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Abstract

Western lowland gorilla numbers are declining, with around 40% found within the
rainforests of Gabon, it is essential that the necessary conditions are in place in order to help
protect the subspecies to best effect.
Gabon’s habitat has remained largely unexploited due to the revenue that Gabon has been
able to generate from its oil resources. However, with revenue from oil stocks expected to
reduce substantially in the near future, Gabon must look to alternative income sources.
With more than 90% of the country being categorised as suitable for logging it may be the
easiest option to replace oil revenue with revenue from logging, however, choosing this
route could be disastrous for the western lowland gorilla.
Gorilla tourism has been suggested as a potential solution and it is hoped that by bringing
tourism income into the country it can make it more profitable to keep natural habitat in
situ. This study examines if gorilla tourism can generate the funds necessary to become a
viable tool for conservation in Gabon.
An estimation of the current contribution that gorilla tourism is making to conservation in
Gabon and Lope National Park has been calculated using the example of Mikongo
Conservation Centre situated in Lope National Park.
Surveys have built up an understanding of the tourists that are visiting Gabon and have
looked at the influence that gorillas had on their decision to visit the country and on their
view of their trip experience. Comparing the responses received against those of people that
had been gorilla trekking in Rwanda and Uganda provides interesting results.
With tourism in Gabon currently only operating on a small scale, the contribution that it is
able to make to assist in funding the national park network is minimal. This thesis looks at
the conditions necessary for gorilla tourism to help finance the national park network,
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thereby contributing to conservation, and looks at the circumstances required for this to be
realised.
Tourist numbers need to increase in order for Gabon to make a profit from tourism. With
gorillas being an important determinant in visitor decisions to visit Gabon and with
indications that there is a willingness to pay more if the likelihood of gorilla sightings could
be increased, having habituated gorillas in Gabon appears to be one way to increase both
visitor numbers and revenues.
Potential does exist for western lowland gorilla tourism in Gabon to become a viable tool for
conservation, however, further investment in both the habituation process and in
improvements in tourist facilities and infrastructure are necessary.

Word Count

14,961 words in text
512 words in figures and tables
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1.0

Introduction

1.1

Rationale for Research

The critically endangered (IUCN, 2009) western lowland gorilla (Gorilla gorilla gorilla) is
found across Central Africa, specifically in Angola, Cameroon, Central African Republic (CAR),
Republic of Congo, Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Equatorial Guinea and Gabon.
Whilst the western lowland gorilla is the most abundant of the gorilla subspecies, thought to
number in the region of 225,000 individuals, it is under increasing threat and has shown a
decline of more than 60% in the last 20‐25 years (IUCN, 2009).
The main threats to the western lowland gorilla are poaching and commercial hunting,
disease (in particular ebola) and habitat loss and degradation from agriculture, timber
extraction and mining. IUCN (2007) predicts a population reduction of more than 80% over
three generations (i.e. 66 years, 1980 to 2046) is likely. The subspecies’ low reproductive
rate means that the population is unable to recover quickly and even if it’s threats could be
removed, Walsh et al (2003) predict that population recovery would require in the order of
75 years. It is therefore imperative that as much as possible is done to protect the
subspecies to ensure its long term future.
Gabon has one of the world’s largest pristine ecosystems and has three quarters of its
surface area covered by dense tropical rainforest. It has some of the richest wildlife and
plant communities in Africa and boasts diverse environments ranging from marine, island,
coral reef, coastal, lagoon, swamp, rainforest and steppe to grassland ecosystems. Gabon’s
forests are currently home to around 40% of the world’s western lowland gorillas and
consequently ensuring they remain intact is an essential element in safeguarding the future
of the population.
Gabon is one of the richest countries in sub‐Saharan Africa with a wealth of natural
resources including forestry and minerals. Oil is the main contributor to the strength of the
economy, accounting for half of gross domestic product (GDP) and more than two‐thirds of
revenue (Zafar, 2004). However, it is forecast that the oil reserves will ‘dry up’ within the
12

next 15‐20 years and as a result Gabon needs to find alternative sources of income to
maintain its financial security (Zafar, 2004).
Whilst oil revenue has so far kept the majority of Gabon’s other natural resources
‘protected’, with a decrease in this income source, forests and other resources will become
far more susceptible to exploitation. Whilst the consequences of habitat loss will be
disastrous for the population of western lowland gorillas within Gabon, another threat that is
synergistic with the increase in logging is the bushmeat trade. Bushmeat, or the use of wild
animals for food, has a long tradition in Gabon and is of vital importance to many of the rural
poor in the tropics. It is estimated that the volume of animals extracted from the forests of
the Congo Basin, (Cameroon, CAR, DRC, Equatorial Guinea, Republic of Congo, Gabon), each
year measures in the region of millions of metric tonnes per year (Fa et al, 2002, Wilkie &
Carpenter, 1999). Improved transport links (in part attributable to logging concessions) has
meant that access to bushmeat has become easier and it is possible to ‘harvest’ greater
quantities with less effort than in the past. Whilst many species are hunted for bushmeat,
gorillas command a high price and are therefore particularly susceptible to hunting pressure.
The threats to Gabon’s ecosystem are great and protecting against them is a costly business.
Consequently, the Gabon government is exploring options that have the potential to
generate additional sources of revenue to help meet these costs. One potential solution
being explored is ecotourism, “responsible travel to natural areas that conserves the
environment and improves the wellbeing of local people” (TIES, 1990), in particular gorilla
tourism. One of the key strands to President Bongo’s vision for Gabon was to exploit the
natural resources that Gabon has in order to attract visitors to the country (WCS &
Government of Gabon, 2007).
Gorillas are extremely charismatic species and it is hoped that by using the species as a
flasgship other species can also be protected, however, Gabon will only be able to generate
revenues from gorillas if it is able to ensure that their habitat remains intact and that illegal
poaching is reduced. It was with ecotourism in mind that in 2002, the former president of
Gabon, Omar Bongo designated an area of approximately 30,000km2 (11% percent of the
13

country’s total area; almost 14% of the country’s total forest area) to the creation of 13
national parks (NP) and undertook to protect the natural resources within the country. Any
contribution that gorilla tourism can make towards the conservation of Gabon’s NP network
acts not only to protect the NP’s but also to protect the gorillas themselves. Indeed, as
protection of their habitat is a key factor in the conservation of gorillas, the cost of
protecting the NP network can be seen as a proxy cost for protecting gorillas. Therefore,
when looking at the potential for gorilla tourism to become a viable tool for conservation in
Gabon it is important to look at the contribution that it can make to the overall costs of
conservation within the country, specifically contributions to the cost of park protection.
Ecotourism is often seen as a panacea for numerous conservation initiatives (Kruger, 2005)
and whilst it has the potential to help establish a monetary value for biodiversity and provide
funds to maintain and support conservation efforts, it is not a universal solution. Ecotourism
will provide differing costs and benefits for each particular conservation issue and goal and
therefore every case must be analysed on an individual basis. If well planned, managed and
controlled, ecotourism has the capacity to be a crucial tool and to play an important role in
the safeguarding of biodiversity and the preservation of ecosystems. Conversely,
ecotourism often comes under fire and some groups have suggested that the term ‘eco‐
terrorism’ might be more appropriate to describe the growth of high impact tourism in
nature areas (Hanneberg, 1994), such as that in the Masai Mara where each day dozens of
aircraft, including jet planes, arrive and depart depositing tourists at various locations across
the park.
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Figure 1.0: Aeroplanes at Serena Airstrip, Masai Mara, Kenya

© Joanna French

A specific strand of ecotourism exists in gorilla tourism. Gorilla tourism has become the most
widely accepted, supported and lucrative tool to foster the conservation of gorillas and other
endangered great apes in Africa (Homsy, 1999). The Mountain Gorilla Project (MGP) in
Rwanda, has shown that the mountain gorilla acts as a flagship species which is able to
generate significant revenue to not only generate action to secure its future, but also to have
a wider impact and provide protection for other species and the ecosystem in which the
mountain gorillas reside.
The success of mountain gorilla tourism in East Africa has demonstrated the contribution
that ecotourism can make towards protecting threatened species and their ecosystems and
has been a trailblazer for other ecotourism projects. Whilst mountain gorilla tourism is
widely accepted as an example of ecotourism, it must be appreciated that not all tourism
linked with mountain gorillas should automatically be classified as ecotourism due to the lack
of consistency in the meaning of the term. Based on the ‘success’ of mountain gorilla
tourism governments in Central Africa have been keen to follow the model and to build their
own western lowland gorilla tourism product, however, replicating the mountain gorilla
model has not as yet been successful or provided benefits on a comparable scale.
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Establishing whether gorilla tourism has a future in Gabon is vital as it will impact on the
research, objectives and goals of numerous initiatives to study and safeguard western
lowland gorillas in Gabon and its wider ecosystem.

1.2

Aims and Objectives

The main aim of this thesis is to determine if potential exists for western lowland gorilla
tourism to become a viable tool for conservation in Gabon. It is important that tourism
operations are able to not only cover their own costs but must also be able to contribute to
the costs of protected area management without introducing additional threats to the
ecosystem.
With tourism in the country currently operating on only a small scale, this thesis will look at
determining if direct and indirect revenues from gorilla tourism have the potential to reach
such levels in order to contribute to the conservation of the western lowland gorilla and to
the Gabon ecosystem. A detailed analysis of attempts to make tourism pay for conservation
will be carried out using the Mikongo Conservation Centre (MCC) gorilla tourism site in Lope
National Park (LNP) as a representative example.
With Gabon’s vision to become the world’s premiere destination for African rainforest
tourism by 2015 and its attempts to appeal to ecotourists this thesis will explore the
experiences of those tourists that have visited the country and try to build up a picture of the
‘typical’ Gabon tourist experience. This will help to develop a better understanding of the
current visitor experience, identify the role that gorillas play in their decision to visit the
country, and determine whether tourists to Gabon can be classified as ecotourists, which in
turn will help to establish ways in which visitor numbers may be increased in the future.
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1.3

Thesis Structure

This thesis will begin Section 2 by providing a background to the plight of the western
lowland gorilla in Central Africa and the necessity for additional conservation revenue in
Gabon will be explored. Ecotourism will be introduced before focus is placed on gorilla
tourism in East Africa and Central Africa. Consideration will also be given to the moral
implications of habituating gorillas for tourist ‘entertainment’.
Section 3 explains the methodology for this study and describes the data collection
techniques used. The pilot studies undertaken are also detailed in this section along with the
methods used for the analysis of the data.
Section 4 presents the results from the analysis; the cost of conservation and the tourism
surveys.
Section 5 discusses the key findings of this study in more detail and sets them into the
broader context. It looks at how these findings can be used to help develop future plans and
research studies. This section will also look at the limitations of the work undertaken and
the potential biases that exist.
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2.0

Background

2.1

Why western lowland gorillas?

The western lowland gorilla, one of the 4 gorilla subspecies, is found across Central Africa
(Figure 2.0).
Figure 2.0: Map of part of Central Africa depicting Western Lowland Gorilla Range

Source: IUCN 2007

Whilst the western lowland gorilla is the most abundant of the subspecies, numbering
roughly 225,000 individuals, it is critically endangered (IUCN, 2009) and is under threat from
hunting, disease and habitat loss from the industrial forest trade.
Bushmeat has a long history in the Congo Basin where it provides a major source of protein
for many inhabitants often at great expense to gorillas. The dependence on bushmeat
protein in the Congo Basin is driven by the fact that many countries in the area produce
18

insufficient amounts of non‐bushmeat protein to feed their populations (Fa et al, 2003).
With alternative foodstuffs being hard to source, often expensive and without the appeal of
bushmeat, it seems unlikely that this situation is likely to change in the near future.

The increase in timber extraction in the Congo Basin is not only removing vast swathes of
natural habitat and the species that reside within it, but is also giving hunters easier access to
animals (Wilkie et al, 2002). Logging company employees themselves pose a threat, with
Laurence et al (2006) estimating that bushmeat sales contribute up to 40% of their annual
income. Loggers also rely on wildlife for their own food; a single logging camp in Central
Gabon has been documented as consuming up to 80 tons of bushmeat per year (Laurence et
al, 2006).
In addition to these threats, the ebola virus has had a devastating effect on western lowland
gorillas. Table 2.0 depicts the change in area occupied by gorillas in protected areas in the
Congo Basin between 1990 and 2005, comparing those that have been affected by ebola
with those that have not. It shows that in areas where ebola has been documented areas
occupied was reduced by over a half (61%), compared with a reduction of 33% in areas
without ebola. In Lossi Sanctuary in North West Congo 93% of the gorilla population was
destroyed by ebola during 2002 and 2003 (Bermejo et al, 2006).
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Table 2.0: Protected areas in Central Africa holding significant pre‐Ebola outbreak populations of
western lowland gorilla, and Ebola‐induced decline in area size from 1990‐2005 (km2)
Protected Area

Country

Protected areas with no documented Ebola impact
(*areas in epizootic path)
Monte Alen
Campo
Ngotto
Moukalaba Doudou
Loango
Birougou
Conkouati
Dja
*Nki
*Boumba Bek
*Lobéké
*Dzanga Sangha
*Dzanga Ndoki
*Nouabalé Ndoki
*Lac Télé
Total
% post‐Ebola decline total

Eq. Guinea
Cameroon
CAR
Gabon
Gabon
Gabon
Congo
Cameroon
Cameroon
Cameroon
Cameroon
CAR
CAR
Congo
Congo

Protected areas with documented Ebola impact
Lopé (assumed to have zero impact)
Ivindo
Minkébé
Mwagné
Odzala
Lossi
Total PA area with documented Ebola impact (km²)
% post‐Ebola decline total (PA with documented Ebola
impact) (km²)
Total PA area (all PAs) (km²)
% post‐Ebola decline total (all PAs)

Pre‐Ebola Area Post‐Ebola Area % Change in
(km²)
(km²)
Area Size

2,000
2,315
733
4,500
1,550
690
3,465
5,260
1,882
2,501
2,179
959
190
4,243
4,564
37,031

2,000
2,315
733
4,500
1,550
690
3,465
5,260
506
672
585
258
51
1,140
1,226
24,951

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
73%
73%
73%
73%
73%
73%
73%
33%

Gabon
Gabon
Gabon
Gabon
Congo
Congo

4,970
3,000
7,570
1,160
13,200
320
30,220

4,970
806
2,034
312
3,547
86
11,755

67,251

36,706

0%
73%
73%
73%
73%
73%

61%
45%

Source: IUCN 2007
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2.2

Why Gabon?

Gabon is situated on the west coast of Central Africa, straddling the equator and occupying a
region of close to 268,000km2 (Figure 2.1).
Figure 2.1: Map of Gabon and surrounding countries

Source: (http://newint.org)

It is one of the richest countries in sub‐Saharan Africa with a GDP per capita of close to
US$10,000 in 2008. Its capital city, Libreville, ranks as the fourth most expensive city in the
world (EIU, 2000). The population of Gabon is 1,383,000 million (Le Gabon, 2009), with
more than 80% living in urban areas.
Whilst it has considerable rates of poverty, the cost of living in Gabon is high with many
commodities (including 90% of its food) imported from neighbouring countries. Bushmeat
hunting is rife in Gabon. An estimated 56% decline in ape abundance in Gabon from 1983 to
2000 was mainly attributed to hunting (Walsh et al. 2003).
Gabon is rich in natural resources including forestry and minerals and can be described as a
classic ‘rentier’ state (a state reliant not on domestic resource mobilization or extraction of
the domestic populations production, but on externally generated revenues and oil rents
(Yates, 1996)), relying on its oil resources as its main source of economic income.
21

Despite its income from oil, Gabon has been slow to invest in infrastructure, education or
poverty alleviation. Infrastructure across the country remains substandard with poorly
maintained roads and rail covering only a small percentage of the country.
Gabon has one of the world’s largest pristine ecosystems with three quarters of its surface
area covered by dense tropical rainforest. Whilst oil revenue has so far kept the majority of
Gabon’s forests under exploited, if it were to run out (as forecasted), with no alternative
income stream, it is unlikely that Gabon’s forests will remain intact in the future. It is
estimated that more than 90% of Gabon’s forest has the potential to be commercially
exploited, the highest ratio in Africa (Marchés Tropicaux, 1998). Nearly half of the country’s
forest is already in timber leases and the threat posed by logging promises to intensify in the
future. Figure 2.2 shows that rates of timber production are increasing exponentially.

A

third of all Gabonese logging concessions are controlled by five logging companies, that are
largely or wholly foreign‐owned (Laurance et al, 2006), whose main focus is profit derived
largely through exploitation of previously unlogged areas rather than sustainable harvesting
in older concessions. The current trajectory predicts that the last remaining tracts of
inaccessible forest will be opened to logging in the next 10 to 20 years.
Figure 2.2: Roundwood Production in Gabon 1980 – 2005 (Source: http://faostat.fao.org/)

Year

With oil revenue predicted to diminish alternative resources need to be available to facilitate
the country’s development. In 2002, Omar Bongo designated 11% of Gabon’s surface area to
22

the creation of 13 NP’s. This action showed not only a commitment to help conserve
important biodiversity rich areas of the country, but was also part of his plan to bring
ecotourism to Gabon in a bid to reduce the countries reliance on its oil resources. Whilst
many have praised President Bongos commitment some have said that the creation of the
NP network and committing to preserving specific areas of the country gives the government
free rein to increase timber exploitation across the remainder (and more significant area) of
the country’s forest areas.

2.3

Ecotourism

Global tourism is one of the fastest growing segments of the world economy representing
close to 7% of total world trade (Moyini & Uwimbabazi, 2000) and generating more than
US$4 trillion worldwide (Laurence et al, 2006). Nature and ecotourism in particular are
growing even faster than conventional tourism (Gossling, 1999), between 10% and 30%
annually, with tourism to natural areas having increased dramatically from just 2% of tourism
in the late 1980’s to about 20% in the late 1990’s (Laurance et al, 2006). Increases in tourism
have been particularly noticeable in developing countries ‐ in 2005 international arrivals to
sub‐Saharan African countries grew at 13% ‐ of the 808 million international travellers in
2005, 24 million travelled to sub‐Saharan Africa (UNWTO, 2008).

Tourism in Gabon does not currently contribute greatly to the economy, however, with its
large amount of pristine rainforest and abundance of wild flora and fauna it is hoped that ‘by
2015 Gabon will become the world’s premiere destination for African rainforest tourism and
a model for 21st Century parks” (WCS & Government of Gabon, 2007).
Ecotourism as defined by TIES (1990) is “responsible travel to natural areas that conserves
the environment and improves the wellbeing of local people”, which links in with Ross &
Walls (1999) theoretical framework for ecotourism (Figure 2.3). However, in practice, almost
any form of nature‐based tourism is currently advertised as ecotourism, irrespective of
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environmental management or benefits to local communities or conservation (Buckley,
2000).
Figure 2.3: The Ecotourism Paradigm: in successful ecotourism, the dynamics between people,
resources and tourism are such that each makes positive contributions to the others
(Source: Ross & Wall, 1999)
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Gabon is currently largely unrecognised as an ecotourism destination, with many not even
aware of its location. In 2001, 155,000 visitors arrived in Gabon, but only 3% of these visitors
were on holiday (Le Gabon, 2009). The paucity of information, both online and offline does
nothing to raise Gabon’s profile. Following Mike Fays epic Megatransect journey culminating
in Gabon in 2000 and the subsequent National Geographic and other media coverage
surrounding his trip, Gabon did see an upsurge in visitors, however, this was only a small
peak in an otherwise stagnant tourist market. Whilst a number of high‐end tour operators
offer trips to Gabon, independent travel is all but impossible to organise. The majority of
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tourists in Gabon at present are expat workers getting ‘out’ of the big cities for long
weekends (P. Pasquier, pers. comm. April 2009).
Increasing the appeal and number of tourists to Gabon is essential if ecotourism is to be
successful. One specific draw that the country has is its plethora of western lowland gorillas.
It is hoped that this charismatic species can be used to attract tourists to the country in a
similar vein to the MGP in Rwanda.

2.4

Gorilla Tourism in East Africa

Gorilla tourism has been established in East Africa since the late 1970’s. The gorillas of Parc
National des Volcans (PNV) in Rwanda were catapulted into the spotlight in 1970 due to the
National Geographic coverage of Dian Fossey. At that time the mountain gorilla population
was suffering badly, mainly from poaching and habitat loss and it was estimated that only
250 animals remained. Great public interest resulted from the coverage and the plight of the
mountain gorilla was given worldwide status and recognition.
In a bid to generate income to help fund conservation and halt this decline, the MGP was
established in 1979 with the aim of habituating gorillas specifically for tourism (Weber &
Vedder, 2002). It was hoped that the revenue generated from gorilla tourism could become
more lucrative for governments and local communities than destroying gorillas and their
habitat and could help provide resources to offer adequate protection for national parks.
Since the launch of the MGP the number of mountain gorillas has increased and it is thought
today to number in the region of 750 individuals. As such, gorilla tourism is perceived as one
of the most successful and lucrative forms of ecotourism and an effective means of
protecting great apes.
In the PNV, an area of around 183km2, 56 gorilla permits are available each day (each costing
US$500) providing a potential daily revenue of US$28,000. Despite the high cost of gorilla
permits (increased from US$250 to the new level on 1/6/07), visitor numbers are continuing
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to increase (Appendix 1) and it is often necessary to make bookings up to a year in advance.
In addition to the gorilla permits, revenue is also generated from other park permits, other
activities / tours / treks, purchase of handicrafts and souvenirs as well as the ensuing
accommodation and food and drink revenue.
Whilst Rwanda’s tourism industry currently relies almost wholly on mountain gorilla’s, and in
2008, gorilla trekking accounted for 86% of all activities sold in national parks, it is interesting
to note that a visit to the gorillas can act as a catalyst and can give visitors the motivation to
visit other tourist attractions and wildlife areas within the country, aiding protection and
regeneration. Whilst the majority of foreign visitor days in Rwanda (70% of the total) were
to PNV, other sites and activities also attracted visitors (Table 2.1).
Table 2.1: Park activities in Rwanda sold by park, products and residency, January ‐ December 2008
Number of Park Activities Sold by Resident Group and Park
AKAGERA

Visitor Group

Game

NYUNGWE

Camping Boat ride Birding Fishing Total

VOLCANOES

Primates Trails Camping Birding Total Gorillas Mount

safari
Foreign Visitors

6,799

264

272

30

24

7,389

Foreign Residents

1,961

195

46

8

7

2,217

184

227

56

8

475

Rwandan Residents

8,764

58

44

10

8

8,884

182

118

27

3

330

17,524

517

362

48

2,316 1,807

581

Total

Mount Dian Fossey Golden Nature Total

Karisimbi Bisoke Tomb

39 18,490

1,950 1,462

498

95 4,005 16,237

Monkey Walk

76

717

415

1,228

84 18,757

309

5

77

15

36

8

450

391

22

108

22

23

10

576

106 4,810 16,937

103

902

452

1,287

102 19,783

Source: ORTPN

Whilst the revenues from gorilla tourism have been increasing greatly in recent years,
conditions such as political instability, travel restrictions, disease epidemics, international
currency fluctuations and terrorist activities can influence travel behaviour (Butynski &
Kalina, 1998), which means that relying purely on revenues from gorilla tourism for
conservation is prone to risk.
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2.5

Gorilla Tourism in Central Africa

Mountain gorilla tourism in Rwanda has allowed increased forest protection, stopped
unchecked land conversion, provided benefits to local communities and has afforded gorillas
the conditions necessary for their numbers to increase and has therefore been deemed a
success. However, to get to this stage and to be able to command the prices that are
currently charged for gorilla permits has taken many years and has not been without issues
(Weber & Vedder, 2002). What must be remembered is that the mountain gorillas in
Rwanda were being studied and habituated for research long before tourism was even raised
as an idea and that the size of the area to be protected is comparatively small when
measured against the areas under discussion in Gabon.
In Central Africa the process is happening in reverse – the overriding aim is to habituate
gorillas for tourism as quickly as possible as a means to generate increases in tourist
numbers and revenue. There are currently only 2 areas in Central Africa that house
habituated gorillas that tourists are able to visit – Bai Hokou in the Dzangha Sangha Reserve
in Dzanga Ndoki NP in CAR and Mondika, close to the Nouabale‐Ndoki NP in Republic of
Congo.
At Bai Hokou tourists have a 90% chance of seeing gorillas in their natural habitat (Dzangha‐
Sangha, 2009). The experience is very different from that of the mountain gorilla product,
dense forest abounds in Dzanga Ndoki and provides a relatively low level of visibility meaning
that it is often difficult to get an unobscured sighting even when close to a gorilla (Greer &
Cipolletta, 2006).
Although gorilla tourism has been promoted in the country since 2001, up until the end of
2006 only around 600 tourists had visited the site, a figure equivalent to only 10 visitor days
in Rwanda. Recent figures (WWF, 2006) suggest that these numbers have increased in the
past couple of years with close to 400 visitors per year in 2007 and 2008. That said, these
numbers and the ensuing revenue are still far too low to make a real contribution to the
conservation work being undertaken.
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It has only been since 2007 that Mondika in Republic of Congo has had a group of habituated
gorillas, as such, tourism is still very much in its infancy at this site and visitor numbers are
still relatively low, estimated at between 200 and 250 to date (P. Mongo, pers. comm. July
2009).
Efforts have been made in Gabon by various organisations to habituate gorillas; however, as
yet, there are no habituated groups of gorillas that are accepting tourists. Whilst, it may be
possible for tourists to encounter gorillas whilst on forest walks or when out ‘on safari’, in
reality, the likelihood of such an encounter is relatively slim. MCC in LNP has been working
to habituate western lowland gorillas since 2000, however, it has not been successful as yet
and it is difficult to predict with any certainty when and indeed if, a habituated group will be
able to accept tourists. In Loango NP the habituation process is progressing more swiftly (in
the main attributable to the fact that the Project Leader has remained a constant feature
throughout the four years that the project has been running) and it is anticipated that within
a couple of years it will be possible to visit a habituated group within the park.
Gabon does offer an alternative to the ‘wild’ gorilla experience – The Fernan Vaz Gorilla
Project (FVGP) on Evengue Island is home to a group of gorillas undergoing rehabilitation as
well as a sanctuary housing three rescued gorillas. It has been deemed impossible to
rehabilitate these rescued animals and the project uses the sanctuary as a means to provide
education to visitors and the local communities. The project veterinarian, Nick Bachand,
hopes that a 40 minute supervised viewing of these gorillas will provide an experience that
reduces the need for ‘wild’ gorilla sightings.
WCS previously ran a tourism operation alongside its research facility at Langoue Bai in
Ivindo NP. This site provided excellent viewing opportunities for non‐habituated gorillas in
the forest clearing frequented by them. However, it ceased operating in 2008 to reassess
the impacts of tourists on the gorilla operation and for the Gabonese government to
consider its future plans for tourism at Bais (J. Walston, pers. comm. September 2009).
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2.6

The moral dilemma – should gorillas be habituated for tourism?

Gorillas are charismatic animals whose role as a flagship species for conservation should not
be underestimated (Dietz et al, 1994; McNulty, 2003). Whilst much is made of the positive
impacts of gorilla tourism, it must be stressed that there are negative impacts that should be
considered.

Prior to tourist ‘visits’ gorilla groups need to be habituated (“the process by which animals
become accustomed to human presence and eventually accept a human observer as a
neutral element in their environment” (Schaller, 1963; Tutin & Fernandez, 1991; Williamson,
1988). The habituation process of the western lowland gorilla, although possible (Greer &
Cipolletta, 2006), is recognised as a long and arduous process that bears little similarity to
the process for mountain gorillas. Western lowland gorillas have a low population density, a
large home range and vocalise relatively infrequently which means that they are often very
hard to locate (McNulty, 2003). In the often dense forest, tracking these groups on a daily
basis, essential for habituation, is a time consuming process with long distance treks and
experienced pygmy trackers proving essential. Whilst the habituation process for mountain
gorillas typically takes about a year, sites that have been successful in habituating western
lowland gorillas have taken over 4 years of continual habituation efforts.

The habituation process has been shown to impose negative effects on gorillas, including
undesirable behavioural change (Blom et al, 2004a), such as changes in the length of daily
path, acts of aggression and fear and vocalisation upon contact. Some note that these
impacts are only minor and short term (Blom et al, 2004a), however, some believe and go so
far as to say that we no longer have true wild mountain gorillas as they have been ‘altered’
by human interaction (N. Bachand, pers. comm. May 2009).

Gorillas are extremely susceptible to human disease, which pose a potentially devastating
threat to gorilla populations. During the habituation process researchers and trackers spend
prolonged periods of time with gorillas and can act as carriers for disease. Furthermore,
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once habituated for tourism, gorillas are exposed to different groups of tourists each day
meaning that over the course of their lifetime they are exposed to a far greater number of
individuals than the average person (Homsy, 1999).
Whilst it is impossible to deny that tourism does generate revenue, it is important to
understand that the habituation process itself is extremely costly. As already outlined,
habituation of western lowland gorillas can take many years during which funds are
necessary to finance the process. This investment is not without risk. For example, a group
could disband at any time, meaning that years of financial investment can be lost overnight
(Greer & Cipolletta, 2006). Similarly, disease has the potential to quickly destroy years of
ecotourism investment – for example, the gorilla habituation programme at Lossi was set up
in the mid‐1990's, however, in 2002/3 after years of investment ebola wiped out the entire
population of habituated gorillas.
On the flip side, habituation and the ensuing tourism can provide a number of benefits. The
continued presence of habituation staff, park staff and tourists in the forest acts as a
deterrent to poachers and can also facilitate the removal of snares and the ongoing patrol of
the park. In addition, the costs associated with scientific research and the establishment of
new facilities to study gorillas can potentially be offset by the perceived benefits that
successful habituation can bring through tourism revenues (C. Ransom, pers. comm.
December 2008).
From an economic standpoint, gorilla tourism can provide direct and indirect revenues for
conservation; however, with corruption rife in much of Africa, it is essential that revenue
destined for conservation reaches its goal. Historically much of the revenue that should have
been destined for the PNV actually ‘leaked’ out of the area and into central government
reserves (Butynski & Kalina, 1998).
Those involved in habituation in Gabon seem to accept that the habituation process does
negatively affect those gorillas involved, however, the positive impacts that will come from
tourism are believed to outweigh the negative impacts and it is felt that habituating a few
groups is worthwhile if it will ultimately lead to the protection of the other western lowland
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gorillas in Gabon (J. Head, pers. comm. May 2009). Conversely, those involved in
rehabilitation of gorillas show genuine concern that the habituation of gorillas for tourism is
actually not in the best interests of the gorillas concerned and that the wider benefits
derived from this do not justify the funds being spent on such practices, which could
potentially be better used in other conservation efforts (N. Bachand, pers. comm. May 2009).
Ultimately the relative costs/benefits of habituating gorillas will be dependent upon tourist
revenues that are generated and the impact that these have on conservation.
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3.0

Methods

3.1

The Cost of Conservation

3.1.1 Estimating Gorilla Tourism Revenue
To estimate the revenues that could potentially be generated for conservation by gorilla
ecotourism in Gabon, I used information on the costs and income of one such scheme,
Mikongo Conservation Centre (MCC) in LNP, from 2007 and 2008. Whilst cost and income
figures may vary from site to site, I assume that MCC is representative of such schemes for
the purposes of illustrating their potential contribution to conservation finance.
Using the figures provided by MCC, it was possible to determine the average income per
tourist and to look at the number of tourists required for the site to break even.
As MCC is run as both a tourist and research camp, some of the costs assigned to the
research camp needed to be redirected to the tourist camp to give a true reflection of the
costs of a freestanding tourist facility. This was done in conjunction with data and input from
staff at MCC (shown in full in Appendix 2 and in part in Section 4.1).
The cost figures for 2007 were inflated by a one off charge for the purchase of a vehicle, for
the purposes of this analysis, this amount has been split equally between 2007 and 2008.
The fixed and variable cost splits are as provided by MCC in the detailed breakdown on
revenue and costs for 2007 and 2008 shown in Appendix 3.
Using these splits I calculated the fixed costs for the tourist camp. By dividing total revenues
by number of visitors the average revenue of each tourist has been calculated. In addition,
the variable cost of each tourist has also been calculated. These figures enabled me to
calculate the marginal revenue of each additional tourist in order to determine the number
of additional tourists required for MCC to breakeven.
It was also necessary to calculate the total capacity for the camp, whilst the camp could
accommodate 4015 if full for every night of the year, for the purpose of this analysis it has
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been assumed that 80% capacity for the year (or 3,212 tourists) represents full capacity (this
allows for holidays, transfer days and the fact that no hotel or tourist camp can operate at
100%).
Whether the camp is operating at a profit or loss the provision of the tourist facilities
provides some benefit to conservation and to LNP. This comes in the form of revenue from
park permits (approximately US$25 per person per day) and the provision of services for
tourists being a replacement for conservation directed patrols and facilities in the park. For
the purposes of this analysis I have assumed that 50% of the fixed costs and 50% of those
variable costs categorised as staff, infrastructure and vehicles contribute directly to park
conservation costs. This is a subjective amount, but seems in line with similar calculations
carried out in Rwanda (Gray & Kalpers, 2005).

3.1.2 The Cost of Conservation in Gabon
The cost of protecting Gabon’s NP network is particularly relevant when considering gorilla
tourism, as the protection of gorillas themselves is in large part dependent upon the
preservation of their habitat, namely NP’s.
It was impossible to find actual costs for management of parks in Gabon, therefore, I have
calculated the values for park protection in Gabon based on the values used by Blom (2004).
My calculations are on both a country and individual park level. The area of each NP was
based on the figure provided by the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA). The
figures for the protection of LNP are then used to provide a context for the revenues and
profits generated from gorilla tourism at MCC.
Blom’s paper depicts values for minimum park management and effective park management
recurrent costs. Minimum park management is defined as ‘an absolute minimum
management option that would allow for a permanent presence and possibly protection of
core areas’. Effective park management as classified by Blom refers to areas that are
managed in such a way as to ‘at least maintain its species assemblages and at such densities
33

to allow them to fulfil their ecological function, except for natural fluctuations, extinctions or
additions’.
Blom’s paper also considers the additional costs associated with park management above
and beyond the recurrent costs of park protection, these include start up costs, replacement
costs, technical assistance costs, national institutes overhead, survey costs, monitoring and
evaluation costs and opportunity costs. As it is essential to consider these costs when
calculating the actual cost of effective park management it is more realistic to consider this
as the true cost. For the purpose of this thesis these costs are defined as desired park
management.
These three levels of park management cost have been used in the calculations to provide a
range of costs for the protection of Gabon’s NP’s.
Using this analysis in conjunction with the results from the analysis of gorilla tourism revenue
at MCC it has been possible to consider the tourist numbers required for MCC to make a
contribution to the protection and conservation of LNP.

3.2

Tourist Surveys

Surveys were carried out both face to face and online (Appendix 4). Prior to conducting the
survey, pilot studies were undertaken both to test data collection methodology and to
ensure that completion time was not prohibitive. On the basis of the pilot study it was
decided that the online questionnaire should not contain all the questions that were asked
face to face as the pilot test showed that people were more inclined to complete the online
questionnaire if it was slightly shorter.
Initially the questionnaire gave a range of definitions of ecotourism from which the
respondent could pick the one they felt to be most relevant. It was decided that these
definitions were ‘leading’ respondents and was therefore replaced with an open question
asking individuals how they would characterise an ecotourist.
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The survey was used to develop an understanding of the profile of tourists and to build up a
picture of their characteristics, attitudes and motivations. All respondents were told that the
purpose of the research was an analysis of tourism – it was decided that specifying upfront
that the research was specifically looking at gorilla tourism could have ‘led’ respondents
which may have changed their answers to some of the questions.
Face to face surveys were carried out with tourists whilst in Gabon during April and May
2009. MCC and Loango NP were chosen as they are the most well known ‘gorilla’ tourist
destinations. In addition, surveys were carried out in various locations in Libreville and the
surrounding area as the majority of tourists entering and leaving Gabon do so through the
capital city.
Individual face to face surveys were carried out in the early evening and respondents were
happy to spend as much time as necessary for completion of the questionnaire. In many
cases once the formal questionnaire was completed time was spent with respondents talking
more generally about their experiences in Gabon and also in other parts of Africa which
provided additional valuable information.
Online surveys with those having visited Gabon were carried out during May and June 2009.
Email addresses of previous visitors to Gabon were provided by MCC and Africa’s Eden and
online software was used to administer the survey. Whilst the format of the questionnaire
followed that of the face to face version in order to be able to provide comparisons,
amendments were made to the online survey based on the feedback received during the
course of the pilot study.
Face to face surveys were completed with 23 individuals whilst in Gabon, with an additional
63 surveys completed online by previous Gabon visitors. This resulted in a total sample size
of 86.
In order to set the Gabon survey in context, to provide a comparison and to gauge if the
responses given by those visiting Gabon were typical of opinions of those that had been
gorilla trekking in East Africa, during July 2009, the same online questionnaire was carried
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out with tourists that had been gorilla trekking in Rwanda and/or Uganda. This was
completed by 42 individuals.
Whilst the survey was used to build up a profile of visitors to Gabon, it was also used to paint
a picture of the motivating factors upon which respondents made their decision to visit the
country. A range of statements (or motivating factors) were given to the respondents and
they were asked to indicate how important on a scale of very important (1) to completely
unimportant (5) these factors were in choosing Gabon as a destination. These motivating
factors were divided into four groups with the intention of measuring the significance of the
natural environment (‘Environment’), the local culture (‘Cultural’), the importance of rest
and relaxation (‘Escapism’) and the importance of conservation (‘Conservation’). These
dimensions were selected a priori based on the pilot studies undertaken. Using the ranking
each respondent applied to each factor, it was then possible for me to divide them into one
of the four dimensions, thereby characterising their tourist type and allowing a deeper
understanding of their motivations to visit. In order to ensure that each category was
measuring the same underlying motivation a two step procedure was used to evaluate the
stability and consistency of the chosen factors (Kuvan & Akan, 2005). Item‐total correlation
(ITC) was carried out for each factor in each of the four dimensions, to measure the
correlation between the individual question score and the overall dimension score. Those
statements not achieving a score of 0.3 or above were removed (Kuvan & Akan, 2005) from
the dimension as they were found to not be representative of the dimension characteristics.
Cronbach Alpha Coefficients (CAC) were calculated for each dimension containing the
remaining factors in order to determine how well the sets of statements measured the
overall dimension. This enabled me to estimate the reliability of the surveys scale by
determining its internal consistency; dimensions were accepted as reliable if the CAC was
greater than 0.6 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). All dimensions were accepted. Once the
dimensions had been analysed as being acceptable, the mean scores for each motivating
factor were calculated and used for further analysis. Standard Deviations were also
calculated for each motivating factor.
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Relationships between survey variables were examined using Pearson’s Chi‐squared test
where expected values were greater than 5 and Fisher’s Exact test in cases where expected
values were less than 5.

3.3

Computer Packages

Survey Monkey was used to administer the online questionnaire and to collate responses.
Data were initially entered into Microsoft Office Excel 2007 and statistical testing was then
carried out using R 2.8.0.
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4.0

Results

4.1

Estimating Gorilla Tourism Revenue

MCC which provides both scientific research and ecotourism in LNP is used to determine the
revenues currently being provided by gorilla tourism.
Table 4.0 shows costs and revenue for the research and tourist camp for 2007 and 2008. As
explained in the methods, these include an allocation of costs from the research camp to the
tourist camp, and a vehicle cost for 2007 being equally split between the two years. In both
2007 and 2008 the camp operated at a loss; US$65,043 and US$55,438 respectively.
Appendix 2 shows detailed calculations.
Table 4.0: Cost and Revenue Figures for MCC Research and Tourism Camps 2007 and 2008
Research Camp Costs
Tourist Camp Costs
Assigned to Tourist Camp
Total Tourist Camp Costs
Fixed
Variable
Total
Fixed Variable Total
Fixed Variable Total
Staff Costs
32,876
4,916 37,792 31,629
0 31,629 64,505
4,916 69,421
Vehicles
0
18,101 18,101
0
22,340 22,340
0
40,441 40,441
Infrastructure and Communication
10,012
0 10,012 12,394
0 12,394 22,405
0 22,405
Restaurant and Bar
0
19,161 19,161
0
0
0
0
19,161 19,161
Training and Development
0
0
0
0
582
582
0
582
582
Miscellaneous
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Total
42,887
42,178 85,065 44,022
22,922 66,944 86,910
65,100 152,009
Cost & Revenue Figures 2007 (US$)

% of Research Camp Costs
Assigned to Tourist Camp
Total Tourism Costs
Incomes
Profit / Loss
% of Tourism Costs Covered by
Tourism Incomes

28%
152,009
86,967
‐65,043
57%
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Research Camp Costs
Tourist Camp
Assigned to Tourist Camp
Total Tourist Camp
Fixed
Variable
Total
Fixed Variable Total
Fixed Variable Total
Staff Costs
24,347
13,553 37,900 31,150
0 31,150 55,497
13,553 69,050
Vehicles
0
22,775 22,775
0
22,340 22,340
0
45,115 45,115
Infrastructure and Communication
21,483
0 21,483 17,317
0 17,317 38,800
0 38,800
Restaurant and Bar
0
14,209 14,209
0
0
0
0
14,209 14,209
Training and Development
0
0
0
0
665
665
0
665
665
Miscellaneous
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Total
45,830
50,536 96,366 48,467
23,006 71,473 94,297
73,542 167,839
Cost & Revenue Figures 2008 (US$)

% of Research Camp Costs
Assigned to Tourist Camp
Total Tourism Costs
Incomes
Profit / Loss
% of Tourism Costs Covered by
Tourism Incomes

35%
167,839
112,401
‐55,438
67%

Using the cost and revenue calculations together with the fixed and variable cost as shown in
Table 4.0, the calculations for the marginal cost and revenue of each tourist are shown in
Table 4.1 together with the number of tourists required to breakeven. The table shows that
the breakeven increase in tourists for 2007 of 297% has been reduced to 143% in 2008. This
demonstrates that relative to the total capacity for the camp a relatively small increase in
visitor numbers has a significant impact on the cost/revenue structure of the camp. In 2008,
67% of costs were covered by revenues whereas only 57% were covered in 2007.
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Table 4.1: MCC Marginal Revenue & Costs Figures 2007 and 2008 detailing number of additional
tourists and percentage increase in tourists required to break even

MCC Marginal Revenue & Cost 2007
Number of tourists visiting MCC
Cost per tourist (US$)
Revenue per tourist (US$)
Variable Cost per tourist (US$)
Marginal Revenue (US$)
Number of additional tourists required to break even
% Increase in tourists required to break even

199
764
437
327
110
592
297%

MCC Marginal Revenue & Cost 2008
Number of tourists visiting MCC
Cost per tourist (US$)
Revenue per tourist (US$)
Variable Cost per tourist (US$)
Marginal Revenue (US$)
Number of additional tourists required to break even
% Increase in tourists required to break even

248
677
453
297
157
354
143%

Using the camp capacity figure of 3,212 I looked at the net profit that the camp would
generate for varying levels of utilisation.
Table 4.2 shows that for 2007 the breakeven utilisation of the camp was 24.6% and that this
had been reduced in 2008 to 19%. The actual capacity utilisation figures for 2007 and 2008
were only 6% and 8% respectively. Table 4.2 also shows the potential profit for the camp
had it operated at 50% and 100% capacity.
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Table 4.2: Capacity of MCC and potential profit at varying levels of capacity

2007
% C ap acity
N u m b e r o f A d d itio n al To u rists re q u ire d
C o sts o f ad d itio n al To u rists (US$)
Re v e n u e s o f ad d itio n al To u rists (US$)
N e t P ro fit (afte r cu rre n t lo ss) ( US $)

M ax im u m
B re ak e v e n C u rre n t Le v e l
C ap acity H alf C ap acity C ap acity
o f C ap acity
100%
50%
25%
10%
3,013
1,407
592
122
985,658
460,279
193,640
39,976
1,316,737
614,885
258,682
53,404
266,036
89,563
0
‐51,615

2008
% C ap acity
N u m b e r o f A d d itio n al To u rists re q u ire d
C o sts o f ad d itio n al To u rists (US$)
Re v e n u e s o f ad d itio n al To u rists (US$)
N e t P ro fit (afte r cu rre n t lo ss) ( US $)

M ax im u m
C ap acity H alf
100%
2,964
878,945
1,343,375
408,991

B re ak e v e n C u rre n t Le v e l
o f C ap acity
C ap acity C ap acity
50%
19%
10%
1,358
354
73
402,702
104,918
21,707
615,487
160,356
33,176
157,347
0
‐43,968

Although operating at a loss currently MCC is making a contribution to the cost of
conservation and protection of LNP (as described in Section 3.1.1). Table 4.3 shows the
calculations for this contribution. The capacity utilisation for 2007 and 2008 of 6% and 8%
represent the actual figures, and 25% and 19% represent the respective breakeven capacity
for 2007 and 2008. Table 4.3 also includes revenues from park permits.
Table 4.3: Contribution to park protection from the activities of the MCC tourism camp per annum at
varying capacities
2007
% Capacity
Re ve nue from Park Pe rm its (US$)
50% of fixe d costs (US$)
50% of applicable variable costs (US$)
N e t total Contribution to Park Prote ction (US$)
2008
% Capacity
Re ve nue from Park Pe rm its (US$)
50% of fixe d costs (US$)
50% of applicable variable costs (US$)
N e t total Contribution to Park Prote ction (US$)

Maxim um
Bre ake ve n Curre nt Le ve l
Capacity Half Capacity Capacity
of Capacity
100%
50%
25%
6%
75,524
35,374
14,997
4,975
43,455
43,455
43,455
43,455
366,051
183,025
90,137
22,679
485,030
261,854
148,589
71,109
Maxim um
Bre ake ve n Curre nt Le ve l
Capacity Half Capacity Capacity
of Capacity
100%
50%
19%
8%
74,348
34,198
9,093
6,200
47,149
47,149
47,149
47,149
379,923
189,961
71,183
58,668
501,419
271,308
127,425
112,017
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As shown at breakeven capacity the net total contribution to park protection would be
US$148,589 for 2007 and US$127,425 for 2008. At full capacity, the contribution in 2008
would have been US$501,419.

4.2

The Cost of Conservation in Gabon

Using Blom’s 2004 paper as a framework it has been possible to estimate values for the costs
of an effective park management system in Gabon. Blom uses the budget proposals for NP
protection in Cameroon as a basis for the minimum level of protection needed for the whole
of the Niger Delta – Congo Basin Forest Region.
Adjusting for Purchasing Power Parity and land type, the minimum recurrent expenditure per
km2 calculated for Gabon is US$76. Blom calculates the cost of effective management for
Gabon as US$277 per km2. This is in‐line with other analyses carried out by James et al
(1999) and Wilkie et al (2001) that estimate similar costs for African nations. Additionally,
Blom analyses additional costs (as detailed in Section 3.1.2) required for park management
that are not included in his calculations for effective recurrent expenditure. For the purpose
of this thesis effective management costs incorporating additional costs shall be termed
desired protection. Desired protection level has been calculated as US$543 per km2 . Table
4.4 shows the calculations used to determine this figure. It is lower than the figure for the
Congo Basin as a whole as the start up costs have been excluded due to the fact that the NP
network in Gabon already exists.
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Table 4.4: Analysis of Additional Costs for Congo Basin Protected Area Management and for Gabon
Protected Area Management

Total for Congo‐ Total for Gabon
Basin Protected
Protected Area
Area Management Management
Analysis of Additional Costs
Recurrent Expenditure (US$)
42,584,000
8,356,536
Start‐up Costs (US$)
31,200,000
Replacement Costs (US$)
15,600,000
2,230,430
Technical Assistance (US$)
10,500,000
1,501,251
National Institutes Overhead (US$)
10,000,000
1,429,763
Survey Costs (US$)
200,000
Monitoring and evaluation Costs (US$)
4,200,000
600,500
Local Opportunity Costs (US$)
15,800,000
2,259,026
Total per year (US$)
Total Area (km2)
Cost per km2/year (US$)

130,084,000
211,000
617

16,377,507
30,168
543

Table 4.5 shows the cost of park management across the existing NP network in Gabon at
the three different levels.
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Table 4.5: The cost of park management per annum in Gabon at minimum, effective and desired
protection levels
National Park

Area (km2)

Annual Cost of Protection
Minimum Protection (US$76/km2) Effective Protection (US$277/km2) Desired Protection (US$543/km2)

Akanda

543

41,268

150,411

294,782

Bateke

2,040

155,040

565,080

1,107,469

Biringou

691

52,516

191,407

375,128

Ivindo

3,009

228,684

833,493

1,633,516

Loango

1,500

114,000

415,500

814,315

Lope

2,698,098

4,970

377,720

1,376,690

Mayumba

912

69,312

252,624

495,104

Minkebe

7,590

576,840

2,102,430

4,120,435

Monts de Cristal

1,203

91,428

333,231

653,081

Moukalaba Doudou

4,514

343,064

1,250,378

2,450,546

Mwagne

1,158

88,008

320,766

628,651

Pongara

966

73,416

267,582

524,419

Waka

1,072

81,472

296,944

581,964

Total

30,168

2,292,768

8,356,536

16,377,507

Using the figures above it can be concluded that to protect Gabon’s NP network the
potential cost will range from US$2,292,768 to US$16,377,507 per annum.
Table 4.4 shows that local opportunity costs make up a large portion of the additional costs.
As effective ecotourism has as one of its goals a contribution to local communities these
costs are particularly relevant. These costs have been calculated on the opportunity cost of
foregoing the value of the forest as a timber source. A cost per km2 for the forest has been
calculated as US$1498 (Wilkie et al, 2001) which equates to the cost to Gabon as a whole,
however, as only a proportion of these costs would have benefited local communities the
local opportunity cost is substantially reduced. I have calculated the local opportunity cost
as 5% of the total as per the value used by Blom (2004) (Table 4.6). Also shown are the
calculations for Lope NP.
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Table 4.6: Opportunity cost of the entire NP network in Gabon and Lope NP in US$ per annum
Opportunity Cos t of Na ti ona l Pa rk Network i n Ga bon
Si ze of Ga bon NP (km2)

30,168

Opportunity cos t per km2 (US$)

1,498

Na tiona l Opportunity Cos t (US$)

45,180,502

Loca l Opportuni ty Cos ts / Ga bon (US$)

2,259,025

Opportunity Cos t of Lope Na ti ona l Pa rk
Si ze of Lope NP (km2)

4,970

Opportunity cos t per km2 (US$)

1,498

Na tiona l Opportunity Cos t (US$)
Loca l Opportuni ty Cos ts / Lope (US$)

4.3

7,443,221
372,161

The Cost of Protecting Lope National Park

As one of the long term goals of MCC is that income from tourism will support management
of LNP, the potential contributions that the site could make to the cost of protecting LNP are
considered.
Using the figures presented in Table 4.5, I have made a further analysis using the revenue
and profitability figures calculated in Section 4.1 to determine the extent to which MCC could
contribute to park management costs in LNP.
As other tourist sites operate in the vicinity of LNP, such as the Lope Hotel and Mbeyi Motel,
the full costs for the protection of LNP will not be the sole responsibility of MCC (neither
should they be the sole responsibility of tourist operations). However, for the varying
degrees of camp utilisation it is instructive to calculate the proportional contribution that
MCC could make towards such conservation costs.
Table 4.7 shows the potential contribution that MCC could make to LNP at the three levels of
protection if it was able to be a profitable enterprise and excluding the contribution made
from being in situ. It demonstrates that in 2008, even at 100% capacity, the site would only
have been able to contribute 15% of the desired protection costs.
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Table 4.7: Potential contribution from MCC to LNP at varying levels of capacity utilisation, providing
the site has made a profit at varying protection levels

2007
Cost of Protection Maximum
Breakeven
Current Level
(US$)
Capacity
Capacity
of Capacity
Protection Level
Half Capacity
100%
50%
25%
6%
Minimum
377,720
70%
24%
0%
N/A
Effective
1,376,690
19%
7%
0%
N/A
Desired
2,698,098
10%
3%
0%
N/A
2008
Cost of Protection Maximum
Breakeven
Current Level
Capacity
of Capacity
Protection Level (US$)
Half Capacity Capacity
100%
50%
19%
8%
Minimum
377,720
108%
42%
0%
N/A
Effective
1,376,690
30%
11%
0%
N/A
Desired
2,698,098
15%
6%
0%
N/A

Table 4.8 shows the same detail as above, but takes into account the protection already
afforded by the site as calculated in Table 4.3. As can be seen at maximum capacity MCC
would contribute 19% of desired park management costs and at the current capacity of only
8% in 2008, is contributing 4%.
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Table 4.8: Potential contribution from MCC to LNP at varying levels of capacity utilisation at varying
protection levels including provision for contribution already made by presence of tourism site

2007
Cost of Protection Maximum
Breakeven
Current Level
(US$)
Capacity
Capacity
of Capacity
Protection Level
Half Capacity
100%
50%
25%
6%
Minimum
377,720
128%
69%
39%
19%
Effective
1,376,690
35%
19%
11%
5%
Desired
2,698,098
18%
10%
6%
3%
2008
Cost of Protection Maximum
Breakeven
Current Level
Capacity
of Capacity
Protection Level (US$)
Half Capacity Capacity
100%
50%
19%
8%
Minimum
377,720
133%
72%
34%
30%
Effective
1,376,690
36%
20%
9%
8%
Desired
2,698,098
19%
10%
5%
4%

As park permits currently cost US$25 compared to US$500 in Rwanda/Uganda, in order to
make a comparison, I have recalculated the figures above based on a permit cost of US$500
(Table 4.9). This shows that at full capacity 71% of desired protection costs would be
covered at maximum capacity.
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Table 4.9: Potential contribution from MCC to LNP at varying levels of capacity utilisation at varying
protection levels including provision for contribution already made by presence of tourism site
with park permit costs raised to US$500 (equivalent with permit costs in Rwanda/Uganda)

2007
Cost of Protection Maximum
Breakeven
Current Level
Capacity
of Capacity
Protection Level (US$)
Half Capacity Capacity
100%
50%
25%
6%
Minimum
377,720
507%
246%
114%
44%
Effective
1,376,690
139%
68%
31%
12%
Desired
2,698,098
71%
34%
16%
6%
2008
Cost of Protection Maximum
Breakeven
Current Level
Capacity
of Capacity
Protection Level (US$)
Half Capacity Capacity
100%
50%
19%
8%
Minimum
377,720
505%
243%
78%
61%
Effective
1,376,690
139%
67%
21%
17%
Desired
2,698,098
71%
34%
11%
9%

48

4.4

Gabon Tourist Survey Results

4.4.1

Characteristics of the Gabon visitor

4.4.1.1 Gender, Age and Nationality
Of the 86 respondents 51.1% were male and 49.9% female.
Respondents varied in age from 20 to 76; with the 50‐69 age group being the largest,
accounting for 48% of total visitors (Figure 4.0).
Figure 4.0: Percentage breakdown of Gabon survey respondents by age

3%

13%
20‐29

21%

30‐39
19%

40‐49
50‐59
60‐69
70+

27%
17%

Whilst a large number of nationalities were represented, a significant proportion of visitors
were made up of those coming from the USA, UK, France and Switzerland – 55% of the total
were from these 4 countries alone (Figure 4.1). Visitors from the USA were predominant
accounting for nearly 20% of the sample.
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Figure 4.1: Percentage breakdown of Gabon survey respondents by nationality
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10%
10%

Australian
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4.4.1.2

Previous Vacation Characteristics

Ninety four percent of respondents had already visited another country in Africa. In most
cases, visitors had travelled to a number of other countries in Africa, typically East African
destinations such as Kenya and Tanzania (65%).
The majority of respondent had already been on a nature based holiday, with this group
representing 79% of the total responses.
There was a relatively even split between respondents that had and had not been gorilla
trekking before; 56% and 44% respectively.

4.4.2 Characteristics of the Gabon Trip
Most respondents did not visit other countries during their vacation – 78% of respondents
only visited Gabon on their trip.
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Seventy percent of respondents used international and local travel companies to make
bookings with 30% travelling independently.
One of the main issues with many respondents seemed to be the availability of information
prior to arriving in Gabon. Figure 4.2 shows how respondents rated access to information
across 5 categories.
Figure 4.2: Percentage breakdown of Gabon survey respondents perceptions of the availability of
information prior to arrival in Gabon
45
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Good Average Poor

Very
Poor

Availability of information on
conservation initiatives

Perception of information availability

A significant relationship was found between having visited Africa before and the perception
of the availability of information (Fishers Exact Test, p=0.0132). Of those that had already
visited Africa, there was a relatively even split amongst respondents feelings on the way in
which the availability of information on Gabon was categorised, with 34% feeling it was good
or very good, 30% feeling it was average and 36% feeling it was worse. However, the
perception of the availability of information by respondents that had not visited Africa
before was significantly more positive, with 75% feeling that information was good or very
good and the remaining 25% feeling it was average. As only 6% had not visited Africa before,
the majority of all respondents (58%) felt that the available information was average or
worse.

51

The trip cost varied greatly between respondents. It was decided to include the costs of
flights in the analysis as they make up a high proportion of the total trip cost and are
generally more expensive than flights to other parts of Africa. Of the 44 respondents that
were able to provide a total cost for their trip, the range extended from €100 per person per
night to €1250 per person per night with a mean spend of €448 per person per night.

4.4.3

Motivations of the Gabon Visitor

4.4.3.1 Reason for Visit

In order to categorise the respondents into one of the four dimensions, environment,
cultural, escapism or conservation based on the factors that motivated them most to visit
Gabon, it was first necessary to ensure the reliability of each dimension and the motivating
factors it contained using the process explained in Section 3.2.

Using the reliability analysis criteria for exclusion (described in Section 3.2), four motivation
factors were removed. These were, to see birds, to see plants, to go trekking and to interact
with nature, which were all removed from the environment dimension category; 17 factors
then remained. Table 4.10 details the item‐total correlation values of the retained
motivation factors in each attitude dimension and the overall Cronbach Alpha Coefficients
for each dimension, along with the mean importance scores and standard deviations.
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Table 4.10: Cronbach Alpha Coefficients (CAC) for each motivating category, and Item Total
Correlations, Mean Importance Scores and Standard Deviations (SD) for each individual motivating
factor
Di mens ions a nd motiva ti ng fa ctors

Item Tota l Correl a tion

Mea n

Sta nda rd Devi a ti on

Environment (CAC = 0.832602)
To s ee a ni ma l s not s een before

0.7728

1.5932

0.8733

To vi s it na tura l ha bi ta t

0.6305

1.4407

0.9335

To s ee ra re s peci es

0.5895

1.9661

1.3641

To s ee gori ll a s

0.5987

1.6271

0.8073

To s ee other l a rge ma mma l s

0.5496

1.6780

0.6550

To vi s it a new country

0.3146

1.9831

0.9558

To try new foods

0.338

3.1017

1.2275

To meet l oca l peopl e

0.6334

2.3051

1.0708

To l ea rn how others l i ve

0.7587

2.1525

0.8673

To experi ence a different cul ture

0.7188

2.0847

0.8155

To s ta y s omewhere luxuri ous

0.3534

4.2542

1.2119

Cultural (CAC = 0.827593)

Escapism (CAC = 0.753702)
To s ta y s omewhere ba s i c but cl ea n

0.3150

2.4746

1.0231

For a res t

0.6805

3.7797

1.2186

To get a wa y from i t a l l

0.5006

3.0169

1.3581

To contribute to cons erva ti on

0.7439

2.3729

1.0154

To contribute to s ci enti fi c res ea rch

0.7023

2.6949

1.0868

To l ea rn a bout s pecies

0.4516

2.0000

0.7192

Conservation (CAC = 0.802406)

The mean scores show that environment factors such as seeing animals not seen before,
visiting natural habitat and seeing gorillas were the three strongest motivations (the lower
the mean score, the stronger the motivation) for respondents choosing to visit Gabon.
Cultural and conservation factors, whilst not as motivating as environment factors, were still
seen as important amongst many (61%) respondents, with to visit a new country and to
experience a new culture scoring lowest (most important).
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Escapism was not viewed as a particularly motivating factor with the majority of respondents
(72%) giving either a neutral or negative response to the main escapism factors.
4.4.3.2

Trip Experience

Respondents were asked to rank accommodation, food, cost, ease of travel and their overall
trip experience versus their expectation of these factors prior to visiting.
Figure 4.3: Percentage breakdown of Gabon survey respondents perceptions of pre travel versus
post travel experience of accommodation, cost, food, travel and overall trip
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Sixty percent of respondents ranked cost as worse than expected, with only 6.8% thinking
cost was better than expected. Travel was deemed to be worse by 41% of respondents.
Sixty one percent of respondents ranked accommodation in line with their expectations, with
26.2% ranking it as better and 13% as worse.
Food was generally felt to have matched expectations in half the respondents (54%), with
29% thinking it was better and the remainder thinking it was worse.
The overall trip experience was felt to have been better than expectations in 42% of cases,
but felt to be worse in 18% of cases.
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In 40% of cases respondents did not feel that the cost of their trip was justified. Of those
respondents that had visited Africa before, it was seen that 52% felt that Gabon offered
‘worse’ value for money than other countries in Africa whilst 39% believed it to be similar to
other destinations – only 9% of those interviewed felt that Gabon offered better value for
money than other African destinations.

4.4.4 The Influence of Gorillas on the Trip
Whilst there are no habituated gorillas for tourists to visit in Gabon as yet, 47% of
respondents did see gorillas. Of these, 69% saw gorillas in the wild with the remainder
seeing gorillas in a ‘semi‐wild’ setting at the Evengue Sanctuary. Of the gorillas seen in the
wild, 55% were seen at Langoue Bai in Ivindo NP; 48% of visitors to the site were successful
in experiencing a gorilla sighting. Thirty percent of wild gorilla sightings were at MCC in LNP,
equating to only 15% of the sites visitors having a sighting. The remainder of wild gorilla
sightings were at Loango NP.
The degree to which the perception of cost was influenced by wildlife sightings (especially
gorillas) can be seen by the fact that despite the general feeling of poor value for money,
48% of respondents indicated that they would be willing to pay more if the likelihood of
seeing wild gorillas was enhanced. With this information in mind, it was thought interesting
to compare the interaction of the gorilla and cost / value for money variables.
Of those that had been gorilla trekking in Rwanda/Uganda, 58% felt that the trip to Gabon
was worse value for money than their previous trips, 33% thought it was similar and only 8%
thought it was better.
No relationship was found between willingness to pay more to see gorillas and the trip cost
being justified (x2=0.0503, df=1, p>0.05). Fifty six percent of those that would be willing to
pay more for the increased likelihood of seeing gorillas felt that the cost of their trip was
justified, whereas 63% of those that would not be willing to pay more felt that the cost of
their trip was justified.
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No significant relationship (Fishers Exact Test, p=1) was seen between the inclination to pay
more if the likelihood of seeing gorillas was increased and the perception of value for money
of Gabon. Sixty three percent of those that would pay more to see gorillas felt that their trip
was worse value for money than other places, and similarly 64% of those that would not pay
more to see gorillas felt that their trip was worse value for money.
From the conversations I had whilst completing the face to face surveys in Gabon it was
evident that those tourists that had not seen gorillas felt disappointment and that the lack of
gorilla sightings had a negative impact on their trip.

4.4.5 Conservation / Ecotourism
Forty six percent of respondents were members of a conservation organisation –WWF was
the most widely represented organisation. Seventy eight percent of respondents
categorised themselves as ecotourists, however, there was vast disparity amongst
respondents in their understanding of the meaning of the term.
A Likert scale was used to determine the degree to which respondents felt their visit was
contributing to conservation (Figure 4.4). Sixty one percent agreed or strongly agreed with
the statement, and although 30% were neutral, only 9% disagreed.
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Figure 4.4: Gabon survey respondents views on the contribution of their trip to conservation
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When respondents were asked to respond in a binomial manner to whether or not they felt
their visit had contributed to conservation, 73% responded in the affirmative.
When examining the relationship between respondents belief of the contribution of their
visit to conservation and them categorising themselves as ecotourists, no significant
relationship existed (x2=0.0368, df=1, p>0.05). Seventy eight percent of total respondents
classified themselves as ecotourists with 62% of those strongly agreeing or agreeing that
their visit had contributed to conservation; similarly, 54% of non‐ecotourists ranked their
contribution to conservation in the same way.
A significant relationship was found between how respondents rated information on
conservation and the importance of their visit contributing to conservation (Fishers Exact
Test, p=0.006). Of those that rated information on conservation initiatives as very good or
good, the overall response was positive, but bimodal in nature. Fifty five percent felt that it
was very important or important for their visit to contribute to conservation, 15% had no
particular feeling and 30% felt it was unimportant or completely unimportant.
Of those that rated information on conservation initiatives as average, poor or very poor,
39% felt that it was very important or important for their visit to contribute to conservation,
55% had no particular feeling and 6% felt it was unimportant or completely unimportant.
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With a large proportion of the respondents feeling that their visit was contributing to
conservation, it was interesting to note that none of the respondents were aware of what
amount their visit was contributing. Just under half (49%) provided examples of how they
believed their trip was contributing to conservation.
A significant relationship was found between the self‐categorisation of ecotourists and the
importance of visiting natural habitat (Fishers Exact Test, p=0.00687). Ninety six percent of
ecotourists thought that natural habitat was important, in comparison with only 76% of non‐
ecotourists. Similarly a significant relationship (x2=5.7714, df=1, p<0.05) exists between
those categorising themselves as ecotourists and the way in which the importance of seeing
nature was ranked with 88% of ecotourists feeling that seeing nature was either very
important or important compared with only 67% of non‐ecotourists.
No relationship was evident between the ecotourist classification and the trip contributing to
local communities (x2=0.3812, df=1, p>0.05). 53% of ecotourists felt that it was important or
very important for their visit to contribute to local communities with 67% of non‐ecotourists
feeling the same.
Seventy five percent of respondents were aware of conservation activities at the sites that
they visited. However, 60% of respondents felt that they would like more information on
conservation initiatives prior to their visit. During the visit, 46% of respondents indicated
that they would like more information, with 54% perceiving the level of information provided
to be adequate. Forty six percent of respondents feel that more information should be made
available post visit.
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4.5

Rwanda/Uganda and Gabon Tourist Survey Results Comparison

4.5.1

Characteristics of the Rwanda/Uganda Visitor

4.5.1.1 Gender, Age and Nationality
As with those visiting Gabon, the majority of respondents were older (over 40), however, it
was interesting to note that Rwanda and Uganda seemed to attract a higher proportion of
those in their 30’s compared with those travelling to Gabon (29% v 19%).
Whilst US and UK tourists made up the majority of respondents (78%), in stark contrast to
those visiting Gabon, French tourists made up less than 1% of respondents.

4.5.1.2 Previous Vacation Characteristics
It was found that respondents that had visited Rwanda and/or Uganda had also already
visited other countries in Africa (95%), with 85% of respondents already having undertaken a
‘nature based’ holiday. However, only 36% of respondents had previously been gorilla
trekking. The corresponding values amongst Gabon tourists were 94%, 79% and 53%
respectively.

4.5.2 Characteristics of the Rwanda/Uganda Trip
In comparison with 78% of the Gabon survey respondents only visiting Gabon during their
trip, a large proportion of visitors to Rwanda and/or Uganda (64%) combined their trip with a
visit to another country, with Kenya and Tanzania being the most common destinations.
Sixty percent of respondents travelled with an international tour company, with 2% of
respondents using a local travel company and 38% of respondents travelling independently.
This compares with 49%, 31% and 20% amongst Gabon respondents.
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The perception of the availability of information on Rwanda and Uganda ranked higher than
that of the availability of information on Gabon. Information on the country and sites was
ranked highly (very good or good) by the majority (75%) of respondents, however, the
availability of information on scientific research and conservation initiatives received a more
mixed response.
As the data for the Rwanda and Uganda visitors was collected from people that had visited
the countries over the past 24 years, it was impossible to ascertain a true value for mean trip
cost as fluctuations could not be taken into account, however, from the information
available a mean of €873 per night including flights was calculated.

4.5.3 Motivations of the Rwanda/Uganda Visitor
As with the Gabon respondents, environment factors were the main motivation for visitors
to Uganda and Rwanda. Interesting to note was that all (100%) respondents indicated that
‘to see gorillas’ was ‘very important’ in their destination choice. Culture and conservation
factors were also seen as important, with escapism factors not being seen as important in
destination choice, again in line with the Gabon respondents views.

4.5.3.1 Trip Experience
As with 87% of Gabon respondents, Rwanda and Uganda respondents ranked
accommodation better or in line with expectations in 86% of cases, food was similarly ranked
as better or in line with expectations in 84% of respondents (compared with 83% of Gabon
respondents).
Ninety eight percent of respondents to the Rwanda / Uganda survey indicated that their trip
was better or in line with the expectations with only 2% indicating that they found the trip
worse than anticipated. In comparison 18% of Gabon respondents felt that their trip was
worse than anticipated.
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Eighty four percent of respondents felt that the cost of the trip was better or on par with
their expectations, whereas only 33% of Gabon respondents felt the same. Ninety seven
percent of respondents felt the cost of their trip was justified, in contrast to only 60% of
Gabon respondents.

4.5.4 The Influence of Gorillas on the Trip
Ninety eight percent of respondents saw gorillas, in comparison with 54% of Gabon
respondents, with the majority detailing their encounter as the highlight of their trip.
Even though most respondents did see gorillas, over half (55%) indicated that they would be
willing to pay more if the likelihood of seeing gorillas was increased. This figure was slightly
higher than the Gabon respondents where 48% indicated that they would be willing to pay
more.

4.5.5 Conservation/Ecotourism
Thirty seven percent of the Rwanda and Uganda respondents were members of a
conservation organisation, compared to 46% of Gabon visitors. WWF was the most common
(with 33% of conservation organisation members), however, over a quarter, 27% of
conservation organisation members were members of specific gorilla NGO’s.
Fifty nine percent of Rwanda and Uganda respondents considered themselves to be
ecotourists, with 85% believing that their visit contributed to conservation, compared to 78%
and 73% respectively for Gabon respondents. Sixty nine percent of respondents were able
to explain how their trip was contributing to conservation, compared to 49% of those visiting
Gabon. As with Gabon respondents there was a vast disparity in relation to their definition
of the characteristics of ecotourists. Although a significantly higher proportion of Rwanda &
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Uganda respondents (12% versus 2.3%) included benefits to local communities in their
definitions, this was still a small percentage.
Responses to the availability of information on conservation initiatives both prior, during and
post visit were all on a par with the responses from the Gabon survey.
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5.0

Discussion

5.1

Gorilla Tourism

5.1.1 MCC as an example of gorilla tourism in Gabon
I consider the economic analysis that I have based on MCC as being representative of current
gorilla tourism operations in Gabon. No gorilla tourism operation currently exists in Gabon
that is attracting greater tourist numbers than MCC. As such, the potential of the gorilla
tourism product at MCC can be regarded as typical of that of Gabon as whole.
Based on the figures presented in Table 4.0, the tourism operation at MCC in 2007 was
making a loss of US$65,043 and a loss of US$55,438 in 2008. With tourism currently
operating on only a small scale in Gabon it comes as no surprise that MCC is making a loss
and operating far below its total capacity of 3,212 tourists per year, with only 199 visitors in
2007 (6% capacity) and 248 visitors (8% capacity) in 2008.
To breakeven MCC would have needed an additional 592 tourists in 2007 (an increase of
297%) and 354 in 2008 (an increase of 143%). Given the slow growth in visitor numbers
since opening in 2001 increases at this level seem unlikely to occur in the near future.
With well managed systems of protected areas providing the cornerstone for biodiversity
conservation activities (WWF, 2001), and with one of the aims of MCC being to contribute to
the protection of LNP, it is important to look at how the operation could make contributions
to park management costs.
The lack of profitability of the site does not mean that MCC is not contributing to park
management costs and conservation. Just by being in situ a certain level of protection is
afforded through the activities of the tourist camp and the constant presence of staff (as
described in Section 4.3). Even at the current low capacities, I calculate this to amount to
US$66,134 in 2007 and US$105,817 in 2008. At breakeven these would increase to
US$133,591 and US$118,332 for 2007 and 2008 respectively. For 2008 this would equate to
34% of minimum, 9% of effective and 5% of desired park management costs.
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If MCC was operating at full capacity, the net contribution to desired park management
from being in situ and from the additional profits (assuming all profits are being used for
park management) would amount to 18% in 2007 and 19% in 2008 (the minimum park
management costs would be covered by this amount in each year).
With the current pricing structure, to fully cover the costs of LNP desired park management,
the additional number of tourists required is too great a number for the current structure to
support and would require additional expansion of the camp which in itself would impose
additional costs and risks to the park.
Although increasing visitors from their current level to maximum capacity, or even
breakeven capacity, seems a considerable challenge, the evidence from Rwanda provides
some encouragement that it is not entirely unfeasible. Gorilla tourists at PNV increased from
449 in 1974 to 6,952 in 1989 and from 417 in 1999 to 19,783 in 2008 (figures from 1990 to
1998 are disrupted due to the genocide) (Appendix 1).
However, revenue could be increased not only through an increase in park visitors, but also
by an increase in the cost of park permits. The current US$25 park permit cost is 1/20th of the
cost of park permits in Rwanda/Uganda. Increasing the revenue from park permits is a key
component to generating a greater contribution from gorilla tourism in Gabon, but is
dependent on a more positive visitor experience. If people were willing to pay US$500 per
permit (as they do in Rwanda/Uganda), then at full capacity, the net contribution MCC could
provide to desired park management would have increased to US$1,909,319 in 2008 (71% of
park management). However, such increases in park permit costs are heavily dependent on
the gorilla experience on offer.
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5.1.2 The Role of Gorillas in Tourism in Gabon
The power of flagship species, such as the gorilla, has been well documented (Walpole,
1997). However, in the case of the western lowland gorilla in Gabon, sightings are not
occurring often enough which means that tourism orientated specifically around the species
is currently rather precarious. The extent to which attracting additional tourists to MCC is
dependent upon the appeal of gorillas can be seen from the results of the tourist survey.

It appears that Gabon is considered as a destination of choice after a gorilla trekking
experience in another part of Africa with 56% of the respondents visiting Gabon having
already been gorilla trekking before, 56% more than those that visited Rwanda/Uganda.

Of the Gabon survey respondents 56% classed ‘seeing gorillas’ as a very important motivator
in their decision to visit the country. With 48% of respondents indicating that they would be
willing to pay more if the likelihood of seeing gorillas was increased, it seems that
habituating gorillas for tourism does have the potential to increase tourist revenues in
Gabon, both through increased visitor numbers and increases in the cost of park permits. In
Rwanda/Uganda, although park permits are currently US$500, 55% of survey respondents
indicated that they would be happy to pay more if the gorilla viewing experience could be
extended.

Unfortunately for Gabon, the gorilla viewing experience does not compare to that in
Rwanda/Uganda either in terms of likelihood or quality of sightings. Of those survey
respondents that had been to MCC, only 15% saw gorillas; 98% of visitors to Rwanda/Uganda
saw gorillas. With many tourists having already visited mountain gorillas in East Africa the
expectation of the gorilla tourism experience in Gabon may be a double edged sword. Those
visiting Rwanda/Uganda gave very positive feedback about their experience with 84% stating
that the trip matched or exceeded their expectations; only 33% of visitors to Gabon felt
likewise. Fifty eight percent of visitors to Gabon that had previously been mountain gorilla
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trekking felt that their trip to Gabon was worse value for money than their previous trip,
with only 9% feeling it better.
The perceived likelihood of seeing wild gorillas in Gabon as evidenced from conversations
with tourists (April/May 2009) is still higher than the true likelihood based on sightings
reported by survey respondents. Vacations to Gabon are often promoted on the basis of
wild gorillas and it is not made clear to tourists that sightings are the exception not the rule.
An image of Mabeke, a captive gorilla at the Evengue Sanctuary (Figure 5.0) is typically used
to promote Gabon, however, it is not made clear that he is a captive gorilla and therefore
expectations of a wild gorilla encounter are raised.

Figure 5.0: Mabeke, Fernan Vaz Gorilla Sanctuary

Source: Africas Eden

Although it may be possible to manage expectations, the appeal of Gabon as a gorilla tourist
destination appears to rest on the successful habituation of gorillas. The survey has
established the appeal of gorillas and if the habituation of gorillas can work in synergy with
efforts to market Gabon as a tourist destination the increase in visitor numbers could be
great, which in turn could allow visitor experiences to become more positive, enabling
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permit costs to increase and ultimately gorilla tourism would be able to contribute more to
conservation. However, whether the contribution of gorilla tourism in Gabon can ever
match that of gorilla tourism in Rwanda/Uganda seems unlikely.

5.1.3 Gorilla Tourism in the broader context of Gabon
LNP constitutes 16% of the total area of NP’s in Gabon. If the number of gorilla tourists at
MCC is extrapolated for the full size of Gabons NP’s (30,168km2) then the potential of gorilla
tourists in Gabon could reach approx. 19,500 – almost identical to visitor numbers in Rwanda
in 2008. However, by comparison the NP area of Rwanda is only 2,233km2, of which PNV
comprises only 183km2. This illustrates the danger of unrealistic expectations when
comparing the potential of gorilla tourism in Gabon to that of the successful gorilla tourism
operation in Rwanda/Uganda. Indeed, the contribution that tourism can make in Gabon
needs to be realistically calculated, as in many locations it has actually been a net financial
cost to park management.
Even in countries where ecotourism has been prevalent for a number of years such as Kenya,
Norton‐Griffiths & Southey (1995) highlight that national parks represent a loss when taking
national opportunity costs into account. Kenya could generate gross annual revenues of
US$565 million and net returns of US$203 million, employing 4.2 million Kenyans, if all of its
protected areas were converted to agriculture, compared to net returns of only US$42
million being generated from tourism and forestry. This analysis may overlook some of the
non‐monetary benefits that national parks and ecotourism can provide such as watershed
protection, education, and both consumptive (medicines and building materials) and non‐
consumptive (aesthetic and spiritual) benefits (Sherman & Dixon, 1991), as well as fostering
an appreciation of local and global conservation issues amongst local communities and
visitors.
The success of mountain gorilla tourism from a conservation perspective rests on the large
amount of income generated (approx US$10million per annum in park permits alone)
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relative to the size of the NP’s on which it depends. For this reason the impact of gorilla
tourism in Gabon on the national economy will never match that being enjoyed by
Rwanda/Uganda. In Gabon I have calculated the annual cost of desired park management as
US$16,377,507 per annum, equating to 0.15% of GDP. With countries of the Congo Basin
spending just 0.05% of their national budgets on protected areas (Wilkie et al, 2001), it can
be seen that investment in park management in Gabon needs to increase by up to 200%, if
current Gabonese investment is typical of that of the Congo Basin. At present neither gorilla
tourism nor tourism in general can provide the revenues needed for this.
The desired park management costs in Gabon only include the local opportunity costs from
foregoing timber exploitation in the NP’s. Only by compensating for these, will local
communities have an incentive to engage in the protection of their local NP’s; this is why
providing benefits to local communities are often considered a key strand of ecotourism
(TIES, 1990).
Within Gabon, I calculated the full national opportunity cost as being US$45,180,102 per
annum. The potential revenues for Gabon from logging should not be included directly in
park management costs but need to be taken into account when considering the ability of
the Gabonese government to contribute towards park management costs. It is estimated
that Minkebe NP is costing Gabon between US$2‐5 million per year in lost logging revenue –
an amount that is far greater than the potential income from tourists and international
donors (Wilkie et al, 2001). This financial argument for logging exerts considerable influence
on policy, as has been evidenced in a recent about turn that has allowed logging to be
carried out in a previously protected area of LNP. The amount of forest within Gabon that
has been deemed suitable for logging (over 90%), with over half of this already in logging
leases, means that logging and logging revenues will increase substantially in the coming
years. It is hoped that such activities will remain outside of the NP’s, however, without
income from outside sources, it is difficult to persuade the Gabonese government that the
park system needs to remain in force with effective management or to justify the non‐
consumptive benefits that the parks bring to the global community.
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Tourism may be able to provide an incentive to keep the NP system in place, as without
natural habitat tourists will surely not visit; however, it is unlikely that it will ever be able to
completely cover the costs of park management across Gabon. Gorilla tourism will only ever
appeal to a small proportion of nature tourists and it is for this reason that Gabon seeks to
broaden its appeal beyond gorillas and market itself to ecotourists as the world’s premiere
destination for African rainforest tourism by 2015.
5.2

Ecotourism in Gabon

Given Gabon’s goal of becoming a premiere ecotourism destination by 2015, it is instructive
to see if current visitors to Gabon characterise themselves as ecotourists. Whilst there was
a lack of consistency in the actual definition of ecotourism, especially amongst tourists
themselves, 78% of respondents did classify themselves as ecotourists.
Ecotourists interest in conservation was evident, with 46% of respondents members of a
conservation organisation. 62% of ecotourists felt that their trip was making a contribution
to conservation, however, with no one able to define exactly how their visit was
contributing, it may be that this was more of an emotional response as opposed to
something based on fact.

Whilst ‘to see gorillas’ was classed as very important amongst 56% of Gabon respondents,
100% of Rwanda/Uganda respondents classed seeing gorillas in the same way. This may
indicate that Gabon has the potential ability to market itself beyond gorillas which could
prove positive for Gabon’s vision to become the world’s premiere destination for African
rainforest tourism by 2015. Indeed, visiting natural habitat was identified as the most
important factor amongst respondents which accentuates the ‘value’ of the pristine habitat
and how important it is to promote and safeguard this feature in Gabon as an attraction for
tourists.

Bush et al (2008) state that ecotourists are different from normal tourists in that the quality
of their experience comes not just from visiting wildlife or wilderness, but from the fact that
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their visit also contributes to the welfare of local communities and to conservation. It was
difficult to find evidence of the former from my survey. When describing the characteristics
of the ecotourist only 2% of Gabon respondents included any mention of benefiting local
communities. As 78% of visitors to Gabon categorised themselves as ecotourists and as 96%
of this sample felt visiting natural habitat was very important or important this appears to be
the overriding justification for their self‐categorisation as an ecotourist. Although this means
that it is difficult to gather information from the results that may enable Gabon to market
itself at a defined ecotourist segment, the survey did provide evidence that the appeal of
Gabon extends beyond gorillas.

The profile of other key species such as forest elephants, mandrills, whales and hippos could
be raised in order to broaden the appeal of Gabon to potential visitors. ‘To see other large
mammals’ was an important motivator amongst respondents and therefore ensuring that
tourists are aware of the potential of viewing these mammals should also be a priority. The
survey showed that interest in non‐mammal species ranked far below that of mammals and
seemed to have little appeal amongst the Gabon visitor. Tourists are happy to engage in a
rainforest experience, provided the opportunity for viewing mammals exists. For this reason
promoting Gabon as Africa’s rainforest destination, along similar lines to Costa Rica, is
unlikely to be successful in increasing tourist numbers.

5.2.1 Ways to increase visitors to Gabon

Improving the availability of information could be a simple way to both enhance the
desirability of Gabon as well as increase knowledge about the country. In recent years the
internet has played an important role in tourism (Christie & Crompton, 2001), with the
availability of online information and booking making destinations more accessible for
international tourists (Naude & Saayman, 2004). Fifty eight percent of respondents felt that
the availability of information on Gabon prior to their visit was only average or worse. This
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contrasts starkly with Rwanda/Uganda respondents where 75% ranked the availability of
information as good or very good.
Given that most bookings (70%) are made through travel agents and that in the main
itineraries were suggested by these companies, it may make sense for individual destinations
such as MCC to focus marketing efforts on attracting tour operators. However, international
tour operators will need to be convinced that Gabon can provide the type of experience that
their customers want. James Williams (pers. comm. 2009) of World Primate Safaris does not
believe that offering gorilla trekking holidays in Gabon are currently a reliable or viable
option for his company, indeed, the company has decided to suspend its operations in the
country, due to poor quality infrastructure, unreliable logistics and the lack of reliability and
quality of wildlife sightings in the key national parks.

Ballantyne et al (2009) suggest that tourists enjoy the learning and discovery aspects of
wildlife tourism and often consider these to be an integral part of the experience, implying
that education actually enhances the experience. The Fernan Vaz Gorilla Project strongly
endorses this approach with every visitor to the site being taught about the plight of the
western lowland gorilla and being fully immersed in the work that the project is doing. If
tourists were made more aware of the need to protect western lowland gorillas and the
disruption that humans can cause, they may be willing to forego close proximity and
photography of wild gorillas in favour of their protection (Valentine & Birtles, 2004). Sixty
percent of ecotourists indicated that they would like more information on conservation
initiatives prior to their visit, with nearly half of respondents indicating that they would be
amenable to receiving more information on conservation initiatives both during and post
trip. This opportunity should be grabbed by those involved in conservation.

With nearly 20% of respondents feeling disappointed with their trip experience, it is
important that the disparity between expectations and actual trip experience is addressed.
Although the tourist survey did not directly seek to answer this question, the observation
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from face to face interviews was that the perception of value for money was driven by the
extent of animal sightings. With the main motivations for visiting Gabon being nature based,
the lack of reliability and quality of wildlife sightings can be linked directly to this feeling of
discontent – sightings of key species such as the lowland gorilla, forest elephants and
mandrills can be frustratingly brief if they even occur at all.
Figure 5.1: Forest elephant in Loango National Park. Obscured view typical of wildlife viewing in
Gabon.

© Joanna French

If individuals are well informed and their expectations are carefully managed prior to
travelling to Gabon the disparity between their expectation and their actual experience will
be reduced, which should make them more likely to be enthusiastic about their trip upon
their return.
Whilst the current lack of visitor numbers may not make Gabon an attractive investment
opportunity additional factors may also be influencing these investment decisions.
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5.2.2 Attracting Investment to Gabon
In order for tourism to play any role in conservation in Gabon, tourist facilities and
infrastructure will need to improve to encourage tourists to visit, for which investment will
be required. Given the huge increase in visitor numbers needed to reach even break even
capacity, and the level of investment required to build the infrastructure needed to create
Gabon’s ecotourism vision by 2015, highlighting the potential of the country to investors is
paramount.
However, the Gabonese legal system and incentives for investment may be acting as a
disincentive to investment. Disturbingly, Africa’s Eden issued a press release on 19th August
2009 (Africa’s Eden, 2009), stating that their tourism operations to Loango had ceased
indefinitely. This was the result of the new government reneging on agreements previously
made by President Omar Bongo. Such inconsistencies and the lack of a legal framework do
not help to create an attractive atmosphere for potential investors.
The tourist operations visited during the field‐trip, MCC and Loango National Park (run by
Africa’s Eden), were both run as not‐for‐profit organisations with any potential profit being
redirected to conservation efforts (although neither are in profit at present). For the tourist
industry in Gabon to expand private investors will need to be attracted as not for profit
organisations cannot be expected to generate all the necessary investment funds. These
investors will of course demand a return on their capital which may reduce the revenue that
tourism contributes to conservation in Gabon.

5.3

Conclusion

Although gorilla tourism is currently only contributing a small amount to park protection
costs in Gabon, this does not mean that gorilla tourism is a failure, or that it’s potential is
limited. The research results strongly support the fact that gorillas act as a flagship species
and are a strong draw to Gabon. A paradox exists in that Gabon is able to build on the
appeal for gorilla tourism generated by the mountain gorillas in Rwanda/Uganda, yet until its
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tourism product matches the quality of that in Rwanda/Uganda it will always be considered
inferior by comparison which may harm it's long term potential.
Habituated gorillas in Gabon ar e fundamental to the success of tourism in the country,
without them the lack of a genuinely marketable tourism product is currently hindering its
ability to provide revenue for conservation (Blom, 2001). Expectations of the viewing
experience of gorillas, and wildlife in general, need to be managed more carefully to avoid
negative feedback loops. Any improvement that the habituation of gorillas brings to the
wildlife viewing experience, will provide the double benefit of increased satisfaction from
visitors as well as a willingness to pay more for park permits. Both of these factors should
provide an increase in revenues for conservation which means that currently the potential of
gorilla tourism as a viable tool for conservation, if not entirely proven, should not be
discounted.
Expectations for the contribution that gorilla tourism can make need to be realistic and
whilst it should not be considered the sole solution to the issue of valuing and protecting
biodiversity it can nonetheless still make a contribution, not least in the non‐monetary
benefits it provides.
Valuing biodiversity is a global issue. If conservation efforts are driven and funded through
tourism revenues the danger exists that protection will be confined to isolated areas in
which wildlife is abundant or to areas where charismatic species struggle for survival (as in
the case of Rwanda). To this end, western lowland gorilla tourism may enjoy some success in
protecting small pockets of Gabon, but is unlikely to ever generate sufficient revenues to
cover the costs of protecting Gabon’s ecosystem as a whole.
The current suspension of Africa’s Eden’s tourism operations is very disturbing and raises
serious questions about the development and sustainability of any form of tourism in Gabon
in the future. It is hoped that this does not represent an abandonment of the Gabonese
Governments vision for ecotourism in Gabon and the reliance instead on the exploitation of
natural resources.
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5.4

Limitations

It was impossible to travel to all NP’s in Gabon and therefore two parks with gorilla tourism
projects were identified as key destinations. Had more time and resources been available, a
larger area of the country could have been covered.
Carrying out the same tourist survey at Bai Hokou in CAR and Mondika in Republic of Congo
would have offered a good comparison to the Gabon survey as both have habituated gorillas,
however, this was again not feasible within the time and cost constraints.
The cost of park management has been calculated on the basis of NPs only as is the case in
Bloms paper, however, the country also has an additional area of 14824km2 of protected
areas incorporating faunal reserves, hunting areas and reserves, a presidential reserve and a
wildlife management area which should probably also be considered when determining total
costs of park management in Gabon.
In calculating the results I have made no allowance for the costs of the MCC research camp.
An objective of MCC is that the tourism camp ‘may’ contribute to the cost of the research
camp, but the extent of this is not clear. This does mean that the contribution the tourist
camp makes to park management may be overstated. If the research camp did not exist
then MCC would most likely only exist if run as a private enterprise and some return on the
capital invested would be expected.
Whilst the economic analysis does mention that not all funds paid to the park are necessarily
used for conservation, it is impossible to accurately calculate what percentage this actually
equates to, therefore, this study does not take leakage into account, although it is accepted
that it is occurring in the case of LNP.
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5.6

Potential for Bias

Exchange rates were calculated as of July 2009 and have not taken into account any
fluctuations which may have occurred in the past, therefore, the calculation of the cost of
survey respondents trips may be slightly prejudiced.
As previously mentioned, figures provided by MCC were a little confusing as costs and
incomes are, by necessity, divided between tourism and scientific research. The figures
provided have formed the basis for the analysis; however, some changes have been made as
outlined in Section 3.1.
The tourist survey respondents were informed that the study was focusing on tourism in
Gabon in order to try to deter their thinking that the focus was on gorillas specifically.
However, those respondents who were contacted as part of the online survey, and who were
more numerous in the final overall sample, were collected from visitors to the recognised
‘gorilla’ destinations of MCC and Loango, therefore, these visitors may be more focused on
gorillas than other tourists. However, it was evidenced that tourists questioned in non‐
gorilla areas (such as Libreville and Pongara) also ranked gorillas as an important motivator in
choosing Gabon.

5.6

Potential for Future Studies

This study looks specifically at one site in Gabon and whilst it establishes a starting point for
evaluating the potential of gorilla tourism in Gabon, in order to set the MCC economic
calculations in context, detailed cost and revenue figures from other sites in Gabon should
be sought and compared against those calculated for MCC. The basis for the necessary
calculations has been set out within this study and should enable future studies to be easily
comparable. Existing gorilla tourism sites in CAR and Republic of Congo could also provide
additional insight into the potential returns from western lowland gorilla tourism as these
locations both have active tourism practices with habituated gorillas.
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Tourist surveys were carried out across the main gorilla destination in East Africa with
visitors to mountain gorillas in Rwanda and Uganda contacted. The Central African tourist
surveys were focused entirely on visitors to Gabon as that was the emphasis of this study,
however, it would be interesting to carry out similar tourist surveys at other sites in Central
Africa, in particular, Bai Hokou in CAR and Mondika in Republic of Congo in order to
determine if tourists attitudes and motivations differ in cases where the likelihood of seeing
gorillas is far superior. It will be especially interesting to see if responses from these sites are
more akin to those visiting Rwanda/Uganda than Gabon.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Number of park visits per year in Parc National des Volcans, Rwanda (1974‐2008)

Year
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008

No of Visitors
449
923
661
970
1,444
1,653
2,593
3,693
4,217
4,905
6,010
6,571
5,524
5,356
5,282
6,952
2,726
1,781
1,011
1,111
61
1,662
2,653
1,192
‐
417
1,313
2,155
5,575
7,305
8,542
10,495
14,008
18,001
19,783

Source: ORTPN
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Appendix 2:
MCC Detailed Cost and Revenue Figures 2007 and 2008 in both CFA and US$ incorporating
allocation of research costs to tourism camp
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Appendix 3
Mikongo Conservation Centre Fixed & Variable Cost Split 2007 and 2008
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Appendix 4 – Tourist Surveys
Gabon ‐ Face to Face Survey
Date and time:

____________________________________________________________________________

Place:

MCC / Evengue / Loango / Akaka / Catherine / LBV / Lope / Mbeyi / ___________________

Gender:

M/F

What is your nationality:

____________________________________________________________________

Where is your country of residence: ____________________________________________________________
What is your first Language: ___________________________________________________________________
Which other languages do you speak? ___________________________________________________________
What is your date of birth: ____________________________________________________________________
What is your profession: _____________________________________________________________________
Have you visited Africa before?

Yes

/

No

How many times have you visited Africa? _________________________________________________________
If yes, where & when (if multiple‐last 2) __________________________________________________________
Have you done a nature based holiday before?

Yes

/

No

If yes, where & when (if multiple‐last 2) __________________________________________________________
Have you done gorilla trekking before?

Yes

/

No

If yes, where & when (if multiple‐last 2) __________________________________________________________
If one of visits = Gabon – Number of visits to Gabon? ________________________________________________
How would you compare this trip for value for money against previous African trips? Better / Similar / Worse
What is the purpose of your visit to Gabon? Business / Pleasure / Other (please specify) _______________
If pleasure, which other African countries did you consider when planning this trip?
___________________________________________________________________________________________
How did you find out about Gabon? Own Research / Through tour operator / Recommendation / Other
_____________________
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How would you rate access to the following prior to visiting?:
Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Very Poor

N/A

Information on the country
Information on sites
Options for accommodation
Options for activities
Information on scientific research
Information on conservation initiatives

Did the availability of information impact your decision to travel to Gabon?

Yes / No

Were the areas of visit chosen for you or selected by you?

Chosen / Selected

Was the accommodation chosen for you or selected by you?

Chosen / Selected

Which places have you already visited on this trip? _________________________________________________
Which places are you still to visit on this trip?

__________________________________________________

Which of these resorts are you familiar with? Mikongo / Evengue / Akaka / Loango / Sette Cama / Tassi / Lope
How many nights are you spending in Gabon? _____________________________________________________
How many nights is your entire trip? ____________________________________________________________
Where are you staying at present? ______________________________________________________________
How many nights are you staying here? __________________________________________________________
How are you travelling? Tour – Independent / Tour – known group / Tour – Unknown group / Independently
/ Business / Other______
If tour – local or international company?

Local / International

If tour – which company? _____________________________________________________________________
If tour & intl – would you consider booking with a local company?

Yes / No

How many are in your party? ___________________________________________________________________
What is the total price of your trip per person? ____________________________________________________
Does that price include flights?

Yes /

No

If No, how much were your flights? ______________________________________________________________
What was your main reason for coming to Gabon? _________________________________________________
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How important were the following reasons in selecting this trip?
Very Importa nt

Importa nt

Neutra l

Uni mporta nt Compl etel y Uni mporta nt

N/A

To s ee a ni ma l s not s een before
To vi s i t na tura l ha bi ta t
To s ee ra re / enda ngered s peci es
To s ee gori l l a s
To s ee other l a rge ma mma l s
To s ee bi rds
To s ee pl a nts
To go trekki ng
To vi s i t a new country
To try new foods
To meet l oca l peopl e / vi s i t l oca l
communi ti es
To l ea rn a bout how others l i ve
To experi ence a di fferent cul ture
To s ta y s omewhere l uxuri ous
To s ta y s omewhere ba s i c but cl ea n
For a res t
To ma ke a contri buti on to
cons erva ti on
To ma ke a contri buti on to s ci enti fi c
res ea rch
To l ea rn a bout di fferent s peci es
To i ntera ct wi th na ture
To get a wa y from i t a l l

What has been the highlight of your trip so far? ____________________________________________________
Have you seen gorillas on this trip?

Yes / No

If yes, where? _______________________________________________________________________________
If No, did this impact your enjoyment of the trip?

Yes / No

If Yes, how? _________________________________________________________________________________
How does this trip compare to your expectations?

Met them / Didn’t meet them / Extended them

Compared to your expectation prior to arriving in Gabon are the following, better, worse or the same?
Accommodation

B / W / S

Food

B / W / S

Cost

B / W / S

Ease of travel

B / W / S

Did you feel the cost of your trip was justified?

Yes / No

Would you be willing to pay more if the likelihood of seeing gorillas was increased?
Are you a member of a conservation organisation?

Yes / No

Yes / No
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If Yes, which organisation? _____________________________________________________________________
Do you feel your visit has helped contribute to conservation?

Yes / No

If yes, in what way? __________________________________________________________________________
Would you consider yourself an ecotourist?

Yes / No

In your opinion what do you think the characteristics of an ecotourist are? ______________________________
Which of the following statements do you agree / disagree with?
Strongl y Agree

Agree

Neutra l

Di s a gree

Strongl y Di s a gree

My tri p i s contri buti ng to cons erva ti on
My tri p i s contri buti ng to s ci enti fi c
res ea rch
My tri p i s contri buti ng to i nterna ti ona l
tra vel compa ni es
My tri p i s contri buti ng to l oca l tra vel
compa ni es
My tri p i s contri buti ng to the l oca l
economy
My tri p i s contri buti ng to l oca l
communi ti es

Do you know the amount of any direct contribution to these categories? Yes / No
If yes, please specify __________________________________________________________________________
Were you aware of any conservation or research projects at the sites that you have visited?

Yes / No

If yes, were you aware before the trip or made aware during the trip? Before / During
How would you rate the information provided on conservation and research projects at the sites that you have
visited?
Would li ke more

About ri ght

Woul d li ke les s

Before the trip
During the trip

Which of the following conservation issues do you think are major factors in Gabon?
Yes

No

Don't know

Yes

Bi odi vers i ty l os s

Inva s i ve s peci es

Bus hmea t tra de a nd cons umpti on

Loggi ng

Cl i ma te Cha nge

Mi ni ng

Defores ta ti on

Na tura l res ource expl oi ta ti on

Fi s hi ng

Pa l m Oi l

Ha bi ta t l os s

Popul a ti on growth ra te

No

Don't know
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Gabon ‐ On‐line Survey
What is your gender?

M/F

When did you visit Gabon?

__ /__ / __

What is your nationality? _____________________________________________________________________
Where is your country of residence? ____________________________________________________________
What is your first language? ___________________________________________________________________
What other languages do you speak? ____________________________________________________________
What is your date of birth? ____________________________________________________________________
What is your profession? ______________________________________________________________________
Have you visited Africa before? _________________________________________________________________
Where in Africa have you visited? _______________________________________________________________
How would you compare this trip for value for money against previous African trips? Better / Worse / Similar
Have you done a nature based holiday before? ____________________________________________________
Where and when did you take a nature based holiday? ______________________________________________
Have you done gorilla trekking before? ___________________________________________________________
Where and when did you do gorilla trekking? ______________________________________________________
What was your main reason for visiting Gabon? Business / Pleasure / Other – please specify ________________
How did you find out about Gabon? Own research / Tour operator / Recommendation / Other – please specify
How would you rate access to the following prior to your visit to Gabon?
Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Very Poor

N/A

Information on the country
Information on sites
Options for accommodation
Options for activities
Information on scientific research
Information on conservation initiatives

Were the areas that you visited chosen by you or selected for you? Chosen by me / Selected for me
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Which areas of Gabon did you visit?
Ba teke Pl a tea u

Ma yumba

Bi ta m

Mi tzi c

Coco Bea ch

Moa nda

Fra ncevi l le

Moui la

Ga mba

Ndende

Ivindo

Ndjol e

Koul a moutou

Nyonie

La mba rene

Oyem

La s tourvi ll e

Poi nt Deni s

Lekedi

Port Gentil

Li brevi ll e

Sette Ca ma

Loa ngo

Tchi ba nga

Lope

How many nights did you spend in Gabon? _______________________________________________________
Did you visit other countries as part of your trip? Yes / No If Yes, please specify: ________________________
How did you travel? Independently / With international tour company / With local tour company
What was the total cost of your trip? ____________________________________________________________
Did this price include flights? Yes / No If No, how much were your flights? _____________________________
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How important were the following reasons in selecting your trip to Gabon?

What was the highlight of your trip? _____________________________________________________________
Did you see gorillas on your trip? Yes / No If Yes, please specify where _________________________________
Compared to your expectation prior to arriving in Gabon were the following better / worse or the same?

Better Worse Same
Accomodation
Cost
Food
Ease of Travel
Overall trip experience
Did you feel the cost of your trip was justified? Yes / No
Would you be willing to pay more if the likelihood of seeing gorillas was increased? Yes / No
Are you a member of a conservation organisation? Yes / No If yes, which? _____________________________
Do you feel that your visit to Gabon helped contribute to conservation? Yes / No
If Yes, in what way? __________________________________________________________________________
Would you consider yourself an ecotourist? Yes / No
In your opinion what do you think the characteristics of an ecotourist are? ______________________________
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Which of the following statements do you agree / disagree with?
Strongl y Agree
My tri p i s contri buti ng to
My tri p i s contri buti ng to
res ea rch
My tri p i s contri buti ng to
tra vel compa ni es
My tri p i s contri buti ng to
compa ni es

Agree

Neutra l

Di s a gree

Strongl y Di s a gree

cons erva ti on
s ci enti fi c
i nterna ti ona l
l oca l tra vel

My tri p i s contri buti ng to the l oca l
economy
My tri p i s contri buti ng to l oca l
communi ti es

Were you aware of any conservation or research projects at the sites you visited? Yes / No
How would you rate the information provided on conservation and research projects at the sites that you
visited?
Woul d l i ke more About ri ght

Woul d li ke l es s

Before the tri p
During the tri p
After the trip

Which of the following conservation issues do you think are major factors in Gabon?
Yes

No

Don't know

Yes

Bi odi vers i ty l os s

Inva s i ve s peci es

Bus hmea t tra de a nd cons umpti on

Loggi ng

Cl i ma te Cha nge

Mi ni ng

Defores ta ti on

Na tura l res ource expl oi ta ti on

Fi s hi ng

Pa l m Oi l

Ha bi ta t l os s

Popul a ti on growth ra te

No

Don't know
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Rwanda / Uganda On‐line Survey
What is your gender?

M/F

Did you visit Rwanda, Uganda or both?
When was your visit?

Rwanda / Uganda / Both

__ /__ / __

What is your nationality? _____________________________________________________________________
Where is your country of residence? ____________________________________________________________
What is your first language? ___________________________________________________________________
What other languages do you speak? ____________________________________________________________
What is your date of birth? ____________________________________________________________________
What is your profession? ______________________________________________________________________
Have you visited Africa before? _________________________________________________________________
Where in Africa have you visited? _______________________________________________________________
How would you compare this trip for value for money against previous African trips? Better / Worse / Similar
Have you done a nature based holiday before? ____________________________________________________
Where and when did you take a nature based holiday? ______________________________________________
Have you done gorilla trekking before? ___________________________________________________________
Where and when did you do gorilla trekking? ______________________________________________________
What was your main reason for visiting Rwanda / Uganda? Business / Pleasure / Other – please specify _______
How did you find out about Rwanda / Uganda? Own research / Tour operator / Recommendation / Other –
please specify
How would you rate access to the following prior to your visit to Rwanda / Uganda?
Very Good

Good

Average

Poor

Very Poor

N/A

Information on the country
Information on sites
Options for accommodation
Options for activities
Information on scientific research
Information on conservation initiatives

Were the areas that you visited chosen by you or selected for you? Chosen by me / Selected for me
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Which areas did you visit?
Rwa nda ‐ Aka gera Na tiona l Pa rk

Uga nda ‐ Bwi ndi Na ti ona l Pa rk

Rwa nda ‐ Buta re / Huye

Uga nda ‐ Fort Porta l

Rwa nda ‐ Gi s enyi

Uga nda ‐ Ji nja

Rwa nda ‐ Ki ga li

Uga nda ‐ Ka mpa la

Rwa nda ‐ La ke Kivu

Uga nda ‐ Kiba l e Fores t Na tiona l Pa rk

Rwa nda ‐ Nyungwe Fores t Na ti ona l Pa rk

Uga nda ‐ Kidepo Va l l ey Na ti ona l Pa rk

Rwa nda ‐ Pa rc Na ti ona l des Vol ca ns

Uga nda ‐ La ke Bunyonyi
Uga nda ‐ La ke Mburo Na ti ona l Pa rk
Uga nda ‐ Mga hi nga Na tiona l Pa rk
Uga nda ‐ Murchi s on Fa l l s Na ti ona l Pa rk
Uga nda ‐ Queen Eli za beth Na ti ona l Pa rk
Uga nda ‐ Rwenzori Mounta ins Na ti ona l Pa rk

How many nights did you spend in Rwanda / Uganda? ______________________________________________
Did you visit other countries as part of your trip? Yes / No If Yes, please specify: ________________________
How did you travel? Independently / With international tour company / With local tour company
What was the total cost of your trip? ____________________________________________________________
Did this price include flights? Yes / No If No, how much were your flights? _____________________________
How important were the following reasons in selecting your trip to Gabon?

What was the highlight of your trip? _____________________________________________________________
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Did you see gorillas on your trip? Yes / No If Yes, please specify where _________________________________
Compared to your expectation prior to arriving in Gabon were the following better / worse or the same?

Better Worse Same
Accomodation
Cost
Food
Ease of Travel
Overall trip experience
Did you feel the cost of your trip was justified? Yes / No
Would you be willing to pay more if the likelihood of seeing gorillas was increased? Yes / No
Are you a member of a conservation organisation? Yes / No If yes, which? _____________________________
Do you feel that your visit helped contribute to conservation? Yes / No
If Yes, in what way? __________________________________________________________________________
Would you consider yourself an ecotourist? Yes / No
In your opinion what do you think the characteristics of an ecotourist are? ______________________________
Which of the following statements do you agree / disagree with?
Strongl y Agree

Agree

Neutra l

Di s a gree

Strongl y Di s a gree

My tri p i s contri buti ng to cons erva ti on
My tri p i s contri buti ng to s ci enti fi c
res ea rch
My tri p i s contri buti ng to i nterna ti ona l
tra vel compa ni es
My tri p i s contri buti ng to l oca l tra vel
compa ni es
My tri p i s contri buti ng to the l oca l
economy
My tri p i s contri buti ng to l oca l
communi ti es

Were you aware of any conservation or research projects at the sites you visited? Yes / No
How would you rate the information provided on conservation and research projects at the sites that you
visited?
Woul d l i ke more About ri ght

Woul d li ke l es s

Before the tri p
During the tri p
After the trip
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Which of the following conservation issues do you think are major factors in Rwanda / Uganda?
Yes

No

Don't know

Yes

Bi odi vers i ty l os s

Inva s i ve s peci es

Bus hmea t tra de a nd cons umpti on

Loggi ng

Cl i ma te Cha nge

Mi ni ng

Defores ta ti on

Na tura l res ource expl oi ta ti on

Fi s hi ng

Pa l m Oi l

Ha bi ta t l os s

Popul a ti on growth ra te

No

Don't know
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Appendix 5
Respondents Ranking of Importance of Factors in selecting their trip to Gabon within each
of four dimensions
% of respondents

Dimensions and Factors

Very Important Important

Neutral

Unimportant

Completely
Unimportant
0

Environment
To see animals not seen before

57

34

9

0

To visit natural habitat

72

22

5

0

0

To see rare/endangered species

50

30

18

2

0

To see gorillas

56

27

15

2

0

To see other large mammals

42

47

10

0

0

To see birds

20

36

36

7

2

To see plants
To go trekking

17
31

53
41

24
26

7
0

0
2

To visit a new country

34

42

22

2

0

To try new foods

9

19

44

23

5

To meet local people / visit local communities

20

42

27

8

2

To learn about how others live
To experience a different culture

22
21

49
54

20
16

8
8

0
0
33

Culture

Escapism
To stay somewhere luxurious

0

6

24

37

To stay somewhere basic but clean

17

39

29

10

5

For a rest
To get away from it all

2
16

11
18

33
44

39
16

15
5

To make a contribution to conservation

20

37

39

2

2

To make a contribution to scientific research
To learn about different species

14
23

31
53

48
22

3
2

3
0

Conservation
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Percentage of respondents ranking of importance of factors in each of the four dimensions
Environment

Percentage of Respondents

80
70
60

To see animals not seen before

50

To visit natural habitat

40

To see rare/endangered species

30

To see gorillas

20

To see other large mammals

10

To see birds
To see plants

0
Very
Important

Important

Neutral

Unimportant Completely
Unimportant

To go trekking

Importance

Culture

Percentage of Respondents

60
50
To visit a new country

40
To try new foods

30
20

To meet local people / visit local
communities

10

To learn about how others live

0
Very
Important

Important

Neutral

Unimportant Completely
Unimportant

To experience a different culture

Importance
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Percentage of Respondents

Escapism
50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0

To stay somewhere luxurious
To stay somewhere basic but clean
For a rest
To get away from it all

Very
Important

Important

Neutral

Unimportant Completely
Unimportant

Importance

Conservation

Percentage of Respondents

60
50
40
To make a contribution to
conservation

30
20

To make a contribution to
scientific research

10

To learn about different
species

0
Very
Important

Important

Neutral

Unimportant Completely
Unimportant

Importance
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