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ABSTRACT 

The study, undertaken to develop recommendations to 
effectively educate rural landowners on water quality matters, 
examined characteristics of the rural social and cultural 
environment, the rural adult learner, and inventoried existing 
information and education materials on priority watershed 
projects. During March to June of 1986, 439 rural landowner 
surveys were mailed out in the Milwaukee River basin to examine 
landowners' perceptions of water quality problems, responses to 
various water quality improvement programs, local land and farm 
characteristics, and landowners' socio-economic characteristics. 
The dependent variable was the landowners' willingness to 
participate in water quality programs. The independent variables 
of landowner age, income, education, influence of family, self 
perception, perception of water quality problems, influence of 
friends and community, size and type of farming operation, and 
land tenure status were compared to participation in water 
quality programs. Statistical analysis using the chi-square 
test indicated that awareness of water quality problems, 
landowner age, and education were significantly related to the 
dependent variable. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

To achieve "fishable and swimmable" waters is the goal of the 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (section 

208 of Public Law 92-500). This law redirected the nation's water 

pollution abatement effort. Revising the law required states to 

focus their attention on controlling point and nonpoint pollutants 

at their sources, rather than after they enter streams, lakes and 

ground waters (Daniel and Forrest, 1978). 

Furthering federal efforts, in 1978 the Wisconsin state legis

lature established the Wisconsin Fund to promote implementa-

tion of the nonpoint pollution abatement recommendations 

presented in the state's water resources plans. Following the 

development of principles, policies and procedures for the 

nonpoint program, the state proceeded to formulate five priority 

watershed projects. That number has been expanding annually and 

as of 1986 Wisconsin has 29 ongoing priority watershed projects, 

each involving a spectrum of nonpoint problems and objectives. 

On May 8, 1984, Governor Anthony s. Earl signed Wisconsin 

Senate Bill 548 into law. The new law directed the Wisconsin 

Department of Natural Resources to undertake a nonpoint source 

water pollution abatement program for the Milwaukee River basin. 
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Watersheds are selected to receive funds under the program on the 

basis of the severity of water quality problems, the potential for 

improvement, and the extent to which nonpoint sources of pollution 

are contributing to lowered water quality. A plan is prepared for 

each priority watershed by the DNR and the counties involved. 

Cost-sharing is then made available to landowners in the watershed 

by the county administrations to install and maintain management 

practices on their land in accordance with the watershed plan 

and goals. Landowner participation in the program is voluntary. 

Since landowner participation is voluntary, the overall 

success of the watersheds project hinges on the successful 

execution of the educational program. A significant lack of 

awareness and concern for water quality in the community. faces 

watershed educators and personnel. The Milwaukee River priority 

watersheds project is a vast and ambitious program which has 

become a pioneer in educational efforts. 

This study was initiated in January, 1985. Its purpose is 

to develop recommendations for effectively educating rural 

landowners on water quality matters. To accomplish that 

objective, this study provides a synthesis of characteristics 

of the rural social and cultural environment, characteristics 

of rural adult learners, and responses from a rural landowner 

survey (Figure 1). 
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II. RESEARCH SETTING 

Although "rural" has become increasingly difficult to 

define in the 1980's, it is no less real. There is a portion 

of society that doesn't fit the big city classification. When 

most of us hear the word "rural" we visualize corn fields, red 

barns, and expansive cow pastures. We also visualize a more 

independent lifestyle and a much slower paced way of life. By 

definition the rural town is where: 1. Third Street's on the 

outskirts; 2. where you don't use turn signals because everybody 

knows where you're going; or 3. where you can't walk for 

exercise because every driver who passes you offers you a 

ride (Kuralt, 1986). 

Rural America is in transition. It can still be distin

guished by a direct economic dependence on resources of the 

land, an immediate relationship between the social and the 

natural environment, low population density per square mile, 

and the presence of small closely knit communities (Amato, 

1980). 

In 1970 the Census Bureau conducted its decennial Census 

of Population. The census revealed that for perhaps the first 

time in over 150 years population growth rates in non-metropo

litan areas exceeded growth rates in metropolitan areas. The 
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United States began experiencing a population reversal. This 

reversal of population trends may be classified into two 

movements. On an interregional scale, there is a continuing 

redistribution of population and economic activity away from 

the traditional northern urban - industrial heartland to the 

more recently developing southern and western regions. On an 

intraregional scale, which directly affects the research 

setting, the focus of residential, commercial, and industrial 

growth is increasingly shifting away from metropolitan central 

cities to their suburbs, exurbs and even on into relatively 

remote non-metropolitan sectors of a region. Industries in 

search of clean environments for their employees; retired 

people seeking the golden pond; the back-to-nature movement 

that saw many urbanites experimenting with farming and other 

outdoor pursuits; and other factors contributed to the redis

covery of non-metropolitan America. 

In the Milwaukee River basin it is interesting to note 

the reverse role played by population growth rates and numbers 

in counties such as Ozaukee and Washington in Milwaukee's 

metropolitan rim. Here the rates of growth and rates of net 

in-migration are lower on average than those of the fastest 

growing northern counties, but the numbers of persons involved 

are considerably greater. As a group these two suburban 

counties witnessed approximately 3,300 new additions each year 

during the 1970's (Voss, Tordella and Glynn, 1981). 
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The ambiguous term rural carries several different defini

tions. Most common is the stereotypical translation to "farm". 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, rural means residence on a 

farm, in open countryside, or in places of fewer than 2,500 

residents. 

In 1983 the Census Bureau adopted a new method of catego

rizing populations as metropolitan (urbanized) or non-metropolitan. 

The census utilizes data from the Metropolitan Statistical Area 

(MSA, previously Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area, SMSA). 

For a county to qualify as a Metropolitan Statistical Area it 

must: 1) contain a city of 50,000 or more population, using 

legal city boundaries to define city or; 2) contain an Urbanized 

Area of 50,000 or more population and the total metro population 

would be 100,000 or more (Haub, 1985). This categorization 

sometimes errs in the other direction. Many metropolitan 

counties have very rural portions. For instance, at least a 

fifth of the nation's farm production occurs in metropolitan 

counties (Kuvlesky and Copp, 1981). Such is the case with the 

six counties comprising the Milwaukee River Watershed. 

Our nation's countryside contains more than 16,000 towns of 

15,000 population or less where more than 70 million people 

live. These small towns serve as the cultural, economic, 

and social hub of their area where most central services are 

located; collectively they form a growing network of agripolitan 

centers (Mccannon, 1985). 
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To develop an operational definition for "rural" I con

sidered the Census Bureau definitions, but incline toward the 

stereotypical definition, "farm". With the rural portion of 

the Priority Watershed Programs geared toward the agricultural 

landowner, it is functional to closely tie the definition of 

rural to the objectives of the program. With all but Fond du 

Lac County considered metropolitan, I could not utilize the 

definition of rural as constituting the society's nonmetropoli

tan areas considered collectively (Kuvlesky and Copp, 1981). 

The Wisconsin counties of Fond du Lac, Sheboygan, Ozaukee 

and Washington constitute the research area of this study 

(Figure 2), because they form the Milwaukee River watershed 

basis. Although Milwaukee County is involved in the Milwaukee 

River Priority Watersheds Program, it was excluded from my 

research area. In Milwaukee County there is a virtual lack of 

agricultural production; thus it was not inventoried as a rural 

area. 

To further define the research area, I collected population 

statistics from the 1980 Census (Table 1). According to the 

Census Bureau, of the four counties involved in this study, 

Sheboygan maintains the highest population distributed over the 

second largest area. Ozaukee County supports the lowest 

population, although the inhabitants are concentrated within 

the smallest area. As a result Ozaukee County posts the 

highest urban percentage of the study area counties. Urban 

percentage is calculated by determining the number of people 

residing in communities of at least 2,500 inhabitants (Table 2). 
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Table 1 

COUNTY LAND AREA 
(SQ. MILES) 

Fond du Lac 725 

Sheboygan 515 

Ozaukee 235 

Washington 430 

*Standard Metropolitan Area Codes 
7620 Sheboygan 
5080 Milwaukee 

POPULATION OF RESEARCH AREA 

POPULATION POPULATION URBAN 
PER SQUARE PERCENTAGE 

MILE 

88,964 122.8 55.7 

100,935 195.9 64.0 

66,981 285.3 74.1 

84,848 197.1 46.4 

Statistics from 1980 census as published in 1983 County and City Data Book. 

SMA* 
CODE 

none 

7620 

5080 

5080 



Table 2 COMMUNITIES OF 2,500 OR MORE INHABITANTS 

COUNTY COMMUNITY POPULATION 

Fond du Lac Fond du Lac 35,863 

Sheboygan Sheboygan 48,085 

Ozaukee Cedarburg 9,005 

Grafton 8,381 

Theinsville 3,341 
I-' 

Mequon 16,193 0 

Port Washington 8,612 

Washington West Bend 21,484 

Statistics from 1980 census as published in 1983 County and City Data Book. 
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Despite all four counties possessing a large agricultural 

production base, only Fond du Lac County is considered non

metropolitan by the Census Bureau's SMA standards. To develop 

an educational effort specifically catered toward the rural 

public, it is essential to develop a functional definition. 

Therefore, under this study I operationally define rural as 

constituting all agriculturally based residences, either in or 

out of production. With that definition in mind, this study 

will proceed by investigating the characteristics of the 

"rural" social and cultural environment as well as the charac

teristics of the "rural" adult learner. 
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III. CHARACTERISTICS OF RURAL ADULT LEARNERS 

To effectively educate rural landowners on water quality 

matters, watershed personnel must first understand their target 

population. Residents of rural communities tend to be more 

alike than people in large cities, but rural communities tend 

to be more unlike each other than are cities (Barker, 1985). 

The entire rural population cannot be treated as a single unit 

in matters of education, economic development, social and 

health needs and so on. However, despite the wide cultural and 

economic variations, there are dominant demographic and economic 

conditions associated with being designated rural. These 

include cultural homogeneity, an agricultural tradition, and 

community scale and isolation. 

Cultural Homogeneity 

Some rural areas are changing rapidly; some are not. 

Some are quietly dying because they have been forsaken by 

succeeding generations of young people. Some rural areas are 

basking in prosperity, and their residents enjoy many of the 

amenities of urban life; some rural areas remain remote and 

isolated, whose residents struggle to make ends meet (Gilford, 

1981). Regardless, each rural community has its own intrinsic 
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identity. Cultural identity of rural areas can sometimes be 

attributed to a dominant ethnic group (eg. Germans, Luxemburgers). 

In many instances a particular ethnic group settled in the 

area, and its influence, passed on through generations, has 

become engrained into the area residents. Those individuals 

who have not or do not fit the dominant culture either move or 

adopt the culture. Within some rural communities the dominant 

religious or ethnic group may carry values that run counter to 

community development. Any attempt to change or reshape the 

developed value structure is viewed as an abrasive action. In 

the rural environment conflict is perceived as undesirable, and 

change often causes conflict (Treadway, 1984). 

In a study of small-scale farmers, researchers examined 

sociological characteristics and found evidence of anti-govern

ment, anti-institutional sentiment among their respondents. Of 

those interviewed three-fifths agreed with the statement that 

the government is the main source of farmers' problems (Young, 

1979). In most cases government intervention receives resentment 

because it interferes with people's right to use land as they 

see fit. 

Another aspect of rural dynamics is that leadership has 

an informal as well as formal structure. Outside groups 

seeking to implement local programs often don't establish open 

communication channels with the informal leadership and thus 

do not receive the necessary support to be successful. Support 

from a local formal organizatiqn may not provide the legitimate 

approval needed to actually make an impact. 
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Agricultural Tradition 

Agriculture today continues to cast a great shadow of 

influence over rural communities, despite the decline in the 

family farm. As agriculture shifts to large-scale farming, 

transition is made toward a more highly sophisticated, often

specialized means of production. This agricultural transition 

has fostered growth in agriculture-related and agribusiness 

occupations. 

An agricultural tradition exerts influence not only on 

economics but also on values and characteristics. Rural areas 

are still largely oriented to the family farm. Communities 

focusing on the family farm tradition exude a sense of stability 

with change tending to be disruptive. Change has a direct 

impact on the interdependent aspects of the rural network 

(Treadway, 1984). 

The agricultural tradition can be closely linked to 

educational programming. For agriculturally oriented rural 

people, the better-supported education programs have been 

those tied either to practical skills or to the preservation 

of community values and enhancement of rural quality of life. 

Community Scale and Isolation 

Rural areas share a common characteristic in that social 

interactions bridge all major areas of life including work, 
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residence, church, and organizations. Contrary to life in 

most large cities the non-metropolitan constituency socializes, 

worships and goes to town meetings with the same people with 

whom they do business. The result is the formation of a social 

intimacy within the non-metropolitan realm. 

Non-metropolitan areas across the country differ in the 

degree of their isolation. Distances from urban centers, 

physical barriers such as mountains and weather, and the lack 

of developed transportation arteries all lead to non-metropolitan 

isolation. Of more significance to the research area is the 

concept of attitudinal isolation. Rural residents tend to be 

suspicious of or slow to respond to activities sponsored by 

outside organizations. Previous experience with hit and run or 

one-shot efforts that left no residue of effect in the community 

and were carried out with no ongoing commitment or follow-through 

has understandably contributed to this sensitivity (Treadway, 

1984). 

Cultural Identity 

Further investigation into rural value orientations 

reveals such components as self-reliance, a work ethic and 

a commitment to farming. It is particularly characteristic of 

small-scale farmers to cut costs wherever they can, and to 

rely primarily on their own resources. Many farmers delibe-
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rately avoid operations which lead to indebtedness to outside 

sources, particularly lending institutions. Cooperation among 

friends and neighbors in exchanging goods, services and infor

mation is another aspect of self-reliance. According to a 

study done on small-scale farmers in Oregon, (Young, 1981), 

neighbors and personal experience were the two greatest sources 

of information. Farm publications and the Cooperative Extension 

Service were also listed as significant information sources. 

The work ethic is a source of self-esteem for small-scale 

farmers, and in their eyes sets them apart from other people. 

A strong work ethic and a strong self-reliance attitude contribute 

greatly to the rural value orientation. 

Again referri~g to the study of small-scale farmers in 

Oregon, it was assumed prior to the study that many farmers 

might wish to leave farming if they could find better opportunities 

elsewhere. The contrary was true; 93 percent of the respondents 

wanted to stay in farming and expected to be in farming five 

years from now. It is this commitment to farming that may lead 

to the ultimate success of soil conservation and water quality 

programs. 

Educational Participation 

Comparison of the educational needs of rural adults and 

urban residents is difficult due to the relative lack of 
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research data available. The National Center for Research in 

Vocational Education concluded that there does not even appear 

to be adequate information on the nature and scope of adult 

education in rural areas. None of the state surveys reviewed 

by the Center distinguished rural from urban participants 

(Mccannon, 1985). 

The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) 

does sponsor a study which analyzes information on adult 

education participation. Entitled "Participation in Adult 

Education" the NCES study is a supplement to the current 

Population Survey conducted by the Bureau of the Census every 

three years. Those individuals surveyed are selected from 

census files with coverage in all 50 states; approximately 

60,500 households are questioned at the time of each survey. 

Of particular importance are the statistics for rural residents 

participating in programs designed for improvement and advance

ment of current jobs (Table 3). Current job improvement and 

advancement programs appear first with 1530 or 43 percent of 

the rural respondents, thus showing rural landowners have 

desires to improve on production systems. 

Researchers at the University of Tennessee at Knoxville 

related age, income and education characteristics to frequencies 

of participation. Results show that adults in the age group 

35-39 completed the highest average number of learning projects. 
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Adults in the income bracket, $16,000 - $24,000, completed more 

educational projects. An examination of the relationship 

between education and the number of learning projects reveals 

that professionals and semiprofessionals completed the highest 

average number of learning projects (Peters, 1974). 

Further examination of the characteristics of the rural 

adult learner, specifically in the research area, will be 

provided in the next section. 

Before designing and implementing an educational strategy 

in the agricultural sector educators must be aware of the 

population's cultural identity. Factors such as attitudinal 

isolation, agricultural tradition, self-reliance, 

anti-institutional sentiment and ethnic background can have a 

direct impact on the acceptance of an educational program. 



Table 3 

Reason 

Personal or Social 

Improve, Advance Current Job 

Train for New Occupation 

New Job in Current Occupation 

Other Job Related 

Train for Volunteer Work 

General Education 

Naturalization 

Other Non Job Related 

NCES survey, 1981. 

N=Number of respondents. 

REASONS FOR PARTICIPATION IN ADULT EDUCATION 
BY RESIDENTIAL STATUS 

Frequencies 
Rural 

Male Female Male 
Urban 

Female 
N=1572(13.4%) N=l986(16.9%) N=3467(29.5%) N=4729(40.2%) 

333 (21%) 744 (37%) 783 (22%) 1895 (40%) 

808 (51%) 722 (36%) 1740 (50%) 1540 (33%) 

151 (9.6%) 176 (8.8%) 311 (8.9%) 478 (10%) 

24 (1.5%) 36 (1.8%) 59 (1.7%) 99 (2.1%) 

100 (6.4%) 66 (3.3%) 182 (5.2%) 167 (3.5%) 

36 (2.3%) 27 (1.4%) 32 (. 92%) 48 (1.0%) 

103 (6.5%) 182 (9.2%) 297 (8.6%) 413 (8.7%) 

2 ( .1%) 9 ( .26%) 14 (. 29%) 

14 (. 89%) 23 (1.2%) 42 (1.2%) 54 (1.1%) 

...... 
I.O 
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IV. MILWAUKEE RIVER WATERSHEDS LANDOWNER SURVEY DEVELOPMENT 

To gain greater insight into the Milwaukee River basin 

rural community, a landowner survey was mailed. The question

naire was prepared by Gary Jackson and Harriett Moyer, of the 

University of Wisconsin Extension and Ed Nelson of the Depart

ment of Natural Resources. It was designed to investigate 

factors relating to landowner participation in the watershed 

projects and to identify personal and program characteristics 

which influence willingness to take part. Unlike the survey 

conducted on the Elk Creek, Hay River and Galena wate~sheds, 

the Milwaukee River survey was conducted prior to plan imple

mentation rather than after (Jackson and Moyer 1985). The 

intention was to survey perceptions of water quality problems 

and the types of approaches acceptable for solving the rural 

nonpoint pollution problem. Issuing the survey during this 

stage of the watersheds program will provide valuable infor

mation for the educational effort. An effective information 

and education scheme could increase landowner participation and 

lead to the ultimate success of the watersheds project. 

To begin the survey process 12 pre-surveys were hand 

delivered by county University of Extension staff. Responses 
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from the pre-survey would indicate if the survey format or 

questions should be altered prior to mailing. 

Originally, surveys were to be sent to specific regions 

within the various watersheds (Figure 3). Survey regions were 

chosen based upon their uniqueness of soil types, slopes, types 

of farming operations and basin distribution. Following 

further consideration, survey developers decided to use a 

random sampling technique. 

For each watershed a list of eligible landowners, those 

owning 20 or more acres, was obtained from the project managers, 

and a random sample was selected. The effort produced a sample 

of 456 eligible landowners. Distribution of the actual survey 

represented a random cross-section of watershed landowners 

(Figure 4). 

A preliminary letter was sent to participating landowners 

introducing the watersheds program and informing them a survey 

would be forthcoming. The anonymous questionnaires received 

code numbers corresponding to each landowner. Those individuals 

not returning the survey were sent reminder letters. 

The complete Milwaukee River watershed landowner survey 

appears in the appendix. 
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Figure 4 ACTUAL SURVEY DISTRIBUTION PATTERN 
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MILWAUKEE RIVER WATERSHED LANDOWNER SURVEY RESULTS 

To present the material in this section, I have organized 

the report into four sections. The first section offers 

insight into landowners' perceptions of water quality problems. 

In the second, the landowners' responses to various water 

quality improvement programs are discussed. The final two 

sections present local land and farm characteristics and the 

socio economic characteristics of the landowners themselves. 

As a result of the survey development efforts, 439 final 

surveys were mailed out. Of those landowners receiving question

naires, 308 or 77 percent completed and returned them. Approxi

mately 100 of these were ineligible respondents since they were 

not farming or renting out their land. The result of this 

report are based on 208 respondents. 

METHODOLOGY 

Survey analysis was conducted using the chi-square 

statistic to determine the association between the dependent 

variable and each of the independent variables. Chi-square 

values which achieved the .OS level of significance were 

accepted as being statistically significant. 
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Landowners' willingness to participate in water quality 

programs is the dependent variable examined by the survey. 

Analysis of the survey findings indicated three independent 

variables were significantly related to the dependent 

variable. 

They are: Landowners' awareness of water quality 

problems; landowers' age, and; education. 
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1. Individual Perceptions and Attitudes 

Studies of the adoption of innovations have suggested 

that farmers go through various steps in deciding whether 

to use conservation methods. These include becoming aware of 

an erosion or runoff problem, understanding the cause of the 

problem and learning about and evaluating the proposed solution 

for the problem (Nowak, 1983). 

Before landowners can be expected to install practices to 

improve water quality, they must acknowledge that a pollution 

problem exists. The Wisconsin Priority Watershed Programs are 

concerned with nonpoint source water pollution, which by 

definition does not have an easily identifiable source, thus 

making acknowledgment more difficult. 

The Survey asked landowners both whether they perceive a 

water quality problem on their land or in their community and 

whether various farm practices contribute to the problem. 

Table (4) shows the relationship between rural nonpoint 

pollution sources in the community and the degree of landowner 

perception. Of the respondents, 79 (38 percent) perceived 

soil erosion from cropland as the major source of water quality 

problems. In addition 55 landowners (26 percent) stated runoff 

of fertilizer from cropland was a significant problem. Table 

(5) illustrates how landowners perceived the various water 
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PERCEPTIONS OF WATER QUALITY PROBLEMS 
IN THE COMMUNITY 

People have different perceptions of the severity of soil and water quality 
problems in the community. Please tell us how much of a problem each of the 
following are in your community. 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)* 
Large Medium Small No 
Problem Problem Problem Problem 

1. Soil erosion from cropland 16 (7.8%) 62 (30%) 88 (43%) 42 (20%) 

2. Runoff from barnyards and feedlots 6 (2.7%) 36 (17%) 77 (37%) 89 (43%) 

3. Runoff of fertilizer from cropland 11 (5. 4%) 30 (14%) 84 (40%) 83 (40%) 

4. Runoff of agricultural chemicals 
(pesticides) 13 (6.3%) 22 (10%) 83 (40%) 90 (43%) 

s. Soil erosion from construction 
sites 6 (2.7%) 14 (6.9%) so (24%) 138 (66%) 

6. Runoff from urban lands 13 (6.3%) 17 (8%) 57 (28%) 121 (58%) 

Which one of the above do you think is the most significant cause of water 
pollution in your area? Please write the number of the most significant 
problem in blank below. 

1=79 (38%) Most significant problem 

3=55 (26%) Second most significant problem 
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quality problems on their own land. Similar to the perceptions 

of the community sources more landowners, 79 (38 percent), 

felt soil erosion from cropland was the primary water quality 

problem on their own land. 

Most of the landowners do not see major water quality 

problems on their own land. This finding lays the groundwork 

for the information and education effort. Before action can 

be taken, the landowners must perceive a problem. Table (6) 

describes the relationship between the landowners' perceptions 

of an erosion problem and their willingness to participate in a 

conservation program. Of the landowners perceiving a large 

erosion problem most would participate. Conversely, those 

landowners not perceiving a major erosion problem were unwilling 

to participate in a conservation program. Utilizing a chi-square 

test, these results were determined to be significant at the 

.05 level. 

Past research suggests that in adopting conservation 

practices many farmers are acting on the basis of a "conserva

tion ethic", or a sense of stewardship to their land, rather 

than on an economic motivation to make their farms more profitable 

or efficient (MacGaffey, 1984). Approximately 20 percent of 

the landowners (based on survey results and established county 

conservation plans) use some conservation practices on their 

land. Table (7) shows which farming practices landowners 

perceive as beneficial to improving water quality. Landowners 

felt including forages in crop rotations, installing grassed 

waterways and the use of conservation or reduced tillage were 
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Table 5 PERCEPTIONS OF WATER QUALITY PROBLEMS 
ON OWN LAND 

In your opinion, how much of a water quality problem is each of the 
following causing on the land that you own? 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)* 
Large Medium Small 
Problem Problem Problem 

1. Soil erosion from cropland 6 (3.0%) 30 (14%) 93 (45%) 

2. Runoff from barnyards/feedlots 4 (1.8%) 6 (3.0%) 60 (29%) 

3. Fertilizer runoff from cropland 4 (1. 8%) 14 (6.6%) 81 (39%) 

4. Runoff of livestock waste from 
fields 3 (1. 2%) 5 (2.4%) 51 (25%) 

5. Runoff of agricultural chemicals 6 (3.0% 14 (6.6%) 81 (39%) 

6. Runoff of highway salts 19 (9.3%) 37 (18%) 70 (34%) 

Of these which do you believe is the most significant cause of water 
pollution on the land you own? Write the number of the most important 
problem in the space below. 

1=79 (38%) Most significant problem on my land 

5=48 (22%) Second most significant problem on my land 

;',N=208 

No 
Problem 

79 (38%) 

138 (66%) 

109 (52%) 

149 (72%) 

107 (51%) 

82 (40%) 



Table 6 

Perception of 
Erosion Problem 

Large Problem 

Medium Problem 

Small Problem 

No Problem 

*N=208 

6 d.f. 
X2 =19.18 Sig . . 05 

PERCEPTIONS OF EROSION PROBLEMS 
AND PARTICIPATION 

Distribution* Willing 

6 (2.8%) 4 (67%) 

30 (14%) 8 (27%) 

128 (62%) 29 (23%) 

44 (21%) 6 (13%) 

Unwilling 

1 (17%) 

12 (40%) 

41 (32%) 

27 (62%) 

Unsure 

1 (17%) 

10 (33%) 

58 (45%) 

11 (25%) 

w 
0 



Table 7 

31 

PERCEIVED IMPACT OF PRACTICES ON 
WATER QUALITY 

Finally, we would like you to estimate the 
would have for water quality in your area. 
be beneficial, harmful or have no impact. 
"l"- don't know. 

impact each of these practices 
That is, do you think they would 

If you are not sure, just circle 

Crop rotations that include 
forages 

Terraces 

Grassed waterways 

Conservation or reduce tillage 

Lining stream banks with rocks 

Planting buffer strips next 
to streams 

Restricting livestock access 
to stream banks 

Construct livestock waste 
storage facilities 

Not spreading manure in winter 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)* 
Would be No Would be Don't 

Beneficial Impact Harmful Know 

131 (63%) 34 (16%) 1 (0.6%) 42 (20%) 

73 (35%) 56 (27%) 1 (0.6%) 78 (37%) 

120 (57%) 40 (19%) 0 (0.0%) 47 (23%) 

104 (50%) 46 (22%) 8 (3.9%) so (24%) 

57 (28%) 54 (26%) 5 (2.4%) 92 (44%) 

84 (40%) 38 (18%) 0 (0.0%) 86 (42%) 

106 (51%) 42 (20%) 4 (1.8%) 56 (27%) 

85 (41%) 48 (23%) 7 (3. 2%) 68 (33%) 

84 (40%) 63 (30%) 6 (3.0%) 55 (26%) 
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among the most beneficial practices for improving water quality. 

The Milwaukee River basin is primarily a dairy agricultural 

region, so use of forages in a crop rotation is already practiced. 

Grassed waterways and other water diversions are the most 

installed practices within the counties of the Milwaukee River 

basin. 

2. Types of Approaches Acceptable 

This section of the survey was concerned with the landowners' 

attitudes toward programs that have been proposed to reduce 

soil erosion and improve water quality. The questionnaire asks 

the landowners to comment on programs su~h as a voluntary 

cost-sharing program, and a program designed to set aside land 

adjacent to any stream. 

In response to the voluntary, cost-sharing program 100 

(48 percent) of the landowners stated they would be somewhat 

or very unlikely to sign a contract (Table 8). Among those 

landowners surveyed, 190 landowners (92 percent) stated their 

farm does not cause much of a water quality problem. Perhaps 

this is attributed to low landowner perception of water pollution 

sources. Of the respondents, 152 landowners (74 percent) felt 

the cost sharing rate was too low. Similar to the low perception 

of water quality problems, 156 landowners (75 percent) claimed 

soil erosion is not a problem on their land. 



Table 8 

33 

POTENTIAL PARTICIPATION IN VOLUNTARY 
COST SHARING PROGRAM 

The first program we would like you to consider is voluntary. Under this 
program county land conservation specialists evaluate the extent to which 
water quality problems result from soil erosion and livestock waste runoff 
from your land. They then recommend a range of conservation practices you 
might adopt. These practices include establishing grass waterways, terraces 
and diversions, conservation tillage, livestock waste storage facilities, 
and restricting livestock access to streams. 

Your participation in this program would mean: 

a. You would sign a contract agreeing to participate in the program. 

b. You would choose among a range of practices recommended for your farm 
to control runoff and improve water quality. 

c. You would receive cost sharing payments ranging from 50 to 70 percent 
of the cost of the practice adopted. 

d. If it is determined that livestock waste on your farm is causing 
a problem, you would receive cost-sharing for a manure storage 
facility. 

e. Once the practices were installed, you would be required to maintain 
them for 10 years. 

Assume that this program was going to be implemented in your area between 
1986 and 1989. You would have three years to choose to participate. How 
likely would you be to sign a contract to participate in this program? 

I would be: (CIRCLE ONE)* 

Very likely to sign a contract ....................... 17 ( 8%) 

Somewhat likely to sign a contract ................... 29 (14%) 

Not sure one way or the other ........................ 62 (30%) 

Somewhat unlikely to sign a contract ................. 19 ( 9%) 

Very unlikely to sign a contract ..................... 81 (39%) 

*N=208 
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The survey also asked landowners to respond to a program 

proposal which would pay for setting aside land adjacent to any 

stream on the landowners' property. Table (9) shows how likely 

landowners would be to sign contracts under this program. 

Nearly half of the respondents stated they had no streams on 

their land; thus they would be exempt from the program. Of the 

landowners who would be affected by a program of this type, 72 

(63 percent) would be unlikely to sign a contract. To learn 

which program components were most attractive, the landowners 

were asked why they approved or disapproved of each part of the 

proposal. Allowing public access and the set aside payment 

proposals received great disapproval. For the 5 percent set 

aside payment 144 respondents (70 percent} stated the rate was 

too low. Regarding the public access proposal 177 respondents 

(85 percent) disapproved. In follow up discussions with the 

surveyed landowners, the insurance liability was brought out as 

the major reason for opposing public access. 

Additionally the surveyed landowners were asked to comment 

on proposals for required participation. Table (10) shows a 

slight majority of the respondents supporting required partici

pation. These survey results support my field interviews. 

Landowners claim those individuals who don't voluntarily 

participate often have the water quality and soil erosion 

problems. Many landowners felt the noncooperating individuals 

should be required to participate. 
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To assure adequate food and fiber production, in the 

short run, the federal government provides a system of price 

supports for essential commodities and seeks to stabilize 

production at desirable levels by various set-aside or 

crop-diversion programs. The surveyed landowners were asked 

if they should be required to follow conservation practices to 

remain eligible for federal price supports. Table (10) shows 

129 (62 percent) agree with this type of cross-compliance. 
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Table 9 POTENTIAL PARTICIPATION IN SET ASIDE PROGRAM 

A second proposal has been made for a program that focuses primarily on 
improving water quality in your watershed. Under this program you would be 
paid to set aside land adjacent to any stream on your property. 

Under this proposal: 

a. You would receive, each year, a cost payment equal to 5% of the 
assessed value of the land set aside. 

b. Be required to maintain vegetative cover on the land for ten 
years. 

c. Set aside a strip of land 75 feet wide on each side of the stream 
on your ·property. 

d. Be required to allow public access for fishing. 

Assume that this program would be implemented in your area between 1986 and 
1989. How likely do you think you would be to sign a contract to participate 
in this program? 

Would you be: (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER)* 

I have no streams on my land and 
would not be eligible for this .................. 93 (45%) 

Very likely to sign a contract ................... 7 (3.2%) 

Somewhat likely to sign a contract .............. 10 (4.8%) 

Not sure one way or the other ................... 26 (13%) 

Somewhat unlikely to sign a contract ............ 17 (8%) 

Very unlikely to sign a contract ................ 55 (27%) 

*N=2O8 
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Table 10 POTENTIAL SUPPORT OF REQUIRED PARTICIPATION 

Now here are some statements on participation in soil and water conservation 
programs. Please tell us how strongly you agree or disagree with each of 
these statements: 

Those who do not participate in voluntary projects should be required to 
follow recommended practices if water quality does not improve. 

(CIRCLE ONE)·k 
Strongly agree ............................... 30 (14%) 

Agree ........................................ 94 ( 45%) 

Disagree ..................................... 49 (24%) 

Strongly disagree ............................ 35 (17%) 

Regulations are needed to get the level of landowner cooperation necessary 
to protect water quality from the pollution caused by farming. 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Strongly agree ............................... 23 ( 11 %) 

Agree ........................................ 86 ( 42%) 

Disagree ..................................... 62 (30%) 

Strongly disagree ............................ 37 (18%) 

Farmers should be required to follow recommended soil and water conservation 
practices to remain eligible for USDA commodity price support programs. 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Strongly agree ............................... 48 (23%) 

Agree ........................................ 81 (39%) 

Disagree ..................................... 46 (22%) 

Strongly disagree ............................ 33 (16%) 

*N=208 
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3. Land and Farm Characteristics 

Farms differ not only in the sources and extent of 

pollution, and the methods of control needed, but also in the 

farm resources available to implement the conservation practices. 

This section provides an impression of the area farms, focusing 

on the kinds of commodities produced, the size of operations, 

and the number of animals owned. 

Dairy farmers have been most receptive to the watershed 

projects. Participation is higher among dairy farmers than 

among nondairy livestock farmers or among farmers who have no 

animals or too few animals to qualify for cost sharing funds 

(Jackson and Moyer, 1985). Table (11) shows the type and 

number of livestock held by the landowners. Nearly one-half 

(44 percent) of the landowners kept dairy animals. Partici

pation is higher for dairy farmers because unlike the nondairy 

farmer or cash grain farmer, it is more profitable for dairy 

operators to include legumes and forage crops in their field 

rotations. Legumes and forage crops provide an essential cover 

crop to reduce erosion of tilled soils, as well as livestock 

feed. 
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Table 11 TYPE AND NUMBER OF LIVESTOCK ON FARMS 

~ Number* Sample Description 

X N** % 

Dairy Animals 82.40 91 44% 

Beef Animals 23.84 57 27 

Swine 43.91 23 11 

Horses 6.04 28 13 

Total 199 95% 

* The number of animals is given in animal units, a 
standardized measure of size of operation used in 
allocating funds for animal waste disposal practices. 

** N=208 
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Historically, cash grain farmers have been less accepting 

of conservation practices, since they are primarily concerned 

with gross production (MacGaffey, 1984). Cash grain farmers, 

compared to those with more diverse operations, also have fewer 

options available for controlling erosion without significant 

alterations in their farming methods. These factors may limit 

participation in the soil erosion control aspects of the 

watershed programs. Consequently it is beneficial to know the 

extent of commodity production in the watershed. Approximately 

one-half (51 percent) of the surveyed landowners earned on the 

average 50 percent of their farm income from producing grain 

and/or forage crops (Table 12). With a greater number of 

landowners producing grain and forage crops, and earning nearly 

half their income from those crops, conservationists have more 

options for controlling erosion. 

An additional deterrent to participation in the watershed 

program focuses on the land tenure status. Previous studies 

have shown that owners who do not farm the land themselves are 

less likely to adopt conservation practices than are owner/ 

operators (Ervin, 1982). Often the landowner is unaware of 

erosion or pollution problems on rental property. In addition 

the landlord may be more concerned with short term economic 

returns from the property than preservation of the land for the 

future. Likewise, farmers who rent the land they operate are 



Table 12 

COMMODITY 

Grain and/or forage crops 

Fruit and/or vegetable crops 

Dairy 

Other livestock 

Other commodities 

SOURCES OF FARM INCOME 

INCOME PERCENTAGE 

X* 
50.05% 

38.63 

84.68 

28.95 

32.75 

*Percentage of respondents' 1985 farm income. 
**N=208 

Total 

SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION 

N** % 

106 51% 

27 13 

76 36 

56 27 

20 10 
285 
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less likely to implement conservation practices. Unless he 

intends to purchase the land, the renter is unlikely to reap 

any long term economic benefits from conservation on the rental 

property. The landowner survey revealed that nearly half the 

respondents (45 percent) rented land out in the past year. Of 

the 93 landowners who rented out land, 35 respondents (37 

percent) stated conservation practices were used on the rented 

land. Of the 93 landlords, 8 required renters to utilize 

conservation practices. Table (13) presents the relationship 

between farm tenure status and the operator's willingness to 

participate. The cross-tabulated data indicates 45 landlords 

(50 percent) would be unwilling to participate in a conservation 

program. The chi-square test determined these statistics were 

not significant at the .05 level. The percent unwilling may be 

inflated due to the number of landowners who stated conservation 

practices are already employed on their rented land. 

It is important also to recognize why the individuals own 

their land. Income from crops or livestock was cited as the 

major reason for land ownership by 88 (42 percent) of the 

landowners. Second was ownership for residence. Finally, the 

third most important reason cited was personal attachment. 

A significant number of landowners (41 percent) were not 

sure how much longer they planned to own their land. Landowners 

with intentions of farming for ten or more years or passing the 

land on to family members are more likely to participate. When 

asked who will take over the land 122 (58 percent) of the 

landowners stated a family member will assume ownership. 



Table 13 

Farm Tenure 
Status 

Rent out land 
No 

Yes 

Work rented land 
No 

Yes 

*N=208 

2 d. f. 
X2 =3.73 N. S. .05 

FARM TENURE STATUS AND 
WILLINGNESS TO PARTICIPATE 

Distribution* Willing 

118 (57%) 31 (26%) 

90 (43%) 17 (19%) 

126 (61%) 23 (18%) 

82 (39%) 24 (29%) 

Unwilling Unsure 

52 (44%) 35 (30%) 

45 (50%) 28 (31%) 

65 (52%) 38 (30%) 

34 (41%) 24 (30%) 

.i::. 
w 
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4. Landowner Characteristics 

Not all farmers are receptive to utilizing conservation 

practices in their operations. Studies of the adoption of 

practices have shown significant variations in adoption by the 

farmer's age, education and income level. These factors must be 

considered because they affect the understanding of pollution 

problems and potential solutions, as well as the financial and 

managerial resources available to the farmer (Jackson and 

Moyer, 1985). 

Studies reveal that younger farmers are more likely than 

older to experiment with innovative practices for curbing 

erosion and pollution problems (Bultena and Hoiberg, 1983). 

Table (14) illustrates the relationship between the landowners' 

age and willingness to participate in conservation programs. 

The data from the Milwaukee River landowner survey supports the 

findings of previous studies. The age difference reflects not 

only attitudes but also differences in future plans. Older 

landowners on their way out of farming _often do not want to 

invest the time and resources to install conservation practices. 

The survey reveals that half the landowners are over age 55, 



Table 14 

Age 

Younger than 36 

36 - 55 

56 - 66 

Older than 66 

*N=208 

6 d. f. 
X2=28.25 Sig . . 05 

AGE AND WILLINGNESS 
TO PARTICIPATE 

Distribution* Willing 

15 (7.2%) 7 (47%) 

91 (44%) 28 (31%) 

50 (24%) 12 (24%) 

52 (25%) 0 (0.0%) 

Unwilling Unsure 

5 (33%) 3 (20%) 

33 (36%) 30 (33%) 

24 (48%) 14 (28%) 

37 (71%) 15 (29%) 
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with half of that group being over 66 years old. In a similar 

study conducted on the Elk, Galena and Hay River watersheds of 

Wisconsin, there was a statistically significant relationship 

between age and participation in the watershed program. The 

younger the landowner, the more likely he/she is to have signed 

a contract (Jackson and Moyer, 1985). 

Education 

Additional studies have found that those individuals with 

higher levels of education are more likely to adopt conservation 

practices (MacGaffey, 1984). Increased levels of education 

tend to increase awareness of pollution problems as well as 

possible corrective techniques. The data from the Milwaukee 

River watershed survey, as presented in Table (15) supports 

the previous studies. The landowner survey shows 

that 70 percent of the respondents were high school graduates. 

Table (16) also shows that 35 percent of the landowners have 

had some additional schooling after high school graduation. 

Income 

Contrary to the common perception that large scale farms 

are less concerned about the environment, large scale farmers 



Table 15 

Education Level 

Less than High 
School graduate 

High School graduate 

Greater than High 
School graduate 

*N=208 

4 d. f. 
X2=13.76 Sig .. 05 

EDUCATION AND WILLINGNESS 
TO PARTICIPATE 

Distribution* 

64 (30%) 

71 (35%) 

73 (35%) 

Willing 

4 (6%) 

17 (24%) 

27 (37%) 

Unwilling 

40 (62%) 

32 (45%) 

27 (37%) 

Unsure 

20 (32%) 

22 (31%) 

19 (26%) 

.i::,. 

-..J 
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Table 16 LANDOWNER EDUCATION 

What is the highest level of school you have completed? 

(CIRCLE ONE);\-

Eighth grade or less .............................. 41 (19%) 

Some high school. ................................. 22 (10%) 

High school graduate .............................. 74 (35%) 

Vocational school graduate ........................ 14 (6.8%) 

Some college ...................................... 31 ( 15%) 

Two year associate degree .......................... 3 (1. 5%) 

Bachelor's degree ................................. 17 ( 8. 3%) 

Master's degree .................................... 3 (1.5%) 

Advanced degree (Ph.D, MD etc) ..................... 5 (1.5%) 
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are more likely than smaller ones to adopt new conservation 

practices (Bultena and Hoiberg, 1983). Table (17) shows the 

distribution of the farms in the sample by gross income from 

farm sales and gross family income from all sources. 

The majority of the farms in the study are relatively 

small. One third of the farms gross under $20,000. There is 

a significant relationship between the landowner's age and the 

total acres farmed. Nearly three-quarters of the landowners 

over age 55 farm less than 160 acres. Participation in the 

watershed project is likely to be greater among those who 

own more land. 

Table (18) presents data on the relationship between 

percentage of farm source income and the willingness of a 

landowner to participate in conservation programs. The data 

does not support the perception that large scale farms are more 

likely to adopt new conservation practices. 

5. Conclusions 

The purpose of this survey was to identify local rural 

characteristics which may improve the level of participation 

in the watershed project. The information gathered will be 

used to develop an educational effort more specifically catered 

to the constituents of the Milwaukee River basin. 



Table 17 
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GROSS INCOME FROM FARM SALES AND 
ADDITIONAL FAMILY INCOME 

How would you classify your farming operation in terms of gross income 
from farm sales in 1985? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
None .............................................. 54 (26%) 

Less than $20,000 ................................. 68 (33%) 

$20,000 to $39,999 ................................ 21 (10%) 

$40,000 to $59,999 ................................ 10 (5. 0%) 

$60,000 to $99,999 ................................ 21 (10%) 

$100,000 to $149,999 .............................. 20 (10%) 

$150,000 to $199,999 .............................. 10 (5.0%) 

$200,000 to $249,999 ............................... 3 ( 1. 5%) 

$250,000 to $449,999 ............................... 1 (0.5%) 

More than $500,000 ......................•.......... 0 ( 0. 0%) 

What was your approximate gross family income (before taxes) from all 
sources in 1985 (i.e. farm+non-farm). 

(PLEASE CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 
Less than $20,000 ................................. 64 (31 %) 

$20,000 to $39,999 ................................ 61 (29%) 

$40,000 to $59,999 ................................ 26 (13%) 

$60,000 to $99,999 ................................ 30 (14%) 

$100,000 to $149,999 .............................. 20 (10%) 

$150,000 to $199,999 ............................... 4 (2.0%) 

$200,000 to $249,999 ............................... o (0.0%) 

$250,000 to $500,000 ............................... 3 (1.5%) 

More than $500,000 ................................. 0 ( 0. 0%) 



Table 18 

Percent of Income 
From Farm Sources 

Less than 34% 

34 - 66% 

Greater than 66% 

*N=208 

4 d. f. 
X2=4.4 N.S .. 05 

PERCENT OF FARM SOURCE INCOME AND 
WILLINGNESS TO PARTICIPATE 

Distribution* Willingness Unwillingness 

109 (53%) 

25 (12%) 

74 (35%) 

26 (24%) 

8 (30%) 

19 (25%) 

51 (47%) 

10 (40%) 

31 (42%) 

Unsure 

32 (29%) 

8 (30%) 

24 (33%) 

u, 
I--' 
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From the survey data it can be concluded that the younger, 

more educated owner/operators are more likely to participate. 

For this group especially environmental concerns tend to 

outweigh economic factors, although farmers still largely 

consider the cost share rates. Landowners are more aware of 

water quality problems in their community and less aware of 

those same problems on their own land. There also is a slight 

relationship between land tenure and willingness to participate. 

Landlords are less willing to participate than owner/operators. 

The goals of the watershed project primarily support the 

interests of those who use the water and land resources for 

recreation. Since landowners are not concerned with the 

recreational benefits, landowners might be more receptive if 

their participation was linked to the broader goals of the 

community. 

The purpose of this study is not to show which socio

economic variable has greater impact on willingness to partici

pate. The likely colinearity of the independent variables 

included in this study makes it difficult to assess the relative 

importance or contribution of any one variable. 
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V. INVENTORY OF EXISTING INFORMATION AND 

EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS 

This portion of the study was designed to determine the 

extent to which publications have been produced on nonpoint 

pollution. To accomplish this, counties participating in 

priority watershed programs were contacted and asked to forward 

information and educational materials. The effort produced a 

significant lack of quality publications. 

Once the materials file was developed and reviewed, the 

publications were organized into several categories. A 

complete listing follows. 

Animal Waste Utilization 

Animal Waste as A Pollutant or Resource 

* Improving Animal Waste Management and Water Quality In 

Waukesha County 

Manure: What Is It Worth? 

Taking Advantage of Manure Credits 

Waste Utilization Plan Worksheet 



54 

Conservation Tillage 

Conservation Tillage Equipment: Getting The Most For 

Your Money 

Conservation Tillage For Dairy Farms 

Conservation Tillage Handbook 

Manitowoc County Conservation Tillage Directory 

Soil Fertility Guidelines For Conservation Tillage Corn 

Crop Residue 

Crop Residue To Prevent Erosion 

Erosion Control Plan 

Lincoln County Erosion Control Plan: How Will It Effect 

You? 

Groundwater 

Groundwater and Winnebago County 

* Karst: Affects On Groundwater Quality 

* Nitrate In Wisconsin Groundwater: Sources and Concerns 

Herbicide 

Some Herbicide Treatments For Short Rotation Corn 
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Soil Loss 

* 

Estimating Soil Losses On Cropland 

Preventing Soil Erosion and Improving Water Quality In 

Fond du Lac County 

Stripcropping 

Urban 

Stripcropping Save$ Facts Summary 

Landscape Practices Can Help Clean up The Lakes And 

Streams In The Turtle Creek Watershed 

* Nonpoint Pollution: How Wisconsin Cities Affect Water 

Quality 

Watershed Introductions and Newsletters 

* Cleaner Waters In The Milwaukee River Basin 

* East-West Branches Watershed Newsletter 

Landowner Procedure Checklist: For Participants In The 

Kewaunee River Watershed Project 

* Lower Eau Claire River Watershed Newsletter 

* Milwaukee River Priority Watersheds Program 

* Nonpoint Pollution: Agricultural Runoff In Wisconsin 

* Oconomowoc River Watershed Newsletter 
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Watershed Packets 

Contain: newsletter, conservation practice descriptions, 

watershed program timetable, list of contact people, 

landowner procedure list. 

* Kewaunee River Watershed Packet 

* Turtle Creek Watershed Packet 

Watershed Tour Guide 

S.E. Watershed Association Conservation Trail 

*Publications recommended as guides for other material development. 

Most of the publications developed by the Land Conservation 

Departments focused on the sources of pollutants and on practices 

landowners can implement to eliminate the causes. To aid 

landowners in identifying pollution sources county personnel 

have also developed fact sheets for estimating soil loss and 

evaluating manure management situations. With the increasing 

concern for groundwater contamination, some of the counties 

have developed fact sheets dealing with the environmental 

issue. 

Informative and educational materials on agricultural 

practices have primarily focused on conservation tillage. 

Developed materials range from a list of county landowners who 

employ some form of conservation tillage to a very extensive 
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44 page conservation tillage handbook. The counties' concent

ration on soil preservation handouts is probably attributed to 

their large-scale involvement in such programs as Conservation 

Reserve, Farmland Preservation, and Erosion Control. 

Another focus of information and educational material 

has been on the watershed newsletters. Watershed newsletters 

are produced either by counties individually or in conjunction 

with the University of Wisconsin - Extension. Newsletters 

typically contain a general introduction to the priority 

watershed projects, a description of the program components and 

what they mean to the landowner, practices being installed and 

upcoming events. 

Most of the current publications on the nonpoint pollution 

problem have been produced by the University of Wisconsin -

Extension Service. This is primarily because the counties 

involved in the watershed projects don't have the necessary 

time, materials and expertise to develop quality information 

and education publications. 

Technical farming publications can be a useful aid in the 

education of the farming community. To successfully generate 

quality materials, county personnel must accurately communicate 

their needs to Cooperative Extension personnel. Also to be 

successful, the authors and distributors need to know what 

proportion of the rural population receives, reads and applies 

these publications. Background facts, such as age, education, 

income and other personal characteristics can be useful in 

assessing the impact of publications. 
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A study of Ontario farmers sought to determine the 

relationship of personal characteristics such as age, income 

and education to the receipt of technical agricultural publica

tions (Bell, 1970). The findings reveal a colinear relationship 

between the receipt of publications and personal characteristics. 

A higher percentage of respondents in the age group 41-50 

received one or two publications than either older or younger 

age groups. The relationship to education showed a general 

increase in the number of publications received with higher 

levels of education. In the relationship with net family 

income, the study showed as income increased, so did the 

receipt of publications. 
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Summary 

Following the collection of existing information and 

education materials, it can be concluded that too little has 

been developed. Watershed educators can take the materials 

gathered and use them as guidelines for developing additional 

publications. I recommend using the materials which have been 

marked on the list by asterisk. The recommended publications 

exemplify good text and aesthetics. 

There is an immediate need for publications which discuss 

conservation practices in detail. Following onsight visits to 

discuss conservation plan recommendations, county soil techni

cians need quality materials that discuss conservation practice 

components to leave with landowners for future reference. 
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS TO DEVELOP SUCCESSFUL 

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION MODELS 

An effective educational program can be used to diffuse 

new ideas and technology. It also represents an area of micro

social change. To develop a program many local characteristics 

must be taken into account. This study has documented character

istics of the rural social and cultural environment, character

istics of the rural adult learner and socioeconomic character

istics of rural landowners in the Milwaukee River basin. 

This section is devoted to presenting educational recom

mendations for the priority watershed projects. Before developing 

recommendations this study analyzed the factors related to the 

adoption of farm practices. Research revealed different stages 

in the adoption process, identified as awareness, interest, 

trial, evaluation and adoption (Rogers, 1982). Lanham (1970) 

defines adoption as an observed behavioral act whereby the 

farmer uses new farm practices. 

Lanham in his study reviewed over one hundred different 

sources which related to the adoption of new agricultural 

ideas and technology. The literature showed four factors 

relating to adoption: the communication factor, personal 

factors, structural factors, and the participation factor. 
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The communication factor included the influences of such 

sources as the mass media as well as friends and neighbors. 

Each source took on a greater level of importance at different 

times in the process. When the farmer first contemplated using 

a new practice he sought the advice of family and friends. 

When he began applying the practice he sought the advice of 

agricultural specialists. 

Directly related to adoption are personal factors such as 

age, education, family, values, and influence of the community. 

Participation in educational offerings increases exposure to 

new alternative agricultural practices. Increased age has a 

negative influence. Older landowners have greater difficulty 

accepting new ideas. Also in many cases the farmer is phasing 

out of his operation and has no desire to change. The community 

also has impact on adoption. If the community is conservative, 

the farmer will have reservations about adopting the practice. 

Self perception is also important. If the landowner perceives 

himself as an innovator, then adoption is more likely. 

Structural factors such as available machinery and the 

size of the operation influence adoption. Generally those 

landowners who operate larger and more specialized farms are 

more likely to adopt new practices. 
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Finally, the participation factor plays a significant 

role. The literature indicates those who participate in 

formal organizations tend to adopt more new practices. 

Recommendations 

Following synthesis of the material researched for this 

study, recommendations can be presented for developing an 

educational effort. 

Recommendations for the priority watershed projects are these: 

1. The Cooperative Extension Service has traditionally 

served as an instrument to diffuse new ideas and practices. 

Since Extension has achieved a high level of credibility 

on the local level, it should continue to be instrumental 

in developing the educational effort. 

2. Outside groups seeking to promote local programs often 

are not in communication with the informal leadership and 

thus do not receive the necessary support to be successful. 

Integrating farm organizations into educational programming 

will help educators reach the community's informal structure. 
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3. Consultation with local technical field offices such as 

the Soil Conservation Service, Agricultural Stabilization 

and Conservation Service, and the Land Conservation 

Department will provide educators with the names of 

farmers who are local innovators and informal leaders. 

4. Awareness enhancement through the mass media, county and 

Extension publications, and even church bulletins will 

stimulate increased awareness and interest to facilitate 

learning. If people feel the problem is a serious one, 

they would support action even when they are not well 

informed about it. 

5. For agriculturally oriented rural people, the better 

supported adult education programs haye been those that 

were linked either to practical skills or to preservation 

of community values and enhancement of the rural quality 

of life. 

6. Information should be geared to the various age groups. 

Educators must not overlook the potential impact of 

working with school groups and youth oriented organizations 

such as 4H and the Future Farmers of America. Increasing 

awareness and interest in the youthful mind can spark 
\ I 

family discussions. Also with the solution of the nonpoint 

pollution problem being long-term, it is most beneficial 

to educate our future farm operators. 
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7. Educators should develop separate materials specifically 

catering to the different needs of the owner-operators 

and the landlords. 

8. Groundwater contamination is becoming a forerunner in 

environmental concerns. Priority watershed educators 

should try to link their efforts to those surrounding the 

groundwater quality issues. 

9. Materials must be developed to support county staff. 

Personnel with county technical field offices often do 

not have the necessary time and expertise to develop 

quality information materials. The Milwaukee River 

Watershed Survey shows landowners would be most interested 

in receiving information on how to determine if their farm 

practices cause water quality problems and how tenants and 

landlords can negotiate the installation and use of 

cost-shared practices. 
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10. To soften the anti-institutional sentiment, educators 

with the Land Conservation Departments, Department of 

Natural Resources or Cooperative Extension should involve 

the farmers in program planning, and allow them to retain 

some control as the program develops. 

11. Rural residents need educational support services appro

priate to their age, education and level of skills and 

resource availability. Rural residents also need education 

and training that empower them to be agents of change in 

their communities, to become empowered to effect economic 

and social decisions that will determine the future 

quality of life. 

Postscript 

Even though the roots of adult education can be traced 

back more than a century, rural adult education is still in 

its embryonic stage. The recommendations provided by this 

study are not all inclusive. As more information is gathered 

on the rural adult learner the educational program can be 

revised to more effectively reach the target population. 

To save valuable time implementing an educational 

strategy some of the findings of the Milwaukee River Landowner 

survey can be generalized to other watershed projects. 
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Socioeconomic conditions such as age, income, education, 

ownership tenure status and type of farming operations remain 

watershed specific variables and thus should be reinventoried 

under each watershed project. The inventory results revealing 

individual perceptions and attitudes on water quality problems 

and solutions I feel are more similar throughout the agricultural 

sector and thus perhaps can be transferred to other watershed 

programs. 
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VII. APPENDIX 
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Milwaukee River Watershed Program , 

State and local Cooperation to Improve Water 

Qual1tY 

It is important that this questionnaire be completed by the person to whom it 
was addressed. Please try to answer what you believe to be true for you. 
The best answer is the one which most closely reflects your own feelings and 
beliefs, or what you actually did. 
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SECTION I: SOIL EROSION AND WATER QUALITY CONCERNS 

In this first section of the questionnaire we are interested in soil 
erosion and water quality concerns you may have. We are also interested in 
the types of conservation practices you use on your farm. 

1. For the purposes of this study we are interested in those landowners 
who are either actively farming or who rent out land to others for 
farming. What is your involvement in farming? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
I am currently farming ......................................... 1 

I am f~rming, but rent out land to others for farming .......... 2 

I am not a farmer .. (PLEASE STOP AND RETURN THIS SURVEY) ........ 3 

2. People have different perceptions of t~e severity of soil and water 
quality problems in the community. Please tell us how must of problem 
each of the following are in your community. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Soil erosion from cropland 

Runoff from barnyards and feedlots 

Runoff of fertilizer from cropland 

Runoff of agricultural chemicals 
(pesticides) 

Soil erosion from construction 
sites 

Runoff from urban lands 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) 
Large Medium Small No 
Problem Problem Problem Problem 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

Which one of the above do you think is the most significant cause of water 
pollution in your area? Please write the number of the most significant 
problem in blank below. 

Most significant problem 

Second most significant problem 



70 

3. What kind of water frontage, if any, does your farm have? 

(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

No water frontage--PLEASE GO TO QUESTION-5 ........... 1 

Lake frontage ........................................ 2 

Pond frontage ........................................ 3 

Stream frontage ...................................... 4 

River frontage ....................................... 5 

4. In your opinion, how must of a water quality problem are each of the 
following causing on the land that your own? 

1. Soil erosion from cropland 

2. . Runoff from barnyards/feedlots 

3. Fertilizer runoff from cropland 

4. Runoff of livestock waste from 
fields 

5. Runoff of agricultural chemicals 

6. Runoff of highway salts 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) 
Large Medium Small No 
Problem Problem Problem Problem 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

5. Of these which do you believe is the most significant cause of water 
pollution on the land you own? Write the number of the most important 
problem in the space below. 

Most significant problem on my land 

Second most significant problem on my land 
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6. Now we would like to know about how much of your cropland is subject 
to erosion and how serious you think the problem is. We realize that 
it is difficult to estimate the severity of soil erosion on your land 
so just give your best guess for each of the following categories. 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Soil erosion is a: 

Large problem on the land I farm ........................... 4 

Medium problem on the land I farm .......................... 3 

Small problem on the land I farm ........................... 2 

No problem on the land I farm .............................. 1 

These next questions refer to management practices that you may be 
using to control soil erosion on your farm. We are also interested 
in your views on the compatibility and profitability of these 
practices with your farming operation. 

7. Which, if any, of the following practices are you currently using on 
the land that you own? 

(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Crop rotations including forages ..................... 1 

Terraces ............................................. 2 

Grassed Waterways .................................... 3 

Conservation or reduced tillage ...................... 4 

Lining streams with rocks ............................ 5 

Maintaining buffer strips near streams ............... 6 

Restricting livestock access to streams .............. 7 

Livestock waste storage facility ..................... 8 

No winter spreading of livestock wastes .............. 9 
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8. Whether you have used them or not, we are interested in how profitable 
you think each of the following practices are or would be on your 
farm. If you could not use these practices on your land just circle 
"O" -- not applicable. 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) 
Break 

Profitable Even 

Crop rotations including forages ....... 3 2 

Terraces ............................... 3 2 

Grassed waterways ...................... 3 2 

Conservation or reduced tillage ........ 3 2 

Lining stream banks with rocks ......... 3 2 

Buffer strips near streams ............. 3 2 

Restrict livestock access to streams ... 3 2 

Livestock waste storage facilities ..... 3 2 

Not spreading livestock waste 
in the winter .......................... 3 2 

Not Not 
Profitable Applic 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

9. In your view, how compatible would the following practices be with 
your current crops, facilities and machinery? That is how much change 
would be required for you to use each of the following practices? IF 
YOU ARE CURRENTLY USING ONE OF THESE PRACTICES PLEASE CIRCLE 1 -
"Require no changes". If you could not use them, just circle "O". 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) 
A lot of Some Require Not 

change change no change Applic 

Crop rotations including forages ....... 3 

Terraces ............................... 3 

Grassed waterways ...................... 3 

Conservation or reduced tillage ........ 3 

Lining stream banks with rocks ......... 3 

Buffer strips near streams ............. 3 

Restrict livestock access to streams ... 3 

Livestock waste storage facilities ..... 3 

No winter spreading of livestock waste.3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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10. In your opinion, how much additional time and labor would these 
practices require if you adopted them on your farm? That is, would 
the adoption of these practices cost you a lot of time and labor, 
some time and labor, or no additional time and labor. If you 
are using a particular practice circle option 2 - "no change. If 
you could not use one of these practices on your land, just circle 
"1" for not applicable. 

Crop rotations that 
include forages 

Terraces 

Grassed waterways 

Conservation or 
reduce tillage 

Lining stream banks 
with rocks 

Planting buffer strips 
next to streams 

Restricting livestock 
access to streams 

Construct livestock 
waste storage 

Not spread manure 
in winter 

(CIRCLE 
Lot of Time 

and Labor 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) 
Some Time Require Not 
and Labor No Change Applic 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 
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11. Finally, we would like you to estimate the impact of each of these 
practices would be for water quality in your area. That is, do you 
think they would be beneficial, harmful or have no impact. If you 
are not sure, just circle "1"- don't know. 

Crop rotations that include 
forages 

Terraces 

Grassed waterways 

Conservation or reduce tillage 

Lining stream banks with rocks 

Planting buffer strips next 
to streams 

Restricting livestock access 
to stream banks 

Construct livestock waste 
storage facilities 

Not spreading manure in winter 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) 
Would be No Would be Don't 

Beneficial Impact Harmful Know 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 
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12. Landowners sometimes need additional information about various 
conservation practices in order to install and to use them effectively. 
Please tell us how interested you would be in receiving information 
on each of the following subjects. 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) 
Somewhat Not 

Information on: Interested Interested Interested 

1. How to determine if your farm practices 
cause water quality problems 3 

2. Who to contact for technical and 
financial assistance for 
installing practices 

3. Economic costs and benefits 
of recommended practices 

4. Selection, storage and 
application of chemicals 

5. How recommended practices will 
fit in your overall operation 

6. The Milwaukee watershed project 
and what it means for you 

7. Barnyard runoff control, storage 
and application of wastes 

8. Applicability and use of 
conservation tillage on your farm 

9. How tenants and landlords can 
negotiate the installation and use 
of cost-shared practices 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

From the above kins of information, please tell 
most interested in receiving information about. 
spaces below. 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

us which two you would be 
Write the number in the 

Most interested in receiving information about 

Second most interested in receiving information about 
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SECTION II: POLICIES TO PROTECT WATER QUALITY 

In this next section we are interested in your attitudes towards programs 
that have been proposed to reduce soil erosion and improve water quality. 
We want to know how willing you would be to participate in such programs 
and what concerns you might have. 

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY 

1. The first program we would like you to consider is voluntary. Under 
this program county land conservation specialists evaluate the extent 
to which water quality problems result from soil erosion and livestock 
waste runoff from your land. They then recommend a range of conser
vation practices you might adopt. These practices include establishing 
grass waterways, terraces and diversions, conservation tillage, livestock 
waste storage facilities, and restricting livestock access to streams. 

Your participation in this program would mean: 

a. You would sign a contract agreeing to participate in the program. 

b. You would choose among a range of practices recommended for 
your farm to control runoff and improve water quality. 

c. You would receive cost sharing payments ranging from 50 to 70 
percent of the cost of the practice adopted. 

d. If it is determined that livestock waste on your farm is causing 
a problem, you would receive cost-sharing for a manure storage 
facility. 

e. Once the practices were installed, you would be required to 
maintain them for 10 years. 

Assume that this program was going to be implemented in your area 
between 1986 and 1989. You would have three years to choose to 
participate. How likely would you be to sign a contract to 
participate in this program? 

I would be: (CIRCLE ONE) 

Very likely to sign a contract ....................... ! 

Somewhat likely to sign a contract ................... 2 

Not sure one way or the other ........................ 3 

Somewhat unlikely to sign a contract .........•....... 4 

Very unlikely to sign a contract ..................... 5 
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2. Your decision to participate in the above program may have been based 
on a number of considerations. For each of the statements below 
please tell us how strongly you agree or disagree. 

The level of cost sharing 
is too low 

I believe I should do my 
part to protect water quality 

I plan to leave farming in 
the next year or so 

I don't want someone telling me 
which practices to put on my land 

Soil erosion is a problem 
on my land 

The practices must be 
maintained for too long 

My farm will benefit from 
better waste management 

The practices are too expensive 

My farm isn't causing much of 
a water quality problem 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) 
Strongly Strongly 

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

PLEASE TELL US ABOUT ANY OTHER CONCERNS YOU HAVE ABOUT THIS PROGRAM 
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3. A second proposal has been made for a program that focuses primarily 
on improving water quality in your watershed. Under this program you 
would be paid to set aside land adjacent to any stream on your property. 

Under this proposal: 

a. You would receive, each year, a cost payment equal to 5% of 
the assessed value of the land set aside. 

b. Be required to maintain vegetative cover on the land for 
ten years. 

c. Set aside a strip of land 75 feet wide on each side of the 
stream on your property. 

d. Be required to allow public access for fishing. 

Assume that this program would be implemented in your area between 
1986 and 1989. How likely do you think you would be to sign a 
contract to participate in this program? 

Would you be: (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 
I have no streams on my land and 
would not be eligible for this ................... O 

Very likely to sign a contract ....... _ ............ 5 

Somewhat likely to sign a contract ............... 4 

Not sure one way or the other .................... 3 

Somewhat unlikely to sign a contract ............. 2 

Very unlikely to sign a contract ................. 1 

4. You may approve or disapprove of different parts of this proposal. 
We would like to know how you evaluate each part. Even if you have 
no streams on your property, please give us your opinion. 

The 5 percent set aside payment is (CIRCLE ONE) 

Too High .................................... 1 

Just Right .................................. 2 

Too Low ..................................... 3 
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(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 
App rove .......................................... 1 

Don ' t Ca re ....................................... 2 

Disapprove ....................................... 3 

Is the time required to maintain the 
land in vegetative cover: 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Too long ......................................... 1 

Just right ....................................... 2 

Too short ........................................ 3 

Is the width of the strip 
to be maintained: 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Too long ......................................... 1 

Just right ....................................... 2 

Too narrow ....................................... 3 

5. A number of proposals have been made for compensating farmers for 
participating in the above set aside proposal. Please tell us how 
strongly you approve or disapprove of the following compensation 
plans: 

A single lump sum payment to the 
farmer for setting aside land 

Annual payments equal to 5% 
of the value of set aside land 

Exempt set aside land from taxes 
for the duration of program 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE) 
APPROVE NEUTRAL DISAPPROVE 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 



80 

Now here are some statements on participation in soil and water 
conservation programs. Please tell us how strongly you agree or 
disagree with each of these statements: 

6. Those who do not participate in voluntary project should be required 
to follow recommended practices if water quality does not improve. 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Strongly agree .............................. 1 

Agree ....................................... 2 

Disagree .................................... 3 

Strongly disagree ........................... 4 

7. Regulations are needed to get the level of landowner cooperation 
necessary to protect water quality from the pollution caused by 
farming. 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Strongly agree .............................. 1 

Agree ....................................... 2 

Disagree .................................... 3 

Strongly disagree ........................... 4 

8. Farmers should be required to follow recommended soil and water 
conservation practices to remain eligible for USDA commodity price 
support programs. 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Strongly agree .............................. 1 

Agree ....................................... 2 

Disagree .................................... 3 

Strongly disagree ........................... 4 
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9. Local conservation organizations (rod and gun clubs, Isaac Walton 
league, Audubon Society) may be interested in assisting landowners to 
install and maintain practices to protect water quality. The members 
of such organizations would provide part of the physical labor 
necessary to install such practices. In return, they would be 
allowed access to the streams on the lands of participation 
landowners. How willing would you be to enter in to such an informal 
agreement with a conservation organization? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Not applicable, I have 
no streams on my land ....................... 0 

Very likely ................................. 1 

Somewhat likely ............................. 2 

Not sure one way or the other ............... 3 

Somewhat unlikely ........................... 4 

Very unlikely ............................... 5 

10. Local conservation organizations might also be interested in 
purchasing an easement on land adjacent to streams on your property. 
They would be responsible for installing and maintaining conservation 
practices on that land. In return, public access to this leased land 
would be required. How likely would you be to sell an easement for 
these purposes? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Not applicable, I have 
no streams on my land ....................... 0 

Very likely ................................. 1 

Somewhat likely ............................. 2 

Not sure one way or the other ............... 3 

Somewhat unlikely ........................... 4 

Very unlikely ............................... 5 
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SECTION III: YOUR FARM ENTERPRISE 

This next section is about your farm, the kinds of commodities you 
produce, the size of your operation, and the numbers of animals you 
own. 

1. Which of the following commodities do you produce on your land? 

(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Grain and/or forage crops ................... 1 

Fruit and/or vegetables ..................... 2 

Dairy ....................................... 3 

Other livestock ............................. 4 

Anything Else? --------------- 5 

2. About what percentage of your 1985 farm income came from the above 
commodities? Please put the percentages on the line next to the 
commodity. Just give your best estimate. 

TOTAL= 

Grain and/or forage crops 
Fruit and/or vegetable crops 
Dairy 
Other Livestock 
Other commodities 

3. If you keep any type of livestock on your land, what was the largest 
number of livestock on your land in 1985? 

Number of dairy animals 
Number of beef animals 
Number of swine 
Number of horses 
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4. We are also interested in the size of your farming operation. About 
how many acres are in your total farming operation? 

Acres 

5. Of this land, about how many are cropland acres? 

Acres cropland 

6. Of these cropland acres, how many do you own? 

Acres owned 

7. Did you farm any land that you rented from someone else during the 
past year? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
No (PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 11) ............. 1 

Yes ......................................... 2 

8. Did the owner of the largest parcel of rented land you farmed require 
you to use any soil conservation practices on that land? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
No (PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 11) ............. 1 

Yes ......................................... 2 

9. If yes, please tell us which practices you were required to use. 

10. On what basis did you agree to carry out these practices on land that 
you rented? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Required in the rental agreement ............ 1 

Part of a gentlemen's agreement ............. 2 

I continued past practices on the land ...... 3 

I decided to use these practices ............ 4 
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11. Did you rent any of your land to someone else for farming in the past 
year? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
No (PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 17) ............. 1 

Yes ......................................... 2 

12. About how many acres did you rent out in the last year? 

Acres rented out 

13. How would you describe the person who rented your land? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Farmer who owns much of his operation ....... ! 

Farmer who mainly rents or leases land ...... 2 

Canning, seed, or other agricultural 
products corporation ........................ 3 

Resident tenant on the farm ................. 4 

Other .. (Please Specify) ..................... 5 

14. During the past year, were any soil conservation practices used on 
the land you rented out? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
No (PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 17) ............. 1 

Yes ......................................... 2 

15. If yes, please tell us which practices were used. 

16. On what basis were these practices carried on? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Required in the lease or other document ..... ! 

Part of a gentlemen's agreement ............. 2 

Renter continued past practices ............. 3 

Renter decided to use these practices ....... 4 
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These next few questions are about why you own your land and your plans 
for the future of the land. 

17. From the list below, please select the three most important reasons 
why you own this piece of land. Put the letter of the item on the 
line for each choice. 

Most Second Third 

A. Income from crops or livestock 

B. Income from rental 

C. Investment value 

D. Tax deduction 

E. Recreation 

F. Residence 

G. Personal attachments 

Most important reason (PLACE ONE LETTER PER LINE) ----
----Second important reason 

____ Third important reason 

18. About how much longer do you plan to own this land? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Less than 2 years ........................... 1 

Between 2 and 5 years ....................... 2 

Between 5 and 10 years ...................... 3 

Between 10 and 15 years ..................... 4 

More than 15 years .......................... 5 

I'm not sure how much longer 
I plan to own this land ..................... 6 

19. Who do you think will take over your land when you sell 
out or retire? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Family member ............................... 1 

Neighboring farmer .......................... 2 

Some other farmer ........................... 3 

A non-farm buyer ............................ 4 
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SECTION IV: RECREATION ON YOUR LAND 

In this section we are interested in your recreational activities and 
the kinds of recreational activities that are done on your land. 

1. Which, if any, of the following recreational activities do you 
participate in? 

(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Stream trout fishing ........................ 1 

Other fishing ............................... 2 

Waterfowl .hunting ........................... 3 

Other hunting ............................... 4 

Motor boating ............................... 5 

Canoeing .................................... 6 

Swimming .................................... 7 

2. Which of the following activities do you do within 10 miles of your 
land? 

(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Stream trout fishing ........................ 1 

Other fishing ............................... 2 

Waterfowl hunting ........................... 3 

Other hunting ............................... 4 

Motor boating ............................... 5 

Canoeing .................................... 6 

Swimming .................................... 7 

3. Are you a member of any conservation organization such as a local rod 
and gun club, Isaac Walton League, or the Audobon Society? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
No (PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 4) .............. 1 

Yes ......................................... 2 

IF YES, please tell which one(s) ----------------
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4. Which of the following best describes your policy toward the use of 
your land by others? 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 
Not posted, anyone can use 
the land without permission ...................... 1 

Not posted, but anyone not asking 
permission will be asked to leave ................ 2 

Posted, with permission .......................... 3 

Posted, allow family and friends ................. 4 

Posted, only to protect crops 
until harvest .................................... 5 

Posted, absolutely no hunting or 
trespassing ...................................... 6 

5. Has there been any damage on your land during the past two years due 
to the use of your land by hunters or other recreationists? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
No (PLEASE GO TO QUESTION 7) .............. 1 

Yes ......................................... 2 

IF YES, please tell us the type of property damage. 

Type of Damage 

6. Please estimate the cost of the damage done. 
Cost Damage 

7. In your opinion, how important is outdoor recreation to your area? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Very important .............................. 1 

Important ................................... 2 

Unimportant ................................. 3 

8. In your opinion, will improving water quality improve recreation in 
your area? 

A great deal ................................ 1 

Somewhat .................................... 2 

Not at all .................................. 3 
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SECTION V: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

This last set of questions ask for background information so that 
your answers can be compared with those of other persons like 
yourself. All of your answers are strictly confidential. 

How old are you? 

I am years old 

Are you: male female 

What is the highest level of school you have completed? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
Eightj:J. grade or less ............................. 1 

Some high school ................................. 2 

High school graduate ............................. 3 

Vocational school graduate ....................... 4 

Some college ..................................... 5 

Two year associate degree ........................ 6 

Bachelor' s degree ................................ 7 

Master's degree .................................. 8 

Advanced degree (Ph.D, MD etc) ................... 9 

4. Did you have any off-farm employment in 1985? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
No .......................................... 1 

Yes ......................................... 2 

5. Did your spouse have any off farm employment in 1985? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
No .......................................... 1 

Yes ......................................... 2 

6. About what percent of your total family income (before taxes), if 
any, came from non-farm sources? Just give your best estimate. 

Percent of income from non-farm sources ------
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7. How would you classify your farming operation in terms of gross 
income from farm sales in 1985? 

(CIRCLE ONE) 
None ............................................. 0 

Less than $20,000 ................................ 1 

$20,000 to $39,999 ............................... 2 

$40,000 to $59,999 ............................... 3 

$60,000 to $99,999 ............................... 4 

$100,000 to $149,999 ............................. 5 

$150,000 to $199,999 ............................. 6 

$200,000 to $249,999 ............................. 7 

$250,000 to $449,999 ............................. 8 

More than $500,000 ............................... 9 

8. What was your approximate gross family income (before taxes) from all 
sources in 1985 (i.e. farm+non-farm). 

(PLEASE CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 
Less than $20,000 ................................ 1 

$20,000 to $39,999 ............................... 2 

$40,000 to $59,999 ............................... 3 

$60,000 to $99,999 ............................... 4 

$100,000 to $149,999 ............................. 5 

$150,000 to $199,999 ............................. 6 

$200,000 to $249,999 ............................. 7 

$250,000 to $500,000 ............................. 8 

More than $500,000 ............................... 9 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY! Please place the 
completed form in the attached postage paid envelope, and return at your 
earliest convenience. 
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