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(biodiversity biological diversity)

Wilson(1992)

21 20 50

(anthropocentrism)

(instrumental value) (intrinsic value)
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60
(non-anthropocentrism) (biocentric ethics
life-centered ethics) (ecocentric ethics)
Norton (1984)(weak
anthropcentrism)  Murdy(1975) (anthropocentrism: a

modern view)
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(utilitarianism)

(use value) (non-use value)

(existence value  passive use value)

(Hausman

1993)



213

12
(Convention on Biological Diversity CBD)
(Gaston & Spicer 1998)

(gene) (species) (ecosystem)
(genetic diversity)
(species
diversity) (ecosystem diversity)
(Pearce & Moran 1994)
(biodiversity loss)
175 96.3 5.2
27 (UNEP World Conservation Monitoring

Centre 2000)
Davidson (2000)
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UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre (2000)

(Dobson  1996)
7%

(Wilson 1988) Myers (1988) 10

(hot spots)

10
0.2% 13.8%
7%
1999

2000  Wilson (1992)

21

20 50

19
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4,000 14,000 (Dobson
1996)
1992 6 5 (Rio de
Janeiro) (United Nations Conference on Environment
and Development UNCED) (The Earth Summit)
1998 8
174 1999
2000
1998
1999 2 104
1999 2000
(2000)
36,880
5,738
4,000 1,500 25,126

18,000 60 500
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Q0 30 2,500
1999
1999
6 19 13

26 10

199,197 19.5 2001
=3

(anthropocentric) Webster’'s New World Dictionary (1994)

(direct)
(indirect)
(Kant 1873)

iz}

(White 1967) 60
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(Taylor 1986)
(natural entity)

(Tayl ©86)
Bent ham89

Schweitzer (1923)reverencbBaylb®Bla) e)
(respect for nature)
Schweitzer (1923)
(good)
Schweitzer
(ethical rul e)
(et hi csDeXarvdili ntsré ) (
Taylor (1981a)

(the teleological center of |ife)
Tayl or (1986)
(The Rule of Nonma(e&hec&nte) of Noninterfer
(The Rule of FidelTheg)Rul e of Restitut

Justice)
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Tanslley35 (equilibrium
par adi gm

Dekairmdd 997)

Leopol d
(1949) t he | and Neeshsc (1973)(deep
ecol ogy)
leopo( 8949)

(Homo s)api en

Naessl1973

(shall ow ecol ogy) Naess (ul ti mate

nor ms) (sekb@lization)biocentric equality
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Norton Murdy

4

Norton (1984) (felt preference)

(considered preference)

(strong anthropocentrism)

Norton

Murdy (1975)

Murdy

Norton  Murdy

Norton

Murdy
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(Adam Smith) 1776

(strong

(utilitarianism)

1999

sustai fweklmikl istuys)t ai nabi l ity
Har t wi ck

newl assi cal eBenomngs t heory



221

& Wi ggéapLi9mg

1993

(Gt els996)

Rennings &1WBg@gyering

Dal y( 1990)

(strong sustainability

1993

(travel cost méhéeéodni c

price methodqd)ontingent valwuation met hod)



(Gaston & Spicer 1998)
(direct use value)
(indirect use value) (option value)(Perlman & Adelson

1997)

(Cicchetti &



Wilde 1992)
(living library)
(Takacs
1996)
(bequest value)

(Pearce & Moran 1994)

(altruistic) (Jakobsson & Dragun 1996) Randall (1986)
(altruism)

Murdy
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Kotchen  Reiling (2000)

Loomis  White (1996) 18
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Taylor (1981b)

1995

(lower bound)(Nunes & van den Bergh 2001)

Singer (1976)

(biocentric egalitarianism)

Dobson (1996)
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Metrick  Weitzman (1996)
(visceral characteristics)
(scientific

characteristics)

(Gowdy 1997)
(public goods)
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Wilson

(1992)

Pearce Moran (1994)
Simpson  Sedjo Reid (1996)

(marginal species) 9,431
18
0.20-20.63
(Merck and Company) (Costa Rica)

(Instituto Nacional de Biodiversidad INBio) 100
(Gershon 1992)



(endangered species)
(keystone species)
(Odum 1997)

Mean/Median
WTP
( )

Boyle & Bishop bad 10.62
(2987) eagle( ) striped -75.31

shiner 1.00-5.66
Bowker & Stall Whooping 5.10-148.54
(1988) crane( )
Jakobsson & 23.54-68.40
Dragun (1996) Leadbeater’ s possum

« )
Loomis & Ekstrand 40.49
(1997) Mexican Spotted Owl(

)

Moisseinen (1999) Saimaa Seal( ) 50-71.19 FIM
Kotchen & Reiling Peregrine 25.79
(2000) falcon( ) Shortnose 26.63

sturgeon( )
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(Odum 1997)
(Endangered
Species Act)
1999
(Takacs 1996)
Ammour
Windevoxhel  Sencién (2000)
Petén
570 507 Guo et al. (2001) Xingshan
54.23
528.73 582.96 Loomis et

al. (2000)

Platte
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1900-7000 1343 (2000)
5.6%
2.2 4.3
33 (gross national product)
18 (Costanzaet al. 1997 Costanzaetal. 1998)

(Ecotourism)

1999

Gossling (1999)

(Dobson 1996)

Kramer  Mercer (1997)
21-31 5%
Poor (1999) Rainwater Basin
4.17
Garrod Willis (1997) (Forestry

Commission)

18.5-56.4
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91.09.20
91.11.27
91.12.03
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1 2000

2, 2001
http:///www.coa.qov.tw/external/preserve/preserve/habitat/ha7.ht

m 2001 11 17

2, 1995 L

4, 1999

g, 2000 42
49-58

B, 1999 38 16

7. 2000

8. 1999 1999

g, 1999 21

in 1999 — 27
9  987-997

in. 1999

38 17-27

12 1999 38
51-65

12 2000

89 -1.6- -01
M 1993
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Alternative View of Environmentd
Ethicsand Tota Vaue Components
For Biodiversity Resources —
Abstract Norms or Action Foundation

Pel-Ing Wu* and Ming-Ta Su**

Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to provide a normative basis for designing of
environmental conservation policies and action foundation for policies
implementation. It is deemed that the applicability of conservation policy is the
final and main purpose for policies design. As a result, conservation policies are
inescapable from value judgment of human preference.

Utilitarianism, the environmental ethics proposed by environmental
economists in relating human being to nature is viewed to be provoked under
sdf-interest to gain the greatest social benefit. To certain extent, it is a
modification of traditional anthropocentrism. Although total values of
biodiversity resources are revealed through human preference under such
environmental ethics it, however, reflects the multiple values judgment of human

being. Moreover, various value components can be realized through non-market

valuation approaches.

* Professor at Department of Agricultural Economics, Nationa Taiwan University.
**ecture at Department of Business Administration, Chung Kao Institute of
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It is believed that under motivation of self-interest change and adjustment of
the components of social benefit is contemplated as norm and foundation for
conservation of biodiversity resources. Aggrandizing social ethics and promoting
educational level are specific instruments to change the weight of value
components that are composed of human preference. In the meantime more
weight will be placed toward non-use value, existence value, and intrinsic value.
Alternatively, the weight of use value or instrument value will be impaired.

Keywords anthropocentrism, non-anthropocentrism, utilitarianism, use-value,
non-use value, non-market valuation methods
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