) affirmed: “This is waste of time and money”. 

Some changes are expected to take place with the revision of the Tourism Law which is 

under discussion, as a tour operator (2:342) said. For instance, according to the new 

legal framework, the tour operators are not allowed to own both at the same time, the 
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transport service and the tour operation service. In regard to the laws designed for the 

environmental protection, the country has already the legislation. Unfortunately, in 

some cases, it only exists in written form and is not applied. Therefore, according to a 

hotel owner, the local municipalities should “promote the ordinances to ban the illegal 

logging here in the region, because the tourists coming to the region want to watch 

nature” (3:42). In the same sense, another alternative could be the promotion of 

certifications by law. This could be implemented especially in a biosphere reserve, were 

basic environmental standards should be taken in consideration, according to a public 

officer (3:107). 

Several regulations are in place regarding the management and development of the 

tourism activity. However, some problems still remain with the Ministry of Tourism in 

regard to the licenses of the tourism guides. There are many people working without 

licenses, but at the same time, the institution did not take care of providing the 

corresponding courses for the obtainment of these licenses, as a tour operator (2:92) 

argued. For another tour operator (2:216), it is important to promote the legalization and 

control to avoid unfair competition. As the same tour operator argued, “you can 

regulate, control and sanction the legal people but not the illegal people” (2:221). 

The control and regulation of the tourism activities is very important, however, there is 

a lack of control. For example, in the peak season or during the holidays, the people 

running a hotel raise the prices without any control, as some interviewees stated (2:195, 

2:230, 2:285). Consequently, some interviewees (2:216, 2:92, 2:416) proposed that a 

self-regulation is needed through joint work in order to maintain stable prices in the 

market. In the same direction, some lodge operators (2:466, 2:512) agree with the 

compliance with the norms and regulations. However, one of them declared: “The only 

important thing is that you have all your permits in order. The authorities do not care 

about environmental standards, good management, etc.” (2:512).  

There are some elements affecting the leadership of tourism in the region. On the one 

hand, the presence of the Ministry of Tourism is still deficient in terms of personnel, 

infrastructure and regular attention, as some interviewees (3:63, 3:117) stated. On the 

other hand, since there is no obligation to be member of the Chamber of Tourism, this 

association disappeared, which makes the management of tourism in the area more 

difficult. As some public officers (2:6, 2:13, 2:160) stated, it is important to strengthen 

this institution because it is easier to work with associations than with single persons. In 

the same direction, according to some interviewees (2:54, 2:330), the Tourism Bureau 
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until now failed to consolidate, there was no convening power. One of the shortcomings 

was the absence of the private sector in this dialogue, as one GIZ officer stated (2:40). 

However, one of the achievements of the Tourism Buerau was to bring the Regional 

Direction of Tourism to Tena (2:62). Moreover, the local governments are trying to 

articulate some policies with tourism, as a public officer (2:184) said. In the case of the 

communities, they want to be part of the Chamber of Tourism, but there were denied 

membership, as some interviewees (2:134, 2:445) pointed out.   

For many interviewees (3:84, 2:232, 2:311, 2:421), there are many doubts about the 

adequate and transparent management of public funds. One of them highlighted the 

situation as follows: “They [local and regional authorities] should start with more 

training and capacity building instead of parties and revels” (3:84). In the same 

direction, another interviewee claimed that the budget distribution is unequal. For 

instance, “they are building soccer fields for more than 2 millions of dollars and for 

tourism only remain 150.000 US$” (2:232). According to the former president of the 

Chamber of Tourism, the construction works are overpriced in some cases. He 

described this situation as follows: “The major declared state of emergency in the 

region because of the floods. He received more than 1 million US$, and what did they 

do? They destroyed the river bed, and all of this was done without prior technical 

studies” (2:311). In the same direction, the president of Hotels Association said: “The 

municipality of Tena got 20 million US$ from the oil revenues, and instead of cleaning 

the rivers by constructing a sewage system, they built a new municipality building” 

(2:421). Directly linked to this is corruption. For a restaurant owner, “the approval of a 

project or credit will work if you have friends” (2:109). 

The situation in relation with the laws and regulations has been summarized by a hotel 

owner as follows: “Right now if you do not have all documents in order, they impose a 

penalty on you. This is legal but recently they want to enforce it. But the people are very 

angry because of that. They are not used to such treatment” (2:217). 

Corruption and clientelism are still problems to deal with. In consequence, there is a 

lack of good governance of the protected area. The principles of transparency, 

inclusiveness, fairness, accountability, and resilience are missing. For instance, the tour 

operators among the settlers feel as if governmental support was only provided for 

indigenous people. The principles of fairness and inclusiveness are therefore not 

applied. Even though in the last years some climatic events occurred in the region, local 

authorities are not taking care about it. Thus, the resilience principle is ignored. 
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Management 

The Tourism Bureau recently (2009) transforms into a space for dialogue, 

coordination and meeting, as the coordinator described (3:115). The founders were the 

GIZ, the Consejo Provincial, the municipalities, the MINTUR, the MAE, the Chamber 

of Tourism, the Federación Evangélica de la Nacionalidad Kichwa de Napo FENAKIN, 

the National Police, the Tourism Police, the Escuela Superior Politécnica Ecológica 

ESPEC, the Maquita Cushunchic, Tour Operators, the Native Guides Association. 

As some interviewees (2:189, 2:190, 2:4, 3:118, 3:28) stated, the MINTUR is now in 

charge of the Tourism Bureau but unfortunately there are some troubles, because the 

MINTUR is politically weak and they even do not have their own offices. In the same 

direction, they said that the situation is not easy because the authorities at the national 

and local level simply do not take care about it and there is no consolidation of the 

Tourism Bureau until now. For many interviewees (2:31, 2:58, 2:198, 2:304, 2:314, 

3:84, 3:91, 3:95, 3:105, 2:420, 3:14, 2:273, 2:359, 3:15, 2:235), there is a lack of 

coordination and dialogue, discipline and joint work within the public, private and 

community sector. Every institution has its own agenda and there are even clashes. A 

GIZ officer sees ”the need to work in a horizontal manner since the hierarchies even 

persist for the people in the region” (2:40). To complement this statement, another GIZ 

officer pointed out that “this round table can be the platform where the weak 

stakeholders can raise their voices” (2:358). 

Many interviewees are aware of the necessity of all tourism operators uniting. 

Unfortunately, since it is not compulsory to being member of the Chamber of Tourism, 

the sector is weakened and the authorities do not take care about it (2:186, 2:283). 

At the moment there are some attempts to articulate the success of the Cacao Bureau 

with the Tourism Bureau. In this regard, the MINTUR officer said: “We are trying to 

find a way how to integrate the Cacao Bureau into the Tourism Bureau because they 

are related‖ (2:17). In the same direction, some interviewees (2:132, 2:434) highlighted 

the operation of the Cacao Bureau as a good space of dialogue.  

At the same time, several public and private institutions are trying to coordinate and 

articulate some policies and actions with local and national institutions to improve order 

and manage the tourism activity in the region, as some interviewees (2:318, 2:8) stated.  

Nevertheless, there is still the need of agreement in regard to the basic rules for the 

control of the prices by the authorities, the informality of the tour guides, and the 

illegality of taxi drivers. As some interviewees stated, the point is trying to reach a 
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minimum agreement (2:194, 2:270). 

Tourism became a development strategy for many local, regional and national 

authorities. The region of Sumaco is no exception, and tourism, as some interviewees 

(2:302, 2:318, 2:436, 2:197) stated, has been seen as the main axis of development. 

Moreover, according to a local public officer (2:185), Tena and the region are 

considered as a priority destination, and therefore there are several implementation 

projects to improve tourism.  

At the national level, a public officer from the Ministry of Coordination of Production 

stated: “Within the productive transformation agenda, we are trying to develop the 

Yaku Ñambi Route in order to provide some alternative to the people in the region” 

(2:318). At the national level the Heritage Ministry is planning the urban regeneration as 

one of the implementation actions which should be coordinated with the municipalities 

of the region, as a public officer stated (2:436, 2:441).  

At the local level, there is unfortunately still the need of a basic plan of action and 

empowerment of the Ministry of Tourism, as a GIZ officer stated (2:70). In the same 

direction, a public officer stated that the “pending tasks are still the articulation and 

management of the territories, development of sustainable destinations, marketing and 

promotion. We want to achieve all that was already developed in the PLANDETUR” 

(2:317). 

As some interviewees pointed out (2:299, 2:363, 2:394, 3:125), there is no coordinated 

planning in relation with tourism. A restaurant owner exemplified: “If the government 

wants to build a highway, we would have to ask what it is useful for, who will benefit 

from that, how we can connect the communities nearby with the tourism activity. But 

nothing of that we do. No planning” (2:305). In the same sense, a community member 

described the situation they faced: “In regard to training and education for the local 

communities, sometimes they are simply offering training without asking the local 

community what they actually need. Sometimes we even have the same training courses 

offered by different institutions” (2:394). To complement the last statements, a tour 

operator  claimed: “If we manage tourism in this way, the result in the future will be a 

bad development of tourism” (3:24). In the same direction, a public officer described 

the situation: “The majority of institutions offer a total support for tourism, but what 

they understand as tourism is stands, promotions, typical food, etc. But there is no 

support for the planning and evaluation of the tourism activity. The budget is limited to 

promotion and marketing” (3:125). Moreover, apart from the insufficient planning there 
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is lack of environmental conscience and sustainable management of tourism, as some 

interviewees (3:57, 3:122) highlighted. 

In any case, there are some intents to organize the local territory and integrate the 

different development plans of the region on cantonal, provincial and national level, as 

two public officers described (2:33, 2:197). One of them said: “The people do not know 

what they want for the region. They have to define what they want” (2:56).  

Some public and private officers (2:362, 2:192, 2:1, 3:123, 2:15, 3:126, 2:308) 

recognized the insufficient technical capacity and lack of knowledge for managing 

tourism especially in the municipalities. Additionally, they have problems with the 

financing sources. In some cases, as one of them stated, the problem is political: “The 

major does not want to impulse something, there is no political will” (2:192). A tour 

operator stated: “It is necessary  that the authorities are better trained” (3:97). 

On the other hand, the local communities also need training and capacity building. 

There are numerous projects, supported by the GIZ, where the local communities are 

learning how to develop projects and how to manage tourism, as two GIZ officers stated 

(2:356, 2:52). In the same direction, private initiatives are trying to improve the 

capacities of the local people through training courses (2:463, 2:469, 2:502). 

However, for some interviewees (2:176, 2:322), there is still much to do. When talking 

about tourism, all the people are thinking of hotels but not in the complementary 

services linked with the activity. Moreover, there is misinformation and lack of 

knowledge how to obtain credits or write proposals.  

According to some interviewees (2:108, 2:163, 2:400, 2:403), there is a lot of 

bureaucracy to gain operation permits or even to ask for a credit at the national bank. A 

public officer (2:163) described the situation as follows: “all the people are trying to get 

their share from tourism. In order to obtain the annual license, you need the permission 

from the fire department, the municipality, the Ministry of Tourism, the IEPI, etc. So 

there are many obstacles for you to get your operation permission”. To get credits, 

some of the interviewees prefer to go to the cooperatives where they have not so much 

troubles and bureaucreacy as with the public institutions.  

One of the initiatives to foster tourism in the biosphere reserve is the Tourism Bureau. 

However, it suffers from lack of political support and leadership. The clashes between 

settlers and indigenous people are often expressed in this sphere of dialogue. More 

coordination and trust is needed between all stakeholders taking part in this process. 

Moreover, the national planning should consider the local planning to improve the 
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management of tourism in the region. 

Training and Education 

According to various interviewees (2:525, 3:21, 3:44, 3:71, 3:75), there is a lack of 

environmental education for local people. The teaching and education is still 

insufficient to raise environmental awareness. “For instance, there is garbage in the 

forests which also affects the image when you go there with the tourists”, said an 

operator manager (2:525).  

Several initiatives are trying to improve the situation and hence avoid the destruction 

and deforestation of the forests. For instance, the local production in the chakras could 

be taken as a sustainable process, as a GIZ officer said (2:48). In addition to that, the 

sustainable production of cacao could also be an opportunity to take advantage of the 

cacao production, affirmed a cacao producer (2:126). Both activities could be included 

directly or indirectly in the tourism sector.  

At the community level, various initiatives are underway, as some local community 

members (2:145, 2:487, 2:499) said. In some communities, they already started with 

recycling and some courses about environmental conservation, sustainable tourism, and 

waste management. The main focus is the children and young people.   

Some local community members (3:80, 3:29, 3:39) are aware of the lack of 

environmental awareness, training and education. They recognize the urgent need of to 

conserve the forests. In the opinion of some interviewees (3:58, 3:65, 3:78, 3:90), the 

majority of the people are working in an empirical way without knowing how to 

manage environmental issues like for example water pollution.  

According to several interviewees (3:39, 3:89, 3:12, 3:50), not only the community 

should be involved, but also the visitors coming to the area. As they say, there is 

unfortunately neither information nor guidelines.  

Many interviewees (2:42, 2:496, 2:527, 2:539, 3:51, 2:202, 2:426, 3:113) know about 

the importance of training and education, which should be provided to the local 

community especially with governmental support. A tour operator said: ―If you have 

training and education, you will understand how the tourism business works, what the 

profile of the tourists is. Only when you understand that, you can be successful” 

(2:497). Some tour operators are working together closely in terms of the training and 

education of the communities, as one of them (2:477) said.  

However, a persistent problem in the area in relation with the training and education is 
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the duration of the courses given by the governmental institutions. Normally, they are 

offering small term courses, which are not enough to warranty real training and 

education, as some interviewees (3:106, 2:244, 2:10, 2:399) pointed out. For some 

interviewees (2:394, 2:456, 2:326), before beginning with training, it is important to 

make an analysis of the needs and requirements of the local population. Sometimes the 

institutions are doing the courses without this analysis. Moreover, it is an imperative to 

work in an integral way. A public officer (2:325) affirmed that therefore, the joint work 

with the private sector is needed in regard to the definition of competences within the 

curriculum and education and training programs. For a hotel manager (3:81), the 

education and training should begin already with the children and young people.  

A public officer said: “The training should be provided not only for the tourism 

operators (hotel owners, guides, tour operators) but also to the taxi drivers and bus 

drivers. They need to know how to manage tourism” (2:448). Another aspect to take 

into consideration is the completion of courses by the participants. A public officer 

described the situation as follows: “At the beginning there are 20 persons and the 

courses finish only with five persons” (2:455). In this regard, two tour operators agree 

that it is a question of motivation and vocation (3:85, 2:526).  

Some interviewees (2:91, 2:238, 2:272) emphasized the need of better specialization 

especially in respect to the training of the tour guides, and the need to learn the English 

language. According to a public officer (2:202), another complementary topic is the 

procedure of paying taxes. 

Quality at all levels is still a pending task in the region. In regard to the local products, 

as the president of the Association of Market Sellers (2:76) confirmed, the problem with 

the local providers is that they do not have a permanent production and that therefore 

many operators do not buy local products. In other cases, the quality of the products is 

not good, as a restaurant owner (2:103) pointed out. However, some institutions are 

trying to foster the quality of the products that are produced in the region in order to link 

the production with the tourism, as two public officers (2:152, 2:290) said. There are 

some successful cases, for example the cacao production, where the tourists are satisfied 

with the quality of the cacao production but also with the tour package. As the 

production manager stated, “the idea is to link the cacao production with the tourism, 

showing to tourists the process of production with high quality standards” (2:128, 

2:127). To go further, a GIZ officer (2:43) proposed that for the fostering of both cacao 

production and tourism, the hotel owners should welcome the tourists at their hotels 
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with chocolate or even some soap  with cacao ingredients.  

The quality of service and costumer attention is another aspect to consider in the overall 

situation. In the last years, there could unfortunately be perceived a proliferation of 

hotels which are offering low prices. Hence, there is a decrease of quality, as some 

interviewees (2:210, 2:165) stated. As some interviewees (2:80, 2:143, 2:324, 2:329, 

2:495) added, there is still a lack of responsibility and punctuality which affects the 

good service.  

The qualification of personnel and labor force is still poor. For some interviewees 

(3:126, 3:59, 2:453) there is a lack of professionalization as well as of knowledge and 

education, and also deficiency of quality on the tourism sector. At the moment, 

according to a restaurant owner (2:239), the people should start from zero in order to 

improve. 

The indigenous communities are starting to be trained and educated. According to a 

NGO manager (2:485), this mechanism allows not only the improvement of the quality 

service but also the employment opportunity. In this regard, a public officer emphasized 

the need of “connecting the programs in the technical high school with the real needs of 

the tourism operators” (2:326).  

Training and education is like in Galapagos a pending task at all levels. In the particular 

case of Sumaco, the training and education of the indigenous communities is an urgent 

need in order to improve the current activities that they are performing. Moreover, the 

connection between their traditional activities and tourism could be advantageous for 

the improvement of community-based tourism in the region, providing a positive result 

both for biodiversity conservation and improvement of livelihood of indigenous people. 

6.3 Summary of Chapter 6 

The main findings of the quantitative research (questionnaires) and qualitative research 

(interviews) were summarized in the present chapter. Basic socio-demographic 

characteristics, opinions and perceptions of tourists travelling to both biosphere reserves 

were analyzed. There are some differences between the tourists going to Galapagos and 

those who go to Sumaco. As the travel costs and entrance fees are higher in Galapagos 

than in Sumaco, the tourists profile is diverse in terms of age, motivation, nationality, 

modality of the tour and duration of stay. The perception of sustainable tourism also 

displayed some differences. Tourists staying in Sumaco were more critical than tourists 

staying in Galapagos. Moreover, there is a high willingness in both biosphere reserves 
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to pay for operations with some certifications and standards that are socially and 

environmentally responsible.  

The questionnaires applied to residents also show some differences that are related with 

some particular socio-demographic characteristics for each biosphere reserve. 

Residents‘ profile, main economic activities and their relation with tourism as well as 

the perception and knowledge of the benefits of biosphere reserves were evaluated. 

Residents in Galapagos have a higher level of education than in Sumaco. The income is 

also higher in Galapagos, which is linked with the special regulation established in 

LOREG. The main economic activity is tourism in Galapagos, while in Sumaco 

agriculture is the main economic activity. The majority of residents in both biosphere 

reserves ignored that they are living in a biosphere reserve. The perception of benefits 

derivated from the area were they live was higher in Galapagos than in Sumaco. 

The semi-structured interviews showed a variety of perspectives in relation with the 

management of tourism in both areas. There are several concerns about the 

sustainability (environmental, socio-cultural and economic) of the activity and how far 

are the policies to support the development of tourism in a sustainable way. Governance 

and management are key issues to secure an adequate implementation of the activity. 

Moreover, an important aspect for the improvement of the activity in both biosphere 

reserves is training and education at all levels. In the final chapter the results will be 

discussed analytically together with the institutional, political and legal framework as 

well as the theoretical background proposed in the previous chapters.  
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7. Discussion 

7.1. Environmental Aspects 

The conservation of the endemic and unique biodiversity of the Galapagos and Sumaco 

biosphere reserves are severely threatened. The main cause of environmental 

degradation is the different economic activities. The case studies analyzed in this 

dissertation reflect the prevailing debate about the difficulty of striking a balance 

between conservation and socio-economic development (Watkins 2009, Tapia and 

Guzmán 2013, Brewington 2013, De Groot 1983, Cater 1987, Britton 1982). However, 

while in the Galapagos Biosphere Reserve tourism increases the pressure on the 

endemic flora and fauna, in the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve tourism may be an effective 

measure for biodiversity conservation.  

In Galapagos, the steadily increasing number of tourists is one of the key factors 

(fishery, in less extent) to impact biodiversity conservation. Jobs and income 

opportunities from tourism have attracted various people, causing population growth 

(De Groot 1983, Ospina 2006, Grenier 2007). Furthermore, there is a direct connection 

between population growth and the introduction of exotic species (FCD et al. 2008, 

Watkins and Cruz 2007). The Galapagos Islands are no longer isolated (Durham 2008, 

Tapia and Guzmán 2013) which makes the protection and preservation of many fragile 

and vulnerable endemic species more difficult; therefore, many of the endemic and 

native species are threatened. The main problems affecting the endemic and native 

species are the increased competition for resources between species (pests) introduced, 

and the infections with pathogens and diseases (Hamann 2009, Guézou et al. 2010, SIIG 

2010, Parker 2009, Denkinger et al. 2013). Traditionally, opposing positions regarding 

conservation and socio-economic development are also evident in tourism, and its 

effects on the biodiversity conservation are palpable. There has been a permanent 

conflict between the main stakeholders of Galapagos for several decades. Their position 

is related with the main forms of tourism in Galapagos. Delegates of a ―greener 

position‖ (e.g. cruise ship owners and big companies, environmental NGO officers, and 

a small portion of the population) support that cruise ship businesses limit the number 

of visitors because the environment health is being highly threatened. Contrarily, 

delegates of a ―development position‖ (e.g. local hotel owners, municipalities, CGREG 

and a large portion of the population), support land-based tourism or tourism in 
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populated centers and are against tourist number restrictions, because applying the 

concept of carrying capacity is a form of ―suppressing the development of the local 

population‖. Similar situations have been described by some authors in other places 

(Tosun 2000, Plumer and Fennell 2009). Definitely, urban tourism in Galapagos has led 

to a severe shortage of water resources in terms of contamination (waste, freshwater, 

and residual water) (d'Ozouville 2009, Liu and d'Ozouville 2013, Pryet et al. 2012, 

Guyot-Téphany et al. 2013). 

Contrasting Galapagos, where tourism is a danger for the fragility of the ecosystem‘s 

integrity, tourism in Sumaco is the ―greener position‖, while extraction activities 

constitute the ―socio-economic development position‖. The extraction of petroleum and 

mining causes detrimental impacts on nature (e.g. water and air pollution, deforestation, 

etc.), and create an immediate and concrete danger for the conservation of biodiversity 

in the Amazon region (Erazo 2011, Izko 2012, Long 1992, Epler Wood 2007). Many 

fauna and flora species are already endangered to extinction due to deforestation and 

habitat loss. This region only has few patches of non-intervened forests left (Pan et al. 

2007, Wunder 2000). However, tourism is socially and environmentally compatible in 

three different forms: nature-based tourism, adventure tourism, and community-based 

tourism. These forms of tourism need pristine landscapes in order to carried out. 

However, environmental degradation can drastically affect all types of tourism (Parra 

1997, Viteri 1997, Zeppel 2006, Fennel 1999, Weaver and Schlüter 2001). Current and 

future oil extraction and mining projects are a severe environmental and social threat for 

the region (Bass et al. 2010, UNEP et al. 2009, RAISG 2012). Some companies already 

obtained official permits to explore the area and have signed the Memoranda of 

Understanding (MoU) with local communities to start extraction activities soon.  

In both BRs, water pollution is an increasing problem and a result of uncontrolled 

population growth (Galapagos) and resources degradation caused by the extraction of 

mineral resources (Sumaco). Inadequate sanitation and waste management and absence 

of an effective sewage system in both BRs further exacerbate this situation. As 

mentioned in the descriptive chapter on biosphere reserves (Chapter 5), the provision of 

basic services (access to electricity, water provision and sewage system, health care and 

education, refuse and waste removal) is a structural obstacle in the majority of 

Ecuadorian urban areas. According to the INEC, only 43.2% (Sumaco) and 26.8% 

(Galapagos) of the population have access to sanitation services, whereas the access to  

water supply is 59.4% (Sumaco) and 83.2% (Galapagos) (INEC 2010). Moreover, the 
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water that is supplied by government agencies is not potable and entails a high risk for 

human diseases if drunk without prior purification. Water pollution has not only a 

significant impact on health of the local population, and the tourists; it also affects the 

environment and biodiversity conservation activities in both biosphere reserves.  

In Galapagos, as a common feature in insular systems, water scarcity is particularly 

critical (UNEP 2011, Butler and Carlsen 2011, G ssling 2003, Niles and Baldacchino 

2011). Freshwater is increasingly scarce and highly contaminated in the (densely) 

populated urban areas (Liu and d'Ozouville 2013, Pryet et al. 2012). Moreover, the 

increasing demand for water could be solved by seawater-desalination systems; 

however, due to its high energy consumption this technology is very expensive.  

The Sumaco region is characterized by the abundance of water sources (Izko 2012, 

RAISG 2012, UNEP et al. 2009). However, issues of concern in the region are polluted 

rivers by inadequate waste management, an insufficient sewage system, and effluents of 

residual water stemming from extraction (use of toxic elements) and agricultural 

activities (e.g. use of pesticides, chemical fertilizers) (Torres et al. 2008, Bebbington et 

al. 2008, Coello Hinojosa 1995). Additionally, the high rate of deforestation (FAO 

2009, RAISG 2012) is affecting the retention of water, thus increasing the prevalent risk 

of floodings and droughts in the region. In 2010, a severe flood was registered in the 

cities of Tena and Archidona. Meanwhile, in the dry season, long periods of droughts 

were observed. Tourism activities, such as jungle excursions, rafting and kayaking tours 

could be negatively affected if there are only a few patches of forests and insufficient 

water flow.  

7.2. Sociocultural Aspects 

Immigration has been a social problem in both biosphere reserves (Borja Núñez 2007, 

Ospina 2006, Long 1992, Rudel 2006) which in turn is harmful for biodiversity 

conservation because of the additional pressure put on natural resources (e.g. 

deforestation for agriculture expansion, introduction of exotic species, water pollution, 

etc.). In both biosphere reserves, immigration started before the creation of the protected 

areas. The motivations of immigrants are to improve their income opportunities. 

However, the timeframe and the causes of immigration are quite different in both 

reserves because different economic activities take place in each reserve. No native 

indigenous people are found in Galapagos, while in Sumaco, native indigenous people 

have been living in this region since ancient times. Three phases of immigration can be 
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distinguished in Galapagos: 1) Few settlers (mainly foreigners) arrived in the Islands 

(ca. 1920s). Their main economic activity was agriculture; 2) Fishermen started the 

extraction of marine resources by fishing for different sea species (sea cucumber, 

lobsters, etc.) (ca. 1950s); and 3) The tourism boom in the last 30 years has promoted a 

rapid population growth (Borja Núñez 2007, Kerr et al. 2004, Granda León and Chóez 

Salazar 2013). In Sumaco, the process of settlement began in the 1950s. Land reforms 

in the 1960s and 1970s, were promoted by the state to support the agricultural 

development in fallow lands (forests) and provided land titles. Many immigrants from 

the coastal and the highland regions of Ecuador moved to Sumaco. Later, in the 1970s 

the oil boom in the region promoted a new wave of immigrants. As a result of this land 

change sponsored by the state, a high rate of deforestation and the increase in the 

cultivation of land for agricultural use started together with the displacement of many 

indigenous people (Long 1992, Rudel 2006, Wunder 2000).  

The migratory process shaped the demographic composition of the BRs and, therefore 

as well the places where their inhabitants prefer to live (e.g. urban or rural areas), their 

forms of organization, and their attitudes and values in relation with tourism and 

biodiversity conservation (Borja Núñez 2007, Ospina and Falconi 2007). For instance, 

the indigenous people in Sumaco live mainly in rural areas while the settlers prefer to 

live in urban areas (Torres et al. 2008, Coello Hinojosa 1995). Thus, similar pattern is 

found within the types of tourism offered by each group. The indigenous people 

typically offer community-based tourism which is normally located in rural areas 

(Gruber 2000, Coca Peréz 2007, Ruiz-Ballesteros 2011). They share with tourists their 

living customs and their culture. The settlers normally own hotels, restaurants, and 

travel agencies in the towns. Some of them organize excursions in the region for nature 

sightseeing and visits to the indigenous communities living nearby (Parra 1997, Rojas 

López 2005, Zeppel 2006, Weaver and Schlüter 2001). It is important to remark that the 

majority of the community-based tourism operations in terms of the development of 

their tourism projects is financially supported nationally and internationally (Erskine 

and Meyer 2011, Stronza and Gordillo 2008). In the case of Galapagos where the 

majority of the people is immigrant or a descent of immigrants (Oviedo 2000), the 

difference is in the number of years of residence in the islands. Three main groups can 

be perceived in terms of environmental awareness and the activities they perform in the 

Islands. Old residents (2 generations or more) have a greater environmental awareness. 

Younger residents who arrived 20 years ago have a moderate awareness, while the new 
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comers see Galapagos as an economic opportunity (Grenier 2013). The types of tourism 

are also related with the different demographic groups. The local community (new 

comers) supports the development of land-based tourism. In fact, many of them are 

business owners within the tourism industry (hotels, restaurants, small boats, and local 

travel agencies). Few residents (old residents) own cruise boats. The majority of the 

cruise ship owners have their companies‘ headquarters in Ecuador‘s capital Quito and in 

Guayaquil. Others own multinational companies (Epler 2007, Honey 2008). 

Immigration of Ecuadorians still persists in Galapagos because the tourism-based 

economy is in need of manpower, and locals refuse to work in these jobs (Arezki et al. 

2009, Epler Wood 2007). Moreover, wages and salaries are 75% higher by law than in 

the mainland and many property and business taxes are subsidized by the state (LOREG 

1998). Both aspects are a grave reason for the illegal immigration to Galapagos. Illegal 

Ecuadorian immigrants travel to Galapagos as tourists and then stay there to usually 

work in agriculture, construction, and as taxi cab drivers. Women are hired as domestic 

workers (for cooking and taking care of children). There is a high level of agreement 

among authorities how difficult it is to stop immigration in Galapagos, because 

subsidies and highly paid jobs are great incentives, and it is an explosive combination 

for the present situation (Hoyman and McCall 2013, Epler 2007, Kerr et al. 2004).  

Tourism development involves both positive and negative changes in local communities 

(Bramwell 2003, Sheldon and Abenoja 2001, Perdue et al. 1990, Stronza and Gordillo 

2008, Kim et al. 2012). Certainly, there is no true environmental awareness and true 

commitment to the conservation of natural resources in both biosphere reserves. Many 

of the residents living in both areas have only primary education, as described in 

Chapter 6. In general, rules and regulations are followed only to comply with the 

guidelines and laws. As stated in the quantitative results, many of the residents are not 

aware that they are living in a protected area. Their main motivation to live in these 

areas is mainly of economic nature. They are not concerned about social and 

environmental issues.  

According to Brewington (2013), the majority of the population (92%) in Galapagos has 

a strong interest in development (transportation and construction improvements, boat-

based tourism and land-based tourism development), but at the same time people are 

aware of the need for conservation of the Islands (98%). On the contrary, Hoyman and 

McCall (2013) argued that Galapagos residents do not have a culture to treasure 



 

230 
 

conservation. They have only a utilitarian motivation with the mentality of ―use it now, 

and worry about it later‖. 

In Sumaco, the indigenous populations live under conditions of severe poverty and have 

a low education level (INEC 2010). Other concerns are health care, alleviation of 

poverty, malnutrition, and other social problems (e.g. alcoholism, sexual abuse, etc.). 

However, many of them are trying to keep their chakra system in order to preserve 

nature and sustainable livelihoods (Torres et al. 2008, Sirén 2007, MAE 2010a). Settlers 

live under better socio-economic circumstances compared to the indigenous population. 

They lack knowledge about conservation and in other cases they simply do not care 

about environment.  

Ignorance and lack of attachment to the land and of commitment to protect the 

environment generally cause conflicts between residents and control authorities. In 

some cases, the residents‘ perception of the authorities is negative, because the residents 

feel that the authorities are trying to restrict their development without providing any 

alternatives (e.g. regarding food sources) (Aguirre 2006, Plummer and Fennell 2009, 

Puppim de Oliveira 2003). This forces them to look for alternative ways to survive and 

to somehow alleviate their problems. Culture and idiosyncrasy of the people are factors 

to take into consideration. As a result, there are illegal and informal activities, which for 

many residents are normal social behaviors. The main reasons for conducting informal 

activities are taxes evasion, avoidance of fees for licensing requirements and of 

regulations in general, and partly ignorance (Gerxhani 2004). In some cases, the state 

itself unintentionally supports these phenomena due to its failure to control them (e.g. 

caused by lack of skilled staff, facilities and knowledge, slow regulation and permits 

processing) (Puppim de Oliveira 2002, Rodríguez and Rodríguez-Clark 2001, Bryant 

and Bailey 1997). In biosphere reserves, cases of unlicensed taxi cab drivers, tour 

guides, hotels and hostels, and illegal logging have been reported. In both biosphere 

reserves, people are aware of this situation, but the authorities are not enforcing the 

laws. In Galapagos, unlicensed hostels are the rule as well as small boats operating and 

conducting tours without proper permits. Moreover, taxi cab drivers are guiding tourists 

without a guide license in the populated centers. In Sumaco, illegal logging is one of the 

activities that take place daily in front of the local authorities and tourists during their 

excursions. As for the tourism activities, unlicensed tour guides and community-based 

tourism operators operate with no proper permits. The legal framework for the control 

and monitoring of the activities related with tourism and environmental conservation is 
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codified in several laws and regulations (RETANP, Ley Forestal, LOREG, Ley de 

Turismo) that are described in Chapter 4. However, the control and enforcement of laws 

is a difficult task for the local authorities. Once anyone of the residents evades the law, 

others also feel the right to do the same (Stronza and Gordillo 2008). Thus, illegal and 

informal activities have become the norm. Many similar cases are also reported and 

documented in many developing countries where control and enforcement of the law is 

insufficient (Fischer 2008). Residents conducting legal and formal activities that are 

complying with the law, the regulations and norms feel disappointed about the situation. 

They pay taxes, obtain operating permits, and are subject to control and sanction. Some 

interviewees stated that it was more profitable to work illegally and informally because 

they do not have to pay taxes and spend money on operating permits and control and 

penalty fees. 

7.3. Economic Aspects 

Based on the description made by Butler (1980, 2010) three decades ago in respect to 

the destination‘s life cycle (Sheldon and Abenoja 2001, Fennell 1999), Galapagos could 

be categorized as a destination in the development stage, characterized by a rapid 

tourism growth, but at the same time, local communities are gaining less economic 

benefits. On the contrary, Sumaco is still in an involvement stage with increasing local 

initiatives to accommodate visitors and other complementary activities. In general, two 

types of companies can be identified that are conducting different forms of tourism and 

are related with the level of sharing the economic benefits, as well as the tourists‘ 

profiles.  

Multinational companies usually offer all-inclusive-package tours (accommodation, 

food and beverage services, transportation, and additional services) in cruise ships 

and/or in resorts and lodges. They manage the entire tourism chain, thus, only small 

amounts from the revenues generated remain in the hosting communities and there is no 

―trickle down‖ effect in the local economy (Jafari 2000, Wheeller 1992, Wearing and 

Neil 2009). Indeed, many of these companies pay taxes in other cities (Quito and 

Guayaquil) and even abroad. Small local enterprises (hotels, restaurants, travel agencies, 

laundries, coffee shops, transportation, etc.) benefit indirectly and directly from the 

activity and pay taxes in the region. However, since the number of residents trying to 

make a living of tourism increased, the business income is on the decline because of the 

excessive competition (Tosun 2000). This has led to lowering costs and quality 
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standards, and eventually to the progressive decrease in the number tourists. This means 

less economic benefits for the local community as well as environmental degradation 

and thus, negative perception of tourism as a mean for socio-economic contribution and 

biodiversity conservation (Britton 1982, Moscardo 2011). There are criticism and 

discontent among the local community against large tourism companies. They also 

wonder about the extent of the multinational companies‘ commitment to sustainable 

development of local communities. In this ―geographically isolated tourism‖, tourists 

are isolated in an enclave with limited or no interaction with the residents who therefore 

receive few revenues (Jafari 2000: 191, Tosun 2000, Britton 1982). The two forms of 

tourism coincide again with the split between conservation and socio-economic 

development.  

Moreover, tourism is only seen as an economic mean and a disruption factor, as 

reported by Bramwell 2004), Urry 2004), Bramwell 2012), Stronza and Durham 2008), 

and Kim et al. 2013).  

In Galapagos, there is a constant struggle and efforts to obtain a larger share of the 

profits earned from tourism. Many households have a second source of income renting 

rooms to tourists, especially in Santa Cruz Island. No accurate data are available, 

because the majority of them are not formally registered. Although most of the 

population is currently benefiting from the activity, there is a feeling of frustration and 

antipathy among residents against enclave tourism. The business alone yields a total of 

410 millions dollars yearly, but only 15.5% of this profit stays in Galapagos, while the 

largest portion is shared among the continental national operators (located in Quito and 

Guayaquil) and foreign operators (Epler 2007, Taylor et al. 2006, Watkins and Cruz 

2007). Therefore, the majority of the local communities are trying to promote the 

development of land-based tourism in Galapagos.  

In Sumaco, tourism is still on the rise. In the last years (2007-2009), thanks to the 

improvement of the main highway (Quito-Tena), the national number of tourists 

increased. This destination is in the involvement stage, with new places for 

accommodation, restaurants, and restrooms (Butler 1980). Most of the small business 

owners are from the region. Some resorts and lodges can be found in the region, but 

they do not compete negatively for tourism. Actually, local and national authorities and 

the local population are interested in developing tourism for income generation and 

poverty reduction because of the high level of poverty and unemployment to be found in 

the region, specially among indigenous people (INEC 2010, Mesa del Turismo 2010). 
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Following Butler‘s basic premise regarding the increasing number of tourists in an area, 

this could lead to a decrease in the number of tourists as soon as the occupancy limit has 

been reached. Therefore, an accurate observation and evaluation of the precise stage of 

the destination is needed in order to make the right decisions to avoid a popularity 

decline of the destination (Fennel 1999, Butler 1980). 

Tourism has a wide and complex range of products and services, such as the 

commercialization of the products (usually performed by Ecuadorian national or trans 

national companies) and the provision of goods and services (transportation, hotels, 

restaurants and other services) (WTTC 2012, Cater 1995, Kalisch 201). Sometimes only 

a small amount of the revenues generated by tourism stays in the host communities 

(biosphere reserves). Thus, the activity has a high demand of external factors (products 

and services), especially in places located in rural and protected areas with small 

markets and lack of trained human resources where local production and consumption is 

hard to achieve (Tosun 2000, Plummer and Fennell 2009). As a result, the local 

community is faced with the difficulty of providing good products and services in 

general and the marginalization in the process (Moscardo 2011, Kim et al. 2013, Tosun 

2000). Even if some local communities are able to obtain fair prices for their products 

and services, in the long run degradation of quality standards, reduction of prices, and 

decrease of salaries will emerge. Obviously, this has an opposite effect: fewer tourists, 

less economic benefits, and increased environmental degradation and the overall decline 

of the destination (Butler 1980). Multinational companies take advantage of this 

situation because they bring their own products, providers and services to the area. 

However, many of the products and services offered in their facilities come from other 

regions which prevents the promoting of local development (Sauter and Leisen 1999).  

The situation in Galapagos is complicated due to the island‘s remoteness. The 

agriculture production, fish provision and meat production are insufficient for the local 

demand and the prices are high. In regard to services, due to the Special Law of 

Galapagos the tourism operators and large companies are forced to employ permanent 

residents (LOREG 1998). However, the quality of service provided by galapagueños in 

many cases is poor, as reported by many interviewees (Chapter 6). But owners have to 

cope with the situation, because otherwise they will be infringing the law. This specific 

law is affecting the quality of the service in many businesses in the islands and is also 

promoting illegal immigration by Ecuadorians who are willing to work for less money 

and better quality standards.  
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The status quo is comparatively better in Sumaco, where the geographic conditions are 

favorable to cultivate different crops (Gray et al. 2008, Torres et al. 2008), but it is still 

insufficient. Therefore, many products come from other parts of the country. Some big 

companies are buying goods and services from Quito, because the local quality is 

inadequate. There are some activities, such as tour guiding that are performed by 

persons coming from other regions. In some community-based tourism, the indigenous 

communities are using the Chakra system (agro-forestry system), which not only 

supports the communities survival but also contributes to the conservation of the forests 

(Torres et al. 2008, Sirén 2007). Visitors are interested in the culture of the indigenous 

people, therefore some traditional cuisine is prepared with local products. Local 

indigenous women make different handicrafts as a source of income (Zeppel 2006, 

Durham 2008, Weaver 2001). 

There are a growing number of tourists visiting both biosphere reserves. There are 

noticeable differences in the rate of growth, the profile of the tourists, and consequently, 

the types of tourism already explained. Evidently, these differences are also associated 

with the physical, biogeographical and climatic conditions as well as with the socio-

demographic features in the reserves. The two main forms of tourism to be found are: 

enclave luxury tourism and local cheaper tourism. Normally, they are related with 

foreigners and national tourists, respectively. The main differences between these two 

forms of tourism refer to different levels of environmental and cultural awareness and 

the different quality standards. 

Galapagos is worldwide recognized as a unique place. Darwin‘s visit of in the XVIII 

century and later his publication ―The Origin of Species‖ definitely attracted the 

attention of many naturalists and travelers (Darwin 2009). Besides, the islands and 

coastal destinations are quite appreciated by tourists (Wilkinson 1989, Andriotis 2004). 

Cruise ship tourism started in Galapagos in the 1960s. Back then it was considered as a 

successful model of ―ecotourism‖ (Honey 2008). This was the dominant form of 

tourism until the explosion of land-based tourism in the last 30 years (Watkins and Cruz 

2007, Grenier 2007). Ships that are fully equipped do not require interaction with the 

local population. Tourism of this type is characterized by foreigners with a high level of 

education and a high commitment to nature (Honey 2008). These tourists come mainly 

from developed countries (USA and UK being the main countries of origin) and spend 

large amounts of money. Based on these characteristics this type of tourism coincides 

with the ―enclave tourism‖ (Tosun 2000, Jafari 2000). The land-based tourism emerged 
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as response to the increasingly growing population and the pressure of visitors (with 

low budgets) on the islands, leading to a high demand for cheaper prices and also to 

provide revenues for the emerging local community. This land-based tourism is the 

form of tourism typical for Ecuadorian and international tourists with low budgets and 

for backpackers. 

Sumaco, located in the Amazon tropical forests, has a high level of biodiversity and 

cultural richness, facilitating the development of different forms of tourism. The 

principal forms of tourism are community-based tourism including birding, nature-

based tourism, and adventure-tourism. This form of tourism is highly appreciated by 

international tourists not only because their commitment to nature, but also of their 

interest of traditional values and cultures of the indigenous communities of the area 

(Rojas López 2005, Parra 1997, Möller-Holtkamp 2004, Fennel 1999, Weaver and 

Schlüter 2001). Some resorts owned by national and multinational companies are 

located in the middle of the jungle and offer both culture and nature interactions. The 

tourists who stay there have the opportunity to engage in some adventure sports 

(kayaking, rafting), excursions in the jungle, and sightseeing. This type of tourism can 

be classified as the ―geographically isolated tourism‖, depending on the way the 

company manages the relationship with local communities for different activities 

(guiding, visiting restaurants, etc.). The so-called community-based tourism has been 

developed in the region. The organization of the operation is based on the communities‘ 

way of living. All incomes generated by this kind of tourism stay in the community. It is 

a form of preservation of nature and culture. Because the tourism operation is located in 

the forests, tourists can also enjoy nature. Apart from this, there is a real interaction with 

the community, which can be seen as an ecotourism venue (Coca Peréz 2007, Fennel 

1999, Weaver and Schlüter 2001, Zeppel 2006). However, several problems have arisen 

from this management of tourism in the communities such as: unequal distribution of 

benefits, poor customer service, untrained staff for the management of the different 

activities and also lack of sustainable practices (Gruber 2000). The different tourism 

activities developed by settlers refer to hotels, restaurants, and tour operators in the 

towns (Tena and Archidona). Since the improvement of the highway Quito-Tena, this 

kind of operations has intensified because of the increase of local tourism in the area. 

Ecuadorians usually travel in the weekends and during holidays, and they prefer to stay 

in the towns doing small excursions to the nearby locations.  
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However, the same phenomenon has been observed in Galapagos when land-based 

tourism started, especially in hotels. As a result, increasing competition, lowering of 

prices, increasing pressure on natural resources, and fewer revenues are found. 

However, the situation is still not as severe as in Galapagos. According to the surveys 

applied to tourists, they are generally satisfied with the current services provided in both 

destinations. Tourists‘ profile show important differences in both BRs. Galapagos is 

more expensive than Sumaco and therefore, the tourists‘ profile are quite different in 

regard to spending capacity, motivation, nationality, and perception of sustainability in 

both BRs. Cruise ship tourists had a more positive impression for the sustainability of 

destination than the tourists who chose LBT. Moreover, it is important to remark that 

the positive qualification means excellent news for the management of the national park 

by the Galapagos National Park Service, where as well as in the populated centers, there 

is still work to be done.  

 

7.4. Governance 

Local, regional and national governments, public and private institutions, national and 

transnational NGOs and companies, as well as suppliers and providers of goods and 

services are involved directly or indirectly in the command of tourism in protected areas 

(Tosun 2000, de Araujo and Bramwell 2002, Jamal and Getz 1995). As the scope is 

ample, it is a difficult task to achieve ―good governance‖ with a moderate management, 

effectiveness and equity, no or few social conflicts and the public support of the local 

communities (Heylings and Bravo 2007, Sharpley and Ussi 2012, Lockwood 2010, 

Stoll-Kleemann and Welp 2008). In any case, the legal framework described in Chapter 

4 is a guideline to support the management of tourism activities in the region in a 

sustainable manner. Moreover the new constitution of Ecuador (2008) recognizes the 

rights of nature (Asamblea Constituyente 2008). Despite having a good and categorical 

legal framework, the implementation and control through processes of regulation, 

monitoring and especially law enforcement are extremely challenging. Moreover, as 

reported by several authors (Stronza and Gordillo 2008, Zahra 2012), there is a failure 

in the implementation due to the inability to develop the secondary regulations for 

tourism activity. There is disregard of laws, norms and regulations, together with lack of 

knowledge and training and negative attitudes linked with sociocultural behaviors like 

corruption and clientelism. Both problems are interrelated and persistent in the country 
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at every governmental level. Some authorities are favoring some groups more than 

others because they are connected or they have their own interests (Moscardo 2011, 

Yüksel et al 2005). In the particular case of biosphere reserves characterized by small 

societies, the phenomenon of clientelism found suitable conditions to prosper because 

many of the people are related either by family or through friendship. This situation 

leads to a form of endogamic society, where control and regulation are especially 

difficult to observe because many members of society are judge and jury at the same 

time. At this point, corruption plays also a relevant role since many public officers are 

favoring the interest of a group in exchange of a reward or simply to favor their group 

of relatives or friends. Clientelism and corruption seem to be an endemic behavior in the 

country that is generally accepted. Everybody knows that for some procedures ―friends‖ 

or ―money‖ is needed. As a result, illegality and informality are promoted. These 

practices lead to conflicts and people developing negative attitudes and perceptions 

against the authorities and the administration in the protected areas. The result is 

consequent loss of credibility and local support (Aguirre 2006, Nepal 2005) and 

therefore no good governace.  

Galapagos has a special regulation for the governance of the islands. The law is in 

concordance with other national and regional regulations. The Special Law of 

Galapagos, LOREG, clearly defines the duties and responsibilities of the authorities as 

well as the rights of the local population. However, there are several problems in the 

implementation and control of the law. The growth of tourism and the appearance of the 

problems related with it happened faster than the implementation of the special law 

could be managed (Heslinga 2003). At the moment the law is under discussion (since 

the approval of the New Constitution in 2008). There is a lot of confrontation between 

the local community and the national authorities to reach a minimum agreement to 

reform the law. The main sources of disagreement are: more benefits and participation 

for local communities, cruise ship permissions for local communities, promotion of 

change of the activities by fishermen, residents‘ rights, entrance fees, and percentage of 

distribution of budgets among the main stakeholders. Galapagos is the typical example 

of an endogamic society, where clientelism and corruption are the rule. When taking a 

look at the main positions in the principal public institutions (CGREG, GNPS, and 

Ministries) of Galapagos, there are the same persons in different institutions. Moreover 

many of them are selected by the degree of affinity and not by their capacity and 

knowledge. Some of them are even part of the informal sector, belonging to the illegal 
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operators who rent out rooms for accommodation in their private houses. Being part of 

the circle of power is a warranty to avoid control or penalties. Therefore, there is the 

need for more regulatory power (Hoyman and McCall 2013).  

Sumaco is governed by the different norms and regulations established for the protected 

areas. Moreover, a specific chapter is dedicated to the Amazon region in TULAS norm, 

but with no special law like in Galapagos. Unlike Galapagos, the mechanism of 

governance of the protected area are depending most of the times on the decision-

making and funding given in the central administration (Moscardo 2011, Yüksel et al. 

2005) by the Ministry of Environment and the Ministry of Tourism in Quito. The level 

of local participation in this regard is minimal. However, there are several projects 

aiming to include the residents, especially indigenous people living in the area. The 

patterns of clientelism and corruption are also present. The members of local 

governments of towns for instance are favoring the development of tourism in the area 

since they are owners of hotels or restaurants.  

The national political framework affects also the governance of tourism in the BRs. 

Unfortunately sometimes the policies established in Quito are not in concordance with 

the needs and the requirements of the population and this constitutes a conflict between 

the national and local levels of government. Sometimes the decisions are highly 

centralized (Yüksel et al. 2005). However, the new constitution empowered the local 

governments to manage environmental and tourism issues once they have the technical 

and building capacity. Moreover the current political division of the country favors the 

process of decentralization. Conflicts still persist at the moment in regard to the 

governance of biosphere reserves. In many cases the decisions rather than being 

technical are political, so that the decision-making process leads to the confrontation of 

conservation with socio-economic development. Therefore, the environmentalists and 

researchers stick to conservation, whereas the politicians support rapid economic 

development. As some authors stated, that is the long history of the states favoring 

economic development over environmental conservation (Bryant and Bailey 1997). 

In the case of Galapagos, diverse conflicts emerged at different government levels. For 

instance, the galapagueños supported by the local governments (CGREG, GADs) are 

confronted with the national government and the environmental institutions (MAE, 

GNPS, CDF) that are trying to stop the increase of tourism in the populated centers. The 

construction of the new airport in Baltra with a larger capacity is also a point of 

discussion. In this case the locals are in favor of it together with the national 
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government, while the environmentalists are against the enlargement of the airport 

capacity. The phenomenon of figureheads is amply recognized as a conflict. For many 

‗foreign‘ investors sending ahead such a front man is the only way to have some 

properties and investments in the islands. But this again leads to a serious conflict with 

the residents of Galapagos.  

On the contrary, in Sumaco, the Amazon region has been considered in the past and at 

present as a depot of unlimited natural resources. In the past, the state promoted land 

reforms that resulted in a high rate of deforestation (Erazo 2011, Perreault 2003, 

Wesche 1993, Izko 2012). Therefore, the current policies for environmental protection 

seem to be quite contradictory to many residents. Nowadays, the national government is 

promoting oil, mining and hydroelectric projects in the zone as an option for 

development, thereby accepting on the one hand the subsequent damage for the 

environment as well as on the other hand, the implementation of sustainable tourism in 

the region is promoted. The location of environment and biological conservation are 

still at the bottom of the political agendas and personal interests are still the norm, as 

some authors reported (Bertzky 2008). Unfortunately, if the decision-making takes 

place at the national government level, the local authorities have almost any power of 

decision or to prevent these national decisions. This situation is the norm especially in 

developing countries (Moscardo 2011, Yüksel et al. 2005). 

 

7.5. Management 

Coordination and planning are basic requirements for the implementation of adequate 

management of tourism in protected areas (Nyaupane and Poudel 2011, Schliep and 

Stoll-Kleemann 2010, Bramwell 2012, Butler 2010, de Araujo and Bramwell 2002). 

The current scenario of stability achieved by the country since 2007 and the new 

constitution could be advantageous for the implementation. There are already some 

efforts to promote joint work between the main institutions involved. Furthermore, in 

the current structure of management of the state, new branches of administration called 

―Coordination Ministries‖ were created at the national level. Their main goal is to 

articulate the actions between the various ministries. While the Ministry of Environment 

(MAE) is part of the Coordination Ministry of Heritage and has to coordinate the 

Ministries of Culture and Sport, the Ministry of Tourism (MINTUR) is integrated in the 

Coordination Ministry of Production and has to work jointly with the Ministries of 
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Employment and Competitiveness, Labor, Transport, and Agriculture. Planning is a 

central aspect for the national government. In turn, local governments (GADs, CGREG, 

GNPS, SNPS) as well as ministries have to coordinate among themselves and in 

concordance with the National Plan of Good Living or Sumak Kawsay. The National 

Secretary of Planning (SENPLADES) is the leader of the local, regional and national 

planning. There are still discrepancies in the coordination at the national and local level 

that are related with the overlapping of competences or the absence of coordination in 

some issues between the main stakeholders of the tourism activity. All in all, planning is 

a pending task in the country. In the environmental and tourism arenas, there are even 

plans and policies for the management of the protected areas and sustainable tourism, 

the state is sometimes unable to implement due to several limitations such as lack of 

capacity, building and funding. Moreover, in some cases the state is reacting slower 

than the events that outrun the planning are taking place. Unfortunately, sometimes 

there is a waste of time and money, because the studies and consultancies conducted are 

not being implemented.  

It is important to notice that at the local level in both biosphere reserves some 

coordination spheres, as important mechanism of dialogue (de Araujo and Bramwell 

2002), are conducted with the participation of the main stakeholders. The main goal of 

these dialogue circles is to achieve a better local planning for the improvement of the 

well-being of the local communities living in both biosphere reserves. The management 

processes in the protected areas are in relation also with the date of creation of protected 

areas. While Galapagos is a national park since 54 years and has been designated as a 

biosphere reserve in 1984, Sumaco national park exists since 16 years and has been 

declared as BR 13 years ago.  

Galapagos has a long history in participatory decision-making processes. One 

coordination example is the management of the marine reserve, where fishermen, and 

public officers from the GNPS and, CDF are attending the co-management commission 

in order to determine quotes for the fishing of different marine species (Heylings and 

Bravo 2007). However, one of the key issues consists in the overlapping competences 

over the jurisdictional authority and responsibility over the control of the GMR between 

the Galapagos National Park and Navy, which causes several troubles concerning 

administration and control. In regard to tourism, nowadays the Cantonal Council of 

Tourism (GADs) is reactivated since 2009 as a place for coordination between the main 

actors involved in the activity (Inostroza et al. 2009). Every populated island has this 
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sphere for coordination. The Cantonal Council is quite successful in Santa Cruz while in 

the other islands (San Cristóbal and Isabela) the coordination process is still at the start 

and needs more strength. On the other hand, the CGREG is the regional institution in 

charge of the coordination between the national and local levels. Unfortunately, there 

are disputes among the three populated islands and consequently, the absence of a 

common vision for the islands. Planning has been a deficiency in Galapagos. With the 

increasing number of tourists and residents a chaotic growth has been occurring 

particularly in the buffer zones where the populations are settled. The result is an 

increasing pressure upon the natural resources and as well as concerning water supply, 

due to the absence of a sewage system (Liu and d‘Ozouville 2013, Guyot-Téphany et al. 

2013). Since the situation in the populated centers is unsustainable, a new model of 

ecotourism for Galapagos was proposed in 2010 by the main institutions in the islands 

(GNPS, CGREG, CDF, WWF, MINTUR, MAE). The main actions for the 

implementation of the model until now are the tourism observatory as a technical tool 

for the monitoring and control of tourism activity in Galapagos (Heylings and Larco 

Ortuño 2008, Inostroza et al. 2009, Inostroza 2010). A long-term implementation is 

needed for the achievement of ecotourism. The new management plan for the protected 

area is under discussion which takes into consideration a more comprehensive approach 

to guarantee the compatible coexistence between humans and nature. Among the main 

infrastructure buildings that are related with the provision of public services for the 

local community, a new hospital is under construction as well as a sewage system and 

water supply for some parts of the islands.  

Sumaco began with several good initiatives of participation through coordination of 

several stakeholders. Within the management of the biosphere reserve, four regional 

round tables were proposed as circles for local coordination (RBS 2012, Mesa del 

Turismo 2010). The most successful is the Cacao Round Table. The Tourism Round 

Table started recently (2009). However it is still weak and suffers from insufficient 

capacity building, lack of funding and lack of empowerment and leadership. In any 

case, it is a first attempt to bring the main stakeholders together for the coordination of 

the tourism activity in the region. In this case, the support of the GIZ has been of vital 

importance for the creation of the round tables. The Cacao Initiative is an ongoing 

project that pursues to link the cacao production and the Chakra system with tourism. 

The main goal is the development of sustainable tourism through biodiversity 

conservation and creating alternative livelihoods for the indigenous communities. 
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7.6. Training and Education 

The improvement of the education at all levels (primary, secondary and university; 

formal and informal) is of vital importance for the warranty of the service quality of the 

tourism destination (Tosun 2000, Aas et al. 2005). The investment in education has 

been a severe structural problem of the Ecuadorian state in the last decades in general. 

The situation is even worse in the rural areas, where this investment has been relegated. 

Many of the students usually go to the big cities of Ecuador (Quito or Guayaquil) in 

order to have a good education. Even the students with more economic possibilities go 

abroad to learn foreign languages (e.g. guides). However, for the past and present 

generations it is not enough since they are already integrated in the labour market in 

both biosphere reserves. For example, for  some of the public officials who are not 

enough trained and skilled, they do not have sufficient capacity to manage technically 

environment and tourism fields within the public institutions. In both regions there is a 

lack of good universities or technical colleges. Under the current government (from 

2007 to present day), important enhancements in terms of education can be noticed (e.g. 

scholarships, building of infrastructure, improvement of technologies for learning, better 

salaries for teachers) (SENPLADES 2012, SENPLANDES 2009). At the moment the 

creation of a new public university in the Amazon region is an ongoing project with the 

goal to provide qualified education and to improve the well-being of the persons living 

in one of the most diverse regions of the country. Moreover, the government also started 

establishing of technical institutes for different occupations. The set of these projects, 

together with a long term education policy, should be maintained to improve the current 

situation of training and education of the present and future generations. 

As showed in the results of the surveys, the majority of residents in both BRs have 

primary and secondary education. Therefore, with this level of education, many of them 

ignore that they are living in a biosphere reserve and what this means. Apart from few 

exceptions, this lack of knowledge can be associated also with the little awareness of 

environmental issues and biodiversity conservation. As a result, some of the new 

tourism forms proposed are not in coherence with the site where they are or there is a 

misuse of the terms (ecotourism, sustainable tourism). For instance, residents of San 

Cristóbal island want to promote sport fishing. Another aspect to be considered is the 

residents‘ attitudes in general.  A problem detected in both BRs is the lack of innovative 

capacity described in the chapter of results. Unfortunately, people do not have 
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innovation skills and therefore, they usually copy what others started to do without any 

new creation or innovation. This leads as mentioned before, to the decrease of prices 

and quality and consequently to less revenues from their enterprises. Linked with this 

incapability to innovate, there is also a passive attitude of waiting for the state providing 

all for everybody, to act, so to speak as a ―father‖. Residents expect the state to provide 

credits, training courses, etc., but in the end, many of the residents are aborting these 

processes before finishing, as explained in Chapter 6. Sometimes the residents are 

indifferent towards the public institutions and they do not participate in the diverse 

activities programmed by public institutions. 

In the case of Galapagos the situation is even worse regarding the attitudes of the 

permanent residents. With their acquired rights (permanent residence) by Special Law, 

people from Galapagos tend to think that they are entitled to perform mainly 

administrative and ―high-hierarchy‖ jobs, regardless of their training or capacity. The 

result is poor quality, bad attitude and no healthy competition. In the case of Sumaco, a 

similar situation is occurring with indigenous people, who because of this condition, 

obtain more benefits from the state and national and international NGOs. This leads to 

some source of conflicts settlers because the latter feel themselves to be in a 

disadvantaged position.  

As education and training for the residents is relevant for the improvement of quality 

services in the destination, the level of education of tourists is also an aspect to take into 

consideration. Thus, the marketing campaigns and advertisement should be oriented 

towards tourists with a high environmental awareness and high level of responsibility 

not only with respect to biodiversity conservation but also with the local communities 

living in the host destinations. Both BRs could constitute excellent examples for 

educational experiences at all ages, achieving the main goals of BRs: biodiversity 

conservation and sustainable development. More efforts are needed to increase the 

awareness of the Ecuadorian tourists travelling to both destinations. 

An additional strategy to keep in mind for the improvement of tourism destinations is 

the permanent monitoring of all aspects related with the tourism activity (carrying 

capacity, minimum quality service standards, socio-economic benefits generated by 

tourism, management effectiveness of the protected area, application of principles of 

good governance).  
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8. Conclusions 

In Ecuador, the biosphere reserves Galapagos and Sumaco are considered to be the most 

important nature-based destinations. However, some problems typically linked to mass 

tourism can also be detected, such as the excessive number of visitors and an inadequate 

management and planning in both destinations, which in the end prevent the 

achievement of the UNESCO-BR goals: biodiversity conservation and economic 

development of local communities. 

In both regions these goals are hampered by pending tasks and contradictory plans and 

policies, as reported in other regions (Hunter 2002). On the one hand, a new legal 

framework has been established during the last years, with the National Constitution 

and several laws promoting the ―rights of nature‖ and the central government declaring 

a national strategic plan for achieving the ―good living‖ development of sustainable 

tourism (Asamblea Constituyente 2008, SENPLADES 2009, MINTUR 2007). On the 

other hand, several projects of exploitation of non-renewable resources or expansion of 

infrastructure are promoted in both regions (e.g. Coca-Codo Synclair Hydroelectric 

Plan, new airport of Galapagos). Even though some initiatives have been undertaken, a 

more integrated and comprehensive planning at all levels is desirable to achieve at least 

minimal standards of sustainable tourism in its diverse forms (e.g. community-based 

tourism, ecotourism). Moreover, precautionary measures should be taken in biosphere 

reserves like Galapagos and Sumaco to ensure that the main goal of the UNESCO 

Biosphere Reserve concept is reached (UNESCO-MAB 1996). The development of 

tourism at Galapagos‘ populated centers is in a critical point: side effects of tourism 

(e.g. litter and sewage problems, polluted water, housing sprawl, and introduction of 

alien species) are causing severe impacts for the island‘s endemic biodiversity and its 

conservation. But not only environmental integrity is endangered: the socio-economic 

conditons of the local communities are on the decline.  

Sumaco is still in an initial phase in which the growth of tourism has mainly a positive 

impact both for biodiversity conservation and the socio-economic development of the 

indigenous communities. However, the national policies for the exploitation of natural 

resources in the same area could interfere with the development of sustainable tourism 

activities in the Amazon region.  

Establishing the correct strategies to manage tourism in both biosphere reserves is a 

very complicated task, since diverse stakeholders with different perspectives are 
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involved in the activity (Nyaune and Poudel 2011, Resillence Alliance 2007b, Bramwell 

2012). At the local level, there is still a mismatch between the ―greener position‖ of 

nature conservationists and the development interest of parts of the communities. In 

Galapagos, while the prior aim of environmentalists (Charles Darwin Foundation, 

Galapagos National Park Service, WWF, etc.) is nature conservation, the development 

practitioners (GADs, CGREG) are fostering the rapid economic development of their 

local communities. A similar conflict occurs between cruise-ship owners and owners 

among the island‘s population (hostels, restaurants, small shops). The former argue that 

their operations are environmental friendly in contrast to land-based tourism, which at 

the moment is considered detrimental for environment. Reciprocally, the latter point out 

that cruise-ship based tourism leaves no income for the local population. In Sumaco the 

conservationist position represented by some owners who usually manage eco-lodges in 

the jungle is opposed by the development needs of the local (and indigenous) 

communities, managing hotels, and restaurants in towns as well as small operations in 

the rain forest. However, a moderate position can be found by some community-based 

tourism initiatives, where tourism is an alternative way of subsistence and biodiversity 

conservation. This antagonistic positions have led to disagreement, severe coordination 

problems and finally, to the lack of improvements regarding biodiversity conservation 

and the well-being of the local communities.  

Many legal initiatives and public policies for the conservation of protected areas are 

currently failing due to the lack of solid state institutions that are able to enforce them in 

practice. An additional element to be considered is the delayed establishment of the 

required norms for the implementation of the laws. In some cases, norms and 

regulations are approved and revised belatedly, which limits their usefulness for solving 

conflicts. Altogether, these aspects favor the proliferation of sociocultural practices such 

as corruption and clientelism. Thus, the structural weakness of state institutions has led 

to a situation where non-compliance to the law and informality are socially accepted as 

part of everyday life by the inhabitants of Sumaco and Galapagos. In both cases, any 

authority seriously trying to enforce the law, will meet strong resistance from the 

residents. As a result, a vicious circle has evolved: control authorities tolerate illegal and 

informal practices in order to obtain and maintain the political support from the voters 

in both regions. This cycle is reinforced by the fact that geographical isolation has 

resulted in the evolution of small endogamic societies inhabiting both biosphere 

reserves. To break out from this vicious circle, more severe controls by the central state 
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are needed (particularly in the case of Galapagos). Moreover, accountability, 

effectiveness, inclusiveness, and fairness are basic requirements for the national and 

local governments in order to obtain credibility among the residents. (Lockwood 2010, 

Stoll-Kleemann 2010, Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004). It is important to state that in the 

last five years, many efforts have been undertaken to strength and modernize some state 

institutions (hiring new staff personnel, building up infrastructure, providing funding, 

training, etc.). This could significantly contribute to an improvement of the situation in 

the near future. 

Law enforcement might hinder the development and maintenance of certain tourism 

activities in Galapagos, which in the end could have positive effects on the three pillars 

of the sustainability of tourism: fewer tourists, less pressure upon natural resources, 

more equitable socio-economic benefits for local communities. A policy of fewer 

incentives for tourism should be promoted by the state especially in the populated 

centers, where informal tourism activities have caused the number of tourists to increase 

beyond the levels that can be supported without threatening the islands‘ scarce 

resources. At the same time, cruise-ship operations should be legally enforced to 

warrant more benefits for the local communities (e.g. local consumption in populated 

centers, payment of taxes at destinations). The reform of the Special Law for Galapagos 

(LOREG), which is currently being discussed in the legislative, could constitute a 

unique opportunity to implement an adequate planning and management of tourism in 

order to ensure the conservation of Galapagos and the well-being of the local 

community.  

In contrast, the growth of tourism in Sumaco is still moderate, and the big challenge 

here is to foster the development of sustainable tourism, especially with the 

participation of indigenous communities, as an alternative to other economic activities 

that threaten to deplete the resources of the Amazon forest. The region has a large 

potential for the development of tourism as a mean for socio-economic development 

and biodiversity conservation (Morera 2004a, Parra, 1997, Coca Pérez 2007). However, 

there is a conflict at the national level which affects this region: large sources of oil and 

minerals have been found in the area of the BR, whose exploitation has been declared a 

national priority by the government, as it currently finances an important share of the 

national budget. Once again, local people are excluded from the decision-making 

processes which take place at the national level, as reported in other studies (Aguirre 

2006, Nepal 2000).  
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The perception of residents in regard to the inclusiveness and fairness in the 

management of tourism of the protected areas is negative in both sites. The state is 

perceived as an entity whose actions (e.g. control, tax payment, licenses payment) seek 

to obstruct their development (Plummer and Fennell 2009, Aguirre 2006). Nevertheless, 

this perception is partly due to the little knowledge about the implications of living in a 

biosphere reserve where there are restrictions for the development of certain socio-

economic activities. The perception of benefits derivated from tourism is more negative 

in Galapagos than in Sumaco. This can be explained by the fact that the tourism market 

in Galapagos is reaching a saturation level, where too many people are involved in the 

tourism business. This means more competition and fewer chances to gain additional 

benefits from tourism, except at the expense of other residents. Moreover, the discontent 

of many of the islanders is related to the unequal distribution of benefits between the 

cruise-ship and the land-based tourism modalities. In the case of Sumaco, there is a 

permanent confrontation between indigenous people and settlers. Indigenous people are 

getting more benefits from public and private organizations as a support to foster 

sustainable tourism activities. In this scenario where conflict, distrust, and lack of 

credibility are persistent, the decision-making processes are usually influenced by 

political interests and clientelism rather than by technical considerations (Tosun 2000, 

Stronza and Gordillo 2008). As a result, the appreciation of residents in both biosphere 

reserves regarding the official tourism management is characterized by the feeling of 

being unfairly treated and being excluded from the process of making decisions 

(Aguirre 2006). An additional factor to be considered in regard to residents is the lack of 

training and education at all levels. In many cases, there is a misunderstanding of the 

concept of sustainable tourism, ecotourism or community-based tourism. 

In contrast, the knowledge of tourists on sustainability is good. The majority of the 

tourists travelling to both biosphere reserves know the meaning of sustainable tourism 

and tourism certifications, which is positive for the destinations where this type of 

tourism should be fostered. However, more environmental education, especially for 

Ecuadorian tourists, is needed in order to promote a higher environmental awareness 

and respect for the host communities. Moreover, to attract ―eco‖ tourists, a good 

positioning on the international market is needed, as well as the provision of adequate 

infrastructure and the implementation of policies in the host regions for the development 

of this type of tourism. Otherwise ―ecotourism‖and ―sustainable tourism‖ will remain 

mere labels without a real implementation in the practice (Rozzi et al. 2010). Important 
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public and private efforts are needed to upgrade the tourism activity to a more 

sustainable one. 

Galapagos is currently promoting a new model of ecotourism which seeks to promote 

the conservation and the well-being of local communities. In the case of Sumaco, there 

are several ongoing projects that are trying to foster the development of sustainable 

tourism in the area, linked with agroforestry systems like cacao and the economic 

development of the communities. In both biosphere reserves, there are local initiatives 

to coordinate joint work that could be advantageous for both destinations. However, the 

future will show if the tourism operations were able to adapt to a more sustainable form. 

The public institutions should have the political will to implement policies and plans for 

the development of sustainable tourism (Muñoz Barriga 2012). If this is well done, the 

tourist‘s demand will respond to this new orientation of the destination, especially in the 

case of Galapagos.  

To ensure the long-term sustainability of both BRs, an accurate and comprehensive 

monitoring of the sociocultural, economic and environmental impacts of tourism is 

needed (Bramwell 2012, Waligo et al. 2013, Hunter 1997, McKercher 1993). For 

instance, if the destination shows ecological alteration, planners and managers should 

act immediately in order to avoid severe damages for the environment and on the other 

hand, to avoid the decline of the destination (Fennel 1999, Butler 1980). In places like 

Galapagos and Sumaco where nature is the base for tourism activity these ecological 

measures play a primary role as well as the social welfare of the local communities, who 

in the end are also the guards of this natural heritage. A very careful management and 

planning is the only chance for these ecosystems to survive and to ensure the well-being 

of the local communities (Moscardo 2011, Kim et al. 2013). Training and education is 

one of the key factors to improve the development of destinations, where in the future 

the local production can supply some of the tourist‘s demands, local manpower is able 

to innovate, and planners and managers are taking technical decisions for the 

management of tourism in both areas (Muñoz et al. 2009, Ham and Weiler 2002) . 

In Galapagos and Sumaco, adequate and comprehensive planning and management and 

good governance is mandatory, combined with effective law enforcement and control as 

well as with the regulation and monitoring of tourism activities. Otherwise both 

destinations are prone to be the next last paradise or another mass tourism destination 

(Clarke 1997, Honey 2008) with the consequent deterioration of biodiversity 

conservation and sustainable livelihoods for local communities.  



 

250 
 

9. References 

Aas, C., A. Ladkin and J. Fletcher (2005). Stakeholder collaboration and heritage 

management. Annals of Tourism Research 32(1): 28-48. 

Abrams, P., G. Borrini-Feyerabend, J. Gardner and P. Heylings. (2003). Evaluating 

Governance a Handbook to Accompany a Participatory Process for a Protected Area. 

Gland, Switzerland; Cambridge, IUCN- The World Conservation Union. 

Acosta, A. (2012). El retorno del Estado. Primeros pasos postneoliberales, mas no 

postcapitalistas. La Tendencia 13: 63-72. 

Acosta Solís, M. (1968). Divisiones fitogeográficas y formaciones geobotánicas del 

Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, Casa de la Cultura Ecuatoriana. 

Acuerdo Interministerial (2007). 20070005. Ministerio de Ambiente del Ecuador 

and Ministerio de Turismo. Quito, Ecuador. 

Acuerdo Ministerial (2008). No. 168. Administración del Sr. Ec. Rafael Correa 

Delgado. Quito, Ecuador. 

Adler, J. (1989). Origins of sightseeing. Annals of Tourism Research 16(1): 7-29. 

Aguirre, G. J. (2006). Linking national parks with its gateway communities for 

tourism development in Central America: Nindiri, Bagazit, Costa Rica and Portobelo, 

Panama. PASOS 4(3): 351-371. 

Albuja, L. (2011). Fauna de Guiyero. Parque Nacional Yasuní. Quito, Ecuador, 

Ecofondo and Escuela Politécnica Nacional. 

Alford, R. A., S. J. Richards and K. R. McDonald (2013). Biodiversity of 

Amphibians. Encyclopedia of Biodiversity (Second Edition). A. L. Simon (Eds.). 

Waltham, Academic Press: 169-178. 

Ambiente y Sociedad (2003). Estrategia Nacional de Ecoturismo. Ecuador. Quito, 

Ecuador, Ambiente y Sociedad: 1-63. 

Anderson, D. (2009). Comportamiento del piquero de Nazca: Algunas sorpresas 

evolutivas. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). 

Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Andrén, O. (2001). Invertebrates, Terrestrial, Overview. Encyclopedia of 

Biodiversity (Second Edition). A. L. Simon (Eds.). Waltham, Academic Press: 392-394. 

Andriotis, K. (2004). Problems of Island Tourism Development: The Greek Insular 

Regions. Coastal Mass Tourism: Diversification and Sustainable Development in 

Southern Europe. B. Bramwell, Channel View Publications. 

Archer, B. (1978). Domestic tourism as a development factor. Annals of Tourism 

Research 5(1): 126-141. 



 

251 
 

Arezki, R., R. Cherif and J. M. Piotrowski (2009). IMF Working Papers: Tourism 

Specialization and Economic Development : Evidence from the UNESCO World 

Heritage List. Washington, DC, USA, International Monetary Fund. 

Armada del Ecuador (2013). Armada del Ecuador. Misión y Visión. Retrieved 03 

July,, 2013, from http://www.armada.mil.ec/234. 

Arroyo, M. T. K. and L. A. Cavieres (2013). High-Elevation Andean Ecosystems. 

Encyclopedia of Biodiversity (Second Edition). A. L. Simon (Eds.). Waltham, 

Academic Press: 96-110. 

Asamblea Constituyente (2008). Constitución de la República del Ecuador. Ciudad 

Alfaro, Ecuador. 

ASHOKA (2013). The Geotourism challenge. Retrieved 16 June, 2013, from 

http://www.changemakers.com/competition/geotourism2008/finalists. 

Ashworth, G. and S. J. Page (2011). Urban tourism research: Recent progress and 

current paradoxes. Tourism Management 32(1): 1-15. 

Ayala Mora, E. (1994). Historia de la Revolución Liberal Ecuatoriana. Quito, 

Ecuador, Corporación Editora Nacional. 

Ayala Mora, E. (1995). Resumen de Historia del Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, 

Corporación Editora Nacional. 

Barbieri, A. v., D. Carr and R. Bilsborrow (2009). Migration Within the Frontier: 

The Second Generation Colonization in the Ecuadorian Amazon. Population Research 

and Policy Review 28(3): 291-320. 

Bass, M. S., M. Finer, C. N. Jenkins, H. Kreft, D. F. Cisneros-Heredia, S. F. 

McCracken, N. C. A. Pitman, P. H. English, K. Swing, G. Villa, A. Di Fiore, C. C. 

Voigt and T. H. Kunz (2010). Global Conservation Significance of Ecuador's Yasuni 

National Park. PLoS ONE 5(1): e8767. 

BCE (2012). Estadísticas Económicas. Banco Central del Ecuador. Retrieved 25 

October, 2012, from http://www.bce.fin.ec/contenido.php?CNT=ARB0000003. 

Bebbington, A., D. Humphreys Bebbington, J. Bury, J. Lingan, J. P. Muñoz and M. 

Scurrah (2008). Mining and Social Movements: Struggles Over Livelihood and Rural 

Territorial Development in the Andes. World Development 36(12): 2888-2905. 

Beckerman, P. (2001). Dollarization and Semi-Dollarization in Ecuador, World 

Bank. 

Bertzky, M. (2008). Mind the gap: information gaps and bridging options in 

assessing in-situ conservation achievements. Greifswald, University of Greifswald. PhD 

Thesis: XVII, 349 S. 

Blaikie, N. W. H. (2009). Designing social research: the logic of anticipation. 

Cambridge, UK; Malden, MA, Polity Press. 

http://www.armada.mil.ec/234
http://www.changemakers.com/competition/geotourism2008/finalists
http://www.bce.fin.ec/contenido.php?CNT=ARB0000003


 

252 
 

Bobbio, N., N. Matteuci and G. Pasquino (2005). Diccionario de política. México, 

Siglo veintiuno editores. 

Boo, E. (1990). Ecotourism: the potentials and pitfalls. Washington, D.C., World 

Wildlife Fund. 

Borja Núñez, R. (2007). Galápagos: la difícil relación entre lo demográfico y lo 

ambiental. Galápagos. Migraciones, economía, cultura, conflictos y acuerdos. P. Ospina 

and C. Falconi (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar, Corporación 

Andina Nacional and UNDP Ecuador. 

Borman, R. (2008). Ecotourism and Conservation: the Cofan Experience. 

Ecotourism and Conservation in the Americas: Ecotourism Series, Number 7. A. 

Stronza and W. H. Durham (Eds.). Wallingford, Oxon, GBR, CABI Publishing. 

Borrini-Feyerabend, G., A. Kothari and G. Oviedo (2004). Indigenous and local 

communities and protected areas : towards equity and enhanced conservation: guidance 

on policy and practice for co-managed protected areas and community conserved areas. 

Gland, Switzerland; Cambridge, IUCN- The World Conservation Union. 

Boucher, T. M., M. Spalding and C. Revenga (2013). Role and Trends of Protected 

Areas in Conservation. Encyclopedia of Biodiversity (Second Edition). A. L. Simon 

(Eds.). Waltham, Academic Press: 485-503. 

Bramwell, B. (2003). Maltese responses to tourism. Annals of Tourism Research 

30(3): 581-605. 

Bramwell, B. (2004). Coastal Mass Tourism: Diversification and Sustainable 

Development in Southern Europe, Channel View Publications. 

Bramwell, B. (2006). Actors, power, and discourses of growth limits. Annals of 

Tourism Research 33(4): 957-978. 

Bramwell, B. (2012). Governance, the state and sustainable tourism: a political 

economy approach. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 19(4-5): 459-477. 

Bramwell, B. and B. Lane (2008). Priorities in Sustainable Tourism Research. 

Journal of Sustainable Tourism 16(1): 1-4. 

Bramwell, B. and B. Lane (2012). Tourism Governance. Critical perspectives on the 

governance and sustainability. London, Routledge. 

Brewington, L. (2013). The Double Bind of Tourism in Galapagos Society. Science 

and Conservation in the Galapagos Islands. S. J. Walsh and C. F. Mena (Eds.). New 

York, Springer 1: 105-125. 

Bridgewater, P. B. (2002). Biosphere reserves: special places for people and nature. 

Environmental Science & Policy 5(1): 9-12. 

Britton, S. G. (1982). The political economy of tourism in the third world. Annals of 

Tourism Research 9(3): 331-358. 



 

253 
 

Brodsky-Porges, E. (1981). The grand tour travel as an educational device 1600–

1800. Annals of Tourism Research 8(2): 171-186. 

Bryant, R. L. and S. a. Bailey (1997). Third World political ecology. London; New 

York, Routledge. 

Buckley, R. (2010). Conservation Tourism. Wallingford, Oxon, GBR, CABI 

Publishing. 

Buckley, R. (2012). Sustainable tourism: Research and reality. Annals of Tourism 

Research 39(2): 528-546. 

Bungartz, F. (2009). Descubrimientos de líquenes: Pequeñas manchas coloridas 

pasadas por alto. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy 

(Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Burneo, S. and C. Boada (2013). MammaliaWebEcuador. Versión 2012.1. Retrieved 

12 March, 2013, from 

http://zoologia.puce.edu.ec/Vertebrados/Mamiferos/MamiferosEcuador/default.aspx. 

Burnham, R. J. (2004). Alpha and beta diversity of Lianas in  asun  , Ecuador. 

Forest Ecology and Management 190(1): 43-55. 

Butler, R. (2009). Tourism in the future: Cycles, waves or wheels? Futures 41(6): 

346-352. 

Butler, R. and J. Carlsen (2011). Island Tourism: A Sustainable Perspective. 

Wallingford, Oxon, GBR, CABI Publishing. 

Butler, R. and G. Wall (1985). Introduction: Themes in research on the evolution of 

tourism. Annals of Tourism Research 12(3): 287-296. 

Butler, R. W. (1980). The Concept of a Tourist Area Cycle of Evolution - 

Implications for Management of Resources. Canadian Geographer-Geographe Canadien 

24(1): 5-12. 

Butler, R. W. (1999). Sustainable tourism: A state of the art review. Tourism 

Geographies 1(1): 7-25. 

Caccone, A. and J. Powell (2009). Tortugas gigantes: Mapa genético pasado y 

presente. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). 

Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Calles, J. (2008). Caracterización ecológica de la provincia del Napo. Quito, 

Ecuador, Ecociencia and MacArthur Foundation. 

Campbell, K. (2009). Proyecto Isabela: Restauración de Ecosistemas a través de una 

Megaerradicación. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy 

(Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Campbell, L. M. (1999). Ecotourism in rural developing communities. Annals of 

Tourism Research 26(3): 534-553. 

http://zoologia.puce.edu.ec/Vertebrados/Mamiferos/MamiferosEcuador/default.aspx


 

254 
 

Cañadas, L. (1983). El Mapa Bioclimático y Ecológico del Ecuador. Quito, 

Ecuador, MAG-PRONAREG. 

CAPTURGAL (2008). Cámara de Turismo de Galápagos. Retrieved 07 April, 2013, 

from http://www.galapagostour.org/index.php. 

Carrera, P., A. Muñoz Barriga, G. Inostroza and E. Cupueran (2007). Propuesta para 

la evaluación del sistema de guías naturalistas del Parque Nacional Galápagos. Informe 

final de Consultoría. Quito, Ecuador, Pontificia Universidad Católica del Ecuador. 

Carrión, B. (1984). García Moreno: el santo del patíbulo. Quito, Ecuador, El 

Conejo. 

Cater, E. (1995). Environmental Contradictions in Sustainable Tourism. The 

Geographical Journal 161(1): 21-28. 

Cater, E. and J. Higham (2007). Chapter 3. Ecotourism as a western construct. 

Critical Issues in Ecotourism. J. Higham (Eds.). Oxford, Butterworth-Heinemann: 46-

69. 

Cater, E. A. (1987). Tourism in the least developed countries. Annals of Tourism 

Research 14(2): 202-226. 

CBD (2005). Handbook of the Convention on Biological Diversity. Montreal, CBD 

(Secretariat on the Convention on Biological Diversity). 

Ceballos-Lascuraín, H. (1987). The future of "ecotourism". Mexico Journal: 13-14. 

CEPAL (2011a). Balance preliminar de las economías de América Latina y el 

Caribe. Santiago de Chile, Comisión Económica para América Latina y el Caribe. 

CEPAL (2011b). Panorama Social de América Latina. Santiago de Chile, Comisión 

Económica para América Latina y el Caribe and Fondo de Población de las Naciones 

Unidas. 

Cerón, C., W. A. Palacios, R. Valencia and R. Sierra (1999). Las Formaciones 

Naturales de la Costa del Ecuador. Propuesta Preliminar de un Sistema de Clasificación 

de Vegetación para el Ecuador Continental. R. Sierra (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Proyecto 

INEFAN/GEF-BIRF and EcoCiencia. 

CGREG (2012). Principales Características Demográficas de Galápagos. Resultados 

del Censo 2010. Unidad de Manejo de Información y Estadística de la Dirección de 

Planificación. Puerto Baquerizo Moreno, Galápagos-Ecuador, Consejo de Gobierno del 

Regimen Especial de Galápagos. 

CGREG (2013). Consejo de Gobierno del Régimen Especial de Galápagos. 

Retrieved 03 April, 2013, from www.cgg.gob.ec/cgg. 

CIA (2013). World Fact Book. Retrieved 27 May, 2013, from 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ec.html. 

http://www.galapagostour.org/index.php
http://www.cgg.gob.ec/cgg
http://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ec.html


 

255 
 

Cifuentes, M. (1984). Parque Nacional Galápagos: Plan de Manejo y Desarrollo (II 

Fase). Quito, Ecuador, Comisión de Alto Nivel, Plan Maestro Galápagos, Grupo 

Técnico. 

Clark, P. (1983). The English Alehouse: A Social History 1200-1830, Addison-

Wesley Longman Limited. 

Clarke, J. (1997). A Framework of Approaches to Sustainable Tourism. Journal of 

Sustainable Tourism 5(3): 224-233. 

CMS (2004). Convention on Migratory Species. Retrieved 10 June, 2013, from 

http://www.cms.int/index.html. 

Coca Peréz, A. (2007). Machacuyacu, turismo y organización comunitaria. Turismo 

Comunitario en Ecuador. Desarrollo y sostenibilidad social. E. Ruiz Ballesteros and D. 

Solis Carrión (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Abya Yala. 

Coello Hinojosa, F. (1995). Plan de Manejo del Parque Nacional Sumaco-Napo 

Galeras. INEFAN. Quito, Ecuador, INEFAN. 

Cole, S. (2012). Synergy and congestion in the tourist destination life cycle. 

Tourism Management 33(5): 1128-1140. 

Colvin, J. G. (1994). Capirona: A model of indigenous ecotourism. Journal of 

Sustainable Tourism 2(3): 174-177. 

Congreso Nacional (1998). Constitución de la República del Ecuador. Quito, 

Ecuador. 

COOTAD (2010). Código Orgánico de Organización Territorial, Autonomía y 

Descentralización. 303. Registro Oficial Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador. 

Coria, J. and E. Calfucura (2012). Ecotourism and the development of indigenous 

communities: The good, the bad, and the ugly. Ecological Economics 73(0): 47-55. 

Couvreur, T. L. P., M. L. Jeanson, Guevara J.E. and A. J. Henderson (2010). Palms 

of the South-West Cordillera Galeras, a Remote Premontane Rain Forest in Eastern 

Ecuador. Palms 54(2): 94-103. 

Chapman, A. (2009). Numbers of Living Species in Australia and the World. 

Canberra, Australia, Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts. 

Australian Government. 

Chiriboga Villaquirán, M. (2009). Vida, pasión y muerte de Eugenio Francisco 

Javier de Santa Cruz y Espejo. Quito, Ecuador, Panorama. 

d'Ozouville, N. (2009). Agua viva: Investigaciones sobre un elemento elusivo. 

Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). Quito, 

Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Dangles, O. (2009). Entomology in Ecuador. Annales de la Société entomologique 

de France (N.S.) 45(4): 409-409. 

http://www.cms.int/index.html


 

256 
 

Dangles, O., A. Barragán, R. E. Cárdenas, G. Onore and C. Keil (2009). 

Entomology in Ecuador: Recent developments and future challenges. Annales de la 

Société entomologique de France (N.S.) 45(4): 424-436. 

Dangles, O. and F. Nowicki (2009). Biota maxima. Ecuador biodiverso. Quito, 

Ecuador, Pontificia Universidad Católica del Ecuador and Institut de recherche pour le 

developpement. 

Darwin, S. (2009). Prefacio: La investigación en Galápagos, una tradición en mi 

familia. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). Quito, 

Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Davis, D. and D. F. Gartside (2001). Challenges for economic policy in sustainable 

management of marine natural resources. Ecological Economics 36(2): 223-236. 

de Araujo, L. M. and B. Bramwell (2002). Partnership and regional tourism in 

Brazil. Annals of Tourism Research 29(4): 1138-1164. 

De Groot, R. S. (1983). Tourism and Conservation in Galapagos Islands. Biological 

Conservation 26: 291-300. 

De Koning, F., M. Aguiñaga, M. Bravo, M. Chiu, M. Lascano, T. Lozada and L. 

Suarez (2011). Bridging the gap between forest conservation and poverty alleviation: 

the Ecuadorian Socio Bosque program. Environmental Science & Policy 14(5): 531-

542. 

De Roy, T. (2009). Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. Quito, 

Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Deaden, P. and S. Harron (1994). Alternative tourism and adaptive change. Annals 

of Tourism Research 21(1): 81-102. 

Decrop, A. (1999). Triangulation in qualitative tourism research. Tourism 

Management 20(1): 157-161. 

Denkinger, J., M. Parra, J. P. Muñoz, C. Carrasco, J. C. Murillo, E. Espinosa, F. 

Rubianes and V. Koch (2013). Are boat strikes a threat to sea turtles in the Galapagos 

Marine Reserve? Ocean & Coastal Management 80(0): 29-35. 

Denscombe, M. (2007). The Good Research Guide. New York, McGraw-Hill 

Education. 

Denzin, N. K. (1978). The research act: a theoretical introduction to sociological 

methods. New York, McGraw-Hill. 

DeRose, A. M. and World Resources Institute (2003). Fifth UICN World Parks 

Congress. Special Bulletin on Global Processes 5: 1-22. 

Diamantis, D. (1999). The Concept of Ecotourism: Evolution and Trends. Current 

Issues in Tourism 2(2-3): 93-122. 



 

257 
 

Diedrich, A. and E. García-Buades (2009). Local perceptions of tourism as 

indicators of destination decline. Tourism Management 30(4): 512-521. 

Dinerstein, E., D.M. Olson, D.J. Graham, A.L. Webster, S.A. Primm, M.P. 

Bookbinder and G. Ledec (1995). Una Evaluación del Estado de Conservación de las 

Eco-regiones Terrestres de América Latina y el Caribe. Washington, D.C., World Bank 

(WB) and World Wildlife Fund (WWF). 

Doan, T. M. (2000). The Effects of Ecotourism in Developing Nations: An Analysis 

of Case Studies. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 8(4): 288-304. 

Dudley, N. (2008). Guidelines for applying protected area management categories. 

Gland, Switzerland, IUCN-The World Conservation Union. 

Dudley, N. and A. Phillips (2006). Forests and protected areas: guidance on the use 

of the IUCN protected area management categories. Gland, Switzerland, IUCN- The 

World Conservation Union. 

Durham, W. H. (2008). Fishing for Solutions: Ecotourism and Conservation in 

Galapagos National Park. Ecotourism and Conservation in the Americas: Ecotourism 

Series, Number 7. A. Stronza and W. H. Durham (Eds.). Wallingford, Oxon, GBR, 

CABI Publishing. 

Eade, J. and M. J. Sallnow (2000). Contesting the Sacred: The Anthropology of 

Pilgrimage, University of Illinois Press. 

Eagles, P. F. J. (2002). Trends in Park Tourism: Economics, Finance and 

Management. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 10(2): 132-153. 

Eagles, P. F. J. (2004). Tourism at the Fifth World Parks Congress, Durban, South 

Africa, 8-17 September 2003. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 12(2): 169-173. 

Eagles, P. F. J. (2009). Governance of recreation and tourism partnerships in parks 

and protected areas. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 17(2): 231-248. 

Eagles, P. F. J. (2013). Research priorities in park tourism. Journal of Sustainable 

Tourism: 1-22. 

Eagles, P. F. J. and S. F. McCool (2003). Tourism in National Parks and Protected 

Areas : Planning and Management. Cambridge, MA, USA, CABI Publishing. 

ECOLAP and MAE (2007). Guía del Patrimonio de Áreas Naturales Protegidas del 

Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, ECOFUND, FAN, DarwinNet, IGM. 

ECORAE (2013). Instituto para el Ecodesarrollo Regional Amazónico, ECORAE. 

Retrieved 04 July, 2013, from http://www.desarrolloamazonico.gob.ec/. 

Ecuador Inmediato (2013). Gobierno aumentará controles para evitar explosión 

turística en Galápagos. Ecuadorinmediato.com. Quito, Ecuador. 

Egan, T. M. (2002). Grounded Theory Research and Theory Building. Advances in 

Developing Human Resources 4(3): 277-295. 

http://www.desarrolloamazonico.gob.ec/


 

258 
 

El Comercio (2013). Correa se aseguró un tercer mandato. El Comercio. Quito, 

Ecuador. 

El Universo (2003). Gutiérrez dijo que apoyará a Uribe para buscar la paz. El 

Universo. Guayaquil, Ecuador. 

El Universo (2009). Correa reelecto como Presidente del Ecuador hasta el 2013. El 

Universo. Guayaquil, Ecuador. 

Endara, L. (2011). Orchidaceae. Libro rojo de las plantas endémicas del Ecuador. S. 

León-Yánez, R. Valencia, N. Pitman, L. Endara, C. Ulloa and H. Navarrete (Eds.). 

Quito, Ecuador, Herbario QCA, Centro de Publicaciones and Pontificia Universidad 

Católica del Ecuador. 

Epler, B. (2007). Tourism, the Economy, Population Growth, and Conservation in 

Galapagos. Puerto Ayora, Ecuador, Charles Darwin Fundation. 

Epler Wood, M. (2007). Chapter 9. The role of sustainable tourism in international 

development: prospects for economic growth, alleviation of poverty and environmental 

conservation. Critical Issues in Ecotourism. J. Higham (Eds.). Oxford, Butterworth-

Heinemann: 158-184. 

Erazo, J. (2011). Landscape Ideologies, Indigenous Governance, and Land Use 

Change in the Ecuadorian Amazon, 1960-1992. Human Ecology 39(4): 421-439. 

Erskine, L. M. and D. Meyer (2011). Influenced and influential: the role of tour 

operators and development organisations in tourism and poverty reduction in Ecuador. 

Journal of Sustainable Tourism 20(3): 339-357. 

Erwin, T. L. (2013). Forest Canopies, Animal Diversity. Encyclopedia of 

Biodiversity (Second Edition). A. L. Simon (Eds.). Waltham, Academic Press: 511-515. 

Espinosa, C. (2010). Historia del Ecuador. Barcelona, España, LEXUS. 

Falconí, F. and P. Muñoz (2012). Ecuador: de la receta del "Consenso de 

Washington" al posneoliberalismo. Balance de la revolución ciudadana. S. Mantilla and 

S. Mejía (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Editorial Planeta del Ecuador. 

FAO (2009). The state of world's forests, 2009. Rome, Italy, Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the United Nations. 

Farrell, B. H. and L. Twining-Ward (2004). Reconceptualizing tourism. Annals of 

Tourism Research 31(2): 274-295. 

FCD, PNG and CGREG (2010). Informe Galapagos 2009-2010. Puerto Ayora, 

Galápagos, Ecuador, Fundación Charles Darwin (FCD), Parque Nacional Galápagos 

(PNG) and Consejo de Gobierno del Régimen Especial de Galápagos (CGREG). 

FCD, PNG and INGALA (2008). Informe Galapagos 2007-2008. Puerto Ayora, 

Galapagos, Ecuador, Fundación Charles Darwin, Parque Nacional Galapagos and 

Instituto Nacional Galapagos. 



 

259 
 

Feifer, M. (1985). Going Places: The Ways of the Tourist from Imperial Rome to 

the Present Day, Macmillan Day. 

Felix, D. (1990). Latin America's Debt Crisis. World Policy Journal 7(4): 733-771. 

Fennell, D. A. (1999). Ecotourism: An Introduction. London, GBR, Routledge. 

Ferraro, V. (1994). World Security: Challenges for a New Century. New York, St. 

Martin's Press. 

Ferreira, S. (2004). Problems associated with tourism development in Southern 

Africa: The case of Transfrontier Conservation Areas. GeoJournal 60(3): 301-310. 

Ferrin Schettini, R. (1986). Economías campesinas, estructura agraria y formas de 

acumulación: el caso de Manabí a partir de la revolución liberal. Quito, Ecuador, 

Instituto de Investigaciones Económicas, PUCE. 

FFLA (2008). Fortalecimiento de la Gobernabilidad de las Islas Galápagos a través 

de la consolidación de la máxima instancia de planificación y toma de decisión 

participativa a nivel provincial: el Consejo del INGALA y sus tres Comités 

Especializados. Quito, Ecuador, Fundación Futuro Latinoamericano (FFLA). 

Finer, M., R. Moncel and N. J. Clinton (2010). Leaving the Oil under the Amazon: 

Ecuador's Yasuní-ITT Initiative. Biotropica 42(1): 63-66. 

Fischer, F. (2008). The Importance of Law Enforcement for Protected Areas. GAIA 

17(S1): 101-103. 

Flick, U. (2007). Designing qualitative research. Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage 

Publications. 

Flick, U. (2009). An introduction to qualitative research. Los Angeles, Sage 

Publications. 

Flick, U. (2011). Methoden-Triangulation in der qualitativen Forschung. 

Triangulation, VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften: 27-50. 

Freile, J. F. and T. Santander (2005). Áreas Importantes para la Conservación de las 

Aves en Ecuador. Áreas Importantes para la Conservación de las Aves en los Andes 

Tropicales: Sitios Prioritarios para la Conservación de la Biodiversidad. BirdLife 

International and Conservation International (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, BirdLife 

International. 

Friese, S. (2012). Qualitative data analysis with atlas.ti. Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage 

Publications. 

Frischtak, L. L. (1994). Governance capacity and economic reform in developing 

countries. Washington, D.C., World Bank. 

Fritz-Vietta, N. V. M. (2012). Building bridges in biosphere reserves: the role of 

natural and social values in integrative conservation and development concepts in 



 

260 
 

Madagascar, Mananara-Nord and Sahamalaza Iles-Radama Biosphere Reserves. 

Greifswald, Ernst-Moritz-Arndt-Universität Greifswald. Doktorarbeit. 

GAD Napo (2012). Gobierno Autonomo Descentralizado Provincial de Napo. 

Retrieved 04 July, 2013, from http://napo.gob.ec/napogobe/. 

Gans, C. and C. J. Bell (2001). Vertebrates, Overview. Encyclopedia of Biodiversity 

(Second Edition). A. L. Simon (Eds.). Waltham, Academic Press: 333-341. 

García Bernal, M. C. (1991). Iberoamérica: Evolución de una Economía 

Dependiente. Historia de las Américas. L. Navarro García (Eds.). Madrid/Sevilla, 

Alhambra Longman/Universidad de Sevilla. IV: 565-619. 

Geist, D. (2009). Movimiento de las islas: La importancia de los puntos calientes 

volcánicos. Galapagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). 

Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galapagos. 

Gentile, G. (2009). Iguanas terrestres: Descubrimiento de una nueva especie. 

Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). Quito, 

Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Gentry, A. H. (1992). Tropical Forest Biodiversity: Distributional Patterns and Their 

Conservational Significance. Oikos 63(1): 19-28. 

Gerxhani, K. (2004). The informal sector in developed and less developed countries: 

A literature survey. Public Choice 120(3-4): 267-300. 

Getz, D. (1992). Tourism planning and destination life cycle. Annals of Tourism 

Research 19(4): 752-770. 

González, J. A., C. Montes, J. Rodríguez and W. Tapia (2008). Rethinking the 

Galapagos Islands as a complex social-ecological system: implications for conservation 

and management. Ecology and Society 13(2): 13. 

Gössling, S. (2002). Human-environmental relations with tourism. Annals of 

Tourism Research 29(2): 539-556. 

G ssling, S. (2003). Tourism and development in tropical islands: political ecology 

perspectives. Cheltenham, UK; Northhampton, MA, USA, Edward Elgar Pub. 

Gössling, S., P. Peeters, C. M. Hall, J.-P. Ceron, G. Dubois, L. V. Lehmann and D. 

Scott (2012). Tourism and water use: Supply, demand, and security. An international 

review. Tourism Management 33(1): 1-15. 

Graham, J., B. Amos and T. Plumptre (2003). Governance Principles for Protected 

Areas in the 21st Century. Ottawa, Institute of Governance. 

Granda León, M. and G. Chóez Salazar (2013). Population and migration in 

Galapagos. Galapagos Report 2011-2012. GNPS, GCREG, CDF and GC. (Eds.). Puerto 

Ayora, Galapagos, Ecuador, Galapagos National Park Service (GNPS), Governing 

Council of Galapagos (GCREG), Charles Darwin Foundation (CDF) and Galapagos 

Conservancy (GC). 

http://napo.gob.ec/napogobe/


 

261 
 

Grant, R. and P. Grant (2009). Los pinzones de Darwin: Estudiando la evolución en 

plena acción. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). 

Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Gray, C., R. Bilsborrow, J. Bremner and F. Lu (2008). Indigenous Land Use in the 

Ecuadorian Amazon: A Cross-cultural and Multilevel Analysis. Human Ecology 36(1): 

97-109. 

Grenier, C. (2007). Conservación contra natura: las islas Galápagos. Quito, Ecuador, 

Instituto Francés de Estudios Andinos y Abya-Yala Ediciones. 

Grenier, C. (2013). Islands cultures. Galapagos Report 2011-2012. GNPS, GCREG, 

CDF and GC (Eds.). Puerto Ayora, Galapagos, Ecuador, Galapagos National Park 

Service (GNPS), Governing Council of Galapagos (GCREG), Charles Darwin 

Foundation (CDF) and Galapagos Conservancy (GC). 

Greve, M. and J.-C. Svenning (2011). A paper park-as seen from the air. Journal for 

Nature Conservation 19(6): 368-369. 

Grove, J. (2009). Peces costeros: El caso de la damisela desaparecida. Galápagos. 

Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Parque 

Nacional Galápagos. 

Gruber, A. (2000). 10 Jahre gemeindebasierter Ökotourismus im Amazontiefland 

Ecuadors (Napo Provinz/Tena). Tena, Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente (MAE), 

Proyecto Gran Sumaco (PGS) and Deutsche Technische Gesellschaft für 

Zusammenarbeit (GTZ). 

Guézou, A., M. Trueman, C. E. Buddenhagen, S. Chamorro, A. M. Guerrero, P. 

Pozo and R. Atkinson (2010). An Extensive Alien Plant Inventory from the Inhabited 

Areas of Galapagos. PLoS ONE 5(4): e10276. 

Gutierrez, E., K. Lamoureux, S. Matus and K. Sebunya (2005). Linking 

Communities, Tourism & Conservation. A Tourism Assessment Process, Conservation 

International, The George Washington University and USAID. 

Guyot-Téphany, J., C. Grenier and D. Orellana (2013). Uses, Perception and 

Management of Water in Galapagos. Galapagos Report 2011-2012. GNPS, GCREG, 

CDF and GC (Eds.). Puerto Ayora, Galapagos, Ecuador, Galapagos National Park 

Service (GNPS), Governing Council of Galapagos (GCREG), Charles Darwin 

Foundation (CDF) and Galapagos Conservancy (GC). 

Hall, C. M. (2011). A typology of governance and its implications for tourism 

policy analysis. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 19(4-5): 437-457. 

Hall, M. (2012). A typology of governance and its implications for tourism policy 

analysis. Tourism governance : critical perspectives on governance and sustainability. 

B. Bramwell and B. Lane (Eds.). London, Routledge. 

Ham, S. H. and B. Weiler (2002). Chapter 3 - Interpretation as the centrepiece of 

sustainable wildlife tourism. Sustainable Tourism. R. Harris, T. Griffin and P. Williams 

(Eds.). Sydney, Butterworth-Heinemann: 35-44. 



 

262 
 

Hamann, O. (1979). On Climatic Conditions, Vegetation Types, and Leaf Size in the 

Galapagos Islands. Biotropica 11(2): 101-122. 

Hamann, O. (2009). Árboles de girasol y cactus gigantes: Cambios de la vegetación 

a largo plazo. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). 

Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Hardin, G. (1968). The Tragedy of the Commons. Science 162(3859): 1243-1248. 

Harling, G. (1979). The vegetation types of Ecuador. A brief survey. Tropical 

Botany. K. Larsen and B. Holm-Nielsen (Eds.). New York, Academic Press. 

Hearne, R. R. and C. A. Santos (2005). Tourists's and Locals's Preferences Toward 

Ecotourism Development in the Maya Biosphere Reserve, Guatemala. Environment, 

Development and Sustainability 7(3): 303-318. 

Heslinga, J. (2003). Regulating Ecotourism in Galapagos: A Case Study of 

Domestic International Partnerships. Journal of International Wildlife Law & Policy 

6(1-2): 57-77. 

Heylings, P. and M. Bravo (2007). Evaluating governance: A process for 

understanding how co-management is functioning, and why, in the Galapagos Marine 

Reserve. Ocean and Coastal Management 50(3-4): 174-208. 

Heylings, P. and P. Larco Ortuño (2008). Lineamientos para el establecimiento de 

un nuevo modelo turístico y para la definición de un nuevo sistema de otorgamiento de 

derechos de acceso al uso y manejo del recurso turístico de Galápagos. Informe técnico 

de taller. Santa Cruz, Galapagos, Fundación Futuro Latinoamericano (FFLA). 

Higgins-Desbiolles, F. (2006). More than an "industry": The forgotten power of 

tourism as a social force. Tourism Management 27(6): 1192-1208. 

Higham, J. E. S. (2007). Critical issues in ecotourism: understanding a complex 

tourism phenomenon. Oxford, Butterworth-Heinemann. 

Homeier, J., S.-W. Breckle, S. Günter, R. T. Rollenbeck and C. Leuschner (2010). 

Tree Diversity, Forest Structure and Productivity along Altitudinal and Topographical 

Gradients in a Species-Rich Ecuadorian Montane Rain Forest. Biotropica 42(2): 140-

148. 

Homeier, J., F. Englert, C. Leuschner, P. Weigelt and M. Unger (2010). Factors 

controlling the abundance of lianas along an altitudinal transect of tropical forests in 

Ecuador. Forest Ecology and Management 259(8): 1399-1405. 

Honey, M. (1999). Ecotourism and sustainable development : who owns paradise? 

Washington, DC [u.a.], Island Press. 

Honey, M. (1999). Ecotourism and sustainable development: who owns paradise? 

Washington, DC; Covelo, Calif., Island Press. 

Honey, M. (2008). Ecotourism and Sustainable Development: Who Owns Paradise? 

(2nd Edition). Covelo, CA, USA, Island Press. 



 

263 
 

Hooghe, L. and G. Marks (2003). Unraveling the Central State, but How? Types of 

Multi-level Governance. American Political Science Review 97(02): 233-243. 

Hoyman, M. and J. McCall (2013). The Evolution of Ecotourism: The Story of the 

Galapagos Islands and the Special Law of 1998. Science and Conservation in the 

Galapagos Islands. S. J. Walsh and C. F. Mena, Springer New York. 1: 127-140. 

Hunter, C. (1997). Sustainable tourism as an adaptive paradigm. Annals of Tourism 

Research 24(4): 850-867. 

Hunter, C. (2002). Chapter 1. Aspects of the sustainable tourism debate from a 

natural resources perspective. Sustainable Tourism. R. Harris, T. Griffin and P. 

Williams (Eds.). Sydney, Butterworth-Heinemann: 3-23. 

ICEX (2007). El Turismo en el Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, Oficina Económica y 

Comercial de la Embajada de España. 

IGM (2009b). Mapa político del Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, Instituto Geográfico 

Militar. 

IGM (2010). Atlas Geográfico de la República del Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, 

Instituto Geográfico Militar. 

INEC (2010). Censo 2010 de Población y Vivienda en el Ecuador. Retrieved 25 

October, 2012, from 

http://www.inec.gob.ec/cpv/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=bl

og&id=35&Itemid=1&lang=es. 

INEC (2011). Encuesta de Superficie y Producción Agropecuaria Continua 

(ESPAC). Sistema Estadístico Agropecuario Nacional. Quito, Ecuador, Instituto 

Nacional de Estadística y Censos. 

INEC and CREGG (2010). Encuesta de condiciones de vida Galápagos 2009-2010. 

Quito, Ecuador, Instituto Nacional de Estadísticas y Censos and Consejo de Gobierno 

del Régimen Especial de Galápagos. 

INEFAN (1998). Primer Informe Nacional para el Convenio sobre la Diversidad 

Biológica. Quito, Ecuador, Instituto Ecuatoriano Forestal y de Áreas Naturales y Vida 

Silvestre. 

Inostroza, G. (2010). El Modelo de Desarrollo Ecoturístico de Galápagos. Las bases 

de un Plan Estratégico 2010 – 2014 en el marco del programa Sistema de Gestión para 

un Turismo Sostenible en Galápagos. Quito, Ecuador, World Wildlife Fund Galapagos 

(WWF) and Gerencia Regional Galapagos MINTUR. 

Inostroza, G., G. Martinez, A. Muñoz Barriga and C. Velastegui (2009). Sistema de 

Gestión para un Turismo Sostenible. Informe final de consultoría. Quito, Ecuador, 

Pontificia Universidad Católica del Ecuador. 

International Living (2013). Global Retirement Index. Retrieved 16 June, 2013, 

from http://www.internationalliving-magazine.com/2012-global-retirement-index/. 

http://www.inec.gob.ec/cpv/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=blog&id=35&Itemid=1&lang=es
http://www.inec.gob.ec/cpv/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=blog&id=35&Itemid=1&lang=es
http://www.internationalliving-magazine.com/2012-global-retirement-index/


 

264 
 

Ioannides, D. (1992). Tourism Development Agents - the Cypriot Resort Cycle. 

Annals of Tourism Research 19(4): 711-731. 

IUCN (1994). Guidelines for Protected Area Management Categories. Gland, 

Switzerland and Cambridge, CNPPA with the assistance of WCMC. 

IUCN (2012). IUCN Red List Categories and Criteria: Version 3.1. Gland, 

Switzerland and Cambridge, UK, International Union for Conservation of Nature. 

IUCN and UNEP-WCMC (2012). The World Database on Protected Areas 

(WDPA). Cambridge, UK, World Conservation Monitoring Centre of the United 

Nations Environment Programme (UNEP-WCMC). 

Izko, X. (2012). La frontera invisible. Actividades extactivas, infraestructura y 

ambiente en la Amazonía ecuatoriana (2010-2030). Quito, Ecuador, Iniciativa para la 

Conservación de la Amazonía Ecuatoriana (ICCA). 

Jaakson, R. (1986). Second-home domestic tourism. Annals of Tourism Research 

13(3): 367-391. 

Jafari, J. (1974). The socio-economic costs of tourism to developing countries. 

Annals of Tourism Research 1(7): 227-262. 

Jafari, J. (1986). On domestic tourism. Annals of Tourism Research 13(3): 491-496. 

Jafari, J. (2000). Encyclopedia of Tourism. London and New York, Routledge. 

Taylor & Francis Group. 

Jafari, J., A. Pizam and K. Przeclawski (1990). A sociocultural study of tourism as a 

factor of change. Annals of Tourism Research 17(3): 469-472. 

Jamal, T. and K. Hollinshead (2001). Tourism and the forbidden zone: the 

underserved power of qualitative inquiry. Tourism Management 22(1): 63-82. 

Jamal, T. B. and D. Getz (1995). Collaboration theory and community tourism 

planning. Annals of Tourism Research 22(1): 186-204. 

Jennings, G., J. Gayle and N. Norma Polovitz (2006). Chapter 1 - Perspectives on 

Quality Tourism Experiences: An Introduction. Quality Tourism Experiences (Eds.). 

Boston, Butterworth-Heinemann: 1-21. 

Jennings, G. and O. Junek (2007). Chapter 12. Grounded Theory: Innovative 

Methodology or a Critical Turning from Hegemonic Methodological Praxis in Tourism 

Studies. The Critical Turn in Tourism Studies. I. Ateljevic, A. Pritchard and N. Morgan 

(Eds.). Oxford, Elsevier: 197-210. 

Jick, T. D. (1979). Mixing Qualitative and Quantitative Methods: Triangulation in 

Action. Administrative Science Quarterly 24(4): 602-611. 

Jørgensen, P. M. and S. León-Yánez (1999). Catalogue of the Vascular Plants of 

Ecuador. St. Louis, Missouri Botanical Garden Press. 



 

265 
 

Jungfer, K.-H., S. Ron, R. Seipp, A. Almendáriz and G. Köhler (2000). Two new 

species of hylid frogs, genus Osteocephalus, from Amazonian Ecuador. Amphibia 

Reptilia 21(3): 327-340. 

Kaddatz, B. (2009). Nachhaltigkeit von Ökotourismus im UNESCO-

Biosphärenreservat Sumaco, Ecuador. Passau, Universität Passau. Bachelor Thesis: 65. 

Kalisch, A. (2010). Fair Trade in Tourism: A Marketing tool for social 

transformation. Tourism and Inequality: Problems and Prospects. S. Cole and N. 

Morganm (Eds.). Wallingford, Oxon, GBR, CABI Publishing. 

Kalton, G. (1983). Models in the Practice of Survey Sampling. International 

Statistical Review 51(2): 175-188. 

Kaplan, C., S. Fish and F. Jameson (1996). Questions of Travel: Postmodern 

Discourses of Displacement, Duke University Press. 

Kerr, S., S. Cardenas and J. Hendy (2004). Migration and the Environment in the 

Galapagos: An analysis of economic and policy incentives driving migration, potential 

impacts from migration control, and potential policies to reduce migration pressure. 

Wellington, New Zealand, Motu Economic and Public Policy Research. 

Kier, G., J. Mutke, E. Dinerstein, T. H. Ricketts, W. Küper, H. Kreft and W. 

Barthlott (2005). Global patterns of plant diversity and floristic knowledge. Journal of 

Biogeography 32(7): 1107-1116. 

Kim, K., M. Uysal and M. J. Sirgy (2013). How does tourism in a community 

impact the quality of life of community residents? Tourism Management 36(0): 527-

540. 

Kramer, P. (2009). La Fundación Charles Darwin: Historia de una visión de ciencia 

y conservación. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy 

(Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Krätz, O. (2000). Alexander von Humboldt. Wissenschaftler, Weltbürger, 

Revolutionär. München, Germany, Callwey. 

Kreft, H., N. Köster, W. Küper, J. Nieder and W. Barthlott (2004). Diversity and 

biogeography of vascular epiphytes in Western Amazonia, Yasuní, Ecuador. Journal of 

Biogeography 31(9): 1463-1476. 

Laarman, J. G. and R. R. Perdue (1989). Tropical science and tourism: The case of 

OTS in Costa Rica. Tourism Management 10(1): 29-38. 

Lara, J., C. Jijón, A. Rengifo and L. Hernández, (Eds.). (2006). Ecuador país de 

Orquídeas. Provincia de Pichincha y Sto. Domingo de los Tsachilas. Quito, Ecuador, 

Jardín Botánico de Quito and Herbario QCA. Pontifica Universidad Católica del 

Ecuador. 

Larrea, C. (2007). Demografía y estructura social en Galápagos: 1990-2001. 

Galápagos. Migraciones, economía, cultura, conflictos y acuerdos. P. Ospina and C. 



 

266 
 

Falconi (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar, Corporación 

Andina Nacional and UNDP Ecuador. 

Larrea, C. and L. Warnars (2009). Ecuador's Yasuni-ITT Initiative: Avoiding 

emissions by keeping petroleum underground. Energy for Sustainable Development 

13(3): 219-223. 

León-Yánez, S., S. R. Gradstein and C. Wegner (2006). Hepáticas y Antoceros del 

Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, Pontificia Universidad Católica del Ecuador and Georg-

August-Universität Göttingen. 

León-Yánez, S., R. Valencia, N. Pitman, L. Endara and C. Ulloa, (Eds.). (2011). 

Libro rojo de las plantas endémicas del Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, Herbario QCA, 

Centro de Publicaciones and Pontificia Universidad Católica del Ecuador. 

Lett, J. (1989). Epilogue to touristic studies in anthropological perspective. Hosts 

and Guests: The Anthropology of Tourism. V. Smith (Eds.). Philadelphia, University of 

Pennsylvania Press. 

Ley de Gestión Ambiental Ecuador (1999). Ley No. 37. Quito, Ecuador. 

Ley de Turismo (2002). Ley No. 97. Quito, Ecuador. 

Ley Forestal Ecuador (1981). Ley No. 74. Quito, Ecuador. 

Lickorish, L. J. and C. L. Jenkins (1997). Introduction to Tourism. Oxford, 

Butterworth-Heinemann. 

Lincoln, Y. S. and E. G. Guba (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, Calif., 

Sage Publications. 

Lindberg, K., J. Enriquez and K. Sproule (1996). Ecotourism Questioned: Case 

studies from Belize. Annals of Tourism Research 23(3): 543-562. 

Liu, J. and N. d'Ozouville (2013). Water contamination in Puerto Ayora: applied 

interdisciplinary research using Escherichia coli as an indicator bacteria. Galapagos 

Report 2011-2012. GNPS, GCREG, CDF and GC (Eds.). Puerto Ayora, Galapagos, 

Ecuador, Galapagos National Park Service (GNPS), Governing Council of Galapagos 

(GCREG), Charles Darwin Foundation (CDF) and Galapagos Conservancy (GC). 

Lockwood, M. (2010). Good governance for terrestrial protected areas: A 

framework, principles and performance outcomes. Journal of Environmental 

Management 91(3): 754-766. 

Lonely Planet (2013). Best in Travel 2013. Retrieved 16 June, 2013, from 

http://www.lonelyplanet.com/themes/best-in-travel-2013/top-10-countries/. 

Long, B. (1992). Conflicting Land-Use Schemes in the Ecuadorian Amazon: The 

Case of Sumaco. Geography 77(4): 336-348. 

http://www.lonelyplanet.com/themes/best-in-travel-2013/top-10-countries/


 

267 
 

LOREG (1998). Ley de Régimen Especial para la Conservación y el Desarrollo 

Sustentable de la provincia de Galápagos. No. 276. Registro Oficial Ecuador. Quito, 

Ecuador. 

Lu, J. and S. K. Nepal (2009). Sustainable tourism research: an analysis of papers 

published in the Journal of Sustainable Tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 17(1): 

5-16. 

MAE (1999). Plan Estratégico del Sistema Nacional de Áreas Naturales Protegidas 

del Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente de Ecuador. 

MAE (2000a). Política y Estrategia Nacional de Biodiversidad del Ecuador 2001-

2010. Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente de Ecuador. 

MAE (2000b). First National Communication of Ecuador. Climate Change. Quito, 

Ecuador, Ministero de Ambiente del Ecuador. 

MAE (2005). Análisis de las necesidades de financiamiento del Sistema Nacional de 

Áreas Protegidas del Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador. 

MAE (2006). Políticas y Plan Estratégico del Sistema Nacional de Áreas Protegidas 

del Ecuador 2007-2016. Proyecto GEF: Sistema Nacional de Áreas Protegidas. Quito, 

Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente de Ecuador. 

MAE (2007). Plan de Manejo del Parque Nacional Sumaco Napo Galeras 2007-

2011. Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio de Ambiente del Ecuador. 

MAE (2008a). Memoria de la I Reunión de Reservas de Biósfera del Ecuador. 

Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio de Ambiente del Ecuador. 

MAE (2008b). INFORME LEGAL: Evaluación de la aplicación de la Convención 

Ramsar en el Ecuador y recomendaciones. Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente del 

Ecuador and Centro Ecuatoriano de Derecho Ambiental. 

MAE (2008c). Informe Nacional sobre la Aplicación de la Convención de 

RAMSAR sobre los Humedales. Quito, Ecuador, Ministero del Ambiente del Ecuador. 

MAE (2009a). Segundo Informe Nacional para el Convenio sobre Diversidad 

Biológica. Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente de Ecuador. 

MAE (2009b). Tercer Informe Nacional para el Convenio sobre Diversidad 

Biológica. Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente de Ecuador. 

MAE (2010a). Reservas de Biósfera del Ecuador: Lugares excepcionales. Quito, 

Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente de Ecuador, GIZ, WCS, NCI, UNESCO. 

MAE (2010b). Cuarto Informe Nacional para el Convenio sobre la Diversidad 

Biológica. Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente de Ecuador. 

MAE (2011). Áreas protegidas. Retrieved 23 October, 2013, from 

http://www.ambiente.gob.ec/?q=node/59. 

http://www.ambiente.gob.ec/?q=node/59


 

268 
 

MAE (2012a). Mapa del Patrimonio de Áreas Naturales del Estado. Quito, Ecuador, 

Ministerio del Ambiente de Ecuador. 

MAE (2012b). Programa Socio Bosque. Retrieved 22 October, 2012, from 

http://sociobosque.ambiente.gob.ec/. 

MAE (2012c). Sistema de clasificación de los ecosistemas del Ecuador continental. 

Quito, Ecuador, Subsecretaría de Patrimonio Natural. Ministerio del Ambiente del 

Ecuador. 

MAE, Ecociencia and UICN (2000). La Biodiversidad del Ecuador. Informe 2000. 

Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente del Ecuador (MAE), Ecociencia and Unión 

Internacional para la Naturaleza (UICN). 

MAE and PGS (2001). Plan de Manejo de la Reserva de Biósfera Sumaco. Tena, 

Ecuador, Ministerio del Ambiente del Ecuador and Proyecto Gran Sumaco. 

MAE RAMSAR (2008). Política y Estrategia Nacional para la Conservación y el 

Uso Racional de los Humedales en Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, MAE-RAMSAR. 

Matarrita-Cascante, D. (2010). Beyond Growth: Reaching Tourism-Led 

Development. Annals of Tourism Research 37(4): 1141-1163. 

MCF (2006). Estrategia Nacional para el Manejo y Desarrollo Sostenible del 

Aviturismo en el Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio de Turismo del Ecuador, Mindo 

Cloudforest Foundation and Corporación de Promoción de Exportaciones e Inversiones. 

McKercher, B. J. (1993). Some fundamental truths about tourism: understanding 

tourism‘s social and environmental impacts. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 1(1): 6-16. 

McMullen, C. (2009). Flora insular: Más que "pequeñas malezas miserables". 

Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). Quito, 

Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

McNeely, J. (2008). Protected Areas in a World of Eight Billion. GAIA 17(S1): 

104-106. 

Mehring, M. and S. Stoll-Kleemann (2010). Principle and practice of the buffer zone 

in biosphere reserves: from global to local – general perspective from managers versus 

local perspective from villagers in Central Sulawesi, Indonesia. Tropical Rainforests 

and Agroforests under Global Change. T. Tscharntke, C. Leuschner, E. Veldkamp, H. 

Faust, E. Guhardja and A. Bidin, Springer Berlin Heidelberg: 413-429. 

Mejía, K. (2007). Contagio bancario y requerimiento mínimo de liquidez. 

Cuestiones Económicas 23: Banco Central del Ecuador. 

Mesa del Turismo (2010). Metodología y Resultados del Análisis de la Demanda 

Turística en la Provincia del Napo. Tena, Ecuador, Reserva de Biosfera Sumaco. 

Miles, M. B. and A. M. Huberman (1994). Qualitative data analysis: an expanded 

sourcebook. Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications. 

http://sociobosque.ambiente.gob.ec/


 

269 
 

MINTUR (2004). Norma Técnica Ecoturismo. Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, CARE-

Ecuador, Asociación Ecuatoriana de Ecoturismo and Ministerio de Turismo. 

MINTUR (2007). Plan estratégico de desarrollo de turismo sostenible para Ecuador. 

PLANDETUR 2020. Ministerio de Turismo del Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, Tourism & 

Leisure. 

MINTUR (2009). Plan Integral de Marketing Turístico de Ecuador. PIMTE 2014, 

Ministerio de Turismo del Ecuador. 

MINTUR (2011b). Estrategia Nacional de Turismo de Naturaleza y Ecoturismo. 

Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio de Turismo del Ecuador. 

MINTUR (2012a). Ministerio de Turismo. Retrieved 22 October, 2012, from 

http://www.turismo.gob.ec/programas-servicios. 

MINTUR (2012b). Boletín Estadísticas Turísticas 2006-2010. Quito, Ecuador, 

Ministerio de Turismo del Ecuador. 

MINTUR (2013). Publicaciones Abril 2013. Quito, Ecuador, Dirección de 

Investigación: Ministerio de Turismo del Ecuador. 

MINTUR and MCF (2010). Actualización de la Estrategia Nacional de Aviturismo. 

Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio de Turismo del Ecuador and Mindo Cloudforest Foundation. 

Mittermeier, R. A., P. R. Gil and C. G. Mittermeier (1997). Megadiversity: earth's 

biologically wealthiest nations. Mexico, CEMEX. 

Mittermeier, R. A., N. Myers, J. B. Thomsen, G. A. B. Da Fonseca and S. Olivieri 

(1998). Biodiversity Hotspots and Major Tropical Wilderness Areas: Approaches to 

Setting Conservation Priorities. Conservation Biology 12(3): 516-520. 

Mogollón, H. and J. E. Guevara (2004). Caracterización vegetal de la Bioreserva del 

Cóndor. Quito, Ecuador, Fundación Numashir para la Conservación de los Ecosistemas 

Amenazados. 

Möller-Holtkamp, M. (2004). Evaluación del potencial del Parque Nacional 

Sumaco, Napo Ecuador, para turismo especializado en aves. Tena, Ecuador, Ministerio 

del Ambiente (MAE), Proyecto Gran Sumaco (PGS) and Gesellschaft für Technische 

Zusammenarbeit (GTZ). 

Morera, C. (2004a). Modelo territorial de la actividad ecoturística en la provincia de 

Napo. Quito, Ecuador, CEPEIGE. 

Morera, C. (2004b). La dinámica del producto eco turístico y su inserción local en la 

provincia de Napo. Quito, Ecuador, CEPEIGE. 

Moscardo, G. (2011). Exploring social representations of tourism planning: issues 

for governance. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 19(4-5): 423-436. 

http://www.turismo.gob.ec/programas-servicios


 

270 
 

Moseley, J., K. Thelen and K. Miller (1974). Planificación de parques nacionales. 

Santiago, Chile, Food and Agriculture Organisation. Oficina Regional para América 

Latina. 

MPI (2007). Ecuador: diversidad en migración. Retrieved 27 May, 2013, from 

http://www.migrationinformation.org/Profiles/display.cfm?ID=591. 

Muñoz, A., P. Carrera, G. Inostroza and E. Cupueran (2009). Nivel de Satisfacción 

de los servicios de Guiados en el Parque Nacional Galápagos, Ecuador. Revista Gestión 

Turística(Edición Especial): 58-76. 

Muñoz Barriga, A. (2010). Epiphyte diversity in the Ecuadorian Andes. Biodiversity 

and Climate Change: Adaption of Land Use Systems, Merida, Yucatán, México, Sierke, 

Göttingen. 

Muñoz Barriga, A. (2012). Management of Sustainable Tourism in Two Biosphere 

Reserves (Galapagos Islands and Amazon Basin) in Ecuador, South America. 

International Conference on Tourism (ICOT 2012). Setting the Agenda for Special 

Interest Tourism: Past Present and Future, Archanes, Crete, Greece, International 

Association for Tourism Policy. 

Muñoz, E. (2009). El Parque Nacional Galápagos: Medio siglo dedicado a la 

conservación. Galápagos: Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). 

Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Muñoz Jaramillo, F. (2013). Elecciones 2013: Conjeturas, pronósticos y escenarios. 

from http://lalineadefuego.info/2013/02/04/elecciones-2013-conjeturas-pronosticos-y-

escenarios-por-francisco-munoz-jaramillo/. 

Muñoz Justicia, J. (2003). Análisis cualitativo de datos textuales con ATLAS/ti. 

Barcelona, España, Universidad Autònoma de Barcelona. 

Muriel, P. (2008). La diversidad de ecosistemas del Ecuador. Enciclopedia de las 

Plantas Útiles del Ecuador. L. de la Torre, H. Navarrete, P. Muriel, M. Macía and H. 

Balslev (Eds.). Quito and Aahrus, Herbarium QCA and Herbarium AAU. 

Myers, N., R. A. Mittermeier, C. G. Mittermeier, G. A. B. da Fonseca and J. Kent 

(2000). Biodiversity hotspots for conservation priorities. Nature 403(6772): 853-858. 

Nadkarni, N. M., M. C. Merwin and J. Nieder (2013). Forest Canopies, Plant 

Diversity. Encyclopedia of Biodiversity (Second Edition). A. L. Simon (Eds.). 

Waltham, Academic Press: 516-527. 

Neill, D. A. (1999). Geology. Catalogue of the Vascular Plants of Ecuador. P. M. 

Jørgensen and S. León-Yánez (Eds.). St. Louis, Missouri Botanical Garden Press. 

Neill, D. A. and W. A. Palacios (1997). Gran Sumaco and upper Napo river region, 

Ecuador. Centers of Plant Diversity. A Guide and Strategy for their Conservation. S. D. 

Davis, V. H. Heywood, O. Herrera-MacBryde, J. Villa-Lobos and A. C. Hamilton 

(Eds.). Cambridge, IUCN Publications Unit. 3. 

http://www.migrationinformation.org/Profiles/display.cfm?ID=591
http://lalineadefuego.info/2013/02/04/elecciones-2013-conjeturas-pronosticos-y-escenarios-por-francisco-munoz-jaramillo/
http://lalineadefuego.info/2013/02/04/elecciones-2013-conjeturas-pronosticos-y-escenarios-por-francisco-munoz-jaramillo/


 

271 
 

Nepal, S. K. (2000). Tourism in protected areas: The Nepalese Himalaya. Annals of 

Tourism Research 27(3): 661-681. 

Nickelsburg (1986). Rediscounting private dollar debt and capital flight in Ecuador. 

Journal of International Money and Finance. 

Nicholas, L. N., B. Thapa and Y. J. Ko (2009). Residents´ perspectives of a world 

heritage site:The Pitons Management Area, St. Lucia. Annals of Tourism Research 

36(3): 390-412. 

Niles, D. and G. Baldacchino (2011). Introduction: On Island Futures. Islands 

Futures. Conservation and Development across the Asia-Pacific Region. D. Niles and 

G. Baldacchino, Springer Japan. 0: 1-7. 

Nolte, B. (2007). Can Tourism Promote Regional Development in Protected Areas? 

Case Studies from the Biosphere Reserves Slovensky Kras and Polana, Slovakia. 

Protected Areas and Regional Development in Europe. Towards a New Model for the 

21st Century. I. Mose (Eds.). Great Britain, Ashgate Publishing Company. 

Nyaupane, G. P., D. B. Morais and L. Dowler (2006). The role of community 

involvement and number/type of visitors on tourism impacts: A controlled comparison 

of Annapurna, Nepal and Northwest Yunnan, China. Tourism Management 27(6): 

1373-1385. 

Nyaupane, G. P. and S. Poudel (2011). Linkages among biodiversity, livelihood, and 

tourism. Annals of Tourism Research 38(4): 1344-1366. 

O'Riordan, T. and S. Stoll-Kleemann (2002). Biodiversity, sustainability and human 

communities: protecting beyond the protected. West Nyack, NY, USA., Cambridge 

University Press. 

OECD (2012). OECD Tourism Trends and Policies 2012, OECD Publishing. 

Ohnesorge, B. (2007). Die Rolle von Kooperation und Partizipation im Aufbau und 

Management des Biosphärenreservats Sumaco, Ecuador. Berlin, Humboldt Universität 

zu Berlin. Masterarbeit: 132 pp. 

Oldekop, J. A., A. J. Bebbington, N. K. Truelove, G. Holmes, S. Villamarín and R. 

F. Preziosi (2012). Environmental Impacts and Scarcity Perception Influence Local 

Institutions in Indigenous Amazonian Kichwa Communities. Human Ecology 40(1): 

101-115. 

Olson, E. A. (2012). Notions of rationality and value production in ecotourism: 

examples from a Mexican biosphere reserve. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 20(2): 

215-233. 

Orams, M. B. (1995). Towards a more desirable form of ecotourism. Tourism 

Management 16(1): 3-8. 

Ordónez, A. (2008). Situación de la oferta turística de Galápagos: Planta turística, 

capacidad instalada y capacidad de acogida. Informe Galápagos 2007-2008. FCD, PNG 

and INGALA (Eds.). Puerto Ayora, Galápagos, Ecuador, Fundación Charlas Darwin 



 

272 
 

(FCD), Parque Nacional Galápagos (PNG) and Instituto Nacional Galapagos 

(INGALA). 

Oreja Rodríguez, J. R., E. Parra-López and V. Yanes-Estévez (2008). The 

sustainability of island destinations: Tourism area life cycle and teleological 

perspectives. The case of Tenerife. Tourism Management 29(1): 53-65. 

Ortiz, S. (2008). El contexto político de la Asamblea Constituyente en Ecuador, 

Institut de recherche et débat sur la governance. 

Ospina, P. (2006). Galápagos, naturaleza y sociedad. Quito, Ecuador, Universidad 

Andina Simón Bolívar and Corporación Andina Nacional. 

Ospina, P. (2012). 4 Vectores de la coyuntura electoral de 2012. La Tendencia 13: 

8-13. 

Ospina, P. and C. Falconi, (Eds.). (2007). Galápagos. Migraciones, economía, 

cultura, conflictos y acuerdos. Biblioteca de Ciencias Sociales. Quito, Ecuador, 

Universidad Andina Simón Bolívar, Corporación Andina Nacional and UNDP Ecuador. 

Oviedo, P. (2000). The Galapagos islands: conflict management in conservation and 

sustainable resource management. Cultivating Peace: Conflict and Collaboration in 

Natural Resource Management. D. Buckles (Eds.). Ottawa, ON, CAN, IDRC Books. 

Page, S. (2011). Tourism management : an introduction. Oxford, Butterworth-

Heinemann. 

Palacios, W. A., C. Cerón, R. Valencia and R. Sierra (1999). Las Formaciones 

Naturales de la Amazonía del Ecuador. Propuesta Preliminar de un Sistema de 

Clasificación de Vegetación para el Ecuador Continental. R. Sierra (Eds.). Quito, 

Ecuador, Proyecto INEFAN/GEF-BIRF and EcoCiencia. 

Pan, W., D. Carr, A. Barbieri, R. Bilsborrow and C. Suchindran (2007). Forest 

Clearing in the Ecuadorian Amazon: A Study of Patterns Over Space and Time. 

Population Research and Policy Review 26(5-6): 635-659. 

Paredes, P. L. (2012). El modelo ecuatoriano? Balance de la revolución ciudadana. 

S. Mantilla and S. Mejía (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Editorial Planeta del Ecuador. 

Parker, P. (2009). Parásitos y patógenos: Amenazas para las aves nativas. 

Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). Quito, 

Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Parra, D. (1997). Diagnóstico y propuesta para el desarrollo sustentable del turismo 

en el Parque Nacional Sumaco-Napo Galeras y su zona de influencia. Tena, Ecuador, 

INEFAN and GTZ. 

Paz y Miño, J. (2000). La Revolución Juliana: nación, ejército y bancocracia. Quito, 

Ecuador, Abya- Yala. 

Paz y Miño, J. (2012). Luces y sombras de la revolución ciudadana. La Tendencia 

13: 73-76. 



 

273 
 

Perdue, R. R., P. T. Long and L. Allen (1990). Resident support for tourism 

development. Annals of Tourism Research 17(4): 586-599. 

Pérez, Á. J., B. B. Klitgård, C. Saslis-Lagoudakis and R. Valencia (2013). Brownea 

jaramilloi (Leguminosae: Caesalpinioideae), a new, over-looked species endemic to the 

Ecuadorian Amazon. Kew Bulletin: 1-6. 

Perreault, T. (2003). Social Capital, Development, and Indigenous Politics in 

Ecuadorian Amazonia. Geographical Review 93(3): 328-349. 

Petrosillo, I., G. Zurlini, E. Grato and N. Zaccarelli (2006). Indicating fragility of 

socio-ecological tourism-based systems. Ecological Indicators 6(1): 104-113. 

PGS (1998). Desarrollo para la conservación. Un concepto de manejo para el Parque 

Nacional Sumaco-Galeras y su zona de apoyo. Tena, Ecuador, Proyecto Gran Sumaco 

(PGS), Instituto Ecuatoriano Forestal y de Áreas Naturales y de Vida Silvestre 

(INEFAN) and Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ). 

Plummer, R. and D. A. Fennell (2009). Managing protected areas for sustainable 

tourism: prospects for adaptive co-management. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 17(2): 

149-168. 

PNG (2006). Estatuto Administrativo del Parque Nacional Galápagos. Dirección del 

Parque Nacional Galápagos. Puerto Ayora, Galápagos. 

PNG (2012). Al día con la Dirección del Parque Nacional Galápagos. Boletin 

Informativo, Ministerio del Ambiente. 

PNG (2013). Parque Nacional Galápagos. Retrieved 19 February, 2013, from 

http://www.galapagospark.org/. 

PNG and MAE (2005). Plan de Manejo del Parque Nacional Galápagos. Puerto 

Ayora, Galápagos, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galapagos and Ministerio de Ambiente 

del Ecuador. 

Porras, P. (1961). Contribución al estudio de la arqueología e histora de los valles 

Quijos y Misaguallí (Alto Napo) en la Región Oriental del Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador. 

Porras, P. (1985). Arte rupestre del Alto Napo Valle de Misaguallí. Quito, Ecuador. 

Pough, F. H. (2013). Biodiversity of Reptiles. Encyclopedia of Biodiversity (Second 

Edition). A. L. Simon (Eds.). Waltham, Academic Press: 400-413. 

Power Technology (2012). Coca Codo Sinclair Hydroelectric Project, Ecuador. 

Retrieved 04 July, 2013, from http://www.power-technology.com/projects/coca-codo-

sinclair-hydroelectric-project/. 

Pro Ecuador (2012). Análisis sectorial del turismo. Quito, Ecuador, Instituto de 

Promoción de Exportaciones e Inversiones. Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores, 

Comercio e Integración. 

http://www.galapagospark.org/
http://www.power-technology.com/projects/coca-codo-sinclair-hydroelectric-project/
http://www.power-technology.com/projects/coca-codo-sinclair-hydroelectric-project/


 

274 
 

Pryet, A., C. Domínguez, P. F. Tomai, C. Chaumont, N. d'Ozouville, M. Villacís 

and S. Violette (2012). Quantification of cloud water interception along the windward 

slope of Santa Cruz Island, Galapagos (Ecuador). Agricultural and Forest Meteorology 

161(0): 94-106. 

Punch, K. (2005). Introduction to social research: quantitative and qualitative 

approaches. London; Thousand Oaks, Calif., SAGE. 

Puppim de Oliveira, J. A. (2002). Implementing Environmental Policies in 

Developing Countries Through Decentralization: The Case of Protected Areas in Bahia, 

Brazil. World Development 30(10): 1713-1736. 

Puppim de Oliveira, J. A. (2003). Governmental responses to tourism development: 

three Brazilian case studies. Tourism Management 24(1): 97-110. 

Putney, A. (1976). Estrategia Preliminar para la Conservación de Áreas Silvestres 

Sobresalientes del Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, UNDP/FAO-ECU/71/527. 

Quito Turismo (2012). Noticias. Retrieved 16 June, 2013, from 

http://www.quito.com.ec/en/index.php/welcome-1/quito-news/news-2012/95-

noviembre-2012/431-national-geographic-traveler-magazine-recognized-quito-as-one-

of-the-top-20-destinations-to-visit-in-2013. 

RAISG (2012). Amazonía bajo presión. Sao Paulo, Brazil, Red Amazónica de 

Información Socioambiental Georreferenciada. 

RAMSAR (2013). The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. Retrieved 10 June, 2013, 

from http://www.ramsar.org/cda/en/ramsar-kiribati-rs-

homeindex/main/ramsar/1%5E26163_4000_0__. 

RBS (2012). Reserva de Biósfera Sumaco, Napo. Retrieved 04 July, 2013, from 

http://www.sumaco.org/index.html. 

Reed, M. G. (1997). Power relations and community-based tourism planning. 

Annals of Tourism Research 24(3): 566-591. 

Registro Oficial Ecuador (2008). Decreto Oficial. 338. Presidencia de la República. 

Quito, Ecuador, Registro Oficial Ecuador. 

RETANP (2002). Reglamento Especial de Turismo en Áreas Naturales Protegidas 

RETANP. Quito, Ecuador. 

Reyers, B. (2013). Conserving Biodiversity Outside Protected Areas. Encyclopedia 

of Biodiversity (Second Edition). A. L. Simon (Eds.). Waltham, Academic Press: 289-

305. 

Reyes, M. V. (2010). Tourism strategies for "advantaging" the Amazon rainforest 

region. The Ecuador model. Worldwide Hospitality and Tourism Themes 2(2): 163-172. 

RGLT (2003). Reglamento de Aplicación General a la Ley de Turismo. Decreto 

Ejecutivo No. 133. Quito, Ecuador. 

http://www.quito.com.ec/en/index.php/welcome-1/quito-news/news-2012/95-noviembre-2012/431-national-geographic-traveler-magazine-recognized-quito-as-one-of-the-top-20-destinations-to-visit-in-2013
http://www.quito.com.ec/en/index.php/welcome-1/quito-news/news-2012/95-noviembre-2012/431-national-geographic-traveler-magazine-recognized-quito-as-one-of-the-top-20-destinations-to-visit-in-2013
http://www.quito.com.ec/en/index.php/welcome-1/quito-news/news-2012/95-noviembre-2012/431-national-geographic-traveler-magazine-recognized-quito-as-one-of-the-top-20-destinations-to-visit-in-2013
http://www.ramsar.org/cda/en/ramsar-kiribati-rs-homeindex/main/ramsar/1%5E26163_4000_0__
http://www.ramsar.org/cda/en/ramsar-kiribati-rs-homeindex/main/ramsar/1%5E26163_4000_0__
http://www.sumaco.org/index.html


 

275 
 

Ridgely, R. S. and P. J. Greenfield (2006). Aves del Ecuador. Quito, Ecuador, 

Fundación Jocotoco and Academia de Ciencias de Philadelphia. 

Rival, L. (2010). Ecuador's Yasuní-ITT Initiative: The old and new values of 

petroleum. Ecological Economics 70(2): 358-365. 

Rivera, M. A. and R. Croes (2010). Ecotourists' loyalty: will they tell about the 

destination or will they return? Journal of Ecotourism 9(2): 85-103. 

Rodríguez, A., K. Lindberg, P. A. Garzón, A. Corral, C. Baus, A. Drumm, S. Cazar 

and E. Falconí (2008). Valoración económica del turismo en el Sistema Nacional de 

Áreas Protegidas: un estudio de caso de siete sitios de visita en áreas protegidas del 

Ecuador continental. Quito, Ecuador, The Nature Conservancy, Conservation 

International and Ministerio del Ambiente del Ecuador. 

Rodr  guez, J. P. and K. M. Rodr  guez-Clark (2001). Even ‗paper parks‘ are 

important. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 16(1): 17. 

Rojas López, J. (2005). Implicaciones del turismo en la ecología y el desarrollo de la 

amazonía en Napo, Ecuador. Teoría y Praxis I: 49-67. 

Roldós, M. (2012). Actualidad y vigencia de la Carta de Conducta. Ecuador, 

Eduquil. 

Romero, M. and M. Wikelski (2009). Iguanas marinas: Vida al extremo. Galápagos. 

Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Parque 

Nacional Galápagos. 

Ron, S. R., L. A. Coloma, J. M. Guayasamin and M. H. Yanez-Muñoz (2013). 

AmphibiaWebEcuador. Version 2012.0. Retrieved 09 October, 2013, from 

http://zoologia.puce.edu.ec/Vertebrados/anfibios/AnfibiosEcuador. 

Rosero, C. and I. Gutiérrez (2010). Bienes y servicios ecosistémicos en las reservas 

de biosfera del Ecuador. Experiencias exitosas en Iberoamerica. Reservas de la 

Biosfera. Su contribución a la provisión de servicios de los ecosistemas. P. Araya Rosas 

and M. Clüsener-Godt (Eds.). Chile, UNESCO. 

Ross, S. and G. Wall (1999). Evaluating ecotourism: The case of North Sulawesi, 

Indonesia. Tourism Management 20(6): 673-682. 

Rozzi, R., F. Massardo, F. Cruz, C. Grenier, A. Muñoz, E. Müller and J. Elbers 

(2010). Galápagos and Cape Horn: Ecotourism or Greenwashing in Two Iconic Latin 

American Archipelagoes? Environmental Philosophy 7(2): 1-32. 

Rudel, T. K. (2006). After the labor migrants leave: The search for sustainable 

development in a sending region of the Ecuadorian Amazon. World Development 34(5): 

838-851. 

Ruiz-Ballesteros, E. (2011). Social-ecological resilience and community-based 

tourism: An approach from Agua Blanca, Ecuador. Tourism Management 32(3): 655-

666. 

http://zoologia.puce.edu.ec/Vertebrados/anfibios/AnfibiosEcuador


 

276 
 

Russell, R. and B. Faulkner (2004). Entrepreneurship, Chaos and the Tourism Area 

Lifecycle. Annals of Tourism Research 31(3): 556-579. 

Sachs, J. (2009). Paleoclima y el futuro: Equilibrio al filo del cuchillo. Galápagos. 

Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Parque 

Nacional Galápagos. 

Salazar, E. (1998). Naturaleza y Distribución de Montículos Precolombinos de la 

Cuenca del Alto Upano, Ecuador. Intercambio y comercio entre Costa, Andes y Selva. 

Arqueología y Etnohistoria de Suramérica. F. Cárdenas Arroyo and T. Bray (Eds.). 

Bogotá. 

Sarukhán, J. and R. Dirzo (2013). Biodiversity-Rich Countries. Encyclopedia of 

Biodiversity (Second Edition). A. L. Simon (Eds.). Waltham, Academic Press: 497-508. 

Sautter, E. T. and B. Leisen (1999). Managing stakeholders a Tourism Planning 

Model. Annals of Tourism Research 26(2): 312-328. 

Schliep, R. and S. Stoll-Kleemann (2010). Assessing governance of biosphere 

reserves in Central Europe. Land Use Policy 27(3): 917-927. 

SENAMI (2013). Acompañamiento en el retorno al país. Retrieved 13 July, 2013, 

from http://www.migrante.gob.ec/acompanamiento-en-el-retorno-al-pais/. 

SENPLADES (2009). Plan de Desarrollo. Plan Nacional para el Buen Vivir 2009-

2013: Construyendo un Estado Plurinacional e Intercultural. S. N. d. P. y. D. 

(SENPLADES). Quito, Ecuador, Secretaria Nacional de Planificación y Desarrollo. 

SENPLADES (2012). 100 Logros de la Revolución Ciudadana. Quito, Ecuador, 

Secretaría Nacional de Planificación y Desarrollo. 

Sharpley, R. (2006). Ecotourism: A Consumption Perspective. Journal of 

Ecotourism 5(1-2): 7-22. 

Sharpley, R. (2010). The Myth of Sustainable Tourism, CSD Center for Sustainable 

Development. University of UCLan. 

Sharpley, R. (2011). The study of tourism : past trends and future directions. 

London, Routledge. 

Sharpley, R. and M. Ussi (2012). Tourism and Governance in Small Island 

Developing States (SIDS): the Case of Zanzibar. International Journal of Tourism 

Research: n/a-n/a. 

Sheldon, P. J. and T. Abenoja (2001). Resident attitudes in a mature destination: the 

case of Waikiki. Tourism Management 22(5): 435-443. 

Sierra, R. (1999). Propuesta Preliminar de un Sistema de Clasificación de 

Vegetación para el Ecuador Continental. Quito, Ecuador, Proyecto INEFAN/GEF-BIRF 

and EcoCiencia. 

http://www.migrante.gob.ec/acompanamiento-en-el-retorno-al-pais/


 

277 
 

Sierra, R., C. Cerón, W. A. Palacios and R. Valencia (1999). Mapa de Vegetación 

del Ecuador Continental. Quito, Ecuador, Proyecto INEFAN/GEF-BIRF and 

EcoCiencia. 

SIIG (2010). Así Vamos: Especies Introducidas. Puerto Baquerizo Moreno, 

Galápagos, Consejo de Gobierno de Régimen Especial de Galápagos. 14. 

Sinay, L. (2007). Sistema de Gestión Turística de Galápagos, Banco Interamericano 

de Desarrollo (BID) and Camara de Turismo de Galapagos (CAPTURGAL). 

Sirén, A. H. (2007). Population Growth and Land Use Intensification in a 

Subsistence-based Indigenous Community in the Amazon. Human Ecology 35(6): 669-

680. 

Sklenář, P. and H. Balslev (2005). Superpáramo plant species diversity and 

phytogeography in Ecuador. Flora Morphology, Distribution, Functional Ecology of 

Plants 200(5): 416-433. 

Smith, R. (2003). Manual de Ecoturismo para la Amazonía Ecuatoriana. Quito, 

Ecuador, Abya-Yala. 

Smith, R. J., R. D. J. Muir, M. J. Walpole, A. Balmford and N. Leader-Williams 

(2003). Governance and the loss of biodiversity. Nature 426(6962): 67-70. 

SRI (2010). Servicio de Rentas Internas. Retrieved 29 May, 2013, from 

http://www.sri.gob.ec/web/10138/249. 

Starmer-Smith, C. (2004). Eco-friendly tourism on the rise. Daily Telegraph Travel: 

4. 

Steadman, D. (2009). La diversidad de vertebrados: una mirada a través del tiempo. 

Galapagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). Quito, 

Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Stoll-Kleemann, S. (2001). Barriers to nature conservation in germany: a model 

explaining opposition to protected areas. Journal of Environmental Psychology 21(4): 

369-385. 

Stoll-Kleemann, S. (2010). Evaluation of management effectiveness in protected 

areas: Methodologies and results. Basic and Applied Ecology 11(5): 377-382. 

Stoll-Kleemann, S. and H. Job (2008). The Relevance of Effective Protected Areas 

for Biodiversity Conservation: An Introduction. GAIA 17(S1): 86-89. 

Stoll-Kleemann, S. and M. Welp (2006). Stakeholder dialogues in natural resources 

management: theory and practice. Berlin, Springer. 

Strauss, A. and J. Corbin (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory 

procedures and techniques. Thousand Oaks, C.A., SAGE. 

http://www.sri.gob.ec/web/10138/249


 

278 
 

Strickland-Munro, J. K., H. E. Allison and S. A. Moore (2010). Using resilience 

concepts to investigate the impacts of protected area tourism on communities. Annals of 

Tourism Research 37(2): 499-519. 

Stronza, A. and W. H. Durham (2008). Ecotourism and Conservation in the 

Americas : Ecotourism Series, Number 7. Wallingford, Oxon, GBR, CABI Publishing. 

Stronza, A. and J. Gordillo (2008). Community views of ecotourism. Annals of 

Tourism Research 35(2): 448-468. 

T & L (2007). Diseño del Plan Estratégico de Desarrollo Sostenible de Turismo para 

Ecuador "PLANDETUR 2020". Informe Final, Tourism & Leisure. Europraxis 

Consulting. 

Tapia, W. and J. C. Guzmán (2013). The great challenge of Galapagos today and in 

the future: Human welfare dependent on the conservation of its ecosystems and 

biodiversity. Galapagos Report 2011-2012. GNPS, GCREG, CDF and GC (Eds.). 

Puerto Ayora, Galapagos, Ecuador, Galapagos National Park Service (GNPS), 

Governing Council of Galapagos (GCREG), Charles Darwin Foundation (CDF) and 

Galapagos Conservancy (GC). 

Taylor, J. E., M. Stewart and J. Hardner (2006). Estimating the Importance of the 

Tourism and Fisheries Sectors in the Galápagos Economy, Conservation International. 

Teye, V., E. Sirakaya and S. F. Sönmez (2002). Residents' attitudes toward tourism 

development. Annals of Tourism Research 29(3): 668-688. 

Tirira, D. (2013). Lista actualizada de especies de mamíferos en el Ecuador. Versión 

2013.2. Retrieved 15 October, 2013, from www.mamiferosdelecuador.com. 

Tooman, L. A. (1997). Applications of the life-cycle model in tourism. Annals of 

Tourism Research 24(1): 214-234. 

Torres-Carvajal, O. and D. Salazar-Valenzuela (2013). ReptiliaWebEcuador. 

Versión 2012.1. Retrieved 09 October, 2013, from 

http://zoologia.puce.edu.ec/Vertebrados/reptiles/reptilesEcuador. 

Torres, B., A. Gómez, S. Lindner and J. P. Cedeño (2008). Informe Narrativo del 

Estudio Socio-Económico PEN-RAVA en la Reserva de Biósfera Sumaco, Ecuador. 

Tena, Ecuador. 

Tosun, C. (1998). Roots of unsustainable tourism development at the local level: the 

case of Urgup in Turkey. Tourism Management 19(6): 595-610. 

Tosun, C. (2000). Limits to community participation in the tourism development 

process in developing countries. Tourism Management 21(6): 613-633. 

Toussaint, E. (2007). Banco Mundial el golpe de Estado permanente: la agenda 

oculta del Consenso de Washington. Quito, Ecuador, Abya-Yala. 

Towner, J. (1988). Approaches to tourism history. Annals of Tourism Research 

15(1): 47-62. 

http://www.mamiferosdelecuador.com/
http://zoologia.puce.edu.ec/Vertebrados/reptiles/reptilesEcuador


 

279 
 

Towner, J. and G. Wall (1991). History and tourism. Annals of Tourism Research 

18(1): 71-84. 

Travel + Leisure (2010). World´s best awards 2010. Top ten islands. Retrieved 16 

June, 2013, from http://www.travelandleisure.com/worldsbest/2010/islands. 

Trillmich, F. (2009). Lobos marinos y focas peleteras: Especies de aguas frías en el 

Ecuador. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). 

Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Trousdale, W. J. (1999). Governance in context: Boracay Island, Philippines. Annals 

of Tourism Research 26(4): 840-867. 

TULAS (2002). Texto Unificado de Legislación Ambiental Secundaria (TULAS). 

R. O. 725. Quito, Ecuador, Ministerio de Ambiente del Ecuador. 

Turismo Consciente (2012). Turismo Consciente. Retrieved 22 October, 2012, from 

http://www.turismoconsciente.com.ec/. 

Turner, B. A. (1981). Some practical aspects of qualitative data analysis: One way 

of organising the cognitive processes associated with the generation of grounded theory. 

Quality and Quantity 15(3): 225-247. 

Tye, A. (2009). El rescate de las plantas "perdidas": Encontrar y cuidar 

sobrevivientes. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). 

Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Uetz, P. and J. Hallermann (2013). The JCVI/TIGR Reptile Database. Retrieved 12 

October, 2013, from http://www.reptile-database.org/. 

Ugalde, M. F. (2012). Catazho: Arte rupestre en la amazonía ecuatoriana. Zeitschrift 

für Archäologie Außereuropäischer Kulturen 4: 281-310. 

Ulloa, C. and P. M. Jørgensen (1995). Árboles y arbustos de los Andes del Ecuador. 

Quito, Ecuador, Abya-Yala. 

UNCCD (2012). United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) 

Retrieved 10 June, 2013, from http://www.unccd.int/en/Pages/default.aspx. 

UNDP (2013). Human Development Report 2013. The Rise of the South. New 

York, USA., United Nations Development Programme. 

UNEP (2002, 7 April 2002). Cancun Declaration of Like-Minded Megadiverse 

Countries. Retrieved 01 February, 2013, from 

http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/cop/cop-06/information/cop-06-inf-33-en.pdf. 

UNEP (2011). Towards a Green Economy: Pathways to Sustainable Development 

and Poverty Erradication, United Nations Environment Programme. 

UNEP, ACTO and CIUP (2009). GEO Amazonia. Environment outlook in 

Amazonia. Peru, United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP), Amazon 

http://www.travelandleisure.com/worldsbest/2010/islands
http://www.turismoconsciente.com.ec/
http://www.reptile-database.org/
http://www.unccd.int/en/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.cbd.int/doc/meetings/cop/cop-06/information/cop-06-inf-33-en.pdf


 

280 
 

Cooperation Treaty Organization (ACTO) and Center of Research of Universidad del 

Pacifico (CIUP). 

UNEP and UNWTO (2005). Making Tourism more Sustainable. A Guide for Policy 

Makers., United Nations Environment Programme and World Tourism Organisation. 

UNESCO-MAB (1996). Biosphere Reserves: The Seville Strategy and the statutory 

framework of the world network. Paris, United Nations Educational, Scientific and 

Cultural Organization, Man and Biosphere Programme. 

UNESCO-MAB (2008b). Madrid Action Plan. Retrieved February, 23, 2013, from 

http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0016/001633/163301e.pdf. 

UNESCO-WHC (1972). Convención sobre la protección del patrimonio mundial, 

cultural y natural. Retrieved 10 June, 2013, from 

http://whc.unesco.org/en/conventiontext/. 

UNESCO-WHC (2010). Word Heritage Center. United Nations Education, 

Scientific and Cultural Organization, UNESCO World Heritage Centre. Retrieved 23 

November, 2012, from http://whc.unesco.org/en/news/636. 

UNESCO (2013). Biosphere Reserves - Learning Sites for Sustainable 

Development. Retrieved 24, October, 2013, from 

http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-

sciences/biosphere-reserves/. 

UNFCC (2013). United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) Retrieved 07 June, 2013, from http://unfccc.int/2860.php. 

UNWTO (1993). Sustainable Tourism Development: Guide for Local Planners. 

Madrid, United Nations World Tourism Organization. 

UNWTO (1997). International Tourism: A Global Perspective. Madrid, United 

Nations World Tourism Organisation. 

UNWTO (2001). Global Code of Ethics for Tourism. Retrieved 23, October, 2012, 

from 

http://dtxtq4w60xqpw.cloudfront.net/sites/all/files/docpdf/gcetbrochureglobalcodeen.pd

f. 

UNWTO (2002). Sustainable development of ecotourism : a compilation of good 

practices. Madrid, Spain, United Nations World Tourism Organization. 

UNWTO (2004). Sustainable development of tourism: conceptual definition. 

Retrieved 23, October, 2012, from www.world-tourism/sustainable/concepts.htm. 

UNWTO (2012a). Second International Congress on Ethics and Tourism. Retrieved 

23 October, 2012, from 

http://www2.unwto.org/fr/category/related/unwto/programme/ethics-social-dimension-

tourism/global-code-ethics-tourism. 

http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0016/001633/163301e.pdf
http://whc.unesco.org/en/conventiontext/
http://whc.unesco.org/en/news/636
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/biosphere-reserves/
http://www.unesco.org/new/en/natural-sciences/environment/ecological-sciences/biosphere-reserves/
http://unfccc.int/2860.php
http://dtxtq4w60xqpw.cloudfront.net/sites/all/files/docpdf/gcetbrochureglobalcodeen.pdf
http://dtxtq4w60xqpw.cloudfront.net/sites/all/files/docpdf/gcetbrochureglobalcodeen.pdf
http://www.world-tourism/sustainable/concepts.htm
http://www2.unwto.org/fr/category/related/unwto/programme/ethics-social-dimension-tourism/global-code-ethics-tourism
http://www2.unwto.org/fr/category/related/unwto/programme/ethics-social-dimension-tourism/global-code-ethics-tourism


 

281 
 

UNWTO (2012b). Barómetro OMT del Turismo Mundial y anexo estadístico 

(Noviembre 2012). UNWTO World Tourism Barometer. Barómetro OMT del Turismo 

Mundial (Versión española)(6): 1-40. 

UNWTO (2012c). UNWTO World Tourism Barometer. Barometro OMT del 

Turismo Mundial. Retrieved 23 November, 2012, from http://www.e-

unwto.org/content/XVP5477K2Q300688. 

Uquillas, E. (1994). La Conversión de la Deuda Externa Ecuatoriana desde una 

Perspectiva Financiera. Cuestiones Económicas 18: Banco Central del Ecuador. 

Urry, J. (2000). Sociology Beyond Societies : Mobilities for Twenty First Century. 

Florence, KY, USA, Routledge. 

Urry, J. (2004). La mirada del turista. Lima, Peru, Universidad de San Martín de 

Porres. 

Valencia, R. and H. Balslev (1997). Estudios sobre diversidad y ecología de plantas. 

Memorias del II Congreso Ecuatoriano de Botánica. Quito, Ecuador, Centro de 

Publicaciones. Pontificia Universidad Católica del Ecuador. 

Valencia, R., C. Cerón, W. A. Palacios and R. Sierra (1999). Las Formaciones 

Naturales de la Sierra del Ecuador. Propuesta Preliminar de un Sistema de Clasificación 

de Vegetación para el Ecuador Continental. R. Sierra (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Proyecto 

INEFAN/GEF-BIRF and EcoCiencia. 

Valencia, R., R. B. Foster, G. Villa, R. Condit, J. C. Svenning, C. Hernández, K. 

Romoleroux, E. Losos, E. Magård and H. Balslev (2004). Tree species distributions and 

local habitat variation in the Amazon: large forest plot in eastern Ecuador. Journal of 

Ecology 92(2): 214-229. 

Valencia, R., N. Pitman, S. León-Yánez and P. M. Jorgensen, (Eds.). (2000). Libro 

rojo de las plantas endémicas del Ecuador 2000. Quito, Ecuador, Pontificia Universidad 

Católica del Ecuador and Conservation, Food and Health Foundation. 

van der Hammen, T. (1974). The Pleistocene Changes of Vegetation and Climate in 

Tropical South America. Journal of Biogeography 1(1): 3-26. 

Vanderhoff, E. N., A.-M. Hodge, B. S. Arbogast, J. Nilsson and T. W. Knowles 

(2010). Abundance and Activity Patterns of the Margay (Leopardus wiedii) at a Mid-

elevation Site in the Eastern Andes of Ecuador. Mastozoología Neotropical 18(2): 271-

279. 

Vargas-Sánchez, A., N. Porras-Bueno and M. d. l. Á. Plaza-Mejía (2010). 

Explaining residents' attitudes to tourism: Is a universal model possible? Annals of 

Tourism Research 38(2): 460-480. 

Vargas, H. (2009). Pingüinos ecuatoriales: Al borde de la extinción. Galápagos. 

Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). Quito, Ecuador, Parque 

Nacional Galápagos. 

http://www.e-unwto.org/content/XVP5477K2Q300688
http://www.e-unwto.org/content/XVP5477K2Q300688


 

282 
 

Viteri, L. (1997). Sondeo de potenciales y atractivos ecoturísticos en la zona de 

influencia del Parque Nacional Sumaco-Galeras, sector Sumaco. Tena, Ecuador, 

Proyecto Gran Sumaco (PGS), Instituto Ecuatoriano Forestal y de Áreas Naturales y 

Vida Silvestre (INEFAN) and Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit 

(GTZ). 

Waligo, V. M., J. Clarke and R. Hawkins (2013). Implementing sustainable tourism: 

A multi-stakeholder involvement management framework. Tourism Management 36(0): 

342-353. 

Wall, G. (1997). Is ecotourism sustainable? Environmental Management 21(4): 483-

491. 

Wallace, G. N. and S. M. Pierce (1996). An evaluation of ecotourism in Amazonas, 

Brazil. Annals of Tourism Research 23(4): 843-873. 

Watkins, G. (2009). Una perspectiva sobre la gente y el futuro: En búsqueda de la 

armonía. Galápagos. Cincuenta años de ciencia y conservación. T. De Roy (Eds.). 

Quito, Ecuador, Parque Nacional Galápagos. 

Watkins, G. and F. Cruz (2007). Galapagos at risk. A socioeconomic analysis. 

Puerto Ayora, Ecuador, Charles Darwin Foundation. 

WCED (1987). Our common future. Oxford ; New York, Oxford University Press. 

Wearing, S. and J. Neil (2009). Ecotourism : impacts, potentials and possibilities. 

Oxford, Butterworth-Heinemann. 

Weaver, D. (2001). Encyclopedia of Ecotourism. Cambridge, MA, USA, CABI 

Publishing. 

Weaver, D. and M. Oppermann (2000). Tourism management. New York; 

Chichester, Wiley. 

Weaver, D. and R. Schlüter (2001). Chapter 11. Latin America and the Caribbean. 

Encyclopedia of Ecotourism. D. Weaver (Eds.). Cambridge, MA, USA, CABI 

Publishing. 

Weaver, D. B. (1999). Magnitude of ecotourism in Costa Rica and Kenya. Annals of 

Tourism Research 26(4): 792-816. 

Weaver, D. B. (2012). Organic, incremental and induced paths to sustainable mass 

tourism convergence. Tourism Management 33(5): 1030-1037. 

Webb, E. J., D. Campbell, R. Schwartz and L. Sechrets (1966). Unobtrusive 

measures; nonreactive research in the social sciences. Chicago,, Rand McNally. 

Wesche, R. (1993). Ecotourism and Indigenous People in the Resource Frontier of 

the Ecuadorian Amazon. Yearbook. Conference of Latin Americanist Geographers 19: 

35-45. 



 

283 
 

Wesche, R. (1996). Developed Country Environmentalism and Indigenous 

Community Controlled Ecotourism in the Ecuadorian Amazon. Geographische 

Zeitschrift 84(3/4): 157-168. 

Wheeller, B. (1992). Is progressive tourism appropriate? Tourism Management 

13(1): 104-105. 

Whitton, J. (2013). Plant Biodiversity, Overview. Encyclopedia of Biodiversity 

(Second Edition). A. L. Simon (Eds.). Waltham, Academic Press: 56-64. 

Wilkinson, P. F. (1989). Strategies for tourism in island microstates. Annals of 

Tourism Research 16(2): 153-177. 

Wolford, W., F. Lu and G. Valdivia (2013). Environmental Crisis and the 

Production of Alternatives: Conservation Practice(s) in the Galapagos Islands. Science 

and Conservation in the Galapagos Islands. S. J. Walsh and C. F. Mena, Springer New 

York. 1: 87-104. 

World Bank (2013a). International Debt Statistics. Retrieved 13 July, 2013, from 

http://www.worldbank.org/. 

World Bank (2013b). Development Indicators. Retrieved 13 July, 2013, from 

http://www.worldbank.org/. 

WTTC (2011). Travel & Tourism 2011. London, United Kingdom, World Travel 

and Tourism Council. 

WTTC (2012). Benchmarking Travel & Tourism. Global Summary. London, United 

Kingdom, World Travel and Tourism Council. 

Wunder, S. (2000). Economics of Deforestation: The Example of Ecuador. New 

York, NY USA, Palgrave Macmillan. 

Wunder, S. and W. D. Sunderlin (2004). Oil, Macroeconomics, and Forests: 

Assessing the Linkages. The World Bank Research Observer 19(2): 231-257. 

WWF (2011). Galapagos and Eastern Pacific Newsletter, World Wild Fund Inc. 

WWF (2012). Galapagos and Eastern Pacific Newsletter, World Wild Fund Inc. 

Wyllie, R. W. (1993). Domestic tourism revisited. Annals of Tourism Research 

20(1): 216-218. 

Yasuní-ITT (2012). Yasuní ITT. Retrieved 22 October, 2012, from http://yasuni-

itt.gob.ec/Inicio.aspx. 

Younger, S. (1990). The Impact of Foreign Debt Relief for the Private Sector on 

Firms Financial Status in Ecuador. Mimeo, Williams College. 

Yüksel, F., B. Bramwell and A. Yüksel (2005). Centralized and decentralized 

tourism governance in Turkey. Annals of Tourism Research 32(4): 859-886. 

http://www.worldbank.org/
http://www.worldbank.org/
http://yasuni-itt.gob.ec/Inicio.aspx
http://yasuni-itt.gob.ec/Inicio.aspx


 

284 
 

Zahra, A. L. (2012). Rethinking regional tourism governance: the principle of 

subsidiarity. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 19(4-5): 535-552. 

Zapata, S., R. León, F. Sauvage, D. Augot, G. Trueba, C. Cruaud, A. Couloux, R. 

Terán and J. Depaquit (2012). Morphometric and molecular characterization of the 

series Guyanensis (Diptera, Psychodidae, Psychodopygus) from the Ecuadorian 

Amazon Basin with description of a new species. Infection, Genetics and Evolution 

12(5): 966-977. 

Zeppel, H. (2006). Indigenous Ecotourism: Sustainable Development and 

Management. Wallingford, Oxfordshire, GBR, CABI Publishing. 

Zhong, L., J. Deng and B. Xiang (2008). Tourism development and the tourism area 

life-cycle model: A case study of Zhangjiajie National Forest Park, China. Tourism 

Management 29(5): 841-856. 

 

 

  



 

285 
 

Appendixes 

 



 

286 
 

Appendix I. Tourists’ Survey 

 



 

287 
 

 

13) Do you know what a Tourism Certification is?  
               YES                  NO  
 
 
14) Would you prefer to visit a certified tourist 
operation?  

 
   YES  NO               DON´T KNOW 
 
 
15) For your travels, did you prefer a tourist 
operator that had a certification on sustainable 
tourism? 
 

YES    NO 
 
16) Do you have any suggestion on how to 
improve tourism in the Sumaco Biosphere 
Reserve? 
 

 

 

 

 
 

THANK YOU! 

PONTIFICIA UNIVERSIDAD CATÓLICA DEL ECUADOR 
Tourist perception survey regarding sustainable tourism and/or certifications for activities performed in the Sumaco Biosphere Reserve. 
 
 

 
TOURIST INFORMATION 
1) Place and date:___________________ 
 
2) Age: ______      
 
3) Sex:   M                          F    
 
4) Nationality: __________________ 
 
5) Level of Studies: (Mark the highest level 
accomplished) 
           
         Basic         
         Technical 
         Medium 

University 
Postgraduate 
Other  (Specify)_______________ 

 
 
VISIT INFORMATION: 
6) Have you visited the Sumaco Biosphere 
Reserve? 

 
YES   NO 

7) How long was your stay in the area: ______ 
 
8) In which localities did you stay? 
 
Archidona      Misahuallí   Tena 
 

9) How do you travel: 

   
Without a tour plan     
With a tour plan 

 

10) Mark your level of satisfaction regarding the 

quality of the different services used during your stay 

in the Reserve. The scores are as follows: 

0=not applicable/ unknown, 1 =excellent, 2= 

very good, 3= good, 4=regular, 5=bad 

 
Service Score 
Canoe  
Hotels/hostels/lodges  
Family hose  
Guiding  
Kayak/Rafting  
Cave visit  
Trekking/Hiking  

 
SUSTAINABILITY INFORMATION 
BACKGROUND: Sustainable tourism is an activity 
that respects and protects local environment, culture 
and communities. 
 
11) Did you know the meaning of sustainable tourism 
before you read this survey? 
 

YES   NO 
 

12) Taking into consideration this background, do 
you think that tourism in the Sumaco Biosphere 
Reserve is sustainable? 
 
Completely agree                         
Agree    
Disagree 
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Appendix II. Population’s Survey 

 

DATOS DE RESERVA BIOSFERA SUMACO (C) 
14) El sitio donde Ud. vive es parte de…  
Reserva de Biósfera____ Parque Nacional____ 
Ninguna____ 
 
15) ¿Considera Ud. que el estar dentro de la RBS 
brinda beneficios a la comunidad? 
 
Muy de acuerdo ____     
De acuerdo _____                  
En  desacuerdo  ____      
No sabe/No contesta______                                    
 
16) Ponga máximo 3 ventajas y desventajas de 
estar dentro de una RBS:  
Ventajas  Desventajas 
_________________  _______________ 
_________________  _______________ 
_________________  _______________ 
17) De acuerdo con su opinión, el clima ha 
cambiado en la RBS en los últimos cinco años? 
 
SI____ NO____  NS____ 
18) Si su respuesta fue afirmativa, este cambio ha 
afectado sus actividades?  ¿Cómo? 
_______________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________ 
19) ¿Qué sugerencias haría para mejorar el 
turismo en la Reserva de Biosfera Sumaco? 
 

 

 
MUCHAS GRACIAS! 

          PONTIFICIA UNIVERSIDAD CATÓLICA DEL ECUADOR 
Encuesta de percepción de los pobladores del Tena en cuanto a la interrelación del turismo con las actividades económicas en la  

Reserva de Biósfera Sumaco. Sus respuestas serán de uso exclusivo para un estudio de investigación. 

 
DATOS DEL ENCUESTADO (A) 
 
1) Lugar y fecha:___________________ 
   
 

2) Sexo:   M            F          
 
3) Ciudad/País Nacimiento_____________  
 
4) Residencia_________________ 
 
5) Edad: ______ 
 
6) Diga el nivel de estudios más alto alcanzado: 
A) Primaria___                     E) Universitario___ 
B) Secundaria____               F) Posgrado___  
C) Técnico____      G) Ninguno___ 
D) Tecnológico___   
  
 
7) Profesión___________________________ 
 
8) Ocupación__________________________ 
 
9) Nivel de ingresos mensual 
 
Menor a 100 USD_____ 
De 100 a 300 USD____ 
De 301 a 500 USD____ 
De 501 a 700 USD____ 
Mayor a 700 USD_____ 
 
10) Número de miembros del hogar_______ 

ACTIVIDADES ECONÓMICAS EN LA RESERVA DE 
BIÓSFERA SUMACO (RBS) 
11) Cuántos miembros de su familia trabajan en 
alguna de las siguientes actividades económicas? 
Indique su relación con el turismo, sí la hay 
1 Alta; 2= Mediana; 3=Baja;  

    
Actividad Miembro 

familiar 
Califica
ción 

A) Agricultura   
B) Ganadería      
C) Pesca     
D) Transporte     
E) Hoteles     
F) Restaurants y bares    
G) Agencias de viaje   
H)Manufactura 
(artesanías) 

  

I)Entretenimiento   
J)Guianza   
K)Otros (lavanderías, 
cafenets,  
cabinas telefónicas) 

 
 

 
 

12) Ud. trabaja como empleado o tiene su propio 
negocio: 
Empleado_____  Negocio Propio ____ 
 
13) Cuáles de los siguientes grupos se cuentan como 
sus clientes regulares: 
Turistas nacionales______ 
Turistas extranjeros______ 
Personas o pequeñas empresas______ 
Empresas grandes_____ 
Otros_______________ 
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Appendix III. Codes List 

The following list of codes corresponds to the definition of some of the codes used in 

the program ATLAS.ti.  

Conservation 

It refers to the maintenance, management, sustainable use, restoration and enhancement 

of the natural environment.  The conservation can be affected by several factors such as: 

destruction of habitats and ecosystems (deforestation), pressure/overexploitation 

(fishing) of natural resources and invasive or alien species that affect the native flora 

and fauna. 

 

Waste Management and Sewage 

It refers to the collection, transport, processing or disposal, managing and monitoring of 

waste materials. The term usually relates to materials produced by human activity, and 

the process is generally undertaken to reduce their effect on health, the environment or 

aesthetics (Jafari 2000). 

 

Basic Services 

It refers to the asset of basic services provided normally by the national government: 

electricity and energy, water and sanitation, refuse and waste removal, education and 

health care, local police and emergency services and infrastructure (e.g. roads, hospitals, 

schools). Key factors to be consider in the provision of tourism services are safety and 

security, health, communication, energy and water supplies, and waste disposal facilities 

(Gutierrez et al. 2005).  

Carrying Capacity 

The amount of tourism-related activity that a site or destination can sustainably 

accommodate; often measured in terms of visitor numbers or visitor-nights over a given 

period of time or by the number of available accommodation units (Weaver 2001). 

 

Invasive Allien Species 

Non-native species (exotic species) are compiting for natural resources with the 

native/endemic species leading to the risk of extinction of some of them. Sometimes it 

is very difficult to eradicate (Reyers 2013). 

 

Ownership by Foreigners or Multinational Firms  
Big multinational companies have all the products and services within the tourism chain 

value giving the local people no chance to participate in the tourism activity and when 

they have the possibility to participate they will have low paid employments by these 

companies. Normally this leads to monopolies and oligopolies (Jafari 2000). 

 

Enclave Tourism (Resorts, Lodges, Cruises) 

Is a form of self-contained resort, lodge or cruise development, which is geographically 

isolated or insulated from the surroundings indigenous or local population (Jafari 2000).  

 

Immigration 

Persons coming from other place and trying to improve life conditions since tourism is 

an activity that demands a high qualified labour force. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Waste_collection
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Transport
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Waste_treatment
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Waste
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Health
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Environment_%28biophysical%29
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aesthetics
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Community-based Tourism (CBT) 

CBT is generally considered a privately offered set of hospitality services (and features) 

extended to visitors, by individuals, families or a local community. A key objective of 

CBT is to establish direct personal/cultural exchange between host and guest in a 

balanced manner that enables a mutual understanding, solidarity and equality for those 

involved (Wearing and Neil 2009). 

 

Infrastructure  

The buildings or permanent installations associated with a site (roads, water supplies 

and a suitable environment) (Wearing and Neil 2009). 

 

Distribution of Benefits 

Tourists and tourism businesses have a greater responsibility to ensure that tourism is 

promoted as an activity which will not only enhance global understanding and 

interaction between people of different cultures and societies, but which will also 

promote dialogue, benefits and opportunities for the tourist, the host and the 

environment (Page 2011). 

 

Employment of Local Labor and Expertise 

Employment in tourism may be defined in supply terms according to the sectors with 

service tourist needs and the expenditure they incur. Tourism creates valuable 

employment opportunities for lower skill workers in developing countries (Jafari 2000). 

Tourism should improve the economic opportunities of local beneficiaries through 

income and employment generation, promotion of local entrepreneurships and 

increase of labour productivity (Wearing and Neil 2009).  

 

Seasonality  

The tourism is an activity characterized by a high seasonality which gives no revenue 

through all the year (Jafari 2000). 

 

Local Production and Consumption 

The local production and consumption should foster in the areas where tourism is 

developed. It gives the opportunity to the diversification of economic activities and by 

selling to guarantee fair trade. 

 

Encouragement of Entrepreneurial Activity 

Innovation is often seen as one way in which businesses may seek to gain competitive 

advantage, especially where innovation in the face of competition leads to growth, 

survival or enhanced profitability 

 

Political Framework 

Is a complete set of institutions, interest groups (such as political parties, trade unions, 

lobby groups), the relationships between those institutions and the political norms and 

rules that govern their functions (constitution, election law, regulations). 

 

Corruption 

Is an act or phenomenon where a public officer is driven to act in a different way in 

relation to the normative standards of the system to favoring special interests in 

exchange for a reward. Therefore, corruption is an illegal behavior from somebody that 

have a position in the state structure (Bobbio et al. 2005: 377). 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Institution
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Interest_group
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Political_party
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trade_union
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lobby_group
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Constitution
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Election
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Law
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Informality and Illegality 

There are different forms illegality varies: tax evasion, violation of labour standards and 

laws, or trade and production of illicit goods and services (Gerxhani 2004).  

 

In the particular case of tourism activities and ―underground‖ activities or practices, 

informality refers to many businesses (unlicensed guest houses, boats, tour guides, 

pedicab drivers) that are operating without legal recognition and are neither registered 

and enumerated nor officially taxed (Jafari 2000). 

 

Policies 

It refers to actions, usually by government, that provides the broad guidelines for 

shaping the development of a particular sector or sectors in a way deemed desirable 

(Weaver 2001). 

 

Local and Regional Planning 

The challenge of balancing tourism demand and supply, and recognizing the future 

effects of tourism.  Implement tourism policy objectives and to avoid over-development 

from tourism, as the tourism sector pursues short-term profits. 

 

Control and Monitoring 

Its a process where the authorities who are responsible for the tourism activities, should 

evaluate and measure the effects of tourism in all sectors and  based in this information 

take decisions. 

 

Management Plans 

The process of the coordination and preparation of a document and the realization of a 

set of goals, within the protected area or local community or organization that leads to 

some common directions (Wearing and Neil 2009) 

 

Public Administration 

It is the set of activities directly pre-ordered for the concrete consecution of the tasks 

and aims that are considered of public interest in a collectivity or a state order. It refers 

to a wide number of actions that interest all the local community in relation with the 

government itself and decision-making but also with the direct intervention  (Bobbio et 

al. 2005:12). 

 

Participation 

By participation it is understand the degree of inclusion/exclusion of the communities 

and how the communities are enpowered by their involvement in tourism activities 

within the biosphere reserve.  

 

Qualified Labour Force 

Are people with a minimum of skills and competences for the development of the 

tourism activities in the biosphere reserve. 

 

Attitudes and Values 

Attitudes are positive, negative, neutral in relation to the tourism activity wheather the 

people is involved or not. 
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Training and Education at all Levels 

Is the process of give the possibility to all stakeholders (taxidrivers, seamen, sellers, 

tourist guides, tourism operators, children at school, etc.) to learn from training and 

education in tourism and related fields through practice and experimental work. 

 

Capacity Building 

Teaching and training of sustainable tourism and the relation with their environment and 

the humans; the authorities should promote school programmes, tourism and 

conservation campaigns, and sensibilization to the local community. 

 

Environmental Education 

A concept ranging from media coverage of environmental issues to formal 

environmental educations, it aims ranging from raising awareness to formal training 

(Wearing and Neil 2009). 


