( X ) 2016 11

DOI:10.13246/j.cnki.iae.2016.11.010

A

( Dercon

Francis 2008;

2001; Arcand

2006; Fafchamps 2003;
2009) .

( Foster
2012; 2002) .

( Attanasio 2012;

" 171333013) .

2007) . ( Gubert 2007; Ligon
1997) ( Mazzocco 2004; Dercon
2006)
( Cardenas 2013)

o

( Barr 2008; Cardenas
2013) . Cardenas  (2009)

”( :2012CB955700)

Elaine Liu.



( Kachelmeier

2008;

(2013)

1992; Binswanger 1980; Eckel
2008)

Cardenas

10

1.5
20



{ hie ) 2016 11

50% . 20 /20 5 5 .
20 : 60 /0
50% 60 50%
0 . 50%
( Kahneman 60 /0
1979)
. 1 0 60 .
( 20 /20 60
/0 ) o
( ) 60 /0
20 /20 30 .
20 (30)
(0) . ( CCAP)
4 2 (
3 ) 3
. 3
10 .
80% 648 o
. 4
648
()
1 1
2. . 648
1
4
52 6 .
32 159 ( 25%) 60
5 /0
* 3 o XX 2012 10



75% 195 ( 30%) 60 /0

1= 0= 0.24 0.43
52.18 10. 81
6.32 3.22
1= 0= 0.06 0.23
32.09 12. 18
1= 0= 0.06 0.24
4.63 1. 84
1= 0= 0. 64 0.48
3.18 3.42
648
2
20/20 30/15 40/10 5075 5872 60/0
20/20 78 5 24 12 7 37 163
30/15 2 19 9 8 9 9 76
40710 19 11 36 10 11 15 102
50/5 14 1 13 40 7 14 89
5872 5 3 3 8 27 13 59
60/0 20 4 7 14 7 107 159
158 43 92 92 68 195 648
[ ( t
. ” ( 2) . 0.1%) .
6 4 o
1 (20 /
20 60 /0 ) . .
25.5
o 26.0 (t
P<0.1%) .
1~6 1 20 /20 4.01
2 30 /15 6 60 2.04
/0 o
3.44 o
3 3.70 4. 07
4 o



(

X

) 2016 11

Y

Probit

Y =a+aD xDy+(b+b xD,_, xDy)F,

+(c+e; xD,_, xDy) H +dR, +e (2)
Y'=a+0bF +cH +dR, +e (1)
Y’ (r=1 2 648 x2, D
) 1 0D,
1~6 1 20 /20 ( D._\D..,);
2 30 /15 o Dy
Y’ o ivjok ( Dyi_»Dyiy " Dyi) 60/
o F 0 Dy, 1 Dyi_, <Dy,
. . . » H, Dyi_s 0.
( (2) OLS
) (6
) Ry ) .
: (1) 3.
a-b.c.d e o
3 ( Probit )
(1= 0= ) ~0.289™ (0. 116) 0.070( 0. 116)
-0.018( 0. 014) 0.000( 0. 014)
~0.011 ™% (0. 004) ~0.008" (0.004)
(1= 0= ) -0.187(0.178) -0.269( 0. 182)
0.011(0.024) 0.014( 0. 025)
(1= 0= ) -0.025(0.107) 0.013(0. 108)
0.049(0.113) 0.094(0.114)
(1= 0= ) 0. 074( 0. 090) 0.178" (0.091)
-0.060" (0.035) -0.072* (0. 035)
LR chi2( 17) 45.04 40. 88
0. 0002 0.0010
TE ok | ook 10% 5% 1% 648;
()
1. ( Levin 1988; Hartog 2002 Holt
o 3 2002) . N



( 3) . . 4
20/20( 1)
. 30/15  40/10
( - 0.008) 2.36) :
(10%) ( 30/15  40/10
~0.011 1% ) .
50/5( 4)
. 30/15  40/10
2.95) ;
58/2  60/0
4
1 20/20 2.36 30/15 40/10 1.36
2 30/15 2.74 30/15 40/10 0.74
3 40/10 3.43 40/10  50/5 0.43
4 50/5 2.95 30/15 40/10 -1.05
5 5872 4.40 50/5 5872 -0.60
6 60/0 4. 60 50/5 5872 -1.40
5. ( 0. 49
0. 69 10% 1%)
20/20 40/10 .
(
0.41 0.71 10% 5%) .
20/20  30/15
. 20/20  50/5
. ( ( 0.33 ~0.78
) 5%  1%)
50/5 60/0 .



( X ) 2016 11
5 (OLS)
Dy xD, (1= 0= 1.013™* 0.174
Doy xDy -3 2. 009 ** 0.156
Doy xDy -y 2.989 7 0. 164
D._; xDy .5 4.003 = 0.189
D._; xDy .6 4.991 0. 140
D,y xDy oy 1.357 % 0.258
D,y xDy oy 1. 740 7 0. 357
D,y xDy -3 2,433 %% 0.279
D,y xDy -y 1. 949 ** 0.342
D._, xDy .5 3.396 0. 401
D._, XDy .6 3.598 0.267
(1= 0= -0.002 0.124
0.011 0.012
-0.004 0. 004
(1= 0= -0.098 0.148
(1 0= ) 0.019 0.103
-0.045 0.028
-0. 006 0. 020
(1= 0= -0. 009 0.121
0. 007 0.125
D, xDy oy X (1= 0= 0.414" 0.249
D,y xDy -y X 0.414 0.322
D._, xDy 5 % 0.709 * 0.323
D,_; XDy 4 x 0. 144 0.347
D,_, xDy_5 x -0.524 0. 468
D,_, xDy ¢ X 0.306 0. 269
D._, xDy .y x -0.031 0.227
D,y xDy -y X -0.271 0. 309
D,y xDy o3 X -0.215 0.270
D,y xDy g % 0.485" 0.293
D._, xDy .5 % 0. 567 0. 381
D,y xDy 6 X 0. 686 0.237
D._, xDy .y x 0. 6427 0.262
D,y xDy -y X 0.332* 0.376
D, XDy 3 x -0.251 0.314
D,y xDy_g X 0. 402 0. 365
D,_, xDy_5 x -0.432 0. 415
D, xDy g % -0.395 0.274
D._, xDy .y x 0.632* 0. 266
D._, xDy, % 0. 106 0. 380
D,_, xDy 5 % -0.335 0.337
D,y xDy_g X 0.783* 0. 349
D, ., xDyy 5 x -0.265 0.410
D._, XDy 6 % -0.307 0.267
1. 748 ** 0. 415
F o 37. 56( 0. 0000)
Adjusted R? 0.595




1. Attanasio O. Barr A. Cardenas J. C. et al.. Risk Pooling Risk Preferences and Social Networks. American Economic Journal: Applied Eco—
nomics 2012 4(2) :134 ~167

2. Barr A, GenicotG. . Risk Sharing Commitment and Information: An Experimental Analysis. Journal of the European Economic Association
2008 6(6):1151 ~1185

3. Binswanger H. P.. Attitudes toward Risk: Experimental Measurement in Rural India. American Journal of Agricultural Economics 1980 62
(3) :395 ~407

4. Cardenas J. C. Carpenter J.. Risk Attitudes and Economic Well-being in Latin America. Journal of Development Economics 2013 103( 4) :
52 ~61

5. Cardenas J. C. Chong A. Nopo H..To What Extent Do Latin Americans Trust and Cooperate? Field Experiments on Social Exclusion in Six

Latin American Countries. Economia 2009 9(2) : 103 ~ 146

Dercon S. Weerdt J. D.. Risk-Sharing Networks and Insurance Against Illness. Development & Comp Systems 2006 81( 2) :337 ~356

I

Eckel C. C. Grossman P.]J.. Forecasting Risk Attitudes: An Experimental Study Using Actual and ForecastGamble Choices. Journal of Eco—

~

nomic Behavior & Organization 2008 68(1):1 ~17

8. Fafchamps M. Lund S.. Risk-Sharing Networks in Rural Philippines. Journal of Development Economics 2003 71(2) :261 ~287

9. Francis B. A. Garance G. B. Debraj R. C.. Informal Insurance in Social Networks. General Information 2008 143( 1) :36 ~58

10. Gubert F. F.. The Formation of Risk Sharing Networks. General Information 2007 83(2) : 326 ~350

11. Hartog J. FerrerCarbonell A.. Jonker N.. Linking Measured Risk Aversion to Individual Characteristics. Kyklos 2002 55( 1) :3 ~26

12. Holt C. A. Laury S. K.. Risk Aversion and Incentive Effects. The American Economic Review 2002 92(5) : 1644 ~ 1655

13. Kachelmeier S.J. Shehata M.. Examining Risk Preferences under High Monetary Incentives: Experimental Evidence from the People’s Re—
public of China. The American Economic Review 1992 82(5) : 1120 ~ 1141

14. Kahneman D. Tversky A.. Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under risk J . Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society 1979
68(3) 1263 ~291

15. Levin 1. P. Snyder M. A. Chapman D. P.. The Interaction of Experiential and Situational Factors and Gender in aSimulated Risky Decision—
making Task. The Journal of Psychology 1988 122(2):173 ~181

16. Ligon E. Jonathan P. Thomas Worrall T.. Informal Insurance Arrangements in Village Economies. Review of Economic Studies 2002 69:



Pl ) 2016 11

2012 11

13 ”»

113

ALALA A A A Al atlallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallallalfalialy

17. Mazzocco M. . Saving Risk Sharing and Preferences for Risk. The American Economic Review 2004 94(4) :1169 ~ 1182

209 ~244
8.
19.

2002(3) : 13 ~21
20.
21.

68 ~73

N

2008(5) : 71 ~76

() 2009(4):1221 ~1238
200 . 2007( 1) :

100101;
100871)

"( :71303260)



Vol. 37 Serial No. 443

operatives nature and finally discuss the “Cooperatives Law ”if modifications are required and how to
modify the issue. The following conclusions: 1) the reality of the cooperative almost do not have “the
same owners and patrons  the essence of the provisions; 2 “Cooperative Law “reflects the cooperative
“owners and patrons of the same ”the essence of the provisions; modify “Cooperatives Law ”in recogni—
tion of the reality of diversity “cooperative ” theory divorced from reality will make even tempt people
wrongly use theory to guide a reality;3 “Cooperatives Act " the main fault lies in the emphasis on co—
operatives material support. If the “Cooperatives Act " introduced aims to promote the development of
genuine cooperatives produce then modify “Cooperatives Law ”had been imminent-System Construction
should be emphasized rather than material support.
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Although risk-pooling study has addressed great attention only a few studies have empirically ex—

amined farmers’ pooling risk preferences. Based on risk games and survey data we have measured farm—
ers’ risk and pooling risk preferences in China. The result shows that farmers’ pooling risk aversions are
lower than their general risk aversions especially for women and those farmers with better social capital
or wealthier. Female and elder farmers tend to take much riskier choice in risk pooling. The results im—
ply that the development of social security system and farmers’ organization can stimulate farmers to par—
ticipate in activities with higher risk and more attention should be paid to the risk resistance ability of
the weaker farmers such as the female and elder farmers.
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The ecological negative external effects of rural-urban land conversion are significant. It is one of

the most important reasons which lead to the decline of the public ecological well-being because the
previous ecosystem services are lost in the process of converting rural land to the construction land and
the mechanism of ecological compensation is deficiency. Method of literature review and comparative a—
nalysis are employed. This paper clarifies the relationship between ecosystem services and human eco—
logical well-being and reviews both international and domestic academic literatures about the human
ecological well-being loss and ecological compensation in the course of rural-urban land conversion. On
the basis of existing literatures this paper points out two fundamental problems which have to be solved
before we establish the ecological compensation mechanism of rural-urban land conversion from the per—
spective of ecological well-being. Ultimately the ecological compensation mechanism of rural-urban land
conversion is established from six aspects including operation mode compensation subject compensa—
tion object source and form of compensation fund compensation standard and safeguard system.
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