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CBiPTSa I 

IHTRQDUCTION 

Since the Watershed District Act of 19$$ became law, seven local 

orgai^sations in Tennessee have filed petitions to fozm a vaterst^d 

district with the Secretary of State. Many others have expressed an 

Interest in creating other watershed districts. However, some serious 

local problems have arisen within sane of the watershed districts. In 

some cases the district has been voted down. In other cases the local 

people initially endorsed creation of a district and large sums of 

money wore spent by the Federal Government conducting surveys, pre 

paring alternate plans, etc. Then the interest of the local people 

waned, and the watershed program came to a standstill. The objective 

of this sttt<!^ is to define factors associated with landowners' attitudes 

toward watershed districts. 

Watershed Defined 

A functional definition of the term watershed is essential to an 

understanding of this study. The dictionary states, "the boundary line 

between one drainage area and others is rightly termed watershed.• 

or another meaning of a watershed is given as "the whole region or area 

contributing to the supply of a river or lakej drainage area; catchment 



area or baain."^ 

In dlacuaaing tha word "iratorahod"^ Brow and Murpbjr atatoi 

Thirty years ago that word was aljoost alw^s taken to neaxi 
primarily the drainage dirids that separated the waters flow 
ing into diffexmnt rivers or oceans. Thus the Continental 
Divide in Wycaning or New Mexico was truly a watershed* Qradu-
ally the tem "watershed area" came into use to nwan the 
drainage basin of a river or stream* In time the word "area" 
was dropped^ and to most people watershed meant the same as 
drainage basin.2 

Since the Watershed Pxt>tecti(Hi and Flood Prevention Act* Public 

Law $66) was passed by Congress in 19514* many people have become familiar 

with the term watershed. It is now generally thought of as a drainage 

area of a few -thousand acres or more idvLch drain toward a single channel. 

Several of these small wa-tersheds combine to form river watersheds^ which 

are offlsmonly regarded as river basins, just as creeks and their -tribu 

taries font rivers. These small watersheds are social and econonic units 

for conservation of water, soil, and related resources. 

Purpose of the Stu<j|y 

A large amount of time and money has been ̂ pent on watershed pro-

graias in an effort to assist local landowners. Since landowners in most 

districts had not found the progteem appealing, it seemed that scNse at-

tenqjt should be made to identify ecms of the factors associated with 

^ebs-ter's New International PictioniCT, (2nd ed.; Springfield, 
Mass.J G. & C. Merriman Coi^any, IPliS)* p* 2586. 

^Carl B. Brown and Warren T. Murphy, "Conservation Begins on the 
Watershed," Wa-ter. the Yearbook of Agriculture, 1955 (Washington, D. C.s 
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1955)» p. 161. 
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landoMners' attitudes toward the watershed district. This is the main 

problffiB with which this study is ccmcemed* It also points out some of 

features of the program, or paz^s of it, tdiich landowners do not 

like* Bealising that a watershed program is not necessarily In the best 

Interest of all, or even most, of the people In a watershed district, an 

attempt is also made to i^ntify groups of landowners which may be bene 

fited or abused by the program. 

Procedure 

Field data for this study w®re gathered frcwa one hundred and eighly-

four landowners within tluree watershed districts in Tennessee. They are 

the Swan Creek Watershed DistrLot which covers partsof Lincoln and Marshall 

Counties; the White (kUc Watershed Distxlct idxich covers parts of Henderson, 

Chester, McNalry, and Hardin Counties; and the Johnscm Creek Watershed 

District which is located in Madison County. These thiree, which make up 

the three universes, were selected because they were the furthest ad 

vanced of amy of the watershed districts of Tennessee. 

Construction of the Frame 

The frame, or list of landowners, for each watershed district was 

constructed from informaticm obtained from Soil Ccmservatitm Service maps 

of landowners. Landowners* names were then arranged alphabetically and 

numbered consecutively. 

Sampling Procedure 

Preliminary investigation in Swan Creek and White Oak Watershed 
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Districts indicated that people owning land downstream from dam sitea 

tend to have positive attitudes toward the watershed districts, while 

landowners above proposed dam sites tend to have negative or neutral at 

titudes^ toward the watershed districts. For this reason these watershed 

districts were stratified Into two strata to make certain that the sample 

would include owners of land both above and below the dam sites. All 

landowners who owned land in an area where the water would flow into a 

reservoir created by a dLstrict-built dm were in one stratum. All other 

landowners of a district were declared to be in the otlrar. 

looaticm of proposed dams was determined from tentative dam 

sites given on the Soil Conservation Service map which also showed the 

location of eaoh landowner's farm in the watershed districts. Because 

the tentative dam sites were not shown on the Johnson Creek Watershed 

map, it was stratified according to the landowners who owned Imd in the 

northern (lower) half of the watershed distriet, and those idio owned landi 

in the southern (upper) half of the watershed district. 

The number smpled from eaoh stratum was proportional to the total 

ntimber of landowners of the watershed district who lived in each stratum. 

The sample in each stratum was selected by a simple randm procedure. 

Collection of Data 

The data was collected interviewing I8h landowners between 

August 16, 19S7 and September Hi, 1957« It was collected by the writer 

3For dsfinitions of the terms "positive", "neutral", and "negative" 
attitudes as used in this stu(^ see Appendix A. 
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and another full-time trainer interviewer^ who was thoroughly faailiar 

with the interviewing teohnique and purpose of the stu(it^* 

Construction of the Questionnaix« 

to identify possible factors related to landowners' attitudes 

toward the watershed district in which they ovn land, interviews were 

held with landowners, professicmal agricultural workers, bankers, and 

laerohants. Among the most frequently mentioned factors which were thought 

to affect the landowner's attitude toward the watershed distinct were: 

(1) Landowner's level of knowledge of the watershed district 

program. 

(2) Landowner's attitude toward government agencies and programs 

servicing tiw watershed area. 

(3) Landowner's attitude toward local watershed leaders. 

(U) Economic loss caused by flooding in the watershed area. 

($) Amount of protection the watershed district would render. 

(6) Location of landowner's property in the watershed district. 

With t^se factors in mind a tentative questionnaire was con 

structed. The questicmnalre was then tested by interviewing twenty land* 

owners in Swan Creek Watershed District to determliw the pertinence of 

each question to the problem, the form of questions to be used, and under 

standing of each question by the landowners* After tabulating the results 

of the preliminary survey to determine whether meaningful information 

^Arnold Stalling, graduate student in Department of Agricultural 
Eeoxumdcs, University of Tennessee, EnoxviUe, Tennessee. 
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b«ing obtained, and after considering the iandowosrs* reaotions to the 

questionnaire, it vas partiaUy rerised and expanded to provide a nore 

oonqileta coverage of infoztaation desired. 
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CHAPTBS II 

OOVEHJMEMTAL ACTIONS AFFECTIKO SMALL WATERSHEDS 

Tbis sta^ is c<mcexiied with problems eneountered when landowz^irs 

undertook: to make use of a state government act and a federal goremment 

act regarding watersheds* Therefore, a is^opsis of these acts as well 

as a history of legislation preceding them is deemed in^ortant as a back 

ground of the stud^. 

As recently as July, 191^3* the President of the United States sent 

a special message to the Congress in which he said: 

It is fortunate that today there is a growing recognition on 
the part of land users and the public generally of the need to 
strengthen conservation in our upstream watersheds and to mini 
mise flood damages* Inadequate conservation i^asures and unsound 
land use patterns vastly increase tte danger of loss of valuable 
topsoil from water erosion in time of flood. 

In our past efforts to better utilise our water resources, 
to control floods and to prevent loss of life and property, we 
have made large investments cm the major waterways of the nation* 
Yet we have tended to neglect the serious waste involved in the 
loss of topsoil from the Natitm's farms and the clogging of our 
streams and channels which results frcmn erosion on the upper 
reaches of the small streams and tributaries of the Nation's 
rivers. 

It is inq)ortant.. * for groups of farmers banded together 
in local organizations, such as soil conservation districts and 
watershed districts, to take the initiative, with the technical 
advice and guidance of the appropriate Federal and State agencies 
in developing adsquate plans for proper land use and resource 
improvement in watersheds throughout the Nation* As these plans 
are prepared and local agreement and cooperation are assumed, I 
believe that we should move ahead in the construction of works 
of improvement and the installation of land-treatment measures 
as rapidly as possible consistent with a sound overall fiscal 
program.! 

!u. S. Congress, House of Representatives, Program Besigned to 
Conserve and Improve the Nation's Natural Resources* House Document No. 
221, 53d Congress, Ist Session (Washington: Government Printing Office, 
1953). 
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The President's message Indicated relatively short period of 

time in which 'Uiere has been widespread public interest in water* 

slwd projects. However* the roots of this interest* i.e., conservation 

based on management of watersheds, go far baok into the history of the 

government's effort to deal with problems of the Nation's water resources. 

Governmental Actions Prior to Public law $66 

In 1867» a commission which was establi^ed by the Wisconsin State 

legislature pointed out the relationship between forest cover and stream* 

flow. A New York State commission in 1872 investigated the desirability 

of maintaining the forests of the Adirondack Mountains for the purpose 

of benefiting the Hudson and other rivers and the Erie Canal. 

As early as 1891 the Congress realised the need of watershed 

management by setting aside the first forest zeserves, and later by ap 

propriating funds for research on the influence of forest cover on run 

off. In 1897 the Congress, in enacting the Oiganic Acteinistration Act 

for natural forests, established as one of the principal purposes of such 

forests the "securing of favorable conditions of water flows." 

Hie beginning of the twentieth century brought about an increasing 

public interest in waterflow-watershed relationships. Reflecting this 

interest were the Reclamation Act of 1902j the establishment of the 

Forest Service in its present form in 190$j the White House Conference 

of Governors on the Conservation of Natural Resources in 1906j and the 

Weeks law of 1911, which authorised Federal acquisition of watershed 

lands in tlM headwaters of navigable streams for the purpose of "con-
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serving the nsvigablXity of navlgabXB rivers." Also there were the Flood 

Control Act of 1927» the HcSveeney^cNairy Forest Besearch Act of 1927, 

and the first Federal appjropriation for research on soil conservation in 

1928. In 1SZ9 the United States Depaartment of Agriculture started its 

research on the cause and control of soil erosion. 

A series of both State and Federal Lavs was designed to provide 

the adsinistratiVQ tools and funds for the nationwide effort to develop, 

improve, and conserve land and water dirlng the 1930'a. The first of 

these was the Soil Erosion Sezvice idiich was established in 1933 in the 

Cepartment of Interior. This service was replaced by the Soil Conserve* 

tion Service in the Departenent of Agriculture in 1935 tqr Public Lav li6, 

7lith Congress, which expanded its type of worfc.® The Soil Conservation 

Service emphasised the need for planning and treating entire watersheds 

from its beginning. The first erosion-control demonstration projects 

undertaken by this agency were established within the natural boundazles 

of watersheds. While vozking with individual landowners, the Service 

soon discovered scmie measures which were needed for good land use and 

protection and for water conservation and use.^ As recently as twenty 

years ago, however, local people were not generally organised for group 

work and were not authorised hf the state government to plan and oarzy 

out their oim programs of soil and water conservation. The states first 

began passing laws to enable landowners to organise and govern soil con-

®Carl B. Brown and Warren T. Murphy, "Conservation Begins on the 
Watershed," Water, the Yearbook of Agriculture, 1955 (Washington, D. C*: 
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1955)# pp» 161, 162. 

iBonald A, Williams, "Small Watershed Protection and Land Use," 
American Forest (November 1955), p. 37. 
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sertratlon dLstriots in 1937* Sinoa then all states haTe enacted such 

lavs although they vary frcMB state to state* Meanwhile, the Tennessee 

Valley Authority was created in 1933 to develop an integrated zlver basin 

resource develofsaent program* Also, there was the Flood Control Act of 

1936 which recognised watershed treataent as the counterpart and coople-

went of downstream flood control, and in 1937 the Soil Conservation Act 

was amended to provide incentive payments for landowners to carry out 

soil conservation practices. 

Brown and Murphy in Water, the Yearbo<^ of Agriculture, 199$, 

statei 

There is a growing movement away from single-purpose develop 
ment or conservation and toward integrated or multiple-purpose 
undertakings* We have learned that the manner in which one 
resource, such as soil, is handled may have a serious impact 
vkpcai another resource, such as the water supply or hydroelec 
tric power* 

The primary interest was first directed (from about 1933 to 
19^2) to planning for the resources of major river basins such 
as the Missouri, Columbia, and Arkansas Basins.•. . Al 
though major river basin programs have set forth desirable 
broad goals of resource use and have outlined the general re 
lationship between soil and water resources and the major 
structural projects, they could not get into the details of 
acccmipliahing goals on thousands of individual farms, 
ranches, and forest holdings* To do that required the under 
standing and active support of many thousands of individual 
landowners* 

Recognition of this situation has led to the amall-water-
shed approach to the use and development of eoil and water 
resources.^ 

This was climaxed by the passage of the Watershed Protection and Flood 

Prevention Act, Public Law $66* 

^*Carl B« Brown, 0£* elt*, p* 162* 
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Public Lwf $66 

Heed for the Wnteribed Protection and Flood Pt^trention Act« Public Law $66 

The idea of upstream watershed develoimientj which is the function 

of the Vaterahsd Protection and Flood PreTention Act* was first eidaodled 

in the 1936 Flood Control Act. Although this act provided for downstream 

projects to be acc<M^lishsd by the Amy Engineers and a prograe of woric 

by the Department of Agriculture on the upper watershedSf it did not work 

out this way. Appropriations were »o meager for t}» upstream projects 

that ncme of them could be completed.^ 

Until 19$l4. a total of fifty-three jnlllion dollars had been appro 

priated for main-river flood caitrol projects built by the Corps of 

Engineers.^ It beoaooe apparent several years ago tiiat these worthwhile 

upstream projects could not be acooBplisbed with the abroach set out in 

the 1936 Act or the Amendatory Act paesed in 19l4lt» A meognition of this 

failure finally brought about a different approach to federal aid for up 

stream projects.7 

A subcommittee of the House Condittee on Agriculture in the 82nd 

Congress* 19$2* held hearings in Washington during the Congressional 

Session of 19$1 and after adjournment of that session conducted field 

hearings. These hearings were to consider the feasibility and desira-

^Glifford R. Hope, "Kie Progress of the amall Watershed Projectf" 
Land and Water, Hilt; Winter, 19$6, p. 1$. 

^U, S. Congress, House of Representatives, Hearings Before Sub-
ccmBBlttee on Appropriations, Part 1, 83rd Congress, 1st Session, p. 61O. 

^Donald A. Williams, ••Small Watershed Protection and Land Use," 
American Forest, (November, 19$$), p» it2. 
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bility of liuiagurating agricultural flood-control programs* Great 

interest vas found In this type of program* fhe hearings also indicated 

that the country vas considerably ahead of Ccogress in its interest in 

the small watershed problem. 

This subcosmlttee voiiced out a watershed bill daring the second 

eession of the 82nd Congress. However, it was unable to get the bill 

before the House for action during that session. This preliminary woilc 

showed up in the 83rd Congress in January, 19^3, when anall watershed 

bills were introduced by several meinbers of the House. While these 

bills were pending, the so-called "Pilot Plan Projects" were Included 

in the Agricultural Approppiaticm bill passed in the 1953 session. Five 

milllcBj dollars wre appropriated to start fifty-eight pilot watershed 

projects. These pilot projects were selected from watersheds in which 

the Soil Conservation Service had made surveys under the authority of 

tl» Soil Conservatlm Act of 1935'® 

These projects had two main objectives. One was to gain more 

knowledge of the best ways to achieve local-state-federal temaork in 

planning and achieving watershed protection. The other was to demonstrate 

the benefits of watershed protection in various parts of the country. 

Technical assistance was rendered ti% pilot watersheds by the SoU Ccn-

servation Service, state and federal Forest Service, Extension Service, 

Vocational Agriculture teachers, and a variety of oti^r local, state, 

and federal agencies; what is now the Agricultural Conservation Program 

provided cost-sharing assistance. Another iii^)ortant contribution of 

®Cllfford R. Hope, jOg. eit*, pp. 15* 
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this progrUR was the Interast It created toward vater^ds affloxig civic 

groups and busixiesflnen.^ 

Synopsis of Public law $66 As Aa^nded 

Public Law $66, which may be referred to as the "Waterslwd Protec 

tion and Flood Prevention Act," was passed by the 83rd Congress in X9$h$ 

and amended by the 81tth Ccmgress in 19$6. ThXa Aot authorises "the 

Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with States and local agencies in 

the planning and carrying oat of worics of ii^rovement for soil conserva 

tion, and for other purposes."^ 

Erosion, floodvater, and sediment damage in watersheds causing 

loss of life and damage of pro^rty constitute a menace to the national 

welfare. Therefore, it wast 

...tile sense of Congress that the Fedsral Government 
should cooperate with States and their political subdivisions, 
soil or water conservation districts, and other local public 
agencies for the purpose of preventing such deuaages, and of 
furthering the conservation, developaent, utilization, and 
disposal of water and tiiereby of preserving and protecting 
the Nation's land and water resources.^ 

Public Law $66 authorizes the Secretary to give technical and 

financial aid to local organizaticms in plannii^ and carrying out works 

of improvement for flood prevention or the CMiservation, development. 

^Donald A. Williams, 0£. cit., p. It2. 

lOu. S. Department of Agriculture, Office of The General Counsel, 
Forestry and Lands Divisitm. Legislative History of the Amendments to 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, Washington, D. C., 
March, 1957, p. VII. 

^ibid., p. vn. 
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utilization^ and disposal of water.^^ This includes concbicting neces-

saiy surveys, preparing plans and estimates required for adequate en 

gineering evaluation, determining whether benefits exceed cost, eooperat-

Ing witti local organizaticms, and furnishing financial and other assist 

ance to these oiganizaticms, and obtaining the cooperation and assistance 

of other Federal s^noies* 

The local organization mist pay tte cost of easements and rights 

of way needed for works of Improvement and the cost of Installing that 

part of works of improvement not applicable to flood prevention, as well 

as maintenance cost of tiie woiks of improv«nent. The local organization 

must also assure the Secretaiy that landovmers or water users have ac 

quired necessary water rights under the state law, obtain agreements 

from ̂ 0 per cent of the landowners of farms above each retention reser 

voir to be installed with Federal assistance, and submit a satisfactory 

plan for paying that part which the local organization must p<y. 

¥hen the Secretary and the local organization agree cm a plan for 

works of Improvement, the Secretary detenaines that the benefits exceed 

the cost, and the local organisation has fulfilled its requirements as 

explained in the preceding paragraphs, the works of improvement may be 

started by the local organization with such assistaiuje frcaa the Secretary 

as he is authorized to give. 

The Secretary sends a copy of tl»i watershed plan to the Congress, 

through the Presidsnt, if the estimated Fedtoral contribution for construe-

^United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
Service, How To Get Help Under the Watershed Promotion and Flood Preven 
tion Act, Washington, D. C., I^cember, 1955, P« 2. 
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tion cost of vo£!cs of in^revomont oTOoads $250,000, or contains any 

structure having a total capacity in excess of tMenty-five hundred acre-

feet. Any plan that (l) involves an estimated Federal eontribation to 

eonstxniction cost in excess of $250,000,(2) includes a structure idiich 

has a eapaci^ in excess of twenly-five hundred acre-feet including 

reclamation or irrigation voxics, or (3) affects any lands or wildlife 

under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Interior must be submitted 

to tto Secretary of the Interior. If it is larger than the sise stated 

above, or the government ecartrlbutes more than the amount stated above 

and it includes Federal assistance for floodwater detention structures, 

it shall be submitted to the Secretary of tiie Amy* If the plans are to 

be aubsdltted to the Secretary of the Interior or Secretary of tho Amy, 

they must be submitted for his views and recommendations at least thirty 

days prior to sending them to Congress through Hm President, fheso 

views, if received by the Secretary of Agriculture within the thirty days, 

must accompany^plan to the Congress. 

As a basis for the development of coordinated programs, the Sec 

retary is authorized to make investigations and surveys of the watersheds 

of rivers and other waterways, in cooperation with other Federal, State, 

and local agencies.^ 

TeniMSsee Watershed District Act of 1955 

Need for the Tennessee Watershed District Act of 1955 

13u. s. Department of Agriculture, Office of the General Counsel, 
op. cit., pp. VII-XI. 
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W«t«rfh8d Protection and Flood Prevention Act (Public Law 566) 

authoriised the Seoretaxy to assist "local oz^anizations'* in preparing 

and carrying out plans for woxics of i^roveaent upon application of local 

oxganlzations* The applicatltm* however^ nmst be sutoitted to, and not 

disapproved by, the State agency having supervisory resptmsiblllty over 

programs provided for In the Act. The Act also provided that the State 

or local agency must have "authority under State law to cany out, main 

tain and operate the woxics of li^rovement." The States, therefore, were 

inquired to establish legal criteria for the creation of local organisa 

tions in order to secure aid under Public Law 566* The Tennessee Water 

shed District Act of 1955 established these criteria* 

Synopsis of the Tennessee Watershed District Act of 1955 

The stated purpose of the Act Is to enable the landowners of a 

watershed area to organize thmiselves Into a legally authorized and re-

spcuislble bo^, known as a "Watershed District," for carrying out and 

maintaining works of improvement* These works of Improvement may be for 

flood prevention, erosion control, drainage. Irrigation or other benefits 

of soil and water conservation* It Is also to grant the power of eminent 

domain to the watershed distrlcti authorize counties, cities, and towns 

to appropriate funds and levy taxes for the purposes of the actj authorize 

the Issoanoe of bonds and the borrowing of money; and provide revenues 

for the purposes of the act* 

To organize a watershed district at least 20 per cent of the land 

owners, representing at least 25 per cent of the acreage within the dis-

triot, must sign a petition to be filed in the office of the Seczetaiy of 
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s 

t,. 

Stftte* other things this peldtion must state the nans of the dis* 

trlct« a description of the areai a map of the areaf a statement of pur 

pose for which the district is to be organized* and the names and ad 

dresses of the temporaxy board of directors* 

If the Secretary of State detemines that the petition is suffi 

cient to meet the requirements of ths act* he so notifies the acting 

chaixtaan of the temporary board of directors. Tha acting chairman ̂ n 

must call a lUMiting of the temporaxy board to elect a president* a vloe-

presldent* a secxvtazy* and a treasurer. I^e board must also call* by 

resolution* an election to let voters of the watershed district decide 

if they wish to organise a watershed district in accordance with the 

petlticm. A notice of the election must be published for three consecu 

tive weeks in a local newspaper of each county of the watershed. 

The results of the election must be filed with ths County Court 

Clerk of each coun'^ where an election was held and with the Seeretaxy 

of State. 

A majority of the landowners voting in the election determines 

whether a district is to be organised and created. If a majority of 

those voting votes to proceed with the creation of the watershed dis 

trict, a charter is issued district by the Secretary of State. If 

a majoxlty votes against ths creation of the district* another applica 

tion cannot be consi^red ty the Secretazy of State within eighteen 

months* To pay costs of the election or other necessary expenses the 

board may x«ceive contributions from Individuals, counties, cities, and 

towns located within the district* The governing bodies of the towns, 
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cities, end counties az« enpovered to J^}p70pi*iat6 the funds fox^ contzd.bu-> 

tlons to the district If they so deslrs. 

Each Incoiporated watershed district Is a bodSy politic and corpo 

rate. Among Its powers are the followingt 

1* To adopt a seal. 

2. To sue and be sued* 

To purchase, hold, and sell land and personal property* 

k* To conserve soli and water and retard floods. 

To contract for the oonstractl<»i of woxics of Improvement. 

6* To employ professional help. 

7. To ccmstruct, repair. Improve, and maintain vozics of Improvement* 

8. To acquire personal property by gift or purchase. 

9. To acquire land and water rights by gift, purchase, or eminent 

domain. 

10. To Issue bonds and Incur Indebtedness. 

11. To cooperate and oontraot with any perscm, flna, cozporatlon, 

govenmient, or agency. 

12. To extend district boundary lines In accordance with presczlbed 

procedure. 

13. To seleot a place to serve as the hone office of the district. 

1U» To exercise all powers and to receive all benefits of Public Law 

566. 

15. To exercise all powers of section it2l6-Uli06 of the Code of Tennes 

see. 

16, To receive contributions or grants. 

https://contzd.bu
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17. To acquire water rights and sell water for irrigation and other 

purposes. 

16• To provide recreational facilities. 

19. To lease di8triot*owned land. 

20. To contract for all isaterial necessaxy for operation of the 

district. 

21. To eaqjend funds for any purpose set forth in the Act. 

22. To take such steps as deeaied necessaiy for the protection of 

publlo health. 

23. To take such steps as deemed Mcessazy for fire prevention. 

2U. To make all needed rules and regulations. 

2$. To do all other things necessary for the protection of the land 

and water in the district. 

After the watershed district is incorporated, the board will have 

a sta(fy made to establish the boundaries of the area that can be served 

by the district to the best advantage. If it is found that the distzlct 

should be enlarged or diminished, a petition must be filed with the Secre 

tary of Stats and the same steps taken as when creating the district up 

to and including the voting. 

All powers of the Act are exercised by a board of directors which 

is compomd of five to nine members. They serve a term of six years, 

but must have staggered terms. Each coun^ witii at least fifteen land 

owners within the district is entitled to at least one director. Board 

members receive no salary, but are allowed actual expenses incurred in 

the performance of their duties. The local organlsati<m pays these ex-

jwinses. 



20 

Within thirty clays after the penument boundaries of the district 

are established an election must be held to select a board of directors 

to replace the t^porary board of directors* A notice of this election 

must be published at least ten days before the date of election. The 

eleotion must be b7 t^eret ballot. 

The meetings of the board of directors, idxioh are held quarterly 

or more often if called by the president, must be open to the public. 

Before any works of inyprcrement may be started by the watershed 

district, a complete plan or program of the works of ii^rovement must 

be filed with the County Court in -Uw county where most of the land is 

located* The Court will ̂ n proceed with a public hearing after all 

affected landowners art notified and a notice of the meeting hae been 

published in a local newspaper at least ten days prior to the first 

meeting* At the hearing the Court will hear proof and determine by 

decreei 

(1) The soundness and scon(»»lc feasibility of the proposed plan 

or project* 

(2) The probable cost of th» project. 

(3) The benefits to be derived. 

(U) What parts of the district are benefited. 

(5) llie reecsmnended method of financing the cost of the project. 

Any landowner has the right to appeal any of the above decisions. 

If bonds are to be issued to p«y the cost of the proposed improve* 

ments, the Court may authorize "tiieir issuanoe in accordance with the 

Revenue Bond Law, but the date of maturity must be within twenty years* 

If funds for in^jrovement are to be raised by special assessnent 
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on land to b« benefitsd» the Court shall appoint three o(»al8sloners idio 

will make a stu(j^ of the proposed impror^nients and the eost of the iaqproTe-

ments. They shall then datermlne tha amount of land to be benefited. The 

camoissloners' decisions must be filed tilth the Court. 

The Court then shall call a public hearing in the same manmr as 

^former hoaxing tdiere each landouner may be heard If he does not agree 

vlth the Commissioners' report. Court then shall oonsl<ter the Com 

missioners' report and exceptions or objections given by landowners. The 

Court may then reject or accept the report of the Commissioners, with or 

tiithout modifications. If the Court accepts and ratifies the Commissioners' 

report with or without modifications, it will th«a levy a tax on land to 

be benefited in accordance with ihe amount it Is benefited. In no case, 

however, shall a tract of land be assessed for benefits in excess of 2$ 

per cent of its assessed valuation for county taxation purposes. Any 

landowner may then appeal the Court's decision. 

When the assesssnnts have been made, the Court shall make an assess 

ment list for the county trustee vSm shall make collections and quarterly 

settlements with the treasurer of the watershed district. If the payments 

becoM delinquent, Sections i}352-U36ii of the Code of Tennessee shall be 

applied* 

The district may also be financed by an ad valorem tax levied by 

the General Aseenbly of the State of Tennessee upon all the lands In tl» 

district. These taxes would be collected by the county trustee at the 

same tim that county tares «re collected* 

The treasurer of the district shall be bonded and the records and 
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finances aadltad annually by the C<aiptroll®r of the Treasury of ■&» State 

of XeorteBsee. 

The Board of Cirsctors» its representatives and emplcyees, may 

enter upon any priyate lands in connection eith any voxk or proposed work 

of the district. Howerer, the district shall be liable for any damages 

caused hy sueh entry. 

It is the daiy of the Board of Directors to see that all projects 

construeted and operated by the district axe maintained. In ease they 

do not the Court may order them to do so. 

The watershed district may be dissolved as set out in Section 

Code of Tennessee> or it shall be dissolved if none of its corporate 

poiimrs are used in a ten year period of time. 

This law supplements all existing drainage district, flood ccsitrol, 

irrigation, soil conservation, and related laws* If any of it is declared 

unconstitutional, the remainder shall continue in full force. 

The law became effective Maroh 8, 1955.^ 

^J. I. Bell, Watershed District Act of 19^^, Public Chapter No. 
112, House Bill No. 708, Public Acts of 1955» PP' 3-15. 



CHAPTER III 

THE UNIVERSE 

The universe for the sample consists of three watershed districts, 

▼is., Swan Creek, Johnson Creek and White Oak* A description of each 

facilitates an understanding of the stuc^, and assists in explaining whjr 

landonners of the three watershed districts hove different opinions toward 

their respective watershed districts. 

Swan Creek Watershed District 

location and History of Swan Creek Watershed District 

Swan Creek Watershed District is located in Lincoln and Marshall 

Counties, Tennesseej the major porticm is in Lincoln County* These 

counties are situated in southern Middle Tennessee* Swan Creek which 

drains the area flows into the South Foxked Deer River* 

The first organizational meeting was held in Swan Creek Watershed 

District November 10, 19$k» After much discussion at various locations 

in the watershed district, an electicai was held March 2, 19^7 to deter 

mine whether the board of directors should proceed with the creation of 

a watershed district. The two voting places were Delina in Marshall 

County and BoonshiU in Lincoln County. At Delina four landowners voted 

for the board of directors to proceed with the creation of the watershed 

district and 109 landowners voted for tl^ not to proceed. At Bo<mshill 

eighty landowners voted for the board of directors to proceed with the 

oreaticHi of the watershed district and six voted not to proceed* This 
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Bade a total oif 115 landouners voting against the Watershed l)lst)HLct» and 

eighty-four for lt» fhvLa, it wae "voted down."^ 

Characteristics of Swan Creek Watershed District and Its Landowners 

Swan Creek Watershed District enccB^asses an area of tiiirty-two 

thousand acres.^ The average else of thB farms in this area in 1950 was 

111 acres* Approximately 5l per cent of the total land in fams« or an 

average of 28 acres per farm, is cropland. A general type of farming 

is practiced.^ (See Figure 1.) 

Mimosa and Ashwood sollsi which occupy rolling to hilly slopes, 

comprise about U5 per cent of the watershed area* Other major soils in 

clude the frequently overflowed Huntington, linside, Egam and Dunning, 

the well-drained upland soils which include Maury, Braxton, Hampshire, 

Culle^a, and Inman soils, and the steep, irregular shale, chert or lime-

it stone soils such as Bodine, Frankstown, Dellrose, and Mimosa*^ 

The soil association map and a narrative description of the soil 

associations are shown in Appendix B. 

There Is an average growing season of 198 days in the district* 

^Letter from H. N. Estes, Assistant State Conservationist for 
Watersheds, United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
Service, to Joseph E* Winsett, dated November 13, 1957* 

^Roy McPeak, talk made before Soil Conservation District Super 
visors at Oatllnburg, Tennessee, November 7, 1957* 

^United States Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of Agriculture. 
Minor Civil District Division Data (Washington, D. C«: U» S* Government 
Printing Office, 1950). 

^letter frcwn H» N. Estes, Assistant State Conservationist for 
Watersheds, United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
Service, to Joseph £• Winsett, dated December 2, 1957* 
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Th« tmqperatures have ranged fron a low of -17^ F« to a high of lO?'' F> 

with an annual average of S9*3® F. 

The average annual precipitation is 51*39 Inches and the most 

damaging rainfall tends to fall in the winter and early spring months.^ 

inie average age of landowners interviewed in the watershed mui 

fif^« According to census data, colored landowners comprise 6*6 per 

cent of the population.^ 

Johnson Creek Watershed District 

Location and Histoiy of Johnson Creek Watershed District 

Johnson Creek Watershed District is situated in Madiscm County, 

West Tennessee. Johnson Creek, which drains the area, flows into the 

South Foric, Forked Doer River. 

The first organizational, or informational, a»oting in the dis 

trict was held in June, 195U. After a series of these meetings, the 

local landowners voted to form the watershed district August 30, 1955, 

by a vote of eighty-five to eight* The charter was duly issued to the 

local organization September 9, 1955* The permanent board of directors 

were then elected December 9, 1955.^ 

^United States Department of Commerce, Climatic Summary of the 
United States - Supplement for 1931 Thro^h 19^2, Serial Number 11-35' 
(Washington: Government Printing Office), pp. 11, 13* 

^United States Bureau of The Census, c^. oit. 

^Letter fran H. N. Estes, Assistant State Conservationist for 
Watersheds, United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
Service, to Joseph E. Winsett, dated January 3» 1958. 
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Chayacteylstlca of Johnson Creek Watershed District and Its Landowners 

Th® arerag® sl*e of farms in tihis area of twenty-two thousand, 

six-hundred and tan acres is 77*2 acres.^ The average amount of cropland 

per farm is acres or 6k per cent of the total. A general type farm 

ing is predfmdnant. (See Figure 2.) 

The predominant soil association in the area is the Lexlngton-

Ruston series. They are sandy soils, low in fertility and dotted with 

atonerous gullies. From this soil association comes most of the sand 

which Is being deposited on the low-lying, pro(tictiTe ^man, Xna and 

Beeoly soils. 

The "fragipan", gently sloping Grenada and Freeland soils probably 

should only be used for crops which will tolerate restricted drainage. 

The remaining soil association of Hie area, Hmnphis-Lorlng-Zexingtao, la 

ccmiposad of silty, deep, well-drained, fertile soils which are capable 

of producing high yields.' A soil association map and a dsscription of 

the soil associations are shown in Appendix B. 

TIm average annual precipitation in the area is ̂ 3*Ul inohea. The 

tnsperature has ranged from a monthly average high of 90.6° F. to a 

monthly minimum mean of -31*U® F. with the yearly average being 60.2® P. 

There is an average growing season of 196 days iMitween tihe frost-free 

dates of April 10 and October 2^.^ 

^Hoy HoPeak, og. eit. 

^Letter from H. N. Estes, Assistant State Ccoiservationist for 
Watersheds, United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Consezvation 
Serrice, to Joseph E. Winsett, dated November 13, 1957» 

^United States Department of Commeroe, og. dt., pp. XI, 13* 
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crsrage age of landowners In Johnson Creek Watershed District 

is fortyoseveny and the average education level of the stale landowners 

is the foux^h grade. Colored landowners constitute 53*3 per cent of 

the total.^ 

White Oak Watershed District 

Location and History of White Oak Watershed District 

White Oak Watershed District is sittiated in Hendersony Hardiny 

McNairy and Chester Countiesy idtich are in West Tennessee. MiUedgevilley 

which is located in KcNaizy County a short distance frm where the four 

counties join, is approximately in the center of the district. The area 

is drained by^White Oak Creek Canal and its mesf tributaries. Theyy 

in turn, drain into the Kentucky Reservoir (U. S. - T. V. A.), and 

finally into the Tennessee Mver. 

The first meeting which was called to discuss the possibility- of 

forming a watershed district in White Oak Watershed was held prior to 

May ly 19$h» The elecbion to determine whei^r the board of directors 

would proceed wi-th the creation of tJie district was held August 2, 19^6. 

There were eight polling places, and the vctes at each were as follows: 

Milledgeville 303 t^l3 for, Itaville $5 to $1 for. Rooky Knob 53 to 1? 

against, Cen-ter Point 69 to 18 against, Sardis 30 to 21 for, Morris Chapel 

113 to 2 for, St. Paul 13 to 0 for, and Huzrican 97 to 36 fcr the board 

^^larance L. Daniels, Work Unit Conservationist, Soil Conserva< 
tion Service, Jackson, Tennessee, personal interview, June, 1957* 

l^United S-tates Bureau of the Census, og. cit. 
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of directors to proceed with the creation of the watershed district* 

This gave a total of hhl for and 2ii5 against proceeding with the creation 

of the watershed district. 

The election to elect the pexnanent board of directora was twld 

October 6, 1956.^3 Homrer, the majority of the board that was elected 

does not feel that further woz^ cm watershed projects would be in the 

best Interest of the landowners of the watershed district at this time* 

fherefore, there is now no action being taken by the board of directors* 

Characteristics of White Oak Watershed District and Its lisndowners 

White Oak Watershed District is the largest of the three districts 

studied, with an arsa of one hundred twentyofiTe thousand aeres*^ The 

average size of farms is 103 acres with an average of 1^*U acres of crop-* 

land per farm* There is a general type farming being practiced* (See 

Figure 3.) 

A wide variety o£ soils exists in the area* they include the 

shallow, silty, sloping soils with underlying sands and san^y clays such 

as Lexington and Ruston; the coastal plain clays such as Shubuta and Cuth*-

bert on the steeper slopes; high terrace silt, sand and clay soils such 

as Etowah and Padenj and the riverbottom Wolftever and Taft. Most of 

the bottcw soils are poorly drained and flooding is conunwi on many of 

these*^ The soil association map and a narrative description of ths 

i3inforBiation reoeived from Mr* H» K•Estes, 0£. cit* 

^Roy McPeak, c£. cit. 

^Letter from H. M« Estes, cit* 
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soil association are given in A^^ndix B. 

the average annual precipitation In tlas distrlot Is 55*3 Inches. 

The rainfall idileh causes the most flooding occurs In the winter and 

early spring months* !Rie average annual temperature has been 61*3> rang 

ing from a low of -12® F* to a high of 112® F. The average frost-free 

period has been from April 10 to October 25, thus giving an average 

growing season of 200 days.^ 

1%e average age of landowners inteirvlewed In White Oak Watershed 

Distrlot was fifty-five* According to census data, per cent of Hae 

landowners are colored. 

Summary 

Being situated relatively close together, the climates of ths three 

waterslwd districts are not significantly different* Thus, the cUmatio 

factors which help to deteznlne the type of farming in each are similar* 

Each watershed district falls in the general farming category. 

The greatest amount of rainfall tends to fall in ths winter and 

early spring months. Since winter crops are not prevalent in a majority 

of the waterslwsd areas, seme of titie landowners do not consider overflow 

ing dsmagii^* Bowever, others consider themselves damaged by infertile 

sand and silt dtepoaits left by the overflows. 

^%nited States Department of CoramBirce, o£. cit* 

XTlbid. 
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Colored Imdowiere comprise)6»6 per cent, ̂ *3 por cent, and S»k 

per cent of the landowners of Swan Creek» Johnson Creek, and Whits Oak 

Watershed GLstrlcts respectively. 



CHAPTER If 

FACTORS AFFECTING UKDCMNERS* ATTITUDES 
TOWARD THE WATERSHED PROJECT 

Tho questionnaire vas designed to determine whether each land 

owner interriewed had a positive» neutral^ or negative attitude^ toward 

the watershed district in which he owned land. An effort vas made to 

detemine the relationship which existed between his attitude toward the 

watershed district and hist (l) knowledge of the district) (2) attitude 

toward govemasent agencies, (3) attitude toward local watershed leaders, 

(U} damage from the creeks, {$) attitude toward building dmas,(6) opinion 

about having to help pay for the district, and (7) belief as to ai^ of his 

land being flooded because of the district. 

Knowledge of the Watershed District 

Local watershed district leaders and government agenay perscmnel 

have esq^ressed the opinion that landoiawrs would not be in favor of form-

ii^ a watershed district unless they weze well versed on the subject. 

Prelifflinaiy infomal studies made in the 'tiirse watershed districts did 

not tend to substantiate these opinions* ^erefore, a series of questions 

vas designed to determine the landowners' levels of knowledge concerning 

their watershed district or proposed watershed district 

Seme of the questions idiich were designed to detendne levels of 

knowledge d)0ut the watershed district also pzx>vided information about 

%ee definitions. Appendix A. 



35 

Tvlated problems. For example^ if a landowner thought "the faimers above 

the dans must treat their land exactly like the Soil Conservation Service 

says," this would indicate a lack of knowledge about the Soil Conserve-

tion Servicet as well as contributing to a negative attitude toward the 

watershed district. 

Construction of the Knowledge Index 

A questionnaire consisting of twenty*two questions was constructed 

to appraiM tin landowners' level of knowledge concemii^: 

(1) The organisational procedures involved. 

(2) Iffho will pay (a) construction cost of vozkrs of improvement^ 

(b) the maintenance cost of works of improvement, and (c) for 

easements and right-of-ways. 

(3) selects the measures to be adopted and determines their 

location. 

(U) The specific improvement measures that have been considered 

and/or adopted. 

Questions were selected after consultaticms with landowners of the water 

shed districts and professional workers associated with it. The question 

naire was then tested by interviewing twenty farmers in Swan Creek Water 

shed District. This was dcme mainly to determine the form of questions 

to be used and the extent to which the landowners could understand the 

questions. 

The questionnaire was then revised to includs twenty-one questions. 

The revised questionnaire included approximately the same questions as 

the original, with rewording being the major change* 
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Correct answers to the questions were deteniiwd by reference to 

the watershed distrlot laws and watershed district records* If a land-

owner gave a correct answer, but also Included an incorrect answer he 

was given <me-half credit for the question* For example, landowners 

were asked, "Who pays for easements and right-of-ways?" If the landowner 

being intervimied said, "landowners benefited," and "the federal govern 

ment," ha was given one-half credit, since the federal government does 

not help pay for easements and right-of-ways. The knowledge index for 

each landowner was the number of correct answers he gave* Therefore the 

index range was frcan sero to twenty-caf]^. 

Swan Creek Watershed District 

Landowners in Swan Creek Watershed District favoring the district 

had a better understanding of ths watershed district program than did 

those idio expressed attitudes unfavorable toward the district* However, 

the difference was not significant at the per cent level. No land 

owner expressed a neutral attitude toward the watershed district* Ques 

tions most often miseed by landowners can be determined from Table III. 

Johnson Creek Watershed District 

The average knowledge index of landowners in Johnson Creek Water 

shed District was 6.^2* The average knowledge index for those favoring 

the watershed was 2.22 more ttxan it was for those with neutral attitudes 

toward the district, but 3*35 less than it was for those who e:^re8sed 

opposition to the Watershed Project. However, there were only four in 

tiw latter group* There was a significant difference between each pair 

of attitude groups as shown in Table II. Because of the extresMly small 
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TilBIE I 

AVERAGE KNOWLEDGE INDEXES AND NUMBER OF UNDOWNERS INTERVIEWED 
IN THREE SELECTED WATERSHED DISTRICTS IN TENNESSEE 

Johnson Greek White Oak 

Attitude Average Nu]!d>er Average Number Average Number 

Toward Knowledge Inter Knowledge Inter Knowledge Inter 

Watershed Index viewed Index viewed Index viewed 

Positive* 9.32 25 6.66 38 10.91 lt7 

Neutral* U.UU 9 7.95 U 

Negative* 9.OU 26 9.87 k 7.83 2h 

Total 9.18 51 6.52 51 9.61 82 

•See definitions. Appendix A. 
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'C&Bli: 11 

SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES IN LANDOWNERS' AVERAGE KNOWLEDGE 
INDEXES IN THREE SELECTED WATERSHED DISTRICTS 

OF TENNESSEE 

Attitudes 
Watershed Toward 

District Watershed" 

White Oak Positive, Neutral, 
Negative 

White Oak Positive, Neutral 

White Oak Positive, Negative 

White Oak Neutral, Negative 

Johnson Creek Positive, Neutral 
Negative 

Johnson Creek Positive, Neutral 

Johnson Creek Positive, Negative 

Johnson Creek Neutral, Negative 

Swan Creek Positive, Negative 

Level Typ0 
of of 

Significance Test 

97*5$ f 

90 % t 

99 % t 

Negligible^ t 

90 i f 

80 % t 

80 % t 

99 i t 

Negligible^ t 

"Significance of differences is between* or aauMag* th9 land« 
owMrs baring attitudes giren in column two. 

^Below $0 per cent. 
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mmftMr ot persons expressixig an attitude unfavorable to the watershed 

district, no meaningful conparisons within the district can be made. 

The per cent of landowners glring correct answers to individual questions 

is shown in Table IV. 

White Oak Watershed District 

The average knowledge index for all landowners interviewed in the 

White Oak Watershed District was 9.61. The average knowledge index for 

those favoring the district was 2.96 more than for those neutral, or 

refusing to escpress an attitude toward the watershed, and 3.08 more than 

it was for those who were not in favor of it. There was a significant 

difference in the average knowledge index of those favoring the water 

shed and the other landowners as it is shown in Table II* Although 

those favoring the watershed tended to have a better knowledge of the 

watershed as measured by the knowledge index, it cannot be detemined 

whether these landowners were iafavor of the watershed because of their 

better knowledge, or whether they made a greater effort to gain knowledge 

about the watershed because of their greater interest in the success of 

the program. 

Of the landowners who were not in favor of the district, two-

thirds either (1) expressed the opinion that, if a watershed program is 

initiated, farmers above the dams must treat their land exactly as the 

Soil Conservation Service dictates, and that the contract between the 

landowner and the Soil Conservation Service was legally binding, or (2) 

claimed not to know idiether the contract was binding* Also, only ozw 

of l^ose not in favor of the watershed knew what determined the limit 
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as to the araount a faxnar might be taxed, and only one-third or less of 

those interviewed said that the final deoision as to the number and loca 

tion of dans was made by the board of directors of the watershed* Host 

of them expxessed the opinion that entire decision was made by the 

Federal QoTemment. These provisions which were believed to exist in 

the watershed program were among t^ose most disliked by the landowners. 

The per cent of landowners missing other questions, which were asked, 

is shown in Table V. 

Of the three watershed districts included in the stu^, landowners 

in the White Oak and Swan Creek Watershed Districts rated higher on the 

knowledge scale than did the landowners in the Johnson Creek Watershed 

Distriet. Also, the Johnscm Creek Watershed District was the only one 

of the three which seemed to be making any progress at the time of the 

surrey. This fact would tend to discredit the hypothesis that landowners 

would not be in favor of fozming a watershed district an^or oarxying out 

the program unless they were well infoxxwid on the subject. However, in 

both the Swan Creek and White Oak Districts the landowners who had the 

best knowledge of the district favorsd it. Although the landowners who 

opposed the district in t]:» Johnson Greek Watershed Distriet possessed 

a better understanding of it than did the others of that distriot, there 

were only four opposing the district. 

PractloalJy ncuw of the landowners in Johnson Crsek Watershed 

Distxlot felt that any information had been intentionally withheld fx^ 

them. They tended to blame only themselves for azy lade of infoxnation 
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tlwy had. One familiar comment heard was "they (the gorezYiment agencies 

and local leadars) hare always helped us, and I beliere they will wozic 

this thing (watershed pxrogram) oat to the good of evezybody concerned." 

This was not trae in Swan Creek or Whits Oak Watershed. The land 

owners in those watersheds indicated that they thought governmental 

agencies and local leaders were withholding information. The writer is 

not making the inference that information was withheld, but merely stating 

the opinions of aoae of those interviewed. 

As stated in the previous chapter the average education of 'Uie 

male landowners in Johnson Creek Watershed District was the fourth grade. 

Since they expressed a high degree of ccmfidenoe in the watershed leaders, 

and many ware unable to read and interpret the watershed information, it 

seeaed to the writer that trust in leadership was more Important to them 

than aifi ahderstandiiig of the program. 

In Tables III, If, and 7 the per cent of landowners in each water 

shed district that answered individual questions correctly is shown. 

Table 71 is a composite of all three watexrshed dietricte. 

landowners' Attitudes Toward Oovemment Agencies 

Since close cooperation between local watershed districts and 

government agencies is required in a watershed program, one might hypothe 

sise that the landowners' attitudes toward the watershed district would 

be affected by their attitudes toward these agencies. To test this 

hypothesis the relationship between landowners* attitudes toward the 

watershed district and their attitude toward the Soil Conservation 
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■1 ' ' 

I. 

S«rriQti Xxliiifi«a S^rrim, md f9QK^,9mX S}9p9rlmat9 «•« 

•titdied* 

f0 aid in ejqDlaioijag relationships those landovnars vfao axpressad 

a poid.tlt« attltttda toward tbair watershed dlstrlet will be designated 

as group 1, these who ew|MPeMed a neutral attitode will be dealiBated as 

group II, and thow idio eapreseed a negative attitude wUl be deslgaated 

as group XXI* 

"Two*tailed t" tests were used to detexsdne the slgnifioanoe of 

ddfferenees between two average soores, and "F" testa were used when 

needed to detemine signifioaaee differeaoea «song three average 

scores. 

Construction of fodax to Wessare landownere* Attitudee Toward Oovemaent 

Agencies 

film qmstioas wre designed to nwaeaxa ^ landowners* attitudee 

toward the Soil ConsarratLmi Sarvioe, fixtansion Serviooi and Vocational 

Agrioultural program* to aaaaure the landowners* attLtudss toward these 

agencies, some form of index was required. To construct the index, the 

Uet of attitude queetiona was glvan to an vq^per diwision class of twelve 

students at the IhiiversitF of tsanaasae, the writer, and tiro awnibers of 

the University faculty, they were then instructed to determine what at* 

tituda thay thouipit a landowner would have that selected any one of the 

poseibXe axuwers to the attitude queetlons* Ihay wrote a maitmr by each 

poseible answer to signify the elected attitude, the attitudes toward 

the ageneies and the signifying lumibers to be used wsrai 

. - ■ ' -V-'r . -J'. 
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U Strong positive attltud» toward the agonoijr 

3 Positive attitude touard the agen<^ 

2 Heutral attitudo toward the agency 

1 Negative attl^de toward the agency ' 

0 Strong negative attitude toward the agency 

The node, which also turned out to be the median, of the answers gLnn 

was selected as the scale to be used. 

Swan Creek Watershed District 

Of the twenty-five landowners In group Z, seventeen expressed 

attitudes toward the Soil Conservation Service, eighteen expressed atti 

tudes toward the Extension Service, and fourteen expressed attitudes 

toward the Vocational Agriculture Department# Thirteen of the twenty-

six landowners In group XIZ expressed attitudes toward ̂ he Extension 

Sexvloe and eight expressed attitudes toward the Vocatl<mal Agriculture 

Departments. These attitudes ars given In Table VIZ. 

Soil Ctmservation Service. Landowners in both group 1 and in 

group XIZ had positive attitudes toward the Soil Conservation Service. 

Thus, the difference In the attitude scores, which Is *57 and significant 

at the 95 per cent level. Is cmly one of dsgiree of positive attitude 

toward -Uxe Soil Conservation Service. However, It does Indicate a posi 

tive relationship between the landowners' attitudes toward the Soil Con 

servation Service and their attitudes toward the watershed district. 

Extension Service. Bo-Wx groups of landowners also hod positive 

attitudes toward the Extension SerrLoe, witii those In group I having a 

higher Extension Service attitude score by .22. This score was slgnlfl-
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eant at tht 60 ptr c«nt leTol and indioated that a ralatlonshlp exists 

between landowners* attitudes toward the watershed district and their 

attitude toward the Extension Service* 

Vocational Agriculture Department* The landowners in group I and 

those in groi^> III did not differ significmitlyf even at the ̂ 0 per cent 

level, in their attitudes toward the Vocational Agriculture Departments. 

Summary* The findings in Swan Creek Watershed tended to sub 

stantiate iQrpothssis that the landowners' attitudes toward the water 

shed district would be affected by their attitudes toward goverment 

agencies* Since the Soil Ckmservation Servioe was !m>re active in the 

watershed movement than the other agencies, there was a greater correla 

tion between the landowners* attitudes t>oward the Soil Conservation Service 

and their attitudes toward the watershed than for the other agencies* 

Johnson Creek Watershed District 

Thirty-one of the landowners in group I expressed attitudes toward 

the Soil Conservation Servioe, twenty-nine expressed attitudes toward the 

Extension Service, and thirteen expressed attitudes toward Vocational 

Agriculture. Three of the nine landowners in group II expressed attitudes 

toward the Soil Conservation Servioe, four expressed attitudes toward the 

Extension Servioe and none expressed attitudes toward Vocaticmal Agricul 

ture. There were thxee in grotp III who expressed attitudes toward the 

Soil Conservation Service and Extension Service, but none of them ex 

pressed attitudes toward Vocational Agriculture. 

The aveiege scozws are given in Table VIIX. 
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Soil Conservation Servica. ®h« average attitudes toward Soil Con 

servation Service scores for gz'oups I, ZI* and III were different at the 

99*^ per cent level of significance* The *26 difference in scores be 

tween group I and group II was significant at the 80 per cent level; the 

1.21 difference between group I and group III was significant at the 

99*9 per cent level, while the *95 difference between group II and group 

III was only significant at the 60 per cent level* The snail significant 

difference between group II and group III was partially doe to the small 

number of landowners in these groups. It is interesting to note that the 

laxge differences were between group I and each of the other two groiqps. 

This es^hasized the conrelation betmen a positive attitude toward the 

Soil Ccmservation Service and a positive attitude toward the watershed 

district in this district* 

Extension Seirioe* The correlation between a favorable attitude 

toward Extensimi Service score and a positive attitude toward the water 

shed district is shown in the following data. Those in group I had a 

more favorable attitude toward Extension Service score than those in 

group II, and also a more favorable attitude than those in grmip III. 

These differences were significant at the 99 per eent and 99*9 per Mnt 

levels respectively. However, Idiere was no significant difference at 

the ̂ per cent level between the scores of group II and group III. 

Vocational Agriculturs Departroent* Since grovip I was -Uio <mly 

group to egress an attitude toward Vooational Agriculture, no ocHnpari-

eone can be made between g]n>ups. However, it is interesting to note the 

very high average attitude soore of 3*71 out of a possible score of four 

which is associated with those in grotQ> I. 



56 

SuxBBary* Tl» peresntaga of landovnars vho e:xpz«Med opinions 

toward the Soil Conservation Service and Extension Service indicates the 

fMoiliazity idiich exists betueen the landowners and tlw agencies^ and 

the fact that both agencies have been active in the area. As would be 

expected because of the difference in the type woric they perform, fewer 

people were fainiliar with Vocational Agriculture personnel. 

fbB landsfimers who had positive attitudes toward the watershed 

distriet tended to have higher attitude scores for all three agencies. 

It can also be seen that there is a high average attitude score 

toward the vazlous agencies for all three groups eondyined. They were 

3.Ul> 3»k7$ and 3*71 for the Soil ConMrvatlon Service, Extension Service, 

and Vocational Agriculture respectively. These high scores should be 

viewed while considering the fact that Johnson Creek is the only water 

shed distrlot of the three in the study making satisfactory progress at 

toe time of this writing. 

White Oak Watershed District 

There were eighty-two landowners interviewed in White Oak Water 

shed District. Forty-nine of these expressed their attitudes toward Soil 

Conservation Service, forty-three expressed their attitudes toward the 

Extensi(m Service, and fifteen expressed their attitudes toward Voca 

tional Agriculture* These scores are given in Table IX. 

Soil Conservation Service. The most favorable attitudes toward 

Soil Conservation Service were found in group II, where attitude scores 

were .10 higher than tl^ scores from gsroup I, and .63 higher than the 

scores from grovp III. These differences were only significant at the 
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$0 per eent and 70 per eent lerele ntpeotirely. The differenee of *53 

beteeen group I and group III nas eignlflcant at the 99 per cent XereX 

since there were more Xandowners in these groups* Although the land 

owners in group II had higher average scores than tho^ in group I, the 

statiitioaX signifieanee ̂ the difference between groi^) II and grovqp I 

was auoh less tium that between group I and group III* Therefore, the 

Xandowners with the »ost favorable attitudes toward the SoiX Conserva 

tion Service tend to be in favor of the watershed district. 

Sxtension Service, The Xandowners in group III had less favorable 

attitudes toward the Extension Service than either group II or group I* 

The difference fr<»m each was signifioant at the 95 per cent level* How 

ever, ̂ ose la group II had a more favorable attitude toward the water 

shed district than did group I. IRiis diffexenoe was significant at 

70 per cent level, Ihis is the only watenhed of the three studied in 

which group IX had a higher score than did group I.[^The various county 
agents of the oounties having land in ths watershed district did not take 

a very active part in the creation of White Oak Watershed District and 

some of the Xandowners in group 1 criticised then because of this. It 

is to be renembered that those In group I were wanting to see ths district 

progress. This would acoovuit for sonw of the difference between group I 

group II) 
Vocational Agriculture Department* Only a mall nuii|)er of land 

owners expressed an attitude toward Vocational Agrioulture* however, it 
is significant to notice that of the fifteen who knew enough about Voca-

ti(Hial Agriculture to express an opinion about it, thirteen, or 8? per cent 

of thm, were in group I^ Those in group I had a 70 per oent higher score 
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tlum tliom ia group III, even thou^^ botii groups had a very positive at* 

titude toward the Vocational Agriculture Service. 

Summary. ̂ la White Oak Watershed "Uiose landowners with negative 
attitudes toward the watershed district, i.e., those in group III, who 

expressed an opinion had negative attitudes toward both the Soil Conserva 

tion Service and Extension Service^ They did not have negative attitodes 
toward Vocational Agriculture, but only two in group III expressed an 

attitude toward Vocational Agriculture) The highest scores toward both 
Soil Conservation Service and Extension Service were made by landowners 

in group Ilf however, the small number of landowners who esqpressed opin 

ions in group II might indioate that those with unfavorable attitudes 

would not express any attitude. 

Summary of Landowners' Attitudes Toward Government Agencies 

Because of the time at which the interviews were conducted, i.e., 

several monUis after landowners had voted for board of directors to pro 

ceed or not to proceed with the creation of the watershed district, it 

was difficult to dsterraine ai^thing other than correlations betmeen land 

owners' attitudes toward the watershed district and their attitudes toward 

the selected government agexicies. It could not be determined which of the 

attitudes were causes and which were effects. However, there are certain 

relationships that do exist in all three watersheds. 

In each of the watersheds studied the landowiers who had negative 

attitudes toward the watershed district had less favorable attitudes 

toward the Soil Conservation Service and Extension Service than did those 

who had positive or zwutral attitudes ̂ ard the watershed district. Not 
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•nottgh XandowMra esqpressed an attituda tcnfax>d Tocatlonal Agricultara to 

provide an insight into relationships regarding it* Homrer^ the largest 

nuaber of group III landowneirs in any one watershed district idio expressed 

an attitude toward Voeational Agriculture wre the eight in Swan Creek 

Watershed District who expressed negative attitudes toward Vocational 

Agriculture. Conversely the group of landowners who expressed positive 

attitudes toward the watershed also expressed positive attitudes toward 

each of the three govemnent agencies* In each watershed the landowners 

with positive attitudes toward the watershed and ttu>se with negative at 

titudes toward the watershed had government agency scores more signifi* 

cantly different than any other groups of two which were analyzed* 

Tahle X shows that landowners interviewed in Johnson Creek Water-

i^d Districty which is ths only mtershed district of the three that is 

making any progress at present} had the highest average attitude score 

toward both the Soil C^servation Service and Extension Service* Alsoy 

landowners in Johnson Creek Watershed District were very similar to land 

owners in White Oak Watershed District in attitude-toward-Vocational-

Agriculture scoresy with a difference of only .08. This difference was 

not significant. 

The average attitude scores for each of the government agencies 

were less for landowners interviewed in Swan Creek Watershed Districty 

where landowners voted not to proceed with the creation of a watershed 

district} than for either of the other two watershed districts in the 

stu(!^* The average attitude scores for all landowners interviewed in 

Swan Creek wexe negative toward the Soil Conservation Service and Exten 

sion Service* Their average attitude toward Vocational Agriculture was 
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UBU X 

ATEMQE ATTITtlDES TOMABB mSS GOTEBIitm AGENCIES 
OF UNBOUNEBS INfERVIEtfED IN THREE SELECTED 

WATERSHED DISTKEGTS 

Watershed Soil Conservation Extension Vocational 
Distzlot Service Service Agrioultare 

Swaa Creek 2.90 2.91 3.07 

Johnson Cxei^ 3.ia 3.It? 3.71 

White Oak 3.3U 3.06 3.79 

i.'?^ ? . •,* ."j
>,'L •- •, • 

-- ij,'':»» .u'^-J -i ^ 

■i 
J 

I I^'i? I'-H 
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positlT«» but many of those giving (pinions stated, in infomal discus 

sions with the interviewers, that they were not aware of any part the 

Vocational Agriculture Department had in the creation of the district. 

average attitudes toward both the Soil Conservation Service 

and Extension Service for all landowners interviewed in White Oak Water* 

shad were between those erpreesed by landoteiers in Johnson Creek, where 

most landowners had a positive attitude toward -Uie watershed district, 

and landowners in Swan Creek, which voted not to proceed with the creation 

of a watershed district.^White Oak Watershed District landowners aecumu* 
latad a vexy high attltudB*toward*7ocational*Agriculture score; however, 

only two landowners in White Oak Watershed, other than those in favor of 

the watershed, expzessed an attitude toward Vocational AgrLculture"^ 
The (A)servation8 stated in the previous paragraphs suggest that 

if a watershed district is to be a success the government agencies in 

volved must seek and gain a high degree of confidence from the landowners 

\^of the watershed* 

landowners^ Attitudes Toward local Watershed District Leaders 

The local watershed leaders, i*e*, the local famers an^or busi 

nessmen who instigate the initiation and creation of a watershed district, 

are primarily xesponsible for the progress of the watershed. Because of 

this,me might logically infer that a landowner's attitude toward the 

watershed district would be greatly influenced by his attitude toward the 

local leaders* This should be especially true in the early stages of the 

devel(^ps»nt of a watershed project, since the landowners would know a 
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great deal more about the local leaders than they would about the vater-

shed project. This would tend to cause landowners to form opinions about 

the watershed based on their opinion of the person responsible for the 

watershed district. If landowners questioned the motives of individual 

leadersf they would tend to question the general ecsanunity benefits to 

be derived from the watershed district. 

Construction of Index to Measure Landowners* Attitudes Toward Local 

Watershed District Leaders 

Four questions were prepared to determine the landowners* atti 

tudes toward the local watershed district leaders. The landowners were 

asked to check one of the prepared answers which wore designed to indicate 

favorable, neutral, or unfavorable attitudes toward the leaders. A value 

of two was given each favorable attitude, a value of one was given each 

neutral attitude, and a value of zero was given each negative attitude. 

The index for each individual landowner was the sumaation of the value 

for the four questions. Thus, it was possible for a landowner to have an 

index value between zero and eight. 

Swan Creek Watershed District 

Landowners who favored the watershed district had more favorable 

attitudes toward loeal leaders than did those who were against tlM water 

shed district. (See fable XX*} ^s difference was significant at the 

99.9 per cent level. This ̂ ows a very high correlation between a favora 

ble attituds toward local leaders and a favorable attitude toward the 

watershed. From infonaal talks with the landowners it was apparent that 

some of the unfavorable attitudes toward individual local leacbrs were 
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caused directly local leaders' actions in promoting the vatershad, 

or acts vhich landoaners thought the local leaders had cononitted. 

Some common complaints ̂ iven by landowners veret (l) "They wouldn't 

tell us axiything at meetings^ but Just kept 'beating around the bush'," 

(2) "Those who are being benefited most are trying to push this over on 

us,"(3) "They (local leaders) <Hily have a personal motive for this thing 

(waterslwd district)," and (It) "I believe they knew more than they were 

telling*" Some of tiw things the landowiMrs wanted to know from the local 

leaders weret (1) where would the dams be located, (2) who would have to 

pay the local cost, and (3) how much would be paid to those whose land 

was condonned.* Of course under the present law these questions could not 

be answered until after a permanent board of directors was elected, but 

this fact was overlooked by many landowners* 

Johnson Creek Watershed District 

The differences in attitudes toward local watershed leaders among 

those landowners having positive, neutral and negative attitudes toward 

the watershed district were significant at the 99*9$ per cent level. 

The four landowners interviewed in group III had lass favorable 

attitudes toward local leaders than did -Uie nine landoimers in group II 

or the thirty^lght in group I. The level of significanoe was 90 per cent 

and 99*9 per cent respectively. There was only a slight difference in the 

scores of grovp I and group II. Thla difference was not significant at 

the $0 per cent level. This indicates that those with unfavorable atti 

tudes toward local leaders will tend to have negative attitudes toward 

the watershed district. 
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TImf mm aot «iiougfa landovners la group III in Johnson Crmk Vatsrshed 

Cistrict to dstoct reasons for the nsgatlve attitudes. Only two of the 

landawners interviewed stated negative average attitudes toward local 

leaders, and ttose two gave no reasons for their negative attitudes. 

White Oak Watershed District 

Of the three groups interviewed in White Oak Watershed, i.e., those 

with positive, neutral, and negative attitudes toward the watershed dis 

trict, the differences in their attitude toward local leaders score were 

significant at the 99 per cent level. As shown in Table XI, those in 

group III had less favorable atti-todss toward local leaders than those in 

group I or group II. IMs difference was significant at the 99 per cent 

level and the 99.9 per cent level respectively. Those in group I ex 

pressed more favorable attitudes toward local leaders than did those in 

group II. SowBver, the difference was only significant at titui 60 per cent 

level./Thus, those with relatively unfavorable attitudes toward local 

Saders tended to have negative attitudes toward the watershed, and those 

with a relatively favorable attitude toward local leaders tended to have 

\either positive or neutral attitudes toward the watershed district. 

S(SBs unfavorable comments about local leaders expressed by land 

owners wereI (1) "Before the permanent board of supervisors were sleoted 

all the local leaders were those Just below the dams and they were getting 

all the bmofits,"(2) "^Riey (local leaders) went to see some landawners, 

but never stopped to see me," (3) "I Just can*t find out anything fr<» 

them," (U) "They might not have meant to hurt us (farmers above the dams), 

but I don*t see how they can help it if they go ahead with this thing 
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TABLE ZX 

UHDOWMERS* ATTITUDES TCWABD LOCAL WATERSHED DISTRICT LEADERS 
IM THREE SELECTED WATERSHED DISTRICTS BX DISIBICTS AND 

BX lANDCWNERS' ATTITUDES TCWARD THE DISTRICT 

Average Attitude 
Attitude Toward Local 

Watershed Attitude Toward Cods Watershed Leaders 
District The Watershed Number (Index) 

Swan Creek Positive Z 6.U0 

Swan Creek NegatiTS III 3.62 

Johnson Creek Positive I 7.7U 

Johnson Creek Neutral II 

J<^ms<m Cre^ Negative in U.50 

White Oak Positive I 7.23 

White Oak Neutral II 6.6U 

White Oak Negative III 3.71 
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(wfttsrshtd pxopnm),* and ($} "Illay told us some things, aueh as, vh«x« 

the dams would be, and then ohanged their statements." However, mansr of 

tlusse idio complained that could not secure information went on to sayJ 

that they did not attend any of the watershed district infozmaticmal meet 

ings because they were not interested in the watershed district* Also in 

interviewing it was noticed that practically all of those who had un 

favorable attitudes toward local leacters lived in the areas above the 

Suamary 

The tendency throughout the three watersheds was for those who 

had unfavorable attitudes toward local leaders not to be in favor of 

proceeding with the watershed district* The average attitude-toward-

local-leaders scores were 7*30, 6*12, and lt*83 for Johnson Creek, White 

Oak, and Swan Creek watersheds respectively. Jolmson Creek Watershed 

District is progressing very well at present; White Otk Watersdied Dis 

trict landowners voted to proceed with the creaticm of the watezwhed 

district, but later a majority of Xim landowners eeesied to thiidc the 

project was not in their best interest) and Swan Creek Watershed District 

landowners turned down the program at the first vote* These facts indi 

cate that the attitude which landowners have toward the local leaders is 

a major factor in (tetermining their attitude toward the watershed. 

Some of the ooimnents given by landowners point out the need for 

local leaders in various sections of the watershed rather than all of 

them being concentrated in one area such as in the flood plains. Also 

it was noticed that landowners fozmsd unfavorable opinions abmit seme 
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ILooal Isaders because of alleged actions of the local leader 6<aMliein9ing 

the vatershed district. The unfavorable attitudes toward these leaders 

appazantljr did not exist in the initial stage of the vatershed, but de* 

veloped as the program progressed. Thus, it vould not be possible to 

oooipletely evade this pitfall by selecting the proper local leaders when 

initiating the project. This also points out the fact that loeal leaders 

must wotlc closely with the landowners and try to develop a progrm in 

accordance with their wishes in order to retain their oonfideiKMi as tiiii 

pz>ogram progresses. 

Individuals* CettSge Fran the Creeks 

Before anyone can be interested in ombatixig a pxnblem he must 

be aware of a problem existing. One of the problems in a watershed is 

flood damage* To determine how widespread this dssMge was, landowners 

interviewed were ajdcedj (l) "Does any of your Ismd ever overflow?" 

(2) "What part of a crop do you usually lose when flooded?", and (3) 

"What part of this damage « • • do you think the watershed district 

vould correct?" 

Swan Creek VJatershed District 

Of the fiftyoone landowners interviawed in Swan Creek Watershed 

District, eighteen had land flooded at least one year out of five. Of 

tl»ae eighteen, nine had a positive attitude toward the watershed dis 

trict and nine had a negative attitude toward the watershed district. 

However, only five of thoTO with negative attitudes toward the watershed 

district and eight of those with positive attitudes toward the watershed 

district bought they were being damaged by Idie ovezflow from the creeks* 
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Also nens of thoas with Mgstive attitudes toward the watershed district 

thought it could solve their problems and five were undecidedj four of 

those with positive attitudes toward the watershed district believed the 

watershed district would oonect their problems, idiils two said it would 

not, and three said they did not know. Thus, only four landowners of the 

fifty-one interviewed said they were being dsmaged by floodwater that 

they believed would be controlled by the proposed watershed district. 

Johnson Cxwek Watershed Distrtct 

Fourteen of tl»ft thirty-eight landowiMrs interviewed in Johnson 

Creek Watershed Diatrlet idK> had positive attitudes toward tiie watered 

district stated that they had land which overflowed at least one year 

out of five; ten of them thought the watershed district would eliminate 

or ndUilraise their problem, and the rmaining four did not know. Only 

two of the nine landowners with neutral attitudes toward the watershed 

distilet had land which overflowed at least om year out of five, and 

they had no opinion as to the amount of protection the watershed distzlct 

would provide. Of ttwi four with negative attitudes toward the watershed, 

two had land which overflowed, but their crop damage froei overflow was 

less than 5 per cent. They did not believe the district would provide 

them ai^ protection* Of^fifty-one landowners interviewed eighteen 

had land being damaged by overflow. Ten of these eighteen definitely 

believed the watershed district would benefit thm, six did not know, 

the ronaining two did not believe the watershed district would ̂ nefit 

them. 
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Vflilte Oak Waterghed District 

Tmuitgr of the forty-seren landowMrs interrleved in lilhite (Me 

Watershed Metrlot idio had posltlTe attitndss toward the watershed dlstxlat 

had crop losses from otrerflow* Seven thought the watershed district could 

eliminate their losses, eleven were undecided, and one did not think the 

district could affect his crop losses* Only one of the eleven landosners 

with neutral attitudes toward the watershed district had any dasiage from 

overflow and he did not know whether the watershed project could he]^ him* 

Eight of the tven^*four landowners with negative attitudss toward the 

watershed district had land that overflowed at least one year out of five. 

Howrver, only two of them thought the floodwater was causing any damage 

to their crops, and only one of them thought the watershed program wuld 

halp correct his problem* 

Of the eighty*two landowners Interviewed in the White Oak Water 

shed District, thsre were fifteen who were being damaged by floodwater, 

and fourteen idio weze not certain and said damage was little, if any* Of 

theee, eight thought the watershed district could corract the problem, 

five did not think so, and sixteen were undecided. 

Summary 

Of the fifty-four landowners interviewed in the three watersheds 

who expressed negative attitudes toward the watershed distrieta, seven 

felt they wtre being damaged by overflow water from the creeks* (^3ly me 

of these tiiought the watershed district would oorrsot this situation* 

There were 110 landowners in the three districts who expressed 

positive attitudes toward the district. Thirty-three of them felt that 
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tbey mir* b«lng dia«g«d b;^ ovdrflow wAter frm thA orseks and twenty^two 

expraased tba opinion that the watershed districts would definitely cor 

rect this situation* This indicated a relationship between expected 

flood benefits from the district projects and landowners' attitudes 

toward the watershed district* However, there was a weakness in the 

design of 'Uie questionnaire since, when analysed, it tended to point out 

only the daaage saased the water drowning out crops* If the qtwstion-

naire had been designed to detexnine other esqpected benefits such as a 

change in the faming program, lowering of the water tid>le, less sand 

deposits, and greater security, it could have been more meaningful* Con* 

sideration of these benefits might have shown more landowners to expect 

some benefits from the watershed development program. 

Other Factors Ifsasured 

In addition to the previously discussed major factors affecting 

landowners' attitudes toward watershed districts, individual questions 

of the schedule were analysed to detemine what other factors might be 

of significance* 

Swan Creek Watershed District 

NiiM) of the landowners interviewed in the Swan Creek Watershed 

District who had positive attitudes toward the watershed district said 

thsy would have been required to help pay for the proposed watershed dis 

trict* Only one of them did not tirirk they would receive adequate bene 

fits trm the district in mtum for the e3q)ense8. In the group with 

negative attitudes toward the watershed district, there were eight who 
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said thajr voold have to help pay for the district. Not iHie of these 

eight said thsy vould receive sufficient benefits to compensate themj 

and seven said tiiey definitely would not. 

Nine landowners intervieiwd thought some of their land vould be 

flooded, and all nine esqpressed negative attitudes toward the watershed 

district. Two of ttuise did not feel that they would receive an equitable 

price for their land, iddle the other seven would not egress their ideas. 

Only four of^twenty'^six with negative attitudes toward the 

watershed districts thought it "made sense to build the dams." Con-> 

versely seventeen of the twenty-five with positive attitudes toward the 

watershed distriots thought ̂ re ̂finitely should be dams while seven 

were undecided. This indicates that dms are a very controversial sub 

ject and were a major factor in determining attitudes toward the water 

shed district. 

Johnson Creek Watershed District 

LandowMirs interrlewed in Jcdmscoi Cz«ek Watershed District tended 

to reply, "they (the govenment agencies and local leaders involved) have 

always vozteed out things to our advantage, and I believe they will do the 

same this time" when they were asked questiixis oonoeming their individu 

al coats and benefits caused by the watershed district. 

Only four of the thirty-eight interviewed with positive attitudes 

toward the watershed district Uxought they would be required to help pay 

for the watershed district, miese four thought they would be amply re 

warded for doing 80. None of those with neutral attitudes toward the 

watershed district thought they would have to help pay for the project. 
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and.only one of the four vlth negatire attitudea thougiht they would have 

to help piqr* waa the mly one who thought he would definitely not 

receive adequate benefit for his payment. 

Only two thought sane of their land would definitely be needed 

for dans or flooded areas. They both had positive attitudes toward the 

watershed district} one stated he was sure he would receive adequate eon-

pensation for his land, and the other would give no answer. 

Three of the four who had negative attitudes toward the watershed 

district did not think large dams should be built to help control the 

water. Only am of those with positive attitudes toward the watershed 

district thought dans would not help solve the problem} however, there 

were five who said they wore not sure. Thus, in Johnson Creek Watershed 

District a landownsr's attitude toward dams would be indicative of his 

attitude toward the watershed district* 

White Oak Watershed District 

Twenty-eight of the landowners interviewed in the White Oak Water 

shed District who had positive attitudes toward the watershed district 

thought they would be required to help pay the local watershed distriot 

cost. Only one said he definitely would not benefit this much. Although 

there were only eight landownejrs, or one-third of the total, with negative 

attitudes toward the watershed district who thought they would have to 

help pay the local cost, not one of them thought he would receive coai-

pensable benefits. Only two of those wildi neutral attitudes toward the 

watershed distriot said they would be required to help pay the local cost. 

Of l^se one thought he would be amply benefited and the other was not 
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sure vhethsr or not ho wovild bo. 

LKQdoHners did not agreo as to vhat waa adequato oomponsation for 

land whleh would be flooded. ̂ The two with positive attitudes toward tlM 
watershed district who believed they would have land ccmitennod thought 

they woi^d bo paid sufficient damages. Ccmverselyi of the eight wl^ 

negativo attitudes toward the watershed district who thought they would 

have land condennod, five doubted receiving proper eon^^ensation and th^ 
other three stated that thoy did not have enough Infomation to decide^ 
No landowner with a neutral attitwide toward the watershed district thought 

he would have land flooded because of flood retention structures. 

Forty-one of the forty-seven landowners with positive attitudes 

toward the White Oak Watershed Oistrict thought dams were definitely 

needed in the watersl»d and only one ̂ d not think they were; of those 

with negative attitudes toward the watershed, though, eighteen did not 

want to see dams built and the remaining six expressed a "donH know" 

opinion. 

Watershed District Comparisons 

The preceding findings point out that those idio would e]q>ect to 

help pay for a watershed district tended to favor proceeding with the 

establishment of a watershed district* They apparently realize the bene 

fits to be derived from the program. However, those in Swan Creek and 

White Oak Watershed District who do not think they would be required to 

help pay for the watershed district, i.e., those not in the "benefited 

area", tend to have neutral or negative attitudes toward the watershed 

district. The problems they would expect the watershed district to solvt 
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are not as easily seen as the flooded^ sand^ladsn bottcsnlands dovnstream* 

Many of them fear that the dams^ which the watershed district woold con-

structi would have a nore destructive effect on them and/or their neigh* 

bors than the problems which^watershed district seelcs to correct for 

them. They tend to realise the problems faced by many landowners down* 

streamf but fear that if tl» watershed district beoc»Bss a reality they 

and/or their neighbors will then have problems which they did not have 

before. Indicative of this is the fact that* of the landcfwners with 

iwgative attitudes toward the watershed district in Swan Creek and VHiita 

Oak Watershed Districts» 77 per cent and 92 per centy respectively, stated 

that they thought the group of landowners adjoining and above the dams 

would be "hazmed" to some extent by the watershed district. 

In Johnson Creek Watershed District, which appears to be progress 

ing satisfaotorlly, only eight landowners, or 16 per cent of those inter 

viewed, stated that they thought landowxMrs in any section of the water 

shed district would be harmed by the watershed district. Of those eight, 

four were those who had negative attitudes toward the watershed district. 

Of the total landowners interviewed in Swan Creek and White Oak Watershed 

Distxlcts 57 p«r cent and IjO per cent respectively stated that they 

thought those landowners above the dams would be "harmed** the water 

shed district. Ihus, this indicates the attitude of landowners as to 

given section being "harmed" is positively correlated to the success of 

the watershed district. 



CHAPTER? 

SOME PROBUMS OF WATERSHED DISTRICTS OBSERTED 
WHILE COMDUCTXIK} IHTEByiEWS 

While interviewing landovmers in the three selected watershed 

di8triots> sone of the problems encountered in initiating end eanying 

out a watershed project were revealed by both those opposing and those 

favoring the watershed district* T]w»se revelations were in addition to 

answers given to specific questions* 

Dissemixiation of Corirect Information 

One of the most difficult tasks of landowmrs in a watershed 

district is that of ga^ring and interpreting factual information. Al* 

though it can rarely be determined where or how it originated^ there is 

quite a bit of false information being circulated in the watershed dis 

tricts* For example, one landowner said he thought the watersland district 

could be i^roved by limiting the salary of the board of directors when 

actually the board of directors receive no salary. 

Under these conditions a landowner often forms an opinion towax^d 

the watershed distriot very different frcms the aae he would form If the 

true facts were known. Of course this might incirease the number favoring 

the watershed district or increase ̂ number opposing it, but it appears 

to the writer that the only way for a landowner to actually decide what 

he wants is to know the true facts concerning the alternatives. At 

present the ranks of professional agricultural workers are too thin to 

contact landowners individually, and it is difficult, if not iagpotaible. 
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to get a majority of landowners to attend infoznational meetlnga* Ap« 

parently literature concerning the watershed districts is not widely 

disseminated nor ie It easily undeirstood. Thus, many landowners mast 

depend upon information recelTed orally frost persons rabidly favozlng or 

opposing the watershed district. Infoznation recelTed in this way is 

rery easily, consciously or unconsciously, distorted by the person giring 

it. People tend to listen to information that is most readily available. 

Con!»quently, if correct information is not available, they will tend to 

listen to that which is available. For this reason false information 

tends to be worse than a lack of information, especially is this true in 

an area where landowners do not make an attempt to secure infoxnation, 

but only listm to whatever eomss along. Thus, naey landowners may be 

forming their opinions on the basis of false, incorrect, or distorted in-

fozstation. 

Opportunity and Relocating Cost As A Factor 
in Determining Damages 

Ctoe of the reasons most often given by those having negative at 

titudes toward the watershed district was the fear that those having 

land flooded would not receive aidequate conqjensation for opportunity 

oost or relocation cost. Very often, if a landowner were to have his 

bottcm land flooded, it would cause tiM remainder of his farm to becone 

an uneconomical unit to operate. LUcewise, the landowner's buildings 

might then be of little or no benefit. For exan^le, if a dairy farmer 

had been raising his grain, silage and/or hay on his bottcni land and It 

was flooded, the remaintter of his farm might be uneconomical to operate 
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«s a daizy faznj bat if ho did not operate it as a daixy farm* bis milk 

ing parlor, ailos, etc. might then be useless. If a landoener were to 

be paid only for the land flooded, this would not cover his actual loss. 

Likewise a landowner who was forced to move would have relocating 

expenses in addition to the esqpense of buying another farm. 

Mapy landowners said they- could not be in favor of a waterdied 

district until -those matters were elar^ied for them. 

0-thers thought tiie total local cost and the amount each landowner 

would have to pay- should be determined tefore the landowners voted to 

determine whether the board of directors should proceed with the creation 

of the watershed district. Likewise many thought the dams should be 

located and the landowners given assurance that they would not be moved* 

Majy landowners overlooked the face that -the above-mentioned 

problems must be considered and solved by the permanent board of direc 

tors and appraisers who are chosen after the initial election* Others 

wezw aware of this fact, but -thought^situation should be changed. 

Proper Selection of Local Leaders in the Initial 
Stage of Le-velopnent of Watershed District 

In the Journal of Soil and Water Conservation, Neiderfrarfc and 

Fascher s-tatei 

Experience and study of the ccanmunity develoixoent approach, 
which is now widespread across the sou-them states, proves the 
existence of quality rural local leadership and the value of 
local group planning. Certainly the expexlenoe of the Soil 
Conservation Service with group participation rae-thods, in 
formal leadership and district ozganization also proves the 
validity of reliance upon local leadership, involvement of 
people in programs, and adap-tation of procedures to local 
situations. 
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The group or soeial aetlon process Idea which embodies the 
aforenentiozisd principles is fundamental in the successful 
prcnaotion^ organisation and operation of any program* This 
is especially true for watershed organization, 6z«up process 
is the idea of doing things with people rather than for them 
and to them, the idea of the democratic philosophy of leader 
ship rather than authoritarian leadership, the idea of under 
standing people and having faith in them, the idea of letting 
them take part in the decision making. 

Progruas succeed and conservation progresses when agency 
wozkers and local supervisors believe in and are i^iUed in 
following the group process idea ae they wozk with people on 
soil and water conservation problems.1 

The suooess of a watershed is directly dependent upon the caliber 

of those individuals idio initiate and guida the actions of a watershed 

district* For this reason it is impezuitive that local leaders be the 

type of persons that can oommand and retain the respect of the landowners 

of the watershed district. Because a watershed district is a djmamlo 

rather than a static ozganization, local leaders need to evaluate them 

selves periodioally to determine if their actions are meeting with the 

approval of landowners of the watershed distrlot. 

Defining Benefited Area 

Usually, when watershed districts in Tetmessee are initiated, it 

is intended that those who are benefited by the distrlot pay the local 

share of flood-control costs* However, some landowners above the dams 

contend that this could mean evexybody in the watershed distilct since 

everybody in the watershed district could conceivid>ly be benefited either 

directly or indirectly by tt^ watershed district* Some have even dMaanded 

^Neiderfrank, et al*, "The Human Side of Watershed Programs," 
Journal of Soil and Water Conservation, 11: 289-292, December, 19$o* 
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tfaAt the benefited airea be determined before the laadmoiers rote as to 

vfaether or not the board of directors are to proceed vl'tii the creation 

of the watershed district. Of course it is impossible to consider this 

suggestion uncter the present law, bat it does point out the aad>igaity of 

the term "benefited area." 

Heed For a Watershed Program More Appealing to Upland Farmers 

The results of the interviews conducted in Swan Creek and White 

Oak Watershed District showed that the locatlcns of the dams foxned a 

fair!ly distinct dividing line between those favoring the watershed dis 

trict and those opposed to ttw watershed dLstriot. Of course this 

did not exist in Johnson Creek Watershed Distxict since there were very 

few landowners opposing the district there. However, the results in 

Swan Greek and White Oak Watershed Districts indicated that the programs 

should be made more appealing to landowners in the upper reaches of the 

watersheds. 

A real problem is involved when farmers in the upper part of a 

watershed loss their few acres in the bottoms, where most of their farm 

income is produced, because they are needed for floodwater detention 

structures. This is still more disagreeable to tl^ ti^land fasrasers when 

they believe the larger operators in the lowlands to be reaping the bene 

fits from the projects. Rural people are "basically fairminded and 

generally do not like to take advantage of other families, or even appear 

that they are doing ao."^ Consequently when landowners above the struc-

^Meiderfrank, et al,, 0£. cit. 
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tures cannot m« my banafita they can derive fran the project, but can 

aaa where soaa of their neighbora nay be ineonveniancad the project 

they tend to disfavor the watershed district* 

If some way could be found to make this project nora appaaling 

to the iqpland fam^ra it would ranova naay conpUoatims. Suggastions 

which landowners expressed to the interviewers includedt (1) persuade 

ttM lawmakers to allow ditching in the uplands at government expense, 

(2) strive to deteznine the location of detention struoturea while cm-

ducting the praliminaxy survey before the watershed district is voted 

on, and (3) attempt to construct more but SBaaller retention structures 

so a faming progran will not be completely disrupted. 

Keed For Close Cooperation Between Agricultural Agencies 

There is a lesson in cooperation to be learned in Johnson Cre^ 

Watershed District* In this watershed district aH agricultural agencies 

have worieed in njgjann the eoinnon goal of seeing the Johnson Creek 

Watershed District in operation* The Vocational Agriculture teaphers 

discussed It in Idwir elassroons and adult classes, the Extension Service 

agents discussed it at community clubs and other meetings, the Soil Gon-

serva-tion Serviee technicians discussed it whenever they woxked with 

landowners, and the various other agencies talked about it whenever the 

opportunity presented itself* The important thing here was the fact 

that all agencies were infomed as to the benefits and shor^omings of 

the pr^ran* All of them exploited the benefits and sought to correct 

the shortcfflnings of the program* 
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This has not b««n so in other watersheds and story of «atar> 

shed failures told the results* It cannot be oXained that cooperation 

viU mske a good program of a poor one, but a lack of cooperation can 

bring about the downfall of a good one. 

Farorable Position of the County with the Host land 
in the Watershed District 

The Tennessee Watershed Distriot Act of 1955 states that in "the 

county in which the greatest number of acres of land in the district is 

situated" (l) shall be filed "a petition describing in detail" the work 

plan or project, (2) the court shall set a day for a hearing on the pro 

posed work plan, (3) Interested landowners shall msOce appearanoe and 

file in writing any objection which they have to the proposed project, 

and (li) in that county the feasibility of the plan, probable cost of tiie 

project, benefits to be derived, lands benefited, and reocraRiended me^od 

of financing will be detenainsd by the County Court. In addition the 

court of the county in which most of the land is situated appoints three 

Commissioners to study the proposed improvements, their cost, and in 

what proportion lands are benefited.^Dissatisfied landowners then must 
go to the court in the county in which most of the land of the watershed 

distriot is located if they wish to file their objections.3^ 
^Jfarty landowi^rs expressed their dissatisfaction with this part of 

the law. Smne jealousy or mistrust semned to exist) this was especially 

3j, I. Bell, Watershed District Act of 1955. Public Chapter No. 
112. House Bill No. 708. Public Acts of 1955* pp. >151 
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80 idMn th* county In which most of tho land of ths watershod was looatad 

was also the county in which most of the benefits were to be derived* 

Some landowners rationalized that the price to be paid for their con 

demned land would be detemined in the county fron which most of the 

funds wex« to cone. This was very antagonizing to landowners in other 

counties of ths watershed* 

It is significant to observe that Johnson Creek Watershed Dlstrictj 

which is progressing satisfactorily^ is completely in one county* 

f'- -- i 
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IMPUCATIONS(F THE STUDY 

Siiiinaz7 and Conclusions 

This stu^r of th« organizational problsms and causes of slow more-

ment of watershed districts in Tennessee was made to identify soae of the 

factors associated with watershed district failures in Tennessee* In 

addition to prelininaxy discussions held idth agricultural leaders and 

businessmen, information was secured from personal interviews with 18U 

laadoNners in Swan Creek, Jtdmson Creek, and White Oak Watershed Districts. 

Landowners in Swan Creek Watershed District voted not to proceed with the 

creation of the watershed district. LandowMrs in White Oak Watershed 

District voted to proceed with the creation of the watershed district, 

but then elected a board of directors, whose majority was opposed to pro* 

oeeding with the creation of the watershed district. Landowners in John 

son Creek Watershed District, not only voted in favor of proceeding with 

the creation of the watershed district, but are making excellent progress 

with conqpletion of the developnent projects. 

Landowners in Johnson Creek Watershed District had a lower level 

of knowledge about the watershed development project than did the land 

owners in either of the other two. Also, of those interviewed in Johnson 

Creek Watershed District, the four landowners with negative attitudes to 

ward the district possessed a more thorough average understanding about 

tiie project than did the thirty-eight with positive attitudes toward it. 

These facts would tend to indicate that a knowledge of tiui district laws. 
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z<tgttlatle&tf tad aee<»ipllshmeQts ware not necessary for the sucoesa of 

the (kveloptaent prc^ram of a watershed district* Bowerery in both Swm 

Creek Watershed District and White Oak Watershed Distrlett vhere those 

opposing the project and those seekii^ a way to proceed with the oreatLoo 

of it were more equally proportioned^ the landowners with most cffiqplete 

knowledge of the watershed district expressed favorable attitudes toward 

the program* This was in contrast to the findings in the Johnson Creek 

area,^ne explanation for landowners* knowledge of the progrma in John 
son Creek Watershed District being relatively uninqjortant was the fact 

^t they had complete ecmfidenoe in the agricultural agencies and local 

leaders to aot in their behalf^ They expressed a RK>re favorable attitude 
toward agricultural agenoieSf and a much higher zwgard for local leaders 

than did the landowners of the other two districts in the stu^jr. A fre 

quent ooemient heard in Johnson Crsidc Watershed District was^^They (the 
local leaders and agricultural agencies) have been woxking for our ad 

vantage and 1 believe they will continue to do eo."^ A factor in bringing 
about this attitude was that those interested in creation of a water 

shed district in Madison County went into the uplands of the area and ex-

plaixMd tbe benefits to be derived from the Agricultural Ccmsenration 

Program (ACP). They went to tiie extent of borrowing money to make ACP 

payments quickly available to landowners who would carry out ACP practices* 

Until that tine, many of the landowners who received the payments had not 

been oonscious of tto financial payments made by the ACP* Although the 

Agricultural Conservation Program was not associated with the watershed 

program, the actions of those interested in the creation of a watershed 

district served to implant confidence in the minds of the landowners. 
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Not only in Johnson Crook Watershed Distrioty but also in the other 

two studiedf a positire eorrelation existed between attitudes toward local 

leaders and agricultural agencies and attitudes toward the watershed dis 

trict* Hence» there is eridenoe that oonfidsnee in watershed leadership 

is a stronger factor than understanding of the watershed district* Where 

landowners hare confideaee in local leaitors and agricultural agents, it 

seens to laake the Job much easier, or ewen to be an essential part of the 

project* However, it is to be rwwadMxed that the population in the up 

stream portion (idiere the opposition to a watershed district is usually 

concentrated) of Johnson Creek Watershed differs significantly from that 

in the upstream portion of the other two watershed districts, ̂ nie up 
stream portion^ the Johne^ Creek area is predominantly Negro-populated, 

and the average male has rmseived only a fourth-grade education* 

would tend to e3q)lain partially why trust in leadership was a more im 

portant faetor in this district than was knowledge of tSm watershed dis 

trict* 

Several other factors semwd to affect landowners* attitudes toward 

the projects. The grovp of landowners with positive attitudes toward the 

watershed district in each of those in the stud^ tended to (1) thihk land 

owners wi^ land condmned would be dealt with more equitably,(2) not 

think any group in the watershed district would be particularly damaged, 

(3) think the dams were the answer to their problems, (U) think they would 

receive more benefits from the project in return for tJie cost they would 

be required to pay, and (5) be aware of the dmaagee from the creek that 

that the watershed district would correct more than did the groiq) of land 

owners with negative attitudes toward the watershed district* 
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Sine* landowners In Johnson Creek Watershed District are predomi* 

nantly in favor of the program, they as a whole had more of the charac-

teristios listed above for landowners with positive attitudes toward the 

■aatershed district than did the landowners in the other districts. Thus, 

when considering these factors either within a given watershed district, 

or between Jt^tnson Creek Watershed District and the two less successful 

ones, there appears to be a significant relationship between these fac 

tors and a landowner's attitude toward the watershed distriet. 

Since there were so few^andgynTs oppoetnff thf fflvement in_John-

son Creek Watershed District, no definite conclusions could be drawn as 

to how attitudes toward it differ in various sections. 

However, there was a large group of landowners below the pirt^osed 

dams in both Swan Creek and White Oak Watershed DLatrlcts idio would havs 
^ I I I 

been benefited by the project* Almost all of these landowners were in 

favor of the projects* 

There was then a anall group of landownem in Swan Creek Watershed 

District, and a similar group in White Oak Watershed District, who oc 

cupied sites where the dams and empouoded-water areas would have been 

located and, therefore, could conceivably be ^jmaged by the pi;»Qjact> 
Many of them feared they would not be atqply rewarded for thelr-loaa. 

Some had large investments in housing and equipnent that could be made 

practically worthless shotild much of their bottomland be flooded* Also, 

it might have been ui^rofitable to <^rate the remaining land as a farm 

unit. Thus, if landowners wore repaid for only the land flooded, as 

many of them thought they would be, their loss would have been great* 
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Tbsrt mn also stMas landounors who did not wish to relocate no matter 

how much the district might pas' 

there was one other large group of landownexv who were above the 

dams and were not greatly affected by the watershed distriot* Even 

thongh they should have benefited from better farming practices such as 

reforesting badly eroded areas and a more balanced faming prc^rea* tiiey 

could have done these things without the watershed project if they so 

desired* the Extension Service and Soil Conservation Service was willing 

to offer them technical assistance when needed, the Agricultural Conserra-

ticm Program offered financial assistance for maiy practices, and the 

Farmers Home Adainistration would loan additional money needed to install 

approved conservation practices, ̂ ^nee, tto^ragjflilty of these people did 
not seem to really have aiqr strong opinions about the-ws^rshed district 
until they ware motivated^'ott^^ strong feelings and/or Falso or 
misleading informtidh7~""Iiri}dth Swan Creek and White Oak Watezshed Dis 

tricts this group seemed to be influenced by the group of landownem im^ 

mediately adjacent to toe dam sites^ They feared that those near the dam 

sites would not receive jur^ooi^naation for damages that might occur to 

them. Thus, these two groups were able to defeat the project through 

toteir actions in voting against the watershed distriot or in voting for 

members of the board of directors who were not in favor of proceeding 

with the creation of the watershed diatriot. 

Beeommendations 

Each watershed distzlct is composed of a different grnup of indi-



89 

viduals and therefore each district presents a unique problea* Howererf 

the reocamendations to be Mde should apply to a majori^ of future water* 

shed districts. 

Each landoimer should be nada aware the problems which^ 

watershed district would correct. He should be given as much information 

about the watershed district as he desires* kept informed as the noveneat 

progresses* and an effort should be made to cmdrat false and misleading 

information. This should be more easily acccmplished bjr a number of small 

periodic meetings within eonmiunlties of the district. With the "wosk 

load" which the Soil Consexration Service and Extension Service has in 

each county there is need for a watershed agent in each of the districts 

to perform these duties. 

Since the opposition to watershed projects has been concentrated 

in the rq>per part of the area* these people should be contacted and in 

formed about the project while it is in tto planning stage. The land 

owners must ree<^nize the objectives of the watershed district. Mora 

measures (e.g.* drainage ditches above the water detention struetaxms} 

should be incorporated into the watershed program to make it more attrac 

tive to the landowners in the upper portion of the district. Also there 

should be an effort made to secure a board of directors which will geo-

gr^hically represent the entire area. Thus* 'Uiey may disseminate in 

formation and determine localised opixiions about the watershed district. 

Under the present law* landowners eanoot be assured of the location 

of water detention structures until after the permanent board of directors 

is elected. Therefore* it is reecramended that the watershed planning 

party coi^lete a minimum amount of survey work in the area before the 
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tMoAsmmro Tote to daterndJM vbether the toiaporaxy board of dlreotors 

shall procssd with tha ersatlon of a district* To facilitate good public 

relaticois pemission should be secured from each landowner before going 

on his farm. 

Msngr laadowners ob;)eoted to the following powere being wasted in 

the county court of the county in which most of the lands of the district 

are locatedt (l) To determine (a) soundness and econoodc feasibility 

of the plan* (b) the probable oost of the plan^ (o) the benefits to be 

derived from the proposed project^ (d) the recommended rnstlwd of financing 

it» and (e) the terms and conditions of bonds if they are issued, and 

(2) to appoint the oosmdssioners who determine how much each landowner 

is being benefited an<Vor dsaaged. Kierefore, it is^opinion of tha 

writar iiaX there should be a state commission established to perform 

these duties when tha watershed includes part of two or more counties* 
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DEFINITION OF TSIB© USED IN THIS STODT 

1* Thft Secrwtagy: The Seeretaxy of Agrioulture of the United States. 

2* Vorica of iBpjroveinentt Any imdertaking for (1) flood preTention 
(including structural and land treatment measures) or (2) the con-
serration, development> utilisation, and disposal of vater in 
watershed or subwatershed areas. 

3. Local organizationI Any state, political subdivision thereof, soil 
or water conservation district, flood prevention or control district, 
or combinations thereof, or any other agency having authority under 
state law to carry out, maintain and operate the worses of in^rove-
ment.l 

Fublicationt A newspaper or newspapers admitted to the United States 
mail as second-class matter, of general circulation within the water> 
shed district. 

5* Landt Real property as that term is defined by the laws of the 
State of Tennessee and shall include, but not be limited to, ease" 
ments, water rights, or any other interest in real property. 

6. Voters Any landowner of the district who is more than 21 years of 
age and who is sui .juris. 

7* Board: The board of directors of a watershed district* 

Digtrictt A watershed district for which organizaticm is proposed 
or which has been granted under the provisions of this Act. 

9. Landowner: Any person owning any interest in land located in a 
district, including tenants in ccmsaon, tenants by the entireties, 
joint tenants, life tenants, owners of dower or courtesy rights, 
vested remaindemen, and the holders of leaisehold interests of more 
than three years* duration. 

10* Watershed area; An area of land which drains toward a ocxnDKm channel* 

11, Person with positive attitude toward the watershed district; Any 
person who says he voted for the board of directors to proceed with 
the creation of the watershed district or would have voted that way 
if he had voted. 

^* S. Department of Agriculture, Office of the Qeneral Counsel, 
Forestry and Lands Division. Legislative History of the Amendnents to 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, (Washington; Govern 
ment Printing Office, p. vil* 
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12. Person with negative attitude toward tha watershed distilctt Aiy 
person vho voted against the board of directors proceeding with the 
creation of the watershed district or wovild have voted that vay if 
he had voted. 

13. Person with neutral attitude toward the watershed district: Any 
person who did not vote in the election to detezraine if the board 
of dlreotore shall prodeed with the creation of the watershed dis-
trictf and did not know how he would have voted if he had voted, 
or any person who would not state an attitude \dzen interviewed. 
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1, 2, 3, U Soil associations, described on 
following pages 

Fig\ire U. Soil association map of Smn Creek Watershed District, 
Chester, Bardin, Henderson, and McNairy counties, Tennessee. 
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BESCSSIPJICH W SOIL ASSOCIATICaB FOUND IN SWAN CREEK WATERSHED DISTRICT, 
UKCOIN AND MARSHALL COUNTIES, TENNESSEE 

AREA 1 

This sssoclatlon ana ooi^prlsas aboul 3fOOO acres or i^oproxittataly
10 par cant of tha vatersbad area. It consists of nearly leTel to sloping 
streaa bottons and texraca lands along Svan Creak and its tributaxy 
streans* The low terrace lands or second bottoms are generally 5 to 10 
feet higher than the adjoining first bottoms. 

The Huntington, Ilndsids, Egam and Dunning soils are found along 
the bottom land areas subject to freq^xant overflow. The Amour, Wolftevar, 
and Taft soils generally occupy the low terrace or second bottom lands at 
slightly higher elevations. The well-drained Huntington and the moder 
ately wall-drained Undside soils are deep and inherently ferUle. The 
%ajB and Dunning soils are daxk-colored and poorly drained. The E^am and 
Dunning soils gexierally predominate along the bottom land areas of the 
tributary streams of Swan Creak near area 3. 

The Amour, Wolftevar and Taft soils that occupy the low terrace 
or sae<Nad bottom lands are subject to peirLodio overflow waters* The 
Amour soils am deep, well-drained and productive. The Wolftever and 
Taft soils have heavy-textured clayey subsoils that restrict internal 
drainage and plant root development. 

The soils in this association area are the most productive of the 
watershed, and crop yields are relatively high. All thw soils are de 
rived from stream alluvium washed frmn uplands underlain by limestone. 
Most all areas are medium to high in content of phosphate. 

Over 95 per cent of this association area has been cleared and 
used for row orops. Some areas are used for hay and pasture in rotation 
with other orops, while other areas are used for pemanent pasture es 
pecially where swift, scouring overflow flood waters occur. Many of the 
short, steep, sloping areas are left in woodland or are idle. 

AREA 2 

This association area conprises about 20 per oent of the watershed 
and occurs throughout the central portion of the area. Slopes are gently 
sloping to rolling for the most part, but include sorao hilly areas. This 
area is characterized by well-drained productive soils of variable depths, 
and includes the most desirable upland soils for agriculture production 
in the watershed. In general, the soils are moderately fertile, phos-
phatio, and moderate to severely eroded. 



. A I —^ 

100 

fhs Hauzy^ Braxt^n, Hafflpshlrs, CuUeoka^ and Iman soils pre-
(teinata th« land8ea|>e* Included are naiqr aaall areas of gullied land 
and stoiy-land mlsoellamous land types* The Mauzy soils that have 
brotmi vell-drained deep profiles generally occxipy the broad, gently 
slopi^ areas. The Braxton soils have heavier textured subsoils than 
the Hauzy soils but occupy similar positions* The Hampshire, Inman, and 
CuUeoka soils occur in more dissected areas where there are sloping 
ridge tops and narrow hillsides. The Hampshire and Inman soils are 
moderately deep to shallow, and have firm, plastic heavy clay subsoils* 
The Culleoka soils are more open and porous and contain sanc^ limestozw 
flags throughout their profiles. 

Practically all the soils in this association area are acid in 
reaction, but comparatively high in phosphate* The underlying parent 
rocks vary trm high-grade to clayey and sandiy limestones, containing 
s(»se chert impurities in places. 

Moat all the soils in this association are used for crops or 
pasture* On the steeper sloping areas a siseable acreage is idle or 8tq;>-
ports low quality pastures, especially where erosion losses have been 
great. General livestock and grain farming prevails* Com, cotton, 
«nall grains, hay and pasture crops are grown* Many of the gullied land 
and stony land areas are in woods of low quality timber producing species, 
that have seeded naturally* 

Am 3 

This association area eompzlses about par cent of the total 
watershed area, and occurs throughout the watershed at higher lying ele 
vations than association areas 1 and 2* The area consists of rolling to 
hilly slopes occupied by shallow, heavy clay soils and rockland areas* 
Differences in elevation normally- range from $0 to 200 feet. Included in 
this problem area are some high s-teeply slopi^ knobs, that are capped 
with chez>ty soils (teveloped frcm cherty Iimest<»)es and shales. In this 
association area, however, most of the soils grade from moderately deep 
to shallow, rocky in places, and have heavy, plas-tic clay subsoils* These 
soils are acid to neu-tral in reaction, and have developed from clayey 
limestones containing vazying amounts of phosphate. 

^Mimosa and Ashwood soils ooouf^ a laxge acrsage in this asso* 
cia-tLon area and are closely associated with large areas of stonyland and 
rock land* The Mimosa soils are moderately deep, and somewhat phosphatie 
but have heavy day subsoils* In many areas their productive capacity is 
quite low due to severe erosion losses of their more friable surface soils. 

The Ashwood soils are daxk oolozvd, shallow soils with heavy tex 
tured day subsoils, and have rock outcrops in mai]y places* They aim 
s<»wwhat phosphatie and slightly acid to neutral in reaction* Most of 
the soils in this problem area are used for bay and pasture especially 
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If more productive soils for cultivation are found on the farm* Kanjr 
areas are idle, however, or supporting wild unimproved pastures* Areas 
of stony land and rockland are usually in cedars or mixed hardwoods. 

ABEA li 

This association area comprises about 25 per cent of the total 
land area and is widespread along the northern and western boundaries of 
the watershed. This association, in general, represents the steepest and 
most irregular paxi of the watershed area. It occupies high rolling to 
steep topograp}^, characterized by long, narrow cherty ridges and knobs, 
steep cherty slopes smd narrow cherty valleys that lead down into the 
less sloping areas of the waterslwd. The soils in this association are 
nearly all cherty, acid in reaction, and are derived primarily from 
weathered cherty and clayey limestones and shales mixed with cherty soils 
matexial that has rolled down from the higher positions. Most of the 
soils are moderate to low in fertility, and difficult to woxk due to 
steepness of slope or cherty condition* 

The Bodine, Frankstown, Dellrose and cherty Mmosa soils dixdnate 
the landscape but Included also are stonyland and gullied areas, and 
cherty colluvium soils along the drainage ways in the valleys. The 
cherty Frax^stown and Bodine soils occiw short steep slopes 
of the winding zldges and knobs of the area. The Bodine soils overlay 
low-grads chexty limestones and Frankstown soils have foxmed frmn weath 
ered materials of cherty limestone and phosphatic shales. The deep, well-
drained Dellrose soils occupy steep sloping areas below the Bodine and 
Frankstown soils and have formed from cherty soils material that has 
rolled and drifted down from higher lying soils. The Dellx^>se soils are 
moderate in fertility but hard to cultivate. They cop^rise the largest 
acreage in this problem area. The Mimosa soils have friable cherty sur 
face soils and heavy plastic clay subsoils. They have developed from 
clayey limestones overlain with cherty soils material. They are moder 
ately fertile, but very erosive, and many areas are frequently gullied. 
Most all the soils are strongly acid, and phosphatic except '^e Bodine 
soils, and where cleared are moderate to severely eroded. 

The high, steep, cherty ridge tops, stonyland and gullied areas 
are usually forested) however, a large acreage of this problem area is 
cropped or pastured. Many of the Dellrose soils are cropped in com then 
left idle or in uninqproved pasture for two or three years. Many areas of 
the Mimosa soils are generally used for pasture due to their low producing 
capacities as a result of severe erosion losses. Farming throughout this 
area is basically livestock programs, that px>ovide the main source of 
income.2 

^Letter from H« N* Estes, Assistant State Conservationist for 
Wateirsheds, Soil Conservation Service, United States Department of Agri 
culture, to Joseph B. Winsett, dated November 13* 1957* 
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DESCBIPTION OP SOIL ASSOCIATIONS FOtJND IIT JOHNSON CBESK 
WATEHSHE0 DISTRICT, MADISON COUNTI, TIMESSEE 

AJtSA 1* lexington and Huston Soils 

This area consists of strongly sloping ridge tops vith moderately 
steep to steep hillsides* Sheet erosion is severe and gullies are com 
mon* nie soils on the ridges and upper slopes are developed from a thin 
mantle of loess, overlying sands* The loess mantle is much thinner on 
the hillsides and the soils contain more sand than those on the ridge 
tops* These sanc^ soils are low in natural fertility* Most of the slop 
ing and strongly sloping land has been cleared. MaiQr of the steeper 
slopes are in woods* 

AREA 2•Hyman, Ina and Beeohy Soils 

This area consists mainly of bottom lands along the principal 
streams in the watershed* This is the most productive land in the water 
shed* Host of the land is cleared and used chiefly for the production of 
row crops* Usually the narrow bottoms near the heads of streams are 
better drained than the wider bottoms down streams* The soils range from 
moderately well drained to poorly drained* 

AREA 3 Memphis, loring and Lexington Soils 

This area is prediMninantly moderately sloping but is brc^en at 
intervals by short steep slopes* The soils are silty, deep and predomi 
nantly well drained* They are naturally fertile and under good manage 
ment produce high yields* 

AREA U * Qrenada and Freeland Soils 

This area is gently sloping* Many of the soils are characterised 
by a "fragipan,"restricts drainage and influences the use suitability 
and management requirements for cirops* Erosion has not been as severe 
in this area as in the other upland areas of the eounty*3 

3L8tter from H. N* Estes, Assistant State Conservationist for 
Watersheds, Soil Conservation Service, United States Department of Agri 
culture, to Joseph £* Vinsett, dated January 3, 19^8* 
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DESCHIPTION OF SOIL ASSOCIATIONS FOUND IN WHITE OAK CHEEK WATEBSHED 
DISTRICT, CHESTER, HARDIN, HENDERSON, AND 

HcNAIBI COUNTIES, TENNESSEE 

AREA 1 - Lsxington•Huston 

This area is in the western part of the watershed* It consists 
of sloping hill tops to strongly sloping to steep hill sides breaking 
off sharply into narrow draws. Most of the sloping and strongly sloping 
land has been cleared. The erosion is severe and gullies are common. 
Most of the steeper slopes are in woods. There is a lot of idle land 
in this area. The soils on the ridges and upper slopes are shallow sil^ 
soils over sands and sandy clays. Such soils as Lesdngton, Huston, and 
Lsxington^Ruston complex are the most common. Qenerally th« soils on the 
lower slopes are heavier and such soils as Cuthbert, Cuthbert-Ruston 
occur. 

AREA 2 « Shubuta - Silerton - Dulac - Cuthbert 

This area consists of the gently sloping to strongly sloping land 
north of White Oak Creek. The soils in this area are derived from coastal 
plain olsys. Such soils as Shubuta and Cuthbert are found on the steeper 
slopes. On the more gently slopes such soils as Dulac and Silerton occur. 
There are rather large areas of har(%>an soils (Dulac) in this area. Ero 
sion in this area is moderate to severe. Most of the steep slopes are in 
woods. Host of this area has been cleared and is being farmed. 

AREA 3•Shubuta - Silerton•Cuthbert - Dulac 

This area is similar to Area 2 but is more rolling. The soils 
are derived from sands, san(^ clays and clays of the coastal plain forma 
tion. Erosion is severe and gullies are common. Host of the steep slopes 
are in wood. There is quite a bit of idle land. On the more rolling 
topography such soils as Shubuta - Silerton - Cuthbert are coimaon. On 
the gentler slopes Dulac is the most ccmaaon soil* 

AREA U * Cuthbert - Huston - Quin 

This area consists of the sloping to steep land extending from 
right northwestward to the bottomland of White Oak Cre<^. Most of the 
steepest land is still in woods. Host of the cleared land is severely 
eroded with gullies c(H«aon. There is considerable idle land in this 
area. The soils of this area are rather variable and consist of a 
mixture of sands and sandy clays and clays. There are a few small areas 
of gravel deposits. The predominant soils are Cuthbert, Huston, and Guin. 
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ASEk $ « High Terrace Etowah « Pidcviok•Paden 

This area is in the eastern part of the watershed* Most of it in 
the vicinity of Saltillo and sone near Prospect* It consists of rather 
wids flat to gently rolling topography breaking off sharply in draws. 
Most of this is an old high terrace consisting of silts, sands, clays 
and gravel. The highest part of the flatter land is being faxmed. Ero 
sion on this is moderate to severe* Most of the steeper slopes are 
severely eroded. The predoninant soil on the flatter anas is Paden and 
on the sloping to steep slopes Pickwick and Etowah are the most common 
soils. 

AREA.6 - Low Terraces and Bottcmis 
Freeland - Hatchie Hjnaon, Ina - Beechy 

This area consists mainly of bottom land and seeond bottoms along 
most of the streams in the watershed. Most of this land is cleared and 
is being famed mainly for the production of row crops* This is the 
most inqjortant farm land in the watershed. Generally the narrow bottoms 
near the heads of the streams are better drained than the wider bottom 
down stream* The topography of this area is nearly level to gently 
sloping. The second bottom soils are imperfectly to scanewhat poorly 
drained. The predominant soils are Freeland and Hatchie. The botixxn 
soils range tv<m moderately well drained to poorly drained. The main 
soils are Ii(ymon, Ina, and Beechy. Along Mud Creek south of Morris Chapel 
the bottcHn soils are darker and heavier than the bottoms soil along the 
other stream. 

AREA 7•Tennessee River Low Terraces and Bottoms 
Wolftever - Taft Ergam - Melvin 

This area is located at the lower end of White Oak Creek where it 
enters the Tennessee River. It consists of bottom land and second bottoms 
on nearly level to flat topography. Most of the bottoa land is still in 
woods. Nearly all of the second bottcxas or terraces have been cleared 
and are used for the production of cotton, com, and soybeans. The bottom 
land is subject to frequent floods and is under water over long periods 
of time during tiie winter and early spring months. 

The soils of this area are derived from sediments mainly from the 
Temessee River. The soils on the second bottom are moderately well 
drained to somewhat poorly drained. The most common series are Wolftever 
and Taft. Wolftever beiiig the moderately well drained one and Taft some 
what poorly drained. The bottom land soils are moderately well drained 
to poorly draiiwd. The poorly drained soils are the most common.^ 

^Letter from H. N. Estes, Assistant State Conservationist for Water 
sheds, Soil Conservation Service, United States DepartiMnt of Agriculture, 
to Joseph E. Winsett, dated November 13, 1957* 
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