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Abstract: Despite being widely advocated as a climate-smart farming system, the adoption of
conservation agriculture (CA) among Bangladeshi farmers has remained surprisingly low. Evidence
indicates that farmers’ behavior regarding the adoption and continuation of CA is affected by their
socioeconomic and psychological factors. This study combined the Technology Acceptance Model
(TAM) and Diffusion of Innovation (DOI) theories to examine the socio-psychological determinants
of Bangladeshi farmers’ behavior regarding the adoption of CA. The proposed model included both
reflective and formative measurements. Based on data collected from 201 CA farmers, this research
used a variance-based structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) approach to test the model. The
analysis showed that the components of this integrated model explained more variance (Intention:
48.9%; Attitude: 59.2%) than the original TAM framework (Intention: 45.8%; Attitude: 54.5%).
Farmers’ attitudes toward the continuation of CA were most influenced by the Relative Advantage
(RA) of CA (β = 0.337). The low level of Complexity (β = 0.225) and Compatibility (β = 0.273) of
CA had a significant positive effect on attitude. In a campaign to encourage farmers to act more
sustainably, interventions should emphasize CA’s long-term benefits, such as its effects on soil, yield,
and the environment.

Keywords: conservation agriculture; attitude; intention; behavioral sustainability; Bangladesh

1. Introduction

The world population will reach 9 billion by 2050, a 15% increase from 7.8 billion by
2020, which challenges both availability and access to food [1]. Rapid population growth
and industrialization cause environmental degradation and land fragmentation, which in
turn exert pressure on the climate with growing greenhouse gas emissions. Consequently,
a significant portion of the global population is on the verge of food insecurity amid the
threat posed by climate change [2,3]. The situation is exacerbated by scant climate change
adaptation strategies, which result in a lower food supply [4]. This necessitates changes
in the agricultural food production system toward one that is more sustainable, efficient,
and reliable to ensure global food security under the pressure of a growing population
and climate change [5–7]. The FAO [8] argues that agricultural food production can be
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increased by 70% by applying scientifically sound, socially acceptable, and environmentally
friendly farming practices.

In the epoch of modernization and technological advancement, when climate change
has become a major global development concern, conservation agriculture (CA) can play a
pivotal role in ensuring food supply while preserving the Earth. CA is a set of principles
that guide the adoption of reliable, sustainable, and climate-resilient farming practices [9].
Three principles of CA are: (i) minimum or no tillage and minimum soil disturbance;
(ii) permanent soil cover, with crop residue or a live cover crop; and (iii) crop diversification,
rotation, and intercropping (different crops alternated in the same field and preferably
cereals followed by legumes) [10]. Dumansky et al. [11] found that existing deep tillage-
based conventional farming (CF) posed a great threat to the quality depletion of natural
resources, including soil, topography, water, and biodiversity. In contrast, minimum
soil cultivation in CA decreases the necessity for agricultural machinery input, which
in turn reduces overall cultivation costs [12]. CA is a proven resource-effective farming
system in which crops are cultivated with minimum soil disturbance and no burning of
residue, and can preserve natural biodiversity through minimum tillage [8]. Tillage of CA
and application of optimum irrigation water increase soil nutrient cycling and organic
matter, which paves the way for the efficient use of irrigation water [13,14]. Alongside, CA
ensures environmental and economic sustainability by reducing the demand for inputs
such as seed, fuel, water, and fertilizer [15,16]. According to Jat et al. [17], CA is adaptive
to extreme climatic conditions of farming, which can increase crop yields and mitigate
negative environmental effects, such as water stress and terminal heat. Evidence shows
that CA is remarkably beneficial for agricultural land in Bangladesh [14,18–21].

However, evidence indicates that in the early years, the adoption of CA can reduce
yields [22]. Around the globe, not many (8–15 percent) farmers have adopted the CA
practice [5,23–25]. In a country such as Bangladesh, which is among the worst victims of
ongoing climate change, CA practices can help mitigate environmental degradation and
safeguard its ecological balance. CA was introduced in Bangladesh in the 1990s. Despite
its immense potential, the adoption of CA in Bangladesh remains low (for instance, 6.6%
among maize farmers) and unsustainable [26]. In 2015/16, the land coverage of CA in
Bangladesh was 1500 hectares [27]. However, there is a lack of survey data regarding the
current trend of CA adoption in Bangladesh. In the race to achieve the SDGs by 2030,
CA practice can be a prudent approach to achieving SDG 2 (zero hunger and sustainable
agriculture) and SDG 13 (combating climate change). Previous studies have mostly focused
on socioeconomic, technological, and environmental factors and issues regarding CA
adoption [21,28–30]. Hence, it is pertinent to explore the issues related to CA practice and
unpack what prevents the adoption and continuation of CA practice. This study set out with
the following questions: (i) Why are CA farmers not keen to continue CA farming practices?
What are the factors that influence farmers’ attitudes toward the continuance intention
of CA applications in Bangladesh? To answer these questions, this study combines the
variables hypothesized by the Diffusion of Innovation (DOI) and Technology Acceptance
Model (TAM) theories into a single model.

Fishbein and Ajzen [31] theorized that the behavior of a human individual is directly
related to his or her behavioral intention. According to the TAM, behavioral intention is
influenced by attitude toward the technology or innovation [32]. Attitude is the main driver
of behavioral intention [33–35]. According to DOI theory, the adoption of technology or
innovation is not a straightforward process [36]. The adoption rate is higher if an individual
identifies a technology as having more relative advantage, compatibility, observability,
trialability, and less complexity. In support of this theory, a plethora of studies have
claimed that Relative Advantage (RA), Compatibility, and Low Complexity (LC) levels
increase the likelihood of adoption [37–39]. Therefore, this study assumed RA, LC level,
compatibility from DOI, and attitude from TAM to explain farmers’ behavioral intention
toward continuing CA practice in Bangladesh.
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Recent studies have applied TAM to examine behavior and behavioral intention in
different contexts [40–42], and several pieces of literature [43,44] have utilized this theory
to assess attitude, intention, and behavior in relation to CA. Many researchers have used
DOI theory in context-specific studies, some of which have a particular focus on the area
of conservation [14,45–48].

Similar to this study, several studies have previously integrated these two theories:
TAM and DOI [49–51]. Such integration has been used successfully to explain behav-
ior’s adoption of new technologies [52]. Gefen and Straub [53] and Koufaris [54] ap-
plied these theories to study e-commerce, while Aldás-Manzano et al. [55], Lu et al. [56],
and Luarn and Lin [57] applied them to banking research on cell phone technologies.
Koenig-Lewis et al. [38] notably combined TAM and DOI theories to predict younger con-
sumers’ behavior toward mobile banking. Being stimulated by this integration, this study
contributes to the body of literature by assessing the underlying socio-psychological fac-
tors that construct an individual’s attitude toward the behavioral intention of continuing
CA practice.

The overall objective of this study was to understand the behavioral intentions of CA
farmers by dissecting their attitudes toward it. More specifically, this research measures the
impact of the components of attitudes on farmers’ intentions.

The discussion above highlights two crucial aspects of the current scholarship on
CA. First, the issue of the sustainability of farmers’ behavior in developing nations was
identified through adoption-related research. While some smallholder farmers tend to par-
tially adopt CA, others may not continue with the technique [58,59]. However, few studies
have investigated the underlying psychological factors behind farmers’ mysterious and
unsustainable behaviors. Second, the theoretical literature indicates that attitude remains
a major factor in farmers’ intentions to continue novel technological adoption. How-
ever, the existing empirical literature lacks evidence regarding farmers’ attitudes toward
continuing CA. This research contributes to this knowledge gap by focusing on farmers’
attitudes in Bangladesh, where previous research has identified farmers’ unsustainability
of adoption-related behavior [26,58].

To the authors’ knowledge, this is the very first empirical study concerning CA practice
in Bangladesh that uncovers farmers’ behavioral intentions toward CA practice and, at the
same time, uniquely integrates the DOI and TAM theories to scrutinize the psychological
driving factors influencing farmers’ intentions to continue this practice. Moreover, our
study contributes to the existing literature in several ways. First, it has opened a new
avenue for research on CA practice in Bangladesh. Second, the study has shown whether,
in a developing country such as Bangladesh, the TAM theory and the DOI theory for any
new technological adoption hold true. In Bangladesh, most farmers and smallholders
(in terms of land size and capital) have unique and extra risks due to their vulnerable
socio-economic status. Third, it offers guidance for exploring the potential of CA practice
in Bangladesh. This article is organized as follows: Section 1 is followed by the conceptual
framework and methods sections. The subsequent sections outline the results, discussion,
and conclusions.

2. Conceptual Framework

DOI theory and TAM theory are two widely used theories in the study of innovation
adaptation [60]. The DOI theory, which was proposed by Rogers [61], can be used to
explain the factors influencing the decision to adopt an innovation. Multi-disciplinary
studies [62–65] used DOI from various perspectives, whereas the TAM emphasizes the
intention of an individual regarding a technology adoption. These studies indicate that DOI
and TAM are considered ideal for complementary uses because of the common conceptual
premises they share. However, some studies considered TAM to be a part of DOI and
showed that the predictability of TAM can be enhanced if an integrated model is used,
combining TAM with DOI [66]. Adding other innovation characteristics [37,67] can also
help TAM make better predictions [32,67].
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2.1. The Theory of the Technology Acceptance Model

The Theory of Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) was introduced and developed by
Davis in 1989 as a modification of the Theory of Reasoned Action by Fishbein and Ajzen [31].
This theory consists of two fundamental components, namely Perceived Usefulness (PU)
and Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU). Several cross-disciplinary studies have effectively used
TAM to predict user acceptance [56,68–71]. It has also been extensively applied in the area
of agricultural technology adoption [72–75]. TAM has five constructs, namely Perceived
Usefulness (PU), Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU), Behavioral Intention of Use (BIU), Attitude
toward Using (ATU), and Actual System Use (AU). PU and PEOU can be used to assess
an individual’s attitude toward a particular technology. PU is the degree to which an
individual believes that using a specific technology improves practice performance over
existing technology [76]. On the one hand, PU has a positive influence on a person’s
intention and attitude [77–80]. On the other hand, PEOU denotes the technology that an
individual finds easy to use and requires little physical and mental effort. Venkatesh and
Davis [81] showed that technology and innovation are more useful when they are easier
to use. Schuitema et al. [82] revealed that the measurement of actual adoption is hard to
calculate. The construct of RA in DOI is closely related to PU in TAM, whereas PEOU
in TAM has similarities with the complexity in DOI [38]. To improve TAM predictability,
additional variables should be added to existing TAM constructs [83]. Table 1 shows the
measurement scales for the constructs and previous studies associated with these constructs.

Table 1. Measurement scale of the construct.

Construct Scale Number of Items Sources

Intention Reflective 5 [33,84–86]
Attitude Reflective 3 [33,68,85,86]

Relative Advantage (RA) Reflective 4 [68,85,87]
Low Complexity (LC) level Formative 3 [33,68,85,87]

Compatibility (COMP) Formative 3 [63–84]

Attitude is associated with positive or negative feelings when executing any behavior.
Therefore, an individual’s attitude is their psychological inclination to form a favorable or
negative judgment of their conduct [58,88–90]. According to TAM, attitude is influenced by
both PU (which is described as RA in the study) and PEOU (which is labeled as the Low
Complexity level in the study). Davis [76] argued that behavioral intention can be more
vividly forecasted than actual behavior. Ajzen [91] also indicated that the actual behavior
could be accurately predicted when the intention of that behavior was evaluated. Therefore,
analyzing intention is crucial for predicting actual behavior. Following this line of thought,
this study focused on comprehending behavioral intention.

2.2. The Theory of Diffusion of Innovation

The rate or level of innovation adoption is based on an individual’s perception of
innovation attributes. As per the Theory of Diffusion of Innovation (DOI), these innovation
attributes comprise five characteristics: Relative Advantage, Complexity, Compatibility,
Observability, and Trialability, by which 49–87% of the variation in the adoption rate can
be explained [61].

Relative Advantage refers to the extent to which a novel technology is deemed more
advantageous than the existing ones, which can be evaluated by economic benefits, satis-
faction, suitability, social aspects, and prestige [92,93]. Adoption rates are expected to rise
if early adopters benefit significantly more than the traditional practice, and the adopter
believes that the new technology offers a greater relative advantage. The term “complexity”
refers to the context in which an invention or technology is difficult to comprehend and
utilize, resulting in a lower adoption rate. Adopting an innovation requires new skills
and a broader understanding of the technology. Beyene and Kassie [94] revealed that the
adoption rate is influenced by the skills acquired by younger and beginning farmers when
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implementing a new practice. The relationship between complexity and adoption rate is
negatively correlated, and complexity contradicts other attributes. However, in this study,
complexity is defined as the Low Complexity (LC) level, which is positively linked to
attitude. Compatibility is the consistency of an innovation with an individual’s existing
values, practices, beliefs, and experiences. Reimer et al. [95] noted that farmers would
reject a new technology if it was found to be incompatible with their current practices.
Observability refers to the degree to which the innovation result is visible to others, while
trialability is the degree to which a new technology may be used or experimented with
by an individual on a partial or limited basis [61]. Since the farmers who took part in this
study had prior experience with CA farming, observability and trialability were not taken
into account.

Therefore, this study integrates the two models (DOI and TAM) into a framework
(Figure 1), which not only provides greater predictability than each individual model but
also helps check out the cross-correlation of the predictive constructs. The study sets out
the hypotheses, which are as follows:
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3. Material and Methods
3.1. Survey Procedure

A sequential, multi-stage sampling approach was implemented to determine the tar-
geted region and homes for this study. Arriagada et al. [96] noted that mixed methods
(sequential) are widely used in studies related to agriculture, addressing a complex phe-
nomenon, such as farmers’ behavior. Data collection can be divided into several stages. In
the initial stage, three northern districts were selected (Rajshahi, Rangpur, and Dinajpur)
where CA-based tillage technology of crop production has been dominant [97]. Several
national and international projects have been operating for years in this region to familiar-
ize CA with the farmers [98]. Farmers in this region are well aware of the practice. These
districts lie in a drought-prone zone, which makes irrigation either expensive or not readily
available [99]. As a result, farmers can adopt CA, which will improve the efficiency of the
use of limited water resources.

In the second stage, nine villages from five upazilas (Charghat, Godagari, Durgapur,
Birganj, Pirganj, and Gangachara) of these three districts were selected. In the third stage, an
accumulated list of farmers was obtained from the Regional Agricultural Research Station
(RARS) and the Regional Wheat Research Center (RWRC). The research method’s adequacy
and reliability were tested in a pilot study with thirty (30) farmers. Between July and
September 2019, a total of 220 farmers were recruited following Krejcie and Morgan’s [100]
approach of selecting the smallest sample size. During direct interviews, we obtained
CA-related information from several families. Due to non-response from participants and
some incomplete information, the effective sample size was reduced to 201. According
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to Marcoulides and Saunders [101], the predicted adequate sample size can be calculated
based on the maximum number of arrows pointing at a latent variable; the minimum
sample size for our model is 70, as the model contains 5 arrows, which is the maximum
number of arrows pointing at the latent variable (Intention) in the model. When testing
the proposed model, a sample of 201 respondents was sufficient. Farmers were considered
samples if they had prior experience with CA farming for at least one year on their land.
All respondents were the heads of their homes and were in charge of more than 70% of
their households’ agricultural activities.

Finally, with the support of the respondents, this study conducted nine focus group
discussions to extract complementary information. Following this, the data were examined
and prepared for further investigation.

To collect information from the selected respondents, a survey instrument (structured
questionnaire) was formulated. The questionnaire had two parts: the first part gathered
information about their socioeconomic factors, such as age, education level, farm size,
household size, and experience with CA; cropping pattern; annual income; and so forth,
while the second part encompassed factors related to farmers’ attitudes and their behavioral
intentions toward CA (i.e., Intention, Attitude, Relative Advantage (RA), Complexity, and
Compatibility). A number of activities, including a literature review, group discussions
with agricultural experts and researchers from reputable institutions, and a pilot study, were
used to complete the survey questionnaire. Following Rezaei et al. [44], this study noted
respondents’ responses on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). The optimal number of items or indicators per construct was three to five, as
recommended by Bagozzi and Heatherton [102] (Table 1). Further, with the consent of the
respondents, enumerators conducted face-to-face, questionnaire-guided interviews. Before
being reviewed further, the majority of the quantitative data were first gathered in the local
unit and then transformed into the standard unit.

3.2. Analytical Methods

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to test the hypotheses (Table 2). SEM
approaches have two applications: variance-based techniques and co-variance-based tech-
niques. Covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM) mainly deals with dimensions that are reflective
in nature and does not deal with formative measurement models [81]. Jarvis et al. [103]
conducted a systematic literature review to highlight that indicators that were measured
reflectively in selected studies should have been measured formatively. They added that it
raised concerns about the results and their practical implications. To overcome this limita-
tion, the PLS component-based algorithm is a widely used software application utilized in
several multi-disciplinary studies [104–107].

Table 2. Research hypotheses.

Code Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 (H1) Relative Advantage (RA) has a positive influence on attitudes towards
CA farming.

Hypothesis 2 (H2) There is a positive relationship between the Less Complexity (LC) level
and attitude.

Hypothesis 3 (H3) Compatibility (COMP) has a positive influence on attitude.

Hypothesis 3 (H4) Farmers’ attitudes have a positive influence on their intentions toward
CA farming.

Because this study involves both formative and reflective indicators and measurement,
the suggested model was validated using a variance-based SEM (PLS-SEM) technique.
CB-SEM is more confirmatory in nature, whereas variance-based SEM (PLS-SEM) appeases
sample size, data normality, and indicator number assumptions. On the other hand,
the latter helps to form theory rather than test it [108,109], which is consistent with the
objectives of this study.
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As this study combines two theories and creates an integrated novel model for ex-
plaining behavioral continuation intention toward CA, it is also important to evaluate the
model’s predictive capacity instead of theory conformity. This study adopted the two-step
approach proposed by Anderson and Gerbing [110]. First, the measurement model was
evaluated by assessing its reliability and validity. Second, a structural model was analyzed
by estimating the path coefficients and assessing the significance of the path relationships.

SmartPLS version 3.2.4 [111] was used to assess the significance of the factor loadings
and path coefficients.

Robustness Checks in PLS-SEM

The dataset of this study was initially checked using the observational method
(mean ± 3 standard deviations) for any extreme observations or outliers. No such outliers
were reported. The robustness check in PLS-SEM is outlined below.

(A) Non-linear effects

This study used a two-stage method, which was first suggested by Chin et al. [112],
to measure quadratic effects. This was done to see if there was a significant non-linear
relationship between the constructs.

In the first stage, the main effect PLS path model was run in order to obtain estimates
for the latent variable scores. The latent variable scores were calculated and saved for
further analysis.

In the second stage, a quadratic term was construed as the element-wise product of
the latent variable scores of the exogenous variable. In a multiple linear regression, the
scores of the latent variables and the quadratic terms were used as independent variables
to explain the scores of the latent variables of the endogenous variables.

As Table 3 shows, all the quadratic effects were found to be insignificant, indicating
that there was no serious non-linear relationship between the constructs. The size of the
quadratic effect (f 2) also reflected similar results.

Table 3. Assessment of non-linear effects.

Path Coefficient PCI p-Value f 2

QE_ATTonINT −0.065 [−0.185; 0.051] 0.281 0.004
QE_LConATT −0.023 [−0.198; 0.019] 0.090 0.005
QE_RAonATT 0.068 [−0.059; 0.187] 0.272 0.002

QE_COMPonATT 0.050 [−0.029; 0.130] 0.212 0.000
Note: The quadratic effects assessed are based on a two-tailed percentile bootstrapping test at a 5% confidence
level [2.5%; 97.5%]. PCI denotes percentile confidence interval; QE denotes quadratic effect.

(B) Unobserved heterogeneity

To check for unobserved heterogeneity, the FIMIX-PLS procedure was run on the data.
To determine the maximum number of segments to extract, the minimum sample size
required to estimate each segment was first computed. Here, the minimum sample size for
PLS-Sem in this study was reported at 70.

Furthermore, the data were divided into four segments. AIC3 and CAIC indicate the
same number of segments. Sarstedt et al. [113] revealed that when AIC3 and CAIC indicate
the same number of segments, the results likely point to the appropriate number of seg-
ments. The results of this study showed that both AIC3 and CAIC point to a two-segment
solution (Table 4). AIC4 and Bayesian information criteria (BIC) generally performed well
when used to determine the number of segments in FIMIX-PLS. Both criteria pointed
to a two-segment solution, which appeared to be densely clustered according to the EN
criterion. A two-segment solution also met the minimum sample size requirements for each
segment. However, the minimum description length with factor 5 (MDL5) also pointed to
a two-segment solution (Table 5). Therefore, it was assumed that unobserved heterogeneity
was not at a critical level.
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Table 4. Fit indices to assess heterogeneity.

Criteria Segment1 Segment2 Segment3 Segment4

AIC (Akaike’s Information Criterion) 953.7 807.551 842.638 800.921
AIC3 (Modified AIC with Factor 3) 959.7 827.551 855.638 827.921
AIC4 (Modified AIC with Factor 4) 965.7 847.551 868.638 854.921
BIC (Bayesian Information Criteria) 973.52 873.617 885.581 890.110
CAIC (Consistent AIC) 979.52 893.617 898.581 917.110
HQ (Hannan Quinn Criterion) 961.72 834.284 860.014 837.011
MDL5 (Min Description Length with Factor 5) 1280.799 1107.882 1161.353 1462.867
LnL (LogLikelihood) −470.85 −383.776 −408.319 −373.46
EN (Entropy Statistic (Normed)) N/A 0.641 0.545 0.567
NFI (Non-Fuzzy Index) N/A 0.611 0.555 0.586
NEC (Normalized Entropy Criterion) N/A 87.067 91.482 72.114

Note: N/A denotes not available. Numbers in bold indicate the best outcome per segment retention criterion.

Table 5. Relative segment sizes.

No. of Segments 1 2 3 4

1 1.000
2 0.707 0.293
3 0.552 0.311 0.137
4 0.540 0.301 0.102 0.057

(C) Endogeneity

To detect endogeneity concerns, this study used the Gaussian copula approach pro-
posed by Park and Gupta [114], which controls for endogeneity by directly modeling the
correlation between the endogenous variable and the error term by means of a copula. This
study first verified whether the variables were normally distributed or not. This was done
by running the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test with Lilliefors’ correction [115]. By checking all
Gaussian copulas included in the model, it was found that none were significant (Table A1).
There was no evidence of endogeneity.

4. Results
4.1. Measurement Model Assessment

The conceptual model includes both formative and reflective types of measurement
scales. Among the five constructs, two (Low Complexity Level and Compatibility) have
formative measurement scales, while the other three (Intention, Attitude, and Relative
Advantage) have reflective measurement scales. The statistical evaluation criteria for
reflective and formative models differ [116]. Internal consistency was not considered for
the formative measurement model, as the items of the model were independent in nature
and not highly correlated with each other [116,117].

The assessment guidelines are summed up in Table 6, which is based on several
relevant studies [86,118,119]. The outer loading of the reflective measurement model
must be higher than 0.6, and the two should be correlated with each other (Table 6). The
constructs of the reflective measurement model were tested for reliability and validity in
this study. For formative measurement models, convergent validity, collinearity, and outer
weights were assessed. Table 6 depicts the important criteria for reflective and formative
measurement approaches to be acceptable.
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Table 6. Assessment of measurement models.

Criterion Guideline

Assessment of reflective measurement model

Composite Reliability (CR) CR > 0.70
Indicator Loadings Outer loadings >0.60
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) AVE ≥ 0.50

Fornell–Larcker Discriminant Validity AVE should be higher than the highest squared correlation with
any other construct

Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) Value should be smaller than 1

Cross Loadings The loadings of each indicator on its construct are higher than
cross-loadings on other constructs

Assessment of formative measurement model

Convergent Validity (Redundancy analysis) ≥0.70 Correlation value
Collinearity assessment (VIF) Ideal VIF value <3.3
Outer weights Should be statistically Significant

4.2. Assessment of Reflective Measurement Models

Following the approaches used by Hair et al. [116] and Henseler et al. [119], all reflec-
tive constructs (Intention, Attitude, and Relative Advantage) were analyzed to evaluate
their reliability and validity. To assess internal consistency, composite reliability and Cron-
bach’s alpha from a measurement model were used. The average variance extracted (AVE)
and outer factor loadings of the indicators were assessed to measure convergent validity.
Table 7 shows the constructs with acceptable values for factor loadings: composite reliabil-
ity (CR), Cronbach’s alpha value, and AVE. Table 7 shows that all constructs’ composite
reliability and Cronbach’s alpha are above the minimum acceptance level of 0.70, which
indicates that the constructs are reliable.

Table 7. Construct internal consistency, reliability, and validity.

Factor Notation Items Factor Loading Composite
Reliability (CR)

Cronbach’s
Alpha AVE

Continuance INT 1 Continue the practice next year 0.716 0.872 0.872 0.577
Intention INT 2 Adopt in the near future 0.755

INT 3 Continue the practice by himself
or herself 0.755

INT 4 Interested in the practice for the
betterment of future generations 0.766

INT 5 Inspire friends, relatives, and
neighbors to adopt the practice 0.804

Attitude Att 1 Good for soil health 0.690 0.783 0.782 0.547
Att 2 Requires less input cost 0.779
Att 3 Decreases pest infestation 0.748

Relative RA 1 Higher return on investment 0.806 0.812 0.814 0.523
Advantage RA 2 Higher yield after certain period 0.656

RA 3 Environmentally friendly
approach 0.615

RA 4 Less labor required 0.796
Less LC 1 Less complex procedures 0.827
Complexity LC 2 Machineries available on time 0.691

LC 3 Availability of labor on time 0.847
Compatibility COMP 1 Fits with social norm 0.811

COMP 2 Takes less efforts 0.822
COMP 3 Compatible with current practices 0.862
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The Fornell–Larcker criterion, Henseler’s heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) criterion, and
cross loadings were applied to evaluate discriminant validity. The results are presented in
Tables 8–10. In the measurement model, all constructs were distinctively different because
the Fornell–Lacker criterion values (Table 8 were the square root of the AVE, which were
higher than the correlation values. Henseler’s HTMT criterion stated that all constructs
(Table 9) were different from each other, with a threshold value of 0.90 [119]. Therefore,
there was no discriminant validity issue in the measurement model. Another assessment
of discriminant validity was to evaluate the cross-loading values of reflective constructs’
items (Table 10). The constructs of the reflective measurement model were tested for
reliability and validity in this study. For formative measurement models, convergent
validity, collinearity, and outer weights were assessed. Table 6 depicts the important value
criteria for the acceptability of reflective and formative measurement approaches.

Table 8. Discriminant Validity (Fornell–Larcker Criterion).

Constructs ATT INT RA

ATT 0.740
INT 0.699 0.760
RA 0.633 0.666 0.723

Table 9. Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT).

Constructs ATT INT

INT 0.698
RA 0.729 0.814

Table 10. Cross loadings among reflective scale measurements.

ATT INT RA

Att 1 0.690 0.476 0.473
Att 2 0.779 0.573 0.571
Att 3 0.748 0.500 0.579
Int 1 0.501 0.716 0.605
Int 2 0.528 0.755 0.607
Int 3 0.528 0.755 0.714
Int 4 0.536 0.766 0.581
Int 5 0.562 0.804 0.663
RA 1 0.591 0.700 0.806
RA 2 0.481 0.532 0.656
RA 3 0.451 0.600 0.615
RA 4 0.583 0.666 0.796

4.3. Assessment of Formative Measurement Models

The evaluation process of a formative measurement model is distinct from a reflective
measurement model [116,117,120]. In the formative measurement model, every item of a
latent construct represents an independent cause. These items were not highly correlated. In
the case of assessing the convergent validity of a formative construct, redundancy analysis
was carried out for each latent variable separately. Existing latent variables (formative) are
considered exogenous variables to predict the endogenous variable, which is calculated by
one or more reflective measurement items [121]. Figure 2 shows the global item (Global_LC
level), which stands for the overall essence of all indicators of Low Complexity level (LC
1, LC 2, and LC 3). Figure 3 depicts the global COMP indicator, which is a global item
that encapsulates the notion of formative compatibility indicators (COMP 1, COMP 2, and
COMP 3). In order to calculate this, two new models were developed in SmartPLS, as
shown in Figures 2 and 3, as we had two formative measurement models. If the correlation
coefficient between latent variables is greater than or equal to 0.80, convergent validity is
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established [116,117,121]. Figures 2 and 3 show that the correlation coefficients between
latent variables for the two formative constructs (Lower Complexity level = 0.80 and
Compatibility = 0.90) reached the threshold value of 0.80. Hence, formative measurement
models had convergent validity.
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A problem of collinearity may occur if the items or indicators of a formative mea-
surement model are highly correlated with each other. To assess the collinearity status,
the variance inflation factor (VIF) value was estimated and is presented in Table 11. This
showed that the VIF values were lower than the threshold value of 3.3 [118], suggesting that
all items of their underlying construct were distinct and measured different aspects of that
construct. The outer weights of formative construct items were calculated to determine the
relative importance of those items in terms of their underlying latent construct. In defining
the construct, the significance of each item of the formative construct’s outer weight was
assessed. Table 12 shows the bootstrapping results of 5000 sub-samples and reveals the
outer weights and path coefficients of items in the construct. The results showed that all
items in the formative construct had weights that were both positive and significant. This
means that all items in the formative construct met the criteria of relevance and importance.
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Table 11. Collinearity assessment.

Item VIF

LC1 1.336
LC2 1.372
LC3 1.554

COMP1 1.712
COMP2 1.723
COMP3 1.507

Table 12. Assessment of formative model.

Items Outer Weight Std. Error T-Value p-Value

LC1 -> LC level 0.502 ** 0.112 4.495 0.000
LC2 -> LC level 0.275 * 0.120 2.283 0.022
LC3 -> LC level 0.466 ** 0.110 4.245 0.000

COMP 1 -> COMP 0.337 * 0.118 2.862 0.004
COMP 2 -> COMP 0.359 * 0.113 3.192 0.001
COMP 3 -> COMP 0.500 ** 0.113 4.439 0.000

Note: * and ** indicates the significance level at 5% and 1%, respectively.

4.4. Assessment of the Structural Model

Before evaluating the structural model, the multicollinearity in the inner model was
checked (Table 13). The results showed that there was no multicollinearity problem in the
model with VIF values less than 3.3.

Table 13. Collinearity assessment (inner VIF).

Construct ATT INT

ATT 1.000
LC 2.531
RA 3.218

COMP 3.011

The assessment of the structural model was performed to examine the relationship
between the latent variables using four criteria: coefficient of determination (R2), effect
size (f 2), predictive relevance (Q2) and path coefficients (Table 12). Hypothesis testing
was performed once the latent variables were tested and confirmed regarding reliability
and validity. Then, a bootstrapping procedure with 5000 sub-samples was performed
to evaluate the significance of the path coefficients. The guidelines used to evaluate the
structural model are summarized in Table 14.

Table 14. Assessment of the structural model.

Criterion Guideline

Coefficient of determination (R2)
0.25—Weak
0.50—Moderate
0.75—Substantial

Path Coefficient between −1 and +1

Effect Size (f 2)
0.02—Small effect
0.15—Medium effect
0.35—Large effect

Predictive relevance (Q2) Above zero
Source: [86,122].

The coefficient of determination (R2) explained the predictive accuracy of the model,
which assessed the overall quality of the PLS model. The value indicates how much
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of the variance in an endogenous variable can be explained by an exogenous (latent
construct) variable. Table 15 shows that the value of R2 was 0.489 for intention and 0.592 for
Attitude. These values indicate that the proposed models had moderate explanatory power.
Hair et al. [116] indicated that a model that only accesses R2 values is not trustworthy.

Table 15. Summary of Effect Size (f 2), Predictive Relevance (Q2), and Coefficient of Determina-
tion (R2).

Constructs ATT (f 2) INT (f 2) Effect Size Predictive
Relevance (Q2) R Square (R2)

INT 0.433 0.489
ATT 0.956 large 0.420 0.592
LC 0.049 small
RA 0.163 medium

COMP 0.079 small

Therefore, to evaluate the predictive relevance of the structural model, Stone [123] in-
troduced Q2. Latent exogenous constructs in the structural model have predictive relevance
if the value of Q2 is greater than zero [116,120]. Q2 values of 0.43 and 0.420 were both higher
than zero, which means that endogenous constructs had enough predictive relevance.

The effect size (f 2) identifies how much an exogenous variable contributes to an
endogenous variable value of R2 [116]. The results revealed that Attitude was the best
predictor, as it had the largest effect on the continuance intention accumulated by Relative
Advantage (f 2 = 0.163), Compatibility (f 2 = 0.079), and Low Complexity levels (f 2 = 0.049).

The results of the path coefficient using the bootstrapping procedure with sub-samples
of 5000 cases for the hypothesized relationships are presented in Table 16. The results
showed that RA (β = 0.337; t = 2.325; p = 0.020) had the highest significant positive impact
on Attitude, which supports H1. Equivalently, the relationship between the LC level
and Attitude (β = 0.225; t = 2.256; p = 0.024) was positive and significant, supporting the
second hypothesis (H2). H3 was also supported because Compatibility had a positive and
significant influence on Attitude (β = 0.273; t = 2.085; p = 0.037). Therefore, all relationships
were significant and supported the hypotheses presented in Table 16. The positive and
significant relationship between Attitude and Intention (β = 0.699; t = 9.878; p = 0.000)
validated H4.

Table 16. Path coefficient and hypothesis testing.

Relationship Std. β Std. Error t-Value p-Value Decision

ATT -> INT 0.699 ** 0.071 9.878 0.000 Supported
LLC -> ATT 0.225 * 0.100 2.256 0.024 Supported
RA -> ATT 0.337 * 0.145 2.325 0.020 Supported

COMP -> ATT 0.273 * 0.131 2.085 0.037 Supported
Note: * and ** denote a 5% and 1% significance level, respectively.

The estimated original TAM structural model was statistically fit and well adjusted
to the data (Figure 4). The coefficient of determination (R2) in the original TAM was
0.545 for Attitude and 0.458 for behavioral intention. The integration of TAM and DOI
theory is presented in Figure 5. In this integrated model, the values of the coefficients of
determination for both exogenous and endogenous constructs increased (from 0.545 to
0.592 for attitude and from 0.458 to 0.489 for intention). Of the variance in attitude, 59.2%
was explained by the included constructs, while 48.9% of the variance in the behavioral
intention toward CA was explained by the constructs considered in the model.
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5. Conclusions and Discussion
5.1. Conclusions

CA has immense potential for increasing agricultural productivity, ensuring food
security, and achieving self-sufficiency in food production. In addition, it is a way forward
to generate socio-economic well-being and, aside from that, maintain a sustainable environ-
ment. What is more important is that CA practice can be a fortified tool against the threats
of global climate change [124]. As a significant portion of the total population, developing
countries such as Bangladesh are at risk of losing their means as a result of a climatic
catastrophe combined with concurrent environmental deterioration resulting from rapid
urbanization and unplanned development programs. Hence, it is vital for this country to
understand the invaluable emergence of CA practices to tackle further climatic and food
insecurity threats. Keeping all these facts in mind, the study devoted itself to investigating
factors affecting farmers’ attitudes toward the intention of CA practice using the PLS-SEM
approach. The literature indicates that DOI and TAM are effective socio-psychological
frameworks that can help researchers explain factors that affect farmers’ intentions toward
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their behavior [38,49,51]. However, it is notable that recent conservation agriculture stud-
ies [14,18,20,22,30,125–127] did not integrate these two theories in understanding farmers’
attitudes directed toward the intention of CA. Therefore, the findings discussed below
make a novel contribution to the existing body of literature.

Relative Advantage (RA) is usually the strongest predictor of the adoption of any
new technology [60]. This study’s findings also show that RA (β = 0.337 and significant at
p < 0.05) had the least direct significant positive impact on Attitude toward CA, supporting
the first hypothesis (H1). This is consistent with previous findings that RA (Perceived useful-
ness) has a significant positive impact on Attitude and technology adoption [20,32,81,88,109].
The results also reveal that CA has several advantages compared to existing CF practices.
In addition, it indicates that the adoption of CA is likely to expand more rapidly in the
following years if the adopters’ feel that the relative advantage of CA is higher than the
existing practices. However, it should be emphasized that adopters (such as innovators,
early adopters, and middle/late adopters) were not further classified in this study.

Low Complexity level (β = 0.225 and significant at p < 0.05) had a significant direct
positive impact on Attitude and an indirect positive impact on continuance intention
toward CA, supporting the second hypothesis (H2). Studies [44,75,128–130] have shown
that complexity (perceived ease of usefulness) has a positive and significant relationship
with Attitude. However, Adnan et al. [131] conducted a similar study among paddy
farmers and found this relationship to be positive but not significant. When an individual
finds a technology easier to operate, there will be a positive perception of its adoption and
usage in the future [132]. This result does not fully agree with Corrigan [133] and Jamshidi
and Hussin [85], who found a positive but non-significant relationship between complexity
and intention.

Compatibility (β = 0.273 and significant at p < 0.05) has a significant direct positive
impact on attitude and an indirect impact on continuance intention toward CA, supporting
the third hypothesis (H3), which is consistent with Jamshidi and Hussin [85]. Wu et al. [134]
and Sharifzadeh et al. [135] argued that when an individual finds a technology consis-
tent with his or her prior experience, values, and work conditions, he or she will feel
more confident in adopting it and have a higher perception of this technology advantage.
However, a few studies [136,137] found that the attributes of innovation (i.e., Relative
Advantage, Complexity, and Compatibility) and Attitude are incompatible. In contrast,
Ayodele et al. [138] illustrated a positive and significant relationship between compatibility
and behavioral intention. According to Ducey and Coovert [129], a technology that assists
an individual with his or her work would give him or her belief in the usefulness of the
technology and help improve his or her performance.

According to the findings, the construct attitude (β = 0.699 and significant at p < 0.001)
has the greatest significantly positive impact on CA continuance intention, supporting
the fourth hypothesis (H4). This result is supported by studies conducted in various
disciplines on predicting behavioral intention [58,131,139–141]. However, several previous
studies have shown that Attitude has a significantly positive but not the highest impact
on behavior [44,75,128,142,143]. When people have a favorable attitude, they are mentally
ready to make more accurate decisions [144].

5.2. Discussion

The results have several practical implications for researchers, practitioners, and
policymakers. The findings show that there is a significant and positive relationship
between RA and Attitude toward CA farming in Bangladesh. Moreover, RA had the
highest impact on Attitude compared to other constructs, such as Compatibility and LC
level. Extension agents, the government, and non-government organizations can train
farmers on the benefits of CA over existing conventional farming practices to speed up
adoption. A growing number of programs, campaigns, and policies must aim to improve
farmers’ knowledge and Attitude. Local government organizations can provide incentives
not only to farmer organizations but also to private entities that can organize events to
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display and inform the public about the relative advantage and compatibility of CA. These
programs can better inform farmers about the low complexity level and change their
perceptions. Linking various government and non-government sectors has worked to
promote CA adoption in some other contexts, including Bangladesh [23,145,146]. These
events can raise farmers’ awareness and positively transform their perceptions of CA.
Eventually, these will enhance the attitudes of the farmers toward the continuation of CA
farming, which will translate into their actual behavior. Second, a farmer’s intention is
largely dependent on several other factors. In this model, Attitude and farmers’ intentions
are strongly positively related. Public institutions must take the lead in assisting CA farmers
by developing and implementing appropriate incentive and subsidy programs that take
into account the constructs identified in this study as relevant.

This research work integrated the Diffusion of Innovation (DOI) theory and the
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) validated in the context of CA, providing more
insights into the farmers’ potential perceptions about their continuance intention toward
CA farming practices. The findings highlight the key propositions of the proposed model
(integrating TAM and DOI) and the applicability of this model to more effectively predict
intentions through attitude. Relative Advantage (RA), Compatibility, and Low Complexity
(LC) levels had a positive and statistically significant effect on the attitudes of farmers
toward CA farming. However, RA had a greater influence on Attitude than the other
construct. As a result, policy emphasis should be placed on the perceptions of the (relative)
advantages of CA to accelerate a positive attitude and thus influence farmers’ behavioral
intentions to continue CA farming practices. To speed up the sustainable adoption of
CA practices in Bangladesh, improved perceptions of RA and a positive attitude must
be enhanced. Government institutions, as well as private institutions and NGOs, should
arrange training programs regularly in every upazila so that farmers can easily go and
receive training on CA. Field Day is an important extension tool through which many
farmers can gain updated knowledge and information. The use of ICT-based platforms,
applications, and software can be promoted, especially since Bangladesh has significantly
developed its ICT-related infrastructure at the union level in recent years. Every union has
a Union Digital Center (UDC), which can be utilized to enhance access to information and
services related to CA in the respective localities.

5.3. Limitation

Despite being a novel effort regarding CA practice in Bangladesh, which accommo-
dates factors affecting farmers’ attitudes and behavioral intentions toward CA, the study’s
scope is nevertheless constrained by specific limitations. First, the sample size in future
studies can be larger, which will help to better understand the wider picture of CA practice
in Bangladesh. Second, this study did not include farmers who had never adopted CA
or those who had left after adoption. Further studies could be directed toward scaling
the impact of CA practices on the food security status of small-scale farmers and those
who were not included in this research. In addition, studies that attempt to highlight
the impact of CA on the livelihood and income status of farmers are highly anticipated.
Lastly, prospective studies can adopt more advanced statistical tools and machine learning
approaches in their analysis of CA practices for dynamic visualization.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Result of Endogeneity Test using the Gaussian Copula Approach.

Test Construct Coefficient p Value

Gaussian copula of model 1 RA 0.332 0.000
LC 0.215 0.000

COMP 0.271 0.030
ATT 0.674 0.000
RA c 0.037 0.712

Gaussian copula of model 2 RA 0.331 0.000
LC 0.239 0.000

COMP 0.269 0.031
ATT 0.683 0.000
LC c 0.027 0.598

Gaussian copula of model 3 RA 0.328 0.000
LC 0.233 0.000

COMP 0.266 0.037
ATT 0.691 0.000

COMP c 0.052 0.413
Gaussian copula of model 4 RA 0.319 0.000

LC 0.217 0.000
COMP 0.279 0.029

ATT 0.659 0.000
ATT c 0.016 0.822

Gaussian copula of model 5 RA 0.330 0.000
LC 0.219 0.000

COMP 0.274 0.029
ATT 0.686 0.000
RA c 0.039 0.813
LC c 0.026 0.579

Gaussian copula of model 6 RA 0.329 0.000
LC 0.207 0.000

COMP 0.263 0.033
ATT 0.690 0.000
RA c 0.031 0.789

COMP c 0.051 0.411
Gaussian copula of model 7 RA 0.318 0.000

LC 0.221 0.000
COMP 0.231 0.031

ATT 0.663 0.000
Note: c indicates the copula term in the model.

References
1. Ali, P.; Kabir, M.M.M.; Haque, S.S.; Qin, X.; Nasrin, S.; Landis, D.; Holmquist, B.; Ahmed, N. Farmer’s behavior in pesticide use:

Insights study from smallholder and intensive agricultural farms in Bangladesh. Sci. Total. Environ. 2020, 747, 141160. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

2. Wheeler, T.; Von Braun, J. Climate Change Impacts on Global Food Security. Science 2013, 341, 508–511. [CrossRef]
3. Ziervogel, G.; Ericksen, P.J. Adapting to climate change to sustain food security. WIREs Clim. Chang. 2010, 1, 525–540. [CrossRef]
4. Pradhan, A.; Chan, C.; Roul, P.K.; Halbrendt, J.; Sipes, B. Potential of conservation agriculture (CA) for climate change adaptation

and food security under rainfed uplands of India: A transdisciplinary approach. Agric. Syst. 2018, 163, 27–35. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.141160
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32781314
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1239402
http://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.56
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2017.01.002


Agriculture 2023, 13, 503 18 of 22

5. Findlater, K.; Kandlikar, M.; Satterfield, T. Misunderstanding conservation agriculture: Challenges in promoting, monitoring and
evaluating sustainable farming. Environ. Sci. Policy 2019, 100, 47–54. [CrossRef]

6. Garnett, T.; Appleby, M.C.; Balmford, A.; Bateman, I.J.; Benton, T.G.; Bloomer, P.; Burlingame, B.; Dawkins, M.; Dolan, L.; Fraser,
D.; et al. Sustainable Intensification in Agriculture: Premises and Policies. Science 2013, 341, 33–34. [CrossRef]

7. Poppy, G.M.; Jepson, P.C.; Pickett, J.A.; Birkett, M. Achieving food and environmental security: New approaches to close the gap.
Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 2014, 369, 20120272. [CrossRef]

8. FAO. How to Feed the World in 2050 [WWW Document]. FAO CA Website. 2009. Available online: http://www.fao.org/wsfs/
forum2050 (accessed on 15 November 2020).

9. Jat, R.A.; Sahrawat, K.L.; Kassam, A.H.; Friedrich, T. Conservation agriculture for sustainable and resilient agriculture: Global
status, prospects and challenges. Conserv. Agric. Glob. Prospect. Chall. 2014, 1–25. [CrossRef]

10. FAO. The 3 Principles of Conservation Agriculture [WWW Document]. 2014. Available online: http://www.fao.org/emergencies/
fao-in-action/stories/stories-detail/en/c/216752/#:~:text=The%203%20principles%20of%20CA,crop%20rotation%20and%20
intercropping (accessed on 16 November 2020).

11. Dumanski, J.; Reicosky, D.; Peiretti, R. Pioneers in soil conservation and Conservation Agriculture. Special issue. Int. Soil Water
Conserv. Res. 2014, 2, 1–4. [CrossRef]

12. Madden, N.; Southard, R.; Mitchell, J. Conservation tillage reduces PM10 emissions in dairy forage rotations. Atmos. Environ.
2008, 42, 3795–3808. [CrossRef]

13. Pezzuolo, A.; Dumont, B.; Sartori, L.; Marinello, F.; Migliorati, M.D.A.; Basso, B. Evaluating the impact of soil conservation
measures on soil organic carbon at the farm scale. Comput. Electron. Agric. 2017, 135, 175–182. [CrossRef]

14. Sayed, A.; Sarker, A.; Kim, J.-E.; Rahman, M.; Mahmud, G.A. Environmental sustainability and water productivity on conservation
tillage of irrigated maize in red brown terrace soil of Bangladesh. J. Saudi Soc. Agric. Sci. 2020, 19, 276–284. [CrossRef]

15. Hobbs, P.R.; Sayre, K.; Gupta, R. The role of conservation agriculture in sustainable agriculture. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci.
2008, 363, 543–555. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Knowler, D.; Bradshaw, B. Farmers’ adoption of conservation agriculture: A review and synthesis of recent research. Food Policy
2007, 32, 25–48. [CrossRef]

17. Jat, H.S.; Datta, A.; Choudhary, M.; Sharma, P.C.; Jat, M.L. Conservation Agriculture: Factors and drivers of adoption and scalable
innovative practices in Indo-Gangetic plains of India—A review. Int. J. Agric. Sustain. 2020, 19, 40–55. [CrossRef]

18. Bell, R.W.; Haque, E.; Jahiruddin, M.; Rahman, M.; Begum, M.; Miah, M.A.M.; Islam, A.; Hossen, A.; Salahin, N.; Zahan, T.; et al.
Conservation Agriculture for Rice-Based Intensive Cropping by Smallholders in the Eastern Gangetic Plain. Agriculture 2018, 9, 5.
[CrossRef]

19. Sarker, A.; Itohara, Y. Organic Farming and Poverty Elimination: A Suggested Model for Bangladesh. J. Org. Syst. 2008, 3, 68–79.
20. Uddin, M.; Dhar, A.; Islam, M. Adoption of conservation agriculture practice in Bangladesh: Impact on crop profitability and

productivity. J. Bangladesh Agric. Univ. 2016, 14, 101–112. [CrossRef]
21. Uddin, M.T.; Dhar, A.R. Conservation agriculture practice in Bangladesh: Farmers’ socioeconomic status and soil environment

perspective. Int. J. Econ. Manag. Eng. 2017, 11, 1272–1280.
22. Ogieriakhi, M.O.; Woodward, R.T. Understanding why farmers adopt soil conservation tillage: A systematic review. Soil Secur.

2022, 9, 100077. [CrossRef]
23. Dhar, A.R.; Islam, M.; Jannat, A.; Ahmed, J.U. Adoption prospects and implication problems of practicing conservation agriculture

in Bangladesh: A socioeconomic diagnosis. Soil Tillage Res. 2018, 176, 77–84. [CrossRef]
24. Parrott, N.; Olesen, J.E.; Høgh-Jensen, H. Certified and non-certified organic farming in the developing world. In Global

Development of Organic Agriculture: Challenges and Prospects; CABI Publishing: Copenhagen, Denmark, 2006.
25. Willer, H.; Menzler, M.Y.; Sorensen, N. The World of Organic Agriculture Statistics and Emerging Trends 2008; International Federation

of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM) Bonn, Germany and Research Institute of Organic Agriculture (FiBL): Frick,
Switzerland, 2008.

26. Akter, S.; Gathala, M.K.; Timsina, J.; Islam, S.; Rahman, M.; Hassan, M.K.; Ghosh, A.K. Adoption of conservation agriculture-based
tillage practices in the rice-maize systems in Bangladesh. World Dev. Perspect. 2021, 21, 100297. [CrossRef]

27. Kassam, A.; Friedrich, T.; Derpsch, R. Overview of the Global Spread of Conservation Agriculture. J. Field Actions 2018, 76, 29–51.
[CrossRef]

28. Miah, M.M.; Haque, M.E.; Bell, R.W.; Rouf, M.A.; Sarkar, M.A.R. Factors Affecting Conservation Agriculture Technologies at
Farm Level in Bangladesh. Res. World Agric. Econ. 2020, 1, 50–59. [CrossRef]

29. Tabriz, S.S.; Kader, M.A.; Rokonuzzaman, M.; Hossen, M.S.; Awal, M.A. Prospects and challenges of conservation agriculture in
Bangladesh for sustainable sugarcane cultivation. Environ. Dev. Sustain. 2021, 23, 15667–15694. [CrossRef]

30. Poddar, P.K.; Uddin, M.N.; Dev, D.S. Conservation agriculture: A farm level practice in Bangladesh. Agric. Sci. Dig.-A Res. J. 2017,
37, 197–202. [CrossRef]

31. Fishbein, M.; Ajzen, I. Belief, Attitude, Intention, and Behavior: An Introduction to Theory and Research; Addison-Wesley, Reading:
Boston, MA, USA, 1975.

32. Davis, F.D.; Bagozzi, R.P.; Warshaw, P.R. User Acceptance of Computer Technology: A Comparison of Two Theoretical Models.
Manag. Sci. 1989, 35, 982–1003. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2019.05.027
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1234485
http://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2012.0272
http://www.fao.org/wsfs/forum2050
http://www.fao.org/wsfs/forum2050
http://doi.org/10.1079/9781780642598.0001
http://www.fao.org/emergencies/fao-in-action/stories/stories-detail/en/c/216752/#:~:text=The%203%20principles%20of%20CA,crop%20rotation%20and%20intercropping
http://www.fao.org/emergencies/fao-in-action/stories/stories-detail/en/c/216752/#:~:text=The%203%20principles%20of%20CA,crop%20rotation%20and%20intercropping
http://www.fao.org/emergencies/fao-in-action/stories/stories-detail/en/c/216752/#:~:text=The%203%20principles%20of%20CA,crop%20rotation%20and%20intercropping
http://doi.org/10.1016/S2095-6339(15)30018-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2007.12.058
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2017.02.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jssas.2019.03.002
http://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2007.2169
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17720669
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2006.01.003
http://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2020.1817655
http://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture9010005
http://doi.org/10.3329/jbau.v14i1.30604
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.soisec.2022.100077
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2017.11.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.wdp.2021.100297
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207233.2018.1494927
http://doi.org/10.36956/rwae.v1i1.263
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-021-01330-2
http://doi.org/10.18805/asd.v37i03.8992
http://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.35.8.982


Agriculture 2023, 13, 503 19 of 22

33. Borges, J.A.R.; Lansink, A.G.O.; Ribeiro, C.M.; Lutke, V. Understanding farmers’ intention to adopt improved natural grassland
using the theory of planned behavior. Livest. Sci. 2014, 169, 163–174. [CrossRef]

34. Lalani, B.; Dorward, P.; Holloway, G.; Wauters, E. Smallholder farmers’ motivations for using Conservation Agriculture and the
roles of yield, labour and soil fertility in decision making. Agric. Syst. 2016, 146, 80–90. [CrossRef]

35. Yazdanpanah, M.; Hayati, D.; Hochrainer-Stigler, S.; Zamani, G.H. Understanding farmers’ intention and behavior regarding
water conservation in the Middle-East and North Africa: A case study in Iran. J. Environ. Manag. 2014, 135, 63–72. [CrossRef]

36. Bouwman, H.; Carlsson, C.; Molina-Castillo, F.J.; Walden, P. Barriers and drivers in the adoption of current and future mobile
services in Finland. Telemat. Inform. 2007, 24, 145–160. [CrossRef]

37. Agarwal, R.; Prasad, J. A Conceptual and Operational Definition of Personal Innovativeness in the Domain of Information
Technology. Inf. Syst. Res. 1998, 9, 204–215. [CrossRef]

38. Koenig-Lewis, N.; Palmer, A.; Moll, A. Predicting young consumers’ take up of mobile banking services. Int. J. Bank Mark. 2010,
28, 410–432. [CrossRef]

39. Lee, M.S.; McGoldrick, P.J.; Keeling, K.A.; Doherty, J. Using ZMET to explore barriers to the adoption of 3G mobile banking
services. Int. J. Retail. Distrib. Manag. 2003, 31, 340–348. [CrossRef]

40. Ahamed, A.F.M.J.; Limbu, Y.; Pham, L.; Van Nguyen, H. Understanding Vietnamese Consumer Intention to Use Online Retailer
Websites: Application of the Extended Technology Acceptance Model. Int. J. E-Adopt. 2020, 12, 1–15. [CrossRef]

41. Hua, L.; Wang, S. Antecedents of Consumers’ Intention to Purchase Energy-Efficient Appliances: An Empirical Study Based on
the Technology Acceptance Model and Theory of Planned Behavior. Sustainability 2019, 11, 2994. [CrossRef]

42. Sadiq, M.; Adil, M. Ecotourism related search for information over the internet: A technology acceptance model perspective.
J. Ecotourism 2020, 20, 70–88. [CrossRef]

43. Faridi, A.A.; Kavoosi-Kalashami, M.; El Bilali, H. Attitude components affecting adoption of soil and water conservation measures
by paddy farmers in Rasht County, Northern Iran. Land Use Policy 2020, 99, 104885. [CrossRef]

44. Rezaei, R.; Safa, L.; Ganjkhanloo, M.M. Understanding farmers’ ecological conservation behavior regarding the use of integrated
pest management- an application of the technology acceptance model. Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 2020, 22, e00941. [CrossRef]

45. Carreiro, H.; Oliveira, T. Impact of transformational leadership on the diffusion of innovation in firms: Application to mobile
cloud computing. Comput. Ind. 2019, 107, 104–113. [CrossRef]

46. Faisal, S.M.; Idris, S. Innovation factors influencing the supply chain technology (sct) adoption: Diffusion of innovation theory.
Int. J. Soc. Sci. Res. 2020, 2, 128–145.

47. Fisher, J.R.; Montambault, J.; Burford, K.P.; Gopalakrishna, T.; Masuda, Y.J.; Reddy, S.M.; Torphy, K.; Salcedo, A.I. Knowledge
diffusion within a large conservation organization and beyond. PLoS ONE 2018, 13, e0193716. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Mascia, M.B.; Mills, M. When conservation goes viral: The diffusion of innovative biodiversity conservation policies and practices.
Conserv. Lett. 2018, 11, e12442. [CrossRef]

49. Al-Rahmi, W.M.; Yahaya, N.; Aldraiweesh, A.A.; Alamri, M.M.; Aljarboa, N.A.; Alturki, U.; Aljeraiwi, A.A. Integrating Technology
Acceptance Model with Innovation Diffusion Theory: An Empirical Investigation on Students’ Intention to Use E-Learning
Systems. IEEE Access 2019, 7, 26797–26809. [CrossRef]

50. Bandara, U.; Amarasena, T. Impact of Relative Advantage, Perceived Behavioural Control and Perceived Ease of Use on Intention to
Adopt with Solar Energy Technology in Sri Lanka. In Proceedings of the 2018 International Conference and Utility Exhibition on
Green Energy for Sustainable Development (ICUE), Phuket, Thailand, 24–26 October 2018; IEEE: New York, NY, USA, 2018; pp. 1–9.
[CrossRef]

51. Min, S.; So, K.K.F.; Jeong, M. Consumer adoption of the Uber mobile application: Insights from diffusion of innovation theory
and technology acceptance model. J. Travel Tour. Mark. 2019, 36, 770–783. [CrossRef]

52. Taylor, S.; Todd, P.A. Assessing IT Usage: The Role of Prior Experience. MIS Q. 1995, 19, 561–570. [CrossRef]
53. Gefen, D.; Straub, D.W. Gender Differences in the Perception and Use of E-Mail: An Extension to the Technology Acceptance

Model. MIS Q. 1997, 21, 389. [CrossRef]
54. Koufaris, M. Applying the Technology Acceptance Model and Flow Theory to Online Consumer Behavior. Inf. Syst. Res. 2002, 13,

205–223. [CrossRef]
55. Aldás-Manzano, J.; Ruiz-Mafé, C.; Sanz-Blas, S. Exploring individual personality factors as drivers of M-shopping acceptance.

Ind. Manag. Data Syst. 2009, 109, 739–757. [CrossRef]
56. Lu, J.; Yu, C.; Liu, C.; Yao, J.E. Technology acceptance model for wireless Internet. Internet Res. 2003, 13, 206–222. [CrossRef]
57. Luarn, P.; Lin, H.-H. Toward an understanding of the behavioral intention to use mobile banking. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2005, 21,

873–891. [CrossRef]
58. Tama, R.A.Z.; Ying, L.; Yu, M.; Hoque, M.; Adnan, K.M.; Sarker, S.A. Assessing farmers’ intention towards conservation

agriculture by using the Extended Theory of Planned Behavior. J. Environ. Manag. 2021, 280, 111654. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
59. Ward, P.S.; Bell, A.R.; Droppelmann, K.; Benton, T.G. Early adoption of conservation agriculture practices: Understanding partial

compliance in programs with multiple adoption decisions. Land Use Policy 2017, 70, 27–37. [CrossRef]
60. Hameed, M.A.; Counsell, S.; Swift, S. A conceptual model for the process of IT innovation adoption in organizations. J. Eng.

Technol. Manag. 2012, 29, 358–390. [CrossRef]
61. Rogers, E.M. Diffusion of Innovations, 5th ed.; Free Press: New York, NY, USA, 2003.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2014.09.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2016.04.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2014.01.016
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2006.08.001
http://doi.org/10.1287/isre.9.2.204
http://doi.org/10.1108/02652321011064917
http://doi.org/10.1108/09590550310476079
http://doi.org/10.4018/IJEA.2020070101
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11102994
http://doi.org/10.1080/14724049.2020.1785480
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104885
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2020.e00941
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compind.2019.02.006
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0193716
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29494644
http://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12442
http://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2899368
http://doi.org/10.23919/icue-gesd.2018.8635706
http://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2018.1507866
http://doi.org/10.2307/249633
http://doi.org/10.2307/249720
http://doi.org/10.1287/isre.13.2.205.83
http://doi.org/10.1108/02635570910968018
http://doi.org/10.1108/10662240310478222
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2004.03.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.111654
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33221044
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.10.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2012.03.007


Agriculture 2023, 13, 503 20 of 22

62. Chang, H.-C. A new perspective on Twitter hashtag use: Diffusion of innovation theory. Proc. Am. Soc. Inf. Sci. Technol. 2010, 47, 1–4.
[CrossRef]

63. Green, L.W.; Ottoson, J.M.; García, C.; Hiatt, R.A. Diffusion Theory and Knowledge Dissemination, Utilization, and Integration in
Public Health. Annu. Rev. Public Health 2009, 30, 151–174. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. López-Nicolás, C.; Molina-Castillo, F.J.; Bouwman, H. An assessment of advanced mobile services acceptance: Contributions
from TAM and diffusion theory models. Inf. Manag. 2008, 45, 359–364. [CrossRef]

65. McGrath, C.; Zell, D. The Future of Innovation Diffusion Research and its Implications for Management: A Conversation with
Everett Rogers. J. Manag. Inq. 2001, 10, 386–391. [CrossRef]

66. Moore, G.C.; Benbasat, I. Development of an Instrument to Measure the Perceptions of Adopting an Information Technology
Innovation. Inf. Syst. Res. 1991, 2, 192–222. [CrossRef]

67. Karahanna, E.; Straub, D.W.; Chervany, N.L. Information technology adoption across time: A cross-sectional com-parison of
pre-adoption and post-adoption beliefs. MIS Q. 1999, 23, 183–213.

68. Adrian, A.M.; Norwood, S.H.; Mask, P.L. Producers’ perceptions and attitudes toward precision agriculture technologies. Comput.
Electron. Agric. 2005, 48, 256–271. [CrossRef]

69. Aubert, B.A.; Schroeder, A.; Grimaudo, J. IT as enabler of sustainable farming: An empirical analysis of farmers’ adoption
decision of precision agriculture technology. Decis. Support Syst. 2012, 54, 510–520. [CrossRef]

70. Flett, R.; Alpass, F.; Humphries, S.; Massey, C.; Morriss, S.; Long, N. The technology acceptance model and use of technology in
New Zealand dairy farming. Agric. Syst. 2004, 80, 199–211. [CrossRef]

71. Liao, C.; Zhao, D.; Zhang, S. Psychological and conditional factors influencing staff’s takeaway waste separation intention: An
application of the extended theory of planned behavior. Sustain. Cities Soc. 2018, 41, 186–194. [CrossRef]

72. Alambaigi, A.; Ahangari, I. Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) As a Predictor Model for Explaining Agricultural Experts
Behavior in Acceptance of ICT. Int. J. Agric. Manag. Dev. 2016, 6, 235–247. [CrossRef]

73. Rezaei-Moghaddam, K.; Salehi, S. Agricultural specialists’ intention toward precision agriculture technologies: Inte-grating
innovation characteristics to technology acceptance model. Afr. J. Agric. Res. 2010, 5, 1191–1199. [CrossRef]

74. Tohidyan Far, S.; Rezaei-Moghaddam, K. Determinants of Iranian agricultural consultants’ intentions toward precision agriculture:
Integrating innovativeness to the technology acceptance model. J. Saudi Soc. Agric. Sci. 2017, 16, 280–286. [CrossRef]

75. Verma, P.; Sinha, N. Integrating perceived economic wellbeing to technology acceptance model: The case of mobile based
agricultural extension service. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2018, 126, 207–216. [CrossRef]

76. Davis, F.D. Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, and User Acceptance of Information Technology. MIS Q. 1989, 13,
319–340. [CrossRef]

77. Amin, M.; Rezaei, S.; Abolghasemi, M. User satisfaction with mobile websites: The impact of perceived usefulness (PU), perceived
ease of use (PEOU) and trust. Nankai Bus. Rev. Int. 2014, 5, 258–274. [CrossRef]

78. Joo, J.; Sang, Y. Exploring Koreans’ smartphone usage: An integrated model of the technology acceptance model and uses and
gratifications theory. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2013, 29, 2512–2518. [CrossRef]

79. Kim, S.; Park, H. Effects of various characteristics of social commerce (s-commerce) on consumers’ trust and trust performance.
Int. J. Inf. Manag. 2013, 33, 318–332. [CrossRef]

80. Lee, K.C.; Chung, N. Understanding factors affecting trust in and satisfaction with mobile banking in Korea: A modified DeLone
and McLean’s model perspective. Interact. Comput. 2009, 21, 385–392. [CrossRef]

81. Venkatesh, V.; Davis, F.D. A Theoretical Extension of the Technology Acceptance Model: Four Longitudinal Field Studies. Manag.
Sci. 2000, 46, 186–204. [CrossRef]

82. Schuitema, G.; Anable, J.; Skippon, S.; Kinnear, N. The role of instrumental, hedonic and symbolic attributes in the intention to
adopt electric vehicles. Transp. Res. Part A Policy Pract. 2013, 48, 39–49. [CrossRef]

83. Legris, P.; Ingham, J.; Collerette, P. Why do people use information technology? A critical review of the technology acceptance
model. Inf. Manag. 2003, 40, 191–204. [CrossRef]

84. Emmann, C.H.; Arens, L.; Theuvsen, L. Individual acceptance of the biogas innovation: A structural equation model. Energy
Policy 2013, 62, 372–378. [CrossRef]

85. Jamshidi, D.; Hussin, N. An integrated adoption model for Islamic credit card: PLS-SEM based approach. J. Islam. Account. Bus.
Res. 2018, 9, 308–335. [CrossRef]

86. Ting, H.; Chuah, F.; Cheah, J.; Ali, M.; Yacob, Y. Revisiting Attitude towards Advertising, its Antecedent and Outcome: A Two-
Stage Approach using PLS-SEM 21. Int. J. Econ. Manag. 2015, 9, 382–402.

87. Sattler, C.; Nagel, U.J. Factors affecting farmers’ acceptance of conservation measures—A case study from north-eastern Germany.
Land Use Policy 2010, 27, 70–77. [CrossRef]

88. Eagly, A.H.; Chaiken, S. The Psychology of Attitudes; Harcourt brace Jovanovich College Publishers: San Diego, CA, USA, 1993.
89. Tavousi, M.; Hidarnia, A.R.; Montazeri, A.; Taremian, F.; Hajizadeh, E.; Ghofranipour, F. Modification of reasoned action theory

and comparison with the original version by path analysis for substance abuse prevention among adolescents. Hormozgan Med. J.
2010, 14, 45–54.

90. Bagheri, A.; Bondori, A.; Allahyari, M.S.; Damalas, C.A. Modeling farmers’ intention to use pesticides: An expanded version of
the theory of planned behavior. J. Environ. Manag. 2019, 248, 109291. [CrossRef]

91. Ajzen, I. The theory of planned behaviour. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 1991, 50, 179–211. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1002/meet.14504701295
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.publhealth.031308.100049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19705558
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2008.05.001
http://doi.org/10.1177/1056492601104012
http://doi.org/10.1287/isre.2.3.192
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2005.04.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2012.07.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2003.08.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2018.05.046
http://doi.org/10.22004/AG.ECON.262557
http://doi.org/10.5897/AJAR09.506
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jssas.2015.09.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.08.013
http://doi.org/10.2307/249008
http://doi.org/10.1108/NBRI-01-2014-0005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.06.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2012.11.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.intcom.2009.06.004
http://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.46.2.186.11926
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2012.10.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-7206(01)00143-4
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.07.083
http://doi.org/10.1108/JIABR-07-2015-0032
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2008.02.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109291
http://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T


Agriculture 2023, 13, 503 21 of 22

92. Narine, L.; Harder, A.; Roberts, G. Extension Officers’ Adoption of Modern Information Communication Technologies to Interact
with Farmers of Trinidad. J. Int. Agric. Ext. Educ. 2019, 26, 17–34. [CrossRef]

93. Rogers, E.M.; Shoemaker, F.F. Communication of Innovations: A Cross-Cultural Approach; The Free Press: New York, NY, USA, 1971.
94. Beyene, A.D.; Kassie, M. Speed of adoption of improved maize varieties in Tanzania: An application of duration analysis. Technol.

Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2015, 96, 298–307. [CrossRef]
95. Reimer, A.P.; Weinkauf, D.K.; Prokopy, L.S. The influence of perceptions of practice characteristics: An examination of agricultural

best management practice adoption in two Indiana watersheds. J. Rural. Stud. 2012, 28, 118–128. [CrossRef]
96. Arriagada, R.A.; Sills, E.O.; Pattanayak, S.K.; Ferraro, P.J. Combining Qualitative and Quantitative Methods to Evaluate

Participation in Costa Rica’s Program of Payments for Environmental Services. J. Sustain. For. 2009, 28, 343–367. [CrossRef]
97. Hossain, M.I.; Sarker, M.; Haque, M.A. Status of conservation agriculture based tillage technology for crop production in

Bangladesh. Bangladesh J. Agric. Res. 2015, 40, 235–248. [CrossRef]
98. Nasrin, M.A.; Akteruzzaman, M. Adoption Status and Factors Influencing Adoption of Conservation Agriculture Technology In

Bangladesh. Bangladesh J. Agric. Econ. 2018, 38, 73–83. [CrossRef]
99. BBS. Statistical Year Book Bangladesh. 2018. Available online: http://www.bbs.gov.bd/site/page/29855dc1-f2b4-4dc0-9073-f692

361112da/Statistical-Yearbook (accessed on 16 February 2022).
100. Krejcie, R.V.; Morgan, D.W. Determining Sample Size for Research Activities. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 1970, 30, 607–610. [CrossRef]
101. Marcoulides, G.A.; Saunders, C. Editor’s Comments: PLS: A Silver Bullet? MIS Q. 2006, 30, 3–9. [CrossRef]
102. Bagozzi, R.P.; Heatherton, T.F. A general approach to representing multifaceted personality constructs: Application to state

self-esteem. Struct. Equ. Model. A Multidiscip. J. 1994, 1, 35–67. [CrossRef]
103. Jarvis, C.B.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Podsakoff, P.M. A Critical Review of Construct Indicators and Measurement Model Misspecification

in Marketing and Consumer Research. J. Consum. Res. 2003, 30, 199–218. [CrossRef]
104. Henseler, J.; Ringle, C.M.; Sinkovics, R.R. The Use of Partial Least Squares Path Modeling in International Marketing; Sinkovics, R.R.,

Ghauri, P.N., Eds.; Advances in International Marketing; Emerald Group Publishing Limited: Bingley, UK, 2009; pp. 277–319.
[CrossRef]

105. Simkin, M.G.; McLeod, A. Why Do College Students Cheat? J. Bus. Ethicas 2010, 94, 441–453. [CrossRef]
106. Abas, N.A.H.; Lin, M.-H.; Otto, K.; Idris, I.; Ramayah, T. Academic incivility on job satisfaction and depressivity: Can supervisory

support be the antidote? J. Appl. Res. High. Educ. 2021, 13, 1198–1212. [CrossRef]
107. Reyes, G. Agribusiness Entrepreneurship Intention: Insights from a Philippine Agricultural University. Philipp. Academy of

Management E-J. 3. 2020. Available online: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/344994626 (accessed on 15 October 2022).
108. Barroso, C.; Carrión, G.C.; Roldán, J.L. Applying Maximum Likelihood and PLS on Different Sample Sizes: Studies on SERVQUAL

Model and Employee Behavior Model. In Handbook of Partial Least Squares; Esposito Vinzi, V., Chin, W.W., Henseler, J., Wang, H.,
Eds.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2010; pp. 427–447. [CrossRef]

109. Urbach, N.; Ahlemann, F. Structural Equation Modeling in Information Systems Research Using Partial Least Squares. J. Inf.
Technol. Theory Appl. (JITTA) 2010, 11, 2.

110. Anderson, J.C.; Gerbing, D.W. Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-step approach. Psychol.
Bull. 1988, 103, 411–423. [CrossRef]

111. Ringle, C.M.; Wende, S.; Becker, J.M. SmartPLS 3. Boenningstedt: SmartPLS. 2015 Bönningstedt, Germany. Available online:
https://www.smartpls.com/ (accessed on 15 November 2022).

112. Chin, W.W.; Marcolin, B.L.; Newsted, P.R. A Partial Least Squares Latent Variable Modeling Approach for Measuring Interaction
Effects: Results from a Monte Carlo Simulation Study and an Electronic-Mail Emotion/Adoption Study. Inf. Syst. Res. 2003, 14,
189–217. [CrossRef]

113. Sarstedt, M.; Becker, J.-M.; Ringle, C.M.; Schwaiger, M. Uncovering and Treating Unobserved Heterogeneity with FIMIX-PLS:
Which Model Selection Criterion Provides an Appropriate Number of Segments? Schmalenbach Bus. Rev. 2011, 63, 34–62.
[CrossRef]

114. Park, S.; Gupta, S. Handling Endogenous Regressors by Joint Estimation Using Copulas. Mark. Sci. 2012, 31, 567–586. [CrossRef]
115. Sarstedt, M.; Mooi, E. A Concise Guide to Market Research: The Process, Data, and Methods Using IBM SPSS Statistics, 2nd ed.;

Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2014.
116. Hair, J.F.; Hult, G.T.M.; Ringle, C.M.; Sarstedt, M. A Primer on Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), 2nd

ed.; Sage Publications Limited Inc.: London, UK; Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2017.
117. Chin, W.W. The partial least squares approach to structural equation modeling. In Modern Methods for Business Research; Lawrence

Erlbaum Associates: Mahwah, NJ, USA; London, UK, 1998.
118. Diamantopoulos, A.; Siguaw, J.A. Formative Versus Reflective Indicators in Organizational Measure Development: A Comparison

and Empirical Illustration. Br. J. Manag. 2006, 17, 263–282. [CrossRef]
119. Henseler, J.; Ringle, C.M.; Sarstedt, M. A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation

modeling. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 2015, 43, 115–135. [CrossRef]
120. Chin, W.W. How to Write Up and Report PLS Analyses. In Handbook of Partial Least Squares: Concepts, Methods and Appli-

cations, Springer Handbooks of Computational Statistics; Esposito Vinzi, V., Chin, W.W., Henseler, J., Wang, H., Eds.; Springer:
Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2010; pp. 655–690. [CrossRef]

121. Wong, K.K.-K. Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) Techniques Using SmartPLS. Mark. Bull. 2013, 24, 32.

http://doi.org/10.5191/jiaee.2019.26103
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.04.007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2011.09.005
http://doi.org/10.1080/10549810802701192
http://doi.org/10.3329/bjar.v40i2.24561
http://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.278763
http://www.bbs.gov.bd/site/page/29855dc1-f2b4-4dc0-9073-f692361112da/Statistical-Yearbook
http://www.bbs.gov.bd/site/page/29855dc1-f2b4-4dc0-9073-f692361112da/Statistical-Yearbook
http://doi.org/10.1177/001316447003000308
http://doi.org/10.2307/25148727
http://doi.org/10.1080/10705519409539961
http://doi.org/10.1086/376806
http://doi.org/10.1108/S1474-7979(2009)0000020014
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0275-x
http://doi.org/10.1108/JARHE-05-2020-0114
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/344994626
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-32827-8_20
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411
https://www.smartpls.com/
http://doi.org/10.1287/isre.14.2.189.16018
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF03396886
http://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1120.0718
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2006.00500.x
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-32827-8_29


Agriculture 2023, 13, 503 22 of 22

122. Hair, J.F.; Ringle, C.M.; Sarstedt, M. PLS-SEM: Indeed a Silver Bullet. J. Mark. Theory Pract. 2011, 19, 139–152. [CrossRef]
123. Stone, M. Cross-Validatory Choice and Assessment of Statistical Predictions. J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. B (Methodol.) 1974, 36, 111–133.

[CrossRef]
124. Friedrich, T.; Derpsch, R.; Kassam, A. Overview of the global spread of conservation agriculture. Field Actions Sci. Rep. J. Field

Action 2012. Available online: https://journals.openedition.org/factsreports/1941 (accessed on 15 November 2022).
125. Akteruzzaman, M.; Jahan, H.; Haque, M.E. Practices of conservation agricultural technologies in diverse cropping systems in

Bangladesh. Bangladesh J. Agric. Econ. 2012, 35, 143–153.
126. Alam, M.M.; Ladha, J.; Faisal, M.; Sharma, S.; Saha, A.; Noor, S.; Rahman, M. Improvement of cereal-based cropping systems

following the principles of conservation agriculture under changing agricultural scenarios in Bangladesh. Field Crop. Res. 2015,
175, 1–15. [CrossRef]

127. Dhar, A.R. Adoption of Conservation Agriculture in Bangladesh: Problems and Prospects. Agric. Res. Technol. Open Access J. 2017,
11, 265–272. [CrossRef]

128. Cheung, R.; Vogel, D. Predicting user acceptance of collaborative technologies: An extension of the technology acceptance model
for e-learning. Comput. Educ. 2013, 63, 160–175. [CrossRef]

129. Ducey, A.J.; Coovert, M.D. Predicting tablet computer use: An extended Technology Acceptance Model for physicians. Health
Policy Technol. 2016, 5, 268–284. [CrossRef]

130. Verma, S.; Bhattacharyya, S.S.; Kumar, S. An extension of the technology acceptance model in the big data analytics system
implementation environment. Inf. Process. Manag. 2018, 54, 791–806. [CrossRef]

131. Adnan, N.; Nordin, S.M.; bin Abu Bakar, Z. Understanding and facilitating sustainable agricultural practice: A comprehensive
analysis of adoption behaviour among Malaysian paddy farmers. Land Use Policy 2017, 68, 372–382. [CrossRef]

132. Aypay, A.; Çelik, H.C.; Aypay, A.; Sever, M. Technology Acceptance in Education: A Sudy of Pre-Service Teachers in Turkey. Turk.
Online J. Educ. Technol.-TOJET 2012, 11, 264–272.

133. Corrigan, J.A. The implementation of e-tutoring in secondary schools: A diffusion study. Comput. Educ. 2012, 59, 925–936.
[CrossRef]

134. Wu, J.-H.; Wang, S.-C.; Lin, L.-M. Mobile computing acceptance factors in the healthcare industry: A structural equation model.
Int. J. Med Informatics 2007, 76, 66–77. [CrossRef]

135. Sharifzadeh, M.S.; Damalas, C.A.; Abdollahzadeh, G.; Ahmadi-Gorgi, H. Predicting adoption of biological control among Iranian
rice farmers: An application of the extended technology acceptance model (TAM2). Crop. Prot. 2017, 96, 88–96. [CrossRef]

136. Bruque, S.; Moyano, J. Organisational determinants of information technology adoption and implementation in SMEs: The case
of family and cooperative firms. Technovation 2007, 27, 241–253. [CrossRef]

137. Premkumar, G. A Meta-Analysis of Research on Information Technology Implementation in Small Business. J. Organ. Comput.
Electron. Commer. 2003, 13, 91–121. [CrossRef]

138. Ayodele, A.A.; Nwatu, C.B.; Olise, M.C. Extending the Diffusion of Innovation Theory to Predict Smartphone Adoption Behaviour
Among Higher Education Institutions’ Lecturers in Nigeria. Eur. J. Bus. Manag. 2020, 12, 14–21. [CrossRef]

139. Senger, I.; Borges, J.A.R.; Machado, J.A.D. Using the theory of planned behavior to understand the intention of small farmers in
diversifying their agricultural production. J. Rural. Stud. 2017, 49, 32–40. [CrossRef]

140. 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, 86–94. [CrossRef]

141. Yu, C.-S.; Tao, Y.-H. Understanding business-level innovation technology adoption. Technovation 2009, 29, 92–109. [CrossRef]
142. Sarcheshmeh, E.E.; Bijani, M.; Sadighi, H. Adoption behavior towards the use of nuclear technology in agriculture: A causal

analysis. Technol. Soc. 2018, 55, 175–182. [CrossRef]
143. Fathema, N.; Shannon, D.; Ross, M. Expanding The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) to Examine Faculty Use of Learning

Management Systems (LMSs) In Higher Education Institutions. J. Online Learn. Teach. 2015, 11, 23.
144. Rezaei, R.; Ghofranfarid, M. Rural households’ renewable energy usage intention in Iran: Extending the unified theory of

acceptance and use of technology. Renew. Energy 2018, 122, 382–391. [CrossRef]
145. Ataei, P.; Sadighi, H.; Aenis, T.; Chizari, M.; Abbasi, E. Challenges of Applying Conservation Agriculture in Iran: An Overview

on Experts and Farmers’ Perspectives. Air Soil Water Res. 2021, 14, 117862212098002. [CrossRef]
146. Probst, L.; Ndah, H.T.; Rodrigues, P.; Basch, G.; Coulibaly, K.; Schuler, J. From adoption potential to Transformative Learning

around Conservation Agriculture. J. Agric. Educ. Ext. 2018, 25, 25–45. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1974.tb00994.x
https://journals.openedition.org/factsreports/1941
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2014.12.015
http://doi.org/10.19080/ARTOAJ.2017.11.555823
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.12.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.hlpt.2016.03.010
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ipm.2018.01.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.07.046
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.03.013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2006.06.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2017.01.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2006.12.003
http://doi.org/10.1207/S15327744JOCE1302_2
http://doi.org/10.7176/ejbm/12-5-02
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.10.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2009.02.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2008.07.007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2018.08.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2018.02.011
http://doi.org/10.1177/1178622120980022
http://doi.org/10.1080/1389224X.2018.1520733

	Introduction 
	Conceptual Framework 
	The Theory of the Technology Acceptance Model 
	The Theory of Diffusion of Innovation 

	Material and Methods 
	Survey Procedure 
	Analytical Methods 

	Results 
	Measurement Model Assessment 
	Assessment of Reflective Measurement Models 
	Assessment of Formative Measurement Models 
	Assessment of the Structural Model 

	Conclusions and Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	Discussion 
	Limitation 

	Appendix A
	References

