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Studies of farmers' failure to implement biosecurity practices frequently frame their behavior as a lack of intention. More recent studies have argued that farmers' behaviors should be conceptualized as emergent from farming experiences rather than a direct consequence of specific intentions. Drawing on the concepts of “cowshed” culture and the “Trigger Change Model,” we explore how farmers' livestock purchasing behavior is shaped by farms' natural and physical environments and identify what triggers behavioral change amongst farmers. Using bovine tuberculosis (bTB) in New Zealand as a case example, qualitative research was conducted with 15 New Zealand dairy producers with varying bTB experiences. We show how farmers' livestock purchasing behavior evolve with culture under a given farm environment. However, established cultures may be disrupted by various triggers such as disease outbreaks, introductions of animals with undesired characteristics, and farm relocation. While dealing with economic and socio-emotional impacts posed by triggers, farmers reorganize their culture and trading behaviors, which may involve holistic biosecurity strategies. Nevertheless, we also show that these triggers instigate only small behavioral changes for some farmers, suggesting the role of the trigger is likely to be context-dependent. Using voluntary disease control schemes such as providing disease status of source farms has attracted great interest as a driver of behavioral change. One hopes such schemes are easily integrated into existing farm practices, however, we speculate such an integration is challenging for many farmers due to path-dependency. We therefore argue that these schemes may fail to bring their intended behavioral changes without a greater understanding of how different types of triggers work in different situations. We need a paradigm shift in how we frame farmers' livestock trading practices. Otherwise, we may not able to answer our questions about farm biosecurity if we continue to approaching these questions solely from a biosecurity point of view.
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INTRODUCTION

Theoretical and empirical research studies have shown that farmers' practices play a substantial role in determining how livestock diseases spread within and between farms (1–4). In particular, farmers' livestock trading behavior can be responsible for the geographical spread or translocation of disease (5, 6). Previous studies have suggested that regional or national-level livestock movement patterns are sensitive to externalities such as an imposition of new legislation and changes in global milk prices (4, 7–9). However, despite epidemiologists' use of social network analysis to understand the temporal and spatial variability of movement patterns (10), there is surprisingly little research that seeks to understand how and why individual farmers make livestock trading decisions (11). This paper seeks to address this gap.

Literature on livestock trading practice almost exclusively frames farmer behavior from a biosecurity perspective. Given that livestock trading is one of primary means of introducing a disease onto a farm, it is natural that this framing is popular. Under this framing, various practices associated with livestock trading have been previously studied including maintaining a closed herd (12, 13), verifying the disease status of purchased animals (14–16), and considering the disease risk status of source farms and regions (10, 17). Other studies suggested that farmers perceive these practices as being effective, but often impractical (18), which may partially explain why farmers do not often implement these measures. These studies often use behavioralist approaches that focus on the motives, values, and attitudes that determine farmers' decisions. Quantitative methodologies associated with psychological behavioral theories such as the Theory of Reasoned Action (TORA) or Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (19, 20) have been widely used in studies of farmer behavior (21–23) allowing policy makers to hone key messages to farmers in order to change their behavior (24). However, Burton (25) cites a range of conceptual and methodological problems associated with their (mis)use in agricultural behavior studies, including; failure to take into account the influence of significant others by conflating subjective norms with attitudes; failure to take into account specific contexts or the “compatibility principle” when analyzing the influence of others (26, 27), and the time and resources to capture appropriate data (28).

More recent studies have suggested that other factors beyond farmers' attitudes toward biosecurity, contribute to livestock trading behaviors. For example, some studies indicate that farmers' physical and environmental conditions play an important role in shaping their behaviors (29) whilst others demonstrate how social, physical, and biological factors collectively influence farmers' behavior (30). These approaches emphasize how farmers' behavior is not a result of specific intentions, but emerges from deeply embedded, path-dependent and location specific farming cultures, or what Burton et al. (30) call “cowshed” cultures. Sutherland et al. further proposed the “Trigger Change Model” to explain a mechanism by which a major change occurs in such culturally-embedded farm practices (31).

Using data from qualitative interviews with 15 dairy producers in New Zealand, and drawing on the concept of cowshed culture, this paper first shows how farmers' livestock trading practices are developed and maintained. Then, drawing on the Trigger Change Model, we further explore how these behaviors are disrupted and reorganized in relation to the management of diseases, particularly bovine tuberculosis (bTB). The paper begins by providing further details on the conceptual framework, before detailing the methodology and discussing the results.

METHODOLOGY

Conceptual Framework
 Path-Dependency and Cowshed Culture

The development of cultural approaches to understanding farmer behavior has been a reaction to behavioralist approaches (32). For Burton (24, p. 365), various challenges associated with these approaches lead to a failure to produce data “capable of producing a broad enough picture of farmer motivation.” Instead, he argues for an approach that incorporates the importance of the “self-concept” and “self-identity” (33). Burton argues that farming is “heavily imbued with status symbols” which contribute to the notion of “good farming” and the “good farmer” which play an important role in guiding and shaping farmer behavior (34–37). Status in agriculture is linked to the practical skills and abilities that constitute a “good farmer.” Frequently, these abilities are linked to the ability to maintain “tidy landscapes,” produce quality livestock or operate a successful business objectified through new machinery (37–39). The open nature of farming allows farmers to constantly examine other farms for the symbols of good farming—a process known as “hedgerow farming”—such as maintaining tidy farm yards, planting crops in straight lines, and/or maintaining effective stock fences (36). The absence of this symbolic capital leads to low status and damages the reputation of the farmer. The failure of agri-environment schemes to develop broader cultural change may therefore reflect a lack of recognition of the importance of these cultural symbols (38, 40). Similarly, a recent study showed that the concept of self-identity is also important in explaining farmers' biosecurity practices such as reporting and prevention of exotic diseases (41).

Models of farming change and transition also emphasize the significance of self-identity. For example, Sutherland et al.'s (31) model of farming change (see Figure 1) begins with the premise that farmer behavior is path-dependent and locked into social, material, natural, and economic relationships that guide and legitimize existing farm practices. These “socio-technical lock-ins” are difficult to escape: farmers are locked into markets and required to meet contractual arrangements for which they have invested in technological systems. This kind of technological lock-in may also be accompanied by knowledge path-dependency. Here farmers develop forms of practical “know-how” (42) taking routine advice from trusted knowledge sources but which may limit their ability to respond to new challenges (31). Therefore, path-dependency can be expressed in various forms. It may exhibit as a behavioral form, where farmers are locked into specific farm management practices. Or, it can take a social form—farmers may be locked-in specific beliefs or morals.
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FIGURE 1. The “Triggering change” model redrawn from Sutherland et al. (31).



Path-dependency and the significance of cultures of good farming should not however be seen as simply a social construction. Drawing on recent post-human analyses of farming conduct (43), Burton et al. (30) incorporate the non-human into farming cultures. In this view, farm animals and farming materialities (farm sheds, milking equipment, ear tags, and fields) contribute to the relational construction of farming culture. Segerdahl (44), Hemsworth and Coleman (45), and Burton et al. [(30), p. 176] argue that these relations construct “a human/animal culture with each farm developing its own particular culture as a result of interactions between humans, livestock and the farm buildings.” These relationships are constantly in the making and are influenced by neighboring farm cultures, but collectively form what Burton et al. refer to as “cowshed” cultures which provide each farm with its own distinct path or trajectory (30).

Drawing on these perspectives, we frame farmers' behaviors as shaped and locked-in by various factors including their self-identity, belief, farm environments, and farmer-animal relationships, which are referred to as cowshed culture.

The Trigger Change Model

One challenge facing cultural theories of farmer behavior is working out under what circumstances farmer behavior changes. According to the “Trigger Change Model” (31), path-dependencies may be challenged by “trigger events” which create windows of opportunity for farmers to change practices. Triggers may be positive or negative, singular or multiple and may accumulate over time or represent a shock event. Sutherland et al. identified three broad categories of triggers. First, triggers relating to the farm business such as commodity prices, land availability, or regulations. Second, those relating to the life course of the farm household such as retirement, unexpected injury or death, and fluctuations in labor availability. Finally, triggers may relate to challenges to farmers' moral beliefs about the purpose and practice of farming which may arise following disease outbreaks (46). Triggers prompt an assessment of options but Sutherland et al. stress that this is not linear, and may occur over several years during which a passive approach to problems alternates with active appraisal of options (31). For some farmers, assessment of options may involve active experimentation, whilst others seek professional advice, or speak to other farmers. Change may therefore be an incremental process rather than a radical switching between different options and farmers may return to actively assessing practices to assist the consolidation process. Drawing on the Trigger Change Model, we explored triggers that disrupt the path-dependency phase and instigate changes in farmers' livestock trading practices.

Study Context
 Institutional Structure of New Zealand Dairy Farming

Two distinct features of the New Zealand dairy farming system make it suitable to study stockpersons' livestock trading decision-making. First, almost all New Zealand dairy farms run an extensive seasonal pastured-based system, where farmers heavily rely on the growth of pasture for animal nutrition. Second, the majority of milk produced in New Zealand is exported to an international market, meaning that the financial status of dairy farms is substantially influenced by international milk prices. These two uncontrollable external factors (weather and international market price) are dynamic and to some extent unpredictable. New Zealand dairy farms therefore need to manage their systems flexibly according to the changing situation. In particular, farmers are required to continuously adjust their herd sizes: the size often needs to go down if there is insufficient pasture to minimize a running cost and go up when a milk price is higher to increase a profit. This leads to dynamic and frequent livestock movements throughout the country. The need for a dynamic change in a herd size also provides difficulties for dairy producers because their trading events are irregular in terms of size and timing. For instance in UK, stockpersons may be able to trade with the same partners over years (17). In such a situation, studying farmers' decision making may not be straightforward because trading livestock with an established partner can be merely a routine such that farmers do not have to consider, if any, factors in relation to trading. On the other hand, New Zealand dairy producers may have to identify a new partner at every trading event (this need is repeatedly mentioned in our interviews shown below). Taken together, the New Zealand dairy farming system therefore offers a distinct opportunity to understand the development process of livestock trading decision-making. This does not, however, preclude applicability of our findings to other countries (see Discussion).

Bovine Tuberculosis in New Zealand

Bovine tuberculosis (bTB) in livestock is designated a notifiable disease in New Zealand. Herds identified with bTB are required to immediately cull bTB positive animals and are placed under cattle movement restrictions until the disease is cleared, which can cause significant economic burdens for affected farms. New Zealand has succeeded in substantially reducing the number of bTB infected livestock herds based on various control strategies (47). Regionalization and risk-based trading schemes are assumed to have played a pivotal role in preventing a bTB spread between herds (10, 29, 48). In this context, regionalization categorizes livestock herds into several groups primarily based on the risk of bTB infection in their geographical area. Previous research has found evidence that this may result in risk-averse purchasing practice where farmers in low risk regions avoid purchasing cattle from high risk regions (10). In contrast, the risk-based bTB trading scheme in New Zealand reveals whether or not a farm is currently infected with bTB, and confers a number (maximum 10) to each bTB free farm to indicate how many years the farm has been bTB-free. This system, referred to as C status, may provide stockpersons with further information regarding a bTB risk; however, in areas of historic high bTB prevalence, stockpersons' experiences of disease incidents mediates the meaning and understanding of C status, affecting their herd management decisions (29). Regionalization and C status therefore provide an opportunity to analyse how disease risk information affects farmers' livestock purchasing practices.

Qualitative Interviews With Farmers

Data were collected from 15 qualitative interviews with New Zealand dairy producers. New Zealand dairy producers can be categorized into three groups: farm operator, share-milker, and worker. A farm operator owns both the cattle and the land and may hire additional workers. A share-milker owns the cattle, but not the land, and therefore leases infrastructure (e.g., land and cowsheds). A common type of share-milker is a so-called fifty-fifty share-milker, who receives 50% of the total profit from the milk production. A worker includes those who work for either farm operators or share-milkers and do not own either the cattle or the land. In this study, we included both farm operators and share-milkers since they are responsible for making decisions around livestock trade—hereafter, we refer them to as farmer.

The interviewed farmers included individuals from both low and high bTB risk areas to investigate differences in how they develop a livestock purchasing strategy. For a low bTB risk area, we purposively chose Waikato, Taranaki (North Island), and Canterbury (South Island) because these are the major dairy producing areas in New Zealand (49). For a high bTB risk area, we chose West Coast (South Island), which has maintained one of the highest prevalence of bTB in New Zealand over several decades (47, 50). Figure 2 depicts each region in relation to bTB risk. Our sample size of 15 was determined to maximize the sample size within the budget and time. We aimed to obtain the size larger than 12 based on findings from Guest et al. (51) that data saturation in qualitative interviews can occur at the sample size of 12; this was also shown in other recent studies of farmers' decision making and disease control (18). The sampling frame was generated by asking researchers, veterinarians, and industry stakeholders to provide a list of candidate stockpersons in each region that may be willing to participate in the study. We also contacted individuals in OSPRI—the organization responsible for bTB control in New Zealand—to provide a list of farmers who had previously experienced a bTB breakdown and would be willing to participate in this study.
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FIGURE 2. Locations of regions from which interviewed farms were selected in relation to bTB risk. Note the current high bTB risk area as of 2019 is smaller than shown in this map.



All potential participants were contacted by phone and the objective of the study (i.e., livestock trading decision making) was explained. After their willingness to participate was confirmed, in-depth face-to-face interviews were carried out between November and December 2016 at the interviewee's preferred location which in all but one case was the farm property. Interviews lasted between 30 and 83 min. Two interviews were conducted with female farmers, 12 interviews were conducted with male farmers, and one conducted with a husband and wife couple. The profile of interviewed farmers is summarized in Table 1. The interviews were semi-structured whereby farmers were initially asked several questions about background information of themselves and their farms. Interviewees were then asked if they had purchased or sold any cattle recently and if so they were asked to tell stories about the experience. Subsequently, depending on how interviewees responded, different lines of enquiry were used to ask the following questions; how and when they made a purchasing and/or selling decision; any experience that changed their trading practices. All interviews were conducted by the first author. To compensate interviewees for their time, a NZ$100 gift card was given to each participant after the interview.


Table 1. Profile of interviewed farmers.
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Analysis

Interviews were all audio-recorded and transcribed by the first author. Personal identifiers were removed from the transcribed files to ensure the anonymity of interviewees. Transcripts were imported into NVivo Pro 11 for Windows (QRS International, Australia). Data was analyzed using thematic analysis drawing on the concept of cowshed culture and the Trigger Change Model as described above. The transcripts were coded and then clustered into themes, whose inter-relationship was subsequently analyzed.

RESULTS

Analysis of interviews focused on how farmers' livestock trading behaviors are shaped by the four key stages of a farm culture development—emergence of cowshed culture, path-dependency period, trigger events that disrupt existing cowshed culture, and recovery from the disruption. The following details how each of these stages influence farmers' livestock purchasing practices.

Shaping Cowshed Culture: Contributions of Physical and Natural Farm Environment

Although “hard work” is a characteristic of farming cultures (34), the theme of “making things easy” was frequently mentioned by farmers in interviews. Specifically, “making things easy” referred to two key components in farm management: firstly, developing and maintaining a smooth milking flow. This referred to the ability to milk cows as quickly and efficiently as possible. Secondly, developing and maintaining smooth pasture grazing management. This referred to the ability to flexibly manage the grazing intensity and area on pasture to maximize its quality while meeting the energy requirement of cows to secure sufficient milk production. Farmers therefore try to develop farming practices that enable these two components, creating a cowshed culture specific to each farm. Our analysis highlighted that both physical and natural farm environments play a role in shaping farmers' management practices.

Developing a Smooth Milking Flow

The following extract of farmer 1 (Canterbury) exemplifies the importance of a physical environment in shaping farmers' behaviors.

F: “When we take the heifers into the herd for milking in their first lactation, we will split them between 2 sheds on breed. Because this shed down here is rotary with grain feeding, short tracks… so the tracks aren't very long and very good tracks. So we put the all Friesian, the big cows, down here. And the other shed, it's a herringbone shed, old cowshed. Not made for big cows with no grain feeding. Very long walks and the tracks aren't quite as good. So we put the cross-bred and Jersey, anything with harder feet, we put them in this shed […].”

I: “So they rarely mix?”

F: “No. […] It just makes the management easier when you have all your cows are the same. All these cows are roughly the same size, uhmm, and all cross-breds, all black and brown, and when they line up in the herringbone it's easier to have whole lot of cows the same than just to have big cows and small cows and… or whole big cows and try to fit little one in the middle… they don't like it. If you keep them all the same, it's nicer for them, they fit better.”

Interactions between the material farming infrastructure (cowsheds and walking tracks) and the behavior of cattle, in turn shapes farmers' herd management decisions. In doing so, cattle are less likely to have lameness and feel less stress during milking, contributing a smoother milking flow which saves farmers time and stress.

Developing a Smooth Pasture Grazing Flow

Many New Zealand dairy producers run an extensive pasture-based grazing system. The seasonal weather patterns distinct to each region affect the growth of grass and paddock conditions. Grazing is not only about feeding cattle in New Zealand; but it is an important part of farming to control the quality and growth of grass (52). Grazing with too much intensity may damage the soil and grass, and poor paddock conditions may lead to lameness in cattle, which disrupts milking flow. A successful understanding of this complex relationship enables stockpersons to manage a farm better. For instance, farmer 4 in West Coast, which has high rainfall, explained how their cattle stocking rate is determined by the weather:

“That would be a typical rate around here, about 2 to 2.3 [cows per ha] maybe. Because you know when it gets, I mean if you get a year what you would consider to be drier, then everything is going good… you would think oh you know we could run probably 3 cows to ha and probably you could. But then it'll go bad and you wish you had known. One of the neighbors up road said to me “Oh we run about 2.1”. And I thought “It's not many”. But after being here for 7 years I can see why. You don't have too many cows over here. Because when it gets wet there is nowhere to put them.”

Importantly, these cowshed cultures emerge over time and may take many years to develop and become established. A cowshed culture specific to each farm contributes to various farming practices such as which cattle breed and how many of them to keep and how to manage them, which in turn guides farmers' livestock trading practices. For instance, farmer 11 (Waikato) explained how his observations of cattle behaviors in his natural farming environment shaped his decision to purchase from farms that have similarly hilly paddocks in Palmerston North−300 km apart from his farm—rather than Morrinsville, which is one of major dairying areas nearest to his farm.

Path-Dependency

Our analysis highlighted that a specific path-dependency is created through interactions between various factors including physical and natural farm environments and farmers' beliefs. Firstly, decisions to purchase cattle are guided by the cowshed culture of each farm. For instance, share-milker 12 demonstrated how his choice of livestock to purchase is dependent upon the interactions between cows and the material design of his milking shed:

“[…] you've got things like [which] cowshed they are coming from as well… like herringbone or rotary… there are always things you got to think about. Some sheds go clockwise and somewhere anti-clockwise. […] You are still gonna disrupt the cow flow when you are training them, yeah it makes a difference. Just a little thing that people are not always interested in. Practical things, you can't explain all these things.”

This extract further emphasizes that this farmer's behavior is guided by his practical capital: skills that are “difficult to explain” but understood by farmers. Such practical capital, or “know-how,” may arise through experiencing “what works and does not work” under their material and natural farming conditions (31). The ecology of each farm also contributes to creating a path-dependency. For instance, farmer 10 explained how the availability of fodder in the pasture he owns determined his farming practices, creating path-dependent livestock trading behaviors:

“We have to really [buy replacement animals] because as I say we are selling out cows every year, we haven't got enough cows to supply all our extra replacement that's why… if we weren't selling the cows, we are good to be our own. But we are selling cows we have to buy… especially the grazing block, to keep that fully functioning, we need so many stock. If we had our own herd and we don't sell anything out every year we kept them all and certainly we could have our own… numbers and replacement so we could be selling extra heifers each year but…”.

This farmer indicated in the interview that he had been selling almost half of his milking cows every season in the past several years because there had been a continuous demand of a large number of cows from South Island farmers. This selling practice, however, results in a shortage of replacements because not all of remaining cows are artificially inseminated hence their calves may not be suitable as replacements (calves from cows that are not artificially inseminated usually have inferior genetic merits and lower milk production). However, the extra paddock he owns allows him to purchase a large number of calves and heifers, which will serve as replacements. This system was proven to be profitable, therefore, he is “locked-in” in the situation where he continues to purchase and sell livestock, although he theoretically has an option to have a closed herd. Path-dependency is therefore not necessarily inefficient: some farmers believe that being on a path-dependent farming trajectory is important. For example, farmer 9 explained he is trying to achieve the maximum potential of his herd by breeding only animals which perform well in his specific farm environment and management practices, instead of introducing animals with better genetic merits.

Triggers and Disruptions to Farming Cultures

Interviews revealed several triggers that disrupt cowshed cultures and alter livestock purchasing practices. Firstly, relocation to another farm was a significant factor in triggering reassessment of existing practices. The role of share-milking in the New Zealand dairy industry means that relocating a herd can be a common practice, with herd relocation occurring annually on June 1st—referred to as “gypsy day”—when existing share-milking contracts end and new ones begin. Given the significance that farm environments play an important role in shaping cowshed culture and farm practice, ending a share-milking contract may provide an opportunity to develop new farming practices. However, moving may also trigger further complications where the fit between new and old cowshed cultures is poor. For example, as a share-milker, farmer 3 needed to relocate to a new farm and he noted that they were trying to down-scale the size of animals in his herd after the relocation:

“Main reason we wanna bring the size of the animals down is… cos the cows are getting too big and this farm gets quite wet in winter and big cows are gonna sink, so they get a lot of lame feet, and…. Little cows just seem to be more profitable… it is lighter on feet and easy to maintain.”

In this example, new farm environments provide opportunities to see how the relationship with existing cows results in new challenges, and the need to change the kind of animals reared.

Secondly, the share-milker system may also act as a trigger to land owners themselves who contract share-milkers. While share-milkers' goals are often to produce sufficient amount of milk in each season so that they can save money to buy their own land in future, land-owners may have a longer-term priority such as maintaining pasture quality:

“yeah [I own] all the cows, the farm owner owns the land. They live in the next farm. Some farm decisions we make together…cow number… we make budgets. There's lot of communications there. We have to do a weekly report. Like emailing every the other day. Because they don't own the cows… they like to know all these information…. But you've got to communicate… it's hard cos they're running other business… They come and see farms in a different angle cos they don't know all the practical things…. Running the cowshed and managing the staff…they never milked before. (Share-milker 12)”

This extract highlights this share-milker's frustrations and difficulties in communicating with land-owners who “do not know practical things”— the difficulty in creating and maintaining material (running cowshed) and social (managing staff) aspects of cowshed culture. But this extract also clearly highlights that the difference in their background and business goals also create frustrations in land-owners. These frustrations may accumulate over time, and can act as a trigger event either by looking for a new share-milking partner, or by taking control of the farm management completely. For example:

“…until 7 years ago we didn't own cows… any dairy animals at all. We had a 50-50 share milker on here so they owned all the livestock and then we've done that for 12 years… decided we want to more control… and we're going to put a management on… but obviously that meant we had to buy cows, buy more machineries, need to hire staff… so went on and bought a whole herd of cows in one year for that farm… and then we went to do the same thing following year for the new conversion. So we bought 1200 and something cows and it took 2 years to get these 2 farms up running… so it kind of went from not being a dairy but having a dairy to put all in (Farmer 1).”

Thirdly, the arrival of new cattle onto a farm—either due to the relocation of a new share-milker or the routine purchase of replacement cattle—can lead to triggering events. Purchasing livestock can disrupt an established farm management flow for various reasons, and this can repeatedly pose physical and psychological stress on farmers, which act as a trigger. For instance, share-milker 2 demonstrated how a disruption in the milking flow due to introduced cattle stressed him, which made him reluctant to purchase livestock anymore:

“Because our shed's quite unusual, you don't get too many internal rotaries. […] there's not many sheds like this so there's not many cows that know how to come…that's another thing that stops me from trading is that it's bloody hard to teach cows to come in the shed. So you can train them how to do that… so it took us 3 months to teach them how to come in. And even then after years some cows don't wanna come in.”

Introducing external cattle can also bring diseases onto a farm, which can cause a substantial disruption to cowshed culture. For example, a bTB breakdown leads to livestock culling, if not a whole herd, and restrictions on selling and moving animals. The latter can be particularly critical for New Zealand dairy producers because selling and moving animals to other properties is an important herd management practice when the fodder is limited. Farmer 5 demonstrated how the bTB breakdown imposed not only an economic, but also a psychological distress by limiting his farming options:

“When you've got no option, you got into a corner… it's kind of sucks. When you've got option, you're always on the front foot, thinking about what you can do next, and that's kind of where we've got to in the last 12 months. And the part of that is changing the whole farm system. So you know… last 2, 3 years I felt like a death by thousand cuts type things… slow way of dying… you're always fighting fires… you're always wondering where how your next dollars are coming from… whereas if you've got options in your back pocket, then all of sudden your attitude can change. From fighting fires to actually thinking ‘Ok where the hell am I going now? What am I gonna do?' And it's easy to say just a mindset but it's actually more than that. To get that mindset you need the options to start with. You can say ‘Well…get the mindset and options will come' but it doesn't always work out. You know sometimes mindset is because of lack of options.”

This extract demonstrates how the farmer struggled to be economically viable after the bTB breakdown due to various restrictions. The farmer described that he had been in “thinking in a silo mentality,” where he tried an incremental small change to his farming practices but they did not improve the situation. This imposed a psychological distress and the accumulation of these experiences acted as a trigger. The farmer finally succeeded to turn over this situation by changing the whole farming system.

Response to Triggers: Active Assessment of Alternatives and Implementation

In response to trigger events, farmers may start assessing options more actively. Sutherland et al. argue that farmers are more motivated in this period to consider a wide range of alternative options and information compared to when they are at the path-dependency stage. As a result, farmers may change their practices or beliefs but the approaches farmers take may vary considerably (31). As summarized in Table 2, we identified several farmers' responses to specific trigger events. However, in general, interview data showed two clear long-term strategies for responding to triggers associated with the movement of animals: firstly, the use and mediation of cattle disease risk scores; and secondly, the use of stock agents. Both strategies demonstrate how farmers' decision-making evolves and consolidates over time in relation to other social, natural and material dimensions of cowshed culture. Moreover, each strategy seeks to maintain or restore an equilibrium to cowshed culture through purchasing practices. Details on each strategy are found below.


Table 2. Examples of trigger events and accompanying responses made by farmers.
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Using and Translating Official Disease Information

In response to the impact of cattle movements and disease outbreaks, farmers seek to adapt their cattle purchasing decisions through a process of actively assessing their own experiences of disease with official information. Interviews with farmers clearly highlighted the impact of trigger events on bTB risk management, as summarized in Table 3. Farmers in low bTB risk regions and without experience of a bTB breakdown may not actively assess the importance of C status as long as a source farm is free from bTB. Nevertheless, farmers seem to change the interpretation of the C status after trigger events including a bTB breakdown and farm relocation from a low to high bTB risk region; the C status is no longer just a number but information that need to be interpreted for each farm.


Table 3. A summary of quotes on the C status from farmers stratified by the risk of bTB in their farming regions and the presence of a bTB breakdown experience.
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Shady Farmers and Trusted Stock Agents

The second strategy farmers employ is developing a trusting relationship with stock agents who can help farmers source replacement cattle to fit their cowshed cultures. As we describe below, this strategy helps farmers to avoid purchasing from “shady” farms, which was revealed to be a common concern for farmers. Farmers often demonstrated that unless they are exiting the dairy industry, they normally send cattle that are unproductive or have serious health conditions (i.e., repeated mastitis and lameness, and behavioral issues) to slaughter and sell cattle that can still produce milk but only at a suboptimal level on their farms. Nevertheless, they also often noted their concerns about the presence of other farmers that sell cattle which should have been sent to slaughter. This is problematic for farmers; it is difficult to notice these serious mal-conditions when purchasing because it takes a while to recognize these problems or requires an observation under a specific circumstance such as during milking, as illustrated by following extracts.

“Three quarters […] people don't want those. Off to the works. Mastitis definitely. We would not knowingly sell cows that has got mastitis or repeated lameness, we wouldn't do that. That's not honest. That's a very shady farmer that would buy those and if he is shady he's got selling to somebody else. And our industry needs that… we need to be self-monitoring. We need to be able to trust each other. We don't need shady people. Cos it's a very hard industry to be in.” (Farmer 11)

“I don't actually like sale yards […] you don't really know why those animals are on sale yards sometimes. Fine you might look at these animals and the animals are perfectly healthy. These animals might have been sent to the sale yard to go to the works because they've got problems.” (Farmer 5)

Farmers seem to have various approaches to avoiding shady farmers including personal trading and using stock agents, as summarized in Table 4. While the use of a stock agent seems to be common among New Zealand dairy farmers, the extent to which farmers rely on stock agents in deciding which animals to purchase varies. While some farmers mentioned they do not even see animals which agents chose for them before purchasing, some farmers make sure they visit and check the selling farm—this is a further strategy to assess whether the seller is honest and has a good cowshed culture. This assessment involves either communicating with the seller or visually checking the farm and cattle, or both. For example, share-milker 3 noted:

“He [stock agent] sort of got…3 or 4 herds for me to look at and we went for a drive one day. I think we went to…the first 3 and I was like ‘Hmm, I hope the last one is good'. […] The way the farmer had them… it wasn't… they were a little bit light and looked ugly. And rough… the coats were rough. They weren't shiny, healthy looking. So it just sort of gives you an idea that maybe he doesn't do job properly. When we went to the last one the owner came with us we went around and he told me this cow doesn't give much production, this is my peak cow here. You know he just knew his herd. He looked like he had more involvement with it and he actually cared. As soon as I walked in there I was like this is what I want. It's a nice looking herd.”

This quote highlights two important points. First, the farmer assessed the sellers' farm management as poor based on the “ugly” appearance of their cattle, reflecting the role of “hedgerow farming” and appearance of livestock as ways of telling apart “good” farmers (18, 36). The “ugly” appearance of livestock therefore indicates farmers' poor management and hence links to “shady” farm culture—cattle on these farms may have some hidden problems. The link between the poor animal care, poor management, and “shady” farm culture is also mentioned by farmer 14: “if he is not looking after his animals and records probably are not 100% either.” Second, “knowing their own herd” provided the farmer with a credential that the seller is genuine. Farmers who know their own herds well are likely to be able to identify problems in cattle quickly and minimize stress on cattle, which is an important component of a good farm culture (30).


Table 4. Advantage and disadvantage of identified methods to avoid shady farmers and associated farmers' quotes.

[image: image]



In summary, purchasing cattle from a genuine cowshed culture is important: animals from such a farm are less likely to have serious problems. Farmers consider good-looking animals, other farmers' knowledge on their own herds, and farmers that care for their animals to be indicative of a genuine cowshed culture. Farmers have various strategies to find such source farms including using a stock-agent, which helps farmers to keep a consistent farm trajectory and new path dependency.

DISCUSSION

In this section, we discuss how our findings inform understanding of farmers' livestock purchasing behaviors.

Trigger Change Model

Three important points can be drawn from our findings in relation to using the Trigger Change Model to assess farmers' behavior related to disease management. First, our research confirms that farmers' livestock purchasing practices can become locked in and difficult for farmers to change for reasons such as specific farm material infrastructures (cowshed and walking tracks), natural environment (paddock and weather), and established farmer-livestock relationships. Moreover, farmers may develop favorable beliefs about their practices through repeatedly implementing the practice. Therefore, an apparent lack of adoption of biosecurity practices in livestock trading should not be interpreted simply as a lack of attitudes toward disease control, but rather a reflection of the socio-technical conditions which farmers work within.

Second, voluntary disease control schemes such as farmers revealing the disease status of their farm may fail to induce their intended changes in farmers' behaviors without a greater understanding of trigger events. We demonstrated while some trigger events indeed resulted in a major change in farmers' behaviors, similar events only induced a minor change in other circumstances. This suggests that the impact of triggers is context-dependent. For example, farmers' behavioral response to disease-related events or information likely depends not only on the disease characteristics, but also on a wider range of factors associated with farm circumstance and culture, and livestock trading systems. Together, these reinforce the need to study farm biosecurity practices from a multidisciplinary perspective that includes animal welfare, animal production, and social science rather than solely from a biosecurity point of view.

Thirdly, the model assumes the consolidation phase follows assessment and implementation phases. Our data suggests this separation is hard to detect. Change appears to be an incremental and iterative process rather than a clean break between different options and farmers may return to actively assessing practices to assist the consolidation process. These observations may be partially because we focused on bTB; farmers evaluate the effectiveness of new practice during the consolidation phase, however, the chronic and uncertain nature of bTB, combined with regulations that prevent cattle movements, renders a complete evaluation of whether a new practice is successfully preventing bTB recurrence. In this way, farmers may constantly shift between assessment, implementation and consolidation but without any clear delineation between these phases. Further research is required to establish whether the failure to disentangle these stages of the model applies to other livestock diseases, under which circumstances it is possible to distinguish each phase, and how long each phase may be expected to last.

How Do Farmers Decide What Kind of Animals to Purchase?

Dairy farming is considered one of the most physically and psychologically challenging jobs (53). The importance of establishing a farm system that enables a smooth, or easier, farm management was often mentioned by the interviewed farmers. Burton et al. argued that an easier farm management leads to happier farm workers and better treatment of cows, which ultimately results in an improved production (30). Indeed, our data showed how farmers try to develop such an easier management system through observing cattle behaviors under their farming environments. This in turn primarily determines the kind of cows to keep on a farm and which cows to purchase. Therefore, livestock purchasing practices seem to be shaped in the process of establishing cowshed culture, rather than farmers choosing “best” cows for their farms after considering a whole range of animal characteristics. This means animal disease status may be dismissed when purchasing animals, although we showed farmers develop various strategies to avoid introducing a disease onto a farm as we discuss later.

How Do Farmers Know Potential Source Farms to Purchase Animals From?

Our analysis suggested that the use of stock agent in purchasing livestock is common among New Zealand dairy farmers and we argue that this may be one form of the path-dependency. Stock agents come to know what kind of animals farmers are looking for; quality and price of animals, and the fit to each farm's material and natural environment. In turn, this saves farmers' time and, perhaps more importantly, cognitive costs required for decision making. This system is particularly useful for New Zealand dairy farmers because they need to purchase and sell animals flexibly in response to the fluctuations in milk price and weather conditions.

Stock agents work locally and try to match buyers and sellers within a limited geographical area, meaning that trades often occur locally. Occasionally, agents try to purchase animals from other regions when, for example, there are few eligible animals with specific criteria required by buyers. This facilitates a long-distance livestock movement. This indicates that purchasing farmers are often provided options only to purchase animals locally, which may be often beneficial for farmers for two reasons. First, local trading costs purchasing farmers less animal transport fees. Second, farmers in specific climate and environmental conditions may prefer purchasing animals locally, which better adapt to their farm environments.

How Do Farmers Avoid Introducing a Disease?

Our data suggested that farmers may not be concerned about some diseases that they consider would not disrupt their cowshed cultures. Here, a disruption to a cowshed culture can mean different things to different farmers, although a breakdown of a smooth milking flow may be a significant issue for many farmers; for some a production loss can be a disruption, and for some this may damage a farmer's reputation. This variation may be attributable to various factors including disease experiences, cowshed culture, extra time farmers can spare, and whether they are farm owners or share-milkers. Nevertheless, our study identified several strategies farmers develop to avoid diseases they are concerned.

First, farmers use disease risk score information for bTB (C status). As New Zealand farmers are aware of the serious impact caused by a bTB breakdown and the disease risk score on each farm is relatively accessible, it is not surprising that farmers use this information. However, our analysis showed that the way farmers interpret this information varies between farmers depending on their cowshed culture, disease experiences, and geographical locations, which is supported by a previous finding (29). This emphasizes that farmers do not interpret risk scores linearly, contrary to the way scientists and government officials tend to interpret this information. It is important to understand this non-linearity because a failure to acknowledge this complexity can hinder the success of the voluntary disease control approach that has been of significant interest for governments (17, 54).

Second, farmers may take a more blanket approach to avoid unwanted diseases by avoiding purchasing cattle from so-called “shady farmers” and instead use a stock agent. Farmers demonstrated the difficulty of finding problems in cows before purchasing because the disease status information provided by sellers may be unreliable or diseases associated with milking may only appear in the milking time. Therefore, it makes sense for farmers to avoid shady farmers and deal with genuine farmers, who provide honest information, keep reliable records, and take good care of animals—animals from such farmers are deemed to have less problems. Hence, should scientists and government officials aim to deliver recommendations on a disease control to farmers, it is necessary to understand farmers' holistic approach to biosecurity.

Why Do Farmers Change Their Farming Practices?

It was evident that farmers made a substantial behavioral change after one or multiple “trigger events” identified by the Trigger Change Model. These triggering events included three types already discussed by Sutherland et al. (31). While these three types are relatively infrequent events (e.g., devastating disease, succession and new regulations), we point out that the frequency, and even rareness, of events is not necessarily an important characteristic of trigger events. Our study suggested that relatively frequent events can be also a trigger: farm relocation due to the share-milking system specific to New Zealand can also work as a trigger event. We argue that tensions between a land-owner and share-milker, likely due to the difference in their farming subjectivities, play an important role in inducing a behavioral change. Although this system is specific to New Zealand, we postulate a similar tension can occur in any other countries because a farming system often consists of multiple actors including family members, staff, and neighbors. This suggests that routine farming practices may also be considered triggers. Moreover, it points to the importance of understanding different subjectivities within a farm system because a conflict felt by one party (e.g., share-milker) may be different from that of the other party (e.g., land-owner). The immediate implication is that we need to be careful in designing quantitative studies of behavioral change because questionnaire studies often only collect information from one person on the farm. Further studies are warranted to understand how the coexistence of multiple subjectivities within a farm influence the decision making of a whole farm.

Interestingly, it was evident that farmers often demonstrated their frustrations, stress, and emotions associated with triggering events when they were explaining their behavioral changes. Previous studies on stressors on farmers listed a disease outbreak as one of the most stressful events to farmers (53, 55). A Swedish study also reported that a higher disease (mainly mastitis) incidence rate was associated with farm workers being more frequently exposed to psychosocial stressors (56). Introducing a disease or undesirable cows seemed to act as a trigger event because it posed significant stress on farmers—be it a serious workload to deal with the consequence or the loss of freedom of doing what farmers used to do. We therefore postulate the degree of stress and emotional impact that trigger events pose on farmers is an important characteristic which may determine their behavioral consequences. While we cannot conclude this hypothesis based only on this study, there is a wealth of knowledge in the psychology discipline that shows “coping strategies” may be employed to diminish the physical, emotional, and psychological burden that is linked to stressful events (57).

Coping may take different forms depending on various factors including the affected person's perception of the stressful event, perceived capacity to deal with the event, belief, resources such as supporting networks, and the person's situation (57, 58). Psychological studies traditionally categorize these forms into two types: engagement (approach) and disengagement (avoidance) (59). Whereas, engagement coping strategies involve reactions and attentions toward the stressor (stressful events), disengagement strategies involve an attempt to stay away from the stressor. In the context of livestock purchasing behaviors, both forms can, for instance, lead to cessation of livestock purchasing. While some farmers may stop purchasing because they believe they can stay away from introducing a disease (disengagement), others may be more engaged in understanding disease and decide the best solution is to stop purchasing animals (engagement). Although these two strategies may lead to the same behavior, attitudes toward disease control in general may differ between the two. We make it clear that it is not our intention to categorize behavioral changes identified in this study within this coping framework. Rather, we suggest that it is not the outcome of behavioral change that are particularly relevant when understanding a behavioral change—what matters is the process and the context in which a change occurs, as we further discuss below.

How Do Farmers Change Their Practices?

Our analysis suggested it is challenging to predict whether a minor or major behavioral change occurs after given trigger events: the change seems to be highly context-dependent. Sutherland et al. discussed that farmers are likely to analyse a message or situation differently between when they are in the path-dependent phase and when they just experienced trigger events (31). They argue that peripheral route processing occurs in the path-dependent phase, where farmers assess a message or situation superficially, leading to only an incremental change. On the other hand, after trigger events, farmers use central route processing, where they actively assess available messages and information, leading to a substantial behavioral change. Nevertheless, the real process of a behavioral change seems more complex. For instance, as exemplified by the quote of a farmer who described the experience of dealing with bTB as “fighting fire,” a substantial socio-emotional shock due to trigger events may prohibit farmers from indulging in central route processing. Or, disease outbreak situations such as the current Mycoplasma bovis outbreak in New Zealand do not allow farmers to adopt different farm practices due to an imposition of new legislation. Therefore, in general, an incremental change may occur in response to trigger events and a major change may occur without these events. Together, this suggests that it is not outcomes that are particularly relevant when understanding a behavioral change—what really matters is the process and the context in which a change occurs. Our suggestion is therefore to tie the characteristics of events and the characteristics of situations in which these events occur such as cowshed culture, farm financial status, farmers emotion toward the events [e.g., fatalistic against disease, see (60, 61)], and how much support farmers received for the event [e.g., whether farmers have an access to specific instructions, (62)].

How Does Individual Farmer's Trading Influence an Overall Movement Network Structure?

As we have already seen, stock agents play an essential role among New Zealand dairy farmers. Here, we discuss how such a system also significantly contributes to generating a larger-scale livestock movement network, using a livestock movement in relation to bTB risk as an example. We have previously reported that the frequency of livestock movement from bTB high risk to bTB low risk regions is much lower than expected (10). Our interpretation was that New Zealand dairy farmers may avoid purchasing animals from bTB high risk regions (e.g., West Coast). Nevertheless, the stock agent system provides an alternative explanation.

This trading system results in the majority of New Zealand farmers not having an option to purchase from high-risk regions for several reasons. First, livestock trading in these regions is not extremely profitable for stock agents. This is because stock agents earn money proportional to the total price that buying farmers pay to the seller, but West Coast farmers usually only have a small number of surplus animals to sell because of its severe and wet climate. Second, stock agents who are looking for a large number of animals are unlikely to try to purchase animals from West Coast: it is logistically easier for agents to secure a required number of animals from a single farm rather than gathering a small number of animals each from multiple herds. These factors together limit the number of animals sold from this region to other regions, which in turn leads to animals being traded within the bTB high risk region. The apparent risk-averse livestock movement pattern therefore does not necessarily mean that farmers are intentionally avoiding risky trading. This emphasizes that there are complex factors and actors that are involved in shaping an observed livestock movement network.

We speculate that movement network structure remains similar if farmers keep using the same agent and the supply and demand of livestock does not change dramatically: this is because, again, stock agents often match sellers and buyers locally. A significant change in network structures, however, can occur if, for instance, farms that sell a large number of animals change their stock agents and/or agent companies; this will generate new trade partners, changing a whole network structure. Therefore, although our study focused on farm-level change in trading practice, it is also important to understand how livestock movement patterns change collectively as a system in response to trigger events such as the current Mycoplasma bovis outbreak in New Zealand.

CONCLUSION

Farmers' livestock purchasing practices appear to be deeply embedded in cowshed culture, which is shaped by physical infrastructure, natural environment, and interactions between animals and farmers. As a result, traditional behavioralist approaches that link farmers' attitudes toward biosecurity and their behaviors may dismiss important aspects of farmers decision making on livestock trading. Drawing on the Trigger Change Model, we showed how trigger events disrupt farmers' established purchasing practices. In response to shock imposed by triggers, farmers reorganize their practices and may develop a more holistic purchasing strategy to reduce a disease introduction risk. However, the impact of triggers seems to be largely context-dependent. Using voluntary schemes such as providing disease status of source farms has attracted great interest as a driver of behavioral change. One hopes such schemes may be easily integrated into an existing farm practice, however, we speculate such an integration is challenging for many farmers due to path-dependency. These schemes may therefore fail to deliver their intended behavioral changes without a greater understanding on trigger events: do these schemes act as a trigger? How do different triggers work in different situations? How do farmers seek support to overcome socio-emotional and economic impacts posed by triggers? How does this support influence on behavioral change amongst farmers? Answering these questions requires a paradigm shift in how epidemiologists frame farming behaviors—they are much more than a biosecurity question.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The datasets for this manuscript are not publicly available because of the privacy nature of the interview data. Requests to access the datasets should be directed to AH (A.Hidano@massey.ac.nz).

ETHICS STATEMENT

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and approved by peer review at Massey University under Ethics Notification Number 4000016617 and judged to be low risk. Consequently it has not been reviewed by one of the University's Human Ethics Committees. The researchers named in this document are responsible for the ethical conduct of this research. If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research that you want to raise with someone other than the researchers, please contact Dr. Brian Finch, Director (Research Ethics), email: humanethics@massey.ac.nz. The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

AH, MG, and GE conceived and designed the study, wrote the paper with significant intellectual input from GE, and provided approval for publication of the content. AH conducted a field interview. AH and MG secured funding for the study. AH and GE analyzed and interpreted data.

FUNDING

This study was partially supported by Massey University Research Fund, SoVS Strategic Research Fund, the Research Project for Improving Food Safety and Animal Health of the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries of Japan, Beef + Lamb New Zealand, and Kathleen Spragg Agricultural Trust.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We deeply thank all farmers who kindly participated in this study and willingly shared their knowledge. We are also grateful to Mark Neill, Jane Sinclair, Sonya Shaw, Aaron Yang, Emma Cuttance, Richard Laven, Aaron Chambers, Neil Chesterton, Sarah O'Connell, Chris Houston for identifying and providing contact information of participants. Special thanks goes to Lynsey Earl for helping the transcription of interviews. We gratefully acknowledge two reviewers who provided constructive suggestions, which significantly improved the manuscript quality.

REFERENCES

 1. Fournie G, Guitian J, Desvaux S, Cuong VC, Dung DH, Pfeiffer DU, et al. Interventions for avian influenza A (H5N1) risk management in live bird market networks. Proc Natl Acad Sci. (2013) 110:9177–82. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1220815110

 2. Manabe T, Hanh TT, Lam DM, Van DTH, Thuy PTP, Thi Thanh Huyen D, et al. Knowledge, attitudes, practices and emotional reactions among residents of avian influenza (H5N1) hit communities in Vietnam. PLoS ONE. (2012) 7:47560. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0047560

 3. Paul M, Baritaux V, Wongnarkpet S, Poolkhet C, Thanapongtharm W, Roger F, et al. Practices associated with highly pathogenic avian influenza spread in traditional poultry marketing chains: social and economic perspectives. Acta Tropica. (2013) 126:43–53. doi: 10.1016/j.actatropica.2013.01.008

 4. Vernon MC, Keeling MJ. Impact of regulatory perturbations to disease spread through cattle movements in Great Britain. Prev Vet Med. (2012) 105:110–7. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2011.12.016

 5. Gilbert M, Mitchell A, Bourn D, Mawdsley J, Clifton-Hadley R, Wint W. Cattle movements and bovine tuberculosis in Great Britain. Nature. (2005) 435:491–6. doi: 10.1038/nature03548

 6. Carrique-Mas JJ, Medley GF, Green LE. Risks for bovine tuberculosis in British cattle farms restocked after the foot and mouth disease epidemic of 2001. Prev Vet Med. (2008) 84:85–93. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2007.11.001

 7. Robinson PA. A history of bovine tuberculosis eradication policy in Northern Ireland. Epidemiol Infect. (2015) 143:3182–95. doi: 10.1017/S0950268815000291

 8. Robinson PA. Farmers and bovine tuberculosis: contextualising statutory disease control within everyday farming lives. J Rural Stud. (2017) 55:168–80. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.08.009

 9. Hidano A, Gates MC. Why sold, not culled? Analysing farm and animal characteristics associated with livestock selling practices. Prev Vet Med. (2019) 166:65–77. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2019.03.005

 10. Hidano A, Carpenter TE, Stevenson MA, Gates MC. Evaluating the efficacy of regionalisation in limiting high-risk livestock trade movements. Prev Vet Med. (2016) 133:31–41. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2016.09.015

 11. Hidano A, Enticott G, Christley RM, Gates MC. Modelling dynamic human behavioural changes in animal disease models: challenges and opportunities for addressing bias. Front Vet Sci. (2018) 5:137. doi: 10.3389/fvets.2018.00137

 12. Sayers RG, Sayers GP, Mee JF, Good M, Bermingham ML, Grant J, Dillon PG. Implementing biosecurity measures on dairy farms in Ireland. Vet J. (2013) 197:259–67. doi: 10.1016/j.tvjl.2012.11.017

 13. Broughan JM, Maye D, Carmody P, Brunton LA, Ashton A, Wint W, et al. Farm characteristics and farmer perceptions associated with bovine tuberculosis incidents in areas of emerging endemic spread. Prev Vet Med. (2016) 129:88–98. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2016.05.007

 14. Benjamin LA, Fosgate GT, Ward MP, Roussel AJ, Feagin RA, Schwartz AL. Attitudes towards biosecurity practices relevant to Johne's disease control on beef cattle farms. Prev Vet Med. (2010) 94:222–30. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2010.01.001

 15. Ritter C, Jansen J, Roche S, Kelton DF, Adams CL, Orsel K, et al. Invited review: determinants of farmers' adoption of management-based strategies for infectious disease prevention and control. J Dairy Sci. (2017) 100:3329–47. doi: 10.3168/jds.2016-11977

 16. Young I, Rajić A, Hendrick S, Parker S, Sanchez J, McClure JT, et al. Attitudes towards the Canadian quality milk program and use of good production practices among Canadian dairy producers. Prev Vet Med. (2010) 94:43–53. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2009.11.018

 17. Little R, Wheeler K, Edge S. Developing a risk-based trading scheme for cattle in England: farmer perspectives on managing trading risk for bovine tuberculosis. Vet. Rec. (2017) 180:148. doi: 10.1136/vr.103522

 18. McAloon CG, Macken-Walsh Á, Moran L, Whyte P, More SJ, O'Grady L, et al. Johne's disease in the eyes of Irish cattle farmers: a qualitative narrative research approach to understanding implications for disease management. Prev Vet Med. (2017) 141:7–13. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2017.04.001

 19. Ajzen I. The theory of planned behavior. Org Behav. Hum Dec Proc. (1991) 50:179–211. doi: 10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T

 20. Fishbein M, Ajzen I. Predicting and Changing Behavior: the Reasoned Action Approach. New York: Psychology Press (2010).

 21. Carr S, Tait J. Farmers' attitudes to conservation. Built Environ. (1990) 16:218–31.

 22. Alarcon P, Wieland B, Mateus ALP, Dewberry C. Pig farmers' perceptions, attitudes, influences and management of information in the decision-making process for disease control. Prev Vet Med. (2014) 116:223–42. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2013.08.004

 23. Bruijnis M, Hogeveen H, Garforth C, Stassen E. Dairy farmers' attitudes and intentions towards improving dairy cow foot health. Livestock Sci. (2013) 155:103–13. doi: 10.1016/j.livsci.2013.04.005

 24. Maye D, Enticott G, Naylor R. Using scenario-based influence mapping to examine farmers' biosecurity behaviour. Land Use Policy. (2017) 66:265–77. doi: 10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.04.026

 25. Burton RJF. Reconceptualising the ‘behavioural approach' in agricultural studies: a socio-psychological perspective. J Rural Stud. (2004) 20:359–71. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2003.12.001

 26. Fielding KS, Terry DJ, Masser BM, Hogg MA. Integrating social identity theory and the theory of planned behaviour to explain decisions to engage in sustainable agricultural practices. Br J Soc Psychol. (2008) 47:23–48. doi: 10.1348/014466607X206792

 27. Terry DJ, Hogg MA, White KM. The theory of planned behaviour: self-identity, social identity and group norms. Br J Soc Psychol. (1999) 38:225–44. doi: 10.1348/014466699164149

 28. Gilmour J, Beilin R, Sysak T. Biosecurity risk and periurban landholders–using a stakeholder consultative approach to build a risk communication strategy. J Risk Res. (2011) 14:281–95. doi: 10.1080/13669877.2010.528560

 29. Enticott G. Market instruments, biosecurity and place-based understandings of animal disease. J Rural Stud. (2016) 45:312–9. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.04.008

 30. Burton RJF, Peoples S, Cooper MH. Building ‘cowshed cultures': a cultural perspective on the promotion of stockmanship and animal welfare on dairy farms. J Rural Stud. (2012) 28:174–87. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2011.12.003

 31. Sutherland L-A, Burton RJF, Ingram J, Blackstock K, Slee B, Gotts N. Triggering change: Towards a conceptualisation of major change processes in farm decision-making. J Environ Manag. (2012) 104:142–51. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2012.03.013

 32. Morris C, Potter C. Recruiting the new conservationists: farmers' adoption of agri-environmental schemes in the UK. J Rural Stud. (1995) 11:51–63. doi: 10.1016/0743-0167(94)00037-A

 33. Stryker S. Identity theory: its development, research base, and prospects. Stud Symb Interact. (1994) 16:9–20.

 34. Burton RJF. Seeing through the ‘Good Farmer's' eyes: towards developing an understanding of the social symbolic value of ‘Productivist' behaviour. Sociol Ruralis. (2004) 44:195–215. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9523.2004.00270.x

 35. Burgess J, Clark J, Harrison CM. Knowledges in action: an actor network analysis of a wetland agri-environment scheme. Ecol Econ. (2000) 35:119–32. doi: 10.1016/S0921-8009(00)00172-5

 36. Oreszczyn S, Lane A. The meaning of hedgerows in the English landscape: different stakeholder perspectives and the implications for future hedge management. J Environ Manag. (2000) 60:101–18. doi: 10.1006/jema.2000.0365

 37. Egoz S, Bowring J, Perkins HC. Tastes in tension: form, function, and meaning in New Zealand's farmed landscapes. Landscape Urban Plan. (2001) 57:177–96. doi: 10.1016/S0169-2046(01)00203-1

 38. Burton RJF, Paragahawewa UH. Creating culturally sustainable agri-environmental schemes. J Rural Stud. (2011) 27:95–104. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2010.11.001

 39. Seabrook MF, Higgins CBR. The role of the farmer's self-concept in determining farmer behaviour. Agric Admin Extens. (1988) 30:99–108. doi: 10.1016/0269-7475(88)90119-5

 40. Burton RobJF, Kuczera C, Schwarz G. Exploring farmers' cultural resistance to voluntary agri-environmental schemes. Sociol Ruralis. (2008) 48:16–37. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9523.2008.00452.x

 41. Naylor R, Hamilton-Webb A, Little R, Maye D. The ‘Good Farmer': farmer identities and the control of exotic livestock disease in England. Sociol. Ruralis. (2018) 58:3–19. doi: 10.1111/soru.12127

 42. Ingram J. Are farmers in England equipped to meet the knowledge challenge of sustainable soil management? An analysis of farmer and advisor views. J Environ Manag. (2008) 86:214–28. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2006.12.036

 43. Holloway L. Subjecting cows to robots: farming technologies and the making of animal subjects. Environ Plan D. (2007) 25:1041–60. doi: 10.1068/d77j

 44. Segerdahl P. Can natural behavior be cultivated? The farm as local human/animal culture. J Agric Environ Ethics. (2007) 20:167–93. doi: 10.1007/s10806-006-9028-3

 45. Hemsworth PH, Coleman GJ. Human-Livestock Interactions: The Stockperson and the Productivity and Welfare of Intensively Farmed Animals. First edition. Oxon; New York, NY: Oxford University Press (1998).

 46. Convery I, Mort M, Baxter J, Bailey C. Animal Disease and Human Trauma–Emotional Geographies of Disaster. London: Palgrave Macmillan (2008). Available online at: https://www.palgrave.com/la/book/9780230506978 (accessed March 12, 2019).

 47. Livingstone P, Hancox N, Nugent G, de Lisle G. Toward eradication: the effect of Mycobacterium bovis infection in wildlife on the evolution and future direction of bovine tuberculosis management in New Zealand. N Z Vet J. (2015) 63:4–18. doi: 10.1080/00480169.2014.971082

 48. Livingstone PG, Ryan TJ, Hancox NG, Crews KB, Bosson MAJ, Knowles GJE, et al. Regionalisation: a strategy that will assist with bovine tuberculosis control and facilitate trade. Vet Microbiol. (2006) 112:291–301. doi: 10.1016/j.vetmic.2005.11.016

 49. Anon. New Zealand Dairy Statistics. 2015–16. (2016) Available online at: https://www.dairynz.co.nz/publications/dairy-industry/new-zealand-dairy-statistics-2015-16/ (accessed April 19, 2017).

 50. OSPRI. Annual Report 2014/2015. (2015). Available online at: http://www.tbfree.org.nz/Portals/0/OSPRI%20annual%20report%202014%202015_1.pdf (accessed April 19, 2017).

 51. Guest G, Bunce A, Johnson L. How many interviews are enough?: an experiment with data saturation and variability. Field Methods. (2006) 18:59–82. doi: 10.1177/1525822X05279903

 52. Holmes CW, Brookes IM, Garrick DJ, Mackenzie DDS, Parkinson TJ, Wilson GF. Milk Production From Pasture. 2nd ed. Massey University (2002). Available online at: https://www.bookdepository.com/Milk-Production-from-Pasture-C-W-Holmes/9780409702316 (accessed July 19, 2017).

 53. Lunner Kolstrup C, Kallioniemi M, Lundqvist P, Kymäläinen H-R, Stallones L, Brumby S. International perspectives on psychosocial working conditions, mental health, and stress of dairy farm operators. J Agromed. (2013) 18:244–55. doi: 10.1080/1059924X.2013.796903

 54. Maye D. Geography matters: farmer perceptions of a voluntary TB risk-based trading system. Vet Rec. (2017) 180:146–7. doi: 10.1136/vr.j568

 55. Fennell KM, Jarrett CE, Kettler LJ, Dollman J, Turnbull DA. “Watching the bank balance build up then blow away and the rain clouds do the same”: a thematic analysis of South Australian farmers' sources of stress during drought. J Rural Stud. (2016) 46:102–10. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.05.005

 56. Lunner Kolstrup C, Hultgren J. Perceived physical and psychosocial exposure and health symptoms of dairy farm staff and possible associations with dairy cow health. J Agric Safety Health. (2011) 17:111–25. doi: 10.13031/2013.36496

 57. Snyder CR. Coping: The Psychology of What Works. New York, NY: Oxford University Press (1999). Available online at: http://ezproxy.massey.ac.nz/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=nlebk&AN=143994&site=eds-live&scope=site (accessed April 9, 2019).

 58. Terry DJ. Determinants of coping: the role of stable and situational factors. J Pers Soc Psychol. (1994) 66:895–910. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.66.5.895

 59. Roth S, Cohen LJ. Approach, avoidance, and coping with stress. Am Psychol. (1986) 41:813–9. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.41.7.813

 60. Enticott G. The ecological paradox: social and natural consequences of the geographies of animal health promotion. Transact Instit Br Geogr. (2008) 33:433–46. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-5661.2008.00321.x

 61. Wiethoelter AK, Sawford K, Schembri N, Taylor MR, Dhand NK, Moloney B, et al. “We've learned to live with it”—a qualitative study of Australian horse owners' attitudes, perceptions and practices in response to Hendra virus. Prev Vet Med. (2017) 140:67–77. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2017.03.003

 62. Anneberg I, Østergaard S, Ettema JF, Kudahl AB. Economic figures in herd health programmes as motivation factors for farmers. Prev Vet Med. (2016) 134:170–8. doi: 10.1016/j.prevetmed.2016.10.007

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Hidano, Gates and Enticott. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fvets-06-00320-t003.jpg
Low bTB risk region

High bT8 risk region

No bTB breakdown experience

“As long as they're passing TB test.... yeah as long as
they pass TB test I don’t think I'm too worried. I've
never really thought about it. As long as they're clear
and not on movement control... that’s not afacrar
when I buy animls.... definitely I don't wanna get TB”
(share-milker 2)

“...as long as they're clear yeah, it’s all good. T haven’t
looked at it too closely. Because most of us are [C]10
here.” (share-milker 3)

“..we bought CI [a herd that just became clear for bTB
a year ago] at the first year we were here [after having
moved from Canterbury, which is a low bTB risk area].
And sort of I wished ever since we hadn’t but anyway
we didn’t get TB, touch wood, as far as we know. We
haven’t had any since we've been here. Yeah I wouldn’t
do that again. I wouldn’t buy CI again, ever. It just too
risky.” (farmer 4)

bTB breakdown experiences

“Probably didn’t worry about that back then [before the
bTB breakdown], didn’t really think too much about it
[source farm C status]. 1 just presumed if they were clear,
they were clear you know. But probably just now look at
the history and where they come from and ..., how long
they have been on that farm and where they are buying
from..... share-milkers move around obviously quite a
lot s0 you have to be careful about that.” (farmer 6)

“Depends where they are and why they are [with a
specific C status]. You know, you look into those sorts
of things. And where they are coming from... like here
in the coast, it’s a TB area so you know that it would be
the likelihood but... yeah we just go through. .. check it
out.” (farmer 14)
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Using stock agents

Personal trading

1. Stock agents in general have good knowledge about sellers locally The sellers can be trustabe if farmers know the seller personally.

and nationally.

“he [stock agent] knows.... ‘this guy is selling cows, selling
surplus cows for 5 years or 10 years and we never had
problems or he sold some cows and we had a bit of
problem 3 years ago so maybe you don’t wanna go
there’.... so he knows all that. Whereas if we're going to
trying to deal with other farmer, they don’t tell you, you
won’t know.” (farmer 4)

“Yeah, at the moment we are looking for 50 more cows.
Because we need to keep the numbers for the contract
for the farm owners. But there’ no.. not much stock in
Canterbury...so we're looking in North Island, I think
hes [stock agent] in Taranaki now... That’s what's going
on there. They're busy people, buying around the country
looking at animals, but it’s good, it’s what they do, you
know, they're professionals.” (share-milker 12)

2. Stock agents solve issues around trading between farmers,
including a price negotiation.

“We... afew years ago... we sent some young stock away
. grazing that was organized through an agent. ..
the grazing didn’t go very well... and we went over there
and decided we were taking animals home. [...] they were
not gaining enough weight fast enough for the money we
were paying. |[...] So our agent... they sorted it out. It
was very interesting... dealing with that. I think if that
was a private deal without the agent there, without a
contract, you would almost don’t have legs to stand on.”
(farmer 1)

Building a trustworthy relationship with agents may be slow and
requires a constant assessment.

.1 contacted one agent that T only met a couple of times
and I said “Do you have any profiles for any heifer calves
for sale?” and I said I like high index Jersey and he sent
me through a profile and they were really average. |...]
But now he knows that... if I ask him again he would tell
me.... only give me a higher one because he knows now
that his missed out one because I didn’t buy them in the
end [...] When you get to know them, they know you and
your farming system as well.” (farmer 7)

“I mean we've got neighbors around the road but he’s got
Friesian. If we wanted to buy Friesian, P'm happy to buy
them off from him. Because he thinks the same as we do.
[....] Honesty, integrity, you know, if there was a problem
he would tell you what it was.” (farmer 4)

Itis often infeasible because

1 farmers do not know many sellers who are selling at the right timing

(farmer 4, farmer 9)
2 difficult to agree on a price (farmer 8)

3 there is no time to set up a personal deal (share-milker 3, farmer 11)
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Examples of trigger event  Example of the response and quotes
Livestock introduction Stop purchasing specific animals

“..we had bulls last year that had a bloody pink eye. Bad... bad strain of pink eye [infectious bovine
keratoconjunctivitis]. So we had some teaser bulls [for a heat detection] last year. So decided not to use teaser bull
ever again for that reason because. .. ... ]. I mean the benefit of them is not worth for the risk. So we got about 60 - 70
cows with pink eye in the herd the other side of the road last year and we were very careful not to let any of these cows
from this farm mingle with those ones to cross infect. Uhmm I think we've got under control now, but uhmm. . it was
you know the guys had to be very vigilant looking at eyes and making sure that they treated them. [....] It was more
just ... hassle and cost.... and stress because you know that they could go through the whole herd and imagine you'd
have to put stuff on eyes on every cow... nah.” (farmer 9)

Livestock selling Assess the need of a disease control after having been frequently requested by buyers for the disease status of animals the
farmer was seling

“It’s something I've never worried too much about, but it’s something that are starting to look at more. .. Because I just
had one reactor, get rid of it yesterday. It’s probably something we would check. .. I know it’s becoming more.... When
we sold cows last year, they wanted BVD status, the history, the records, so yes. [.....] I think many years ago I've got
herds of heifers out for grazing and quite a few was empty... 8 or 10 empty heifers and we reckon that was BVD that
has been spread. .. ” (farmer 10)

Disease outbreak Purchase new pasture (a run-of) that allows a farmer to stabilize the farm business

“No [I'm not allowed to sell animals] and I'm not allowed to put animals for grazing. But like I say, that’ not a
problem. I can live with that in a management issue. And that’s what I'm saying, thinking farmers that get TB... T
highly recommend they become independent. Not really nice but you really do have to operate your farm inside the
silo. And that [having their own run-off] means you’re not paying grazing anymore. You've got to pay interest on a
grass, better to make that decision.” (farmer 5)
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