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Overseas Studies of Efficiency of Ecological Compensation: A Review

CHENG Zhenyu',LIU Chunhong’
(1. Institute of Economic Research ,Shandong Academy of Social Science , Jinan 250002 ,China;
2. School of Art,Shandong University of Finance and Economes , Jinan 250014 , China)

Abstract: Current overseas research on ecological compensation efficiency covers many aspects such as benchmark of ecological com-
pensation efficiency ,methods of measuring ecological compensation efficiency, effective and efficient choices and design of ecological
compensation policy tools. Both cost effectiveness and budget efficiency are the crucial benchmarks on judging efficiency of ecological
compensation. As for the measuring methods of ecological compensation efficiency, this article introduces some matured ones including
efficient spatio — temporal allocation, budget efficiency, additionality and ecological compensation baseline. Ecological compensation effi-
ciency is remarkably affected by different choices of ecological compensation policy tools, and homogeneous compensation policy tools
are generally less efficient than agglomerative ones. Efficient design principles of effective ecological compensation policy may enlighten
the domestic ecological compensation efficiency research and practice.

Key Words: Efficiency of ecological compensation ; Benchmark ; Methods of measuring ecological compensation efficiency ; Policy tools

selection ; Policy design
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