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Abstract

Background and Objective: Mango farmers in Nong Saeng district, Saraburi
province, face issues with the quality of their produce. Some of this produce
does not follow Good Agricultural Practice standards. The objective was to
study basic personal information, the extension needs, and the opinions on
problems and suggestions regarding the extension needs of mango production,

as per the Good Agricultural Practice standards of farmers.

Methodology: The study population consisted of 182 mango farmers in Nong
Saeng district, Saraburi province, who were registered as farmers with the
Department of Agricultural Extension in 2022. The sample size was 126. The
tool used was an interview form. Descriptive and inferential statistics were
employed to address the research purpose, including means, frequencies,

percentages, standard deviations, rankings, and multiple regression analysis.

Main Results: The average age of the farmers was 60 years, with an average
experience of 7.53 years in mango production. The average annual income
from mango production was 11,427.38 baht. The average cost of producing
mangoes was 1,769.29 baht/year, with an average yield of 223.17 kg/rai.
Farmers need mango production that meets Good Agricultural Practices to
be sold at higher prices than regular mangoes. The farmers have problems
with the production standards system, including a lack of knowledge about

Good Agricultural Practices for mango production.

Conclusions: Factors affecting the extension needs of mango production,
according to Good Agricultural Practice standards, were age and experience.
Therefore, agricultural extension officers should adapt their knowledge transfer

methods to suit farmers of varying ages and levels of experience.
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Table 1 Basic social economic of farmers (n=126)

szah uazinumensifiuiignushdliinnidesanieuugn
Nzainamunlsuaneun uaneneanNanisAnw1ves Wihala
et al. (2021) finui 1eldarnnsudnuzaaeiiAade
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Personal factors Frequency Percentage
Gender
Female 78 61.90
Male 48 3810
Age (year)
Less than or equal to 50 22 17.46
51-55 18 14.29
56-60 19 15.08
61-65 21 16.67
Greater than or equal to 66 a6 36.51

Minimum = 30 years, Maximum = 70 years, Average = 60.20 years, 5D = 9.95 years

Number of household members (people)
1
2
3
a

Greater than or equal to 5

8 6.35
a7 37.30
27 21.43
20 15.87
24 19.05

Minimum = 1 person, Maximum = 7 people, Average = 3.20 people, SD = 1.56 people

Experience in growing mangoes (year)
Less than or equal to 5
6-10

Greater than or equal to 11

66 52.38
43 34.13
17 13.49

Minimum = 1 year, Maximum = 30 years, Average = 7.53 years, SD = 6.18 years

Number of training sessions on Good Agricultural Practice standards for farmers (time/year)

Never attended training
Attended training

1

2

56 44.44
70 55.56
49 38.89

21 16.67




Table 1 Cont.

Personal factors

Frequency Percentage

~ Minimum = 1 time/year, Maximum = 2 times/year, Average = 0.72 times/year, SD = 0.73 times/year

Income from mango production per year (baht)
Less than or equal to 5,000
5,001-10,000
10,001-15,000
15,001-20,000
Greater than or equal to 20,001

17 13.49
16 12.70
30 23.81
48 38.10
15 11.90

Minimum = 1,ZQQ baht, Maximumm: 83,000 baht, Ave[age =11,427.38 baht, SD = 9,511.71 baht

Expenses used in mango production per year (baht)
Less than or equal to 500
501-1,000
1,001-2,000
2,001-3,000
Greater than or equal to 3,001

33 26.19
22 17.46
28 22.22
24 19.05
19 15.08

Minimum = 200 baht, Maximum = 13,500 baht, Ave@ge = 1,769.29 baht, SD = 2,387.10 baht

Mango production area (rai)
Less than or equal to 1
2-4

Greater than or equal to 5

43 34.13
54 42.86
29 23.02

Minimrum = 0.5 rai, Maxﬁmum = 13.75 rai, Ayerage = 3.05 rai, SD = 3.02 rai

Mango production (kg/rai)
Less than or equal to 150
151-250

Greater than or equal to 251

36 28.57
57 45.24
33 26.19

Minimum = 50 kg/rai, Maximum = 1,500 kg/rai, Average = 223.17 kg/rai, SD = 205.89 kg/rai

Price of mango (baht/kg)
Less than or equal to 45
46-70

Greater than or equal to 71

42 33.33
a4 34.92
40 31.75

Minimum = 25 baht/kg, Maximum = 100 baht/kg, Average = 55.00 baht/kg, SD = 23.34 baht/kg

SD = standard deviation
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Table 2 The extension needs of mango production according to Good Agricultural Practices standards (n=126)

ltems Mean Interpretation Ranks
1. Extension of production standard systems 3.96 High 1
2. Group methods 3.80 High 2
3. Extension of production 3.80 High 2
4. Individual methods 3.74 High 4
5. Mass methods 3.36 Moderate 5
6. Marketing extension 3.21 Moderate 6
7. Support for production factors 2.95 Moderate 7
Average 3.55 High
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Table 3 Analysis of correlation coefficients (n=126)
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Variable X, X, X, X, X X X
X 0.020 0.391**  -0.128 0.012 0.277** 0.043 -0.084 0.207*
X -0.022 0.111 0.018 -0.233**  -0.118 -0.132 0.174
X, -0.190* 0.063 0.296** 0.166 -0.125 -0.181*
X, 0.181* -0.159 -0.188* -0.034 -0.043
X, 0.041 0.000 0.009 -0.019
X, 0.220* 0.042 0.085
X 0.043 -0.064
X 0.016

©

** Statistical significance at the 0.01 level. * Statistically significant at the 0.05 level. ><1 = age (year), X2 = number

of household members (people), X, = experience in growing mangoes (year), X, = number of training sessions

on Good Agricultural Practice standards for farmers (time/year), X, = income from mango production (baht/year),

X, = expenses from mango production (baht/year), X, = mango production area (rai), X, = yield of mangoes (ke/

rai/year), and X, = price of mango (baht/kg).



Table 4 Factors affecting the extension needs of mango production according to Good Agricultural Practice

standards of farmers (n=126)

Dependent variable

Independent variables

Regression coefficient t P-value
1. Age (year) 0.014 2.407 0.018*
2. Number of household members (people) 0.042 1.236 0.219
3. Experience in growing mangoes (year) -0.026 -2.651 0.009%
4. Number of training sessions on Good Agricultural 0.043 0.597 0.552

Practice standards for farmers (time/year)

5. Income from mango production (baht/year) -2.957E-6 -0.553 0.581
6. Expenses from mango production (baht/year) -2.421E-5 -1.028 0.306
7. Mango production area (rai) 0.025 1.439 0.153
8. Yield of mangoes (kg/rai/year) 0.000 0.679 0.498
9. Price of mango (baht/kg) 0.002 0.905 0.367

R?* = 0.149 (14.9%), SEE = 0.556, F = 2.254, P-value = 0.023

* Statistically significant level at 0.05
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Table 5 Problems with the extension of mango production according to Good Agricultural Practices (n=126)

ltems Mean Interpretation Ranks
1. Extension of production standard systems 3.78 High 1
2. Extension of production 3.76 High 2
3. Marketing extension 3.70 High 3
4. Group methods 3.50 High 4
5. Mass methods 3.45 High 5
6. Individual methods 3.29 Moderate 6
7. Support for production factors 3.26 Moderate T
Average 3.53 High

anuiudrefudoidusnuziisafunisduasunisuan
u:::u"Nmmnmgﬂumiﬂﬁﬁamamil,memsﬁﬁmaaansns

wnemsnsiinaiusefudoaueuuziioniunis
dulaBunsHanLImIIATg U SUR TR s AT
Auoanunsng seduln Slreds 3.81 (Table 6) iosan
mﬂmummmumiﬂgummﬂmimwmm (105571 GAP)
finaneduney inwnsnssndudeansounnundounady
AnufuarnsUfsinudeimunues GAP s 8 darvun
(National Bureau of Agricultural Commodity and Food

Standards, 2021) A911 WWIMEINELESUNITNEATAITINTT

asfuluniawieunmiouariennassduandos
suliurinunins tnanuasnslianudniusedeiaueius
\AenfunisdaaiunisdnuganmuunsgunsUFoa
manmsnunsiirvesnumsnsluusazdiu feil
NERINSNITIUMEUTDLEUBIUEMUSEULINASEIY
n3HAn sduanniian (Aede 4.28) Ae mstinsfineusy
TrimuiFesmsufuimsnisinunsiindmiunisnanzsing
mstimhesnulinsguanazaiuayunzssiildFumnasgiu
MsUfTRNensinunsiia Siiglusafigainieaing
vl idesnninumsnsanilvgdaaausuazinugluns



NanduANYRSUaDANY WANEI931N Boonkvan et al. (2023)
fnuin nwasnsiivelausnuzsunsatuayunLiias
Yadenisudn waslisuuszanalunsativayuegiuiieme

INERINSIUAETUTBlaUBLULAUNSALESINNS
WAR SEduNIn (Aade 4.09) fie msiinistineusulining

+

Siun1suTuuseunsedu nshiduasdevanzay wareis

q

fnseusalyienuiiFesnsidalsn uias ity uaznsld
astifanliuainumsns Wesanmsousalidanuing
HAnTYRE 1T TE UL Aty vanduunskEs wazdesiu
fdndnsivetagnis dsmalvinandnilatinannUasnde
mnmsuutoumaed Wolse uazdnsiis uandudidosns
yosmaailunaz sz

Table 6 Suggestions on extension of mango production according to Good Agricultural Practices (n=126)

ltems Mean Interpretation Ranks
1. Extension of production standard systems 4.28 Highest 1
2. Extension of production 4.09 High 2
3. Individual methods 3.81 High 3
4. Marketing extension 3.79 High 4
5. Mass methods 3.67 High 5
6. Group methods 3.65 High 6
7. Support for production factors 3.35 Moderate T
Average 3.81 High
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