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ABSTRACT 

This study investigated the domestic wildlife tourism market in terms of its scope, the characteristics of the 
consumers, and the extent to which they are satisfied with the products being offered. A telephone interview was 
used to administer a questionnaire to 1356 respondents from all over Australia. The study found that just under 
one-third of the sample had taken a trip which involved an encounter with wildlife in the previous 12 months. 
These tourists were not substantially different from non-wildlife tourists in terms of their demographic 
characteristics and only slightly different in terms of their orientations to animals and the environment. 
Additionally, there were few differences between people who took trips which involved encounters with free 
animals versus trips which involved encounters with animals in captivity. It can therefore be concluded that the 
market is fairly homogeneous in terms of these variables, and that the factors which determine the propensity to 
take a wildlife trip are largely beyond those considered in this study.  
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SUMMARY 

This report considers the role of wildlife tourism in the Australian domestic market through a study based on a 
survey of Australian residents. The aims of this study were to: 

1. Assess the role and significance of wildlife experiences within the Australian domestic tourism market; 
2. Establish a typology of domestic wildlife tourists through market segmentation and develop market 

profiles; and 
3. Examine motivations for and satisfaction levels with wildlife encounters amongst domestic wildlife 

tourists. 
The survey therefore asked respondents about their recent travel activities and whether they had had a trip 

that involved an encounter with wildlife in the past 12 months. Of the 1356 people interviewed, 440 (32.4%) had 
taken a trip in the past 12 months which had brought them into contact with wildlife. This is a substantial 
proportion, however it is not nearly as high as the proportion of international visitors who encounter wildlife 
during their travels in Australia (71.1%).  

It was found that Queensland was the most common destination for these wildlife trips (32.4%) and that most 
people were travelling for a holiday or to visit friends and relatives. Slightly more than half (56%) of these 
tourists travelled interstate, and just less than half stayed within their own state (44%). The average length of 
stay was 11.2 nights, which is substantially longer than the overall average length of domestic trip of four nights. 

The animals most commonly seen on these trips were members of the kangaroo family and birds and these 
were also commonly reported as the most enjoyed. However, in order to correct for the unequal number of 
sightings, a likeability factor was calculated which divided the number of most enjoyed reports (where more than 
one animal was encountered) by the total number of encounters. Animals which rated highly on this factor 
included camels, echidnas, and dolphins. 

The characteristics of the wildlife tourists were compared with those of non-wildlife tourists and only a few 
demographic differences were found. People who lived in single adult households were less likely to go on 
wildlife trips while those with a university education were slightly more likely. Some differences were also 
observed based on the state people lived in, with NSW residents less likely to have an encounter with wildlife on 
their travels.  

In comparing domestic wildlife tourists with inbound visitors who saw wildlife in Australia, it was found that 
domestic tourists have a much broader spread of ages than do internationals, with 13% of domestics being aged 
over 65 compared with only 3.6% of internationals. This is likely due to the fact that older people may be less 
likely to travel internationally. Additionally, internationals are much more likely to travel unaccompanied 
(41.6%) than are domestic wildlife tourists (7.3%).  

The majority of encounters with wildlife were in national parks (44.3%) or in other natural settings (12.9%), 
with smaller proportions of visitors encountering wildlife in captive exhibits such as zoos (17.1%), wildlife parks 
(12.4%), theme parks (3.3%) and aquariums (2.4%). When the place of encounter was classified as being either 
free or captive, the ratio was about 60:40 for domestic tourists compared with about 40:60 for internationals. 
This may reflect the greater mobility of domestic tourists or differing preferences of the markets. 

Comparisons were then made between tourists who had had an encounter with free wildlife versus those who 
had had an encounter with captive wildlife. No substantial differences were found in the demographic and trip 
characteristics of the two groups, indicating that the domestic wildlife tourism market is more homogeneous than 
the international market, where differences were clearer. It was however evident that captive wildlife tourists 
seem to engage in a broader range of activities during their trip than do free wildlife tourists. This is no doubt 
related to the destinations visited, with free encounters more likely to be in regional and rural areas which have a 
smaller number of alternative attractions.  

Both wildlife and non-wildlife tourists were asked about their attitudes towards animals and also the 
environment more broadly. Generally speaking, wildlife tourists had slightly more positive orientations than 
those who had not had a wildlife encounter. Some differences were also observed between free and captive 
wildlife tourists. For example, free wildlife tourists agreed more strongly that non-domesticated animals should 
not be kept in captivity, and they had lower levels of support for the statement “it is natural and appropriate for 
humans to eat meat”.  

Finally, respondents were asked about how satisfied they were with their wildlife encounter, and the reported 
levels of satisfaction were high. There were no differences in the satisfaction scores of people who had had 
active versus passive encounters or free versus captive encounters.  
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Chapter 1 

 
INTRODUCTION 

Anecdotally, it has long been considered that wildlife tourism is a substantial drawcard for international tourists. 
While there is now some evidence to suggest that the opportunity to see wildlife is one of the motivating factors 
drawing inbound tourism to Australia (Fredline & Faulkner 2001), there has been no comparable research to 
assess the importance of wildlife as a tourism product within the Australian domestic market. Some data are 
collected by Tourism Research Australia (TRA) through the National Visitor Survey (NVS). However, these 
statistics fail to capture all possible encounters with animals, and some activity categories refer to activities that 
may or may not involve an encounter with wildlife, therefore these figures cannot be used as a basis for 
estimating the size of the market. There is also a gap in knowledge regarding the nature of product preference 
and travel behaviour of domestic wildlife tourists. Accordingly the objectives of the research were to: 

1. Assess the role and significance of wildlife experiences within the Australian domestic tourism market; 
2. Establish a typology of domestic wildlife tourists through market segmentation and develop market 

profiles; and 
3. Examine motivations for and satisfaction levels with wildlife encounters amongst domestic wildlife 

tourists. 

Background Information 
Wildlife tourism is a broad phenomenon including a diversity of experiences, with product varying in terms of 
the animals involved, the place and type of encounter (active or passive), and the relative importance of the 
encounter as a motivating factor within the itinerary. Whilst there is no doubt a small niche market of tourists 
who travel solely (or primarily) to engage with wildlife, for the vast majority of wildlife product consumers this 
is just one activity amongst many participated in during a trip. Nonetheless, these consumers are the core market 
for the industry, but given their relative lack of commitment it is logical to assume that other tourism product 
could be substituted if the available wildlife product failed to meet expectations. Thus, efficient marketing of 
wildlife product requires knowledge of the characteristics of and benefits sought by the market.  

In situations such as this, where the market exhibits a high level of heterogeneity, segmentation is an 
appropriate strategy to ensure that sub-groups with different profiles are fully understood and can be targeted 
with product that best meets their needs. 

Previous research in the area has identified variation within the wildlife tourism market in terms of the 
animals that visitors prefer to see (Ryan 1998), the places in which they are encountered (Orams 1996; Shackley 
1996), and the types of encounters they seek (Chalip & Fairley 2002). Also, investigation has been made of the 
motivations for seeking encounters with animals (Anderek & Caldwell 1994) and the benefits sought from 
encounters (Schänzel & McIntosh 2000).  

An STCRC study in 2001(Fredline & Faulkner 2001), which investigated the international market for 
wildlife tourism in Australia, found that although not many international tourists visit specifically to see 
Australian animals, a large proportion nonetheless have planned encounters with animals. It can therefore be 
concluded that wildlife is an important attraction for international visitors in combination with a range of other 
attractions that the destination offers.  

The study went on to segment international wildlife tourists based on whether they had encounters with 
animals in free or captive situations. Quite substantial differences were found between the two groups, with 
captive wildlife tourists most likely to be from Asian countries, on a first trip to Australia and travelling on a 
group tour. Free encounters with animals were more likely to be experienced by European tourists who were 
returning to Australia and who tended to travel beyond the capital cities into regional areas of Australia.  
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Chapter 2 

METHOD 

This chapter describes the methods used to collect data from Australian residents on any recent wildlife tourism 
activities they had been involved in. Substantial effort was made to ensure a highly representative sample so 
generalisations about the characteristics of wildlife tourists could be made to the broader population.  

Sampling 
For the purposes of sampling, the Australian population was stratified on three variables; region of residence, 
age and gender. Using Census 2001 data, population estimates were derived for each capital city and each 
remainder of state region (except for the ACT which was treated as a single region). These were then further 
subdivided by age category and gender. Quotas were then set in each stratum which would sum to 1,300 and 
proportionately reflect the variables in the population. Quotas were exceeded slightly, yielding a total sample of 
1,356.  

Telephone numbers were randomly selected from directories for each region, and each number was called at 
least three times before a subject was deemed uncontactable and a new telephone number selected. Where 
possible, interviewers alternated between genders and age groups, until quotas in specific categories were 
reached. Then interviewing continued to fill outstanding quotas as necessary. 

In total, 11,500 telephone numbers were selected, and of these, 1,864 could not be contacted. A very large 
number of those called refused to participate in the study (8,280) and the 1,356 completed responses therefore 
represented a response rate of around 14.1%. A poor response rate is always of concern because of the potential 
for response bias. It is likely that at least some of the refusal related to people who had not taken a trip that 
involved a wildlife encounter self-selecting themselves out of the study because they believed they had no data 
to contribute. Thus, the proportion of people amongst the sample who had taken a trip involving a wildlife 
encounter is probably substantially higher than the true population parameter. For this reason, data from the NVS 
were used to more accurately estimate the number of wildlife trips.  

Instrument Development 
The instrument built upon that used in a previous study by Fredline and Faulkner (2001). Additional scales 
included the Modified New Environmental Paradigm Scale (Tarrant & Cordell 2002) and a scale developed from 
Kellert’s Orientation toward animals (Kellert 1978). Many of the travel behaviour scales were based on the 
instrument used in the NVS to facilitate comparison between this sample and domestic tourists more generally. 

Administration 
The survey was administered using Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI). Where the respondent 
had taken a trip including an encounter with wildlife, the interview took 25-30 minutes to complete, while those 
where no relevant trip had been undertaken took 10-15 minutes.  

Sample Representativeness 
As described above, the sampling strategy aimed to ensure a sample highly representative of the Australian 
population and the level of representativeness on several variables is demonstrated in Table 1. The Chi-square 
goodness of fit tests reported in the final column of the table indicate no significant difference between the 
sample and the population (as measured by the Census 2001) in terms of gender, state of residence, age, and 
place of birth. Other variables could not be compared because the relevant population parameters from the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics were collected in a different format. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



AN ANALYSIS OF THE DOMESTIC WILDLIFE TOURISM MARKET IN AUSTRALIA 

 3

Table 1: Respondent characteristics 

Characteristics n % 
Comparison with population 

parameters drawn from 
Census 2001 

Male 633 46.7 49.7 
Gender 

Female 723 53.3 50.3 
χ2

(1) = 0.4, p>0.05 

New South Wales 434 32.0 33.6 

Victoria 325 24.0 24.7 

Queensland 261 19.2 19.1 

South Australia 119 8.8 7.7 

Western Australia 130 9.6 9.8 

Australian Capital Territory 24 1.8 1.6 

Tasmania 32 2.4 2.4 

State of residence 

Northern Territory 31 2.3 1.0 

χ2
(7) = 2.0, p>0.05 

15-24 years 211 15.6 17.2 

25-34 years 283 20.9 18.1 

35-44 years 244 18.0 18.9 

45-54 years 208 15.3 17.1 

55-64 years 206 15.2 12.7 

Age groups 

65 years plus 204 15.0 16.0 

χ2
(5) = 1.4, p>0.05 

One adult 152 11.3 

Two adults 504 37.5 

One adult plus children 29 2.2 

Two adults plus children  317 23.6 

More than two adults  239 17.8 

Household size 

More than two adults plus children 104 7.7 

N/A 

Australia 1063 79.4 76.9 

Americas 51 3.8 

Asia 9 0.7 

Europe 164 12.2 

Middle East 5 0.4 

Oceania 39 2.9 

Place of birth 

Africa 8 0.6 

23.1 
χ2

(1) = 0.4, p>0.05 
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Full time employed 403 30.2 

Part time / casual employed 248 18.6 

Self employed 80 6.0 

Unemployed 59 4.4 

Retired 312 23.4 

Studying 124 9.3 

Home Duties 86 6.4 

Employment status 

Other 22 1.7 

N/A 

Completed primary 39 2.9 

Partial high school 282 21.1 

Completed high school  399 29.8 

TAFE/Trade qualification /on the job 
training 144 10.7 

Undergraduate degree or equivalent 304 22.7 

Postgraduate 150 11.2 

Education level 

Other 13 1.0 

N/A 
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Chapter 3 

RESULTS  

This chapter presents the data analysis undertaken in an effort to meet the objectives of the research. As 
presented in the introduction, the objectives were to: 

1. Assess the role and significance of wildlife experiences within the Australian domestic tourism market; 
2. Establish a typology of domestic wildlife tourists through market segmentation and develop market 

profiles; and 
3. Examine motivations for and satisfaction levels with wildlife encounters amongst domestic wildlife 

tourists. 

Demographic Characteristics of Wildlife Tourists 
Of the 1356 people interviewed, 440 (32.4%) of them had undertaken a trip in the past 12 months that brought 
them into contact with wildlife. In an effort to profile wildlife tourists, the group who had had an interaction with 
wildlife was compared with the group who had not, as shown in Table 2. There is a significant overall 
relationship between wildlife encounters and gender; however, none of the individual cells is significant at the 
designated alpha level (0.05). The trend is toward females being more likely to have had a wildlife trip than 
males.  

There are some interesting relationships with regard to state of residence. The data show that respondents 
who were residents of Queensland and Tasmania were more likely to have taken a trip involving wildlife, while 
residents of New South Wales were less likely than expected. No significant relationship was observed with age, 
place of birth or employment status. However, the data show that people who live alone are less likely than 
expected to take trips involving wildlife, while people with university level educations are more likely than 
expected.  

Table 2: Characteristics of wildlife and non-wildlife tourists 

Had a wildlife trip Did not have a wildlife 
trip 

Characteristics 

n = 440 (32.4%) n = 916 (67.6%) 

Male 28.8 71.2 Gender 
χ2

(1) = 7.4, p<0.05 Female 35.7 64.3 

New South Wales 21.4% ↓ 78.6% ↑ 

Queensland 42.1% ↑ 57.9% 

Victoria 29.8% 70.2% 

South Australia 42.0% 58.0% 

Western Australia 39.2% 60.8% 

Northern Territory 45.2% 54.8% 

Tasmania 53.1% ↑ 46.9% 

State of residence 
χ2

(7) = 52.5, p<0.05 

Australian Capital Territory 33.3% 66.7% 

15-24 years 29.4% 70.6% 

25-34 years 34.3% 65.7% 

35-44 years 35.2% 64.8% 

45-54 years 35.1% 64.9% 

55-64 years 31.6% 68.4% 

Age groups 
χ2

(5) = 4.8, p>0.05 

65 years plus 27.9% 72.1% 
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One adult 19.7% ↓ 80.3% 

Two adults 33.5% 66.5% 

One adult plus children 37.9% 62.1% 

Two adults plus children  36.6% 63.4% 

More than two adults  33.5% 66.5% 

Household size 
χ2

(5) = 14.8, p<0.05 

More than two adults plus 
children 29.8% 70.2% 

Australia 32.5% 67.5% Place of birth 
χ2

(1) = 0.0, p>0.05 Overseas 33.0% 67.0% 

Capital city 32.9% 67.1% 

Regional city (>50,000 
population) 27.2% 72.8% 

Country town 35.5% 64.5% 

Type of region in which 
childhood was spent 
χ2

(3) = 5.2, p>0.05 

Rural area 33.7% 66.3% 

Working full time 32.0% 68.0% 

Working part time/ casual 34.7% 65.3% 

Self employed 42.5% 57.5% 

Unemployed/ looking for 
work 22.0% 78.0% 

Retired or on a pension 28.5% 71.5% 

Mainly doing home duties 34.9% 65.1% 

Employment status 
χ2

(6) = 9.6, p>0.05 

Studying 31.5% 68.5% 

Not completed high school 29.0% 71.0% 

Completed high school 28.6% 71.4% 

Post secondary training 33.3% 66.7% 
Education level 
χ2

(3) = 10.2, p<0.05 

University 37.7% ↑ 62.3% 

 

Travel Characteristics 
Of those who had taken a wildlife trip in the past 12 months, just less than half (215 respondents) had only taken 
one wildlife trip during that time period while 225 had taken more than one trip. The average number of trips 
taken (amongst those who had taken a trip) was 4.6. The characteristics of the sample are shown in Table 3. As 
shown in the table, the most popular destination for wildlife encounters was Queensland, followed by New South 
Wales and Victoria, the popularity of the latter two regions being at least partially driven by their larger 
populations and the convenience of a trip close to home.  

Table 3: Trip characteristics 

Characteristics n % 

New South Wales 82 19.8 

Victoria 64 15.5 

Queensland 134 32.4 

South Australia 30 7.2 

Western Australia 44 10.6 

Main destination 
 

Australian Capital Territory 4 1.0 
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Tasmania 28 6.8 

Northern Territory 14 3.4 

Holiday 323 75.1 

Visiting friends or relatives 81 18.8 

Business 20 4.7 

Main purpose 
 

Other 6 1.4 

January 49 12.0 

February 20 4.9 

March 41 10.0 

April 63 15.4 

May  48 11.7 

June 35 8.6 

July 28 6.8 

August 14 3.4 

September 17 4.2 

October 20 4.9 

November 32 7.8 

Month in which the 
holiday commenced 
 

December 42 10.3 

Interstate 232 56.0 
Travel distance 

Intrastate 182 44.0 

1-3 nights 138 33.3 

4-7 nights 138 33.3 

8-14 nights 69 16.7 
Duration 

More than 14 nights 69 16.7 

Mean length of stay 11.2 nights 

Single destination trip 361 86.2 
Number of stopovers 

Multi destination trip 58 13.8 
 
 

Table 3 shows that nearly 75% of the respondents reported being on a holiday when they had their wildlife 
encounter, while nearly 20% were visiting friends and relatives. April was the most common month for these 
trips to commence (which coincided with Easter in 2004 and the first term school holiday which precedes or 
follows Easter in all states). January was the second most popular month for trips. Just over half of the 
respondents (56%) had travelled interstate on their trip, while 44% had stayed within their home state. The mean 
length of stay was 11.2 nights and most respondents had visited only a single destination. 

Because of differences in population size in the various states, Table 4 shows the relationship between the 
state of residence and whether the trip was interstate or intrastate. It seems as though Queensland was the most 
effective in terms of retaining its residents to take their wildlife trip within the state, while Northern Territory 
and the Australian Capital Territory residents were most likely to go interstate in order to encounter wildlife. In 
the case of the Northern Territory, a region well known for its wildlife tourism product, it seems odd that people 
would not take advantage of the opportunities available at home. Perhaps, however, the opportunities to see 
wildlife close to home are so abundant, and possibly incidental, that these trips were not reported. 
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Table 4: The relationship between state of residence and inter / intrastate travel 

χ2
(7) = 46.4, p<0.05 Intrastate Interstate 

New South Wales 51.1% 48.9% 

Queensland 72.0% ↑ 28.0% ↓ 

Victoria 50.5% 49.5% 

South Australia 43.8% 56.3% 

Western Australia 72.9% 27.1% 

Northern Territory 7.1% ↓ 92.9% ↑ 

Tasmania 73.3% 26.7% 

Australian Capital Territory 0% ↓ 100% ↑ 

Places Visited 
Respondents were asked to identify the main destination of the trip which involved an encounter with wildlife. 
Some nominated only a general region while others were more specific. Where it was possible to identify a 
specific postcode for the region, these were mapped to show the dispersal of wildlife tourists. Map 1 shows the 
map generated. The regional areas where the postcode regions are larger show up more clearly on the map, 
therefore individual state maps are contained in Appendix B.  
 

Map 1: Postcode regions visited 

 

number of visits

6 to 20
2 to 5
1 to 1
all others
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Table 5 shows the regions reported three or more times. An additional 29 regions were mentioned twice and 
110 were mentioned once.  

Table 5: Most frequent places visited  

Region n Region n 

NEW SOUTH WALES 16 VICTORIA 10 

Sydney 17 Melbourne 8 

Coffs Harbour 4 The Grampians 6 

Yamba 3 Phillip Island 4 

Byron Bay 4 Sorrento 3 

Canberra 3 SOUTH AUSTRALIA 5 

Blue Mountains 5 Adelaide 7 

QUEENSLAND 16 Kangaroo Island 5 

Brisbane 3 Flinders Ranges  4 

Gold Coast 12 WESTERN AUSTRALIA 5 

Burleigh 3 Perth 5 

Currumbin 5 Albany 3 

Darling Downs 3 The Kimberley 5 

Beerwah 7 TASMANIA 15 
Noosa 4 Hobart 3 

Sunshine Coast 11 NORTHERN TERRITORY 4 

Cairns 10 Darwin 3 

Daintree 4 Alice Springs / Uluru 3 

Port Douglas 3   

Cooktown 3   
 

Comparison with National Visitor Survey Data 
To triangulate the observations from the dataset, comparisons were made with the data collected in the NVS in 
2003. As mentioned in the introduction, this survey does not specifically ask about wildlife viewing; instead it 
asks about some activities which are very likely to involve wildlife encounters and others where wildlife 
encounters may be possible but not guaranteed. Thus, two groups were defined from the NVS data; those who 
participated in activities likely to involve a wildlife encounter, and those who participated in activities which 
may involve a wildlife encounter. The activities included in each group are shown in Table 6. 

Table 6: Activities used to defines groups of tourists who may have seen wildlife on their trip 

Activities likely to involve a wildlife 
encounter (Group 1) 

Activities which may involve a wildlife encounter 
 (Group 2) 

Visiting national parks, state parks 

Visiting farms 

Fishing 
Whale/dolphin watching (in the ocean) 

Visiting amusements/theme parks 

Bushwalking and rainforest walks 

Scuba diving 

Visiting the reef 
Visiting wildlife parks/zoos/aquariums 

Snorkelling 
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These groups were compared with the current data set and also with the total NVS sample of overnight trips 

which included over 73 million domestic trips made in 2003. These comparisons are presented in Table 7. Using 
a Chi-square goodness of fit test to compare the current data with the more strictly defined group of people who 
had likely had a wildlife encounter, the only significant differences observed were for state and number of 
stopovers. The NVS data identified a far greater percentage of wildlife trips occurring in Queensland, but this 
may be related to the narrower definition being used. Also, the NVS data identified a higher proportion of multi-
destination trips than the data collected for the current study.  

Table 7: Comparison of current sample with NVS 

Current Study 
Data NVS group 1 NVS group 2 

All domestic 
overnight 
tourists  

n = 440 N = 2.2 million#
3% 

N = 17 million# 
23% 

N = 73 million#
100% 

Characteristic 

f % % % % 

New South Wales 82 19.8 18.7 29.1 33.9 

Victoria 64 15.5 11.2 21.6 23.4 

Queensland 134 32.4 58.3 25.8 21.3 

South Australia 30 7.2 3.9 6.1 6.7 

Western Australia 44 10.6 5.2 9.7 8.6 

Australian Capital 
Territory 4 1.0 0.8 1.8 2.3 

Tasmania 28 6.8 1.1 4.3 2.8 

Main 
destination 
 

Northern Territory 14 3.4 0.7 1.8 1.0 

Holiday 323 75.1 75.0 65.5 40.8 

Visiting friends/relatives 81 18.8 18.5 26.1 36.1 

Business 20 4.7 5.9 7.8 21.1 

Main purpose 
 

Other 6 1.4 0.6 0.6 2.0 

Interstate 232 56.0 55.7 36.8 31.0 Travel 
distance Intrastate 182 44.0 44.3 63.2 69.0 

1-3 nights 138 33.3 29.4 51.3 68.8 

4-7 nights 138 33.3 32.7 27.3 20.5 

8-14 nights 69 16.7 26.5 14.5 7.5 
Duration 

More than 14 nights 69 16.7 11.3 6.9 3.2 

Single destination trip 361 86.2 67.4 78.2 87.6 Number of 
stopovers Multi destination trip 58 13.8 32.6 21.8 12.4 

Mean length of stay 11.2 nights 8.1 nights 5.9 nights 4.0 nights 
# weighted estimates of total population 
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Wildlife Tourism Behaviour 
Respondents were asked to name the animals they had seen during their trip and then to nominate which they 
had enjoyed seeing most. It should be noted that the question asking respondent about the animals seen was 
unprompted, with respondents having the opportunity to nominate as many or as few animals as they wanted. It 
is therefore likely that the responses reflect the most memorable wildlife encounters and not necessarily the total 
number of animals seen. For example, people may see a bird flying in the sky or a small insect on the ground but 
not register this as an encounter with wildlife, and not report having seen this animal. 

As shown in Table 8, the most commonly seen animal was the kangaroo or wallaby, followed by birds 
(excluding emus and penguins). Koalas were also seen fairly frequently, as were emus, snakes and dolphins. The 
most enjoyed animal encounters are also reported in Table 8, with kangaroos and birds ranking most highly by 
virtue of being the most commonly seen animals. Where only one type of animal was seen during the trip it 
automatically qualified as the most enjoyed even if the encounter was less than satisfactory. Therefore, in the 
sixth column of Table 8, the enjoyment tallies are presented for cases who reported seeing more than one type of 
animal. This was used to calculate a likeability factor for each animal type; that is, the number of reports as most 
enjoyed animal divided by the total number of reported encounters. Animals which rated highly on this factor 
include camels, echidnas, and dolphins. 

Table 8: Animals most commonly seen and most enjoyed 

Animals seen Most enjoyed 

Animal type 
n % who had a 

wildlife encounter n 
% who had a 

wildlife 
encounter 

Most enjoyed 
(when more 

than one type 
of animals 

seen) 

Likeability 
factor (most 

enjoyed 
encounters / 

total) 

Kangaroo / wallaby  303 68.9 73 17.7 67 22.1 

Birds (not including emus 
or penguin)  238 54.1 81 20.1 68 28.6 

Koala  144 32.7 40 9.7 39 27.1 

Emu  95 21.6 14 3.4 14 14.7 

Snakes  91 20.7 9 2.2 9 9.9 

Dolphin  83 18.9 29 7.0 27 32.5 

Wombat  72 16.4 7 1.7 7 9.7 

Crocodile  68 15.5 15 3.6 15 22.1 

Possum  59 13.4 9 2.2 9 15.3 

Lizard  49 11.1 10 2.4 9 18.4 

Fish  41 9.3 12 2.9 10 24.4 

Echidna  40 9.1 17 4.1 16 40.0 

Turtle  40 9.1 3 0.7 3 7.5 

Sharks  30 6.8 2 0.5 2 6.7 

Frog  29 6.6 1 0.2 1 3.4 

Whale  29 6.6 8 1.9 8 27.6 

Dingo  26 5.9 6 1.5 5 19.2 

Elephant  24 5.5 6 1.5 6 25.0 

Giraffe  23 5.2 2 0.5 2 8.7 

Tiger  23 5.2 4 1.0 4 17.4 

Seal/Sealion  21 4.8 1 0.2 1 4.8 

Penguin  20 4.5 2 0.0 1 0.1 
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Tassie Devil  19 4.3 4 1.0 4 21.1 

Bear  16 3.6 2 0.5 2 12.5 

Platypus  15 3.4 4 1.0 4 26.7 

Lion  14 3.2 2 0.5 2 14.3 

Camel 11 2.5 5 1.2 5 45.5 

Toad  10 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Antelope/deer  9 2.0 2 0.5 2 22.2 

Hippopotamus  6 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Rhinoceros  5 1.1 1 0.2 1 20.0 

Other  83 18.9 31 7.5 27 32.5 

Enjoyed all animals 
equally   11 2.7   

TOTAL   413 100.0   
 
In terms of the groups of animals most enjoyed (shown in Table 9), mammals accounted for over 60% of the 

most enjoyed animal encounters reported, and within this category marsupials comprised nearly two-thirds, or 
40% of total encounters. Birds accounted for about one-quarter of most enjoyed encounters and reptiles just 
under 10%.  

Table 9: Type of animal most enjoyed 

Animal Type n % 

Marsupial 157 39.9% 

Non-native mammal that lives in 
Australia (e.g. dingo, camel, rabbit, 
fox) 

14 3.6% 

Non-native mammal that does not 
live in Australia (except in captivity) 30 7.6% 

Sea Mammals 38 9.7% 

Domesticated mammals (e.g. farmed 
animals) 3 0.8% 

Mammals 

TOTAL MAMMALS 242 61.6% 

Birds 98 24.9% 

Reptiles 37 9.4% 

Bony fish 11 2.8% 

Sharks 2 0.5% Fish 

TOTAL FISH 13 3.3% 

Amphibian 1 0.3% 

Insect 2 0.5% 
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The type of animal most enjoyed was not related to gender, as shown in Table 10, nor was educational level 
useful in discriminating the species of animal people most enjoyed seeing. Some differences were observed, 
however, with regard to the age of the tourists. As shown in Table 10, older people appeared to have a greater 
preference for encounters with birds and a lower preference for fish.  

Table 10: Demographic differences in animals most enjoyed 

Demographic categories Bird Mammal Reptile Fish Other 

Male 20.5% 64.3% 8.2% 3.5% 3.5% Gender 
χ2

(4) = 3.1, p>0.05  
Female 26.0% 56.2% 9.5% 3.3% 5.0% 

15-44 years 19.2% 61.1% 10.5% 5.7% 3.5% Age groups  
χ2

(4) = 14.8, p<0.05 
45 years or more 29.3% 57.6% 7.1% 0.5% 5.4% 

Not completed high school 25.6% 54.7% 8.1% 4.7% 7.0% 

Completed high school 20.6% 64.5% 10.3% 3.7% 0.9% 

Post secondary training 20.5% 56.8% 6.8% 4.5% 11.4% 

Education  
χ2

(12) = 13.8, p>0.05 

University 27.0% 58.9% 8.6% 2.5% 3.1% 
 

Approximately one-third of these wildlife tourists were travelling with their spouse or partner and nearly the 
same number were travelling as a family group comprising parents and children, as seen in Table 11.  

Table 11: Travel party 

Party type n % 

Travelling alone 32 7.5 

Adult couple (in a relationship sense) 141 33.0 

Family group – parents and children 134 31.4 

Friends or relatives travelling together – with children 57 13.3 

Friends or relatives travelling together – without children 46 10.8 

Business associates travelling together – with spouse 1 0.2 

Business associates travelling together – without spouse 2 0.5 

School, university, college group (inc. if sporting) 7 1.6 

Non-school sporting group / community group or club 7 1.6 

Total 427 100 
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As shown in Figure 1, the largest proportion of these wildlife encounters took place in national parks (44.3%) 
and other natural areas (12.9%). But many also took place in zoos (17.1%) and wildlife parks (12.4%). Thus, a 
mix of captive and free encounters has been reported. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1: Where the wildlife encounter took place 

Table 12 shows most of these encounters were passive, involving viewing only of wildlife. However, small 
proportions of respondents report touching, holding or feeding animals.  

Table 12: Type of animal encounter 

Encounter type n % 

Touching or holding  49 11.1% 

Feeding  36 8.2% 

Watching others feed  78 17.7% 

Viewed from less than 10 metres 240 54.5% 

Viewed from more than 10 metres 200 45.5% 
Note: Percentages add to more than 100 because multiple responses were permitted 

 
In an effort to summarise the places and types of encounter, these were recoded to reflect whether the 

encounter was free (in a national park or natural environment) or captive (in a zoo, wildlife park, theme park or 
aquarium), and also whether it was active (touching, holding or feeding) or passive (viewing only). Table 13 
shows the logical relationship between these variables, that is, tourists are more likely to have an active 
encounter with a captive animal.  

Table 13: Relationship between type and place of encounter 

χ2
(1) =3.5, p<0.05 Free Captive Total 

Active 15.6% 30.4% 37 

Passive 84.4% 69.6% 147 

Total 128 56 184 

National park
44.3%

Natural environment
12.9%

Guided tour
2.4%

Farm or station
5.2%

Zoo
17.1%

Wildlife park
12.4%

Theme park
3.3%

Aquarium
2.4%
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Following the procedure used in Fredline and Faulkner (2001), a segmentation of these wildlife tourists was 
then undertaken based on whether their encounter was with free or captive animals. There were no significant 
differences between visitors who saw free and captive wildlife in terms of their gender, age, travel party or 
education level, nor with regard to the state being visited (see Table 14). Tourists visiting South Australia were 
slightly more likely to have a free encounter, and people who most enjoyed seeing a fish of some sort were 
slightly more likely to have a captive encounter. Free encounters were more frequent amongst tourists travelling 
on holiday while business travellers who had a wildlife encounter were more likely to have this with a captive 
animal. 

Table 14: Profile of free and captive wildlife tourists 

Free Captive Total 
Variable 

n=135 n=74 n=209 

Male 69.9% 30.1% 83 Gender 
χ2

(1) =3.5, p>0.05 Female 61.1% 38.9% 126 

15-24 years 51.7% 48.3% 29 

25-34 years 64.6% 35.4% 48 

35-44 years 68.8% 31.3% 48 

45-54 years 61.1% 38.9% 36 

55-64 years 66.7% 33.3% 24 

Age 
χ2

(5) =3.8, p>0.05 

65 years and over 75.0% 25.0% 24 

New South Wales 59.1% 40.9% 44 

Queensland 56.9% 43.1% 58 

Victoria 70.3% 29.7% 37 

South Australia 74.2% 25.8% 31 

Western Australia 66.7% 33.3% 21 

Northern Territory* 0.0% 100% 5 

Tasmania* 100.0% 0% 10 

State of residence 
χ2

(7) =20.1, p<0.05 

Australian Capital 
Territory* 100.0% 0% 3 

New South Wales 60.5% 39.5% 38 

Queensland 56.3% 43.8% 80 

Victoria 62.5% 37.5% 24 

South Australia 86.7% 13.3% 15 

Western Australia 58.8% 41.2% 17 

Northern Territory* 83.3% 16.7% 6 

Tasmania 85.7% 14. 3% 14 

State being visited 
χ2

(7) =10.2, p>0.05 

Australian Capital 
Territory* 100.0% 0% 1 

Holiday 69.8% 30.2% 37 

Visit friends and 
relatives 51.4% 48.6% 159 

Main purpose 
χ2

(2) =7.3, p<0.05 

Business 37.5% 62.5% 8 
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Birds 82.9% 17.1% 35 

Mammals 59.3% 40.7% 123 

Reptiles 50.0% 50.0% 26 

Animal species most 
enjoyed 
χ2

(3) =8.5, p<0.05 

Fish 57.1% 42.9% 7 

Travelled alone 60.0% 40.0% 10 

Adult couple 65.7% 34.3% 67 

Family group 62.3% 37.7% 77 

Friends and relatives 
without children 64.3% 35.7% 28 

Travel party 
χ2

(4) =0.3, p>0.05 

Friends and relatives 
with children 66.7% 3.3% 21 

Not completed high 
school 70.8% 29.2% 48 

Completed high 
school 71.7% 28.3% 53 

Post secondary 
training 55.6% 44.4% 18 

Education level 
χ2

(3) =3.9, p>0.05 

University 58.5% 41.5% 82 

TOTAL 64.6% 35.4%  
* indicates that this row violated the expected cell frequency requirement of five and should therefore not be interpreted 

 

Other Trip Activities  
Respondents were also asked about the other activities they engaged in during their trip. Table 15 compares the 
proportion of wildlife tourists engaged in various activities with the participation rates of tourists generally as 
identified by the NVS. Chi-square goodness of fit tests were used to examine whether participation rates by the 
wildlife tourists differed significantly from the population at large. Activities which wildlife tourists were more 
or less likely to participate in are bolded in Table 15. These include visits to the beach, national and state parks, 
bushwalking, gardens, farms, whale watching, scuba diving, fishing and reef visits, and visits to wildlife parks, 
zoos and aquariums. Interestingly, wildlife tourists appear also to be more frequent visitors to aboriginal 
attractions, museums, craft workshops and tourist trains.  

Table 15: Activity patterns of wildlife tourists compared to general tourists 

Wildlife tourists All tourists 
Activity 

n=209 N=73 million# 

Sig difference

Go to the beach (incl. swimming, surfing 
and diving) 35.2 24.4 ↑ 

Visit national parks / state parks 35.2 6.8 ↑ 

Bushwalking / rainforest walks 50.2 9.3 ↑ 

Visit botanical gardens / public gardens 6.6 3.0 ↑ 

Go whale / dolphin watching (in the ocean) 5.9 0.5 ↑ 

Visit farms 4.3 1.6 ↑ 

Visit the reef 3.4 0.3 ↑ 

Scuba diving 3.6 0.4 ↑ 
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Fishing 20.5 7.9 ↑ 

Playing golf 4.1 2.9  

Playing other sports 2.5 4.2  

Other outdoor activities (horse riding / 4WD / 
rock climbing / bungee) 5.0 7.9  

Exercise / gym / swimming 12.3 4.5 ↑ 

Attend theatre, concerts or other 
performing arts 9.3 2.5 ↑ 

Visit museums / art galleries 25.2 4.8 ↑ 

Visit art/ craft workshops / studios 9.3 1.5 ↑ 

Attend festivals / fairs / cultural events 5.0 2.2  

Experience aboriginal art / craft / cultural 
display 6.1 0.5 ↑ 

Visit aboriginal site / community 6.6 0.4 ↑ 

Visit historical / heritage buildings / sites / 
monuments 6.4 4.5  

Visit amusement / theme parks 9.5 2.5 ↑ 

Visit wildlife parks / zoos / aquariums 24.8 2.6 ↑ 

Go on guided tour / excursion 8.4 1.8 ↑ 

Go to markets (street / weekend / art / craft) 19.1 5.8 ↑ 

Go on tourist train 2.7 0.5 ↑ 

Visit industrial tourism activities (eg. 
breweries, mines) 1.4 1.9  

Visit wineries 4.5 3.1  

Visit friends and relatives 44.5 43.1  

Eat out/ restaurants 56.4 51.4  

See a movie / video 5.9 5.4  

Go to pub/ clubs / discos 25.5 24.7  

Visit casinos 4.8 2.6  

Attend organised sporting event 2.3 4.7  

Walk or drive around / sightseeing / picnics 
/ BBQs 15.7 36.9 ↓ 

Ferry rides / tall ships / other cultures / day-
trips 7.5 3.0 ↑ 

# weighted estimates of total population 
 

In comparing the activity patterns of free and captive wildlife tourists (Table 16) it becomes apparent that 
visitors to captive wildlife attractions are significantly more likely to participate in a wider range of non-wildlife 
activities including golf, organised sporting events, movies, sightseeing and markets. They are more likely to 
visit friends and relatives, eat out in restaurants and go to pubs. They are also more likely to go to theme parks, 
wildlife parks, zoos and aquariums, which are likely to be the places they had their captive encounters. On the 
other hand, free wildlife tourists were more likely (although not significantly so with these relatively small 
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sample sizes) to participate in outdoor activities, go on guided tours, go whale or dolphin watching, and visit 
cultural heritage attractions such as aboriginal sites and industrial tourism attractions.  

Table 16: Comparison of activity patterns of free and captive wildlife tourists 

Free 
n=135 (64.6%) 

Captive 
n=74 (35.4%) Activity 

n % n % 

Sig difference 

Other outdoor activities (horse riding / 4WD / rock 
climbing / bungee) 7 87.5 1 12.5  

Go on guided tour / excursion 15 83.3 3 16.7  

Go whale / dolphin watching (in the ocean) 7 77.8 2 22.2  

Visit aboriginal site / community 10 76.9 3 23.1  

Visit industrial tourism activities (eg. breweries, mines) 3 75.0 1 25.0  

Bushwalking / rainforest walks 74 70.5 31 29.5  

Visit historical / heritage buildings / sites / monuments 7 70.0 3 30.0  

Visit national parks / state parks 57 69.5 25 30.5  

Fishing 27 69.2 12 30.8  

Experience aboriginal art / craft / cultural display 11 68.8 5 31.3  

Go on tourist train 6 66.7 3 33.3  

Visit wineries 6 66.7 3 33.3  

Attend festivals / fairs / cultural events 7 63.6 4 36.4  

Visit museums / art galleries 45 63.4 26 36.6  

Visit art / craft workshops / studios 12 63.4 7 36.8  

Visit the reef 5 62.5 3 37.5  

Scuba diving 5 62.5 3 37.5  

Visit casinos 8 61.5 5 38.5  

Go to the beach (incl. swimming, surfing and diving) 44 59.5 30 40.5  

Eat out / restaurants 68 58.1 49 41.9 ↓ 
Attend theatre, concerts or other performing arts 11 57.9 8 42.1  

Exercise / gym / swimming 17 56.7 13 43.3  

Visit farms 5 55.6 4 44.4  

Visit friends and relatives 51 55.4 41 44.6 ↓ 

Visit wildlife parks / zoos / aquariums 38 52.8 34 47.2 ↓ 

Go to pub / clubs / discos 27 51.9 25 48.1 ↓ 
Visit botanical gardens / public gardens 7 50.0 7 50.0  

Ferry rides / tall ships / other cultures / day-trips 7 50.0 7 50.0  

Go to markets (street / weekend / art / craft) 16 47.1 18 52.9 ↓ 

Walk or drive around / sightseeing / picnics / BBQs 14 43.8 18 56.3 ↓ 
Playing other sports 3 42.9 4 57.1  

See a movie / video 6 35.3 11 64.7 ↓ 

Visit amusement / theme parks 7 30.4 16 69.6 ↓ 

Attend organised sporting event 2 28.6 5 71.4 ↓ 

Playing golf 1 10.0 9 90.0 ↓ 
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Comparison with International Visitors 
It is possible to compare some of the results of this study with those from the earlier study on international 
wildlife tourists in Australia. In the earlier study, two definitions of wildlife tourists were used; a strict definition 
which included people who were specifically motivated to visit Australia because of wildlife, and a looser 
definition which included all those who had an intentional encounter with wildlife during their visit. This latter 
group is more comparable to the current study. As seen in Table 17, the domestic wildlife tourists in the current 
sample differ from internationals in a number of ways. Firstly, there are substantially larger proportions of older 
tourists in the domestic group, with over 44% being aged 45 years or more compared with only 23% in the 
international group. This may be because some older people are likely to holiday closer to home. Also, 
domestics were far less likely to be travelling alone and more likely to be travelling with their families.  

Table 17: Comparison between domestic and international wildlife tourists 

Characteristic Domestic wildlife 
tourists 

International wildlife tourists
(loose definition) 

Male 41.4% 48.8% 
Gender 

Female 58.6% 51.2% 

15-24 years 14.1% 24.1% 

25-34 years 22.0% 37.7% 

35-44 years 19.5% 15.2% 

45-54 years 16.6% 11.5% 

55-64 years 14.8% 8.0% 

Age 

65 years + 13.0% 3.6% 

Unaccompanied 7.3% 41.6% 

Adult couple 33.2% 31.3% 

Family 31.5% 10.1% 

Friends / relatives 23.0% 14.9% 

Immediate travel 
party 

Business associates 0.7% 2.1% 

Holiday 75.1% 72.0% 

Visiting friends and 
relatives 18.8% 22.5% 

Main purpose of 
visit  

Business 4.7% 5.5% 

 

Attitudes toward Animals 
A scale designed to measure respondents’ attitudes toward animals was developed based on Kellert’s (1978) 
orientations toward animals. The scale development process also drew on empirical work by Bulbeck (1999). 
The items relating to each of Kellert’s orientations are shown in Table 18. Some additional items were added; 
two items attempting to measure the perceived need to maintain ecological balance and one item asking 
respondents about the educational value of animal attractions. The scale ranged from strongly disagree (1) to 
strongly agree (5), with a midpoint (3) labelled as unsure. The mean scores and standard deviations for each of 
the individual items are shown in Table 18.  
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Table 18: Orientations to animals and the items used to measure them 

Orientation Dimension Items Mean Std Dev

I like to see animals that are roaming free 4.1 0.6 

I enjoy camping in remote areas (i.e. not 
camping grounds) 3.4 1.1 

More national parks should be developed 3.8 0.9 

I like to get out into the wilderness for 
bushwalking and other outdoor activities 3.9 0.9 

I like to get back to nature 3.9 0.8 

Naturalistic Interest and affection for 
wildlife and the outdoors  

One of the best things about Australia is its 
wildlife 4.2 0.7 

I am deeply concerned about the number of 
animals that are becoming extinct 4.1 0.8 

There are some areas of the world that should 
be off-limits to tourists to protect the wildlife 
and environment 

4.0 0.8 

The natural environment is delicate and humans 
should not interfere with it 3.8 0.8 

I would support the introduction of additional 
taxes to help protect the environment 3.4 1.0 

Ecologistic 

Concern for the 
environment as a system 
and interrelationships 
between wildlife species 
and natural habitats 

People should not be allowed to camp in the 
wilderness except in designated areas so they 
do not damage the environment 

3.7 0.9 

I like to see animals that are cute and cuddly 3.9 0.8 

I generally prefer animals that are more closely 
related to humans 2.7 0.9 

The keeping of domestic pets enriches the lives 
of both humans and animals  3.9 0.7 

Humanistic 

Interest and affection for 
individual animals 
particularly pets. With 
regard to wildlife, focus on 
large attractive animals 
with strong anthromorphic 
associations I enjoy getting the opportunity to feed, hold or 

touch animals 3.9 0.8 

Non-domesticated animals should not be kept 
in captivity 3.4 1.0 

Moralistic 

Concern for the right and 
wrong treatment of 
animals, with strong 
opposition toward 
exploitation and cruelty 

Animals should be treated with the same 
respect as humans 4.0 0.9 

Animals are beautiful 4.2 0.5 

I enjoy watching the graceful movements of 
some animals 4.0 0.7 Aesthetic 

Interest in the artistic and 
symbolic attributes of 
animals 

I like looking at wildlife photography books 
with high quality colour photos 3.9 0.8 

It is natural and appropriate for humans to eat 
meat 3.8 0.8 

It is ok to farm and kill domestic animals for 
meat, leather etc. 3.5 1.0 

Animal attractions (such as zoos and wildlife 
parks) are very entertaining 3.7 0.8 

Utilitarian Concern for the practical 
and utilitarian value of 
animals 

You have to kill animals that are pests e.g. 
cockroaches, rodents 3.6 0.9 
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It is ok to experiment on animals to advance 
medical techniques and develop life saving 
drugs 

3.0 1.1 

It is ok to experiment on animals to produce 
cosmetics 1.8 0.8 

Dominionistic 

Interest in the mastery and 
control of animals, 
particularly in sporting 
situations 

It is ok to hunt animals for sport 2.0 1.0 

Many animals are dirty and spread disease 2.6 0.9 

I am scared of many animals 2.4 1.0 Negativistic 
Active avoidance of 
animals due to dislike or 
fear 

I don’t like getting too close to wild animals 2.7 1.0 

I am just not interested in animals 2.0 0.9 
Neutralistic 

Passive avoidance of 
animals due to indifference 
or lack of interest There are far more interesting things to do than 

seeing animals 2.8 1.0 

Educational value of 
animal attractions 

Animal attractions (such as zoos and wildlife 
parks) are very educational 4.0 0.6 

Feral cats and foxes should be hunted and killed 
to prevent them from harming native wildlife 3.9 0.9 Other Items 

Need to maintain 
ecological balance When native animal populations (e.g. 

kangaroos) get out of control it is necessary to 
cull them to restore the balance 

3.7 0.9 

 
The items relating to each attitude were then averaged to create a new score for each orientation. The 

correlation coefficients between the orientations are resented in Table 19. There are moderate positive 
correlations between naturalistic and ecologisitic and aesthetic orientations, and ecologistic is also significantly 
positively associated with the moralistic orientation. A dominionistic orientation is negatively related to 
ecologistic. Similarly, a neutralistic orientation is negatively related to an aesthetic orientation. The utilitarian 
orientation is positively associated with the belief in the need to maintain balance.  

Table 19: Correlations between animal orientations 
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Ecologistic  0.387          

Humanistic  0.230 0.216         

Moralistic  0.246 0.375 0.138        

Aesthetic  0.454 0.368 0.378 0.243       

Utilitarian  -0.009 -0.159 0.019 -0.201 -0.043      

Dominionistic  -0.119 -0.324 -0.157 -0.228 -0.230 0.233     

Negativistic  -0.249 -0.086 -0.021 -0.062 -0.121 0.140 0.086    

Neutralistic  -0.250 -0.211 -0.188 -0.157 -0.319 0.072 0.217 0.220   

Educational  0.219 0.164 0.166 0.042 0.178 0.184 -0.007 -0.057 -0.115  

Maintain 
balance 0.190 -0.043 0.004 -0.057 0.075 0.403 0.166 -0.037 0.003 0.154 

 



AN ANALYSIS OF THE DOMESTIC WILDLIFE TOURISM MARKET IN AUSTRALIA 

22 

A series of t-tests was conducted to examine the differences in orientations between those who had had a trip 
involving a wildlife encounter and those who had not. As shown in Table 20, subtle but significant differences 
were observed in some key attitudes.  

Table 20: Comparison of animal orientations in wildlife tourists and non-wildlife tourists 

Orientation Had a wildlife 
encounter? n Mean t-value 

Yes 437 3.98 Naturalistic  
  No 895 3.82 

5.84* 

Yes 438 3.85 Ecologistic  
  No 903 3.78 

1.99* 

Yes 433 3.62 Humanistic  
  No 909 3.59 

1.14 

Yes 440 3.79 Moralistic  
  No 915 3.70 

2.20* 

Yes 437 4.16 Aesthetic  
  No 910 3.99 

6.03* 

Yes 434 3.53 Utilitarian  
  No 901 3.51 

0.41 

Yes 440 2.49 Negativistic  
  No 906 2.62 

-3.28* 

Yes 438 2.26 Neutralistic  
  No 907 2.49 

-5.31* 

Yes 439 1.94 Dominionistic  
  No 906 2.00 

-1.24 

Yes 440 4.09 
Educational  

No 914 3.99 
2.70* 

Yes 439 3.85 Maintain 
balance  
  No 913 3.73 

2.89* 

 
It can be seen that people who had had a wildlife encounter scored higher in terms of their naturalistic, 

ecologistic, moralistic and aesthetic orientations toward animals. They scored lower in term of negativistic and 
neutralisitic orientations. People who had taken a trip that involved encounters with wildlife were also more 
likely to see an educational value in animal exhibits and the need to maintain ecological balance.  

Additional tests compared orientations between tourists who had free versus captive encounters. None of 
these difference were significant at α=0.05. Inspection of the individual items (rather than the summated scales) 
showed two significant differences, as shown in Table 21. People who saw free animals agreed slightly more that 
non-domesticated animals should not be kept captive and agreed slightly less that it is natural and appropriate for 
humans to eat meat. 

Respondents were also asked to report their more general environmental attitudes using a modified version 
(Tarrant & Cordell 2002) of the New Environmental Paradigm scale originally developed by Dunlap and Van 
Liere (1978). The ten item scale is reverse coded as appropriate and summed to create an indicator of 
environmental concern. A small but significant difference was found between those who had had a wildlife 
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encounter and those who had not, with the former showing slightly higher concern for the environment (35.5 out 
of 50 compared to 34.6). No differences were found between those who had free versus captive encounters. 

Table 21: Comparison of animal orientations in free and captive wildlife tourists  

Orientation Type of encounter n Mean t-value 

Free 135 3.47 Non-domesticated animals should not 
be kept in captivity Captive 74 3.11 

2.20* 

Free 134 3.60 It is natural and appropriate for 
humans to eat meat Captive 74 3.96 

-2.96* 

 

Satisfaction 
Finally, respondents were asked about their satisfaction with their wildlife encounter and their trip overall. As is 
typical with satisfaction ratings in tourism, the means scores were very high, as shown in Table 22. No 
significant differences were found in satisfaction level depending on whether the encounter was active or 
passive, or captive or free.  

Table 22: Satisfaction with wildlife encounter and overall trip  

 Very Unsatisfied Unsatisfied Unsure Satisfied Very Satisfied Mean 

Satisfaction with wildlife 
encounter 5.6% 2.1% 1.4% 25.8% 65.0% 4.42 

Satisfaction with overall trip 5.4% 1.2% 0.9% 14.8% 77.8% 4.58 
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Chapter 4 

 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This report has considered the role of wildlife tourism in the Australian domestic market through a study based 
on a survey of Australian residents. The aims of this study were to: 

1. Assess the role and significance of wildlife experiences within the Australian domestic tourism market; 
2. Establish a typology of domestic wildlife tourists through market segmentation and develop market 

profiles; and 
3. Examine motivations for and satisfaction levels with wildlife encounters amongst domestic wildlife 

tourists. 
The survey therefore asked respondents about their recent travel activities and whether they had had a trip 

that involved an encounter with wildlife in the past 12 months. Of the 1356 people interviewed, 440 (32.4%) had 
taken a trip in the past 12 months which had brought them into contact with wildlife. This is a substantial 
proportion, however it is not nearly as high as the proportion of international visitors who encounter wildlife 
during their travels in Australia (71.1%).  

Recommendations for Industry 
The results of the study indicate that a reasonable proportion of domestic trips in Australia involve some contact 
with wildlife but that the people taking these trips are not substantially different from others in terms of simple 
demographic and trip characteristic variables. There were also only minor differences between people taking 
different types of wildlife trip, that is, having encounters with free animals versus encounters with captive 
animals. This appears to indicate that the domestic wildlife tourism market is more homogeneous than the 
international market, where clear market segments could be observed.  

Attempts to explain wildlife tourism activity in terms of orientation toward animals were also largely 
unsuccessful. Although significant differences were observed between wildlife tourists and non-wildlife tourists, 
the effect sizes were small and prediction based on the scores was not effective. It appears that all respondents 
had fairly positive attitudes toward animals and these attitudes are not the important drivers of whether or not 
people engage in a wildlife-based holiday or not.  

It is therefore likely that other variables not measured in this study would explain the propensity for domestic 
tourists to engage in trips that involve wildlife encounters. Further research is required to identify these but they 
may be related to trends affecting domestic tourism more generally. There is increasing evidence of flat growth 
in domestic tourism, so wildlife tourism operators are likely to be facing increased competition from within their 
own sector and from other types of attraction. However this is likely to affect remote operators more 
substantially than wildlife attractions close to large population bases that can draw on the local market engaging 
in day trips. Other issues affecting domestic tourism generally, such as increasing fuel prices, will also have an 
impact on wildlife tourism operators.  

Limitations 
The data for this study were collected via telephone interviews and randomly selected households were asked to 
participate in the survey. A very high proportion of those contacted refused to participate. This may be related to 
an increase in the number of market research and sales companies telephoning householders on a regular basis. 
There is increasing anecdotal evidence to suggest many people resent the intrusion of such unsolicited telephone 
calls. To the extent that refusal may be related to some characteristics measured in the study, this non-response 
introduces an unknown level of bias into the results.  

The data were collected in the first quarter of the year, and although respondents were asked to report on any 
trip in the past 12 months, recall of trips many months prior to the interview may have been affected to some 
extent by memory.   
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Domestic Wildlife Survey Instrument 
INTRODUCTION 
Good morning / afternoon. My name is (…) and I am phoning from Griffith University in Queensland. 
We are conducting some research into people’s interest in seeing wildlife when they are on holidays.  
We have prepared a telephone survey which takes approximately 30 minutes to complete, and we would very 
much appreciate it if you would have time to take part in this survey. The results will be beneficial in helping to 
better manage Australia’s tourism industry and to ensure that Australia’s wildlife are protected for the future. Of 
course, all your answers will be held in the strictest confidence.  
 
Would you be willing to take part in this survey? If you don’t have time now, I can call back at a more 
convenient time. 

 NO – thank them for their time and close phone call 
 YES – would you have time to participate now? 
 continue 
 schedule callback__________________________________ 
 government/business 
 terminated early 

 
SECTION A – QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR WILDLIFE TRIP 
Before we start, during the survey I will ask you several questions about wildlife. For the purposes of this study 
we are defining wildlife as native Australian animals or non-native animals, which you have seen at an attraction 
(such as a zoo or a wildlife park) or in the wild (for example in a national park). We are not including 
domesticated animals such as pets and farm animals. Is this definition clear? 
 
1. In the past 12 months have you taken a trip that involved an overnight stay and travelling at least 40km 
from your home, that brought you into contact with wildlife, as we defined it earlier?  

 Yes go to Question 2 
 No go to Section B 

 
2. Approximately how many trips have you taken in the past 12 months that would fit the above 
definition? 

 1 go to question 3 
 More than 1 (record number)_______________________________________ 

 
Think now only about the one trip that you most enjoyed. 
 
3. What was the main destination for that trip?__________________________________ 
 
4. What was the main purpose for that trip? UMPROMPTED UNLESS HAVING DIFFICULTY 

 Visiting friends (incl. weddings etc. involving friends) 
 Visiting relatives (incl. family weddings etc) 
 Holidays / leisure / relaxation / getting away 
 Entertainment/ attending special event – eg. festival, performance 
 Sport – participation 
 Sport – spectating 
 Shopping  
 Work (as driver / transport / crew) 
 Business/ other work 
 Conferences / exhibitions / conventions / tradefairs 
 Training and research (employed – not student) 
 Education (mostly students) 
 Employment/ leisure (eg. working holiday) 
 Personal appointment / business (excl. health) 
 Health-related 
 Providing transport 
 Other (SPECIFY): _________________________________ 
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5. On approximately what date did you start this trip?______________________ 
 
6. How many nights were you away from home in total?______________________ 
 
7. Did you spend all nights away from home in that destination? 

 YES go to Question 10 
 NO go to Question 8 

 
8. What other destinations did you visit?______________________________________________________ 
 
9. At which of these destinations did you actually view the wildlife?________________________________ 
 
10. What types of animals did you see during this trip? UMPROMPTED unless having difficulty 

Native Australian Other Mammals Sea Mammals Birds Reptiles Amphibians Fish 
 Echidna  Antelope / Deer  Dolphin  Penguin  Snakes  Frog  Sharks 
 Emu  Bear  Whale  Parrot  Crocodile  Toad  Fish 
 Kangaroo  Elephant  Seal / Sealion    Turtle     
 Koala  Giraffe           
 Platypus  Hippopotamus           
 Possum  Lion           
 Tasmanian Devil  Rhinoceros           
 Wombat  Tiger           
 OTHER ANIMAL ____________________________________________________________________ 

 
11. Which animal did you enjoy seeing most? ____________________________________ 
 
Think now only about the animal encounter you most enjoyed. 
 
12. Where were you when you saw this animal? UNPROMPTED UNLESS HAVING DIFFICULTY 

 In a national park 
 In their natural environment elsewhere 
 On a guided tour or excursion (whale watching, river cruises,  
 While visiting a farm or station 
 In a zoo 
 In a wildlife park or sanctuary 
 In a theme park 
 In an aquarium 
 While snorkelling 
 While scuba diving 
 While hunting 
 While bird watching 
 While fishing 
 Other______________________________________________ 

 
13. What was the name of that... (zoo / attraction / national park / sanctuary), etc? ____________________ 
 
14. How close did you get to the animal?  

 I was more than 10 metres away  go to Question 18 
 I was less than 10 metres  go to Question 16 

 
15. Did you touch or hold the animal? 

 Yes 
 No 

 
16. Did you feed the animal? 

 Yes 
 No 

 
17. Did you watch others feeding, touching or holding the animal? 

 Yes 
 No 
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18. What other activities did you do during this trip?  
Outdoor or nature 
activities Sporting activities Arts or heritage 

activities 
Local attractions or 
tourist activities Social activities 

 
Go to the beach (incl. 
Swimming, surfing, 
diving) 

 Scuba diving  
Attend theatre, 
concerts or other 
performing arts 

 
Visit amusement / 
theme parks 
 

 Visit friends and 
relatives 

 Visit national parks / 
state parks  Go fishing  Visit museums or art 

galleries  Visit wildlife parks / 
zoos / aquariums  Eat out / 

restaurants 

 Bush-walking, 
rainforest walks  Play golf  Visit art / craft 

workshops / studios  Go on guided tours or 
excursions  

See a movie or 
video 
 

 Visit botanical or other 
public gardens  Play other sports  Attend festivals / fairs 

or cultural events  
Going to markets 
(street / weekend / art / 
craft markets) 

 Pubs, clubs, 
discos, etc. 

 
Go whale / dolphin 
watching (in the 
ocean) 

 Other outdoor 
activities   

Experience aboriginal 
art / craft and cultural 
displays 

 Tourist trains  Visit casinos 

 Visit farms  Exercise / gym / 
swimming  Visit an aboriginal site 

/ community  
Visit industrial tourism 
attractions (eg. 
Breweries, mines) 

 
Attend an 
organised 
sporting event 

 Visit the reef    
Visit history / heritage 
buildings, sites or 
monuments 

 Visit wineries  Go shopping- 
pleasure 

         

Just walk or drive 
around / taking in 
the sights / 
general 
sightseeing / 
picnics / BBQs 

         

Ferry rides, tall 
ships, other 
tourist cruises, 
day trips 

 Other activity (please describe)__________________________________________________________ 

 
19. I’d now like to ask you about your travel party, that is, all persons with whom you travelled and 
shared some expenses with. How would you describe you travel party? 

 Travelled alone  
 Adult couple (in a relationship sense)  
 Family group – parents and children 
 Friends or relatives travelling together – with children 
 Friends or relatives travelling together – without children 
 Business associates travelling together – with spouse 
 Business associates travelling together – without spouse 
 School, uni, college group (incl. If sporting) 
 (Non-school) Sporting group / community group or club 
 Other (SPECIFY): ____________________________ 

 
20. So in total, how many adults were in your travel party including yourself?______________ 
 
21. And how many children?_________________ 
 
22. How satisfied were you with the wildlife encounter?  

 Very satisfied 
 Slightly satisfied 
 Slightly unsatisfied 
 Very unsatisfied 
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23. Overall, how satisfied were you with your whole trip? 
 Very satisfied 
 Slightly satisfied 
 Slightly unsatisfied 
 Very unsatisfied 

 
 
SECTION B - ATTITUDES TOWARD ANIMALS AND THE ENVIRONMENT 
 
1. I am now going to read a list of statements about animals and their environment. Please indicate the 
extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement using the following scale.  

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Mildly 
Disagree Unsure Mildly 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
Animals should be treated with the same respect as humans 1 2 3 4 5 
One of the best things about Australia is it's wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 
You have to kill animals that are pests e.g. cockroaches, rodents 1 2 3 4 5 
It is Ok to farm and kill domestic animals for meat, leather, etc 1 2 3 4 5 
I enjoy getting the opportunity to feed, hold or touch animals 1 2 3 4 5 
It is ok to experiment on animals to advance medical techniques 
and develop life saving drugs 1 2 3 4 5 
I like to see animals that are roaming free 1 2 3 4 5 
Animals are beautiful 1 2 3 4 5 
I am just not interested in animals 1 2 3 4 5 
Non-domesticated animals should not be kept in captivity 1 2 3 4 5 
Animal attractions (such as zoos and wildlife parks) are very 
educational 1 2 3 4 5 
More national parks should be developed 1 2 3 4 5 
There are some areas of the world that should be off limits to 
tourists to protect the wildlife and environment 1 2 3 4 5 
It is ok to hunt animals for sport 1 2 3 4 5 
There are far more interesting things to do than seeing animals 1 2 3 4 5 
I don't like getting close to wild animals 1 2 3 4 5 
The natural environment is delicate and humans should not 
interfere with it 1 2 3 4 5 
Feral cats and foxes should be hunted and killed to prevent 
them from harming native wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 
I like to see animals that are cute and cuddly 1 2 3 4 5 
It is ok to experiment on animals to produce cosmetics 1 2 3 4 5 
I am deeply concerned about the number of animals that are 
becoming extinct 1 2 3 4 5 
I like looking at wildlife photography books with high quality 
colour photos 1 2 3 4 5 
Animal attractions (such as zoos and wildlife parks) are very 
entertaining 1 2 3 4 5 
People should not be allowed to camp in the wilderness except 
in designated areas so they do not damage the environment 1 2 3 4 5 
I would support the introduction of additional taxes to help 
protect the environment 1 2 3 4 5 
I like to get back to nature 1 2 3 4 5 
The keeping of domestic pets enriches the lives of both humans 
and animals 1 2 3 4 5 
I enjoy camping in remote areas (i.e. not camping grounds) 1 2 3 4 5 
I enjoy watching the graceful movements of some animals 1 2 3 4 5 
I generally prefer animals that are more closely related to 
humans 1 2 3 4 5 
I am scared of many animals 1 2 3 4 5 
I like to get out into the wilderness for bushwalking and other 
outdoor activities 1 2 3 4 5 
It is natural and appropriate for humans to eat meat 1 2 3 4 5 
When native animal populations (e.g. kangaroos) get out of 
control it is necessary to cull them to restore the balance 1 2 3 4 5 
Many animals are dirty and spread disease 1 2 3 4 5 
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2. Do you agree or disagree that: 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Mildly 

Disagree 
Unsure Mildly 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
Human skill and resources will ensure that we do not make the 
earth unliveable 1 2 3 4 5 
Humans are severely abusing the environment 1 2 3 4 5 
Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit 
their needs 1 2 3 4 5 
Humans were meant to rule over nature 1 2 3 4 5 
Humans will eventually learn enough about how nature works to 
be able to control it 1 2 3 4 5 
If things continue on their present course, we will soon 
experience a major ecological catastrophe 1 2 3 4 5 
The balance of nature is delicate and easily upset 1 2 3 4 5 
The so-called “environmental crisis” has been greatly 
exaggerated 1 2 3 4 5 
We are approaching the limit to the number of people this earth 
can support 1 2 3 4 5 
When humans interfere with nature, it often produces disastrous 
consequences 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
SECTION C – DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
 
1. Record Gender 

 Male  Female 
 
2. What is your postcode? ______________________ 
 
3. In what year were you born?_______________________ 
 
4. How many people normally live in your household? ______________________ 
 
5a. How many adults (15 years and 
over)? 

 5b. How many children (under 15 years) ?  

 
6. In which country were you born?____________________ 
 
7. Which of the following statement best describes where you mostly grew up? 

 A capital city 
 A provincial city 
 A country town 
 A rural area 

 
8. What is your employment status? 

 Working full time 
 Working part time 
 Unemployed and looking for work 
 Retired or on a pension 
 Mainly doing home duties 
 Studying 
 Other (SPECIFY)_______________________________________________________ 

 
9. What is your highest level of education? 

 Completed primary school 
 Part high school (year 10) 
 Completed high school (year 12 / HSC / VCE) 
 Trade qualification, TAFE diploma 
 On the job training (e.g. nursing) 
 Undergraduate degree or equivalent 
 Postgraduate degree 
 Other (SPECIFY)__________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B: STATE MAPS 

 

 

Postcode regions visited in New South Wales 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

number of visits

6 to 20
2 to 5
1 to 1
all others
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Postcode regions visited in Victoria 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

number of visits

6 to 20
2 to 5
1 to 1
all others
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Postcode regions visited in Queensland 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

number of visits

6 to 20
2 to 5
1 to 1
all others
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Postcode regions visited in South Australia 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

number of visits

6 to 20
2 to 5
1 to 1
all others
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Postcode regions visited in Western Australia 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

number of visits

6 to 20
2 to 5
1 to 1
all others
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Postcode regions visited in Tasmania 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

number of visits

6 to 20
2 to 5
1 to 1
all others
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Postcode regions visited in Northern Territory 

 

number of visits

6 to 20
2 to 5
1 to 1
all others
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