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Research of the Rural Domestic Waste Classified Treatment Based
on the Preference of Farmers

— An Empirical Study Based on Choice Experiments
JIA Yajuan, ZHAO Min-juan

Abstract: Designing a reasonable classified treatment mode according to the farmers preference is an im-
portant basis for the comprehensive implementation of classified treatment of rural domestic waste as
well as an important basis for the evaluation of the changes in farmers social welfare. This paper uses
choice experiment to design the farmers choice experimental situations of rural domestic waste classified
treatment. Mixed Logit model is used to explore the preference of rural domestic waste classified treat-
ment in Shaanxi province, and the change of farmers social welfare and the cost of classified treatment
of domestic waste are evaluated by calculating the compensation surplus. The results show that farmers
have preference for classified treatment of rural domestic waste, and they have significant preference for
the publicity and training, the frequency of rural domestic waste collection by cleaners and rural domes-
tic waste terminal classified treatment level. Rural domestic waste classified treatment can significantly
improve the social welfare of farmers, the average increment of welfare per household being 22. 033 1
yuan/month. In the optimal mode of domestic waste classification preferred by farmers, in order to im-
prove their own welfare and gain income, the amount that farmers are willing to pay can make up part of
the cost of domestic waste classified treatment In addition, age, education level, environmental con-
cern and network, trust and norms in social capital significantly affect farmers choice preference. Ac-
cordingly, it is suggested that to promote classified treatment of domestic waste, it is necessary to de-
sign a reasonable classification mode according to the preference of farmers to improve their social wel-
fare and then the effectiveness of classified treatment can be guaranteed by measures such as the im-
provement of farmers’ environmental concern level, the optimization of village social capital environ-
ment, and the reinforcement of ideological education among young people.

Key words: farmers preferences; rural domestic waste; classified treatment; social welfare; choice ex-

periment
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