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Characteristics Identification of Rural Solid Wastes Based on Different Types of Farmers
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Abstract: Xiongerzhai town, located in Beijing rural area, was selected to investigate the production and the characteristics of rural solid
waste( RSW )based on the established collection system. To study the output of the RSW and the relationships between the RSW and the e—
conomy, or the livestock and poultry production, or the tour reception, farmers were classified into four different categories which were farm—
ing households, mainly farming households, mainly off farming households, off farming households according to the source of income and
working time. SPSS statistical analysis was used to determine the significance and the relationships. The main results were as follows: (1)The
average output of RSW in this area was 379.5 g-d per capita, and 335.3, 403.8, 414.6, 350.7 g-d! per capita for the four different types of
famers respectively.(2 )Significant positive correlation was found between the output of the RSW and the family income(P<0.01), and the or-
der was as following : off farming households(7=0.904 0)>mainly farming households(7=0.8640 )>mainly off farming households(r=0.799 8)>
farming households (r=0.605 1). The RSW production of farmers having livestock and poultry production was less than the RSW production
of farmers having no livestock and pouliry production, but there was no significant difference between them(P=0.053). The RSW production
of farmers having tour reception was more than the farmers having no tour reception, and there was significant difference between them(P<0.01).
(3)Per capita income and tour reception were the main affecting factors of the RSW production in this area.
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Figure 1 The RSW management pattern in Xiongerzhai
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Figure 2 Monthly changes of output of RSW
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Table 1 RSW production rate in Xiongerzhai area(2008.8—2009.8)
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Table 2 RSW production rate in different rural area
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Table 4 Socioeconomic situations of farmers
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Table 3 Socioeconomic situations in area
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Figure 3 RSW generation rate of different type of farmers
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Figure 6 RSW generation rate of different type of farmers among

tour reception or not
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Table 5 RSW production rate and composition of different types of farmers
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