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Abstract 
The purposes of this research were to 1) explore existing conditions for agricultural health product 

producers, 2) look into components of a model being developed for agricultural health product 
producers, 3) create a model on how to support agricultural health product producers, and 4) construct 
a manual for the model to improve agricultural health product producers. The research population 
consisted of agricultural health product producers, who were business owners, managers, and 
community enterprise leaders selected through their good agricultural practices (GAP), organic 
agriculture, and other higher-level agricultural production. The data were obtained from the GAP data 
center, National Bureau of Agricultural Commodity and Food Standards, Ministry of Agriculture and 
Cooperatives (February, 2017). For the time being, there were 341,532 registered GAP farmers including 
with the land of 2,529,891.14 Rais. Taro Yamane was applied to determine the sample size of 400 people 
who could contribute various kinds of products and came from different regions according to registered 
establishments and required standard. The instruments used in this research were interviews and 
questionnaires, and the statistics used for data analysis included mean, standard deviation, and multiple 
regression analysis. The results of the research were summarized as follows: 1) the respondents put the 
focus on the three main components that contributed to the overall success of the farmer, consisting 
of (1) knowledge factors comprising 10 sub-factors, (2) skill factors comprising 10 sub-factors, and (3) 
other quality factors comprising 5 sub-factors, totaling 25 factors. 2) The main factors that highly affected 
the overall success of the agricultural producers in each aspect revealed the all aspects concerning 
opinions were at levels, which ranked as follows. (1) Other factors regarding the agricultural health 

products producers’ attributes ( =3.88), (2) factors of the entrepreneurs’ knowledge ( =3.80), and (3) 

factors regarding the entrepreneurs’ work skills ( =3.76). 3) Most experts commented that the manual 
development of the model for the development of agricultural producers for health in the overall was 
appropriate at 93.65 percent and 4) there was a possibility of implementing the model at 92.86 percent. 
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