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Abstract: By using systemic ecology knowledge and “Market Value” method, a partial value of the rubber
forest ecosystem service function of Hainan State Farm Bureau (HSFB) was assessed. T he results showed
that the total amount value of the ecosystem service function of rubber forest of HSFB was 121.43x 10°
yuan (RMB). which occupied 8.2% of the total amount output value of Hainan Province in 2005. Of the
total value, the economy value was 24.51% 10° yuan, ecosystem value was 59. 52x 10° yuan and society
value was 37.40% 10° yuan, which occupied 20. 2%, 49.01% and 30.8% respectively. So we can drawn
conclusion that: the rubber industry of HSFB had realistic meaning in relieving energy crisis and support—
ing national energy security and accelerating economic construction.
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