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Antarctic Tourists: A Case Study of Their Evaluation

of Antarctic Wildlifeand Environmental |ssues

Abstract

Reports the results of surveys of Antarctic cruise ship passengers on the ‘Akademik loffe
who undertook their Antarctic journey in January 2003. The prime purposes of the surveys
were to determine the socio-economic profile of these travellers, evaluate the importance of
Antarctic wildlife for their travel, their attitude to Antarctic wildlife conservation as well as
environmental issues involving Antarctica, both prior to their tourist visit to Antarctica and
following it. This paper reports on the socio-economic profile of respondents, their
willingness to pay for their Antarctic trip, and their knowledge of Antarctica. The
comparative importance of Antarctic wildlife as a factor motivating respondents to undertake
their journey is assessed and the evaluation of travellers following their Antarctic visit is
considered. The relative importance of different Antarctic wildlife species is taken into
account as well as Antarctic attractions other than wildlife. The attitudes of respondents to
several environmental issues involving Antarctica, (eg. the commercial use of its natural
resources and global environmental change impacting on Antarctica) are canvassed and
summarised. In conclusion, the relevance of the survey results for Antarctic conservation are
discussed. Particular attention is given to the question of whether Antarctic tourism favours

or threatens Antarctic nature conservation.



Antarctic Tourists: A Case Study of Their Evaluation

of Antarctic Wildlifeand Environmental |ssues

1 I ntroduction

While visits by tourists to Antarctica have increased considerably, Antarcticais still far from
a mass tourism destination partly because the cost of an Antarctic cruise is quite high. For
example, in January 2003, we asked tourists joining the cruise to Antarctica on the cruise ship
‘ Akademik loffe’, “How much do you expect that you/your accompanying partner/family will
have spent per person (approximately) specifically for thisjourney by thetimeit ends?. The
mean value mentioned was AUS$15,540 with a median of AUS$15,000. The actual cruise
was of nine days duration from the Argentinean port of Ushuaia. Approximately 75 per cent

of tourists to Antarctica start and finish their journey in this port (Barrio and Roldan, 1997).

Fifty-two passengers filled out the structured pre-visit survey forms on board this vessel on
their way to Antarctica. Fifty passengers filled out post-visit survey forms on their return
journeys. The survey forms (pre- and post visit are reproduced in the Appendix). Only one
form was completed per party. The questionnaires were designed to detect possible
differences between expectations on the outward journey and evaluations after the visit of the
tourists to Antarctica.

According to the International Association of Antarctica Tourist Operators (2003), the
maximum capacity of the ‘ Akademik loffe’ is 117 passengers and it carries an average of 90
passengers per trip. Because only one completed survey was required per party travelling on
this ship, coverage of the survey was relatively complete. Incidentally, the ‘ Akademik |offe’
isregistered in Russia and chartered by Peregrine Shipping Pty Ltd, Melbourne, Australia.

In this paper, we first outline the nature of the survey and the profiles of respondents and their
willingness to pay for this trip. This is followed by an outline of the knowledge of
respondents of Antarctica and their evaluation of Antarctica wildlife as part of their
experience. Their attitudes to environmental issues we raised about Antarctica are then

reported and examined. Thisisfollowed by a general discussion and conclusions.



2. Surveys, Profile of Respondents, and Their Willingness to Pay for Their
Antarctic Trip

Tourists onboard the ‘Akademik loffe’ were asked to participate in the survey during the

journey from Ushuaia, Argentina to the Antarctic Peninsula, whilst crossing the Drake

Passage. The second part of the survey was administered at the completion of the trip whilst

heading north across the Drake Passage towards Ushuaia. Tourists onboard were briefly

introduced to the research and had the option of not participating. The survey was

administered on two voyages of this ship in January 2003. There were 68 passengers on each
voyage.

A dlight majority of respondents were females (51.9 per cent). Most respondents (76.9 per
cent) were accompanied but 23.1 per cent travelled aone. Only one respondent had

previously visited the South Polar Region.

The countries in which the respondents normally reside are shown in Table 1. Only one
respondent did not indicate their country of residence but otherwise all were from Western
countries, with those from Australia, Sweden and the USA accounting for most respondents.
A high number of Australiansis not usual for Antarctic trips. Normally, Americans make up
the majority of travellersto Antarctica. The high proportion of Australiansin our sampleisa
reflection of the location of Peregrinein Australia.

Table 1:
In which country do you normally reside? (Pre-visit question)

Distribution of responses

Country Frequency % of total
Australia 20 38.5
Sweden 15 28.8
USA 6 115
UK 4 1.7
Italy 2 3.8
Switzerland 2 3.8
Austria 1 19
France 1 1.9
n/r 1 1.9

Total 52 100




More than half the respondents were over 50 years of age and the modal age group was 51-
60. The age distribution of respondents is shown in Table 2. Typically respondents are

‘empty-nesters’ and belong to older age groups. This accords with other studies.

Table 2:
To what age group do you belong? (Pre-visit survey)

Distribution of responses

Agein years Freguency % of total
20-30 2 3.8
31-40 8 154
41-50 8 154
51-60 17 32.7
61-70 12 231
71-80 2 3.8
81+ 0 0
n/r 3 5.8
Total 52 100

They possess a high degree of education (see Table 3). This has also been found in other
studies. Almost 75 per cent had university degrees with most in this group having
postgraduate degrees.

Table 3:
Indicate your highest educational qualification (Pre-visit survey)

Distribution of responses

L evel of education Freguency % of total
Primary only 0 0
Some junior schooling 0 0
Completed year 10 secondary or equivalent 1 1.9
Completed year 12 or equivalent 4 1.7
Trade certificate or equivalent 1 19
Diploma or equivalent 3 5.8
Degree or equivalent 16 30.8
Post-graduate degree or equivalent 22 42.3
n/r 5 9.6
Total 52 100

For most of the cruise ship passengers the family income was found to be high. However,
this needs clarification. In the survey the respondents were asked to state their family income
in their home currency since there are many passengers from different nationalities using



various currencies. An income comparison using various currencies is inappropriate and
hence the various currencies were converted into Australian dollars using the prevailing
exchange rates at the time. The adjusted family income levels are shown in Table 4. Of the
52 respondents in the survey 77 per cent of the respondents answered this question and the
rest did not. Of the respondents who did, it is clear that the majority (60 per cent) of the
respondents had an income of more than AUS$100,000. Of those who did not have an
income of more than AUS$100,000, 17.5 per cent had a family income of more than
AUS$50,000, but less than AUS$100,000. The rest of the respondents (22.5 per cent) had an
income of less than AUS$50,000. A closer examination of data show that the majority (90
per cent) of those having a family income less than AUS$50,000 were Swedish and close to
half (44 per cent) of them were retirees perhaps using their savings to make this journey.
This partly explains how those with less than AUS$50,000 family income could undertake an
expensive journey such as this to Antarctica. Another 44 per cent belonged to the 51-60 age
category perhaps using up their savings to undertake this journey. Only 11 per cent of the
passengers who had a family income of less than AUS$50,000 belonged to the 20-30 age
group and were single. A similar analysis for those with a family income of less than
AUS$100,000 to a large extent demonstrate similar characteristics. Therefore, the data show
that in addition to the level of income other factors such as being able to use up savings,
empty nesters and being single also influence the affordability of the journeys and is not

solely explained by income.

Table 4:
Your family income level per annum in your home currency? (Pre-visit survey)

Distribution of responses

Family incomerange Number Frequency (%)
(in AUSY)

Below 25,000 1 25
25,001-50,000 8 20
50,001-75,000 6 15
75,001-100,000 1 2.5
100,001-125,000 8 20
125,001-150,000 1 25
150,001-175,000 2 5
175,001-200,000 3 75
200,001-225,000 3 75
225,001 and above 7 175
Total 40 100

Note: 12 respondents did not answer this question



Respondents indicated in the pre-visit and post-visit surveys that, on average, they would
have been prepared to pay more for their trip than they actually paid. The study tried to
determine the expectations of visitors about Antarctica in terms of what they had actually
paid for the journey and what they would be willing to pay after the journey. In order to
make a comparison, it is necessary to compare those who had stated how much they had
actually paid and how much they were willing to pay after the visit. There were only 33
respondents who had answered the pre-and post visit questions. From the limited data, it
seems that the money that was spent is consistent with the expectations of the visitors. For
example, the pre-visit mean of these 33 respondents was AUS$14,194 and the post-visit
mean was AUS$14,362 which is only marginally larger. These figures differ from those

givenin Section 1. The former figures are based on 47 responses.

Some of the comments from respondents received after the journey were:

e Quite expensive;

e Itistoo much!!;

e Just within my reach;

e We spent three-quarters of our savings on this journey; a life-long dream for my
husband but still cannot justify the expense. We would have spent $15,000 for this
dream,;

e |t was alot of money compared to travelling to other areas of the world but a great
one off;

e It wasabout AUS$2,000 over my budgeted amount but worth it; and

e Wdl worth it for the experience.

3. Knowledge of Antarctica

Respondents were asked whether they considered their knowledge of Antarctica to be poor,
average, good or excellent. Most considered their knowledge before their visit to be average
but after their visit, their knowledge was rated as good, a rating above the average. In
general, there was a sharp rise in the perceived level of knowledge of respondents about

Antarctica. Weighting poor as zero, average as 1, good as 2 and excellent as 3, the weighted



average of knowledge of respondents of Antarctica rose from 2.23 pre-visit to 2.84 following
their visit. The upward shift in the distribution is evident from Table 5.

Table5:
Do you regard your current knowledge of Antarctica/sub-Antarctica

as excellent, good, average or poor? Distribution of responses

Rating Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Frequency % Frequency %
Excellent 1 19 3 6
Good 16 30.8 38 76
Average 29 55.8 7 14
Poor 6 115 2 4
Total 52 100 50 100
Index of knowledge 2.23 2.84

Index of knowledge calculated using the following weights:
4 - Excelent knowledge

3- Good knowledge

2- Average knowledge

1- Poor knowledge or no response

Prior to their visit, just under 40 per cent of respondents said that they had read widely about
Antarctica and around 55 per cent said they had watched many TV programmes on
Antarctica. Nevertheless, a substantial proportion of the respondents did not have such

exposure before their journey.

4, Respondents Attitudesto Antarctic Wildlife
Prior to their visit, 94.2 per cent of respondents said they were interested in Antarctic wildlife
and 5.8 per cent said they were not. Of those interested in Antarctic wildlife, their greatest

interest was shown in penguins, followed by whales and dolphins, and then seals.

The stated interest of respondents in Antarctic wildlife species before and after their visit is
shown in Table 6. Penguins continued to be of greatest interest and whales and dolphins of
second highest interest after the journey. A major change, however, was the very substantial
rise in valuations of sea birds (other than penguins) following the visit of respondents to
Antarctica. Most respondents said that they became more interested in Antarctic wildlife

following their visit.



Table6:
If you areinterested in Antarctic wildlife, isyour interest mainly in which species
listed? (you may tick morethan onebox). Distribution of responses.

Type of wildlife Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Frequency % Frequency %
All Wildlife 33 32.7 24 25.8
Penguins 27 26.7 25 26.9
Whales and Dol phins 24 23.8 18 194
Sedls 14 13.9 10 10.8
Other Polar Seabirds 3 3 16 17.2
Total 101 100 93 100

The mgjority of respondents suggested that a special feature of Antarctic wildlife is that most
species do not occur elsewhere. The proportion saying this was about the same before and
following their visit. Prior to the visit about 40 per cent of respondents said that Antarctic
wildlife can be easily seen in large numbers whereas after their visit this rose to 54 per cent.
While the majority of respondents stated on the outbound journey that the adaptations of
Antarctic wildlife would be a specia attraction, only a half said this on the return journey.
As for other features and comments, on the outward journey some respondents said they
would be able to get close to the wildlife and many thought that it would be a special
attraction to see Antarctic wildlife in its natural environment. Getting close was not,
however, mentioned in the post-visit survey responses but seeing wildlife in their own
environment was. One respondent said that the journey enabled him/her to see several new
bird species for the first time.

Following their cruise, 94 per cent of respondents said that they had learnt more about
Antarctica and its wildlife as aresult of their cruise and 76 per cent said that they had become
more aware of conservation issues involving Antarctica wildlife. Nearly al (94 per cent)
were in favour of conserving Antarctic wildlife, none expressed opposition to it but 6 per cent

did not respond.

The importance placed on seeing Antarctic wildlife increased as aresult of the cruise. Thisis
evident from Table 7. It is also supported by the increase in the weighted average in which
‘no response’ or ‘of no importance’ responses are weighted as zero, ‘not very important’ as 1,

‘important’ as 2, and ‘very important’ as 3. This weighted average increased from 2.48 to



2.66. Although 70 per cent of respondents were satisfied with their wildlife watching
experience in Antarctica 30 per cent said they were not satisfied.

Table7: Responsesto the questions: (Pre-Visit): How important was the possibility of
seeing Antarctic/Sub-Antarctic wildlife in your decison to come on this
journey? (Post-Visit): How important was seeing Antarctic/Sub-Antarctic

wildlife during this cruise? Distribution of responses.

Rating Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Frequency % Frequency %

Very important 32 61.5 37 74
Important 13 25 11 22
Not very important 7 135 0 0
Of no importance or n/r 0 0 2 4
Total 52 100 50 100
Index of importance* 2.48 2.66

* Index is caculated on the basis that Not important or No response = 0, Not Very
Important = 1, Important = 2, Very important = 3

The importance of Antarctic wildlife as an attraction to Antarctic tourists is evident from
responses to a pre-visit question. Respondents were asked: ‘If there was no wildlife to be
seen in the South Polar Region, would you have still decided to come on this cruise, given
your present costs’. The majority (61.5 per cent) said ‘No’ 34.6 per cent said ‘Yes and 3.8
per cent did not respond. Furthermore, 53.1 per cent of those said ‘No’ would not even come

on this cruise even if it were much cheaper should there be no Antarctic wildlife.

Some of the comments given by those who said they would have decided to join the cruise
even in the absence of Antarctic wildlife are asfollows:

e The ruggedness/isolation/ice/wind etc, landscapes;

e Because| am aso interested in geology/science;

e Wonderful scenery;

e To seescenery intheregion, ice, etc;

e Moreto seethan | thought;

e Probably if the landscape is beautiful;

e |t would have been atravelling option;

e Interest in photography (scenery) and plants;

e Fascinated by the icebergs and sheer isolation; and



e Thenature, landscapeis .... There.

Comments from those who said they would not join the cruise in the absence of Antarctic

wildlife were as follows:

e Would not be a complete experience;

e Wildlifefactor is most important;

e Wherever | go wildlife is my major interest along with people and cultura
differences;

e Can visit glaciers/national parks for much fewer dollars without requirement of a boat
trip;

e For me, interactional behaviour of wildlife with its environment is very important to
see/understand;

e Wanted to see wildlife;

e Absolutely impossible to say, completely theoretical question, we go for the existing
Antarcticaasitis;

e Icel can seeat home; and

e Appearance/experience of ice alone not sufficient.

Following their cruise, however, 50 per cent of respondents stated that they would still have
enjoyed their cruise if they had not seen any wildlife, 34 per cent said they would not have,
and 16 per cent did not reply. While many respondents still said they would have enjoyed
their cruise in the absence of wildlife, it is nonetheless clear that for most, wildlife is a highly
significant contributor to their willingness to visit Antarctica and to their enjoyment of it.

On the outward journey, al respondents expected to see whales and dolphins, penguins,
seals, and all (except one) expected to see polar seabirds, other than penguins. Respondents
were asked to say how much seeing this wildlife would add to their satisfaction along a scale
of ‘not at al’, ‘alittle’, ‘much’ and ‘very much’. Whales, dolphins and penguins topped the
list in terms of expected added satisfaction, followed by seals and their relatives, and then
polar seabirds other than penguins. Nearly all respondents said after their Antarctic visit that
they had seen those species. The added satisfaction they claimed to obtain by seeing,
accorded with their original expectations about how much relative extra satisfaction they

would obtain if they saw these species. Whales and dolphins were said on average to add



most to satisfaction followed by penguins, seals and relatives, and then polar birds (other than

penguins). These results are borne out by Table 8.

Table8: Index of satisfaction anticipated obtained from seeing Antarctic wildlife
species based on responses to the following question: Pre-Visit (Q9). Please
tick in the second column if you expect to see any of the following wildlife in
Antarctica or Sub-Antarctica during this cruise. Would it increase your
satisfaction (1) a little; (2) much; (3) very much; or (4) not at all to see the
following wildlife? Please put the appropriate number in the last column.
Post —Visit (Q6). Tick in the second column if you saw any of the following
wildlifein Antarctica or Sub-Antarctica during thiscruise. Did they increase
your satisfaction (1) a little; (2) much; (3) very much; or (4) not at all to see

the following wildlife?

Type of wildlife Pre- Post- Changein % variation
Visit Visit value of index in index
Whales and Dol phins 2.33 2.19 -0.14 -6.01
Penguins 2.31 2.15 -0.16 -6.93
Seals (and relatives) 1.98 1.96 -0.02 -1.01
Polar Seabirds (other than penguins) 171 1.66 -0.05 -2.92

Index of added satisfaction calculated using the following weights:

3 - Verymuch

2 - Much

1 - Alittle

0O - Notatal/No response

Respondents were requested to rank various features of their cruise prior to their visit to
Antarctica and to rank the same set of features following their visit using a scale of ‘very
important’, ‘important’, ‘not very important’ or ‘of no importance’. Weighting these
rankings as 3, 2, 1 and zero respectively and treating a non-response as indicating ‘no
importance’, the weighted means before and after visits to Antarctica are as set out in Table

0.
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Table9: Average weighted indices of importance to respondents of features or
attributes of Antarctica/Sub-Antarctica prior to and following their visit.

Changesin indices ar e also shown.

Pre- Post- Changein % variation
Features Visit Visit value of index in index

I ndex Index
L andscapes and seascapes 2.75 2.74 -0.01 -0.36
Wildlife 2.60 2.56 -0.04 -1.54
Different or unique environment 2.58 2.52 -0.06 -2.33
Unspoilt wilderness 2.58 2.48 -0.1 -3.88
Antarctic summer 212 194 -0.18 -8.49
The thrill of expedition 1.98 1.90 -0.08 -4.04
Continent without permanent human ~ 1.69 1.82 0.13 +7.69

habitations

Few others have visited it 1.50 1.52 0.02 +1.33
Connections with explorers 1.40 1.40 0 0.00
Ship cruise pleasures 0.73 1.20 0.47 +64.38

Index of importance calculated using the following weights:
3 - Veyimportant

2 - Important

1 - Notvery important

0 - Of noimportance/No response

From Table 9, it can be seen that respondents ranked Antarctic landscapes and seascapes as
the most important feature (both pre- and post-visit) followed by wildlife. Various Antarctic
cruise features are ranked in Table 9 by the index of importance given to them by respondents
before their Antarctic visit. On average, the rank ordering by respondents remained the same
after their visits as before their visits. While most indices of importance showed little change
before and after the Antarctic visit by respondents, a few showed substantial variation.
Appreciation of ship cruise pleasures increased by a comparatively large amount and the fact
that Antarcticais a continent without permanent human habitation also increased as did, to a
small extent, the realisation that few others have visited Antarctica Most other items showed
only small declinesin their ratings of importance. However, the importance of the Antarctic
summer as an attraction showed a decline of around eight per cent, as measured by the index

of importance.

There was also a dlight increase in the degree of advocacy of respondents of nature

conservation following their visit to Antarctica, as can be seen from Table 10.
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Table 10: Attitudes of respondents to nature conservation based on responses to pre-
visit and post-visit questions. Pre-Visit (Q8). How would you rate your
attitude towards conservation. Post-Visit (Q14). How would you rate you
attitudes towards nature conservation after your experience of Antarctica.

Distribution of responses.

Attitudeto nature conservation Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Frequency % Frequency %

Extremely strong advocate 6 115 3 6

Strong advocate 20 38.5 30 60

M oderate advocate 24 46.2 14 28

Neutral towards this subject 2 3.8 0 0

More oriented towards 0 0 0 0
development than conservation

No response 0 0 3 6

Total 52 100 50 100

Index of environmental advocacy 1.58 1.66

Index of environmental advocacy calculated with the following weights:

3 - Extremely strong advocate

2 - Strong advocate

1 - Moderate advocate

0 - Neutra towardsthis subject

0 - Noresponse

-1 - Moreoriented towards devel opment than conservation

On the whole, the importance placed by respondents on natural environments and wildlife in
Antarctica as a part of their cruise expectations and experience appear to be much the same
before their visit and following it. There was, however, adight increase in their advocacy of
nature conservation following their visit to Antarctica. In addition, expectations about seeing
different species of Antarctic wildlife and stated realisation of satisfaction from doing so
were quite similar in both pre- and post-visit. Now we turn to the opinions of respondents as

revealed by various questions posed about environmental issues involving Antarctica.

5. Opinions of Respondents About Various Environmental Issues Involving
Antarctica

Several environmental issues involving Antarctica were raised with respondents, similar

guestions being asked before their visit and following it. This was done to assess the general

attitudes of respondents to such issues and to detect any changes as a result of their visit to

Antarctica.
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Before their visit, 80.8 per cent of respondents said that they believe that global warming is
melting icebergs in Antarctica. This fell dightly to 76 per cent in the post-visit survey.
However, there was a dlight increase in the percentage of respondents saying that they would
like more action to be taken to reduce such melting. Almost 95 per cent of those respondents
who were convinced that global warming is melting Antarctic icebergs thought that more
action should be taken to reduce such melting (see Table 11).

Table 11:
If you believe global warming is melting icebergsin Antarctica, would you

like action to be taken to reduce such melting? Distribution of responses

Response Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Relative frequency % Relative frequency %
Yes 92.9 94.7
No 0 2.6
n/r 7.1 2.6
Total 100 100

Around 75 per cent of the respondents were opposed to krill harvesting in Antarctica but 9.6
per cent favoured it in the pre-visit survey. Those in favour rose to 14 per cent in the post-

visit survey (see Table 12).

Table 12:
Do you think that krill harvesting should continue in Antar ctica?

Distribution of responses

Response Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Relative frequency % Relative frequency %

Yes 9.6 14

No 75 74

n/r 15.4 12

Total 100 100

Most respondents (over 90 per cent) were opposed to Antarctica’s vast non-living natura
resources (eg. petroleum, minerals, water) being commercially exploited for consumptive

use. Thisisevident from Table 13.
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Table 13:
Areyou in favour of Antarctica’svast resources (eg. petroleum,, minerals, water)

being exploited? Distribution of responses

Response Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Relative Frequency % Relative Frequency %

Yes 0 2

No 92.3 94

n/r 7.7 4

Total 100 100

Furthermore, over 90 per cent of respondents wanted Antarctica to be preserved in a pristine
state (see Table 14), a dlight rise being evident following the visits by respondents. The most
frequently given reason was because it was seen as unique (see Table 15). The mere
knowledge that Antarctica would remain unspoilt was aso frequently mentioned as a reason
for preserving it in a pristine state, as well as its influence on the Earth’s climate, an indirect
use value. The desire to retain the uniqueness and unspoilt character of Antarctica reflects
the non-use values. Use values such as tourism potential and conservation of resources for
future use were mentioned very infrequently as a reason for wanting to conserve Antarctica
in a pristine state. Bequest and altruistic values (‘1 would like my children and others to
enjoy it’) were mentioned relatively frequently. No major changes (between responses on the
outward journey and the return one) occurred in the relative frequencies with which the
reasons were given for wanting to conserve Antarctica in a pristine state. There was very

little support for conservation of resources for future (consumptive) use.

Table 14:
Do you want Antarctica (including wildlife, plant life and its landscape) to be preserved

initspristine state? Distribution of responses

Response Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Relative frequency % Relative frequency %

Yes 92.3 94

No 1.9 4

n/r 5.8 2

Total 100 100

14



Table 15:
Thedistribution of reasons given by those who said they want Antar ctica (including its

wildlife, plant life and its landscape) to be preserved in its pristine state

Reason Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Frequency % of Total Frequency % of Total
responses responses
It isunique 46 28.9 a7 29.2
It has alarge influence on the 38 239 37 23
Earth’s climate
I would like to know that it 36 22.6 37 23
could remain unspoilt
| would like my children and 26 16.4 28 17.4

othersto enjoy it

It has tourism potential 7 4.4 7 4.3

It has great resources that 6 3.8 5 31
could be used in the future

Total 159 100 161 100

Opinions were somewhat divided about whether there should be increased tourism activity in
Antarctica. Around half of respondents were against it whereas about 40 per cent favoured it.

The results are summarised in Table 16.

Table 16:
Areyou in favour of increased tourism in Antar ctica?

Distribution of responses

Response Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Relative frequency % Relative frequency %

Yes 40.4 38

No 50 54

n/r 9.6 8

Total 100 100

Comments by those respondents who favoured increased tourism into Antarcticaincluded the

following:

e Itisinevitable, need to be proactive in developing an action plan;
e Public awareness,
e |f environmental impact is managed;

e Good education;
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e Controlled tourism allows populations to experience this wilderness and will motivate
them to help preserveit;

e To give others the opportunity to experience Antarctica as we have,

e People who have seen Antarcticawill probably bein favour of preserving it;

e Awareness,

e The unique experience;

e Donein sensitive ways to inform the world about this treasure;

e Learning;

e |twasgreatto seeit;

e If controlled;

e To get to understand it; and

e To encourage more donations and better protection of wildlife.

Comments by respondents who opposed increased tourism to Antarctica included the

following:

e Inevitable damage;

e Difficult to control;

e Increased tourism can only mean increased impact on wildlife and environment;
e Not to disturb wildlife;

e Increased activity likely to result in increased impact;

e Limit the numbers to preserve wilderness;

e Would spail it;

e More people than come now could have an adverse effect;
e Seemsto be well managed at existing tourism levels;

e At present there seemsto be no impact analysis;

e Consequences;

e Not to damage and disturb wildlife;

e Savethe nature;

e Masstourism will damage some spots at least;

e Damage;

e Not to spoil Antarctica;

16



e More chance of damage;

e Pollution;

e Environmental issue;

e To maintain environment;

e Greater risk of pollution and damage to ecosystems,
e Disturbance of wildlife;

e Keepit pristine/pure; and

e Destruction to environment.

A high proportion of respondents (around 90 per cent) favour the Antarctic continent and
surrounding seas being declared a world park and for it to be managed under the auspices of
the United Nations and/or by the twelve Antarctic Treaty Nations. [These are the original
claimant nations and do not include all Antarctic Treaty Nations]. Although there was some
increase in opposition to this in the post-visit survey, no major change is apparent (see Table
17).

Tablel17: Are you in favour of the Antarctic continent and surrounding seas being
declared a world park and managed under the auspices of the United Nations

and/or by the twelve Antarctic Treaty nations? Distribution of responses

Response Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Relative frequency % Relative frequency %

Yes 90.4 88

No 19 6

n/r 7.7 6

Total 100 100

Respondents were in addition asked ‘If an organisation such as the United Nations were to
raise money to declare Antarctica and the surrounding seas as a world park and conduct
further research into its unique wildlife and landscapes/seascapes, would you be willing to
make an annual contribution for the next ten years' ? The percentage of respondents’ pre-visit
who said ‘Yes was 46 per cent and this rose to 54 per cent post-visit. Those who said ‘No’
declined from 52.7 per cent pre-visit to 26 per cent post-visit whereas the percentage of non-

respondents declined dlightly. The results are shown in Table 18.

17



Table 18: If an organisation such as the United Nations were to raise money to
declare Antarctica and its surrounding seas as a world park and conduct further
resear ch into its unique wildlife and landscape/seascapes, would you be willing to make
an annual contribution for the next ten years? Distribution of responses

Response Pre-Visit Post-Visit
Relative frequency % Relative frequency %

Yes 46.2 54

No 32.7 26

n/r 21.2 20

Total 100 100

Reasons given by those who said they would not contribute included the following:

e | prefer to make donations to charities that improve the lives of humans;
e Money should come from countriesinvolved in Antarctic Treaty;

e | would need to know what the purpose of the contribution isfirst;

e Should be funded by statesin the UN;

e Study funding should be supported by tourism access (charge per visit);
e Thisisastate/government responsibility;

e Would giveto other priorities;

e My first option is the Scandinavian area; and

e Can't make decisions based on a 10 year plan.

It is worth noting that under The Protocol to the Antarctic Treaty on Environmental
Protection (Madrid Protocol) Article 2 declares that “ The Parties commit themselves to the
comprehensive protection of the Antarctic environment and dependent and associated
ecosystems and hereby designate Antarctica as a natural reserve, devoted to peace and
science”. Hence, it is a declared natural reserve. Thisin itself, however, does not ensure that
it is managed as a strict nature reserve and that its pristine nature will necessarily be

preserved.

6. General Discussion and Conclusion
Representatives of virtually al travellers on the ‘ Akademik loffe’ completed the questions for
this survey during their journeys to and from Antarctica for two of its trips in January 2003.

The questionnaire was completed on the return journey to gauge whether values and attitudes
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of respondents to Antarctic wildlife and to environmental conservation in Antarctica changed

following their visit. Little change occurred.

Respondents were found, on the whole, to be relatively well-off economically, to be well
educated and typically they were over 50 years of age. Prior to their visit most respondents
regarded their knowledge of Antarcticato be ‘average’, but thisroseto ‘good’ following their

visit.

Prior to their visit, most respondents (86.5 per cent) thought that the presence of Antarctic
wildlife was a very important or important reason for joining the cruise, athough 13.5 per
cent thought it was not a very important reason for this. After their visit, 96 per cent of
respondents stated that seeing Antarctic wildlife was a very important or important feature of
their cruise and no one stated that it was not very important. However, two individuals did
not respond. Answers by respondents indicated that (on the whole) their valuation of the
importance of Antarctic wildlife as an attraction rose as aresult of their cruise. Penguins vied
with whales and dolphins as being of particular interest or importance to the responding

tourists. Seeing these animals added most to the satisfaction of respondents.

However, most values of respondents about the importance of natural attributes or features of
Antarctica remained relatively unchanged before and after their visit. Landscapes and
seascapes were on average rated as most important in relation to this cruise both before and
after visits to Antarctica, followed in importance by wildlife. The attributes of *‘different or
unique environment’ and ‘unspoilt wilderness continued to be highly ranked in importance
both pre- and post-visit. The largest comparative increase in importance following the visit
was for ‘ship cruise pleasures. Attitudes of respondents in favour of environmental
conservation (as scaled by them) strengthened considerably following their visit to

Antarctica.

As for environmental policy in Antarctica, nearly all respondents thought that more action
should be taken to reduce the melting of icebergs as a result of global warming, nearly all
were against the consumptive use of Antarctica's natural resources, and nearly all favoured
the conservation of Antarcticain apristine state. Attitudesin relation to these matters did not

change very much after the visit of respondents to Antarctica. While there is some difficulty
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in interpreting reasons given by respondents for wanting to conserve Antarctica in a pristine
state, non-use economic values appear to be of predominant importance.

Respondents were quite divided about whether there should be increased tourism activity in
Antarctica. A half of the respondents were against it prior to their trip to Antarctica and this
increased dlightly following their visit. On the other hand, 40 per cent of respondents said
prior to their visit to Antarctica that they favoured increased tourism activity in Antarctica.
However, this fell dightly following their visit, and many of those who favoured increased
tourism in Antarctica qualified their answer, for example, by saying that safeguards should be
imposed to ensure that the increased tourism does not jeopardise environmental conservation.
Around 90 per cent of respondents favoured the declaration of the Antarctic and surrounding
seas as aworld park managed under the auspices of the United Nations and/or by the twelve
Antarctic Treaty nations. However, only about haf of respondents said that they would be
prepared to donate funds for this enterprise. There was, however, some increase in the
proportion of respondents who said they were willing to donate once they had visited
Antarctica. In addition, although a third of respondents said they would not donate when
asked prior to their visit to Antarctica, this fraction fell to a quarter after their visit.

Since the question of the contribution is hypothetical, upward bias may be present in the
respondents expressed willingness to donate funds to support the creation and maintain an

Antarctic world park.

Nevertheless, very strong support clearly exists amongst this sample of tourists for the idea
that the Antarctic continent and surrounding seas should be a world park managed under the
auspices of the United Nations and/or by the twelve Antarctica Treaty nations. About 90 per
cent of respondents favoured this proposal. Thisis consistent with the view that most tourists
to Antarctica are likely to be advocates of its environmental conservation.

Despite this, Antarctic tourists in large numbers can endanger the relatively pristine state of
Antarctica, especially in the absence of appropriate environmenta management.
Furthermore, apart from the volume of visitors to Antarctica, the geographical distribution of
their visits is very important. Presently, tourism is concentrated on the Antarctic Peninsula
and particularly on a few tourist ‘hotspots' there, and nearly all such spots are shoreline and
coastal (Barrio and Roldan, 1997).
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While a voluntary association of Antarctic tourist operators exist, [International Association
of Antarctica Tour Operators, (IAATO)] with a code of conduct favourable to environmental
conservation, not all Antarctic tourism operators belong to it. Furthermore, it is not known
how rigorously members observe the code of conduct of IAATO. In addition, the nature and
extent of cumulative-type impacts associated with Antarctic tourism have not been
adequately studied.

Nevertheless, according to Australian Wildlife, No. 1, 2004, p.81, British scientists have
issued a warning that tourists to Antarctica are threatening its wildlife. This clam, however,
needs to be qualified according to the entry in Australian Wildlife (Anon, 2004) because
politically and socialy tourism can play a positive role in nature conservation in Antarctica
(compare also Tisdell and Broadus, 1989). This item states that “it was tourists who alerted
the world to mistakes in that part of the world many years ago, warning of the killing of birds
to be rendered down for oil and later the dumping of rubbish from research stations’. While
operators of many research stations now return rubbish to their home country, others continue
to dump it in the sea. Research stations in Antarctica can have substantial adverse
environmental impacts. In conclusion, this Australian Wildlife item claims that “The world
over, it is tourists who tend to be most concerned about the conservation of any pristine
landscape and its wildlife” (Anon, p.31).

Although the last point involves a comparatively sweeping claim, the results from this case
study lend support to it. From Table 14, it was seen that over 92 per cent of our survey
respondents said prior to their visit to Antarctica that they wanted Antarctica (including
wildlife, plant life and its landscape) to be preserved in its pristine state. Support for this
proposal increased to 94 per cent after their visit to Antarctica. Only a small minority of
respondents opposed such preservation.

While tourists can play, and have played, a significant political, social and economic role in
supporting nature conservation (consider, for example, their role in fostering conservation of
marine turtles in Australia, as outlined, for example, in Tisdell and Wilson, 2003), there is
also a need to manage tourism including Antarctic tourism, appropriately so as to control its
possible adverse environmental consequences. Ideal mechanisms are not yet in place for

managing Antarctic tourism and for conserving Antarctica’ s natural resources.
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Furthermore, the consensus approach to the Antarctic Treaty System seems to be a barrier to
effective governance of tourism by the Antarctic Treaty Nations. While self regulation of
Antarctic tourism by IAATO members is a step forward, not all Antarctic tour operators are
members of IAATO. In addition, although self-organisation can be effective, there is no
guarantee that all operators will adhereto an ‘agreed’ code of conduct.
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* ]
gandSub- Antarctic Tourism and Wildlife
sifSurvey)

ThIS study is being conducted Wlth support from the CRC for Sustainable Tourism by the
University of Queensland and the University of Tasmania (Australia) and we would like your
help. We need information about Antarctic/Sub Antarctic-based tourism. Could you please
spare a little time to answer some of our questions? Y our answerswill be confidential and will
be used only for scientific purposes. It is not necessary to divulge your name or_address for
this study. Please hand over the completed survey form in the next few days in the envelope
provided to a crew member or the person who handed over this form to you. Thank you very much
for your cooperation.

Your assigned survey number ...

Important: The assigned number will be used to match your replies with a brief return survey.

Preliminary I nfor mation

1. Your name or, if you wish to remain anonymous, a pseudonym that you should also use to
complete a second fOrm 0N YOUF FEEUIN JOUIMNEY ... ....ueue ittt e et e e e e ee e

2. Date of completion of thisform: Day .............. Month .............. Year coovvvviiiiiiaeann,
3. Nameof Cruiseship .....ocovvvviiiiie e e Port of departure ...........ccooeoiiiiiiinn.
4. Date Of deParture Of CIUISE ... ... ittt e e e e e et e e et e e e e e eaen

5. Proposed date Of return Of CIUISE .......ouue it e e e e e e e e e e e e

6. Brief indication of route of cruise (main places visited)

7. Inwhich country do you normally reSIde? .........oouuieii i
8. What is the main unit of currency of the country in which you permanently reside? (For

example, for the US it is US dollars, for Canada it is Canadian dollars, for many European
countriesit is Euros, for Australia, it is Australian dollars)




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Isthis your first visit to the South Polar Region? O vyes Q No
If No, how many times have you visited it before?

Have you visited the North Pole? L Yes [ No

Areyou travelling alone or are you accompanied on thisjourney?

O Alone O Accompanied

If accompanied, by how many persons? Adults............ Children (under 15) ...............
In terms of your home currency, how much do you expect that you/ your accompanying
partner/family will have spent per person (approximately) specifically for thisjourney
by the time it ends? [Include what you have spent to date plus extra purchases such as
special clothing, books, etc and what you expect to spend before the end of the journey.]
Amount in home currency ................... for entirejourney for ........... person(s)

How much mor e would you have been prepared to spend for this journey before deciding
not to go on it and to do something else instead?

Amount in hOMECUIreNCy .........coevveevveennnnn. per person

N 010001011107 117

| Knowledge about Antarctica

1.

Do you regard your current knowledge of Antarctica/sub-Antarctica as
Excellent O Good U Average U Poor U

Have you read widely about Antarctica? Yes d No U

Have you watched many TV programmes on Antarctica? Yes 1 No O

Areyou interested in Antarctic wildlife? Yes d  No U

If Yes, isyour interest of Antarctic wildlife mainly in:
(you may tick more than one box)
O Penguins O Other sea birds 0 Sealsand sealions

O Whaesand dolphins 1 All wildlife O Anyother ........ccoveveee.n.

What is special about Antarctic wildlife? (you may tick more than one box)
U Most of Antarctic wildlife are not found elsewhere

U They can be seen easily in large numbers

U The special adaptations of Antarctic wildlife

Anyother (1) .ooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiciiec e () e,
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7. Were you aware that commercial hunting of seals and penguins has taken place during the 19"
and 20" century in the Sub-Antarcticislands? Yes @  No QO

Wildlifeand Tourism

1. How important was the possibility of seeing Antarctic/Sub-Antarctic wildlife in your decision to
come on this journey?

Q Very important
O Important

O Not very important
O Of no importance

2. |If therewas no wildlife to be seen in the South Polar Region, would you have still decided to

come on this cruise, given your present costs?  Yes No O

3. If No, and the cruise costs were much less, would you change your mind and go on this
cruise, despite not being able to see wildlife?

Yes U No O
L AT Y27

4. 1f Yes, by how much in terms of your home currency would the cruise price have to be reduced
for you to take this cruise?

5. Pleasetick (v') the appropriate column to indicate how important the following features or
attributes of Antar ctica/Sub-Antar ctica were in your decision to join this cruise

Very Important Not very Of no
important important | importance

Wildlife
L andscapes and seascapes

Connections with explorers

Different or unique
environment

Few others have visited it

Unspoilt wilderness
Thethrill of expedition

Ship cruise pleasures

Continent without
permanent human
habitations

Antarctic Summer

Other (please specify)
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6. Areyou aspecialist bird-watcher? Yes 1 No U
If Y es, approximately how many field trips do you undertake away from home per year? ......
7. Areyou amember of any nature conservation organizations? Yesd No U

If Yes, please state names of organizations

(D) oo (2) e, (3) cee ot
8. How would you rate your attitudes towards nature conservation?

L Extremely strong advocate O Strong advocate

L Moderate advocate L Neutral towards this subject

L More oriented towards devel opment than conservation

9. Pleasetick in the second column if you expect to see any of the following wildlife in Antarctica
or Sub-Antarctica during this cruise. Would it increase your satisfaction (1) a little,
(2) much, (3) very much, or (4) not at all to see the following wildlife? Please put the
appropriate number in thelast column.

Expect to see Added satisfaction if seen
If Yes, tick (V) (Please put the appropriate
number s below)
Whales and dolphins
Penguins
Seals (and relatives)
Polar seabirds (other than
penguins)

10. List upto eight species of wildlife that you would especialy like to see and hope to see on this
cruise. List the species that you most want to see first and the remainder in descending order
[Please see note at end of tableto fill out hypothetical donation amount].

Species I_—|ypothetical Donation* Species I_—|ypothetical Donation*
(in your home currency) (in your home currency)
(Name) (Please read note) (Name) (Please read note)
1 5
2 6
3 7
4 8

*Note: It is possible that the continuing existence of each of these species may be threatened by
environmental changes such as global warming, the harvesting of krill or, in some cases, unknown
factors. If you were asked for a one-off payment to support measures (such as research or policy
changes) that would prevent the extinction of the individual species mentioned by you, what is the
donation you would make? List this in your home currency against the species mentioned in the
corresponding column. When you consider each, assume that no donation is required to save the
others. Although this guestion is hypothetical, please assume that it isreal and that it has to
come from your budget. Please consider your daily expenses befor e deciding on the donation.




11. If these species were not in your previous list, and you were asked for asimilar one-off
donation, how much would you donate in terms of your home currency.

Species (Tick if you expect to see Donation in your home currency
them)

1. Emperor Penguins

2. Rockhopper Penguins
3. Southern Elephant Seals
4. Blue Whales

5. Humpback Whales

6. Minke Whales

7. Orca (Killer Whales)

8. Snow Petrels

9. Antarctic Skuas

Oo00o0oo00o

10. Wilson' s Storm Petrels

Opinions on Antar ctica

1. Do you believe that global warming is melting icebergsin Antarctica?Yes 4 No U
2. If Yes, would you like action to be taken to reduce such melting? Yes 1 No U

FNO, WHY (1) «veeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, (2) e
3. Doyou think that krill harvesting should continue in Antarctica? Yes 4 No U

4. 1f No, areyou in favour of limited krill harvesting? Yes 4 No U

5. Areyou in favour of Antarctica' s vast resources (e.g. petroleum, minerals, water) being
exploited?
Yes 1 No U

6. Areyou in favour of the Antarctic continent and surrounding seas being declared aworld
park and managed under the auspices of the United Nations and/or by the twelve Antarctic
Treaty nations?

Yes U No O

7. Areyouin favour of increased tourism activity in Antarctica?
Yesd No U

ENO, WY (L) ot e e e e e e e e e e e e




8. Do you want Antarctica (including the wildlife, plant life and its landscape) to be preserved in
itspristinestate? Yes d No U

9. If Yes, isit because (you may tick more than one box)

O Itisunique

O It has tourism potential

O I would like my children and others to enjoy it

O 1 would like to know that it remains unspoilt

O It has great resources that could be used in the future
O It has alarge influence on the Earth’ s climate

10. If an organization such as the United Nations were to raise money to declare Antar ctica and
its surrounding seas as awor Id park and conduct further research into its unique wildlife and
landscapes/seascapes, would you be willing to make an annual contribution for the next ten
years?

Yes U No Q

11. If Yes, what isthe maximum amount you would like to contribute per year in your currency
for the next 10 years?

[T NO, What @€ YOUI FEASONS? ... . e ettt et et et et et e et e et eae e e e e e

Backaround I nformation (only to be used for general processing of r esponses)

1. Gender of person filling out theform? Maleld  Femael

2. Towhat age group do you belong?
20-30 O 31-400 41-50 Q 51-60 Q
61-70 Q4 71-80 4 g1+ Q

3. Indicate your highest educational qualification
Primary only L Some junior schooling  Completed year 10 secondary or equivalent O
Completed year 12 or equivaent L Trade certificate or equivalent  Diplomaor equivalent
Degree or equivalent 1 Post-graduate degree or equivalent L Any other ...........................

4. Your family income level per annum in your home currency?
Note: Thisisconfidential and for scientific research only

Below 25,000 O 25,001 -50,000d 50,001- 75,000 Q 75,001 - 100,000 O
100,001 - 125,000 O 125,001 - 150,000 O 150,001 — 175,000 O
175,001 - 200,000 0 200,001 - 225,000 @ 225,001 and above U

Any other amount ...,

5. Would you want to visit Antarctica again if it costs the same asnow? Yesd No U

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
Contact details of researchers:

Dr Lorne Kriwoken - E-mail: L.K. Kriwoken@utas.edu.au - University of Tasmania
Professor Clem Tisdell - E-mail: c.tisdell @economics.ug.edu.au - University of Queensland
Dr Clevo Wilson - E-mail: clevo.wilson@ugq.edu.au - University of Queensand
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dSub- Antarctic Tourism and Wildii

Survey)

= |
N T

your outbound journey (First Evaluation) to Antarctic/Sub Antarctic islands which is being
conducted with support from the CRC for Sustainable Tourism by the University of
Queendand and the University of Tasmania (Australia). Could you please spare a littletimeto
answer a few more questions? Your answers, as always, will be confidential and will be used
only for scientific purposes. Please hand over the completed survey form in the next few days
(before the ship reaches the port of departure) in the envelope provided to a crew member or the
person who handed over thisform to you. Thank you very much for your cooperation.

Important: Please use the same survey number you used during the filling out of the outbound
survey form (First Evaluation).

Your assigned survey number .............oceeeeeenn .

Please state all answer s to questions below involving money in your home currency.

Preliminary Information

1. Your name or pseudonym that you used to complete the first survey form on your
OULDOUNG JOUINEY ... .. et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e neeeens

2. Date of completion of thisform: Day .............. Month .............. Y ear
3. NAME Of CIUISE SN .. ce et ettt e e et e e e e et e et e e e e eaeeteeaeaenenans
4. Date of departure of Cruise from ANtarCtiCa .........cc.vvieriiei it i e e e aaas

5. Brief indication of route of cruise (main places visited)

6. Was your Antarctic experience
U lessimpressive than you expected
U more impressive than you expected
U about the same as you expected
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7. How much do you now feel (after your experience of Antarctica) you would have
been justified in spending on this journey? Please indicate the maximum amount. The value
can be|ess, equal or morethan the amount you/partner/family actually spent.

Amount in home currency ................... for entirejourney for .............. person(s)

LN Vo0 111107 01 PP

| Knowledge about Antarctica

1. Do you consider your knowledge of Antarctica/sub-Antarctica after your visit to be
Excellent U Good U Average U Poor U

2. Have you become mor e interested in Antarctic wildlife following your visit?d Yes 1 No

3. If Yes, isyour increase in interest of Antarctic wildlife mainly in relation to:
(you may tick more than one box)

O Penguins O Other sea birds U Seals and their relatives
O Whalesand dolphins 1 All wildlife O Anyother ...,

4. What is specia about Antarctic wildlife?
(you may tick more than one box)

U Most of Antarctic wildlife are not found elsewhere
U They can be seen easily in large numbers
U The special adaptations of Antarctic wildlife

Any other (1) ....ovvevveiiiiiiii e () e
5. Did you become aware of commercial hunting of seals and penguins in the 19" and 20™
century in the Sub-Antarctic islands during the visit to Antarctica?

O Yes O No 0 Knew about it before the cruise

6. Do you think you have lear nt mor e about Antarcticaand its wildlife as aresult of this cruise?
O Yes U No

7. Did you become mor e awar e of conservation issues of Antarctic wildlife asaresult of your
cruise?
O Yes O No

8. Do you think that Antarctic wildlife should be conserved?

O Yes O No
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Wildlife and Tourism

1. How important was seeing Antarctic/Sub-Antarctic wildlife during this cruise?
O Very important
O Important
O Not very important
O Not of any importance

2. If you are a specialist bird-watcher did you see

Q) &l the birds you wanted to see
U more than half of the birds you wanted to see
L less than half of the birds you wanted to see

3. With your bird-watching experience in Antarctica were you
Q Very satisfied 0 Satisfied 0 Not satisfied
4. If you did not see any wildlife, would you have still enjoyed your cruise?
O vyes 0 No

5. Pleasetick (v') the appropriate column to indicate how important the following features or
attributes of Antar ctica/Sub-Antar ctica were during this cruise

Very Important | Limitedin Of no
important importance | importance

Wildlife

L andscapes and seascapes

Connections with explorers

Different or unique
environment

Few others have visited it

Unspoilt wilderness

Thethrill of expedition

Ship cruise pleasures

Continent without
permanent human
habitations

Antarctic Summer

Other (please specify)
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6. Tick the second column if you saw any of the following wildlife in Antarctica or Sub-
Antar ctica during the cruise. Did they increase your satisfaction (1) alittle (2) much
(3) very much or (4) not at all to see the following wildlife? Please put the appropriate
number in thelast column.

Species Saw the species? Added satisfaction if seen
If Yes, pleasetick (v) (Please put the appropriate
number s below)
Whales and dolphins
Penguins
Sedls (and relatives)
Polar seabirds (other than
penguins)

7. Listupto eight speciesof wildlife that you wanted to see and which you encountered on this
cruise. List first the species that you liked most and the remainder in descending order of your
preference for these. [Please see note at end of tableto fill out hypothetical donation

amount].
SpeciesName | Hypothetical SpeciesName | Hypothetical Donation*
. Please read note
Donation*
Pleaseread note
1 5
2 6
3 7
4 8

* Note: It is possible that the continuing existence of each of these species may be threatened by
environmental changes such as global warming, the harvesting of krill or, in some cases, unknown
factors. If you were asked for a one-off payment to support measures (such as research or policy
changes) that would prevent the extinction of the individual species mentioned by you, what is the
donation you would make? List this in your home currency against the species mentioned in the
corresponding column. When you consider each, assume that no donation is required to save the
others. Although this question is hypothetical, please assume that it is real and that it has to
come from your budget. Please consider your daily expenses befor e deciding on the donation.
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8. If thefollowing species wer e not in your previous list, and you were asked for a similar
one-off donation, how much would you donate in terms of your home currency after your
experience with these species.

Species (Tick if you expect to see Donation in your home
them) currency

1. Emperor Penguins

2. Rockhopper Penguins
3. Southern Elephant Seals
4. Blue Whales

5. Humpback Whales

6. Minke Whales

7. Orca (Killer Whales)

8. Snow Petrels

9. Antarctic Skuas
10. Wilson' s Storm Petrels

000000 00o

Opinions on Antar ctica

1. Do you believe that global warming is melting icebergsin Antarctica?Yes 1 No U

2. If Yes, would you like action to be taken to reduce such melting? Yes 4 No U
IfFNO,Why (1) covvniiie e, (2) e

3. Do you think that krill harvesting should continue in Antarctica? Yes 4 No U

4. 1f No, are you in favour of limited krill harvesting? Yes 1 No U

5. Areyouin favour of Antarctica s vast resources (e.g. petroleum, minerals, water) being
exploited?

Yes U No O

6. Areyou in favour of the Antarctic continent and surrounding seas being declared a world park
and managed under the auspices of the United Nations and/or by the twelve Antarctic Treaty
nations? Yes 1 No U

7. Areyouin favour of increased tourism activity in Antarctica?
Yes U No O

IfYeS,Why (1) o e (2) oo

IfNO,WhY (1) v e e (2) oo
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8. Do you want Antarctica (including the wildlife, plant life and its landscape) to be preserved in
itspristinestate? Yes 1 No U

9. If Yes, isit because (you may tick more than one box)

Q Itisunique

O It has tourism potential

O I would like my children and others to enjoy it

O I would like to know that it remains unspoilt

O It has great resources that could be used in the future
O It has alarge influence on the earth’s climate

10. If an organization such as the United Nations were to raise money to declare Antarcticaand its
surrounding seas as awor Id park and conduct further research into its unique wildlife and
landscapes, would you be willing to make an annual contribution for the next ten years?

Yes U No U

11. If Yes, what is the maximum amount you would like to contribute per year in your currency for
the next 10 years
[T NO, What @r€ YOUF FEASOMNS? ... . v ettt et eee et ettt e et et e e e e eae e eee e e enaees
12. If you are not already a member of a nature conservation organization do you wish to join one
after your Antarctic experience?
Yes 1 No O
IFNO, WhY? . e

13. If Yes, please state organizations that you would consider joining

14. How would you rate your attitudes towards nature conservation after your experience of
Antarctica?
O Extremely strong advocate Q Strong advocate
O Moderate advocate O Neutral towards this subject

L More oriented towards devel opment than conservation

15.  Would you want to visit Antarctica again if costs are the sameasnow? Yes  No

16. ANy COMMENLS Ar€ WEICOME. .. ... ittt et e e e e e et et e e e e e e e eaeeaeeeeaannas

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
Contact details of researchers:
Dr Lorne Kriwoken - E-mail L.K. Kriwoken@utas.edu.au - University of Tasmania
Professor Clem Tisdell - E-mail:c.tisdell @economics.uq.edu.au - University of Queensland
Dr Clevo Wilson - E-mail:clevo.wilson@ua.edu.au - University of Oueensland
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