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ABSTRACT

This quasi-experimental study was designed to evaluate the effects of a
program applying Protection Motivation Theory on herbicide poisoning prevention
behavior sugar cane agricultural workers. Purposive sampling was used to collect data.
The 85 samples were divided into two groups. The 41 samples were experimental and
44 samples were a comparison group. The experimental group received activities
based on the application of Protection Motivation Theory on herbicide poisoning
prevention. Data were collected by using questionnaires before intervention, after
intervention and follow-up intervention. Data analysis was performed by using
percentage, mean, standard deviation Independent t-test, Chi-square and Repeated
Measure ANOVA. Significant level was set at 0.05.

Results reveal that after intervention, the experimental group had higher
mean scores of perceived severity of herbicide and perceived probability of getting
herbicide than before intervention, which showed the statistical significance difference
(p-value<.05). When comparing between the two groups at the post-test period, the
experimental group had a higher mean score of perceived probability of getting
herbicide, response efficacy of behavior of using herbicide, self-efficacy of behavior
prevention of using herbicide and herbicide poisoning prevention than those of the
comparison group, with showed the statistical significance difference (p-value<.05).
At the follow-up period, the experimental group had higher mean scores of perceived
probability of getting herbicide than the scores they did at the post-test period, which
showed the statistical significance difference (p-value<.05). Findings from this study
suggested that the perceived severity of herbicide, perceived probability of getting
herbicide and boosting will continue to be recognized to promote pesticide poisoning
prevention behavior in agricultural workers.

KEY WORDS:PROTECTION MOTIVATION THEORY / PREVENTION BEHAVIOR /
SUGAR CANE AGRICULTURAL WORKERS / HERBICIDE
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