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Abstract

sation intention of the farmers and then analyzed the factors that affect the willingness of the farmers to be satisfied by the Logistic regression mod-

Taking the Dexing mining area as an example, the paper used the field questionnaire survey method to obtain the data of the compen-

el. The results showed that 47.0% of the farmers agreed to implement the eco-compensation policy, 27.6% of the farmers had a negative attitude
towards the eco-compensation policy, and 12.9% of the farmers did not understand, and 12.4% of the farmers chose to remain the same. Ac-
cording to the results of analysis, further evidence of arable land and the differences of family income level to a great extent, affects the farmers’
willingness to eco-compensation, low agricultural income and family population is the important factors that affect farmers’ willingness to eco-
compensation, working time and staple food source may also affect farmers’ willingness to eco-compensation. This study provided that the rights of
the farmers’ survival and development is a key factor to ensure the successful implementation of eco-compensation, the government should pay
more attention to farmers, the farmers’ satisfaction as the standard of whether compensation is reasonable, ensuring to implement eco-compensa-

tion policy smoothly.
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Table 1 Empirical analysis of correlation variables
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Table 2 Analysis of farmer’s ecological compensation intention
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Table 4 Households with different farmland scales in the study area
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Fig.2 The farmers’ ecological compensation willingness under

household income level differences in the study area
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Table 5 Sample households of different agricultural income levels
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