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Abstract  Tourism in protected areas has experienced an important growth in the 
last decade generating positive impacts but has also increased pressures on biodiver-
sity conservation. Managing impacts generated by tourism is a permanent challenge 
for protected areas’ managers and involved stakeholders. Therefore, it is important 
to implement participatory approaches that recognize local knowledge as an input 
to define negative impacts caused by tourism. This chapter studies the local stake-
holders’ perception about tourism impacts generated over mountain hiking circuits 
of Torres del Paine National Park, Chilean Patagonia. The problems identified are 
related to environmental and ecological issues, public use infrastructure, and man-
agement aspects which coincided with scientific, technical, and governmental 
views. In conclusion, the participatory approach is highlighted as a tool that pro-
vides relevant information and views from stakeholders involved in the manage-
ment and decision-making process of a protected area.
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12.1  �Introduction

Protected areas (PAs) represent today the most important strategy to achieve effec-
tive and real conservation of biological diversity and cultural heritage (UNEP-
WCMC and IUCN 2016; Worboys 2015). Ecosystem goods and services provided 
by PAs include recreation and tourism (Stolton et  al. 2015; Pabon-Zamora et  al. 
2008). In a context of worldwide tourism growing, several PAs have experienced a 
strong increase in visitation, which according to trends will continue to increase 
(Hvenegaard et al. 2018).

Within this growth scenario, undeniable benefits are offered by PAs’ tourism 
options, which include biodiversity conservation and socioeconomic development 
of these territories (Eagles et al. 2002, Secretariat of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity 2004; Buckley 2010; Spenceley et al. 2018). However, to achieve positive 
outputs of tourism, the activity needs to be properly managed (Leung et al. 2018a) 
and not affecting the main objectives of biodiversity and cultural heritage conserva-
tion of each protected area (Stolton et  al. 2015). This is a complex situation for 
managers since there is usually a tension between two approaches: on one hand, 
where the natural conditions of protected areas should be maintained for future 
generations, and on the other, where it is aimed to enhance the development of a 
tourism destination (Spenceley et al. 2015). To reduce this conflict, managers and 
stakeholders should promote a sustainable tourism within and around PAs (Leung 
et al. 2018a). Sustainable tourism is defined as “the tourism that takes fully into 
account current and future economic, social and environmental impacts, addressing 
the needs of visitors, the environment and host communities” (UNWTO and 
UNEP 2005).

Balancing the conservation objectives with the socioeconomic needs will allow 
to achieve an effective and sustainable tourism development in PAs and to promote 
greater participation by local communities (Andrade and Rhodes 2012). In this con-
text, it is essential to develop participatory planning processes that recognize the 
perception that local stakeholders have about costs and benefits of tourism develop-
ment in PAs (Alkan et al. 2009; Salerno et al. 2010; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon 2011; 
Sharpley 2014; Robinson et al. 2019). That is why the perception of local stakehold-
ers may be a key to propose measures and solutions to improve current models, 
particularly in PAs where there is a rapid growth in visitation, generating changes 
and negative impacts on ecosystems (Xu et al. 2006; Pelegrina-López et al. 2018). 
Based on its psychological definition, perception is understood as the cognitive pro-
cess of consciousness that consists of the recognition, interpretation, and signifi-
cance of judgments obtained from the physical and social environment, in which 
other psychic processes influence such as learning, memory, and symbolization 
(Melgarejo 1994). Following this, the concept of social perception arises, which is 
designated as the one in which social and cultural factors influence, including the 
physical and social environment (Melgarejo 1994). In relation to PAs, the local 
population perception depends on the perceived costs and benefits of the PA, the 
local resources’ dependence, and their knowledge about the PA management (Xu 
et al. 2006).
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12.1.1  �Tourism’s Impacts on Protected Areas

Some tourism direct benefits on behalf of local development are job generation, 
local businesses creation, education, and investment opportunities, among others. 
Likewise, sustainable tourism generates significant opportunities to achieve effec-
tive conservation of protected areas, such as additional revenue to implement con-
servation strategies and increasing the people connection with and caring for nature 
through recreation, education, and environmental interpretation (Eagles et al. 2002; 
Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity 2004, 2015; Spenceley 
et al. 2018).

The increase visitation rates in many PAs worldwide are having repercussions on 
its management and are turning into important challenges for biodiversity conserva-
tion, planning, quality recreational opportunities, and especially defining strategies 
which minimize and mitigate the negative impacts produced by tourism and visita-
tion (Eagles et al. 2002; Leung et al. 2018a).

The environmental effects of inadequate tourism management are widespread 
and internationally recognized and include different impact’s scales. Some of the 
environmental problems are alteration of habitats and ecosystems due to infrastruc-
ture, increase of fire, soil erosion and compaction, creation of unplanned trails, mul-
tiple treads, trampling on vegetation, fauna disturbance, and water contamination, 
among others (Marion and Leung 2001; Secretariat of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity 2004; Cole 2004; Marion et al. 2006; Manning 2007). Reduction on the 
quality of the experience generated by the amount of visitors has also been docu-
mented. In this sense, agglomerations and social conflicts, as well as aesthetic dete-
rioration, are generated (National Park Service 1997; Leung and Marion 2000; 
Manning and Lime 2000). In terms of tourism’s sociocultural impacts, they are 
diverse and can affect the access to resources  (such as water, energy, and food), 
traditional livelihoods, crime spread, inequitable benefits, and increase in living 
costs for local inhabitants, among others (Eagles et  al. 2002; Nunkoo and 
Ramkissoon 2011; Spenceley et al. 2015; Spenceley et al. 2018).

Therefore, it is essential to focus efforts on planning tourism activities and allo-
cating financial and human resources properly, in order to avoid, mitigate, or mini-
mize problems generated to the PAs' natural and cultural resources (Secretariat of 
the Convention on Biological Diversity 2015). In order to overcome the challenge 
of tourism development, there are several tools and methodologies available which 
focus on sustainability’s criteria and visitors experiences’ quality in PAs (Cole et al. 
1997; Leung and Marion 2000; Cole 2004; Laven and Krymkowski 2005; Manning 
et al. 2011; Salerno et al. 2013; Interagency Visitor Use Management Council 2016; 
Vela-Ruiz 2017; Halpenny et al. 2018). These methodologies allow the develop-
ment of planning processes, which are mainly based on relationship between three 
variables: the environmental resources that might be maintained and conserved, the 
quality of the recreational experience that might be delivered, and the extent and 
type of management measures that can be implemented (Manning 2007). 
Nonetheless, the main difficulty lies in the ways to determine how much change 
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should be allowed within each of the three variables of tourism management on PAs 
and how to add value and incorporate the perception of local stakeholders in these 
processes.

12.1.2  �Participatory Tourism’s Planning Processes 
in Protected Areas

Achieving an effective conservation and sustainable tourism’s development in PAs 
requires planning processes that incorporate the stakeholders participation and how 
they are linked and/or affected by the tourism (Pirot et al. 2000; Hung et al. 2011; 
Andrade and Rhodes 2012; Interagency Visitor Use Management Council 2016; 
Leung et al. 2018b). The participation of different stakeholders allows active, effi-
cient, and transparent processes, reducing the possibilities of conflicts, increasing 
trust, and generating opportunities for different interested institutions and organiza-
tions (Pomeroy 1995; Pirot et al. 2000; Involve 2005). Likewise, stakeholders’ par-
ticipation is fundamental for governance’s development processes that support 
effective protected areas’ conservation (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2013).

Usually, local inhabitants and stakeholders are linked closely to PA, using eco-
system services, and in many cases benefiting themselves from tourism as an eco-
nomic activity (Xu et  al. 2006; Hung et  al. 2011). This has an impact on the 
stakeholders’ knowledge and visions of the protected area, being essential for man-
agers to know and understand the synergies and conflicts that exist between the 
different users so it can be managed in the best possible way (Stolton et al. 2015; 
Salerno et al. 2010). In relation to tourism’s sustainability, it is essential to recog-
nize local’s perception on the positive and negative impacts generated by the activ-
ity (Nunkoo and Ramkisoon 2005; Robinson et al. 2019), since they have potential 
implications in the decision-making process (Turner et  al. 2014), in the tourism 
development’s funding (Ramseook-Munhurrun and Naidoo 2011), and in  local 
tourism policies (Brida et al. 2014). Recognition and knowledge of local stakehold-
ers' visions in the planning processes allow to give greater sustainability to the tour-
ist activity, making possible an integrated management approach, taking in 
consideration the objectives of managers and the interests of those who are benefit-
ted from the area (Nunkoo and Ramkisoon 2011; Salerno et al. 2010; Salerno et al. 
2013; Robinson et al. 2019).

Recognizing local stakeholders’ perception on the current and future develop-
ment of tourism allows the better management processes’ development and a more 
collaborative and sustainable PAs’ planning over the time (Pirot et  al. 2000; 
Villasante 2006; Xu et al. 2006; Salerno et al. 2010; Halpenny et al. 2018). Involving 
stakeholders in planning processes from the beginning enables better and long-
lasting decisions (Reed 2008). This requires continuous and planned processes that 
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ensure active participation and contribute to conflict reduction, taking advantage of 
local stakeholders’ contributions to conservation, and which ensure livelihoods 
through local natural resource management strategies (Borrini-Feyerabend 
et al. 2013).

The objective of this chapter is to expose the perception of local stakeholders on 
negative impacts of tourism in Torres del Paine National Park, which were raised 
through a participatory methodological approach. These results are considered part 
of a process that sought to provide relevant input for the decision-making process of 
the tourism planning of one of Chile’s most emblematic PAs.

12.2  �Area of Study: Mountain Circuits in TPNP

Torres del Paine National Park (TPNP) has an area of 181,414 ha, and it is located 
in the southern part of Chile, in the Region of Magallanes and Chilean Antarctica, 
on the eastern slope of the Andes Mountains, between latitudes 50°45′ and 51°20’ 
S and longitudes 72°31′ and 73°22’ W.  The TPNP is part of Chilean National 
System of Protected Wildlife Areas (SNASPE for its Spanish acronym) and is man-
aged  by the National Forestry Corporation (CONAF) under the Ministry of 
Agriculture. Cerro Paine Reserve (CPR) is a private protected area (IUCN category 
VI) of approximately 4, 400 ha located within the national park. Despite not sharing 
administrations, both protected areas are closely linked through the protection of the 
Paine Mountain Range and its ecosystems, as well as allowing visitation and trek-
king on the mountain circuits W and Macizo Paine (Vela-Ruiz and Repetto-
Giavelli 2017).

The TPNP is the country’s most important protected area in tourism’s develop-
ment terms, having 304, 947 visitors in 2019, contributing significantly to the 
region’s socioeconomic development. This park has maintained a sustained growth 
of visitors, with an annual average increase of 12% between 2013 and 2019. The 
growing tourism activity on TPNP and CPR has caused people saturation in trails 
and tourist infrastructure, forest fires, solid and liquid pollution, and fauna’s distur-
bances, among other impacts, threatening the PA conservation and the visitors’ 
quality experience (Farrell and Marion 2001; Vidal 2012; Repetto-Giavelli and 
Cabello-Cabalín 2015; Vela-Ruiz and Repetto-Giavelli 2017).

The area of study (Fig. 12.1) involves circuits known as “Macizo Paine” and 
“W” which are part of both the TPNP and CPR. These circuits contain the best 
known and most used trekking trails in the park, reaching a total of 119 km, which 
are divided into 13 sections. In order for visitors to be able to travel these trails, 
there are 12 overnight areas with shelters and camping facilities, operated by 
CONAF, by concessionaires, and by private companies (in the private sector, CPR).
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12.3  �Methodology to Identify Perception of Negative Impacts 
Generated by the Tourism Activity in Torres del Paine 
National Park

In order to define a tourism planning process in the TPNP, a methodology was 
developed to identify the stakeholders’ perception, which lasted 2.5 years and estab-
lished a Tourism Management System for mountain circuits in TPNP and CPR. It 
was needed and defined due to a high demand of visitation, diverse stakeholders 
with rights and interests, and a poorly planned tourism activity.

The proposed methodology was a dynamic and adaptive process, which allowed 
including the locals’ perceptions and definition of problems or critical points (CP) 
on those trekking circuits with a greater tourist demand. During the years 2014–2015, 
the participatory work allowed to identify impacts.

The methodology developed consisted of four chronological stages, which 
allowed the gathering of information of the TPNP stakeholders. They are shown in 
Fig. 12.2 and explained below.

Fig. 12.1  Area of study: W (green) and Macizo Paine (orange) mountain’s circuits of Torres del 
Paine National Park and Cerro Paine Reserve. Red dots indicate accommodation places, which can 
be campsites, shelters, or both

M. Fernández Génova et al.
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12.3.1  �Stakeholders’ Identification

As a first stage, the identification of stakeholders was considered. Stakeholders are 
defined as all those who have a direct link with the area of study. They can be indi-
viduals, local and indigenous communities, public and private institutions, as well 
as formal and informal organizations, which are important for the planning, design, 
implementation, or evaluation of a specific project, which can be positively or nega-
tively affected according to each one’s interests (Freeman 1984; Borrini-Feyerabend 
et al. 2013). Likewise, they are people settled inside the area of study who have 
different roles, interests, and knowledge and are essential on the economic develop-
ment and social and cultural growth (Pirot et al. 2000; Salerno et al. 2010; INGEP 
2012; ICF – IHT – USAID ProParque 2016). Stakeholders’ interaction in tourism 
planning processes of a protected area provides support for the manager’s decisions, 
since the process should involve and consider the diverse stakeholder’s opinion as 
well as interested formal and informal institutions (Graham et al. 2003; Whittingham 
2010; Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2013). The stakeholders’ identification as the first 
methodological step in a participatory process is essential. From the beginning, it 
allows to identify who should and could be part of the process (Reed 2008). 
Stakeholders are associated to different levels and types, those with specific knowl-
edge, and those with expectations according to their own interests (Choy 2005; 
Gawler 2005; Tapella 2007; USAID-Ecuador 2010; Ministerio de Obras Públicas 
2018; INGEP 2012). For this case study, the identification of stakeholders was cat-
egorized under three levels according to their role within the protected area:

Fig. 12.2  The four chronological stages implemented during the participatory work in the TPNP
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	1.	 Stakeholder with direct responsibility. These stakeholders represent the pro-
tected area’s and CPR managers.

	2.	 Stakeholder with influence on actions and implementation. They are considered 
public services, political actors, groups, and tourism organizations that have dif-
ferent interests related to the area under study. They have attributions that allow 
them to influence the actions implementation on protected areas.

	3.	 Local stakeholder with knowledge and interests. They are those natural persons, 
institutions, or communities in general that are directly linked to the area of 
study. They have knowledge of the reality where the study is located, and they 
are the ones who are directly influenced by the management decisions.

It should be noted that during the participatory process, it was not necessary to 
apply indigenous consultation because ancestral indigenous communities do not 
live in the area of study.

12.3.2  �Participatory Strategies’ Implementation

During the study and considering the local reality, different methods were applied. 
Participatory strategies aimed at a common objective, which was exposed to partici-
pants and which later allowed a comparative and unifying analysis to complement 
and strengthen the data collected (Reed 2008). The participatory strategies were:

12.3.2.1  �Participatory Workshops

As a group technique, a workshop is a practice or a set of steps tested, systematized, 
and oriented aimed at achieving a particular objective (Zarzar Charur 2000). The 
workshops are tools that allow the collection and/or validation of information with 
representative groups of the community on certain topics through working together 
in which all participate (Ministerio de Obras Públicas 2007). The workshops in this 
research were designed in a way that they allowed stakeholders to contribute with 
their visions and experiences on tourism impacts (positive and/or negative) on 
the TPNP.

Because of the diversity and number of stakeholders, the workshops were divided 
by type, in order to allow a better participation and obtain more information. The 
workshops were dynamically structured in working groups, guided by the question: 
Which are the critical points (CPs) that you identify in the mountain circuits of the 
TPNP? Maps of the area of study were used to graph the perception of the stake-
holders in a territorial way, organizing the perceived impacts by section or sector of 
the W circuits and Macizo Paine of the protected area. The group results were intro-
duced and discussed during the same workshop.

M. Fernández Génova et al.
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12.3.2.2  �Stakeholder Perception Questionnaire

This tool was used to collect the stakeholders’ perception of those who could not 
participate in workshops or other initiatives, especially park rangers and tourism 
workers of TPNP and CPR. The objective of the questionnaire was to know the 
stakeholders’ perception and to determine different aspects that would contribute to 
the tourist planning of the protected area. The information requested in the ques-
tionnaire covered the same objectives as the workshop activities so they can be 
compared and unified under the analysis.

The stakeholders’ perception questionnaire was designed by the work team con-
sidering the following specific topics: (1) characterization of the tourist operation in 
the TPNP mountain circuits, (2) identification of CPs in the TPNP mountain cir-
cuits, (3) vision of the TPNP in the next 25 years, and (4) observations, comments, 
annotations, and suggestions.

These questionnaire were applied between December 2014 and March 2015 
through the following strategies: (i) printed distribution to hotels and tour operators 
of Punta Arenas and Puerto Natales cities; (ii) direct submission in the protected 
area to park rangers, guides, porters, and workers of tourism companies; and (iii) 
sent by e-mail to different hotels.

12.3.2.3  �Meetings and Presentations

Meetings were complementary strategies. This tool is useful to inform population 
about aspects related to the decision-making process and/or to generate an instance 
of exchange and raise opinions, which generated commitments among different 
stakeholders involved (Ministerio de Obras Públicas 2018). Meetings are based on 
an open conversation oriented to a reflective guided discussion. The importance of 
this method is that it involves stakeholders with influence in actions and implemen-
tation who may not always be able to attend participatory activities.

In our case, the meetings were held with public and political entities, as well as 
local organizations, and were guided by the semi-structured interview. The inter-
view is a data collection technique used to collect qualitative data through a face-to-
face communication between two or more individuals, establishing an asymmetry 
between the roles (interviewee-interviewer) (Aguirre Baztán 1995).

12.3.3  �Stakeholders’ Perception Analysis

12.3.3.1  �Perception Analysis by Type of Stakeholder

A word clouds tool was used to analyze the perception by stakeholder type. It 
enables to represent in a visual way the most important words that appear. Therefore, 
the most significant topics are visualized through an image according to the number 
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of times the words were repeated, which are shown with different densities and 
typographic number. The larger the word size appears, the more times it was 
mentioned.

The analysis of the information from the participatory workshops was carried out 
using the QSR Nvivo software, which made it possible to compare the perceptions 
of the CP by group of local stakeholder. It was worked on the gathered information 
from the workshops focused on identifying the CPs (workshops with park rangers, 
guides and porters, concessionaires and tour operators, and workers from the tour-
ism services company associated with CPR). The visualized words respond, on one 
hand, to the vision and the link that the stakeholders have with the protected area 
and, on the other hand, to the priority and interest aspects. In this way, the word 
cloud graphs show the priority aspects from the stakeholders’ perception.

12.3.3.2  �Identification of Critical Points (CPs)

The perception’s analysis of the tourism’s impacts on the TPNP mountain circuits 
through participatory strategies was carried out according to the following steps:

	1.	 Identification of the main issues of the stakeholders’ perception. Researchers 
identify before, during, and after the data collection the topics that are abstract 
constructs (Fernández Núñez 2006). In this case, the topics are linked to the 
stakeholders’ perception of the CPs.

	2.	 Topics’ classification into categories of analysis. The core content of the infor-
mation collected was analyzed to determine what was significant, then patterns 
were identified in those qualitative data and were transformed into meaningful 
categories and themes (Patton 2002). This work was done considering that clas-
sifying and coding qualitative data produces a framework to organize and 
describe what was collected during the fieldwork (Fernández Núñez 2006). 
Thus, from the information systematization, the following five categories were 
determined: (1) Dimension, (2) Variable, (3) Critical point, (4) Section, and (5) 
Observation. The organization of the categories is shown in Table 12.1.

The main topics’ identification allowed similar concepts to be grouped as they 
were mentioned during the participatory strategies. For example, the words treads, 
multiple treads, different paths on a trail, and bypass were categorized as a single 

Dimension Variable Critical 
point

Section Observation Participatory strategy

Workshop Questionnaire Meeting

Table 12.1  Systematization table of the information collected during the participatory process
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theme called “multiple treads.” Then the identified issues were classified in a central 
category of analysis called Critical Point (CP). The construction of these categories 
was based on the problems identified in TPNP’s mountain circuits. Following the 
example, the topic identified as multiple treads was categorized as CP since it gives 
an account of a bad maintenance, bad state, or another problem that is worried by 
the stakeholders. The number of times indicated gives an account of the 
prioritization.

From the category CP, other categories were incorporated: each CP was orga-
nized in a common Variable understanding like the concept or criterion that unifies 
different CPs. For example, the multiple treads CP corresponds to the variable clas-
sified as trail. It is followed by the category Section which indicates the section of 
trail or accommodation zone where the CP was identified. Finally, the different 
variables were organized according to the Dimension category considering the 
variables defined by Manning (2007) for the management of impacts generated by 
tourism in protected areas: 1. Environmental-Ecological, 2. Environmental-
Infrastructure, and 3. Management Capability. These dimensions made it easier to 
cross-check, compare, and validate the information gathered by professionals and 
scientists who also identified environmental impacts during the project. Likewise, it 
made possible to orient problems to generate management solutions always under-
standing that a CP could be linked or have consequences in more than one dimension.

	3.	 Territorial analysis and frequency of CPs: Once previous steps were completed, 
the CPs were plotted on maps, considering the presence of one CP per stretch of 
trail or public use zone of the protected area. This facilitated the visualization of 
the CPs in a territorial way, helping to understand the magnitude of the problem, 
limit them geographically, and focus the generation of management measures.

Cartography was developed for each of the CPs identified in the participatory 
process using the programs Quantum Gis 3.1 and Landsat 8 (October 2017), 
which was elaborated to recognize the sections and the areas where visitors stay 
overnight in the mountain circuits that have the greatest number of CPs, accord-
ing to the stakeholders’ perception.

12.3.4  �Decision-Making Information

The last methodological stage included analyzing the obtained and systematized 
results through the word clouds and CPs maps. They were socialized and compared 
with the scientific-technical results generated in the tourism planning process of the 
TPNP and the CPR.  These results included impacts on trails, flora, fauna, land-
scape, enabling infrastructure, and visitor management. These results were pre-
sented and used by managers and the TPNP, CPR, and the CEQUA Foundation 
Regional Center technical teams as an important input for the tourism planning 
process. Results were socialized in instances of political discussion, meetings, and 
workshops with local actors on the TPNP’s tourism planning.
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12.4  �Results

12.4.1  �Stakeholders’ Identification

Twenty-seven stakeholders in Torres del Paine National Park were identified at dif-
ferent levels.

	1.	 Stakeholder with direct responsibility: CONAF as administrator of the Torres del 
Paine National Park and the board of directors of the Cerro Paine Reserve (CPR) 
in the private area.

	2.	 Stakeholder with influence in actions and implementation: Stakeholders were 
represented by the public entities which included the principal of the Region of 
Magallanes and Chilean Antarctica; the mayor of Puerto Natales and the mayor/
ess of Torres del Paine; the governor of the Province of Última Esperanza; 
Regional Ministerial Secretaries of Agriculture, National Assets, Economy, 
Health, and Environment; Public Roads Department, National Tourism Service 
(SERNATUR), ProChile, Economic Development Agency (CORFO); as well as 
tourism and trade organizations of the Provinces of Magallanes, Tierra del 
Fuego, and Última Esperanza.

	3.	 Local stakeholder with knowledge and interests: At this level was found the 
TPNP park rangers, guides, porters, the Torres del Paine tourism association, 
tourism concessionaires within the TPNP, workers from the concessionaires, as 
well as inhabitants of the neighboring cities of Puerto Natales and Cerro Castillo.

12.4.2  �Implementation of Participatory Strategies

Six participatory workshops were held between November 2014 and April 2015, in 
the closest localities to the protected area (Puerto Natales and Villa Cerro Castillo). 
A total of 123 people participated. The workshops were aimed at (i) public and 
private actors, (ii) TPNP guides and porters, (iii) the community of Villa Cerro 
Castillo, (iv) park rangers and workers of TPNP, (v) TPNP concessionaires and tour 
operators of Torres del Paine commune, and (vi) workers from the tourism company 
associated with CPR.

The opinions of 116 people were compiled in the questionnaire of stakeholders’ 
perception. A total of 34 questionnaires were answered by park rangers, 38 by 
TPNP guides, 11 by TPNP porters, 16 by workers from the tourist services company 
associated with the CPR, 13 by workers from the concessionaire of lodging services 
in the TPNP mountain circuits, 1 by workers from the kayak concession, and 1 by 
TPNP volunteers.

The opinion of the local stakeholders was considered through five meetings and 
presentations, carried out in the cities of Punta Arenas, Puerto Natales, and Villa 
Cerro Castillo. Meetings were held with the Governorate of Última Esperanza, the 
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Municipality of Torres del Paine, various Regional Ministerial Secretariats, 
SERNATUR, ProChile, Chambers of Tourism and Associations of Tour Guides of 
Puerto Natales and Punta Arenas, and Chamber of Tourism of Última Esperanza.

12.4.3  �Stakeholder’ Perception Analysis

12.4.3.1  �Perception by Type of Stakeholder

Four word clouds were developed, summarizing the stakeholders’ perception. The 
ten aspects most mentioned in the TPNP guides’ and porters’ workshop were trails, 
camping, staff, lack (mentioning different deficiencies), bathroom, CONAF, Paine, 
information, infrastructure, and Torres (camping) (Fig. 12.3). The word cloud from 
the TPNP park rangers’ workshop shows that the most frequently mentioned topics 
were trail (highlighting significantly more than the next word), camping, Torres 
(camping), multiple treads, people, horses, bathrooms, and enabling infrastructure 
such as lookouts, passageways, and boardwalk (Fig. 12.4). Regarding the workshop 

Fig. 12.3  Cloud of words generated from the workshop developed with tour guides and porters
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with TPNP concessionaires and tour operators of Torres del Paine commune, the 
following words stand out in order of importance: staff, infrastructure, information, 
CONAF, bathrooms, camping, lack (mentioning different deficiencies), people, cir-
cuits, and hotel (Fig. 12.5). Finally, the ten aspects most mentioned in the workers’ 
workshop from the tourism services company associated with CPR were camping, 
lack, people, trash, bathrooms, cooking shelter, capacity, staff, people, and group 
(of people) (Fig. 12.6).

12.4.3.2  �Critical Points’ Perception (CPs)

The breakdown of the perception of local stakeholders’ analysis gave a total of 46 
CPs classified in three dimensions and distributed territorially in the 13 sections of 
the TPNP mountain circuits, which are presented in Table 12.2 and described below. 
In total for the Environmental–Ecological dimension, the stakeholders perceive 11 
CPs, in the Environmental–Infrastructure 19 CPs, and in Management Capacity of 
TPNP 16 CPs.

In order of frequency, the ten most frequently mentioned CPs (independently of 
the category) were (i) state of bathrooms (toilets), showers, and washrooms, (ii) 
signage, (iii) existence of erosive processes, (iv) inadequate design of trails, (v) state 

Fig. 12.4  Cloud of words generated from the workshop developed with TPNP’s rangers
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of passageways and boardwalks, (vi) concentration of people, (vii) inadequate waste 
management, (viii) state of bridges, (ix) state of steps and stairways, and (x) multi-
ple treads presence.

The results were broken down by the dimension as follows.

Environmental–Ecological Dimension
Three variables were identified in this dimension: the trail variable that counts four 
CPs, the vegetation variable that considers three CPs, and the fauna variable four 
CPs. In general, from the stakeholders´ perception, the trails’ poor condition and the 
presence of erosive processes and multiple treads are relevant, generating a direct 
impact on elements related to natural resources such as flora, fauna, and scenic 
beauty. The high concentration of exotic flora and fauna species is also perceived as 
CP, as it is the presence of domestic livestock, in the case of horses in CPR, which 
move on the same trails as visitors.

Environmental–Infrastructure Dimension
The infrastructure aspects emphasized mainly on two areas: (i) paths and their 
enabling infrastructure (improvement of the path considers five CPs, the second 
variable signage includes two CPs as well as the viewpoint variable) and (ii) camp-
ing (sanitary facilities has two CPs and equipment has eight CPs). In relation to 

Fig. 12.5  Cloud of words generated from the workshop developed with concessionaires and tour 
operators
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trails, the lack of maintenance and the poor state of the stairs, bridges, boardwalks, 
markings, signage, etc. is of concern, which is why it is proposed to improve and 
incorporate new infrastructure. Concerns is also felt in the poor state of the enabling 
infrastructure, increasing visitor risk of accidents, which could lead to a negative 
image of TPNP. Finally, it is highlighted the lack of trails design and maintenance, 
with no standards, layout, directionalities, attractions, and/or viewpoints. The sig-
nage is considered as CP because of the poor quality of information provided, the 
lack of uniformity in terms of design and materiality, as well as the lack of geo-
graphic and historical information for visitors.

In relation to campsites and shelters, it was emphasized that toilets, showers, 
cooking shelters, tables, and platforms have become insufficient for the number 
of people who are arriving. The price–quality ratio of the services is not accord-
ing to the visitor expectations, forcing managers to think how to manage the 

Fig. 12.6  Cloud of words generated from the tourism company associated with the Cerro 
Paine Reserve
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Table 12.2  Critical points raised in the TPNP on ecological, infrastructure, and management aspects

Dimension Variable Critical points (CPs)

Environmental 
ecology

Trails - Multiple treads
- Erosion
- Inadequate trail design
- Waterlogged areas

Vegetation - Damage to flora
- Exposed roots
- Burned forest

Fauna - Huemul (Hippocamelus bisulcus) presence
- Pumas (Puma concolor) presence
- Domestic livestock
- Wildlife impacts

Infrastructure-
environmental

Trail improvement Deterioration or bad state of:
- Handrails, railings
- Passageways, boardwalks
- Steps, stairways
- Bridges
- Rivers, lakes, creeks

Signage Inadequate:
- Brands, beacons, arrows
- Signage

Viewpoints - Bad state of formal viewpoints
- Wide presence of viewpoints

Sanitary installations Bad state of:
- Showers, toilets, laundries
- Saturation of sanitary pits

Equipment State, nonexistence, and noncompliance with 
regulations, among others:
- Platforms
- Cooking shelters
- Tables, benches
- Reception
- Machine room, cellar
- Lighting
- Campsite areas
- Dock

(continued)

visitors’ demand. At the same time, the stakeholders consider that the existing 
infrastructure should be limited by a defined capacity, improving design material 
in order to reduce environmental and visual impact. The stakeholders agree that 
the TPNP priority should be to maintain its biodiversity, scenic beauty, and natu-
ral landscape.
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Handling Capacity Dimension
In terms of management, the stakeholders described (i) TPNP lack of management 
(TPNP planning considers seven CPs and the human resources planning variable 
three CPs) and (ii) increased visitation (visitor planning with six CPs). It was high-
lighted institutional planning needs for both TPNP and CPR. In this area, funding 
support is perceived as an important problem, since the entrance fees do not return 
in a full way to the protected area, but it goes to a national system of income distri-
bution for all the SNASPE. The stakeholders’ perception is that this does not allow 
the park to fund important aspects such as human resources and the parks plan-
ning needed.

In general, insufficient administrative control was observed in the tourism activ-
ity. In the mountain trekking circuits, the high tourist demand in summer generated 
an overdemand for accommodation services, generating management and health 
problems. It was emphasized that there should be greater institutional presence and 
control on the mountain trails by increasing the frequency of patrolling. It was also 
expressed that staff should training continuously in different topics such as fire con-
trol, environmental education, and first aids. It was proposed to make a greater ori-
entation for visitors in different aspects concerning the trekking circuit, environmental 
education, and rules to follow within the park.

12.4.3.3  �Cartography Generation with Critical Points

The 31 CPs with territorial representation were mapped. As an example, the partici-
patory maps of the three most mentioned CPs in the TPNP and CPR mountain cir-
cuits are shown. Red circles and red stripes indicate the sector in which the perceived 
CP is observed. The image A in Fig. 12.7 shows the most frequently mentioned CP 

Table 12.2  (continued)

Dimension Variable Critical points (CPs)

Management capacity Visitor planning - Concentration of people
- Illegal campsites
- Improper conduct
- Off-circuit path
- Inadequate TPNP access control
- Quality and price of services offered

TPNP planning - Inadequate waste management
- Insufficient administrative control
- Overdemand camping, shelters
- Need for medical assistance for visitors
- Lack of contingency plans
- Inefficient vessel
- Motor vehicles

Human resources 
planning

- Inadequate conduct of workers
- Lack of training
- Lack of personnel within the TPNP
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Fig. 12.7  Participatory maps of the three most mentioned CPs in the TPNP and CPR mountain 
circuits. Image A shows the most frequently mentioned CP: poor state of toilets, showers, and 
washrooms. The red color indicates sanitary problems in all camping areas. Image B shows the 
second most frequent problem: signage in the mountain trail circuits. The red-colored trails indi-
cate that the problem is widespread in all circuits W and Macizo Paine. Image C shows the third 
most mentioned CP: the presence of erosive processes in the trails, which are indicated in red color
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and corresponds to the poor state of toilets, showers, and washrooms; this condition 
was perceived by local actors in all camping and shelter sectors. The image B in 
Fig. 12.7 shows the second most frequently mentioned problem identified by the 
stakeholders. It is the state, presence, type, materiality, and information provided by 
the signage throughout the W mountain circuit and the Macizo Paine circuit. The 
third CP most mentioned by the stakeholders was the presence of erosive processes 
in the most travelled trails of the W mountain circuit (image C in Fig. 12.7).

Finally, Fig. 12.8 identifies the sections of trails of the W and Macizo Paine cir-
cuits with the greatest number of CPs. The results identified that the trails with the 
highest number of CPs are (1) Paine Grande–Grey with 14 CPs (in purple), (2) 
Cuernos–Central with 9 CPs (in red), and (3) Central–Chileno–Las Torres with 10 
CPs (in orange). In relation to camping sites, Fig. 12.8 shows that those with more 
CPs are (1) Perros camping and Francés camping, each with 9 CPs (in purple), (2) 
Italiano camping with 8 CPs (in red), and (3) Paso camping and Paine Grande camp-
ing, each with 7 CPs (in orange).

12.4.3.4  �Information for Decision-Making

The word clouds and maps produced were introduced and discussed with local 
stakeholders in meetings and workshops during the TPNP’s tourism planning pro-
cess. These allowed the perception of stakeholders to be valued as an effective input 

Fig. 12.8  Mountain circuit sections and camping sites of TPNP and CPR with the highest num-
ber of CPs
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for the decision-makers. The results were considered for tourism management 
decision-making in TPNP and CPR together with the gathering of information con-
sidered by the specialists of the different dimensions addressed. Collected informa-
tion was used to prioritize management actions in the most frequent CPs and in the 
sections and overnight areas with the greatest presence of CPs.

12.5  �Discussion

The results of the stakeholders’ perception analysis gave a critical view of tourism 
in the Macizo Paine and W mountain trekking circuits of the TPNP and the 
CPR. Despite the fact that the stakeholders indicate that among the benefits per-
ceived by tourism in TPNP, the Region of Magallanes and Chilean Antarctica stand 
out as a world-renowned tourist destination, receiving more and more tourists who 
leave economic benefits that have repercussions for the commune, province, and 
region. In addition, it allows encouraging new tourist options taking advantage of 
the high demand of visitors who want to stay longer periods in the territory. This 
perception agrees with what has been presented by different authors who have 
emphasized the close link between increase in tourism in the TPNP and the socio-
economic development of Puerto Natales city and the Province of Última Esperanza 
(Villarroel 1996; Ferrer 2003; Araya 2007; Vela-Ruiz 2009; Vela-Ruiz and Delgado 
2010). This positive perception of the benefits generated by tourism has led local 
stakeholders to agree with this productive activity, a reality that is in line with what 
was researched by Nunkoo and Ramkissoon (2011).

Participatory work developed showed an uncontrolled demand of visitors and 
inadequate management, which need measures to reduce environmental impacts 
that are affecting the conservation of the biodiversity of the TPNP and the quality of 
the visitors’ experience. In order to improve and maintain the tourism activity in this 
known park, a collaborative and responsible plan is needed, according to the needs 
and objectives of the national park.

The most frequent CPs relate to issues of infrastructure, inadequate trails and 
camping design and maintenance, management capacity, and planning. In general, 
the stakeholders’ perception agree on needs to improve the negative effects of the 
sustained and significant growth of visitation, which support the implementation of 
tourism management measures in this protected area.

In relation to the workshops, there are common aspects that suggest the reality 
faced by the TPNP managers and that concern those who work there. In contrast, it 
can be seen that in all the workshops, “camping” and “bathrooms” were mentioned 
as one of the outstanding words, being the sanitary services of the mountain circuits 
the most mentioned CP. In addition, the words related to infrastructure (in camping 
sites and trails), garbage and people, are considered. It should be noted that for the 
park rangers, guides, and porters, the most mentioned aspects were very similar. 
The aspects that stakeholders mention are related to the reality that they live daily, 
concerning the trails design and maintenance, the visitors’ management, and the 
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trails and camping infrastructure quality. The vision of the concessionaires and tour 
operators is different, since the keywords were linked to their conditions as service 
providers, and they focus on words such as prices, camping, infrastructure, CONAF, 
and staff; similar to what happens to the tourism services, workers associated with 
CPR, in which the aspects fall on the concern for their working environment.

The most mentioned CPs were those related to the enabling infrastructure such 
as bathrooms, showers, laundry rooms, and signage of mountain circuits. Likewise, 
ecological problems such as the erosive processes presented in the trails and lack of 
waste management were frequently mentioned. What it is expected of the TPNP is 
to maintain its quality of “wild beauty,” since people who visit are looking for a 
natural and wild experience.

The perception of local stakeholders shows that although the TPNP is considered 
a successful case of tourism development at the national level, the fact that it has 
grown without major restrictions, regulations, and management resources has gen-
erated a negative impacts for the conservation of the protected area and for sustain-
ability as a tourist destination.

The stakeholders have similar visions: if the sustained increase in visitation is not 
managed, there will be negative repercussions for the conservation of the protected 
area such as erosion and destruction of trails. They also agree that more private 
options such as hotels, shelters, and camping sites will harm the TPNP’s flora and 
fauna. Therefore, the national park and CRP should be based on shared and collab-
orative responsibilities, which should consider economic, environmental, and social 
aspects. Efforts should aim at a collaboration between tourism and conservation 
based on a strategic plan.

It is perceived that the budget allocated to the TPNP is not sufficient to cover all 
the problems found, and stakeholders emphasize that the total income generated or 
a percentage of the entrance to the park should remain in this protected area. This 
perceived situation in the TPNP coincides with the vision of the managers of other 
SNASPE units in Chile (Repetto-Giavelli et al. 2018).

In relation to the methodology developed, it allowed the perception of stakehold-
ers to be gathered at different levels, and it also made it possible to demonstrate that 
the perception is coherent and not very distant from what scientific studies describe 
about the impacts generated by the tourism use in the TPNP and CPR (Vela-Ruiz 
and Repetto 2017; Torres et al. 2018, 2019). This means that the perception of the 
stakeholders linked to the TPNP is in line with reality and favors knowledge of the 
dynamics and impacts in the mountain circuits of this protected area. This is sup-
ported by Reed (2008), who points out that local and scientific knowledge can be 
integrated to understand in a better way natural systems and processes, allowing to 
evaluate solutions to better face environmental problems.

In general, the stakeholders are critical to define and guide tourism especially 
when the activity has been developed without planning and is generating environ-
mental impacts, not just affecting the national park biodiversity but also having 
important issues on the socioeconomic system of the whole area. All the CPs men-
tioned above should aim to improve the environmental quality of the trekking cir-
cuits and to improve the quality of the visitors’ experience.
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Local stakeholders question how tourism has developed in the TPNP because 
problems are evident in different ways: environmental, infrastructure, and manage-
ment capacity especially during the peak of the tourism season (December to 
February). This has led to shortcomings in management aspects and in the quality 
of the visitor experience (Ferrer 2003 and AMBAR 2004).This local stakeholders’ 
negative view in relation to the impacts of tourism in a protected area corresponds 
with other international research, such as the one presented by Alkan et al. (2009) 
and Robinson et al. (2019). This demonstrates the need to improve the sustainability 
of the tourism operation in the TPNP and on other national parks in Chile (Repetto-
Giavelli et al. 2018).

In the decision making process, for the first time the managers of TPNP consid-
ered the perception and knowledge of the stakeholders. According to Borrini-
Feyerabend et al. (2013), the governance of a protected area is shaped by history, 
culture, and interaction between local, subnational, national, and international 
stakeholders and institutions. It is important that the technical teams of the TPNP 
and the CPR can maintain the instances of effective participation due to the great 
economic and cultural interest and dependence that the population of the Province 
of Última Esperanza has on this territory (Ferrer 2003; Araya 2007; Vela-Ruiz 2009; 
Vela-Ruiz and Delgado 2010). Considering also that local-scale transformations if 
are not accompanied by changes at a higher scale can be suffocated by economic, 
political, or cultural structures that from above prevent them from consolidating 
(Villasante 2006).

Stakeholders’ perception gathered is relevant data from the experience and inter-
est of actors working for and in the TPNP. It is important to include and achieve 
proposals with participatory approaches that have been slowly developed and 
implemented in Chile. This research has demonstrated that considering the local 
stakeholders’ perception in the planning processes of protected areas allows obtain-
ing important information to prioritize management actions and to improve the 
management on protected areas (Pelegrina-López et al. 2018), hence the importance 
of institutionalizing the participation (Reed 2008) and effectively linking the per-
ception of stakeholders in the decision-making processes.

12.6  �Lessons Learned

The used methodology allowed us to include different local stakeholders for its flex-
ibility to gather information including the perception of those who work in the 
mountain circuit and who were not necessarily linked to each other. This methodol-
ogy enables us to collect the opinion of a large number of local stakeholders which 
enriches the process. However, it requires time, willingness, and budget. In this 
sense, the possibility of carrying out a complete participatory process in part is 
defined for the period, the work team, and the project budget. If funds had not been 
available to address the different participatory strategies, the gathered information 
could have had greater difficulties. Participatory processes are challenging to face 
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but can be combined. So the invitation is to innovate and create a specific strategy 
to be able to collect information according to the reality of each PA. It should be 
kept in mind that regardless of the participatory strategy(s), what it is important is 
to aim for a common objective during the process and then use and complement the 
information in the analysis process.

Although participatory processes are long and complex, this proposal sought to 
link different local stakeholders throughout the process through the instruments 
described above. These instances facilitated spaces for discussion, joint work, and 
transparency where the perception of the local community was considered in terms 
of knowledge and voice in decision-making in the mountain circuits of the TPNP. It 
is considered that the methodology used can be replicated in other protected areas, 
so it is recommended to implement it from the beginning of the planning process.

It is important to manage the expectations of the local stakeholders since in cases 
where it is an external agent who carries out the participatory processes once this 
stage is over, it is the function and duty of the managers to consider and/or continue 
with the processes and implementation which are often lost in the planning pro-
cess itself.

Finally, it should be noted that the participation degree and the stakeholders’ 
empowerment toward the protected area also have an influence since if they are not 
willing to participate or work collaboratively, the process becomes more complex 
and can become completed. In our case study, local stakeholders were actively 
involved and willing to give their vision of the impacts that tourism is generating in 
the protected area and to seek together possible solutions. Furthermore, participa-
tion makes it possible to validate issues or visualize others that have not been previ-
ously considered.
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