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This exploratory study aimed to determine firstly the non-consumptive value of five marine species (whales, 
the Great White shark, penguins, dolphins and seals) and secondly the sociodemographic and behavioural 
variables that influence willingness to pay to see these species. This was achieved by means of a structured 
questionnaire survey conducted at Table Mountain National Park, the largest urban national park in South 
Africa. The data consisted of responses to 319 fully completed questionnaires. These were analysed using 
factor analysis and Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression analysis. The results showed that the 
variables influencing willingness to pay differed from species to species, with the biggest differences being 
found in behavioural rather than sociodemographic variables. In showing how much respondents were 
willing to pay to see the various species and which species they preferred, the results also highlighted the 
non-consumptive value of the species. 
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1 

Introduction 
South Africa is a well-known nature-based 
tourism destination where tourists travel to see 
and experience the wide variety of fauna and 
flora on offer. The country boasts 21 national 
and more than a hundred provincial parks and 
conservation or protected areas. The most visited 
national park is Table Mountain National Park, 
established in 1998 and attracting more than 
two million visitors a year. Situated at the 
south-western tip of Africa, the Park stretches 
from Signal Hill in Cape Town to Cape Point 
in the south. Its current size is 25 000 hectares, 
and its jurisdiction extends across 1 000 square 
kilometres of seas and coastline around the 
Cape Peninsula (SANParks, 2011). It is also 
known for two world-renowned landmarks, 
namely Table Mountain (a World Heritage Site 
and one of the world’s seven wonders of 
nature) and the Cape of Good Hope. Its diverse 
and unique fauna offer tourists the opportunity 
to view a variety of marine species. The focus 
of this exploratory research is on the Park’s 
marine attractions and specifically tourists’ 

willingness to pay to see marine species. 
Therefore, one wants to know how much, in 
monetary terms, a visitor values the sighting of 
particular species. This type of research has 
been done in several areas of conservation, 
environment management and wildlife recreation. 
However, Hay and McConnell (1979:462) 
stated in 1979 that “no studies have success-
fully estimated the net economic value of 
wildlife watching”. Ten years later, Wagner 
(1989) also sounded a plea for more research 
on this topic to gain a better understanding of 
the non-consumptive value of different species. 
An assessment of the latest available literature 
on the topic reveals that the situation has not 
changed dramatically (see for example Tsi, Nij 
& Mühlenberg, 2008). Rockel and Kealy 
(1991) emphasise the importance of this area 
of research when they state that although non-
consumptive wildlife recreation or game watching 
enjoys wider participation than all hunting and 
fishing combined, it receives comparatively 
less attention from scientists. In essence, it is 
true that the tourism and leisure industries do 
not know the non-consumptive value of 
different species, yet managers have to manage 
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these resources. This is a bit like running a 
business without knowing the value of the 
goods and services you are selling.   

In addition to the above, this paper will 
explain the sociodemographic and behavioural 
variables that determine willingness to pay. 
This information will be useful not only for 
marketing and managing the Park, but also to 
fill the gap in the literature concerning the non-
consumptive value of marine species. The 
species under investigation in this study are 
whales, the Great White shark, penguins, 
dolphins and seals, since these are some of the 
key species among those protected by this Park 
that tourists have a good chance of seeing.  

2 
Literature review  

The fastest-growing element of tourism today 
is nature-based tourism, which includes trips to 
national parks and wilderness areas. Many 
tourists today want get in touch with nature; 
for them, nature provides a special holiday 
experience (Kuenzi & McNeely, 2008:156). 
This is confirmed by numerous studies on this 
topic (see Van der Merwe, Slabbert & Saayman, 
2011; Kruger & Saayman, 2009). Opportunities 
for wildlife viewing are a valuable asset to 
national parks since tourists are willing to pay 
a significant amount of money to view 
particular species of animals and nature in 
general. Moreover, in South Africa, as in many 
other African and developing countries, this 
type of tourism forms the backbone of the 
tourism industry. It is a growing segment of 
nature-based tourism (Aziz, Radam & Samdin, 
2010). For wildlife tourism to succeed, the 
market demand must be realistically assessed 
in terms of price, quality and type of activities 
preferred, so as to appeal to the kind of tourists 
that predominate in the area. Wildlife watching 
covers a wide range of different species. Some 
are easy to access, but getting to see species 
like the “Big Five” (i.e. lion, buffalo, 
rhinoceros, leopard and elephant) is difficult 
and costly (Tapper, 2006:16). Little research 
has been done on the topic of how much 
tourists are willing to pay for the opportunity 
to see different species in their natural 
environment, so there are still questions to be 
answered. In this regard, Lindsey, Alexander, 

Mills, Romanach and Woodroffe (2007:30) 
state that international tourists visiting South 
Africa are primarily interested in large predators, 
while local, more experienced wildlife tourists 
show more interest in bird diversity, plant 
diversity and scenery, and are less interested in 
high-profile mammal species.  

The value of wildlife can be divided into 
direct or indirect value (Chardonnet, Des Clers, 
Fisher, Gerhold, Jori & Lamarque, 2002:15). 
The direct value is the consumptive use of 
wildlife where wildlife resources are directly 
exploited, for example by means of hunting 
and fishing. Indirect value is the non-
consumptive use of wildlife, which essentially 
means wildlife viewing, and this value is more 
difficult to determine (Hay & McConnell, 
1979; Chardonnet et al., 2002:17). Whichever 
way one looks at it, it is clear that tourists do 
value the non-consumption or viewing of 
species and it is likely that they place different 
values on different species. Various studies 
have been conducted on different aspects of 
wildlife and environmental management as 
well as wildlife-associated recreation. Examples 
include the work of Hay and McConnell 
(1979), Chae, Wattage and Pascoe (2012), Park, 
Bowker and Leeworthy (2002), Leeworthy, 
Wiley, English and Kriesel (2001), Rockel and 
Kealy (1991), Tongson and Dygico (2004), 
and Zawacki, Marsinko and Bowker (2000) on 
wildlife recreation, Swanson (1994) and 
Alexander (2000) on the economics of extinction, 
Skonhoft (1998) on the conflict between 
African conservation and agriculture, and 
Muchapondwa, Carlson and Kohlin (2008) on 
managing elephants in Zimbabwe. These and 
several other studies do not, however, address 
the question raised by this research. The only 
similar studies are those by Hadkler, Sharma, 
David and Muraleedharan (1997), Tsi et al. 
(2008), Aziz et al. (2010), Tisdell and Wilson 
(2001), and Wilson and Tisdell (2001). 
However, of these studies, it was only Tisdell 
and Wilson (2001) who did research on marine 
species, namely sea turtles. Therefore, much 
more needs to be done in this regard.  

A review of the literature revealed three 
methods of assessing willingness to pay for 
wildlife viewing (Spash, 2000). The first is the 
travel cost method, which is used to estimate 
the economic use values associated with the 
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particular animal (Zawacki et al., 2000; King 
& Mazzotta, 2000). This method uses a cost-
benefit analysis based on three factors, namely 
changes in access cost, the establishment or 
abolition of recreational sites, and changes in 
the environmental quality of a particular site. It 
establishes visitors’ willingness to pay by 
assessing the number of trips they make when 
one or more of these factors change (Zawacki 
et al., 2000; King & Mazzotta, 2000). The 
travel cost method was not considered ideal for 
the present study because it is based on the 
following two assumptions: (i) that people will 
respond to changes in travel cost in the same 
way as to a change in the cost of entrance 
permits (this is not always the case), and (ii) 
that a person travels for a single purpose 
(should a person visit another destination, then 
the value of the original destination would be 
overestimated). 

The second method, which was also not 
considered ideal, is the hedonic price method, 
which uses the price of goods with different 
measurable characteristics in order to determine 
the price of each item (Gundimeda, 2005; 
Hanley & Spash, 2003). This method is commonly 
used to set house prices by determining 
willingness to pay for each characteristic of a 
house.  

The third method, which is the one used in 
this paper, is the contingent valuation (CV) 
method. According to Spash (2000), the 
contingent valuation method has risen to 
prominence among the three methods men-
tioned above. This method is commonly used 
to determine the economic value of new 
market environmental attributes or services 
(King & Mazzotta, 2000). It can apply both 
non-use and use values of environmental 
services and it generally uses a questionnaire 
or survey. One of the challenges in this type of 
study remains sample size, which is generally 
small (Du Preez, Lee & Cloete, 2013; Hausman, 
2012). A review of the literature shows that the 
main factors influencing willingness to pay are 
income, age, education, nationality, marital 
status, number of children, loyalty and donations 
(see Kosz, 1996; Hadkler et al., 1997; Tisdell 
& Wilson, 2001; Tsi et al., 2008; Aziz et al., 
2010). All these studies showed that both 
education and income are positively related to 
willingness to pay, but education more 

strongly than income. Age showed a negative 
relation to willingness to pay, which implies 
that older respondents will probably not be 
willing to pay as much as the younger ones 
(Kosz, 1996; Tisdell & Wilson, 2001; Aziz et 
al., 2010). Hadkler et al. (1997) found the 
opposite, namely that older respondents are 
willing to pay more. Marital status generally 
shows a positive relationship with willingness 
to pay, which is to say that married visitors are 
willing to pay more than unmarried visitors 
(Aziz et al., 2010; Kosz, 1996), while 
nationality shows a negative correlation, meaning 
that international visitors are likely to pay 
more than local visitors (Hadkler et al., 1997; 
Aziz et al., 2010).  

In terms of profession, the higher the 
visitors’ professional standing, the more likely 
they are to pay more (Hadkler et al., 1997; 
Tisdell & Wilson, 2001; Aziz et al., 2010). 
Loyalty is also positively related to willingness 
to pay (Kosz, 1996). An interesting finding 
from the literature is that people who make 
donations to conservation causes show less 
willingness to pay (Kosz, 1996; Hadkler et al., 
1997; Tisdell & Wilson, 2001). The underlying 
research questions are: What are the non-
consumptive values of the different marine 
species? and What are the sociodemographic 
and behavioural variables influencing willingness 
to pay to see these species? Based on the 
literature review, the following hypotheses will 
be tested. 

Hypothesis 1 
There is a positive relationship between 
income and willingness to pay. 

Hypothesis 2 
There is a positive relationship between 
education and willingness to pay. 

Hypothesis 3 
Married people are willing to pay more. 

Hypothesis 4 
Foreigners show a higher willingness to pay. 

Hypothesis 5 
A loyal customer is willing to buy more. 
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Method of research 
The method will be discussed under the 
following headings: the questionnaire, sampling 
method and survey and statistical analysis.  

3.1 The questionnaire 
The survey used a five-section questionnaire 
adapted from Tisdell and Wilson (2001) and 
Aziz et al. (2010). The guidelines for performing 
CV studies by the NOAA Report were also 
followed (see Arrow et al., 1993). Section A 
elicited the respondents’ sociodemographic 
particulars (gender, age, home language, 
marital status and province of residence), 
Section B their spending behaviour, Section C 
their perception of the Park’s facilities, Section 
D their reasons for visiting the Park, and 
Section E how they rated the Park’s marine 
species and what rand (R) value they would 
place on them. In determining the value they 
would place on marine species, respondents 
could allocate any amount, making this an 
open question. The questionnaire was pre-
tested with a group of ten people in order to 
determine whether the questions were clearly 
understood by the respondents.  

3.2 Sampling method and survey 
All tourists who visited Table Mountain 
National Park during the period of the survey, 
18 to 22 August 2011, formed part of the 
sample and were requested to complete the 
questionnaire. Fieldworkers distributed the 
questionnaires to visitors at the three key 
points in the Park: Table Mountain Cable 
Station (n=123), Boulders Beach (n=154) and 
the Cape of Good Hope (n=42). A total of 319 
fully completed questionnaires were used in 
the statistical analysis. Based on the total 
number of visitors (152 233) to the Park during 
August, this provides a 5.5 per cent margin of 
error with 95 per cent certainty. Forty-three per 
cent of the respondents were nationals and 57 
per cent were international visitors; according 
to a report by Kruger, Scholtz & Saayman 
(2012), Table Mountain National Park attracts 
more foreign visitors than locals. Therefore, 
the profile of the respondents, if compared 
with results obtained in the research conducted 
by Kruger et al. (2012) over a couple of years, 

is a good representation of visitors to this park.  

3.3 Statistical analysis 
The data were captured using Microsoft© 
Excel© and analysed using IBM SPSS (SPSS 
Inc, 2010). The statistical analysis was done in 
three stages. Firstly, the data from the survey 
were pooled. Secondly, a principal factor 
analysis with Oblimin rotation and Kaiser 
normalisation was performed on the 40 items 
that determined the reasons for visiting the 
Park. All items with a factor loading above 0.4 
were considered as a contributing factor, since, 
according to Field (2006), for a sample size 
above 300, one could use factor loadings above 
0,3. All reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s 
alpha) were captured to estimate the internal 
consistency of each factor and all factors had a 
reliability coefficient above 0.6, which again, 
according to Field (2006), is acceptable for this 
kind of research. From the factor analysis, 
eight factors were identified and labelled as 
Facilities (4.21), Amenities (4.26), Activities 
(1.95), Learning (3.36), Attraction (2.98), 
Family and friends (2.76), Escape (2.98) and 
Nature experience (3.42). The numbers shown 
here in brackets are the mean values of the 
factors. These explained 70.35 per cent of the 
variance. In the third stage of the analysis, 
these factors were used as variables in an 
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression 
analysis. The five species were used separately 
as the dependent variable in order to discover 
which variables determined willingness to pay. 
Wooldridge (2009:45) explains that the main 
reason for incorporating natural logarithms 
into a model is to impose a constant percentage 
effect of independent variables on the dependent 
variable. 

4 
Results 

This section describes first the findings 
pertaining to respondents’ preferences for the 
five species and then the regression analysis of 
the species separately. 

Respondents first indicated their preference, 
by rating the species on a scale of 1 to 5, and 
then indicated how much they were willing to 
pay to see these animals, by allocating a 
specific amount per species. Table 1 shows 
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that the preference of the five species was 
ranked from most popular to least popular as 
follows: whales, the Great White shark, 
penguins, dolphins and then seals. When it 
came to the non-consumptive value, whales 
were rated significantly higher than sharks, 
penguins, dolphins or seals. In one case (i.e. 

the Great White shark), there is a difference 
between preference and willingness to pay. 
The second analysis entailed a deeper investi-
gation into what drives these differences. This 
was done by means of regression analysis. 
Table 2 below shows the regression coefficient 
and the standard error in brackets. 

 
Table 1 

Results of visitors’ willingness to pay for marine animals 

Animal 

 Animal popularity 
Rand value 
allocated 
(Average) 

 
Animal 
ranking 

(popularity) 

Most 
popular 

Very 
popular 

Popular Less 
popular 

Least 
popular 

Animal 
ranking 

(Rand value) 
Whale 1 40% 29% 14% 10% 7% R 322.37 1 
Penguin 3 23% 17% 21% 26% 13% R144.22 2 
Great White shark 2 32% 20% 13% 12% 23% R131.44 3 
Dolphin 4 15% 18% 28% 28% 11% R99.32 4 
Seal 5 5% 16% 18% 20% 41% R95.29 5 

 
Table 2 

Results of the regression analysis of the five marine species separately 

Variable Whale Great White 
shark Penguin Dolphin Seal 

(Constant) 5.501 4.974 2.302 3.226 0.107 
Age .020 

(.191) 
.027 

(.233) 
.020 

(.208) 
-.003 

(-.032) 
.019 

(.171) 
Gender -.728 

(-.330) 
-.845 

(-.353)** 
-.153 

(-.071) 
-.092 

(-.044) 
.045 

(.020) 
Factor analysis 
Facilities .216 

(.128) 
-.629 

(-.343) 
-.541 

(-.325) 
-.050 

(-.031) 
.500 

(.293) 
Amenities -1.024 

(-.505)*** 
-.902 

(-.417)** 
-.161 

(-.080) 
-.711 

(-.374)** 
-.784 

(-.392)** 
Activities -.050 

(-.039) 
.240 

(.178) 
-.033 

(-.028) 
.025 

(.021) 
.071 

(.057) 
Learning .742 

(.491) 
1.351 

(.827)** 
.727 

(.491) 
.922 

(.646) 
.710 

(.463) 
Attraction -.086 

(-.085) 
-.157 

(-.142) 
.050 

(.050) 
-.143 

(-.143) 
-.114 

(-.110) 
Family and friends -.100 

(-.094) 
-.232 

(-.204) 
.171 

(.172) 
.230 

(.238) 
-.009 

(-.008) 
Escape -.069 

(-.068) 
-.119 

(-.111) 
.264 

(.266) 
.152 

(.158) 
.275 

(.272) 
Nature experience .115 

(.087) 
.409 

(.290) 
-.376 

(-.291) 
-.214 

(-.162) 
-.202 

(-.143) 
Language (comparator Afrikaans)  
Other .679 

(.296) 
1.014 
(.411) 

.629 
(.282) 

-.015 
(-.007) 

.568 
(.248) 

English .104 
(.047) 

.947 
(.394) 

.086 
(.039) 

-.250 
(-.119) 

.613 
(.274) 

Marital status (comparator single)  
Living together -.554 

(-.202) 
-1.257 

(-.419)** 
-.173 

(-.063) 
-.324 

(-.125) 
-.374 

(-.136) 
Married .066 

(.029) 
-.178 

(-.074) 
-.618 

(-.281) 
-.470 

(-.221) 
-.386 

(-.171) 

continued/ 
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Variable Whale Great White 

shark Penguin Dolphin Seal 

Province (comparator Western Cape) 
Province other  -.561 

(-.219) 
-1.388 
(-.519)* 

.659 
(.264) 

.367 
(.154) 

-.699 
(-.274) 

Other countries vs South Africa .405 
(.175) 

.800 
(.324) 

-.691 
(-.307) 

-.819 
(-.377) 

.091 
(.039) 

Education (comparator Matric)      

Diploma/Degree .266 
(.112) 

-1.116 
(-.431) 

-.419 
(-.179) 

.459 
(.199) 

-1.010 
(-.417) 

Postgraduate .903 
(.386) 

-.554 
(-.222) 

-.315 
(-.139) 

.718 
(.327) 

-.545 
(-.231) 

Professional .104 
(.042) 

-1.506 
(-.564) 

-.165 
(-.068) 

.484 
(.210) 

-.652 
(-.261) 

Income (comparator<R20 000 p.a.) 
R20 001-R140 000 -.996 

(-.272) 
.077 

(.018) 
-.907 

(-.213) 
-.595 
(.900) 

-.439 
(-.116) 

R140 001-R221 000 -.465 
(-.142) 

.759 
(.219) 

-.020 
(-.006) 

-.081 
(-.027) 

.194 
(.058) 

R221 001-R305 000 .483 
(.160) 

1.451 
(.436) 

.701 
(.241) 

.749 
(.271) 

1.428 
(.470) 

R305 001-R431 000 -.430 
(-.142) 

.406 
(.127) 

.132 
(.047) 

-.117 
(-.042) 

-.174 
(-.060) 

R431 001-R552 000 -1.526 
(-.357)** 

-1.147 
(-.254) 

-.285 
(-.073) 

-.476 
(-.118) 

.377 
(.092) 

>R552 000 .196 
(.076) 

.556 
(.200) 

.423 
(.169) 

.211 
(.087) 

.259 
(.099) 

Initiated visit to Park 
Wild card 1.025 

(.312)** 
.360 

(.108) 
.882 

(.293) 
1.063 

(.385)** 
1.358 

(.428)** 

Member of conservation organisation -.725 
(-.263)** 

-.344 
(-.115) 

-.501 
(-.183) 

-.087 
(-.034) 

-.785 
(-.286) 

Where did you hear of Park?  

Website .210 
(.090) 

-.258 
(-.105) 

-.033 
(-.014) 

.234 
(.107) 

-.037 
(-.016) 

Shows .824 
(.282) 

1.021 
(.330)* 

.563 
(.194) 

1.001 
(.350)** 

1.315 
(.449)** 

Friends -.287 
(-.126) 

-.184 
(-.075) 

-.141 
(-.063) 

-.308 
(-.145) 

-.338 
(-.146) 

Radio 1.342 
(.203) 

2.073 
(.298) 

1.149 
(.174) 

.154 
(.025) 

1.632 
(.258) 

TV -1.132 
(-.288)** 

-.967 
(-.233) 

-.079 
(-.022) 

.352 
(.764) 

.055 
(.013) 

Magazines .069 
(.030) 

-.033 
(-.013) 

-.431 
(.190) 

.503 
(.229) 

1.112 
(.472)** 

SANParks -.223 
(-.079) 

-.232 
(-.078) 

-.201 
(-.073) 

-.564 
(-.217) 

-1.399 
(-.510)** 

Previous visits -.495 
(-.164) 

-.323 
(-.095) 

.659 
(.227) 

.120 
(.205) 

.771 
(.254) 

Facebook -.561 
(-.153) 

-.722 
(-.174) 

-1.756 
(-.480)** 

-.473 
(-.127) 

-.557 
(-.147) 

Twitter -1.433 
(-.302) 

-1.1435 
(-.250) 

-.375 
(-.079) 

-.830 
(-.161) 

-.360 
(-.069) 

Internet blogs 1.332 
(.484)** 

1.152 
(.373)* 

1.102 
(.413)** 

.774 
(.305) 

.850 
(.310) 

R2 0.663 0.625 0.533 0.578 0.684 

adj R2 0.251 0.116 0.012 0.061 0.183 

*p<0.01; **p<0.05 
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Analysing the sociodemographic characteristics 
of visitors in relation to the five species, we 
can see from Table 2 that it was only in the 
case of the Great White shark that males were 
more willing to pay than females. The same 
applies to people/couples living together and 
those living in the Western Cape Province who 
are willing to pay more to see the Great White 
shark. Therefore, this research rejects hypothesis 
3 in that the fact that people were married was 
not found to be positively correlated with 
willingness to pay. In addition to this, the 
research finds little support for hypothesis 2, 
since no relationship was found between 
education and willingness to pay. An interesting 
finding is that there is no clear relationship 
between willingness to pay and income, with 
only one income category being moderately 
significant. Therefore, hypothesis 1 is also 
rejected. Another interesting finding is that this 
research also rejects hypothesis 4, since foreigners 
who make up the largest percentage of the 
sample are clearly not willing to pay more than 
locals.   

Looking at behavioural characteristics, one 
can see that visitors who are motivated by the 
Park’s amenities show a negative relationship 
with willingness to pay more and were 
therefore more willing to pay for what the Park 
offers in terms of other attractions and hiking 
trails than to see whales, Great White sharks, 
dolphins and seals. Visitors with a Wild Card 
(loyalty card) were also willing to pay more (in 
the case of whales, dolphins and seals), thereby 
confirming hypothesis 5. In contrast to Wild 
Card members, not all members of conservation 
organisations or agencies were willing to pay 
more. It was interesting to note that those who 
had heard about the Park on Facebook were 
not willing to pay more in the case of 
penguins, and that shows, magazines and 
Internet blogs as marketing tools showed a 
positive relationship with willingness to pay.  

The results also show the R-square and 
adjusted R-square of the regression analysis. 
For all five species, more than 50 per cent of 
the variance in willingness to pay is explained 
by independent variables. In all the regressions, 
the adjusted R-squares are much lower. This is 
to be expected since the adjusted R-square 
penalises one for each variable included. The 
analysis tested various hypotheses, which 

resulted in a large number of independent 
variables, which were retained in the equations. 

5 
Findings and implications 

The first major finding is that visitors are 
willing to pay more to see the supposedly less 
important species than the large predators that 
Lindsey et al. (2007) say are the main interest 
for international visitors. Results show that 
there is a demand to see these marine species 
and a willingness to pay for the experience, by 
both national and international visitors, thereby 
confirming the non-consumptive value of these 
species, as indicated in Table 1. This implies 
that the Park should not only promote these 
species, but should also offer visitors the 
opportunity to experience them. An interpretation 
centre that provides more detail and information 
on these species would also be advantageous in 
promoting them, especially the whales, Great 
White shark, dolphins and seals. There is an 
interpretation centre for penguins at Boulders.  

Secondly, it is also interesting to find that 
visitors are willing to pay significantly more to 
see whales than to see the other four marine 
species. Penguins are the second most 
favoured, followed by the Great White shark, 
dolphins and seals. A possible reason for the 
high interest in penguins is that the visitor is 
guaranteed to see them, since the Park offers a 
facility (Boulders Beach) where they live and 
breed. In addition, international visitors visit 
all three key points where the surveys were 
conducted; and therefore they would probably 
all be able to see penguins at close range at 
Boulders Beach. Interpretation of these species 
also takes place at Boulders. The implication 
of the findings is that offering trips to see these 
species, especially whales, is a tourism option 
that management at Table Mountain National 
Park should strongly consider.  

The third finding is that the variables 
influencing willingness to pay for the five 
species produced a mixed bag of results and 
that several variables influence willingness to 
pay. Most of the variables that influence 
willingness to pay are behavioural rather than 
sociodemographic. In fact, when one compares 
the five species it is difficult to detect a 
pattern. This proves that factors that influence 
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interest in one species cannot be seen as 
applicable to another. The reason for this is 
probably the uniqueness of each species and 
the differences in the likelihood of seeing a 
particular species. In contrast to findings 
mentioned in the literature review (Tisdell & 
Wilson, 2001; Tsi et al. 2008; Aziz et al. 
2010), this research does not confirm that 
income  influences willingness to pay, and 
therefore this study does not clearly support 
research by Tisdell and Wilson (2001), Tsi et 
al. (2008) and Aziz et al. (2010). In terms of 
age, the results are inconclusive. Again, this 
research contradicts previous work done by 
Kosz (1996) and Aziz et al. (2010), but 
supports research by Hadkler et al. (1997). 
Gender was found to be a positive variable 
only in the case of the Great White shark. 

Marital status, specifically as regards 
couples living together, was found to be 
significant in the case of the Great White 
shark. For the other species, it was incon-
clusive, thereby contradicting Kosz (1996) and 
Aziz et al. (2010). In no case did being married 
appear to be a significant variable that influenced 
willingness to pay and since no previous studies 
have applied all the categories of marital status 
it is difficult to make a comparison. 

There was no significant relationship for 
nationality (other countries versus South Africa), 
thereby contradicting research by Hadkler et 
al. (1997) and Aziz et al. (2010), who found 
that foreigners are willing to pay more than 
locals. This research confirms research done 
by Kruger et al. (2012), who indicated that 
foreign visitors to national parks in South 
Africa spend less than local tourists do. Higher 
levels of education did not appear to be 
positively correlated with spending either. 
Loyalty was found to show a positive relation-
ship, thereby confirming results by Kosz (1996). 
This research also confirms that in the case of 
whales visitors who belong to conservation 
organisations are less willing to pay more. 

A very interesting finding is that, in the case 
of whales, the Great White shark, dolphins and 
seals, respondents who are motivated by 
amenities in the Park are willing to pay less to 
see these species. The amenities that the Park 
offers, such as hiking trails and other activities, 

are greater attractions and a possible reason for 
this is that those species are more difficult to 
see than penguins or that there is not sufficient 
opportunity to spot them or respondents do not 
know enough about them or how they should 
go about seeing them. Therefore, Park managers 
should create more opportunity for visitors to 
see and experience these species. 

6 
Conclusion 

If one asks whether visitors value (in monetary 
terms) marine species such as whales, the 
Great White shark, penguins, dolphins and 
seals, the answer is clearly yes. This study 
showed, however, that the monetary or non-
consumptive value that visitors attach to the 
different species differs according to the type 
of visitors and that several variables influence 
willingness to pay. These variables also differ 
from species to species. This is the first time 
that the non-consumptive value of these 
marine species has been determined. This 
innovative research therefore makes an 
important contribution to understanding the 
non-consumptive value of marine species and 
the variables influencing willingness to pay, 
although it is exploratory. It shows that much 
more research is still needed on the non-
consumptive value of species. In this regard, 
this research echoes Hay and McConnell’s 
(1979) and Wagner’s (1989) plea for more 
research on this topic. This research rejected 
four of the hypotheses and confirmed one. It 
clearly shows that the variables influencing 
willingness to pay differ significantly from one 
species to the next. An interesting study would 
be to determine which species would create the 
optimum demand. This would help conservation 
organisations to make it possible for visitors to 
experience them. Another possibility would be 
to determine to what extent interpretation such 
as information brochures, pamphlets and oral 
presentations as well as environmental education 
would contribute to willingness to pay. A 
limitation of this study is that a larger sample 
size would be preferable. However, this study 
is seen as exploratory, since willingness to pay 
has not been determined for these species.  
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