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Evaluation of Farmers' Perception on Comprehensive Management of

Small Watershed Based on IPA Method
— A Case Study of Qinzhuanggou Watershed in Dry Upland to North of Weihe River
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(1. College of Tourism and Environment Science, Shaanxi Normal University ., Xi'an, Shaanxi 710062, China;

2. Shaanzi Provincial Institute of Soil and Water Conservation Surveying and Planning s Xi'an, Shaanxi 710199, China)

Abstract: Based on on-the-spot investigation and questionnaire, importance-performance analysis (IPA) is
used to study local farmers’ perception on the comprehensive management of Qinzhuanggou watershed. Re-
sults showed that farmers’ perception on comprehensive control of soil and water loss can be embodied in as-
sociated factors. Combined with the comprehensive soil and water conservation planning of the small water-
shed, 28 factors for farmers’ perception are divided into 4 quadrants of the IPA. Advantage and disadvantage
factors are in quadrants [ and ]I , respectively. Based on the analysis of the advantage and disadvantage fac-
tors, the corresponding countermeasures are presented for the comprehensive management of the small wa-
tershed, such as sustaining superiority development of soil and water conservation, promoting economy so as
to increase local farmer’s income, improving residential environment and extending ecological agriculture. To
deal with the problems concerning local farmers, a model of comprehensive management for a small water-
shed should be established in order to improve the level of comprehensive management of the small watershed
and meet the needs of local farmers for production and life.
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