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Table 2 The willingness of the farmers for eco-compensation

(returning farmland to lake)
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Table 3 Estimates and tests of model parameters
=y fif FRAE Y1 brfeiR2e  RURMEME A BEME MRk
JER FEEWA(FI) -0.049 0.178 5.835 1 0.021 1.460
FKRENBUR(FS) 1.302 0.467 9.085 1 0.001 1.987
falr A== BEAAE A (IAP) -0.009 0.003 4324 1 0.031 1.000
iR RIS AL (RFLT) 2.67E-4 1.45E-5 7.165 1 0.001 1.000
Z 3L PR T FEREL(AF) 0.047 0.034 10.256 1 0.008 7.073
ST T XA (DOFW) 0.725 0.196 6.385 1 0.000 1.013
NEE FEEWA(FI) 0.013 0.005 5.225 1 0.028 1.000
v A== BEAAE A (IAP) 0.034 0.012 5.258 1 0.004 2.586
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Z 3K IR FE L (AF) -0.027 0.014 3.256 1 0.031 3.472
iR AR (RT) -3.26E-4 2.25E-5 4.998 1 0.016 7.129
ST TR (DOFW) -0.069 0.015 5.231 1 0.038 9.347
PREFIERE  RIEIA(FD) 3.77E-4 8.45E-5 6.539 1 0.170 2.813
flr A== B A A (IAP) 1.49E-4 7.21E-5 12.702 1 0.041 0.990
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Fig.1 Respondent’s willingness of eco—compensation
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Fig.2 Attitudes of respondents towards eco—compensation

impacted by days of off—farm work
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An Empirical Analysis on Factors Affecting the Willingness of Farmers
to Accept Eco-compensation in China’ s Poyang Lake Region

LI Fen',ZHEN Lin',HUANG Heqing', WEI Yunjie'?, YANG Li"?,
CAO Xiaochang'*,LONG Xin'*?

(1.Institute of Geographic Science and Natural Resources Research, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China;
2. Graduate University of Chinese Academy of Science, Betjing 100049, China)

Abstract: Eco-compensation programs have become a popular measure in China to combat
ecological degradation and reduce the risk of natural hazards. Eco-compensation is a type of
institutional arrangement to protect ecosystem services to realize their sustainable use and to adjust
the distribution of costs and benefits among different stakeholders, mainly through economic
measures. In recent years, research in regard to eco-compensation primarily focuses on ecosystem
valuation and design of eco-compensation mechanism. Still, behaviors and willingness of
micro-economic individuals (e.g., farmers) seem to receive relatively less attention. In fact,
stakeholders who own the use rights of arable land could show a direct and the most critical impact
on eco-compensation. It is, however, considered that factors affecting the willingness of farmers to
accept eco-compensation are not well understood. This study aims to identify these factors for the
Poyang Lake region in China using the multinomial logistic regression. Poyang Lake is the largest
fresh water lake in China, with rural areas surrounding the lake being characterized by high
population density, rural poverty, an aging population and increased labor migration. Intensive
agricultural use, levee construction and lake sedimentation have jointly contributed to severe flood
events. To reduce the risk of floods, China’s central government has launched a wetland restoration
program through converting agricultural land to wetlands. In the present study, an analysis of the
questionnaires from 270 households showed that the income gap was one of major factors affecting
the willingness to accept eco-compensation. 51.5% of the respondents in Poyang Lake were in
favor of the eco-compensation policy, 23.7% of the feedback suggested that their livelihoods had
been adversely impacted by the policy and 16.3% of the respondents had no idea about the policy.
A large family size, non-agricultural job opportunities and consequently a variety of income
sources resulted in the positive attitudes of farmers towards the eco-compensation policy. Factors
negatively affecting the willingness to accept eco-compensation were, an older age and increased
capital flows into agriculture. It was also revealed that current eco-compensation mechanism needs
further improvement. Additional actions should be taken to ensure basic living standards of farmers
and promote economic development over there, including investments into the processing industry
to increase employment as well as job training programs to provide farmers with the skills required
in other economic sectors. This study provides principle guidelines for implementing
eco-compensation across the Poyang Lake region as well as others.

Key words: Eco-compensation; Willingness; Impact factors; Farmers; Poyang Lake

htp://www.resci.cn



