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Abstract: [Objective] The solution based on forest carbon sequestration is an important means to achieve the
goals of “carbon peak by 2030 and “carbon neutral by 2060”. The objective of this study is to investigate the

impact of farmers’ risk attitude and risk perception on their willingness to transfer carbon sequestration forests,
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which is of great significance for sustainable development and promotion of forest carbon sequestration
projects. [Method] Based on the field survey data of farmers involved in CCER (China Certified Emission
Reduction) bamboo forest management carbon sequestration projects in Suichang and Jingning, Zhejiang
Province, the impact of risk attitude and risk perception on their transfer intention of carbon sink forest was
qualitatively analyzed, and the binary Logistics model and mediating effect model were used for empirical test.
[Result] (1)In general, 84.32% of farmers were willing to transfer to more carbon sequestration forests, 10.36%
were willing to transfer out of the carbon sequestration forests, and 5.33% were willing to maintain the status
quo. In terms of classification, the proportion of risk preference farmers willing to transfer in was as high as
96.67%, and the proportion of risk aversion farmers willing to transfer out was 15.95%. In terms of risk
perception, 88.00% of farmers with low perception of management risk, market risk, policy risk and natural risk
were willing to transfer in, while 92.00% were not willing to transfer out. (2) According to the empirical results,
the risk attitude had a significant positive impact on farmers’ willingness to transfer in carbon sequestration
forests at the level of 5%, and had a significant negative effect on farmers’ willingness to transfer out carbon
sequestration forests at the level of 5%. Management risk, market risk, and policy risk perception had a
significant negative impact on farmers’ willingness to transfer carbon sequestration forests at the levels of 10%,
1%, and 5% respectively, and a significant positive impact on their willingness to transfer carbon sequestration
forests at the levels of 10%, 1% and 1% respectively. (3) Market risk perception had a significant mediating
effect between risk attitude and transfer intention of carbon sequestration forests. [Conclusion] Farmers’
enthusiasm to participate in forest carbon sequestration projects is high on the whole. Compared with risk averse
farmers, risk preference farmers have higher willingness to transfer in and lower willingness to transfer out.
Farmers with higher perception of management risk, market risk and policy risk have weaker transfer in
intention and stronger transfer out intention. [Ch, 1 fig. 5 tab. 19 ref.]

Key words: risk attitude; risk perception; carbon sequestration forests transfer; mediation effect
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Figure 1  Analysis framework
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Table 2 Risk attitude, risk perception and farmers’ willingness to transfer carbon sequestration forests
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Table 4 Regression results of farmer’s willingness to transfer carbon sequestration forests
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