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Abstract 
This research analyzes if the visitor management reforms that the Peruvian government 

introduced for Machu Picchu in July 2017 either a) impacted regional GDP and/or b) slowed 
tourism growth. Methods used include a segmented regression on monthly visitor data 
throughout the period 2012 to 2019, a pooled difference-in-differences analysis that compares 
the region of Cusco with Puno and Arequipa regarding economic activities and GDP, a 
counterfactual trend projection that compares the pre- and post-reform economic and tourism 
growth trends, and the calculation of correlations and regressions of GDP data by economic 
sectors. Datasets used in this study were retrieved from INEI, MINCETUR, and other official 
Peruvian government websites, all publicly available online. The study found no statistically 
significant difference in visitor growth before and after the policy implementation in 2017. In 
fact, numbers post-policy implementation grew for two years consecutively. The study also 
found no significant difference between Cusco’s total GDP and that of the two comparator 
provinces. The study did prove that tourism volumes are strongly correlated with tourism GDP in 
Cusco, but that tourism GDP does not have a notable influence on Cusco’s regional GDP. The 
research findings suggest that reforms aimed at redistributing tourism flows in Machu Picchu do 
not have negative implications on economic or tourism growth. The case of Machu Picchu and 
its history of tourism management reforms can inform other UNESCO World Heritage Sites 
challenged by overtourism.  
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Introduction 
Machu Picchu is located in Aguas Calientes, Cusco, Peru. In 1983, UNESCO named it a 

World Heritage Site for its natural and cultural value.  
As a centralized country, Peru’s capital, Lima, contributes nearly 50% to national GDP. 

Lima is the main point of international arrivals and therefore dominates the hospitality sector and 
concentrates most public services. Nonetheless, Cusco constitutes the main touristic destination 
within Peru as of 2025, receiving 4.5 million tourists in 2025 as opposed to the 2.7 million 
visitors that Lima welcomed in that same year (MINCETUR, 2025). 

As one of the 7 New World Wonders, Machu Picchu attracts over a million tourists every 
year. In 2019, Machu Picchu received a record of 1,585,262 visitors. This number then shrank 
due to COVID-19. Post-pandemic tourism volumes in Cusco have been growing, but they have 
not yet reached pre-pandemic levels. 

The large volume of visitors poses serious challenges to conservation and long-term 
sustainability. On the one hand, global conservation officials have asked Peruvian authorities to 
limit the number of visitors and exciding the site’s carrying capacity. On the other hand, the 
economic gains from tourism-related economic activity and the popularity of the site across 
digital media channels benefit regional and national economic growth.  

To find a balance between conservation and economic development, the Peruvian 
government has been periodically introducing new management reforms and policies for Machu 
Picchu. Below is a chronological summary of key policies and events in the Machu Picchu 
National Historic Sanctuary (SHM) from 1981 to the first half of 2026. 
 
1981: National recognition  
The Peruvian government officially established the Machu Picchu National Historic Sanctuary 
(SHM), establishing a legal framework for the conservation of its 32,592 hectares (Ministerio del 
Ambiente, 2015).  
 
1983: UNESCO recognition 
UNESCO recognized Machu as a World Mixed Heritage site (cultural and natural value), 
demanding regular reporting of the conservation status (UNESCO, 1983). 
 
1992-2002: Post-terrorism  
Tourism grew exponentially after the eradication of terrorism in Peru, and UNESCO reacted to 
this growing tourism by recommending a daily capacity for the site of 2,000 visitors (UNESCO, 
2002). 
 
2003: Law No. 28100 
The Peruvian government promulgated Law No. 28100, which mandated that 10% of all 
admission revenue from SHM be transferred directly to the local municipality (Congreso de la 
República, 2003).  
 
2005–2010: Master Plan (2005-2010) 
The Peruvian Government approved the Master Plan (2005-2010), establishing a visitor limit of 
2,500 per day for the citadel and 500 for the Inca Trail (Ministerio de Cultura, 2005) 
 
2015: Carrying capacity  
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Research determined that the technical baseline for sustainable tourism in Machu Picchu was 
2,244 visitors per day (Comer, 2015).  
 
2016: New site exit 
A new exit of the SHM was inaugurated, directly reducing congestion at the site (Ministerio de 
Cultura, 2020).  
 
2017: Visitor management reform (Ministerial Resolution No. 070-2017-MC) 
The Ministry of Culture passed the Ministerial Resolution No. 070-2017-MC on July 1, 2017. 
This measure introduced two differentiated entry shifts: morning block from 6am to 12pm and 
afternoon block from 12pm to 5:30pm. It also introduced the requirement for visitors to enter the 
site with a certified guide in groups of maximum 16 people and eliminated the option to re-enter 
once visitors leave the site (Ministerio de Cultura, 2017).  
 
2018: Time limit (Resolution No. 216-2028-MC) 
The Ministry of Culture established a maximum stay of 4 hours per visitor to prevent exceeding 
the physical capacity of the site (Ministerio de Cultura, 2018). 
 
2019: Historical visitor record 
SHM received an all-time record of 1,585,262 visitors (MINCETUR, 2020). In response, 
UNESCO urged Peru to respect the site’s capacity limits determined in 2015 and promote other 
touristic destinations in Cusco beyond Machu Picchu citadel (UNESCO, 2019). 
 
2020: COVID-19 
According to Ministerial Resolution No. 173-2020-MC, Machu Picchu’s visitor limit was capped 
at 2,244 daily visitors based on the 2015 study findings (Ministerio de Cultura, 2020).  
 
2021: Site reopening (Resolution No. 263-2021-DM/MC) 
SHM was completely closed from January 31 to February 28, 2021, due to COVID-19. The site 
reopened on March 1 with a capacity of 40%. The Ministry of Culture increased admission 
capacity to 3,044 daily visitors in October 2021, although total visits for the year (461,120) 
represented only 29.1% of pre-pandemic 2019 levels (Ministerio de Cultura, 2021). 
 
2022: State of emergency  
The Peruvian government declared the tourism sector in a state of emergency. From July to 
December 2022, the Machu Picchu Management Unit (UGM) increased capacity limits 
exceptionally from 3,044 to 4,044 visitors per day. This new limit helped more than double the 
2021 tourist count, closing the year with 1.04 million visits (MINCETUR, 2022). 
 
2023: Political protests (Resolution No. 528-2023-MC) 
The Peruvian government suspended entry to SHM from January 21 to February 15, 2023, due to 
political unrest and protests in the southern regions of Peru. Consequently, annual visits dropped 
to 955,741, representing an 8% decrease compared to 2022. In response, the government pushed 
for the online sale of tickets to improve predictability regarding SHM’s opening dates. 
Additionally, the capacity limit was kept at 4,044 daily visitors as per Resolution No. 528-2023-
MC (Ministerio de Cultura, 2023).  
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2024: Dynamic capacity limit (Resolution N° 000207-2024-MC) 
The Peruvian Government introduced a dynamic capacity limit, increasing the cap to 4,500 
visitors during regular season and 5,600 visitors during peak season. It also implemented three 
entry slots (6-9am, 9am-12pm, and 12-3pm) and reduced groups to 10 people per guide through 
Resolution No. 000207-2024-MC (Ministerio de Cultura, 2024). 
 
2025: Warning from New7Wonders 
New7Wonders warned Peruvian authorities that Machu Picchu could lose its "Wonder" status 
because of corruption, political instability, conservation mismanagement, and safety concerns, 
including train collisions (El País, 2026).  
 
2026: Master Plan (2026-2030) 
The Peruvian government approved the New Master Plan (2026-2030) to address climate change 
and infrastructure concerns. This plan sets a daily capacity of 5,600 visitors for high peak dates, 
including Peru Independence Day or New Year, and 4,500 visitors otherwise. Moreover, 
bookings for SHM are now done online 1 to 3 months in advance (Ministerio de Cultura, 2026).  
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Methods 
 
This research was used a mixed methods approach, where qualitative data (policy briefs, 
ministerial resolutions, UNESCO reports) were analyzed in the context of tourism volume data 
and economic indicators. The statistical analysis of this research was conducted through IBM 
SPSS Statistics. Quantitative methods included segmented regression of monthly visitor 
numbers, a Difference-in-Differences analysis of Cusco and comparator provinces, a 
counterfactual trend projection of economic and tourism growth, and the calculation of 
correlations for sectoral GDP and tourism volumes. 
 
Data sources: 
 
This study relied on secondary data found on official Peruvian government websites. Datasets 
showing tourism volumes in SHM were found through the Ministry of Foreign Commerce and 
Tourism (MINCETUR), while data on GDP, economic, and demographic data from Cusco, Puno 
and Arequipa, was retrieved from the National Institute of Statistics and Informatics (INEI). 
Policy and management reform information for SHM was compiled mainly from the Ministry of 
Culture and UNESCO websites. 
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Results 
Overview: 

Based on statistics from the Ministry of Foreign Commerce and Tourism (MINCETUR) showing 
foreign, national, and total visitor numbers, Machu Picchu received a mean of 1,085,600 total 
yearly visitors between the years 2007 and 2025. The mean of foreign tourists was 308,153, 
while the mean of national tourists was 777,444 over the same period.  
 
Figure 1 shows three differentiated regions: tourism growth from 2007 to 2016 (with two 
declines in 2010 and 2017), a sharp decline in 2020 and 2021 due to COVID-19, and a recovery 
period beginning in 2022, which has not yet reached pre-pandemic levels.  
 

 
 
Figure 1. Total visitors trend line in Machu Picchu from year 2007 to 2025. 
 
 
Before COVID-19, the only years with a dip in tourism volumes with respect to the previous 
year were 2009, 2010, 2014, 2017. After the sharp decline in tourism in 2020, visitor numbers 
went up steadily, except for 2023 that experienced a slight decline.  
 
Relevant to this study are the years that are closest to 2017 and the COVID-19 pandemic. The 
yearly growth rate of tourism was negative in 2017 with -0.58% and 2020 with -82.99%.  
Regarding positive growth, 2018 showed an increase of 11.5% compared to the previous year 
level. After the management reforms in Machu Picchu, tourism grew from 1,411,279 visitors in 
2017 to 1,574,076 visitors in 2018.  
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Segmented regression: 

Did July 2017 reform cause a break in visitor numbers? To answer this question, a segmented 
regression was used. Data in the model included monthly totals from 2012 to 2019. Three 
variables were computed: t (time in months), post (binary indicator; 1 = month of or after July 
2017), and post_t (interaction of two previous variables to capture the change in slope of visitor 
growth). Months were taken as fixed to account for seasonality. An OLS regression of monthly 
visitors was performed on each of the three variables. The coefficients from this segmented 
regression are shown in Table 1. For full model results, refer to Appendix B. 
 
 
Table 1. Segmented regression coefficients for variables t, post, and post_t 
 

Parameter OLS Month-adjusted General Linear 
Model 

Beta Significance Beta Significance 
t (monthly trend) 5,685 p < 0.001 5,732.2 p < 0.001 

post (break) 15,787.2 p = 0.942 -17,048.4 p = 0.935 
post_t (slope break) 67.3 p = 0.951 246.9 p = 0.814 

 
Based on these results, both specifications coincide in showing that monthly growth is large 
(5,685 and 5,732.2) and highly significant (p < 0.001). However, neither the post nor post_t 
parameters are significant. This means that accounting for the growth trend that existed before 
July 2017, there is no evidence that is statistically significant to prove that the policy reform of 
July 2017 caused a sudden decrease in visitor numbers or significant impact in the growth rate 
for the months to follow. When looking at the raw annual data (Appendix A), the decrease in 
visitor numbers between 2017 and 2018 is not large relative to the monthly variations for the 
same time period.  
 
When plotting visitor volumes between 2012 and 2019, there is no visual evidence of the July 
2017 policy effect in controlling visitor numbers (Figure 2). This is confirmed through the trend 
line graph by the growth in visitor numbers after the policy implementation and the lack of an 
interruption or a decrease in the number of visitors. 
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Figure 2: Trend line showing yearly visitors to SHM between 2012 and 2019 with a reference 
line for July 2017. 
 
 
Differences-in-Differences (D-i-D): 
 
A pooled D-i-D analysis evaluated the question, “Are the reform period or post-reform period 
linked to a change in Cusco’s economy relative to two comparator regions: Puno and Arequipa? 
Puno and Arequipa are the two provinces chosen for this analysis given their cultural and 
tourism significance in Peru. However, this selection still carried limitations associated with 
geographical location, access to services, transportation routes, differentiated economic 
activities, among other factors.  
 
The dependent variable was “GDP total” and there were 3 predictors: treatment (1 = Cusco), 
post2017 (1 = year >= 2017), and the interaction of the previous two variables. For robustness 
checks, Cusco was first compared to each province separately, and second, the sample data was 
split and compared between pre-COVID (2007-2019) and post-COVID (2021-2024) periods.  
 
This model uses pooling for the independent, repeated cross-sectional data that was sampled over 
multiple time periods by the National Institute of Statistics and Informatics (INEI). The results of 
this comparison between Cusco, Puno, and Arequipa are found in Table 2. 
 
 
Table 2. Results from regressing GDP variables on Cusco, post2017, and DiD. 
 

Treatment Post2017 D-i-D 
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Dependent 
variable 

Beta Significance Beta Significance Beta Significance 

GDP total  2,512,644 p = 0.413 5,679,627 p = 0.031 -1,221,859 p = 0.784 
GDP 

tourism 
376,201 p < 0.001 47,751 p = 0.420 35,433 p = 0.729 

GDP 
growth 

3.853 p = 0.512 -2.651 p = 0.577 -5.285 p = 0.528 

GDP 
tourism 
growth 

1.498 p = 0.875 -2.295 p = 0.766 -1.339 p = 0.922 

 
The Difference-in-Difference interaction across these 4 outcomes (GDP total, GDP tourism, 
GDP growth, and GDP tourism growth) is not statistically significant, since p > 0.001. The only 
exception is GDP tourism, for which treatment is significant. This result makes sense because the 
tourism sector in Cusco is larger than the one in Puno or Arequipa). This statistical significance 
is expected and does not constitute evidence of the effect of July 2017 policy reform. The 
variable post2017 is significant only for GDP total, which reflects a common growth trend across 
regions after 2017. The increase in GDP total level is not particular to Cusco, but it is shared by 
the three provinces. 
 
 
Robustness check: 
 
Comparison across 3 provinces: 
Comparing Cusco with each province separately, first for Arequipa and then for Puno, Table 3 
shows the growth path differences across the regions. See Appendix C for complete regression. 
 
Table 3. Robustness check comparison of Cusco with Arequipa and Puno separately. 
 

Comparison Treatment Post2017 D-i-D 
Beta Significance Beta Significance Beta Significance 

Cusco vs. 
Arequipa  

-4,557,843 p = 0.001 9,097,651 p < 0.001 -4,639,884 p = 0.020 

Cusco vs. 
Puno 

9,583,131 p < 0.001 2,261,602 p = 0.035 2,196,165 p = 0.141 

 
When comparing Cusco against Puno, the coefficient is positive and non-significant. For the 
comparison between Cusco and Arequipa, the DiD coefficient is significant and negative against 
Arequipa, which suggests that the GDP level of Cusco grew relatively less than the GDP level of 
Arequipa after 2017. This can be explained by Arequipa’s rapid growth just before 2017 driven 
by investment in mining. This result is congruent with Arequipa’s higher GDP mining level, and 
therefore, this comparison is not robust causal evidence.  
 
 
Comparison across time periods: 
The comparison in Table 4 distinguishes between pre-COVID and post-COVID years. See 
Appendix D for complete regression. 
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Table 4. Robustness check comparison of pre-COVID and post-COVID time periods. 
 

Comparison Treatment Post2017 D-i-D 
Beta Significance Beta Significance Beta Significance 

2007-2019   2,512,644 p = 0393 5,824,934 p = 0.104 -1,174,779 p = 0.847 
2021-2024     1,315,242 p = 0.826 

 
The results from this comparison show that D-i-D still remains small and not significant. For the 
time period between 2021 and 2024, all rows already had post2017 = 1, which excluded 
treatment and post2017 from the model.  
 
The lack of significance found through both robustness checks confirms that there is no 
statistically detectable effect of pooled D-i-D.  
 
 
Parallel trends: 
 
Between 2007 and 2016, the GDP level of Cusco, Arequipa, and Puno showed an upward trend, 
with Cusco growing 88% and Arequipa, 33%. Notably, Arequipa had an accelerated growth 
period in 2016, and the growth trend diverged from the trend in GDP total level in Puno and 
Cusco (Figure 3). The parallel trends assumption for D-i-D is not fully satisfied, and Puno 
against Cusco is a more consistent comparison than Arequipa against Cusco. This result, which 
aligns with the robustness by department check (Table 3), is a limitation of the model.  
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Figure 3. Line chart of total GDP level by year and by region (Arequipa, Cusco, and Puno). 
 
 
Projected vs Actual Growth: 
 
The counterfactual trend projection used the question, “If there was no 2017 reform, what would 
tourism and economic growth would have looked like based on the pre-policy growth trends?” 
An OLS regression used data from 2007 to 2016, which was then extrapolated forward to obtain 
the trend trajectory. Data from 2017 to 2020 (dates that lie after the policy introduction and 
before the start of COVID-19) was compared against the projected trend to calculate the gap 
between projected versus actual values. Results are shown in Table 5. 
 
 
Table 5. Counterfactual trend projections and gap between actual and projected visitors. 
 

Year Actual 
visitors  

Projected 
visitors 

Gap Gap (%) 

2017 1,411,279 1,419,639 -8,360 -0.6% 
2018 1,574,076 1,490,845 +83,231 +5.6% 
2019 1,585,262 1,562,051 +23,211 +1.5% 
2020 269,576  1,630,000 -1,360,424 -72% 

 
For 2018 and 2019, both years for which pre-Covid clean data exist, the actual visitor numbers 
were slightly above the numbers projected by the pre-existing growth trend. There is no evidence 
of the policy reform decreasing or limiting visitor levels and growth below the pre-existing trend. 
The only negative gap corresponds to 2020 and the effects of COVID-19, when Machu Picchu 
was completely closed to the public for several months. This negative growth is not attributable 
to the policy.  
 
This gap in actual versus projected visitors is plotted in Figure 4, where the vertical black lines 
represent actual visitors and the upward, diagonal, pink line represents projected visitors. 
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Figure 4. Actual versus projected visitor numbers in Machu Picchu between 2007 and 2025. 
 
 
Alongside the visitor volume gap, a tourism-sector GDP gap was also calculated. Using data 
from INEI on the sectoral GDP breakdown data in the Cusco region, which accounted for 
accommodation and restaurants, a pre-trend model was created. With R² = 0.978, this model has 
an excellent fit. The projected GDP tourism level was -92,782,150.2 + 46,469.588 x year 
 
Regressing GDP tourism on both Machu Picchu total visitors and the year confirmed that the 
factor driving the tourism sector is indeed visitor numbers and not simply time. The number of 
visitors in Machu Picchu (variable titled “mp_total”) is highly significant (B = 0.372, p < 0.001) 
and year becomes not significant when mp_total is included in the model (B = 4,356, p = 0.138). 
Hence, there is a strong positive linear correlation between visitors and tourism GDP.  
 
Figure 5 shows the actual versus projected tourism GDP, where the vertical black lines represent 
actual tourism GDP and the upward, diagonal, pink line represents projected tourism GDP. 
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Figure 5. Actual versus projected tourism GDP in Cusco between 2007 and 2025.  
 
 
Employment comparison: 
 
Data from INEI on unemployment levels were only available beginning in 2022. This section 
does not suggest any causal pre and post policy implications due to the limited data, but rather 
provides a descriptive comparison of unemployment parameters across the three provinces 
(Table 6).  
 
Table 6. Mean unemployment, informality, and Economically Active Population (PEA) across 3 
provinces and Peru total. 
 
 

Province Mean 
unemployment (%) 

Mean informality 
(%) 

Mean PEA 
(thousands) 

Cusco 3.89 80.09 808.1 
Puno 3.93 88.79 716.4 

Arequipa 6.30 64.27 785.3 
Peru (national) 5.20    

 
Between 2022 and 2024, the unemployment rate of Cusco of 3.89% was the lowest out of the 
tree provinces and was below the national average of 5.20%. The mean unemployment in Puno 
of 3.93% is very close to that of Cusco. Nonetheless, the informality rate of Cusco (80.09%) is 
well above the informality rate of Arequipa (64.27%) and lower than that of Puno (88.79%). In 
other words, Cusco is characterized by a labor market there is low formal joblessness but a large 
proportion of employment falls under informality. This description is consistent with the 
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tourism-dependent economy of the province that relies on activities in the informal sector, such 
as tour guiding services, food and lodging, handicrafts, and unregulated transportation. None of 
these results can be causally connected to the 2017 policy reform. All calculations for this 
subsection are found on Appendix F. 
 
 
Correlation between GDP sectors: 
 
Pearson correlations were calculated between Machu Picchu visitors and sectoral GDP in Cusco 
to answer the question, “Which economic sectors are influenced by tourism volumes?” 
Economic sectors included tourism, transport, commerce, mining, construction, agriculture, and 
manufacturing.  
 
As shown in Table 7, tourism is by far the sector most strongly correlated to visitor volumes, as 
expected. For a full list of pairs with their correlation and significance values, refer to Appendix 
G.  
 
There is a moderate positive linear correlation between visitors and commerce GDP and 
transport GDP. The linear correlation between visitors and mining GDP does not necessarily fit 
the context, and should rather be looked at from the perspective of a shared trend where both 
series crashed in 2020 after being on a similar growth trend years prior. 
 
The manufacturing sector showed almost no linear correlation with an r value close to zero. This 
helps confirm that visitor to GDP correlations displayed in Table 7 are not justified by a general 
upward trend over, but there is indeed a correlation between visitor volume and certain sectoral 
GDP. 
 
Table 7. Pearson correlations of visitor totals and sectoral GDP in Cusco. 
  

Pair Pearson correlation (r) Significance 
Visitors & Tourism GDP 0.917 p < 0.001 

Visitors & Total GDP 0.529 p = 0.020 
Visitors & Commerce GDP 0.524 p = 0.021 
Visitors & Transport GDP 0.618 p = 0.005 
Visitors & Mining GDP 0.492 p = 0.032 
Visitors & Construction 

GDP 
0.417 p = 0.075 

Visitors & Agriculture GDP 0.315 p = 0.189 
Visitors & Manufacturing 

GDP 
-0.009 p = 0.972 

 
Similarly, a regression of GDP sectors on visitor volumes helped determine which sectors move 
with visitor numbers as seen in Table 8. Full calculations in Appendix H. 
 
Table 8. Regression of sectoral GDP on visitors. 
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Sector (dependent 
variable) 

R² B (visitors) Significance 

Tourism 0.841 0.391 p < 0.001 
Transport 0.382 0.294 p = 0.005 
Commerce 0.275 0.352 p = 0.021 

Construction 0.174 0.551 p = 0.075 
Mining 0.242 2.732 p = 0.032 

Agriculture 0.099 0.055 p = 0.189 
Manufacturing 0.000 -0.002 p = 0.972 

 
As expected, tourism has the best fit of the model as described by R² = 0.841 and a high 
significance level (p < 0.001). Alongside tourism, transport and commerce were also two sectors 
with statistically significant results, which makes sense given that these two sectors complement 
tourism activities directly. For example, commerce can include retail, food, souvenirs, and 
handicrafts, while transportation accounts for the train moving visitors from Aguas Calientes to 
Machu Picchu and other internal routes in the region. Sectors like agriculture and manufacturing 
showed no link to visitor volumes. The mining sector had the highest coefficient out of all 
sectors (2.732), but again, this value should be analyzed carefully, since it reflects a shared trend 
as discussed earlier. 
 
Elasticity: 
 
An elasticity test was conducted to determine what percentage change in visitor numbers is 
associated with what percentage change in the tourism GDP. The results are shown in Table 9 
and the model specification is in Appendix I. 
 
Table 9. Elasticity results from regressing log of GDP on log of visitor numbers. 
 

Variables R² Elasticity Significance 
In(GDP total) ~ 

In(visitors) 
0.130 0.180 p = 0.129 

In(GDP tourism) ~ 
In(visitors) 

0.783 0.462 p < 0.001 

 
As seen Table 9, a 10% increase in visitor numbers is linked with about a 4.6% increase in 
tourism GDP. The elasticity value was highly significant at 0.462. However, there is no 
statistically detectable change in Cusco’s total GDP because the elasticity value of 0.180 was not 
significant. This result suggests a nuanced interpretation: the tourism sector is only one out of the 
11 sectors that make up Cusco region’s total GDP as per the data publicly available on the INEI 
website. Visitor numbers matter largely for the tourism sector, proved by their strong positive 
linear correlation, but the aggregate GDP in the region is shaped by other, arguably larger 
sectors, such as commerce, transport, and mining. In fact, these sectoral GDP levels move 
primarily with each other more than they move with tourism.  
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Conclusion 
 
a) Tourism increased tourism-sector GDP, not aggregate GDP 
 
The correlation between visitors and tourism GDP (see Appendix G) was r = 0.917 and an 
elasticity value of 0.462 (p < 0.001). The regression performed on sectoral GDP resulted in 
tourism having the strongest model fit (R² = 0.841) and a highly significant coefficient. Despite 
this strong correlation, there was no evidence that supports the claim that GDP tourism has a 
large effect on GDP total in Cusco. The elasticity of the provincial economy was 0.180 and was 
not significant. Moreover, the D-i-D analysis found that there is no significant divergence in total 
GDP levels that can be attributed to the post 2017 period.  
 
Thus, tourism drives its own and contributes directly to the growth of GDP tourism. Activities in 
the tourism industry also have small effects on other sectors that complement it, such as transport 
and commerce. Nonetheless, tourism is not a main driver of Cusco’s total GDP as mining is.  
 
A key finding of the study is that tourism-sector growth continued even when visitor growth 
slowed down. In 2017, visitor growth shrank by 0.58%. Nevertheless, Cusco’s GDP attributed to 
tourism grew this same year by 1.28% while the aggregate GDP of the Cusco region shrank by 
1.47%. This decrease in Cusco’s GDP aligns with a decrease in the mining output of the region. 
A slightly lower growth in total tourism in 2017 compared to 2016 did not affect regional 
tourism GDP. In fact, the tourism sector remained resilient during this short-run negative 
fluctuation.  
 
 
b) Restrictions did not slow tourism growth 
 
The July 2017 policy reform, which was intended to distribute visitor flows, did not decrease 
tourism numbers nor slowed tourism growth. No statistically significant level or slope changes 
were found at July 2017 (Figure 2).  
 
The counterfactual projection trend showed that actual visitors were only 0.6% less than 
projected in 2017. In 2018, actual visitors surpassed by 5.6% the projected numbers and in 2019, 
actual numbers were 1.5% above those projected. The 2017 reform was not meant to cap the 
visitor numbers, but rather to distribute flows at the site better. Tourism numbers in 2017 were 
slightly lower than in 2016, but this bare difference does not provide any evidence of tourism 
slowdown. Tourism grew back again in 2018 and reached a historic peak in 2019 when Machu 
Picchu received 1,585,262 visitors in the calendar year (MINCETUR, 2020).  
 
Because of this peak, UNESCO urged Peru to strictly respect capacity limits and promote 
alternative sites outside the main citadel (UNESCO, 2019). Following the growing concerns for 
tourism growth, the Peruvian government started implementing visitor caps the following years. 
 
 
DiD results: 
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While comparing GDP levels in Cusco relative to other provinces can provide a baseline to 
contextualize Cusco’s GDP and tourism data, it is key to acknowledge the model limitations. 
When Cusco was compared to Arequipa in terms of GDP level, the D-i-D model showed that the 
GDP of Cusco grew relatively less than that of Arequipa after 2017. The driver of this event was 
the rapid growth that Arequipa experienced in the mining industry just before 2017. Tourism was 
not the factor that prompted this difference. Repeating this comparison between Cusco and Puno, 
no significance was found, so there is no causal evidence of post-policy GDP effects. 
 
The limitations of the D-i-D analysis are linked to geographical and socioeconomic factors of the 
provinces. Due to Peru’s centralization of resources and services in Lima, drawing comparisons 
across provinces is challenging. Moreover, publicly available data from INEI on GDP and 
employment included at most a decade pre and post the time of the policy reform in question. 
There was no province employment data before 2017 posted online. Therefore, this study was 
limited to detecting large DiD effects, and none were found.  
 
 
Policy implications for other UNESCO sites: 
 
As the province with the highest relative concentration and regional dependency on tourism, 
tourism reforms at Machu Picchu matter disproportionately for Cusco, even when GDP data does 
not show large changes.  
 
While this study did not find concluding evidence showing a relationship between visitor control 
reforms and visitor number fluctuations in 2017, the literature review and sectoral GDP analysis 
did reveal broader tourism implications. Looking at the history of Machu Picchu management 
resolutions and policies, pre-2017, management of the site focused on defining goals, 
responsibilities, and setting standards and timelines for review. Post-2017, given the growth of 
the tourism sector between 2018 and 2019, conservation authorities realized the need to establish 
visitor caps, more routinary reviews, and follow evidence-based restrictions to preserve the 
biocultural heritage. 
 
If the 2017 reforms were put in place to control or slow down visitor growth, this goal was not 
accomplished. Tourism growth rose in 2018 by 5.6% relative to the year prior, and the 
segmented regression found no significant slope change in growth trend at the July 2017 cutoff. 
What the reform did enhance is visitor flow and distribution within the site, reducing congestion 
around the citadel. This distinction between tourism caps and tourism redistribution is key to 
inform tourism management policies at other UNESCO sites. As seen with the July 2017 visitor 
reforms in Machu Picchu, enhancing the distribution of visitors through strict protocols can 
improve the visitor experience and contribute to conservation efforts without trading off tourism 
growth and economic activity.  
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Appendix 
 
Appendix A. Visitor numbers in Machu Picchu 
 

 
 
Appendix B. Segmented regression 
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Univariate Analysis of Variance 

 
 
Segmented regression where “month” is main effect 
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Appendix C. Robustness check across regions 
 
Robustness Cusco and Arequipa 

 
 

 



 24 

 
Robustness Cusco and Puno 
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Appendix D. Robustness check across pre and post-COVID periods 
 
Robustness Year <2007 and 2019< 
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Robustness Year <2021 and 2024< 

 
 
 
 
Appendix E. Counterfactual trend line 
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Regression projected coefficient Bo and B1 



 28 

 
 
 
Appendix F. Mean comparison informality_unemployment_pea 
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Appendix G. Correlation matrix: visitors & sectoral GDP 
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Appendix H. GDP sectoral regression 
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Appendix I. Elasticity w In_gdp as dependent and In_visitors as independent 

 



 34 

 
Elasticity w In_gdp_tourism as dependent & In_visitor as independent 
 

 
 
Multiple regression w gdp_tourism as dependent and year&mp_total as independent 
 

 
 
 
 



 35 

References 
 
 



 36 

References 
Bastante Abuhadba, J. M. (2022). Informe técnico: Ampliación de la capacidad de admisión a la 
Llaqta de Machupicchu en el marco de la conservación del Valor Universal Excepcional del 
Santuario Histórico – Parque Arqueológico Nacional de Machupicchu. Dirección 
Desconcentrada de Cultura de Cusco.  
 
Comité de Gestión de Machu Picchu. (n.d.). Objectives and indicators for adaptive management 
of Machu Picchu  
 
Congreso de la República del Perú. (2003). Ley N° 28100: Ley que establece la distribución del 
derecho por ingreso al parque arqueológico de Machu Picchu. Diario Oficial El Peruano, 11 de 
noviembre de 2003.  
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (n.d.-a). Cusco: Agencias de viajes y turismo. 
Dirección Regional de Comercio Exterior y Turismo de Cusco.  
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (n.d.-b). Reporte de Turismo. Portal de Información 
de Datos Turísticos. Recuperado el 23 de agosto de 2026 de 
https://datosturismo.mincetur.gob.pe/appdatosTurismo/frmReporte.aspx?id=224  
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2016). Plan Estratégico Nacional de Turismo - 
PENTUR 2016-2025. MINCETUR.  
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2019, 7 de julio). Cusco: Mincetur firmó convenio 
para mejorar servicios turísticos en Machu Picchu Pueblo [Nota de prensa]. Gob.pe. 
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/45467-cusco-mincetur-firmo-convenio-para-
mejorar-servicios-turisticos-en-machu-picchu-pueblo 
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2020a, 13 de octubre). Perú ya es un destino 
turístico seguro en el mundo ante el Covid-19 [Nota de prensa]. Gob.pe. 
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/306988-peru-ya-es-un-destino-turistico-seguro-
en-el-mundo-ante-el-covid-19 
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2020b). Reporte Regional de Turismo: Cusco 
2019. Dirección General de Investigación y Estudios sobre Turismo.  
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2021, 11 de agosto). Mincetur promoverá medidas 
para mejorar condiciones en la afluencia de turistas a Macchu Picchu [Nota de prensa]. Gob.pe. 
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/510843-mincetur-promovera-medidas-para-
mejorar-condiciones-en-la-afluencia-de-turistas-a-macchu-picchu 
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2022a, 23 de enero). Mincetur gestionó el traslado 
de 889 turistas nacionales y extranjeros varados en Machu Picchu Pueblo [Nota de prensa]. 
Gob.pe. https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/578701-mincetur-gestiono-el-traslado-
of-889-turistas-nacionales-y-extranjeros-varados-en-machu-picchu-pueblo 
 

https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/45467-cusco-mincetur-firmo-convenio-para-mejorar-servicios-turisticos-en-machu-picchu-pueblo
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/45467-cusco-mincetur-firmo-convenio-para-mejorar-servicios-turisticos-en-machu-picchu-pueblo
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/306988-peru-ya-es-un-destino-turistico-seguro-en-el-mundo-ante-el-covid-19
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/306988-peru-ya-es-un-destino-turistico-seguro-en-el-mundo-ante-el-covid-19
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/510843-mincetur-promovera-medidas-para-mejorar-condiciones-en-la-afluencia-de-turistas-a-macchu-picchu
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/510843-mincetur-promovera-medidas-para-mejorar-condiciones-en-la-afluencia-de-turistas-a-macchu-picchu
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/578701-mincetur-gestiono-el-traslado-of-889-turistas-nacionales-y-extranjeros-varados-en-machu-picchu-pueblo
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/578701-mincetur-gestiono-el-traslado-of-889-turistas-nacionales-y-extranjeros-varados-en-machu-picchu-pueblo


 37 

Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2022b, 19 de abril). En Cusco: Red de Protección 
implementa acciones para proteger a los turistas[Nota de prensa]. Gob.pe. 
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/600672-en-cusco-red-de-proteccion-
implementa-acciones-para-proteger-a-los-turistas 
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2022c, 11 de julio). Ministro Sánchez: se confirma 
incremento de visitantes diarios a Machu Picchu[Nota de prensa]. Gob.pe. 
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/630892-ministro-sanchez-se-confirma-
incremento-de-visitantes-diarios-a-machu-picchu 
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2022d). Reporte Regional de Turismo: Cusco 
2021. Dirección General de Investigación y Estudios sobre Turismo.  
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2023a, 5 de agosto). Ministro Mathews: “Vamos a 
mejorar la experiencia turística en Machu Picchu” [Nota de prensa]. Gob.pe. 
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/814090-ministro-mathews-vamos-a-mejorar-la-
experiencia-turistica-en-machu-picchu 
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2023b, 15 de noviembre). Viceministra Burns: 
“Debemos aprovechar plenamente la capacidad de carga de Machu Picchu” [Nota de prensa]. 
Gob.pe. https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/866638-viceminis…emos-aprovechar-
plenamente-la-capacidad-de-carga-de-machu-picchu 
 
Ministerio de Comercio Exterior y Turismo. (2025). Hoja de ruta de economía circular en el 
sector turismo al 2030: Construyendo un turismo sostenible. MINCETUR. 
 
Ministerio de Cultura. (2018). Modifican el Reglamento de uso sostenible y visita turística para 
la conservación de la Llaqta o Ciudad Inka de Machupicchu (Resolución Ministerial N° 216-
2018-MC). Diario Oficial El Peruano, 14 de mayo de 2018. 
 
Ministerio de Cultura. (2023, 30 de diciembre). Resolución Ministerial N° 000528-2023-MC: 
Aprobar la capacidad de carga y modificar diversos artículos del Reglamento de uso sostenible y 
visita turística para la conservación de la Llaqta o Ciudad Inka de Machupicchu. Diario Oficial 
El Peruano.  
 
Ministerio de Cultura & Ministerio del Ambiente. (2026). Plan maestro del Santuario Histórico 
de Machupicchu – Parque Arqueológico Nacional Machupicchu 2026 - 2031. Dirección 
Desconcentrada de Cultura Cusco & SERNANP.  
 
Ministerio de Cultura - Dirección Desconcentrada de Cultura de Cusco. (2020a). 
Implementación de las recomendaciones del "Estudio de capacidad de carga y límites de cambio 
aceptable para el Santuario Histórico de Machupicchu - 2015" y resultados obtenidos: 2016-
2019. Área Funcional del Parque Arqueológico Nacional de Machupicchu.  
 

https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/600672-en-cusco-red-de-proteccion-implementa-acciones-para-proteger-a-los-turistas
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/600672-en-cusco-red-de-proteccion-implementa-acciones-para-proteger-a-los-turistas
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/630892-ministro-sanchez-se-confirma-incremento-de-visitantes-diarios-a-machu-picchu
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/630892-ministro-sanchez-se-confirma-incremento-de-visitantes-diarios-a-machu-picchu
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/814090-ministro-mathews-vamos-a-mejorar-la-experiencia-turistica-en-machu-picchu
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/mincetur/noticias/814090-ministro-mathews-vamos-a-mejorar-la-experiencia-turistica-en-machu-picchu


 38 

Ministerio de Cultura - Dirección Desconcentrada de Cultura de Cusco. (2020b). Protocolo de 
prevención ante el COVID-19 para la atención de visitas turísticas en la Llaqta o Ciudad Inka de 
Machupicchu (Versión 02). Dirección Desconcentrada de Cultura de Cusco. 
 
Red de Protección al Turista. (2025). Plan de protección al turista 2026-2027. Ministerio de 
Comercio Exterior y Turismo.  
 
SERNANP & Ministerio de Cultura. (2015). Plan Maestro del Santuario Histórico de 
Machupicchu 2015-2019. Cusco.  
 
UNESCO World Heritage Centre. (2015). Policy for the integration of a sustainable development 
perspective into the processes of the World Heritage Convention. UNESCO World Heritage 
Centre.  
 

 
 


