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Abstract

The conservation and the utilization of ecological resources do not necessarily
stand against each other. Appropriate utilization under proper management may, on
the contrary, become an additional approach for ecological resources conservation.
This research, in concerns of sustainable utilization, applies the ecological and
economic theories to study the ecological resources utilization schemes.

We apply the indicative method and the network method of ecological evaluation
to construce the bird-watching recreational networks in Penghus and make comparisons.
For the values of the bird-watching recreational networks, we apply the dichotomous-
choice contingent valuation method of economic valuation, and combine with the
randomized response method for asking sensitive questions.

Indicative method uses ecological data (including area size, habitat and
ornithological diversity, ornithological rarity, population size, and representativeness)
of Penghus to construct a mix index for wetlands. Network method is to construct
bird-watching recreational network concerning ornithological diversity.  The
ecological evaluation results were then introduced to the dichotomous-choice
contingent valutaiton questionnaire. Camerons’s expenditure function model and
maximum likelihood estimation provided by Alberini et al. are used to estimate
willingness to pay values of bird-watching recreational network in Penghus.

The significant variables affecting the willingness to pay (WTP) include the



degree of understanding the questions (a=1%), willingness of attending bird-watching
activities in Penghus (a=5%) and occupation («¢=10%). The estimated median annual
willingness to pay is NT$1452.50. The confidence interval under a=5% is
(NT$1050.73, NT$2020.23).

This study provides profound reference for future conservation and utilization
plans of ecological resources.

Keywords: ecological resources, ecological evaluation, economic valuation,
indicative method, network method, dichotomous-choice contingent valuation
questionnaire.
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