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How to Motivate Farmers’ Willingness to Pay for Environmental
Facilities Maintenance: An Empirical Analysis Based on
Rural Living Environment Policies

LI Dongging HOU Lingling CHEN Kevin

Abstract: This paper utilizes field survey data from over 1 300 households across seven prov—
inces in 2021 to analyze both theoretically and empirically the incentive effects of rural living en—
vironment governance policies and other measures on farmers ’ willingness to pay for
environmental facility maintenance. The findings reveal that farmers do exhibit a certain
willingness to pay for the management of living environmental facilities and the implementation of
rural living environment governance programs amplifies this inclination. However the incentive
effects of policy are mainly concentrated on the maintenance of private environmental facilities
with weaker effects observed for public facilities. Additionally the effectiveness of policy incentives
is related to household income levels with lower—income groups exhibiting reduced willingness to
pay. Therefore supplementary incentive measures are needed such as clarifying facility ownership
attribution improving the quality of environmental facilities and establishing informal regulatory
systems to strengthen the incentive effects of policy. The findings of this study provide policy in—
sights for the future design of effective payment systems for beneficiaries of public services.

Keywords: Rural living environment governance policies; Facility maintenance; Willingness

to pay; Incentive measures



