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ABSTRACT: The objectives of this research were to study 1) turmeric production 2) knowledge
and opinion on turmeric production with Good Agricultural Practice (GAP) 3) possibility of turmeric
production with GAP, and 4) factors related to the possibility of turmeric production with GAP
of 104 farmers who produced turmeric in Paphayom district, Phatthalung province. The interview
schedule was used to collect the data. The statistical analysis was carried out by descriptive
statistics, chi-square test, and correlation coefficient. The result revealed that the farmers
graduated in elementary school at 68.3% with 12.45 years of experience in turmeric production.
They had an average area of 1.87 rai (2,992 m?) for turmeric cultivation with 2 household labors.
Most of them used their own funds to produce turmeric at 97.1%. They had an average yield
of turmeric at 1,239.62 kg/rai, with an average cost of turmeric production at 5,107.69 THB/rai
and average income from turmeric production at 22,581.70 THB/rai. In terms of turmeric
production, 55.8% of farmers produced turmeric in sandy loam, 68.3% did not improve the
soil, 85.6% used rainwater, 57.7% used chemical fertilizers, 89.4% controlled the weed, and
44.2% controlled the pest. They had a high level of knowledge on turmeric production with
GAP standards with an average score of 11.01 scores. Also, they agreed strongly about turmeric
production with GAP standards with an average of 2.72 scores. The majority of farmers, 85.6%
produced turmeric according to the GAP standard by practicing 8-15 out of 23 items that was
moderately possible to do GAP standard for turmeric production. The hypothesis testing was
found that opinion on turmeric production with GAP (P < 0.01), fertilizer use (P < 0.01), and pest
control (P < 0.05) statistically significantly related to the possibility of turmeric production with
GAP. Therefore, agricultural extension officials should encourage farmers to practice all
requirements of the GAP standard for turmeric production to apply for GAP certification.

Keywords: Turmeric production, Good Agricultural Practice (GAP), farmers, Phatthalung
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Table 1 Frequency and percentage of farmers (n=104) with level of knowledge on turmeric

production with Good Agricultural Practice (GAP)

Knowledge level on turmeric production with GAP Frequency Percentage
Low level of knowledge (0-5 scores) 1 0.9
Moderate level of knowledge (6-10 scores) 40 38.5
High level of knowledge (11-15 scores) 63 60.6
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HuFUAILLR 55U GAP Fauandlu Table 2 Tag
inwnsnaitufeunasdmsuternuad i
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Table 2 Opinion of farmers (n=104) on turmeric production with Good Agricultural Practice (GAP)

Level of agreement’

Opinion on turmeric production with GAP

Average Meaning

High Moderate Low
Water 46 (44.2) 30 (28.9) 28(26.9) 229  Moderate
Planting area 50 (48.1) 34(32.7) 20(19.2) 242 High
Pesticides 36 (34.6) 62 (59.6) 6 (5.8) 2.64 High
Pre-harvest quality management 85(81.7) 17 (16.4) 2(1.9) 2.90 High
Harvest and postharvest handlings 92(88.5)  8(7.7) 4(3.8) 2.92 High
Holding, moving product in planting plot and storage 41 (39.4) 50 (48.1) 13 (12.5) 2.55 High
Personal hygiene 84 (80.8) 18(17.3) 2(1.9) 2.87 High
Record keeping and traceability 67 (64.4) 25(24.1) 12(11.5) 2.72 High
Overall 2.66 High

' Values are presented as frequency (Percentage)
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Table 3 Frequency and percentage of farmers (n=104) with practice level on possibility of turmeric

production with Good Agricultural Practice (GAP)

Practice level on possibility of turmeric production with GAP Frequency Percentage
Low level of practice (0-7 items) 7 6.7
Moderate level of practice (8-15 items) 89 85.6
High level of practice (16-23 items) 8 7.7
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Table 4 The relationship between turmeric production, knowledge and opinion in Good
Agricultural Practice (GAP), and possibility of turmeric production with GAP

Independent variable P-value
Education level' 0.339
Experience in turmeric production’ 0.458
Turmeric cultivation area' 0.711
Turmeric yield" 0.121
Income from turmeric production’' 0.576
Expenses of turmeric production’ 0.488
Household labors' 0.347
Source of investment fund' 0.213
Knowledge on turmeric production with GAP' 0.063
Opinion on turmeric production with GAP? 0.000**

' Analyzed by Pearson’s correlation coefficient, > Analyzed by Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient

** Significant at P < 0.01

mﬂwaﬂum%anmuu%ummmauwuﬁ
nummLﬂulﬂléﬂumimamuuwmummmu
GAP (P = 0.001; Table 5) Imamwmmmu‘hnwm
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mwmnsmiﬂmmm%ﬂaaumsﬂumiﬂaﬂﬁumu%um
mmLﬂuiﬂivﬂumswamwmﬁumummmu GAP
Tusgauann wenanil mﬁi’]amumamﬂmgwwaq

wneasnsanuduiusiuanudululalunisaas
mﬁuij’umummmu GAP (P = 0.023; Table 5) lny
Lﬂwmﬂsmuiwmmmiﬂaaﬂummﬂmwmwmm
LiJulﬂi@’ﬂ,umimamuuﬁuumumm%m GAP Tu
SedUIn vaud] Lﬂwmmmuimwlmmsﬂaqﬂu
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Table 5 The relationship between turmeric production and possibility of turmeric production

with Good Agricultural Practice (GAP)

Possibility of turmeric production with GAP

Turmeric production P-value
Low level of practice High level of practice

Soil improvement 0.148™
Practice 22 11
No practice 35 36

Soil texture 0.609™
Loam 27 19
Sandy loam 30 28
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Table 5 Continued.

Possibility of turmeric production with GAP

Turmeric production P-value
Low level of practice High level of practice

Water source 0.686™
Rain 50 39
Natural water 7 8

Fertilizer use 0.001**
Chemical fertilizers 42 18
Organic fertilizers 15 29

Weed control 0.763™
Practice 50 43
No practice 7 a4

Pest control 0.023*
Practice 19 27
No practice 38 20

ns = not significant, * significant at P < 0.05, ** significant at P < 0.01 according to chi-square test
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