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Infection of wheat by Fusarium species can lead to Fusarium Head Blight (FHB) and mycotoxin contamination, thereby reducing food quality and food safety, and leading to economic
losses. Agronomic management through the implementation of various pre-harvest measures can reduce the probability of Fusarium spp. infection in the wheat field. To design
interventions that could stimulate wheat farmers to (further) improve their agronomic management to reduce FHB, it is key to understand farmers’ behaviour towards adapting their
management. The aim of this paper was to understand the intention, underlying behavioural
constructs, and beliefs of Dutch wheat farmers to adapt their agronomic management to
reduce FHB and mycotoxin contamination in wheat, applying the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB). Data were collected from 100 Dutch wheat farmers via a questionnaire. The
standard TPB analysis was extended with an assessment of the robustness of the belief
results to account for the statistical validity of the analysis on TPB beliefs (i.e. to address the
so-called expectancy-value muddle). Forty-six percent of the farmers had a positive intention to change their management in the next 5 years. The two behavioural constructs significantly related to this intention were attitude and social norm, whereas association with the
perceived behavioural control construct was insignificant indicating that farmers did not perceive any barriers to change their behaviour. Relevant attitudinal beliefs indicated specific
attributes of wheat, namely yield, quality and safety (lower mycotoxin contamination). This
indicates that strengthening these beliefs—by demonstrating that a change in management
will result in a higher yield and quality and lower mycotoxin levels—will result in a stronger
attitude and, subsequently, a higher intention to change management. Interventions to
strengthen these beliefs should preferably go by the most important referents for social
norms, which were the buyers and the farmer cooperatives in this study.
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Introduction
In the Netherlands, wheat is cultivated on around 7,000 farms with an annual total size of
120,000 ha [1]. During wheat cultivation, Fusarium species can infect the grain, which can lead
to Fusarium Head Blight (FHB), decreasing the yield and quality of the wheat produced. Moreover, Fusarium spp. can produce mycotoxins, like deoxynivalenol (DON), zearalenone and
nivalenol, which are fungal toxic secondary metabolites that can cause adverse health effects in
animals and humans upon consumption of the grain [2]. Mycotoxin contamination of wheat
is regularly reported in the Netherlands [3–6] and other countries [7]. Hence, legal maximum
limits for the presence of mycotoxins in feed and food have been set in Europe and other parts
of the world to protect animal and human health [8]. In spite of these limits, human exposure
assessments in Europe have shown that the intake of some mycotoxins is currently above the
tolerable daily intake for certain vulnerable groups [7, 9]. The past four years, two large European Union’s Horizon 2020 funded research and innovation projects focussed on further
reducing mycotoxin contamination in feed and food commodities like wheat (www.mycokey.
eu and www.mytoolbox.eu).
Given the difficulty in removing mycotoxins during subsequent processing downstream
the wheat supply chain, mycotoxin management is mainly focused on agronomic management
at the arable farm [10]. Fusarium spp. present on plant debris can survive and contaminate the
next planted crop. Various pre-harvest measures can be taken to reduce the probability of
Fusarium spp. infection and related mycotoxin contamination, like decontamination of seeds,
crop rotation, soil cultivation, selection of a wheat variety resistant to Fusarium spp. infection,
and fungicide use [2, 11, 12]. Decontaminated seeds are used to avoid initial fungal contamination by infected seeds [13]. Tillage and ploughing bring the contaminated plant debris deeper
into the soil which can avoid contamination of the next planted crop. In addition, a crop rotation scheme in which Fusarium spp. infection prone crops are not succeeding each other will
decrease the chance of recontamination as well. The most effective fungicide application time
was reported to be around the wheat flowering stage [14–16]. Additional pre-harvest measures, like novel biological control measures are currently under development and being
tested, see reviews of Shah et al. [17] and Torres et al. [18]. An effective way to prevent and
control Fusarium spp. infection and mycotoxin contamination in wheat is to use an integrated
approach consisting of a combination of effective pre-harvest measures, like the combination
of fungicide use during flowering, selection of a Fusarium resistant variety, and ploughing or
crop rotation [10, 19–24].
Current implementation of pre-harvest measures to reduce FHB and mycotoxin contamination in wheat by Dutch farmers was studied by Janssen et al. [25]. This study showed that
most Dutch farmers applied more than six pre-harvest measures against Fusarium spp. infection, while only half of the farmers used an effective integrated approach. This study also
showed that 79% of the farmers used fungicides throughout the whole cultivation period
whereas only 6% of the farmers used fungicides only during the flowering stage. In addition,
20% of the farmers used biological control measures [25].
The optimal mycotoxin management might not fit ‘sustainable agriculture’ [26] in which,
for example, conservation tillage is in contrast to the effective mycotoxin reduction approach
of (deep) ploughing to burry soil debris to reduce Fusarium spp. infection and the use of fungicides throughout the whole cultivation period. Overall, it is expected that farmers will adapt
their agronomic management in the future, for instance, to comply to new regulations, to
accommodate environmental policies and/or to become more (cost-)effective. An adaptation
in agronomic management to reduce FHB and mycotoxin contamination can entail the future
implementation of less, more or different pre-harvest measures. These adaptations could be
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directed to a more effective integrated approach or a reduction in fungicide use by concentrating its use around the sensitive flowering stage or by adopting biological measures.
To be able to design interventions that adapt agronomic management for Fusarium spp.
infection reduction, it is key to understand farmers’ behaviour towards agronomic management. A frequently deployed method for understanding farmers’ behaviour is the Theory of
Planned Behaviour (TPB) with underlying behavioural constructs following from personal
beliefs [27]. Knowledge of the underlying constructs and beliefs provides information on how
to stimulate this behaviour and can provide targets for setting up incentive mechanisms. Several behavioural studies used the TPB to investigate the intentions, behavioural constructs and
beliefs of farmers to manage, for example, grassland [28], pathogen invasions in horticulture
[29], diseases in animals [30–32] or agri-environmental measures [33]. Although the studies
mentioned above give insight into farmers behaviour regarding agronomical measures, sectorand farm-specific differences were found [28, 29, 33, 34]. This makes information on how to
stimulate a certain behaviour unique to the target group and the farm and agricultural sector
at hand. To date, similar studies have not been performed on agronomic management to
reduce FHB and mycotoxins in wheat or other cereal crops. This study aimed to explore the
intention and underlying behavioural constructs and beliefs of Dutch wheat farmers to adapt
their future agronomic management to reduce FHB and mycotoxins in wheat. A questionnaire
was developed based on the TPB and this questionnaire was distributed among a sample of
Dutch arable farmers. The relation between the underlying behavioural constructs and intention was analysed, followed by an analysis of the relations between the beliefs and underlying
constructs. This latter analysis was extended with an assessment of the robustness of the belief
results, because the statistical validity of the standard analysis of the TPB beliefs has been questioned, i.e. the so-called expectancy-value muddle [34–37].

Methods
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB)
Intentions are a proximal measure of future behaviour. The stronger the intention is, the more
likely the behaviour will be executed in the future. According to the TPB, intentions (INT) can
be determined by three behavioural constructs: (i) attitude (ATT), (ii) perceived behavioural
control (PBC), and (iii) subjective norm (SN) (Fig 1). ATT provides insight into the positive or
negative attitudes towards the behaviour. PBC accounts for factors outside one’s control that
affect behaviour, and SN accounts for the perceived social pressure. The stronger these behavioural constructs, the stronger an individual’s intention to perform the behaviour.
Each of the behavioural constructs follows from personal beliefs (Fig 1); beliefs about the
likely consequences of the behaviour (ATT beliefs), beliefs about the factors that may stimulate
or prevent performance of the behaviour (PBC beliefs), and beliefs about the expectations of
others (SN beliefs) [39]. These beliefs help to understand the drivers of farmers’ behaviour and
provide targets for intervention [40]. Targeting ATT beliefs can change a person’s attitude
towards the behaviour in question, and PBC beliefs provide insight into the actual barriers to
perform the behaviour. SN beliefs will indicate the most important people (termed referents)
in a person’s decision to adapt his/her behaviour, which is useful in understanding the channels that are suited for implementing incentive mechanisms.
Overall, the TPB is a well-known method to gain insight into behaviour and allows for
quantitative research by use of data obtained by questionnaires [27, 41]. Knowledge of the
underlying constructs and beliefs provides information on how to stimulate this behaviour
and can provide targets for incentive mechanisms.
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Fig 1. Theory of planned behaviour [27, 38].
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.g001

Survey
Data on TPB variables, INT, ATT, PBC and SN, and underlying beliefs were collected from
100 Dutch wheat farmers using an online questionnaire in Dutch in 2017. The mean arable
land of these farmers was 95.3 ha ranging from 17.5 to 230 ha. Wheat was the main crop for
15% of the farmers, 26% produced wheat for food, and 67% experienced a Fusarium spp. infection in the past five years [25]. The questionnaire was developed based on the TPB [38] with
questions on INT, ATT, PBC and SN, and questions on belief statements. These belief statements were elicitated from commonly held beliefs during ten qualitative face-to-face interviews with farmers and added to the questionnaire. The focus of the questionnaire was on the
intention of the following farmers’ behaviour: ‘to adapt the approach to reduce Fusarium spp.
infection in the coming 5 years’. The specific questions and answer formats related to the TPB
variables in the questionnaire are presented in Tables 1 and 2. INT, ATT, PBC and SN were
measured on a 5-point textual bipolar Likert scale (e.g. strongly disagree–somewhat disagree–
neither agree nor disagree–somewhat agree–strongly agree). Each belief statement related to
ATT, PCB and SN was measured by a belief score (b) and an outcome score; i.e. outcome evaluations (e) for ATT beliefs, the influence of control beliefs (c) for PBC beliefs, and the motivation to comply (m) for SN beliefs. Each answer on the belief statement was measured with a
5-point textual Likert answer scale representing either a unipolar scale (e.g. unlikely–slightly
likely–somewhat likely–very likely–extremely likely) or a bipolar scale (e.g. very unimportant–
moderately unimportant–neutral–moderately important–very important) (Table 2).
Questions were part of a more extensive questionnaire that covered related research topics,
like farm(er) characteristics and implementation of pre-harvest measures [25], (cost-) effectiveness of pre-harvest measures, and incentive mechanisms among European wheat farmers
as part of the European Union’s Horizon 2020 MyToolbox project [43]. The questionnaire was
pre-tested by three Dutch farmers for clarity and consistency. Their feedback was used to
adapt the online questionnaire. The link to the online questionnaire was distributed via farmers’ associations by email and newsletters to Dutch wheat farmers. Farmers were incentivised
to participate in the survey by offering them the chance of winning one of ten €25,—gift
vouchers. Farmers could give their email address voluntarily for future contact, and all
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personal information was stored separately from the questionnaire output. The study protocol
and consent procedure complied with the Netherlands Code of Conduct for Scientific Practice.
It was approved by the Social Sciences Ethics Committee of the Wageningen University (CoC
number 09131098).

Data analysis
Intention and behavioural constructs. INT and the behavioural constructs ATT, PBC,
and SN were each composed of a series of three similar questions (Table 1) measured on a
bipolar textual answer scale which was converted to a numeric score ranging from -2 to 2. For
INT, ATT, PBC, and SN, each of their respective answer scores (based on three questions each,
see Table 1) were measured by Cronbach alpha [44] to confirm that they were internally consistent (Cα> 0.7) and then combined into a single composite score by averaging the scores.
A common approach to study TPB results to understand the relationship between the different behavioural constructs and the intention (INT) of farmers is the use of a linear regression model [41]. A censored linear regression model was performed with INT as the
dependent variable (which is a left and right censored variable (respectively at -2 and 2)), and
ATT, PBC, and SN as the explanatory variables:
y ðINTÞ ¼ b0 þ b1 � ATT þ b2 � PBC þ b3 � SN

ð1Þ

In addition to the regression analysis, the percentage of farmers with a negative, neutral, or
positive view towards INT, ATT, PBC, and SN were determined. A score below 0 was labelled
‘negative’, a score equal to 0 was ‘neutral’, and a score above 0 was ‘positive’.
Beliefs. Beliefs were measured by two composites: (i) the strength of a belief score (bATT,
bPBC, or bSN) and (ii) an outcome score (e, c, or m) (Table 2). It is common to multiply the
Table 1. Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) questionnaire questions and answer formats for intention (INT)
and behavioural constructs attitude (ATT), perceived behavioural control (PBC), and social norm (SN).
TPB Question
INT

I expect to change my approach to reduce Fusarium infection in the coming
5 years.

Strongly disagree <>
Strongly agree

I plan to change my approach to reduce Fusarium infection in the coming 5
years.

Strongly disagree <>
Strongly agree

I want to change my approach to reduce Fusarium infection in the coming 5
years.

Strongly disagree <>
Strongly agree

ATT Changing my approach to reduce Fusarium infection is. . .

Harmful <> Beneficial

Changing my approach to reduce Fusarium infection is. . .

Necessary <> Unnecessary

Changing my approach to reduce Fusarium infection is. . .

Unimportant <> Important

PBC I have enough possibilities to change my approach to reduce Fusarium
infection.

SN

Possible answer– 5-point
scalea

Strongly disagree <>
Strongly agree

I can change my approach to reduce Fusarium infection if I want to do so.

Strongly disagree <>
Strongly agree

Changing my approach to reduce Fusarium infection is up to me and not
dependent on other aspects.

Strongly disagree <>
Strongly agree

Persons that are dealing with me expect that I change my approach to reduce
Fusarium infection.

Strongly disagree <>
Strongly agree

I feel social pressure to change my approach to reduce Fusarium infection.

Strongly disagree <>
Strongly agree

Persons who are important to me, think that I should change my approach to Strongly disagree <>
reduce Fusarium infection.
Strongly agree
a

The answer formats were text only and reflected a bipolar answer scale (<>).

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.t001
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Table 2. Theory of planned behaviour (TPB) beliefs questionnaire questions and answer formats for attitude (ATT) beliefs, perceived behavioural control (PBC)
beliefs, and social norm (SN) beliefs.
Beliefs

Possible answer– 5-point scalea

Question

ATT: behavioural beliefs Changing my approach to reduce Fusarium infection. . .
(bATT)
. . .results in a higher wheat quality

Unlikely >> extremely likely

. . .results in a higher wheat yield

Unlikely >> extremely likely

. . .results in lower mycotoxin (DON) contamination in wheat

Unlikely >> extremely likely

. . .is not cost-effective

Unlikely >> extremely likely

. . .is pointless because of the unpredictability of the weather

Unlikely >> extremely likely

ATT: outcome
evaluation (e)

Will the <attitudinal statement; e.g. higher wheat quality, higher wheat yield, etc.> be important Very unimportant <> Very important
in your decision to change your approach to reduce Fusarium spp. infection?

PBC: control beliefs
(bPBC)

In order to change my approach. . .
. . .enough alternative preventive measures are available

Unlikely >> extremely likely

. . .enough cost-effective methods are available

Unlikely >> extremely likely

. . .I have sufficient knowledge

Unlikely >> extremely likely

. . .I have enough possibilities to obtain individual advice

Unlikely >> extremely likely

. . .I have sufficient equipment and manpower

Unlikely >> extremely likely

. . .I have sufficient financial scope to invest

Unlikely >> extremely likely

PBC: influence of
control belief (c)

Do <PBC statements; e.g. ‘the availability of enough alternative preventive measures’, ‘having
Extremely more difficult (prevent) <>
sufficient knowledge’, etc.> make it more difficult (prevent you) or easier for you (persuade you) Extremely easier (enable me)
to change your approach?

SN: normative beliefs
(bSN)

What are the opinions of the following social referents (e.g. fellow farmers) about you changing
your approach to reduce Fusarium infection?

Strongly oppose <> Strongly favour OR
not applicable

• Fellow farmers
• Members of your study group
• Your buyer
• Farmer cooperative
• Independent advisor
• Government official
• RVOb
• Fungicide supplier
• Scientists
• Environmental organisation
• Consumer
• Family members/friends
SN: motivation to
comply (m)

Is the opinion of < social referent, e.g. fellow farmers> important in your decision to change
your approach to reduce Fusarium infection?

Unimportant >> Extremely important

a

The answer formats were text only and reflected a bipolar answer scale (<>) or a unipolar answer scale (>>).

b

Rijksdienst voor Ondernemend Nederland (Netherlands Enterprise Agency) is part of the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Climate Policy and works at the instigation
of ministries and the European Union, aiming to improve opportunities for entrepreneurs and to strengthen their position [42].
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.t002

belief score (expectancy) with the outcome score [27]—also called the expectancy-value model
—to measure a belief, resulting in a multiplicative composite:
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This multiplicative composite of the belief can be used in a regression or correlation analysis to
find the beliefs significantly related to their behavioural construct. However, several studies questioned the statistical validity of the expectancy-value model’s multiplicative composite, the socalled expectancy-value muddle [45–48]. For example, the size of correlation coefficients between
a belief and its construct can vary according to the answer scale, especially when the scale includes
zero as in a bipolar answer scale. Also, beliefs calculated as multiplicative composites are difficult
to interpret and do not represent what is intended by the TPB [41]. A suggested solution is to
avoid the use of the multiplicative composites and only use the basic belief score (b) [46–48].
So, literature is not conclusive on which answer scale to use to calculate the multiplicative composites. Hence, in this study, results from the basic belief score and several multiplicative composites based on different answer scales were compared to the results from the multiplicative
composite based on the textual scale used in the questionnaire (Table 2), to check the robustness
of the results. Therefore, the textual belief- and outcome scores were converted to both a unipolar
(1 to 5) and a bipolar answer scale (-2 to 2), independent of their textual answer scale. Thus, four
different multiplicative composites of the beliefs were calculated: (i) unipolar belief score × unipolar outcome score (uni-uni); (ii) unipolar belief score × bipolar outcome score (uni-bi); (iii) bipolar belief score × unipolar outcome score (bi-uni); (iv) bipolar belief score × bipolar outcome
score (bi-bi). Correlation coefficients were calculated to understand which beliefs underlie the
behavioural constructs of Dutch wheat farmers. Per belief, a correlation coefficient was calculated
between the belief score (b) and their corresponding behavioural construct (ATT, PBC or SN),
and between the four multiplicative composites and their corresponding construct.
Salient beliefs. In addition to knowing which beliefs underlie the behavioural constructs,
the number of farmers with a salient individual belief was determined. If a belief is salient, it
means that farmers already hold this belief and that strengthening this belief will result in a
stronger behavioural construct. The selection of salient beliefs could be determined by individual respondents or by elicitation of commonly held beliefs among a sample group [49]. Commonly held beliefs from the elicitation study were classified as salient based on the score of
individual farmers for the outcome scores. For ATT beliefs, those farmers were selected who
think that the belief is important in their decision, i.e. if the score of outcome evaluation (e) >
0 when measured on a -2 to 2 scale. Farmers had salient PBC beliefs if they indicated that the
belief makes the decision either easier or more difficult, i.e. the influence control (c) 6¼ 0 on a
-2 to 2 scale. Farmers had a salient SN belief if they indicated not applicable (NA) at the belief
score (b) question or selected in the motivation to comply question (m) that a referent is
important in their decision (m > 1 on a 1 to 5 scale).

Results
Intention
Most Dutch farmers had a positive (46%) or a neutral (33%) intention to adapt their agronomic management to reduce FHB and mycotoxin contamination in the coming five years
(INT), while 21% of the farmers had a negative intention towards a future adaptation (Fig 2).
Sixty percent of the farmers had a positive ATT towards adapting their agronomic management, while fifteen percent had a negative ATT. About 50% of the farmers scored positive for
PBC. Another 25% scored negative for PBC. Most farmers (78%) did not feel social pressure to
adapt; Fig 2 shows that only 9% scored positively for SN.

Explanation of intention by behavioural constructs
The results of the censored regression of ATT, PBC, and SN on intention are shown in Fig 3.
ATT was related to the intention (INT) with a positive regression coefficient of 0.42. SN was
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Fig 2. Intention (INT) of farmers towards adapting their Fusarium spp. management, and their underlying
attitude (ATT), perceived behavioural control (PBC), and social norm (SN) (% negative, neutral, or positive).
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.g002

related to the intention with a positive coefficient of 0.30, and PBC was not significantly related
to intention.

Beliefs
The ATT beliefs with the highest scores were ‘higher wheat yield’ and ‘lower mycotoxin contamination in wheat’ (Table 3). The belief that was salient for most farmers (87%) was ‘higher
wheat yield’. The PBC beliefs with the highest scores were ‘having enough possibilities to
obtain individual advice’ and ‘having sufficient materials and manpower’ (Table 4). The PBC
beliefs salient for most farmers were ‘the availability of enough alternative preventive measures’ (78%) and ‘the availability of cost-effective measures’ (76%). The referents salient for
most farmers were buyers and farmer cooperative search with 87%, followed by the consumer
with 74% of the farmers (Table 5).

Correlation between beliefs and behavioural constructs
Of the five ATT beliefs, three had a positive correlation with ATT. These beliefs are ‘higher
wheat quality’, ‘higher wheat yield’, and ‘lower mycotoxin contamination in wheat’ (Table 6).
The belief ‘is pointless because of the unpredictability of weather conditions’ was significantly
correlated to ATT when scaled according to the questionnaire answer scale, but insignificant
when based on the additional four scales (Table 6). Four of the six PBC beliefs were significantly related to the PBC construct when scaled according to the answer scale (Table 7). However, when taking the other scaling options into account, only three beliefs were important
because they were significantly underlying the PBC in a minimum of four out of the five scaling options. These three beliefs were: (i) ‘the availability of enough alternative preventive measures’, (ii) ‘having enough possibilities to obtain individual advice’, and (iii) ‘having sufficient
materials and manpower’. All referents were significantly related to the SN when measured on
the scale reflecting the answer format and when scaled on a uni-uni scale or the basic belief
score. When scaled on a uni-bi scale, only four referents were significantly related to the SN,
and when scaled on a bi-bi scale, only the buyer was significantly related to the SN (Table 8).
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Fig 3. Regression and correlation coefficients of the TPB analysis. Regression coefficients (black arrows) of attitude
(ATT), perceived behaviour control (PBC), and social norm (SN) as independent variables and intention as the
dependent variable. Correlation coefficients (grey arrows) between the ATT, PCB and SN beliefs and their respective
behavioural construct. � p<0.05; 1Multiplicative composite of the beliefs reflecting the questionnaire answer scale: unibi = unipolar belief score × bipolar outcome score for ATT and PBC beliefs and bi-uni = bipolar belief score × bipolar
outcome score for SN referents.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.g003

Discussion
This study collected and analysed questionnaire data on Dutch farmers’ behaviour regarding
adaptations in their future agronomic management to reduce FHB and mycotoxins in wheat,
by looking into their intentions, the underlying behavioural constructs and beliefs (TPB
model). To the best of our knowledge, no study investigated these aspects for agronomic management to reduce FHB and mycotoxins in wheat before. Two related studies showed that the
belief ‘increase in soil fungi’ was negatively related to an attitude to increase soil organic matter
in the Netherlands [35]. And the belief ‘Increase risk of fungal diseases’ was not a significant
driver to adopt incorporation of crop residue in the soil (a well-known measure against Fusarium species infection), as surveyed among Italian farmers [36].
Results of this study show that 46% of the farmers had the intention to adapt their agronomic management to reduce FHB and mycotoxin contamination in wheat, whereas 21% had
no such intention. No difference was found in the current agronomic management between
farmers with an intention, a neutral intention, or no intention, i.e. there were no correlations
between the number of measures taken and farmer’s intention (Spearman’s correlation
p<0.05) and between the implementation of the benchmark approach and farmer’s intention
(chi-square, p<0.05). This is in contrast to Bruijnis et al. [30] who found that farmers with no
intention are unable to change because they already implemented multiple measures. Since
there is an intention-behaviour gap, not all people with a positive intention will change their
behaviour [50]. The exact percentage of farmers that will follow through with their positive
intention could not be determined, because we performed a cross-sectional rather than a longitudinal study. In general, TPB models explain up to 50% of the variance for intention and
less than that for predicting behaviour [51]. Hence, less than 46% of the wheat farmers with a
positive intention are expected to adapt their agronomic management in the future. Reasons
for not following through with the actual behaviour are a changed intention or being unable to
act on the intentions because of lack of skills or environmental factors [50]. Incentive mechanisms should focus on farmers who have no intention to convert them into farmers with an
intention, as well as focus on farmers who already have an intention to strengthen this intention and herewith decrease the potential intention-behaviour gap.
According to the TPB, people will have strong intentions if they evaluate the behaviour positively (ATT), if they think that there are no barriers to perform the behaviour (PBC), and if
Table 3. Average score for attitudinal (ATT) beliefs and the percentage of farmers for which the belief is salient (n = 92).
Behavioural beliefs (b) Answer
scale [1 to 5]

Outcome evaluations (e)
Answer scale [-2 to 2]

Salient

Mean

Stdev

Mean

Stdev

% of farmers

Higher wheat quality

3.2

1.1

1.0

0.8

77

Higher wheat yield

3.3

1.2

1.3

0.8

87

Lower mycotoxin contamination in wheat

3.5

1.1

1.0

0.8

78

Does not result in higher cost-effectiveness of approach

2.8

1.1

1.1

0.9

78

Is pointless because of unpredictability of weather conditions

3.0

1.2

0.9

0.9

65

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.t003
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Table 4. Average score for perceived behavioural control (PBC) beliefs and the percentage of farmers for which the belief is salient (n = 85).
Control beliefs (b) Answer scale Influence of control beliefs (c)
[1 to 5]
Answer scale [-2 to 2]

Salient

Mean

Stdev

Mean

Stdev

% of farmers

The availability of enough alternative preventive measures

2.4

1.0

0.7

1.0

78

The availability of cost-effective measures

2.2

0.9

0.7

1.1

76

Having sufficient knowledge

2.8

1.1

0.5

0.9

69

Having enough possibilities to obtain individual advice

3.5

1.0

0.6

0.8

58

Having sufficient materials and manpower

3.5

1.0

0.5

0.7

53

Having sufficient financial scope to invest

3.1

1.1

0.6

0.9

57

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.t004

they believe that their social environment (SN) would want them to perform it [51]. The relative weights of these behavioural constructs on the intention give targets to achieve behavioural
change [40]. Results show that, in general, farmers (60%) think a change in their agronomic
management is beneficial (i.e. a positive ATT), an outcome that was also found by Breukers
et al. [29]. Results of the current study showed that both ATT and SN (social environment) are
positively and statistically significantly related to the intention of Dutch wheat farmers to
adapt their agronomic management in the coming five years. Interestingly, PBC showed not to
be a significant contributor to intention, implying that most farmers feel that they have enough
opportunity to change and perceive no barriers to change. Although it was expected that PBC
and related control beliefs, like financial scope and the availability of alternative pre-harvested
measures, are important factors for farmers to determine to adapt their agronomic management in the future, for Dutch wheat farmers regarding Fusarium spp. management, this is not
the case. This is in contrast to Breukers et al. who concluded that Dutch horticultural growers
were found to be willing to apply risk management measures, and that poor risk management
was mainly due to perceived barriers, such as high costs and doubts regarding efficacy of management measures [29].
To be able to stimulate Dutch farmers to adapt their agronomic management in the future,
the focus should be on strengthening and changing ATT by targeting significant ATT beliefs,
through the most important SN beliefs (social referents). Although the ATT belief statements
studied here are specifically elicited from wheat farmers regarding agronomic Fusarium spp.
Table 5. Average score social norm (SN) beliefs and the percentage of farmers for which the belief is salient (n = 83).
Normative beliefs (b) Answer scale [-2 to 2]

Motivation to comply (m) Answer
scale [1 to 5]

Salient

% NA

Mean

Stdev

Mean

Stdev

% of farmers

Fellow farmers

13

0.2

0.7

2.5

1.0

67

Members of your study group

29

0.4

1.0

2.6

1.1

54

Your buyer

7

0.9

0.9

3.4

1.0

87

Farmer cooperative

7

0.8

0.9

3.3

1.0

87

Independent advisor

22

0.6

0.9

2.9

0.9

70

Government official

39

0.2

1.1

1.9

1.0

33

RVO

37

0.2

1.0

2.0

1.1

34

Fungicide supplier

8

0.8

1.3

2.1

0.9

65

Scientists

20

0.7

0.9

3.0

1.1

68

Environmental organisation

20

0.2

1.5

1.9

0.9

45

Consumer

14

0.5

1.1

3.1

1.2

74

Family members/friends

20

0.2

0.8

2.3

1.2

51

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.t005
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Table 6. Correlation coefficients between the ATT belief score (b) and the ATT construct, and between the four ATT multiplicative composites (uni-bi, uni-uni, biuni, bi-bi), and the ATT construct.
uni-bi1

ATT belief

�

Improves wheat quality

�

0.37

0.47

�

Higher wheat yield

uni-uni2
�

0.42

0.46

�

bi-bi

�

0.47

�

0.44

�

b

�

0.49�

�

0.42�

�

0.36
0.45

0.37

0.49

0.52

0.49

0.50�

Does not result in higher cost-effectiveness of approach

0.07

0.10

0.08

0.04

0.10

Is pointless because of unpredictability of weather conditions

0.23�

0.10

-0.03

-0.01

-0.04

Lower mycotoxin contamination in wheat

�

bi-uni

�

p<0.05.

1

Multiplicative composite of the belief reflecting the questionnaire answer scale: uni-bi = unipolar belief score × bipolar outcome score.

2

Other multiplicative composites: uni-uni = unipolar belief score × unipolar outcome score; bi-uni = bipolar belief score × bipolar outcome score; bi-bi = bipolar belief
score × bipolar outcome score; b = unipolar belief score.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.t006

management in the elicitation study, not all these belief statements are relevant. Only the
beliefs that are related to their specific behavioural TPB construct are worth focussing on.
Results show that important ATT beliefs are closely related because they focus on specific attributes of the grain, namely yield, quality, and safety (lower mycotoxin contamination) and that
these beliefs are salient for most (77–87%) of the Dutch wheat farmers. If a belief is salient, it
means that farmers already hold this belief and that strengthening this belief will result in a
stronger behavioural construct. For the remaining farmers, the beliefs are not salient, and the
focus should be on converting farmers to believe; however, the ability to change someone’s
belief is a subjective judgement and cannot always be achieved in practice [50].
The standard method used for measuring beliefs in the TPB by multiplicative composites
can lead to statistically uninterpretable results, the so-called ‘expectancy-value muddle’ [45–
48]. The use of a single belief score might be sufficient in determining important beliefs [41].
Two studies compared this basic belief score with the multiplicative composites scores in
regression models and concluded that the expectancy-value model was appropriate [52] and
had only marginally better predictive power [53]. However, these studies did not test the effect
of their multiplicative composites answer scales on the results, as suggested by Hardeman et al.
[54]. In the current study, the effect of analysing the questionnaire data with different answer
scales was included, to check the robustness of the results based on the standard questionnaire
text scale to calculate the beliefs’ multiplicative composites. Results showed that the type of

Table 7. Correlation coefficients between the PBC belief score (b) and the PBC construct, and between the four PBC multiplicative composites (uni-bi, uni-uni, biuni, bi-bi), and the PBC construct.
uni-uni2

bi-uni

bi-bi

b

The availability of enough alternative preventive measures

�

0.36

0.52�

0.51�

0.32�

0.53�

The availability of cost-effective measures

0.20

0.36�

0.32�

0.09

0.39�

PBC belief

uni-bi1

Having sufficient knowledge

�

0.21

0.17

0.10

0.11

0.08

Having enough possibilities to obtain individual advice

0.34�

0.28�

0.25�

0.46�

0.14

Having sufficient materials and manpower

0.31�

0.22�

0.14

0.26�

0.08

Having sufficient financial scope to invest

0.05

0.06

0.10

0.20

0.04

�

p<0.05.

1

Multiplicative composite of the belief reflecting the questionnaire answer scale: uni-bi = unipolar belief score × bipolar outcome score.

2

Other multiplicative composites: uni-uni = unipolar belief score × unipolar outcome score; bi-uni = bipolar belief score × bipolar outcome score; bi-bi = bipolar belief
score × bipolar outcome score; b = unipolar belief score.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.t007
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Table 8. Correlation coefficients between the SN belief score (b) and the SN construct, and between the four SN multiplicative composites (bi-uni, uni-uni, uni-bi,
bi-bi), and the SN construct.
SN belief (referent)
Fellow farmers
Members of your study group
Your buyer
Farmer cooperative
Independent advisor

bi-uni1
�

0.37

�

0.41

�

0.42

�

0.41

�

0.44

uni-bi

bi-bi

b

�

0.18

-0.13

0.36�

�

0.19

0.00

0.40�

0.35
0.35

�

0.24

0.25

0.40�

�

0.21

0.21

0.41�

�

0.19

0.37
0.35
0.37

�

0.10

0.40�

�

0.42

0.49

0.33

-0.11

0.37�

RVO

0.33�

0.45�

0.32�

-0.15

0.33�

Fungicide supplier

0.43�

0.47�

0.28�

0.01

0.32�

�

�

0.24

0.12

0.34�

�

0.19

-0.13

0.30�

�

0.18

-0.02

0.42�

�

0.14

-0.15

0.47�

Environmental organisation
Consumer
Family members/friends
�
1

0.37

�

0.37

�

0.40

�

0.41

�

�

Government official

Scientists

�

uni-uni2

0.35
0.41
0.34
0.34

p<0.05.
Multiplicative composite of the belief reflecting the questionnaire answer scale: bi-uni = bipolar belief score × bipolar outcome score (reflects the questionnaire answer

scale).
2

Other multiplicative composites: uni-uni = unipolar belief score × unipolar outcome score; uni-bi = unipolar belief score × bipolar outcome score; bi-bi = bipolar belief
score × bipolar outcome score; b = unipolar belief score.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460.t008

applied answer scale affected the statistical significance of the correlation between a belief and
its behavioural construct (Tables 6–8). For example, in all the tested multiplicative composites,
three out of five ATT beliefs were significantly correlated to the ATT construct. However,
when the belief was scored on a unipolar scale and the evaluation score on a bipolar scale, an
additional belief is significantly related to the ATT, suggesting that the answer scale does affect
the results. This is further strengthened by the results of PBC beliefs and SN beliefs, which
showed that the applied scaling influenced the outcomes and eventually the conclusions that
are drawn from the study. Although the conclusions on the significant ATT beliefs are robust
to the scaling used, for PBC beliefs and SN beliefs, they are not. Hence, it is important to
include scaling effects to show the robustness of the results in future studies.
Interventions to strengthen or change farmers’ beliefs should go via the most important referents, namely the buyers and farmer cooperatives, because they can effectively deliver information and motivate the farmers to act. This observation means that the opinions of these
social referents are important in farmers’ decision to change their approach. Consequently, if
buyers and farmer cooperatives can show farmers that a change in their future agronomic
management can improve their wheat quality, yield, and safety (lower mycotoxin contamination), then their belief is strengthened. Accordingly, this may lead to a definite change in agronomic management. Farmer cooperatives can achieve this, for example, by communicating
these outcomes to their members through short communications, lectures, or on-farm demonstrations in which the benefits of adapting agronomic management on FHB and mycotoxin
contamination are demonstrated on experimental farms.

Conclusion
This study explored the intention, underlying behavioural constructs, and beliefs of Dutch
wheat farmers to adapt their agronomic management to reduce FHB and mycotoxin contamination in wheat in the coming 5 years. Forty-six percent of the Dutch wheat farmers have the
intention to adapt their agronomic management. Attitude and social norm underlie the
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intention of farmers to adapt their management, where as perceived behavioural control is not
a significant contributor to this intention, implying farmers feel that they perceive no barriers
to change. The most important underlying beliefs for attitude are ‘higher wheat yield’, ‘higher
wheat quality’, ‘lower mycotoxin contamination’, and the most important referents are the
buyers and farmer cooperatives. Hence, if buyers and farmer cooperatives can show farmers
that a change in their future agronomic management can improve their wheat quality, yield,
and safety (lower mycotoxin contamination), then a farmer’s belief is strengthened or changed,
and this may lead to a definite change in future agronomic management.

Acknowledgments
We gratefully acknowledge the farmers who participated in our survey and the following
Dutch organisations that distributed the questionnaire among the farmers: agricultural cooperatives Agrifirm and CZAV, Van Iperen, Dutch Federation of Agriculture and Horticulture
(LTO), and Dutch Arable Farming Union (NAV). We thank J.L. Banach (Wageningen Food
Safety Research) for improving the English in an earlier version of the paper.

Author Contributions
Conceptualization: E. M. Janssen, M. C. M. Mourits, H. J. van der Fels-Klerx, A. G. J. M.
Oude Lansink.
Data curation: E. M. Janssen.
Formal analysis: E. M. Janssen.
Funding acquisition: M. C. M. Mourits, H. J. van der Fels-Klerx.
Methodology: E. M. Janssen, M. C. M. Mourits, H. J. van der Fels-Klerx.
Project administration: M. C. M. Mourits.
Supervision: M. C. M. Mourits, H. J. van der Fels-Klerx, A. G. J. M. Oude Lansink.
Visualization: E. M. Janssen.
Writing – original draft: E. M. Janssen.
Writing – review & editing: E. M. Janssen, M. C. M. Mourits, H. J. van der Fels-Klerx, A. G. J.
M. Oude Lansink.

References
1.

CBS. Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek; Activiteiten van biologische landbouwbedrijven. Den Haag/
Heerlen 2018.

2.

Parry DW, Jenkinson P, McLeod L. Fusarium ear blight (scab) in small grain cereals—a review. Plant
Pathology. 1995; 44(2):207–38. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3059.1995.tb02773.x

3.

Franz E, Boou K, Van Der Fels-Klerx I. Prediction of deoxynivalenol content in Dutch winter wheat.
Journal of Food Protection. 2009; 72(10):2170–7. https://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028x-72.10.2170

4.

Van der Fels-Klerx HJ. Evaluation of performance of predictive models for deoxynivalenol in wheat.
Risk Analysis. 2014; 34(2):380–90. https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.12103

5.

Van der Fels-Klerx HJ, de Rijk TC, Booij CJH, Goedhart PW, Boers EAM, Zhao C, et al. Occurrence of
Fusarium head blight species and Fusarium mycotoxins in winter wheat in the Netherlands in 2009.
Food Additives and Contaminants—Part A Chemistry, Analysis, Control, Exposure and Risk Assessment. 2012; 29(11):1716–26. https://doi.org/10.1080/19440049.2012.685891

6.

Liu C, Manstretta V, Rossi V, Van Der Fels-Klerx HJ. Comparison of three modelling approaches for
predicting deoxynivalenol contamination in winter wheat. Toxins. 2018;10, 1-15(7). https://doi.org/10.
3390/toxins10070267

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460 September 10, 2020

14 / 17

PLOS ONE

Factors underlying Dutch farmers’ intentions to adapt their agronomic management

7.

EFSA. Risks to human and animal health related to the presence of deoxynivalenol and its acetylated
and modified forms in food and feed. EFSA Journal. 2017; 15(9):e04718–n/a. https://doi.org/10.2903/j.
efsa.2017.4718

8.

Alim M, Iqbal SZ, Selamat J, Ariño A. Regulations for Food Toxins. Food Safety: Basic Concepts,
Recent Issues, and Future Challenges. Cham: Springer International Publishing; 2016. p. 33–9.

9.

EFSA. Human and animal dietary exposure to T-2 and HT-2 toxin. EFSA Journal. 2017; 15(8):e04972–
n/a. https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2017.4972

10.

Kabak B, Dobson ADW, Var I. Strategies to prevent mycotoxin contamination of food and animal feed:
A review. Critical Reviews in Food Science and Nutrition. 2006; 46(8):593–619. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10408390500436185

11.

Commission Recommendation of 17 August 2006 on the prevention and reduction of Fusarium toxins
in cereals and cereal products (2006/583/EC), (2006).

12.

Pirgozliev SR, Edwards SG, Hare MC, Jenkinson P. Strategies for the control of Fusarium head blight
in cereals. European Journal of Plant Pathology. 2003; 109(7):731–42. https://doi.org/10.1023/
a:1026034509247

13.

Inch SA, Gilbert J. Survival of Gibberella zeae in Fusarium-damaged wheat kernels. Plant Disease.
2003; 87(3):282–7. https://doi.org/10.1094/pdis.2003.87.3.282

14.

Beyer M, Klix MB, Klink H, Verreet JA. Quantifying the effects of previous crop, tillage, cultivar and triazole fungicides on the deoxynivalenol content of wheat grain—A review. Journal of Plant Diseases and
Protection. 2006; 113(6):241–6. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf03356188

15.

Blandino M, Haidukowski M, Pascale M, Plizzari L, Scudellari D, Reyneri A. Integrated strategies for the
control of Fusarium head blight and deoxynivalenol contamination in winter wheat. Field Crops
Research. 2012; 133:139–49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2012.04.004

16.

D’Angelo DL, Bradley CA, Ames KA, Willyerd KT, Madden LV, Paul PA. Efficacy of fungicide applications during and after anthesis against Fusarium head blight and deoxynivalenol in soft red winter
wheat. Plant Disease. 2014; 98(10):1387–97. https://doi.org/10.1094/pdis-01-14-0091-re

17.

Shah L, Ali A, Yahya M, Zhu Y, Wang S, Si H, et al. Integrated control of Fusarium head blight and deoxynivalenol mycotoxin in wheat. Plant Pathology. 2018; 67(3):532–48. https://doi.org/10.1111/ppa.
12785

18.

Torres AM, Palacios SA, Yerkovich N, Palazzini JM, Battilani P, Leslie JF, et al. Fusarium head blight
and mycotoxins in wheat: Prevention and control strategies across the food chain. World Mycotoxin
Journal. 2019; 12(4):333–55. https://doi.org/10.3920/WMJ2019.2438

19.

Edwards SG. Influence of agricultural practices on Fusarium infection of cereals and subsequent contamination of grain by trichothecene mycotoxins. Toxicology Letters. 2004; 153(1):29–35. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.toxlet.2004.04.022

20.

Wegulo SN, Baenziger PS, Hernandez Nopsa J, Bockus WW, Hallen-Adams H. Management of Fusarium head blight of wheat and barley. Crop Protection. 2015; 73:100–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.
2015.02.025

21.

Blandino M, Scarpino V, Sulyok M, Krska R, Reyneri A. Effect of agronomic programmes with different
susceptibility to deoxynivalenol risk on emerging contamination in winter wheat. European Journal of
Agronomy. 2017; 85:12–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2017.01.001

22.

McMullen M, Halley S, Schatz B, Meyer S, Jordahl J, Ransom J. Integrated strategies for fusarium
head blight management in the United States. Cereal Research Communications. 2008; 36(SUPPL.
6):563–8. https://doi.org/10.1556/CRC.36.2008.Suppl.B.45

23.

McMullen M, Bergstrom G, De Wolf E, Dill-Macky R, Hershman D, Shaner G, et al. A unified effort to
fight an enemy of wheat and barley: Fusarium head blight. Plant Disease. 2012; 96(12):1712–28.
https://doi.org/10.1094/pdis-03-12-0291-fe

24.

Vogelgsang S, Beyer M, Pasquali M, Jenny E, Musa T, Bucheli TD, et al. An eight-year survey of wheat
shows distinctive effects of cropping factors on different Fusarium species and associated mycotoxins.
European Journal of Agronomy. 2019; 105:62–77. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2019.01.002

25.

Janssen EM, Mourits MCM, van der Fels-Klerx HJ, Lansink AGJMO. Pre-harvest measures against
Fusarium spp. infection and related mycotoxins implemented by Dutch wheat farmers. Crop Protection.
2019; 122:9–18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2019.04.005

26.

Rose DC, Sutherland WJ, Barnes AP, Borthwick F, Ffoulkes C, Hall C, et al. Integrated farm management for sustainable agriculture: Lessons for knowledge exchange and policy. Land Use Policy. 2019;
81:834–42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2018.11.001.

27.

Ajzen I. The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes.
1991; 50(2):179–211. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460 September 10, 2020

15 / 17

PLOS ONE

Factors underlying Dutch farmers’ intentions to adapt their agronomic management

28.

Hyland JJ, Heanue K, McKillop J, Micha E. Factors influencing dairy farmers’ adoption of best management grazing practices. Land Use Policy. 2018; 78:562–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2018.
07.006

29.

Breukers A, van Asseldonk M, Bremmer J, Beekman V. Understanding growers’ decisions to manage
invasive pathogens at the farm level. Phytopathology. 2012; 102(6):609–19. https://doi.org/10.1094/
phyto-06-11-0178

30.

Bruijnis M, Hogeveen H, Garforth C, Stassen E. Dairy farmers’ attitudes and intentions towards improving dairy cow foot health. Livestock Science. 2013; 155(1):103–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2013.
04.005

31.

Jemberu WT, Mourits MCM, Hogeveen H. Farmers’ intentions to implement foot and mouth disease
control measures in Ethiopia. PLoS ONE. 2015; 10(9). https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0138363

32.

Sok J, Hogeveen H, Elbers ARW, Oude Lansink AGJM. Farmers’ beliefs and voluntary vaccination
schemes: Bluetongue in Dutch dairy cattle. Food Policy. 2015; 57:40–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
foodpol.2015.09.006

33.

van Dijk WFA, Lokhorst AM, Berendse F, de Snoo GR. Factors underlying farmers’ intentions to perform unsubsidised agri-environmental measures. Land Use Policy. 2016; 59:207–16. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.landusepol.2016.09.003

34.

Wauters E, Bielders C, Poesen J, Govers G, Mathijs E. Adoption of soil conservation practices in Belgium: An examination of the theory of planned behaviour in the agri-environmental domain. Land Use
Policy. 2010; 27(1):86–94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2009.02.009

35.

Hijbeek R, Pronk AA, van Ittersum MK, ten Berge HFM, Bijttebier J, Verhagen A. What drives farmers
to increase soil organic matter? Insights from the Netherlands. Soil Use and Management. 2018; 34
(1):85–100. https://doi.org/10.1111/sum.12401

36.

Bechini L, Costamagna C, Zavattaro L, Grignani C, Bijttebier J, Ruysschaert G. Barriers and drivers
towards the incorporation of crop residue in the soil. Analysis of Italian farmers’ opinion with the theory
of planned behaviour. Italian Journal of Agronomy. 2015; 10(4):178–84. https://doi.org/10.4081/ija.
2015.663

37.

Bagheri A, Bondori A, Allahyari MS, Damalas CA. Modeling farmers’ intention to use pesticides: An
expanded version of the theory of planned behavior. Journal of Environmental Management. 2019;248.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109291

38.

Francis J, Eccles M. P., Johnston M., Walker A. E., Grimshaw J. M., Foy R., et al. Constructing questionnaires based on the theory of planned behaviour: A manual for health services researchers. 2004.

39.

Ajzen I. Constructing a theory of planned behavior questionnaire. 2006.

40.

Montaño DE, Kasprzyk D. Theory of reasoned action, theory of planned behavior, and the integrated
behavioral model. Health behavior and health education: Theory, research, and practice, 4th ed. San
Francisco, CA, US: Jossey-Bass; 2008. p. 67–96.

41.

Hankins M, French D, Horne R. Statistical guidelines for studies of the theory of reasoned action and
the theory of planned behaviour. Psychology and Health. 2000; 15(2):151–61. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08870440008400297

42.

RVO. The Netherlands Enterprise Agency 2018 [cited 2018]. Available from: english.rvo.nl.

43.

Krska R, de Nijs M, McNerney O, Pichler M, Gilbert J, Edwards S, et al. Safe food and feed through an
integrated toolbox for mycotoxin management: the MyToolBox approach. World Mycotoxin Journal.
2016; 9(4):487–95. https://doi.org/10.3920/wmj2016.2136

44.

Cronbach LJ. Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests. Psychometrika. 1951; 16(3):297–
334. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02310555

45.

French DP, Hankins M. The expectancy-value muddle in the theory of planned behaviour—and some
proposed solutions. British Journal of Health Psychology. 2003; 8(1):37–55. https://doi.org/10.1348/
135910703762879192

46.

Newton JD, Ewing MT, Burney S, Hay M. Resolving the theory of planned behaviour’s ’expectancyvalue muddle’ using dimensional salience. Psychology and Health. 2012; 27(5):588–602. https://doi.
org/10.1080/08870446.2011.611244

47.

O’Sullivan B, McGee H, Keegan O. Comparing solutions to the ’expectancy-value muddle’ in the theory
of planned behaviour. British Journal of Health Psychology. 2008; 13(4):789–802. https://doi.org/10.
1348/135910708x278306

48.

Newton JD, Newton FJ, Ewing MT. The dimensional salience solution to the expectancy-value muddle:
An extension. Psychology and Health. 2014; 29(12):1458–75. https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2014.
950657

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460 September 10, 2020

16 / 17

PLOS ONE

Factors underlying Dutch farmers’ intentions to adapt their agronomic management

49.

Rutter DR, Bunce DJ. The theory of reasoned action of Fishbein and Ajzen: A test of Towriss’s
amended procedure for measuring beliefs. British Journal of Social Psychology. 1989; 28(1):39–46.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1989.tb00844.x

50.

Fishbein M, Yzer MC. Using Theory to Design Effective Health Behavior Interventions. Communication
Theory. 2003; 13(2):164–83. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2885.2003.tb00287.x.

51.

Sutton S. Predicting and explaining intentions and behavior: How well are we doing? Journal of Applied
Social Psychology. 1998; 28(15):1317–38. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1998.tb01679.x

52.

Elliott MA, Armitage CJ, Baughan CJ. Exploring the beliefs underpinning drivers’ intentions to comply
with speed limits. Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour. 2005; 8(6):459–
79. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2005.08.002

53.

Chan DKC, Hardcastle S, Dimmock JA, Lentillon-Kaestner V, Donovan RJ, Burgin M, et al. Modal
salient belief and social cognitive variables of anti-doping behaviors in sport: Examining an extended
model of the theory of planned behavior. Psychology of Sport and Exercise. 2015; 16(P2):164–74.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2014.03.002

54.

Hardeman W, Prevost AT, Parker RA, Sutton S. Constructing multiplicative measures of beliefs in the
theory of planned behaviour. British Journal of Health Psychology. 2013; 18(1):122–38. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.2044-8287.2012.02095.x

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0237460 September 10, 2020

17 / 17

