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Abstract 
 

A Study on opinions of marine shrimp processing plants towards the ASEAN Shrimp GAP has 
its main objectives to assess the expectation and limitation of the marine shrimp processing plant in 
purchasing of raw shrimp products supplied by farms certified under ASEAN Shrimp GAP and/or alignment 
of the standards to propose the strategic plans for marine shrimp processing plants and policy maker in 
order to ensure that ASEAN Shrimp GAP is really needed by the country of destination. There were 78 
marine shrimp processing plants in Thailand listed as members of Thai Frozen Food Association were 
selected as target population and self-administered questionnaires were mailed to them as a mean of 
collecting data. The total of 42 mailed questionnaires were returned and data from 29 questionnaires were 
analyzed. Six respondents who answered questionnaire were selected, representing sizes of the processing 
plants and knowledge about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP, for additional in-depth interview. Data were analyzed 
quantitatively, using percentage and cross tabulation, and qualitatively.  

Results of the study showed that only 44.4 percent of the respondents heard or had 
knowledge about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP and most of them (66.7 percent) thought that the standard could 
be of benefits to the processing plants. This was because the ASEAN Shrimp GAP could improve quality of 
Thai shrimp and facilitate shrimp trade among the ASEAN countries, among the others. Those who saw no 
benefit of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP (33.3 percent) cited the main reason that the standard was still not 
recognized by the international buyers. About 60 percent of the respondents believed that it is possible for 
the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to become the standard which was recognized by most international buyers but it 
would need cooperation among the ASEAN member states which export marine shrimp products on 
promoting the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard to the buyers.  

The study recommended that if Thailand still wants to promote the ASEAN Shrimp GAP among 
the marine shrimp farmers, it will need to promote the standard more among the marine shrimp processing 
plants instead of focusing only on the marine shrimp farmers and the standard is needed to continuously 
adjust to the needs of the international buyers. The adoption of ASEAN Shrimp GAP by the shrimp farmers 
in Thailand and in other ASEAN Member States would facilitate Thai processing plants in acquiring raw 
shrimp from Thai shrimp farms as well as from other AMS shrimp farms because of the equal quality insured 
by the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. In this regard, Thailand may need to have proper measures to make sure that 
shrimp from Thai farms is the first priority for purchasing by Thai processing plants   
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บทคัดย่อ 

การศึกษาความคิดเห็นของโรงงานแปรรูปกุ ้งทะเลที ่มีต ่อมาตรฐานการเพาะเลี ้ยงกุ ้งอาเซียน                    
มีวัตถุประสงค์เพื่อศึกษาความรับรู้ ความเข้าใจและความคิดเห็นของโรงงานแปรรูปกุง้ทะเลต่อมาตรฐานการเพาะเล้ียง
กุ้งอาเซียน และเพื่อสร้างความรู้ ความเข้าใจของข้อจำกัดมาตรฐานการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งอาเซียนและความเป็นไปได้ที่
มาตรฐานดังกล่าวจะเป็นที่ยอมรับให้เป็นมาตรฐานสำหรับเกษตรกรที่ทำฟาร์มเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งทะเลของไทยนำไป
ดำเนินการ กลุ่มเป้าหมายของการศึกษาคือโรงงานแปรรูปกุ้งทะเลที่เป็นสมาชิกของสมาคมผู้ผลิตอาหารแช่เยือกแข็ง
ไทยจำนวน ๗๘ โรงงาน ผู้ศึกษาส่งแบบสอบถามแบบทำด้วยตัวเองไปยังโรงงานเหล่านั้นทางไปรษณีย์ ซึ่งมีผู ้ส่ง
แบบสอบถามกลับมาจำนวน ๔๒ ราย แต่สามารถนำข้อมูลไปใช้ในการศึกษาได้จำนวน ๒๙ แบบสอบถาม และผู้ตอบ
แบบสอบถาม ๖ รายถูกคัดเลือกเป็นตัวแทน โดยเกณฑ์การพิจารณาคัดเลือกจากความรู้ ความเข้าใจในมาตรฐานการ
เพาะเล้ียงกุ้งอาเซียนและขนาดโรงงานเพื่อทำการสัมภาษณ์เชิงลึกเพิ่มเติม ข้อมูลที่ได้มีการวิเคราะห์เชิงปริมาณโดยใช้
ร้อยละ ตารางไขว้ และการวิเคราะห์เชิงคุณภาพ 

ผลการศึกษาพบว่ามีผู ้ตอบแบบสอบถามจำนวนร้อยละ ๔๔.๔ ที่เคยได้ยินหรือมีความรู้เกี ่ยวกับ
มาตรฐานการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งอาเซียนและในกลุ่มนี้ส่วนมาก (๖๖.๗%) คิดว่ามาตรฐานการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งอาเซียนจะเกิด
ประโยชน์ต่อโรงงานแปรรูปเองเพราะว่ามาตรฐานการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งอาเซียนจะช่วยปรับปรุงคุณภาพของกุ้งไทยและ
ช่วยส่งเสริมการค้าขายกุ้งทะเลในกลุ่มประเทศสมาชิกอาเซียน ขณะที่มีผู้ตอบแบบสอบถามร้อยละ ๓๓.๓ ไม่เห็น
ประโยชน์ของมาตรฐานการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งอาเซียนโดยเหตุผลหลักเนื่องจากมาตรฐานนี้ยังไม่ได้รับการยอมรับจากผู้ซื้อ
ในต่างประเทศ ผู้ตอบแบบสอบถามกลุ่มนี้ร้อยละ 60 มีความเห็นว่ามีความเป็นไปได้ที่มาตรฐานการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้ง
อาเซียนจะเป็นมาตรฐานที่ได้รับการยอมรับจากผู้ซื้อในต่างประเทศประเทศได้เป็นอย่างดีแต่จำเป็นต้องอาศัยความ
ร่วมมือระหว่างประเทศสมาชิก ASEAN ที่เป็นผู้ส่งออกกุ้งในการเผยแพร่มาตรฐานการเพาะเล้ียงกุ้งอาเซียนแก่ผู้ซื้อ 
 การศึกษาเสนอแนะว่าหากประเทศไทยจะยังคงเผยแพร่มาตรฐานการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งอาเซียนให้แก่ผู้ทำ
ฟาร์มกุ้งทะเลนำไปปฏิบัติมีความจำเป็นที่จะต้องประชาสัมพันธ์มาตรฐานดังกล่าวให้แก่กลุ่มโรงงานแปรรูปกุ้งทะเลให้
มากยิ่งขึ้น จากเดิมที่มุ่งเน้นไปยังกลุ่มผู้ทำฟาร์มกุ้งทะเล นอกจากนี้ มาตรฐานการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งอาเซียนจำเป็นต้อง
ได้รับการปรับปรุงเปลี่ยนแปลงอย่างต่อเนื่องเพื่อให้สอดคล้องกับความต้องการของผู้ซื ้อในต่างประเทศ การนำ
มาตรฐานการเพาะเล้ียงกุ้งอาเซียนมาใช้ในประเทศไทยและในประเทศสมาชิกอาเซียนจะทำให้โรงงานแปรรูปสามารถ
หาวัตถุดิบกุ้งมาใช้ในโรงงานได้สะดวกขึ้นทั้งจากฟาร์มกุ้งทะเลในประเทศไทยและประเทศสมาชิกอาเซียนแต่ประเทศ
ไทยจำเป็นต้องมีมาตรการที่เหมาะสมเพื่อให้มั่นใจว่าโรงงานแปรรูปไทยจะซื้อวัตถุดิบกุ้งที่ผลิตได้จากฟาร์มกุ้งทะเลใน
ประเทศก่อน 
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Introduction 
 

 Global production from aquaculture has been growing substantially along with 
its trade within the world market but concerns regarding possible negative impacts of the 
aquaculture production on the environment, communities and consumers have become an 
emerging issue. Over the past decade, solutions to combat this issue have been initiated and 
addressed by the concerned organizations, both government and non- government.                   
As a result, in the subsequent years, the animal welfare, environmental and socio-economic 
aspects have become major parts to the compliance of certification schemes for aquaculture 
production.  In particular, several aquaculture certification schemes were initiated by major 
retailers in the global marketplaces, for instance, GLOBALG.A.P. (former known as EUREPGAP) 
which began in 1997 was initiated by the retailers belonging to the Euro-Retailer Produce Working 
Group (GLOBALG.A.P. , 2016) . Best Aquaculture Practices (BAP)  which is one of the seafood 
certification standard developed by Global Aquaculture Alliance was established in the same 
year (1997). Even though these certification schemes were used as a potential market-based 
tool aiming mainly at minimizing potential negative impacts on environment, increasing 
societal and consumer benefits, and promoting the confidence in the process of aquaculture 
production and marketing, they also employed as a bargaining tool by some major importing 
countries.  In addition, the above issues are, in some cases, perceived as a trade barrier for 
some developing countries because, currently, import tariffs are no longer existed for their 
aquaculture products but, instead, quality and safety- related imported requirements in the 
import markets are increasingly demanded in the imported market. (FAO, 2011) 
 During the development process of the aquaculture certification standards, 
shrimp has been chosen as the first commodity to develop the standard practices for 
aquaculture because of its significant as the main exporting aquaculture product by many 
ASEAN States. Currently, there are several certification schemes for shrimp farming, but most 
of them are private standards.  FAO ( 2011)  reveals that private standards and related 
certification schemes are becoming significant player of the international aquaculture trade 
and marketing. It is because they have emerged in areas where public regulatory frameworks 
and their perception are not achieving the desired outcomes, in particular, in the aspects of 
sustainability and responsible fisheries management.  Currently, exporting shrimp to the EU 
and US markets not only they have to have proper health certificates and pass the border 
inspection control (The European Union, 2016), but also have to produce by using raw shrimp 
from certified farms. The shrimp processing plants might get into trouble if they have to use 
raw shrimp from only certified farms for exporting to US and EU markets.  Especially, the 
difficulty will be escalated when the certification schemes are varied depending on the 
countries of destination. While major shrimp exporting countries in ASEAN had exerted great 
efforts in encountering with requirements and standards imposed by major importing 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Global_Aquaculture_Alliance


4 
 

counties. Moreover, a number of problems and issues related to shrimp export particularly the 
shrimp diseases are still increasing. Based on information from Sondhirath (2018), approximately 
72% of the total domestic production of farmed shrimp were exported with the value of 
more than 69,900 million Baht in 2017. Obviously that the certified raw shrimp which was in 
accordance with the requirements from countries of destination are greatly required by 
shrimp processing plants for further processing and exporting.  For those processing plants 
that have their own shrimp farms, it may be easier to control the quality and compliance 
with relevant certification schemes required by countries of destination.  In contrast, if 
processing plants do not have their own shrimp farms; sourcing of raw shrimp from certified 
shrimp farms will become their obstacles.  Consequently, independent small- scale shrimp 
farmers will be either forced or supported by those processing plants to be certified with 
relevant certification schemes required by importing countries. Besides, the compliance costs 
associated with certification to various private standards represent another argumentative 
issue.  For example, some certification schemes may result in higher costs for the producers 
without returning significant price benefits (Corsin F.  and Yamamoto K. , 2014) .  Moreover, Luvai 
(2008)  addressed that factors that make more difficult for farmer are not only high cost of 
compliance, but also lack of technical capacity and knowledge and sometimes requirements 
are difficult to implement within the local context.  In particular, when majority of shrimp 
farmers are of small-scale shrimp farmers who have low income and low financial investment. 
This would have a major issue for adaptation to the changes caused by compliance (Seekao, 2016) . 
 To tackle those concerned issues and problems, an attempt to comply with the 
minimum standard from each country of destination has initiated by creating a single shrimp 
farming standard for exporting ASEAN states. This may also help to increase bargaining power 
among the exporting countries. In 2006, high-level officials from ASEAN Member States: Brunei 
Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Thailand and Viet Nam had 
agreed in principle on cooperation in establishment of the ASEAN Shrimp Alliance (ASA) 
(ASEAN Shrimp Alliance, 2016) .  One of the five principle objectives of ASA is to develop 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP aiming to create strong mechanism among the ASEAN to jointly prevent 
non- tariff trade barrier by shrimp importing countries and NGOs.  After nearly 3 years of 
development, ASEAN Shrimp Good Aquaculture Practice or ASEAN Shrimp GAP has been 
created and was endorsed by the ASEAN Ministers on Agriculture and Forestry during the 33th 
Meeting on 6 October 2011 in Jakarta, Indonesia.  However, each country is allowed to 
establish their own national standard, but it has to align with the ASEAN Shrimp GAP.  At the 
present, some countries have successful established their own national standard, e.g. VietGAP 
and IndoGAP.  However, there is currently no progress on the implementation, either ASEAN 
shrimp GAP or those aligned standards with ASEAN Shrimp GAP, as had been reported on the 
progress meeting during the 6th Meeting of ASEAN Shrimp Alliance held in Bangkok, Thailand 
in 2015. On the contrary, shrimp aquaculture certification for those voluntary standards and 
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percentage of certified farmed shrimp sold in supermarkets and restaurant has grown rapidly 
during the past few years (Boyd and McNevin, 2015). Therefore, in order to preserve the effort 
of the ASEAN states to start implementing in accordance with ASEAN Shrimp GAP, it is 
important for us to understand why shrimp producers are not interested to implement in 
accordance with the ASEAN Shrimp GAP.  Moreover, it is also important to know which 
standard is recognized by the importing countries as well as the shrimp processing plants 
that are required the raw shrimp supplied by those shrimp farms.  Even though the 
benchmarking and alignment of the standard in a way to harmonize existing standards as 
well as accredited programs is the best way to avoid costly and confusing duplication of 
efforts for producer (FAO, 2011), it is the right of the retailers from the country of destination 
to choose which standard is their preference.  For instance, the standard for fruit and 
vegetable producer namely Thai GAP has been passed GLOBALG.A.P.’s stringent benchmarking 
process and is now official recognized as equivalent to the GLOBALG.A.P. (GLOBALG.A.P., 2016), but 
it is not well recognized by retailers in EU countries.  GLOBALG. A. P.  certificates are still                       
a preference by those EU retailers rather than Thai GAP which is fully benchmarked with 
GLOBALG.A.P.           
 To address the gap outlined above, study on the attitudes and limitations of the 
shrimp processing plants on the ASEAN Shrimp GAP whether it can be one of the recognized 
aquaculture certification schemes by importing countries is necessary as the shrimp 
processing plant is the first buyer of raw shrimp.  On the other hand, requirements from the 
buyers are obviously more powerful to drive the downstream suppliers ( shrimp farms)  to 
implement farm activities in compliance with the standard.  Moreover, even though ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP has been endorsed by ASEAN Ministers to be implemented soonest, there are 
number of limitations that are likely to obstruct the achievement of the scheme especially 
likelihood of being accepted for those importing countries.  Those limitations resulted from 
the quantitative study of the expectation and limitation of the shrimp processing plants 
should also be analyzed to guide shrimp farmers, entrepreneurs, and policy makers for further 
appropriate planning.  Thailand is one of the leading exporters of farmed shrimp and shrimp 
products in the ASEAN.  Like the rest of other ASEAN shrimp producer states, Thai shrimp 
farmers have to embraced various kinds of aquaculture certification schemes required by 
buyers of which have caused technical problems for farming and GAP certifying as well as 
significantly increasing operation cost.  Still, the ASEAN Shrimp GAP has not been well 
recognized and adopted by the Thai shrimp farmers and the processing plants.  
 

Objectives 
The goal of this study was to understand how the ASEAN Shrimp GAP was 

perceived by Thai marine shrimp processing plants. According to this goal, there were two 
main objectives for this study as follows: 
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1. To assess knowledge and attitude concerning the ASEAN Shrimp GAP of the 
marine shrimp processing plants in Thailand. 

2. To understand limitations of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP in Thailand and how it 
could be improved to make it having a stronger footing in Thailand from the 
marine shrimp processing plants point of views.  

 
Literature Reviews 

 
 Although national shrimp GAP standards do not include some aspects of socio-
economic and labor issues, national laws and regulations including an environmental best 
management practice have been indicated in the various certification schemes for shrimp 
farming both national (e.g. Thai Good Aquaculture Practice (GAP), Code of Conduct for 
Responsible Shrimp Aquaculture (CoC), Thai Agricultural Standard - Good Aquaculture 
Practices for Marine Shrimp Farm (TAS 7451-2009) and international levels (e.g. Aquaculture 
Certification Council (ACC), Organic Certification and The Global Partnership for Good 
Agriculture Practices (GLOBALG.A.P.).         
 In order to understand the ASEAN GAP advancement within the context of marine 
shrimp industry in Thailand, this study will review the establishment of the ASEAN Shrimp 
Alliance which serves as a platform of cooperation among the marine shrimp producing 
ASEAN Member States, the development of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard and its 
implementation. In addition, this study also briefly reviews some theories concerning 
adoption process to understand how a concept or practice would be accepted by people.  
 
1. ASEAN Shrimp Alliance 
 

ASEAN Shrimp Alliance is a platform for ASEAN shrimp producing/ exporting 
countries to exchange information and discuss on future collective actions coping with 
problems and concerned issues faced by major shrimp exporting countries in the region. The 
idea was proposed by the Thai Department of Fisheries by organizing the Informal 
Consultation on Shrimp Alliance was organized on 25 June 2006 in Bangkok, Thailand which 
was attended by high- level officials responsible for shrimp production and imports/exports 
from Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand and Viet 
Nam as well as representatives from SEAFDEC Secretariat. The Consultation preliminarily 
agreed that cooperation in establishment of the ASEAN Shrimp Alliance should be undertaken 
at 2 levels: government level and private sector level.The Consultation designated the DOF 
Thailand to formulate detailed proposal, including roles of the ASEAN Shrimp Alliance. 
Further discussion among 7 ASEAN States was organized in July 2006.  The Department of 
Fisheries, Thailand presented a proposal on ASEAN Shrimp Alliance (ASA) to the Special Senior 
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Officials Meeting (SOM)  of the 27th ASEAN Ministers on Agriculture and Forestry Meeting,           
29-31 August 2006 at Bohol, the Philippines.  The proposal has its primary aim to support            
the ASEAN Member States in enhancing their capability in response to the international trade 
in shrimp and shrimp products.  As a result, Thailand was requested to be the lead country 
to further develop detail proposal including role and responsibility, potential benefits and 
inputs from the member states as well as mechanism and arrangement for further 
consideration.  Later the Term of Reference of ASA was endorsed by the 29th Meeting of the 
ASEAN Ministers on Agriculture and Forestry (29th AMAF)  on 1 November 2007 in Bangkok 
Thailand. All 10 ASEAN Member States are member of ASA. Department of Fisheries, Thailand 
is the Secretariat of ASA and SEAFDEC is the collaborating partner of ASA. (ASEAN Shrimp Alliance, 
2016) The principal objective of the arrangement is to establish a mechanism among members to: 

1. Share and exchange information of shrimp commodities relating to shrimp export 
toward the same direction of shrimp products development among ASEAN states through 
the website;                                   
 2.  Encourage and improve the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard via ASEAN- SEAFDEC 
Strategic Forum and/or Roadmap for Integration of Fisheries Sector under ASEAN Economic 
Integration; 

3. Create strong mechanism among ASEAN to jointly prevent non-tariff trade barrier 
by shrimp importing countries and all NGOs; 

4.  Develop proposal and recommendations for action in relation to common 
concern issues and collaborative actions by the members; and 

5.  Jointly coordinate and provide dialogue for communication to international forum.
       The ASA has prioritized its main action to the development of the ASEAN Shrimp 
Good Aquaculture Practices including its strategic plan on development and implementation 
of ASEAN shrimp GAP standard. (SEAFDEC, 2014). 

 
2. The ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
 

ASEAN recognizes that it is of importance that good aquaculture practice (GAP) 
should be developed to encourage more intra and extra ASEAN trade and to enhance                
the long term competitiveness of ASEAN food, agriculture and forestry products                          
and commodities. For aquaculture, shrimp is selected as the first commodity to develop 
ASEAN GAP because of its contribution to socio-economic development in the region and 
the needs for sustainability of the ASEAN shrimp production sector.   
      There are a variety of certification schemes for farmed shrimp products by so 
many organizations, importers and NGOs thus have created confusion and difficulties, in terms 
of practicing and marketing, for the ASEAN shrimp farming industry. In order to support the 
greater harmonization of the aquaculture production sector within the ASEAN region, 
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particularly shrimp farming, the ASEAN Shrimp GAP was developed. The ASEAN Shrimp Good 
Aquaculture Practice or ASEAN Shrimp GAP was endorsed by the ASEAN Ministers on 
Agriculture and Forestry during its 33nd Meeting on 6 October 2011 in Jakarta, Indonesia. (ASEAN 
Shrimp Alliance, 2016) The ASEAN Shrimp GAP has an aim to provide guidance for shrimp farm 
producers to promote good aquaculture practice for sustainable shrimp farming that is 
environmentally sound, socially acceptable and economically viable to ensure good quality 
shrimp products that are safe and suitable for utilization and human consumption . It was 
developed by taking into account the small-scale shrimp farms which are forming the majority 
of the region’s shrimp production sector. These small-scale shrimp farms in the region are 
characterized by small production volumes, and/or relatively small farm area, employing 
mainly family members with very few permanent labor, and typically limited technical and 
financial capacity to support individual certification. The ASEAN Shrimp GAP was developed 
through a series of meetings attended by national and international experts and 
representatives from public and private sectors of ASEAN Member States. 

The ASEAN Shrimp GAP has four modules including: 1) food safety and quality;         
2) animal health and welfare; 3) environmental integrity; and 4) socio-economic aspects. 
These modules are aligned to the Minimum Substantive Requirements which are listed in the 
FAO Technical Guidelines on Aquaculture Certification (ASEAN, 2009). 

1. Food Safety and Quality: Shrimp farming should be conducted in a manner 
that ensures food safety and quality by implementing appropriate national standards and 
regulations following the FAO/WHO Codex Alimentarius Commission. 

2. Animal Health and Welfare: Shrimp farming should be conducted in a manner 
that assures the health and welfare of farmed shrimp, by optimizing health, minimizing stress, 
reducing shrimp disease risks and maintaining a healthy culture environment at all phases of 
the production cycle.  

3. Environmental Integrity: Shrimp farming should be planned and practiced in                        
an environmentally responsible manner in accordance with applicable national and 
international rules and regulations. Ensuring environmental integrity requires that 
environmental impacts of planning, development and operational practices for shrimp 
farming are addressed. 

4. Socio-economic Aspects: Shrimp farming should be conducted in a socially 
responsible manner which does not jeopardize the livelihood of shrimp farmers, and local 
communities. It should be conducted in accordance with national rules and regulations, and 
where appropriate, relevant International Labour Organization (ILO) guidelines and 
conventions on labour rights. Shrimp farming contributes to rural development and can 
enhance benefits and equity in local communities and alleviate poverty to promote food 
security. As a result, socio-economic aspects should be considered at all stages of shrimp farming 
planning and operation. 
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3. ASEAN Shrimp GAP Plan and Implementation 
Strategic plan on development and implementation of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 

have been laid out as following: 
Approach 1: Development of standard on ASEAN Good Aquaculture Practices for 

Shrimp Farming or ASEAN Shrimp GAP. It has a goal to establish a mechanism within the 
ASEAN organization to manage the development of ASEAN Shrimp GAP. Each member state 
commits to the development of ASEAN Shrimp GAP and provides support to the ASEAN 
organization to sustain its development. 

Approach 2: Development of national shrimp GAP programs (for some ASEAN 
member states that shrimp production standard does not exist). Its goal is to establish a 
national shrimp GAP program by 2012 in all member states.  

Approach 3: Alignment of national shrimp GAP programs with ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
which has a goal to have the implementation teams in all member states closely align their 
national Shrimp GAP program with the relevant areas of ASEAN Shrimp GAP by 2012.  

Approach 4: Establishment and/or strengthening national certification system for 
national shrimp GAP. It goal to have ASEAN Shrimp GAP recognized by international 
authorities, traders and trading partners including stakeholders within and outside of the 
ASEAN region.  

Approach 5: Enhancement of awareness and knowledge of ASEAN Shrimp GAP. 
Its goals are: 1. Awareness of ASEAN Shrimp GAP by stakeholders within and outside of the 
ASEAN region is increase; and 2. Knowledge of ASEAN Shrimp GAP is increased for key personal 
involved in developing and implementing national Shrimp GAP programs in member states.  

For implementation of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard in Thailand, the 
Department of Fisheries of Thailand had reported in the Eighth Meeting of ASEAN Shrimp 
Alliance (ASA) 2018 in Bangkok, Thailand that Thailand national shrimp GAP standard – TAS 
7401- 2014 had been aligned with the ASEAN Shrimp GAP since 2014. This meant that Thai 
shrimp farms which were certified with the TAS 7401-2014 would be equivalent to having 
certified with the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. There were 37 certified shrimp farms in 2016. The 
Meeting also agreed in principle that there is a substantial need to develop a common 
certification scheme and certified logo for ASEAN standards and agreed to seek for approval 
from ASWGFi and AMAF accordingly (DOF, 2018). 

 
4. Adoption Process 
 
   Havelock et al. (1969) have identified the process of change as a social 
interaction process in which an innovation or idea is brought to the attention of potential 
adopting population. The client population and its needs are defined and determined 
exclusively by the change agent. The clients are supposed to act according to the new 
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information and their nature of reaction will determine the course of their innovation-decision 
process. The innovation-decision process is not a single action. People normally take time to 
make decisions about the new ideas, perhaps several years. The assumption has often been 
made that the innovation-decision is a process and it involves a sequence of events and 
influence which are operating through time (Lionberger, 1960). The innovation–decision 
process is considered to be rational because it involves careful consideration of alternatives 
and consequences (Campbell, 1966). Rogers (1983) proposes a model of innovation–decision 
process that consists of five stages, namely: knowledge, persuasion, decision, confirmation 
and implementation (Figure 1). It is at the decision stage that the individual choose to reject 
or adopt the innovation. 

 
Figure 1  Innovation decision process  
(Source: Rogers, 1983) 
 

In the “innovation decision process”, Rogers (1983) has identified five 
characteristics of an innovation which could influence whether someone adopts an idea or 
product and how she/he adopts it. These characteristics are perceived to contribute to the 
rate of adoption: the relative speed with which an innovation is adopted by users. These 
characteristics are including: relative advantage; compatibility; complexity; trialability; and; 
observability.  

Relative advantage is the degree to which the innovation is perceived as better 
than the thing or the practice it superseded. An innovation is by definition an improvement 
over something already existing, so Rogers points out that the potential adopter must first 
calculate its relative advantage, in terms of economic, social and the like. What is the 

http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/innovation
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advantage of the new standard of practice over the old one? What improvements does it 
hold, in terms of ease-of-use, additional requirements, buyer acceptance, etc.? If someone 
finds an advantage in this new technology, the individual will be more likely to adopt it. 

Compatibility is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as consistent 
with the existing past experiences, values and needs of the potential adopters.  How well 
does the innovation fit into a person’ s needs, usage patterns and/or current value system? 
An innovation that is more compatible with a person’ s lifestyle and cognitive characteristics 
is more likely to be assimilated into an individual’s life. 

A third characteristic is complexity and refers to the degree to which the 
innovation is perceived as relative difficult to understand and use by the potential adopters. 
It is likely that the more complex or the more difficult an innovation is to understand, the 
less likely it will be adopted, and its diffusion will occur more slowly. 

Trialability is another characteristic that determines the rate of diffusion. It is the 
degree to an innovation is able to be experienced on a limited basis by the potential 
adopters. Being able to test an innovation or try it out will facilitate the rate of adoption. 

Observability is the degree to which the results of an innovation are visible to 
others. An innovation will likely spread through the target population faster if the benefits are visible. 

 
Methodology 

 
This study is relied on data collected by survey questionnaires from 

representatives of marine shrimp processing plants in Thailand that have exported marine 
shrimp products to foreign countries.  Additional data will also be collected by in-depth 
interviews from the selected respondents who are participated in the survey data collection 
to gather narrative data.  The review of literature above provided the knowledge and 
necessary to facilitate the execution of the interviews.  

 
1. Research Method 

1.1. Population Survey 
Population for this study were representatives from marine shrimp processing 

plants in Thailand of which their names and addresses were acquired from Thai Frozen Food 
Association Annual Report (2017)  by the researcher.  Of all the name list, only the frozen 
plants that process cultured shrimp from marine shrimp farms in Thailand were selected. 
There were 78 marine shrimp processing plants in this group.  All of them were selected as 
the target population for this study.  Self-administered questionnaires were sent by mail to 
the managers of the target marine shrimp processing plants and asked them to return to the 
researcher at a particular period of time.  If necessary, the researcher would use telephone 
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to follow up the questionnaire to ensure higher rate of return of the questionnaire as well as 
to clarify any questions the respondents might have concerning the questionnaire. 

The respondents for the second phase of the study were selected from the 
shrimp processing plants which were participated in the survey data collecting of the first 
phase of the study.  Six shrimp marine processing plants were selected using information 
already gathered.  These shrimp processing plants were selected to represent the shrimp 
processing plants participated in the first phase according to their size in terms of total shrimp 
product per year or total shrimp products exporting and the countries of destination the 
shrimp products were exporting and their knowledge concerning the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. The 
researcher would ask to interview representatives from these plants including those who 
responsible for negotiation with their buyers from countries of destination and those who 
were responsible to encourage and support marine shrimp farms to achieve the requirements 
of certification for the standard. 

1.2. Data Collection 
In the first phase of the study, a survey study was initiated to collect data 

concerning general background information of the marine shrimp processing plants targeted 
as the studied population. Their understanding and attitudes towards the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
were also inquired.  The researcher inquired the most recent name lists and addresses of all 
the marine shrimp processing plants in Thailand from the Thai Frozen Foods Association 
(TFFA). Most of the marine shrimp processing plants are members of the TFFA. There are 78 
shrimp processing plants in the name lists.  Since the list of the target population was quite 
small, so the questionnaires were sent to every name in the list.  

Self-administered questionnaires were used as a tool for collecting data from the 
respondents.  They were sent to the managers of the marine shrimp processing plants that 
were selected as targets for the study.  Telephone calls were also used to ensure that the 
questionnaires would return back to the researcher on time. 

For the second phase of data collection for this study, in- depth interview 
technique was employed to collect details and explanation of the data collected by 
questionnaires in the first phase.  The interviews were done over telephone solely by the 
researcher four months after data collection in the first phase. 

1.3. Questionnaire 
Objectives of the study were dissected and synthesized into many research 

questions for the study to be answered by the respondents. These research questions were 
defined and rewritten into questions to be used in the questionnaire for this study (detail in 
Appendix a) .  They were grouped into several categories and sequential orders for easier 
understanding by the respondents of the study.  Questionnaires used in this data collection 
process will be mostly closed end questions that provide multiple choices for the 
respondents to select the best answer for the question. Some questions also required a short 



13 
 

answer. However, there were a few open-end questions for the respondents to express their 
opinions in detail.  

The package of the questionnaire being sent to each target respondent, in 
addition to the questionnaire, it also included a cover letter from the Division of Fisheries 
Foreign Affairs explaining the purpose of the survey and asking for their cooperation to answer 
the questions candidly and sending back within a month time as well as an empty postpaid 
envelope addressed to the researcher for sending back the filled questionnaire.  In the 
questionnaire researcher’s telephone number and e-mail address were included in case the 
respondent needed to enquire further information about the study. 

Before sending to the target respondents the questionnaire was sending to 
experts for considerations for its relevant and accuracy and any missing important points. 
After that it was pretested by sending to a couple of processing plants to check their validity 
and clarity. Through this process some questions were refined accordingly to the feedbacks. 
The questionnaires were sent via registered mail to all marine shrimp processing plants which 
were members of the Thai Frozen Food Association and their addresses were published in 
the website of Thai Frozen Food Association Annual Report (2017). The receivers were asked 
to return the questionnaires within a month (stamped empty envelope with returned address 
were also included). After a month the researcher and her assistants would make a telephone 
call to those target marine shrimp processing plants which were not yet returned                     
the questionnaires to encourage them to response and return the questionnaires. 

1.4. In-depth Interview 
When the filled questionnaires were returned, the researcher roughly scanned 

through all the questionnaires looking at the answers received.  Through this action, the 
researcher developed interview scripts for the in-depth interview. The main purpose for the 
in-depth interview was to provide rich detail to the answers given in the quantitative data 
collection.  Interview script was used by the researcher to interview some respondents who 
returned the filled questionnaires via telephone.  

Survey data collected by self-administered questionnaires from the first phase of 
data collection was initially analyzed to categorize the sampling marine shrimp processing 
plants into three categories according to their operation size, their knowledge and attitudes 
toward the ASEAN Shrimp GAP.  Roughly they were 6 groups (medium and large, know and 
don’ t know and negative and positive attitude) .  A plant from each group was selected as 
targets for the second phase of the data collection of the study ( Figure 2) .  Each marine 
shrimp processing plant selected to participate was contacted by the researcher to request 
for an interview with those who responsible for negotiation with their buyers from countries 
of destination and those who responsible to encourage and support marine shrimp farms to 
achieve the requirements of certification schemes. The interview will be conducted through 
telephone or, if possible, at their factory sites.  The interview schedule was used by the 
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interviewer as a short list to remind him/her about the topic needed to be covered in the 
interview.  The researcher initiated the conversation and asked some short questions but 
mainly the course of the conversation was led by the respondents so that the interviewer 
was able to get more details which are inside and in-depth from the respondents. 

 
Figure 2  Selection plan for the respondents to be further interviewed 
 
2. Data Analysis  

Data from the first phase of data collection were analyzed using descriptive 
statistics to provide general profile of the population studied, to understand their knowledge 
towards the ASEAN Shrimp GAP and their attitudes towards it. Data collected were analyzed 
using computerized social data processing program.  Percentage and cross- tabulation were 
used to delineate findings according to answers the respondents gave in their questionnaires. 

Data from the second phase was analyzed qualitatively to enrich findings resulting 
from analyzing data from the first phase through providing more details and inside into the 
findings. Details from this in-depth interview from each respondent were described in details 
individually omitting the respondent’ s name and processing plant name for the sake of 
keeping the respondent’s anonymous in the study. This information was later used and cited 
in the analyzing part to provide additional details to results yield from quantitative data analysis.  

 
Study Results  

 
The questionnaires had been sent via registered mail to 7 8  marine shrimp 

processing plants which were members of the Thai Frozen Food Association. The respondents 
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were asked to answer and return the questionnaires ( stamped envelope with returned 
address was included with the questionnaire) .  About 45 days after the questionnaires were 
mailed out, the researcher and her assistants had made a telephone call to those target 
marine shrimp processing plants which were not yet returned the questionnaires to 
encourage them to respond and return the questionnaires.  However, even with rigorous 
questionnaire follow-up by phone, it appeared that some of the frozen plants acquired from 
the name list in the Thai Frozen Food Association website did not use marine shrimp as the 
raw material for their production lines anymore, some were out of the business and some 
had the wrong addresses listed.  As a result, the total of 32 filled questionnaires had been 
returned ( about 41 percent returning rate) .  The returning rate of the filled questionnaires 
were quite high considering the nature of the mailed self- administered questionnaire. 
However, 5 returned questionnaires were unusable because the respondents declared that 
their plants were no longer shrimp processors. In addition, there were a few returned mailed 
questionnaires of which their envelopes stamped as wrong addresses or out of business.  

 
1. The Respondent Profiles 
 
Table 1  The respondents’ genders (n = 27) 

Gender Frequency Percent 
Female 15 55.6 
Male 12 44.4 
Total 27 100.0 

 
From the total of 27 respondents who returned the questionnaires, more than 

half were female (55.6%). Male respondents were accounted for 44.4 percent. (Table 1) 
 

Table 2  Average age of the respondents (n =21) 
 Number Min Max Mean Std. 

Age 21 31 77 47.0 2.65 
 
Age of the respondents were between 31 – 77 years old. The average age was 

47 years old. (Table 2) 
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Table 3  The respondents’ positions within the plants (n = 27) 
Designation Frequency Percent 

Quality control/ management 9 33.3 
Manager or Executive 8 29.6 
Marketing head section 2 7.4 
Others 4 14.8 
Not indicated 4 14.8 
Total 27 100.0 

The respondents were working as the heads or managers of the quality 
control/management of the plants (33.3 %), managers or executives (29.6 %) and heads of 
the marketing head section (7.4%). Other positions (14.8%) were including raw material 
purchasing, assistant manager secretary, senior worker head and assistant general manager. 
There were 4 respondents who did not state their positions. (Table 3) 

Table 4  Location of the respondents’ offices (n = 27) 
Province Frequency Percent 

Samut Sakhon 10 37.1 
Bangkok 5 18.5 
Samut Prakan 3 11.1 
Songkhla 2 7.4 
Surat Thani 1 3.7 
Chachoengsao 1 3.7 
Rayong 1 3.7 
Ranong 1 3.7 
Samut Songkhram 1 3.7 
Unspecified 2 7.4 

Total 27 100.0 

 
The respondents’ offices located in different provinces, mostly along the Gulf of 

Thailand coast. Most of them were in Samut Sakhon province (37.1 %). The rest were in 
Bangkok (18.5%), Samut Prakan (11.1 %), Songkhla (7.4 %) and other five coastal provinces 
(18.5%). There were two respondents (7.4%) who did not provide information about their offices. 
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2. General Information of the marine shrimp processing plants  
 
Table 5  Production types of the respondents’ plants (n = 27) 

Type Frequency Percent 
Frozen 25 92.6 
Processing 2 7.4 
Total 27 100.0 

 
Almost processors participated in this study were producing frozen products. 

(92.6%). Other two respondents indicated that their plants were making only processed shrimp 
(7.4%). (Table 5) 

 

Table 6 Type of shrimp used as raw material for the processing plants (n =25) 
Shrimp type Frequency Percent 

Whiteleg shrimp 19 77.8 
Black tiger prawn and Whiteleg 
Shrimp 

 
5 

 
18.5 

N/A 1 3.7 
Total 25 100.0 

 
The total of 96.3 percent of the respondents were using whiteleg shrimp.  Most 

of the plants (77.8%)  used only whiteleg shrimp as raw material in their production lines.          
The rest 18.5 percent used both whiteleg shrimp and black tiger prawn as their raw material 
for the production. One respondent did not indicate the type of shrimp used. (Table 6) 

Table 7  Other aquatic animals used by the plants (n = 18) 
Aquatic animal Frequency Percent 

Wild shrimps 5 27.8 
Squid/Cuttlefishes 4 22.2 
Bivalve mollusks 2 11.1 
Others (e.g. fish, crab, etc.) 7 38.9 

Total 18 100.0 

 
In addition to whiteleg shrimp or black tiger prawn, some plants also had other 

aquatic animal in their production line.  These were other marine shrimps ( 2 7 . 8 % ) , 
squids/cuttlefishes (22.2%) , bivalve mollusks (11.1%) and multiple kinds of raw material used 
in addition to farmed shrimps (38.9%). (Table 7) 
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Table 8  Total percentage of shrimp products exported (n =26) 
Percentage Frequency Percent 

100 8 30.8 
99 – 80 8 30.8 
79 - 60 2 7.7 
59 - 40 2 7.7 
39 - 20 2 7.7 
Less than 20 4 15.3 
Total 26 100.0 

 
There were 26 respondents indicated that their plants exported shrimp products. 

Most of them (69.3 %) exported more than 60 percent of the total shrimp productions. 
Among this group, 30.8 percent of the processors exported all 100 percent of their shrimp 
productions. Only about 15.3 percent exported less than 20 percent of their shrimp 
productions. (Table 8) 

Table 9  The destination countries where the respondents exported their shrimp production to     
(n = 23) 

Destination country Response* 
Frequency Percent 

USA 16 29.1 
EU 9 16.4 
ASEAN 7 12.7 
Japan 7 12.7 
Canada 5 9.1 
China 4 7.3 
Africa 3 5.5 
Russia 2 3.6 
 Korea 1 1.8 
Australia and New Zealand 1 1.8 
Total 55 100.0 
* Including multiple responses given by some respondents 

 
There were 23 respondents who indicated that their companies exported shrimp 

products. USA was the top country of destination they exported shrimp products to (29.1 %). 
EU was the second most mentioned destination (16.4 %). Other major destinations were 
ASEAN (12.7%), Japan (12.7%), Canada (9.1%) and China (7.3%), respectively. (Table 9) 
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Table 10  Sources where the respondents’ acquired shrimp for the production lines 
Source Major source (n =25) Minor source* (n = 14) 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Brokers 16 64.0 2 14.3 
Outside farms 7 28.0 5 35.7 
Own farms  1 4.0 4 28.6 
Other plants 1 4.0 - - 
Contracted farms - - 4 28.6 
Total 25 100.0 15 107.2 

 * Including multiple responses given by some respondents 

Shrimp brokers played as the most important source for the processing plants 
used to purchase raw shrimp for their plants.  Most of the processors in this study acquired 
raw shrimp from these sources ( 64 .0%) .  Other major sources were general shrimp farms 
(28.0%) , their own shrimp farms, and from other plant (4.0% each) .  However, most of the 
plants (14 out of 25 farms or 56.0 %) relied on more than one sources to acquire raw shrimp. 
In addition to their major suppliers, they also had other sources to secure raw material for 
their production. These sources were general shrimp farms (35.7%) , their own shrimp farms 
(28.6%), contracted shrimp farms (28.6%), and from the shrimp brokers (14.3%). (Table 10) 

Table 11  Shrimp supply problems (n = 26)  
Problem Response* 

Frequency Percent 

Uncertain supply 22 27.8 
Unstable price 17 21.5 
High price 16 20.3 
Below standard quality  14 17.7 
Inconsistent quality 10 12.7 
Total 79 100.0 
* Including multiple responses given by some respondents 

There were 26 respondents who answered the question about the problems they 
faced when acquired raw shrimp for their plants production.  The most mentioned problem 
was uncertain supply of shrimp quantity ( 27. 8%) .  Other major problems found by the 
respondents were prices of the supply were not stable (21.5%) , high cost of raw shrimp 
purchased (20.3%), and below standard shrimp supply (17.7%). Another problem mentioned 
by the respondents was inconsistent quality of the shrimp supply (12.7%). (Table 11) 
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Table 12  Shrimp GAP standards used by the processors (n = 21) 
Standard name Response* Percent of case 

Frequency Percent 

DOF-GAP 15 46.9 71.4 
BAP 6 18.8 28.6 
COC 4 12.5 19.0 
TAS 7401 4 12.5 19.0 
ASC 2 6.3 9.5 
Other 1 3.1 4.8 
Total 32 100.1 152.4 

* Including multiple responses given by some respondents 
 

GAP standards for shrimp farm required by the respondents when they bought 
shrimp for their processing plants were various. The most used standards was Department of 
Fisheries Good Aquaculture Practices (DOF-GAP) (71.4% of the respondents) which was the 
standard required for all exporting Thai processing plants to use raw shrimp from the GAP 
farms.  Other standards used by the processing plants to export their products were Best 
Aquaculture Practices – BAP (28.6%), DOF’s Code of Conducts - COC (19.0%), and TAS 7401 
( 19. 0% ) . Other standards mentioned by the respondents were Aquaculture Stewardship 
Council-ASC (9.5%) and standards for Japanese market (4.8%). (Table 12) 

 
Table 13  Problems concerning exporting shrimp GAP standards (n= 23) 

* Including multiple responses given by some respondents 

The respondents were asked about standard problems when they exported shrimp 
products. About 32.1 percent of the answers mentioned by the respondents were there 

Problem Question response* 

Frequency Percent 
Various shrimp GAP standards were required  17 32.1 
Shrimp GAP standards required by imported countries were 
difficult and were expensive to be implemented  

 
13 

 
24.5 

Difficult to find farms that produce shrimp according to the 
required standards   

 
13 

 
24.5 

Large company importers had their own required shrimp 
standards 

 
9 

 
17.0 

Others 1 1.9 
Total 53 100.0 
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were various standards required by foreign country buyers. Other problems were that 
standards required by the buyers were difficult for Thai shrimp farmers to practices as well 
as the high cost that came with the practices (24.5%). Other major problems were the 
difficulty of finding shrimp farms that were able to supply raw shrimp of the certain 
standards required (24.5%), and the large-scale company buyers usually had their own 
shrimp GAP standard requirements (17.0%). (Table 13) 
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Table 14  Constraints found by the respondents from exporting shrimp products to each country (n = 17)  
 Constraint 

Low price but 
high production 
cost 

Require high& 
stricted 
standards  

Require    
certain shrimp 
qualities 

BAP standard 
required 

Rules and 
regulations required 
by laws 

High cost exporting 
(tax, tariffs, 
requirements) 

Total 

EU No. of 
responses 

8 - 7 - - - 2 9 

Percent  44.3 - 77.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 100.0 
USA No. of 

responses 
7 1 4 - 5 3 - 13 

Percent  38.9 7.7 30.7 - 38.5 23.1 - 100.0 
Japan No. of 

responses 
1 - 3 2 - - - 5 

Percent  5.6 - 60.0 40.0 - - - 100.0 
Australia No. of 

responses 
1 - 2 - - - - 2 

Percent  5.6 - 100.0 - - - - 100.0 
China No. of 

responses 
1 - - 1 - - - 1 

Percent  5.6 - - 100.0 - - - 100.0 
Total No. of 

responses 
17 1 16 3 5 3 2 30 

Percent 100.0 5.6 88.9 16.7 27.8 16.6 11.1 100.0 
 

22 
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The respondents were asked about what constraints they found when they exported 
shrimp products to their country of destinations. European Union countries (EU) were the 
countries mentioned by the most respondents (44.3%). The United States of America (USA) 
was the second most mentioned (38.9%). Other countries were Japan, China and Australia 
(5.6% each). The constraints found by those who exported shrimp to EU included high and 
strict standards required for shrimp products imported (77.8%), and high tax and/or tariffs 
imposed on shrimp products imported (22.2%). Those who exported their products to USA 
found the constraints included requiring BAP standard (38.5%), high and strict standards 
required for shrimp products imported (30.7%), extra requirements imposed by laws or 
regulations (23.1%), and uncompetitive price of the products caused by higher production 
cost (7.7%). For the exporters to Japan, they had the problem of high and strict standards 
required (60%), and requirement of a certain quality (size, color, etc.) (40%). The exporter 
to Australia stated that it required high and strict standards for the shrimp products (100%). 
Those who exported to China also had a problem of requirement of a certain quality (100%). (Table 14) 

Table 15  Opinions toward other ASEAN shrimp exporting countries (n = 26) 
Opinion Frequency Percent 

Viewed as competitors because they also 
exported same products but were cheaper or 
received GSP or better quality  

 
 

20 

 
 

76.9 
Viewed as alliances that could be cooperated in 
the matters of marketing and technologies 
exchange  

 
 
4 

 
 

15.4 
Viewed as independent that each country had its 
own markets 

 
2 

 
7.7 

Total 26 100.0 
 
The respondents were asked about their opinions toward other ASEAN Member 

States which were exporting shrimp products. Most of them viewed other ASEAN Member 
States that produced shrimp products for exporting as their competitors (76.9%). This was 
because other ASEAN Member States were likely be able to produce shrimp products with 
lower cost, therefore could be sold at a lower price. Some of them even received privileges 
from the government of the buyer countries in the forms of GSP or the similar privileges. 
Only 15.4 percent indicated that other ASEAN Member States can be cooperated as alliances 
in the aspects of marketing and technologies exchange. Only two respondents (7.7%) had no 
concern with other shrimp exporting ASEAN Member States. They were seen as independent 
from each other selling their own shrimp products. (Table 15) 
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3. ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
 

  There were many certification standards practiced by shrimp farming in ASEAN, 
thus created confusion among the shrimp farmers as well as buyers. In order to support the 
greater harmonization of the shrimp production within the ASEAN region, the ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP was developed. The development of good aquaculture practice was aimed to encourage 
more intra and extra ASEAN trade and to enhance the long-term competitiveness of ASEAN 
shrimp products. 

Table 16  Knowledge of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP (n = 27) 
Knowledge Frequency Percent 

Don’t aware of 15 55.6 
Heard of  6 22.2 
Know a little 4 14.8 
Know and understand well 2 7.4 
Total 27 100.0 

 
Most of the respondents (55.6%) who were engaged in shrimp processing business 

did not aware of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. Another 22.2 percent heard of it but had no 
knowledge about it at all. There were 14.8 percent having a little knowledge about the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP. While, the ones who knew well were account for only 7.4 percent. (Table 16) 

Table 17  Sources where the respondents heard about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP (n = 12) 
Source Frequency* Percent 

DOF 8 50.0 
Processing Association  6 37.5 
Internet 1 6.25 
Mass Media 1 6.25 
Total 16 100.0 
* Including multiple responses given by some respondents 
 

The respondents who knew of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP indicated that they heard 
from the Department of Fisheries (50.0%), processing Association (37.5%), internet (6.25%) 
and mass media (6.25%). (Table 17) 

Table 18  Benefit of ASEAN Shrimp GAP to shrimp processors (n = 12) 
Benefit Frequency Percent 

No  4 33.3 
Yes 8 66.7 
Total 12 100.0 
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Most of the respondents who knew about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP (66.7%) considered    
that it could be of benefits to their processing plants. The respondents about 33.3 percent viewed 
that the ASEAN Shrimp GAP could provide no benefit to their processing plants. (Table 18)  

Table 19  Reasons for viewing the ASEAN Shrimp GAP as having no benefit to the processors (n = 3) 
Reason Frequency Percent 

Not recognize by the buyers 2 66.7 
Do not help strengthening Thailand 
advantages in the international shrimp 
markets 

1 33.3 

Total 3 100.0 
 
The respondents who viewed the ASEAN Shrimp GAP as having no benefit to         

the shrimp processors sited the reason the standard not being recognized by the buyers (66.7%) and         
the standard did not strengthen the advantages that Thailand had in shrimp production (33.3 %). 
(Table 19) 

Table 20  Reasons for viewing the ASEAN Shrimp GAP as having benefits to the processors (n =5) 
Reason Frequency Percent 

Strengthening standardization of Thai shrimp 
farming and thus increasing quality raw shrimp 

     
1 

 
           20.0 

Making raw shrimp traceable 1 20.0 
Leveling raw shrimp cost in the ASEAN and thus 
reducing shrimp price competition 

 
1 

 
20.0 

Standardizing shrimp farming in the ASEAN and 
thus enhancing the raw shrimp trade among 
the ASEAN Member States 

 
 
1 

 
 

20.0 
Better trust by the buyers 1 20.0 
Total 5 100.0 

 
The respondents indicated that implementing the ASEAN Shrimp GAP in Thailand 

could benefit to the shrimp processors as followings: making Thai raw shrimp better quality 
because shrimp farming would be more standardizing, the GAP would make Thai raw shrimp 
traceable, leveling raw shrimp cost in the ASEAN and thus reducing its price competition 
resulting from having the same standard, having the same shrimp farming standard would 
facilitate shrimp trade within the ASEAN and having better trust on the shrimp products by 
the buyers (20% each). (Table 20) 
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Table 21  Benefit of ASEAN Shrimp GAP to shrimp farmers (n = 10) 

Benefit Frequency Percent  
No 4 40.0  
Yes 6 60.0  
Total 10 100.0  

Among those who knew about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP, more than half of them 
(60%) considered that it could be of benefits to the shrimp farmers. While the rest (40%) 
viewed that there was no benefit to the shrimp farmers from the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. (Table 21) 

Table 22  Reasons for viewing the ASEAN Shrimp GAP as having no benefit to the farmers (n = 4) 
Reason Frequency Percent 

Depending on demand of the buyers 4 100.0 
 

The reason for them to consider that the ASEAN Shrimp GAP would provide no benefit 
to the farmers because standards for producing raw shrimp were very much depending on 
demand from the buyers, not because the standard chosen by the shrimp producers. (Table 22) 

Table 23  Reasons for viewing the ASEAN Shrimp GAP as having benefits to the farmers (n = 3) 
Reason Frequency  Percent 

Helping increasing shrimp supply quality 1 33.3 
Easing to practice 1 33.3 
Increasing bargaining power with the buyers 1 33.3 
Total 3 100.0 

 
The respondent indicated that benefits to the shrimp farmers can be identified by 3 

reasons including that the ASEAN Shrimp GAP could help to increase good quality shrimp 
production, easy to be practiced by the farmers, and using the same standard of shrimp 
farming could increase bargaining power when selling shrimp to the buyers. (Table 23) 

 

Table 24  Thailand’s need in implementation the ASEAN Shrimp GAP (n = 12) 
Thailand’s need  Frequency Percent 

Yes, it would facilitate the shrimp export and reduce the 
complicated standard system of the raw shrimp  

 
6 

 
50.0 

Neutral, there was no effect to the plant, either with or 
without the GAP 

 
2 

 
16.7 

No, it was useless, besides it was difficult to implement 
and could make higher cost 

 
4 

 
33.3 

Total 12 100.0 
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Most respondents thought that Thailand needs the ASEAN Shrimp GAP (50%). 
Other 33.3 percent considered it as useless to Thailand because it was difficult to implement 
and could cause higher cost to the raw shrimp. The rest 16.7 percent had neutral thought 
that with or without the ASEAN Shrimp GAP had no effect to them. (Table 24) 

 
Table 25  The effects of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard to the processing plant identified 
by the shrimp processors (n = 12) 

Effect Frequency Percent 
Positive effects 
 Could have positive effects 

 
1 

 
8.3 

Could sell better quality shrimp at a lower price 2 16.7 
Buyers had more trust thus increasing export 
volume 

 
2 

 
16.7 

Increase shrimp quality and food safety used for 
products 

 
1 

 
8.3 

Negative effects 
Could have negative effects 

 
1 

 
8.3 

Increase cost of raw shrimp 3 25.0 
Could not differentiate Thai shrimp from other 
competitors because they were also certified with 
the same standard 

 
 
2 

 
 

16.7 
Total 12 100.0 

 
The respondents were inquired about what they considered how the ASEAN 

Shrimp GAP would affect their companies if it was implemented in Thailand.  A half of the 
answers indicated that it would have positive effects. These effects were: the ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP would enable them to sell better quality shrimp products at lower price because of 
more abundant quality shrimp supply (16. 7%) ; the standard would make the buyer have 
more trust with the shrimp product, thus higher export volume (16. 7%) ; the raw shrimps 
would be better quality and higher food safety (8.3%); and no reason given (8.3%). Other half of 
the answers were on negative effects side, such as increasing production cost (25.0%), no quality 
standard advantage for Thai shrimp (16.7%). (Table 25)  
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Table 26  Possibility of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to become the shrimp GAP standard that 
well accepted by all buyers (n = 10) 

Possibility Frequency Percent 
Possible 6 60.0 
Impossible 3 30.0 
Uncertain 1 10.0 
Total 10 100.0 

 
The ten respondents were inquired about their opinion about the ASEAN Shrimp 

GAP whether it would be the shrimp GAP standard accepted by international buyers. More 
than half of them considered it was possible (60%), 30 percent indicated it was impossible, 
and 10 percent viewed it was uncertain.  (Table 26) 

Table 27  Reasons for possibility of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to become the shrimp GAP 
standard that well accepted by all buyers (n = 8)  

Reason Frequency Percent 
Possible   
ASEAN is one organization cooperating among the members 
could put the standard through 

 
2 

 
25.0 

ASEAN is one of the biggest marine shrimp exporters  1 12.5 
It could be complemented with other standards 1 12.5 
Impossible   
Each ASEAN Member States already had their own 
regulations and standards  

 
1 

 
12.5 

Implementation and certification of the standard could be 
varied in the degree of strictness 

 
1 

 
12.5 

Buyers would not trust compared to other international 
standards  

 
1 

 
12.5 

Uncertain 1 12.5 
Total 8 100.0 

 

Reasons for considering the ASEAN Shrimp GAP would become the shrimp GAP 
standard that well accepted by all buyers were: ASEAN is one organization cooperating among its 
members to push the standard to the acceptant of international buyers. ASEAN is one of the 
major exporters of shrimp products and the ASEAN Shrimp GAP could be accepted with the 
complement of other international standards. For the respondents who did not believe that 
the ASEAN Shrimp GAP would be trusted by the international buyers cited the reasons such 
as, each ASEAN Member State already had its own regulations and standards concerning 
shrimp farming so it was difficult to commit fully to the ASEAN Shrimp GAP, also the degree 
of strictness for implementation of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard and certification scheme 
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in each country would be varied and when compared to the existing international shrimp 
GAP standards, buyers would have less trust in the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. 

Table 28  Possibility of cooperation among the ASEAN shrimp exporters (n = 10) 
Possibility Frequency Percent 

Possible because the ASEAN Member States are in the same 
organization and already have cooperation among each other 

 
1 

 
10.0 

Possible because such cooperation would increase its 
bargaining power with the buyer countries 

 
4 

 
40.0 

Impossible because most of the ASEAN Member States 
produced the same products and sold to the same markets 

 
5 

 
50.0 

Total 10 100.0 
 
The respondents were asked whether implementation of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 

program in the ASEAN would enable cooperation among the exporters of the ASEAN Member 
States? There were 10 answers for this question.  Half of them (50%)  indicated that it was 
impossible because most of the shrimp exporters had similar products and shared the same 
markets.  While the other 40 percent indicated that the cooperation among the shrimp 
exporters were possible because this would help increasing bargaining power with the foreign 
buyers.  Another answer ( 10% )  stated that such cooperation among the ASEAN shrimp 
exporters were possible because they were in the same ASEAN region and that cooperation 
among each other was already existed. (Table 28) 

Table 29  Roles of private sector in supporting ASEAN Shrimp GAP (n = 11) 
Role Response* 

Frequency Percent 

Encouraging the shrimp farm, the company contacted with 
to implement the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard 

 
7 

 
33.3 

Promoting the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to gain more acceptant in 
international markets 

 
6 

 
28.6 

Buying more from the ASEAN Shrimp GAP farms 4 19.0 
Letting the market decides if ASEAN Shrimp GAP needed, 
both farms and processors will produce more ASEAN GAP 
shrimp 

 
 
3 

 
 

14.3 
There is no benefit doing that 1 4.8 
Total 21 100.0 
* Including multiple responses given by some respondents 

More than half of the respondents considered that if the government sector 
intended to push forward the ASEAN Shrimp GAP in Thailand, the private sector could assist by 
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encouraging shrimp farms associated with the plants to have the ASEAN Shrimp GAP certified 
(33.3%) and promoting the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard in the international markets for gaining 
more acceptant (28.6%). Other answers were buying from the ASEAN Shrimp GAP certified farms 
more (19.0%), doing nothing since markets would decide if they desire the ASEAN Shrimp GAP in 
the products they purchased (14.3%) and nothing could be done to support the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP (4.8%). (Table 29) 

Table 30 Suggestions on the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to be accepted by Thai shrimp farmers (n = 12) 
Reason Response* 

Frequency Percent 
DOF guides and assists shrimp farmers on complying to the 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP 

 
8 

 
36.4 

Promote the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard more in Thailand  4 18.2 
Negotiate with the buyer countries to buy shrimp products 
certified with the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 

 
4 

 
18.2 

Government should make ASEAN Shrimp GAP a compulsory 
for shrimp farming 

 
4 

 
18.2 

Giving financial support by the government 1 4.5 
Cannot do anything 1 4.5 
Total 22 100.0 
* Including multiple responses given by some respondents 

Suggestions were given by the respondents for making ASEAN Shrimp GAP to be 
accepted by Thai shrimp farmers in Thailand. The answer that the DOF should encourage 
and assist Thai shrimp farmers to adopt the ASEAN Shrimp GAP was the most frequent answer 
(36.4 %). Other suggestions were promoting the ASEAN Shrimp GAP more in Thailand (18.2%) 
, negotiating with international buyers to buy shrimp products certified with the ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP (18.2%), making the ASEAN Shrimp GAP a compulsory standard (18.2%) and providing 
financial support to the shrimp farmers who practicing the ASEAN Shrimp GAP (4.5%). There 
was one respondent who indicated that it was of no benefit for the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to 
become the shrimp GAP standard for Thailand. (Table 30) 
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Table 31  Obstacles for implementing of ASEAN Shrimp GAP (n=12) 
Obstacle Response* 

Frequency Percent 
The standard is still not accepted by the countries or companies 
buying the products 

9 31.0 

Unable to clearly perceive benefits gain from the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 6 20.7 
Competitive atmosphere among the members that produce the 
same type of products 

6 20.7 

Not fully trust each other among the ASEAN Member States 4 13.8 
Result in difficult to practice when compared to what already 
practiced by the processors 

2 6.9 

Unclear direction of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 2 6.9 
Total 29 100 
* Including multiple responses given by some respondents 

 
The respondents viewed that the main obstacle for implementation of the ASEAN 

Shrimp GAP in Thailand was because it was still not recognized by international markets 
(31.0%). Others considered that obstacles were unable to clearly perceive benefits gained 
from the ASEAN Shrimp GAP (20.7%), competitive atmosphere among the members stemming 
from exporting the same type of products (20.7%), the ASEAN Member States that still not 
sincerely trust each other (13.8%). Other respondents showed that the major obstacles were 
more difficult for processors to buy the ASEAN Shrimp GAP certified shrimp (6.9%) and unclear 
direction of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP (6.9%). (Table 31) 

 
4. Results from In-depth Interviews 
 

In order to illustrate more details to the results of the study shown in tables 
above, some of the respondents who already answered the questionnaire were selected as 
targets for additional in-depth interviews. The additional interview was employed to collect 
more information to add on the information which had already gathered by the mailed 
questionnaires. The main reason was to shed more light on the understanding of the 
quantitative results which were mostly presented in the form of statistical numbers. As a 
result, the respondents were grouped into 6 groups according to their production size, 
knowledge and attitudes toward the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. This information was concluded 
from details given in their questionnaires sent to the researcher in the quantitative data 
collecting part. Consequently, there were six respondents identified for further inquiries 
representing different shrimp production size, knowledge about ASEAN Shrimp GAP and their 
attitudes towards ASEAN Shrimp GAP (Table 32). However, there were some processing plants 
which were not available for the phone interviews. As a result, there was one processing 
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plant missing from the category of medium size plant which had unfavorable attitude toward 
the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. Instead, two large processing plants which knew about the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP and had neutral to unfavorable attitude toward the ASEAN Shrimp GAP, were 
interviewed. This, however, would help the researcher to understand the critical views of the 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP and provide more insight for improvement of the standard. 

  
Table 32  Selection of respondents for further interviews 

 
Total 6 respondents 

Plant size according to shrimp production 
Large Medium 

ASEAN Shrimp GAP attitude ASEAN GAP attitude 
Favored Unfavored Favored Unfavored 

ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP  
Knowledge 

Yes 1 2 1 0 
No 1  1 

 
Using addresses and telephone numbers the researcher acquired from the 

directory of the Thai Frozen Food Association, the targeted respondents were contacted 
through telephone by the researcher. It would also make sure that the person whom the 
researcher called was the one who answer the questionnaire so that information acquired 
would be consistent with information given in the questionnaire. In each interview the 
researcher would use interview guideline (detail shown in Appendix b) to ensure that the 
interview would cover all the questions needed to ask. Detail of each interview was explained 
below. 

 4.1 Medium size processing plant with no knowledge of ASEAN Shrimp GAP  
This processing plant had its own frozen storage and produced packed frozen 

whiteleg shrimp, shrimp ball and shrimp dim sum. The products were intended only for 
domestic markets. It had stopped exporting these products since 2013. It also had stopped 
exporting other products made from squid since February 2019. All the raw shrimp for its 
production lines was purchased through the brokers. 

The problem this plant facing was intermittent supply of shrimp used as raw 
material for the production lines. But the plant did not have any problem concerning shrimp 
quality because they sold their products locally so only DOF GAP or COC were enough, along 
with Movement Document (MD), for raw shrimp acquired and HACCP certification for their 
factories. 

Various GAP standards for shrimp farming required by different buyers did not 
affect the plant’s production process and cost because they sold only to domestic markets 
which did not require addition international shrimp standards. Usually the plant did not 
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communicate with shrimp farmers directly because it acquired shrimp only via the brokers 
so the respondent did not know much about other shrimp GAP standard matters. 

After being explained about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP program, the respondent 
considered that it was possible to have a common shrimp GAP standard which was welcomed 
by shrimp buying countries. This would make shrimp farming in Thailand simpler if the shrimp 
farmers had only one farm certification to take into consideration. As a consequence, the 
respondent viewed that the GAP standard should be a compulsory for shrimp farming. They 
also had the same line of thinking when talking about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. Its successful 
implementation in the ASEAN region would benefit to both shrimp farmers and processors 
because international buyers would have more confidence with shrimp products from 
Thailand. Thai Government should promote the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to be the compulsory 
standard for the shrimp farming that produced shrimp either for exporting or for selling in 
Thailand. At the same time, Thai Government should develop strategy to promote the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP to its international customers to make the standard internationally known and 
accepted. Thus, Thailand could sell shrimp products originated from the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
certified raw shrimp in international markets. At the same time, it was necessary to also 
promote the ASEAN Shrimp GAP among the Thai shrimp farmers and processors to make 
them know, understand and adopt the standard. Another suggestion by this respondent was 
to set up one-stop service centers for the officials to provide necessary information and help 
the farmers and processors about to adopt the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. 
 4.2 Medium size processing plant with knowledge of ASEAN Shrimp GAP  

The respondent for the interview was an executive in a midsize processing plant 
which exported all of its shrimp products, about 10 ton/day, to USA.  This plant bought raw 
shrimp for its production line from brokers and also directly from its contacted shrimp farms. 
Most of shrimp it bought was either DOF’s GAP or CoC certified which were widely practiced 
so it had no problem regarding shrimp supply.  Different standard requirements from buyers 
had no effects to this plant because all products it exported were based on GAP or CoC only. 

The respondent supported Thailand for adopting ASEAN Shrimp GAP because it 
would make shrimp produced from any farms had the same quality.  However, the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP should not be different much from the existing certification standards practised 
by Thai shrimp farmers so it would not create too much burdens for the shrimp farmers. 
Wide adoption of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP would be of benefit to all the parties involved 
because the standard would make the shrimp products more standardized from the sources 
to finished products. 

The problems, the respondent viewed for adopting the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
Standard, were lag of communication between involved governments and shrimp farmers 
among the ASEAN Member States.  Did they speak of the same standard? Governments 
needed to make their shrimp farmers understand and accept the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
Standard.  If this was done, the ASEAN Member States would be able to speak the same 
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language and join hands in coordination to persuade their buyers to bought shrimp with the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP certified. 
 4.3 Large size processing plant  with no knowledge of ASEAN Shrimp GAP  

This processing plant produced frozen shrimp products such as peeled head-on 
shrimp and peeled headless shrimp for exporting mainly to EU and Canada. Recently it added 
Asian countries to its destination list. It exported about 11,000 metric tons of shrimp annually 
ranking as second or third in Thailand for most shrimp export. It bought raw shrimps directly 
from farms and also from brokers or middle persons.  

Despite high demand of shrimp products from buyers, the processing plant could 
not be able to acquire enough raw shrimps for its production lines because shrimp production 
in Thailand were not yet recovered from early mortality syndrome (EMS) disease outbreak 
which had significantly decreased Thailand’s shrimp production from aquaculture. In addition, 
orders for shrimp products required various standards for shrimp GAP certification depending 
on requirements specified by the buyers, e.g. Best Aquaculture Practices (BAP), British Retail 
Consortium Standard (BRC), and Aquaculture Stewardship Council Standard for Shrimp (ASC). 
These required standards were problematic because they were more difficult to practice and 
were more difficult to be certified than Thai GAP. Each standard had specific requirements 
and, sometimes, duplicated each other’s. This made difficulty for the plant to seek out farms 
which met each standard requirement to supply certified raw shrimps. Beyond that, some 
buyers required other specific quality, for instance shrimp color. This made it very difficult to 
seek out shrimp farms that could fulfill orders from buyers who had different requirements. 
The certified farms also could not produce shrimp as much as the plant wanted because, to 
be able to be certified, they had to invest more for the higher cost of farm inputs and labors. 
The respondent mentioned that labor cost in Thailand was already much higher than Viet 
Nam and India. Labor cost was an important factor that make the shrimp production cost in 
Thailand higher than its neighbors. As a result, shrimp farmers expected to get a higher price 
for their certified shrimps. 

In order to secure steady and continuous shrimp supply for the plant, the 
respondent had to contact the shrimp farmers directly and persuaded them to practice the 
required standards, which usually was BAP. If the price of shrimp with BAP certified was not 
much higher than the normal shrimp price, it would be very difficult to persuade the shrimp 
farmers to join. The processing plant had to raise price of their shrimp products when sold 
to the buyers. 

The respondent mentioned it was possible to have one certain standard instead 
of multiple standards required by importing countries if such the standard was accepted by 
all the buyers, not only within the country but also international buyers. This could be done 
because most of the international shrimp farming standard had similar requirements. Thai 
shrimp GAP standard was not so much different from the international standards, so it was 
possible for more improvement through incorporating other necessary regulations from other 
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international standards. By doing this, it would be compatible with other international 
standards. However, this should not only compatible with only some standards accepted by 
particular countries but rather more universally accepted. If this happened, it would be good 
to both the shrimp farmers and the processors because there would be only one standard 
certification for them to stick to so this would make them saving money and time from 
certifying for multiple shrimp GAP standards when they had to export shrimp products to 
different countries. 

The respondent considered the ASEAN Shrimp GAP would be very useful if Thai 
Government put more efforts to make it works. At the present, the shrimp farmers and 
processors were struggle to help themselves to satisfy standard requirements put forward by 
international buyers. The major problem the respondent viewed was the real corporation 
among the ASEAN Member States which was still not there. In the meantime, the Government 
should promote this ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard locally but it had to do it to the right 
parties. It should focus on the right target groups who were the ones who did marketing 
shrimp products, the ones who got in touch with the buyers. They were the ones who were 
capable of persuading the buyers of the goods, the benefits and the advantages of the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP certification. The information the government giving, however, should be clear 
and certain. 

The respondent stressed that the ASEAN Shrimp GAP should be push forward 
through the shrimp packers or processors of the shrimp products, instead of only through 
the shrimp farmers. Once the international buyers accepted this standard, the whole shrimp 
production sector would be able to move forward. The respondent considered this strategy 
was possible but did not sure it would bear fruit depending on the acceptance of major Thai 
shrimp buyers, i.e. USA, and wide adoption of the standard by the shrimp farms. 

4.4 Large size processing plant with knowledge of ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
This processing plant processed about 8-10 metric tons of whiteleg shrimp daily 

into various products for export to USA, EU, Japan and China. It acquired all of raw whiteleg 
shrimp through brokers.  These brokers had to register with the plant before they could be 
able to supply shrimp to the plant. Most of shrimp used as raw materials was mostly DOF’s 
shrimp GAP certified but sometime it used different certification depending on the buyers’ 
demands.  For instance, if exporting shrimp products to USA, raw shrimps must be certified 
with BAP, while exporting to EU, ASC certified would be needed. 

It also had a feed mill within its group company.  Through the feed mill, it used 
aquaculture feed salespersons as a channel to approach shrimp farmers looking for high 
potential shrimp farms which could be developed further to become high performance 
shrimp farms.  These farms would be supported by the plant, in terms of certification fee, 
knowledge or technical advice, to help that farm obtain more advanced certification for 
exports shrimp products to other countries. 
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The respondent stated that because the plant had to fulfil shrimp GAP standard 
requirements set forth by the buyers, higher production cost was unavoidable, especially the 
four stars BAP certified shrimp required by Cosco of the USA. This type of standard was quite 
expensive.  It requires almost all the supply chain of shrimp production, i. e.  shrimp farm, 
nursery, feed mill and processing plant to comply with its standard requirements in order to 
have shrimp production certified with four stars BAP. In addition to what already mentioned, 
the BAP also paid attention to labor living condition within the production process and supply 
chain.  These requirements made production of BAP certified shrimp very difficult and 
expensive.  Because each shrimp buying country tend to require a certain certification 
standard for their imported shrimp products, the respondent viewed that a common shrimp 
certification standard which was recognized and accepted by all buyers would be very useful 
to both shrimp farmers and processors. It would help reducing production cost and complex 
farming practices greatly.  The respondent mentioned that this idea had already been 
proposed to the DOF.  However, the respondent added that this common certification 
standard scheme must also include other aspects beyond shrimp farming practices such as 
environment, labor and sustainability issues.  It must be compulsory to all shrimp farms which 
produced shrimp for export. 

About the ASEAN Shrimp GAP, the respondent considered that if the program is 
successful, it would be very helpful because it could become a common shrimp GAP 
standard the respondent earlier mentioned.  However, at the time being, the respondent 
viewed that the ASEAN Shrimp GAP was still very far from success.  It was not well aware by 
all the parties involved.  Its awareness among Thai shrimp farmers was still too limited and 
besides it was a voluntary standard.  Thai shrimp farmers were basically not care about 
adopting the standard.  The respondent’ s suggestion was that the concerned parties should 
focus their efforts on promoting the standard to the international buyers to gain acceptance 
from them.  
 4.5 Large size processing plant with knowledge of ASEAN  Shrimp GAP  
 The 1st Respondent 

This processing plant produced frozen whiteleg shrimp and products for exporting 
to Japan, EU and USA. The total shrimp products export was about 8,000 – 10,000 metric 
tons per year. All the raw shrimp for its production lines was bought directly from the shrimp 
farms. Most of the raw shrimp it bought was BAP certified because products from shrimp 
certified with this standard could be exported to both USA and EU. While products exported 
to Japan was not stressed on particular standard certification but rather sterile shrimp 
products. It had no problem concerning raw shrimp supply because it dealt directly with the 
shrimp farmers. It had a lists of regular supplying farms which the plant would help them to 
develop their farms get certification of the standard required by the buyers. To do this, it had 
to have its own extension teams to provide technical suggestion and consultation to shrimp 
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farmers who were partnered with the plant. At the present, the plant needed to buy shrimp 
from BAP certified farms to fulfill demand from the international buyers. 

The respondent stated that different requirement from the buyers had made 
higher cost to produce shrimp products. Not only BAP and ASC were required, some 
customers want sterile shrimp products which were more difficult to produce. To produce 
this kind of products, water would be needed much more. Workers on the production line 
had to clean their hands with clean water every half an hour, twice more frequent from the 
previous practice which required the workers to clean their hand every hour. By doing this, 
each worker’s productivity was decrease significantly.  

The respondent’s opinion, it would be impossible to have a common shrimp GAP 
standard certification accepted by all buyers. Because, right now, each country had their own 
shrimp production standard requirements. If the common shrimp production standard was 
to be established, it had to be agreed upon by all the shrimp buying countries. The possibility 
for the success was very low. The common shrimp production standard should meet all the 
requirements required by each shrimp buying country. At the same time this common shrimp 
GAP standard had to be weighed by the shrimp processors who had to consider about 
production costs and export orders of shrimp products. The respondent considered that the 
common shrimp GAP standard could not generate more orders but rather increase burdens 
to the producers. The respondent viewed it was better to rely on capability of the processing 
plant to meet diverse demands from the shrimp buyers. 

The respondent had no problem with the DOF promoting ASEAN Shrimp GAP as 
an international certification standard for Thai shrimp farmers. There should be no problem 
for the shrimp processing industry as long as the ASEAN Shrimp GAP program did not add 
extra cost to the production of shrimp products. All the buying countries wanted to promote 
their standards so Thai Government would be very tiresome promoting the ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP standard. 
 The 2nd Respondent  

This processing plant produced frozen and processed whiteleg shrimp for exporting to 
Japan, USA, Australia and New Zealand. It used about 15,000 tons of raw whiteleg shrimp 
annually. All shrimp was bought through brokers. These brokers would be asked by the plant 
what size or type of shrimp it needed for production lines. Most of shrimp it bought generally 
was CoC or DOF’s GAP certified. If it wanted to export shrimp products to countries require 
higher standard, it would require raw shrimp from BAP or ASC certified shrimp farms. What it 
concerned most when purchase raw shrimp for production were antibiotic contamination, 
food safety, size and other defects. It had no problem with acquiring raw shrimp with certain 
standards certification.  

Generally, it would communicate with the shrimp farmers what kinds of raw 
shrimp it needed through its listed brokers. It stressed on shrimp farming practices that follow 
rules and regulations laid out by the Government and kinds of drug allowed to use in farm 
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and stop using drugs 3 weeks prior to harvesting, among the others. If it found that the shrimp 
farmers it purchased the raw shrimp from did not follow the regulations, they would be black 
listed and withdrawn from the approval vendor list by its brokers. It required that all of its 
shrimp brokers had to compile and maintain approval vendor lists of the shrimp farmers who 
were eligible to supply raw shrimp to the processing plant.  

When this processing plant compete for shrimp products orders in the 
international markets, it usually had to compete with sellers from India and Viet Nam. 
However, considering antibiotic contamination, Thai shrimp products were considered to be 
of better quality. Shrimp products from India or Viet Nam had history of finding antibiotic in 
their shrimp products. The major problem for Thai shrimp products was insufficient supply 
of raw shrimp due to major disease outbreak occurring in the last few years which caused 
significant drop in farmed shrimp production supply, especially of the whiteleg shrimp. 
Considering of what already mentioned, the respondent mentioned that the common shrimp 
GAP standard certification would not help Thailand shrimp products industry. The plant did 
not have problem with complying to more stringent standards but rather it did not have 
enough raw shrimp to produce shrimp products for sale. It could not enable Thailand to 
export more shrimp products. Also, labor cost in Thailand was much higher than in Viet Nam. 
Even both had their shrimp certified with the common shrimp GAP standard, production cost 
would be different because of the labor cost. If shrimp products from these two processors 
were of the same quality, shrimp products from Viet Nam would have more advantage over 
from Thailand because the buyers would certainly consider price as the major factor when 
they made decision to buy which products.  

The idea of having one common shrimp GAP standard to substitute other 
international shrimp standards required by buyers such as the ASEAN Shrimp GAP also had 
its own benefits. It would help reducing complexity of choosing appropriated standards to 
fulfil needs of the buyers which were diverse. The shrimp farmers would be easier to adopt 
only one GAP standard. However, the processor plant would not gain benefit from this 
because it did not import raw shrimp from other ASEAN Member States. It already had 
sufficient supply from Thai shrimp farms. Although the common shrimp GAP standard scheme 
would make good quality raw shrimp for processing but such standard was not enough to 
get accepted by the buyers in USA or EU. The respondent considered that BAP was a better 
standard which was well accepted by international shrimp products buyers. So it would make 
more sense if the Government should, instead, promote BAP or ASC standards among the 
shrimp farmers. Right now, there was about 5 percent of the shrimp farms that produced BAP 
certified shrimp and the respondent considered that the Government should help the shrimp 
farmers so the number of BAP certified farms would move up to 10 percent. This would help 
increasing shrimp products export to international markets. At that time, the processing plant 
had sponsored shrimp farm the cost of BAP certification for the amount of 100,000 baht per 
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farm. It was not condition the farms it sponsored that had to sell the BAP certified shrimp to 
the plant only.  

The respondent suggested methods that could be used for the promotion of a 
certain standard were including: 1. providing knowledge to the shrimp farmers, 2. making the 
standard a compulsory standard, or 3 providing incentives, e.g. if a shrimp farm was ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP certified, it would get a special privilege. If the standard was voluntary, it would 
get no attention from the shrimp farmers. 

The respondent considered that the benefit of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP could not 
be found, marketing-wise. This was because shrimp importing countries or international 
shrimp buyers could buy shrimp products from any producers, not necessary from Thailand. 
They would make decision based mainly on the price. The respondents had to accept this 
reality. The Government should promote the standard that made Thai shrimp products 
recognized as to being premium products. Buyers’ decisions were the main obstacles. BAP 
and ASC were the highest international standard for shrimp farms. With these standards, Thai 
shrimp products could be exported to anywhere. Processing plants were not interested in 
the ASEAN Shrimp GAP because their customers only wanted to buy products made from 
BAP certified shrimp. Instead, he needed the Thai Government to increase number of BAP 
certified shrimp farms so that the processing plants could export their shrimp products more. 
Right now, Thailand could not compete on the price of the shrimp products with other ASEAN 
countries because of higher labor cost. It had to compete with other shrimp exporting 
countries by selling premium grade shrimp products. 

The Government should stop its attempt to promote the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. This 
standard had no future. The respondents would not get any benefit from adopting this 
standard. You could ask all the concerned parties, the shrimp farmers, the processors or              
the buyers if they could gain any benefit from the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard. 

If the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard was getting accepted by all the concerned 
parties, it would be a given fact that there would be fewer buyers of Thai shrimp products 
(because of its higher price). With the widely adopted ASEAN Shrimp GAP, the respondents 
could be sure of high quality raw shrimp and thus high quality shrimp products. But now, 
respondents already believed in the quality of Thai raw shrimp and Thai shrimp products 
were accepted worldwide. Respondents had sufficient supply of Thai raw shrimp. 
Respondents could import raw shrimp if it was not enough local shrimp supply but               
the imported shrimp had to pass all the Thai Food and Drug Administration (FDA) quality 
regulations. Only the ASEAN Shrimp GAP was not enough to guarantee food safety standard 
of shrimp imported.  
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Discussions and Conclusions 

 
1. Discussions 

 
Target population for this study was marine shrimp processing plants in Thailand 

and the respondents were from the Thai Frozen Food Association from which most of the 
shrimp processing plants were members. General profile of the respondents can be 
summarized as the followings.  

1.1 Processing plant had position within the plants as quality control heads or 
managers or other positions who were related to raw shrimp quality decision making (85.2%). 
The shrimp processing plants represented by the respondents in this study were located in 
different provinces, mostly along the coastal areas of the Gulf of Thailand. These plants were 
not far from the important shrimp farming areas where they could easily acquire raw shrimp 
for their production lines. Most of them mainly produced frozen and processed shrimp 
products. Shrimp used were mostly whiteleg shrimp (77.8%). However, a few respondents’ 
processing plants also incorporated other seafood production lines such as squid and mollusc 
reflecting the needs to diverse their products responding to some supplies of farmed shrimp 
in Thailand and less demand of shrimp products of major international buyers. They exported 
most of their products. USA was the major destination where more than a half of the plants 
exported their products to. EU, ASEAN and Japan were the other major exported markets. 
These data were in accordance with exported data reported by Tunchareon et al. (2016). 
The respondents acquired most of the raw shrimps from shrimp brokers who were 
responsible for supplying specified quality and quantity raw shrimp to the processing plants 
to ease management burden of acquiring raw shrimp by themselves. Very few bought directly 
from the shrimp farms. In other words, these processing plants could indirectly influence 
practice decisions of the shrimp farmers through their shrimp brokers. However, some big 
processing plants had their own extension units giving advices to the farmers and helping them 
to produce raw shrimp with suitable quality to their demands.  

The shrimp farming standard of the raw farmed shrimp used by most of the 
respondents’ processing plants were GAP and COC standards of the DOF (used by 90.4% of 
the plants). These standards were the basic requirement for raw shrimp to be produced for 
export by processing plants. However, another important shrimp farming standard required 
by the respondents was BAP (used by 28.6% of the plants) which was a requirement for the 
shrimp products to be exported to major buyers in the USA. Cost for getting BAP certification 
for the shrimp farm was rather high (about 2,000 US Dollars per farm as mentioned by Shrimp 
Center.com. 2019), so it was very difficult for the marine shrimp farms in general to pay for 
the certification themselves. In this regard, some respondents said in the interviews that the 
processing plants had to pay for the cost of BAP certification to ensure that they could have 
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farms that produced BAP certified shrimp to sell raw shrimp to them. This reflects the 
importance of the USA market for Thailand shrimp products. There were few respondents 
purchasing shrimp with TAS 7401 (Thailand national shrimp GAP) and ASC certified standards. 

1.2 Shrimp supply problems related to acquiring raw marine shrimp for the 
respondents’ processing plants were various. More than eighty percent of the respondents 
stated that they could not secure certain supply of the raw shrimp they need for their plants. 
Quality of the shrimp also be their major problems in terms of inconsistency as well as sub-
par shrimp quality. These problems seem to be directly related to the problems they found 
when exporting shrimp products because some major exported markets required many 
different standards, and requirements for those standard certifications were difficult to 
practice by Thai shrimp farmers so there were not many farms that were able to supply the 
required quality farmed shrimp. With the in-depth interviews, it was found that these 
problems were found more by the smaller processing plants than the bigger processing plants 
because the big processing plants had more resources and methods to ensure steady supply 
of qualified farmed shrimp, e.g. using its own registered brokers to buy shrimp from qualified 
farms instead of buying from general brokers. At the same time, the processing plants 
exporting shrimp products to USA and EU would have difficulty acquire certified farmed 
shrimp because of the higher and stricter of the requirements required by those markets. 
Again, this also became a greater problem for the smaller processing plants than the bigger 
processing plants which were able to encourage the shrimp farmers to practice the more 
difficult GAP standards. 

1.3 Opinions towards other shrimp exporting ASEAN Member States were another 
issue. Although the ASEAN Shrimp GAP was created on the basis of cooperation among the 
shrimp exporting ASEAN Member States in order to boost their bargain power over the shrimp 
importing nations (ASEAN Shrimp Alliance, 2018), most of the respondents indicated that they 
considered other shrimp exporting ASEAN Member States as their competitors (76.9%). This 
was because most of the companies in the other ASEAN Member States were producing 
similar shrimp products and exporting to the same international markets. This opinion could 
post problems for cooperation within the ASEAN on developing common ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
Standard recognized by shrimp importing countries. It would be difficult to build trust among 
the ASEAN Member States during the ASEAN Shrimp GAP development. This may contribute, 
partly, to tardiness of adoption of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP among shrimp farms in the ASEAN 
Member States. 

1.4 The ASEAN Shrimp GAP was pretty much still in the stage of introduction of 
the standard in Thailand, at the time of data collection period of this study (in 2018), the 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP There were only 37 shrimp farms that practiced the TAS 7401 which have 
been harmonized to the ASEAN Shrimp GAP (DOF, 2018). Most of the respondents were still 
not sure about the future of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP in Thailand, i.e. whether it would be 
success in term of wide adoption by the concerned parties and whether its impact would be 
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effective as its intended purposes. As a result, the respondents’ opinions toward the success 
of the standard among the respondents were varied depending on the questions. 

It was found that more than half of the respondents (55.6%) did not aware of or 
know about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP even though it had been around for sometimes and all 
the respondents were in charge of considering the standards of the raw farmed shrimp bought 
into their processing plants. This could reflect how the ASEAN Shrimp GAP had been informed 
among the parties concerned. Again, this problem could impede the success of adoption of 
the ASEAN Shrimp GAP in Thailand. Although the respondents of this study were not the 
shrimp farmers who were the target for adoption of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP but the shrimp 
processing plants were one of the most important influencing factors that, directly and 
indirectly, dictated what kind of standards should the shrimp farmers practice to have their 
farmed shrimp certified. This had been implied by the respondents in their questionnaires 
and interviews. It also was a simple logic that the shrimp farms had to produce what was 
demanded by the shrimp buyers of which the processing plants were the major players. 

Among the respondents who had knowledge about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP, most 
of them thought that the ASEAN Shrimp GAP could benefit the processor plants (66.7%) and 
to the shrimp farmers (60%)  in terms of improving the overall quality of farmed shrimp 
coming into the plants.  They also thought about better quality raw shrimp imported from 
other ASEAN countries to be used in their processing plants as indicated by some respondents 
in the in-depth interviews. In a sense, widely adoption of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP among Thai 
shrimp farms and among other ASEAN Member States shrimp farms would help Thai shrimp 
processor plants have easier access to more selection of better-quality raw farmed shrimp. 
However, some respondents argued that the ASEAN Shrimp GAP would be of little benefit 
because it was still not recognized by international buyers. The ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard 
was not equivalent and comparable to the well-recognized international standards, e.g. BAP 
and ASC which were demanded by the major international markets of shrimp products from 
Thailand. 

From this findings, it could be implied that, most of the shrimp processing plants, 
if they learned about the ASEAN shrimp GAP standard and considering its objectives, would 
have positive opinions towards the ASEAN shrimp GAP. Thus, the wide adoption of the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP in Thailand may be partly impeded by a lack of knowledge of the ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP among the shrimp processors who had direct and indirect influence over the shrimp 
farmers concerning decision about the shrimp GAP standard practices. Additional information 
from the in-depth interviews showed that almost all the respondents welcome the idea of 
having one common shrimp GAP standard accepted by most international markets. This idea 
was proposed by the ASEAN Shrimp GAP as one of its objectives (ASEAN Shrimp Alliance, 2018).  

More respondents who had knowledge about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP believed 
that it could become a standard accepted by all the international buyers but to be this 
success, it was not enough just to introduce the standard to the shrimp farms and to the 
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shrimp processing plants.  The respondents said that the governments and the concerned 
parties had to do more to make all the shrimp farms practice the ASEAN Shrimp GAP and to 
make the international buyers trust the standard.  But they thought that it was still very far 
from the success at the moment. 

Another group of the respondents (30%) believed that it was impossible for the 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP to become common standard of the ASEAN for exporting shrimp because 
it was very difficult to persuade the major shrimp product buyers to accept the ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP standard since they already had their own certain standard required for farmed shrimp 
products they bought.  Cooperation among the ASEAN shrimp producing states to increase 
their bargaining power with the buyers was not easy because they produced similar products 
and competed for selling in the same market. Because of these reasons, it would be difficult 
to ask the Thai shrimp farmers to accept the ASEAN Shrimp GAP because it could not provide 
i.e. they could sell their farmed shrimp easier at a higher price. 

However, in practice, it was very difficult for the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to transform 
into common ASEAN Shrimp GAP Standard accepted by most major buying countries.  As 
mentioned by the respondents in their questionnaires and in-depth interviews that most of 
the major buyers required particular Shrimp GAP standards of which they considered to be 
higher standards than the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard.  Also, the competitive atmosphere 
among the ASEAN shrimp exporting states made it difficult for sincere and fully cooperative 
drive to put forward the ASEAN Shrimp GAP as the only standard for shrimp the ASEAN 
Member States export to the world.  At the present, it seems it is the buyers who make the 
decision which GAP standards they want for the shrimp products they are going to purchase. 
The Thai shrimp processor plants, in response to the demand, have to hastily acquire that 
particular standard certified raw farmed shrimp for their plants in order to secure the orders 
beating other competitors both from other ASEAN Member States and from other parts of the world. 

Thai shrimp industry had transformed greatly in the past few years. This was due 
to the major disease outbreak of early mortality syndrome (EMS) or Acute Hepatopancreatic 
Necrosis Disease (AHPND) from 2012 to 2016 which caused significant reduction of shrimp 
production from Thai shrimp farms (Songsangjinda and Polchana, 2016). Export of shrimp 
products from Thailand had been steadily declined from 2012. Thailand exported only 200 
thousand metric tons in 2017 (TRIS, 2018) compared to 500 thousand metric tons in 2007 
(Jamplai, 2010). Lower shrimp production from farms along with higher cost of labor had 
made shrimp products from Thailand less competitive, price-wise, in the world markets 
compared to those products from Viet Nam, Indonesia or India (Panichpatanakij and 
Siriburananond, 2018). As had been mentioned by some respondents in the in-depth 
interviews, wide adoption of ASEAN Shrimp GAP in ASEAN shrimp production countries will 
assure the shrimp processors and buyers that using raw marine shrimp from shrimp farms in 
any ASEAN Member States will be of the same quality because they are all certified with the 
same ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard. If labor cost for shrimp production in some ASEAN 
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countries are cheaper than Thailand, it will be more rational for the Thai shrimp processors 
to buy raw farmed shrimp from other ASEAN shrimp production states instead of buying from 
Thai marine shrimp farmers. In other words, the ASEAN Shrimp GAP can wipe out competitive 
advantage of producing better quality shrimp from Thai marine shrimp farms.  

Although exporting shrimp products from Thailand has a higher cost than other 
shrimp exporters including Viet Nam, India and Indonesia, Thai shrimp production still has 
advantages in the quality aspects such as farming and production technologies, labor skill, 
supporting industries and high quality and tailor-made production (Panichpatanakij and 
Siriburananond, 2018). Thailand can no longer compete with other shrimp exporting nation 
price-wise. It has to move to the more niche markets with higher quality shrimp requirements 
with the ability to cater shrimp products to special needs of the customers. With this trend, 
the ability to produce products with varied GAP standards certified raw shrimp might be 
necessary for Thai shrimp processors. 

 
2. Conclusions 
 

The study collected data from 29 respondents who were representatives from 
processing plants which were members of the Thai Frozen Food Association. Almost all of 
them were producing frozen fishery products (92.6%) from the whiteleg shrimp (96.3%). All 
of them exported their products to international markets of which USA, EU, ASEAN, Japan 
and Canada were their major destinations. To acquire raw shrimp for the processing plants, 
brokers or middle persons played vital role in the acquisition of shrimp from shrimp farmers 
(64.0 %). The respondents indicated various shrimp GAP standards of their requirements for 
the supplied shrimp but DOF GAP standard was the major certified standard of the shrimp 
they bought into the production lines (71.4%). Problems found for shrimp supply were various 
but the major ones were uncertain supply (84.6%), unstable price (21.5%), and high price 
(61.5%). On the other side, when they were exporting shrimp products to international buyers, 
the major problems found was numerous standards requirements for shrimp depending on 
countries and companies they exported the shrimp products to (73.9%). Considering 
cooperation in exporting shrimp products among the ASEAN shrimp exporting countries, most 
of the respondents still regarded other ASEAN countries as competitors because they also 
exported similar shrimp products (76.9%). It can be included from the study as followings.  

Knowledge about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP was not well perceived by the 
processing plants in Thailand since more than half of the respondents in this study (55.6%) 
never heard of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. This considered to be a major problem for the progress 
of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP development in Thailand. Among the processing plants which had 
knowledge about the standard 66.7 percent of them saw that the standard could be of 
benefits to the processing plants because it could strengthen the quality of shrimp produced 
in Thailand and enable shrimp trade among the ASEAN countries. There were also those who 
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did not see benefit from adopting the ASEAN Shrimp GAP in Thailand (33.3 %) because they 
thought that the ASEAN Shrimp GAP was very far from recognition or even unknown by the 
major shrimp buyers. However, more respondents (50%) thought that the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
was necessary for Thailand because it would facilitate exporting of shrimp from Thailand and 
at the same time reducing complexity of producing multiple standards of shrimp certification for export.  

According to the respondents, the ASEAN Shrimp GAP was still not well 
recognized by most international buyers and it was very difficult to make the shrimp buyers 
to accept the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard because they already had their own preferred 
standards. In addition, the current situation of declining market dominant of Thai shrimp 
products in the international markets as well as high production cost of Thai shrimp products 
had made the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard increasingly less beneficial to Thai shrimp farms 
and shrimp processing plants. 

In order to improve the situation, some respondents (60%) suggested that it was 
possible for the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to be recognizes by all the international buyers. This 
would need cooperation among the ASEAN shrimp producing countries. Also, in Thailand, the 
Government, particularly the Department of Fisheries had to work hard on promoting the 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard among the shrimp farms and processing plants and, at the same 
time, negotiating with important international shrimp product buyers to accept products 
made with the ASEAN Shrimp GAP certified shrimp. The in-depth interviews revealed that 
adoption of ASEAN Shrimp GAP would simplify the shrimp GAP standard problems facing by 
the shrimp farmers and shrimp processors because they would need only one ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP standard, providing the standard was well recognized in the international markets. The 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard would enable the shrimp processor plants to avoid shortage of 
raw shrimp for their production lines because they could acquire raw shrimp from other 
ASEAN Member States with the same quality as Thai shrimp. 

Some respondents were not fully agreeable with the proposal of one common 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard because it was impossible to fulfill. Right now the buyers were 
the ones who dictated what type of shrimp GAP standard the processors had to acquire to 
produce shrimp products to sell to them. Each international buyers already had their own 
shrimp production standard requirements. Some perceived that the ASEAN Shrimp GAP if 
adopted by the ASEAN Member States would make Thailand has less advantages in the 
international markets because the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard would make shrimp 
production by the ASEAN Member States have the same level of quality but, with Thailand 
having higher labor cost, shrimp production would bear a higher price compared to shrimp 
production from Viet Nam or Indonesia. They believed that the international buyers would 
certainly consider price as the major factor when they made decision to buy shrimp products.  
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Recommendations 
 

 1. If Thailand still want to push forward with the effort to make higher adoption 
of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP among the shrimp farmers in Thailand, it is advice by this study 
that the Department of Fisheries and other related agencies should also make more efforts 
to promote the ASEAN Shrimp GAP among the shrimp processors instead of only the shrimp 
farmers the practitioners of the standard. Wider knowledge about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP, i.e. 
its objectives, application and usefulness among shrimp processors can lead to wider practice 
of the Standard by Thai shrimp farmers. In addition, the Government should try to persuade 
Thai shrimp products buyers to accept the ASEAN Shrimp GAP certified shrimp more. This will 
help create higher demand for the ASEAN Shrimp GAP certified shrimp from the Thai shrimp farms. 
 2. The ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard should not be static. It needs to be steady 
evolved overtime in order to be always relevant to the ever-changing needs of the 
international markets. However, it seems, it has been created without clear mechanism for 
evolvement, i.e. who will start initiative improvement of the standard because it is based on 
voluntary basis of the Member States and with a working committee. There is no sense of 
ownership of the standard and involving hierarchical procedure. Making a change will be 
difficult and taking time.  
 3. At the present, Thailand can no longer compete with other major shrimp 
exporter countries in the international shrimp products markets with lower price shrimp 
products. With the adoption of ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard alone cannot increase 
competitiveness of Thai shrimp products in the international markets because other ASEAN 
Member States, particularly Viet Nam and Indonesia, also have capacity to produce shrimp 
certified with the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard the same quality as Thailand shrimp farmers 
do but with a cheaper price. However, Thailand still has advantages over other shrimp 
exporting countries with its capability to produce sophisticated shrimp products tailored to 
the typical needs of the consumers in the international up-markets. This has made the shrimp 
processors has to acquire not only high quality sanitary raw shrimp but also more                        
eco-friendly, sustainably or organically-produced. This kind of quality shrimp is beyond the 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard. Thai shrimp farmers have advantages over shrimp farmers in 
other countries that they are capable of producing very high quality shrimp which is very 
difficult to produce and thus, enable the shrimp processors to continue exporting high-value 
shrimp products to the international markets. Instead of focusing mainly on promoting the 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard, it will be wiser for Thailand to support and encourage its shrimp 
farmers to develop capability to produce higher and stricter GAP standards required by 
international up-markets. 
 4. The ASEAN Shrimp GAP can be useful for Thai shrimp processors for making 
steady supply of quality raw shrimp for their production lines with additional supply from 
other ASEAN states. There are many buying countries which were customers of Thai shrimp 
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processing plants which do not require very stringent GAP standards for the shrimp products 
imported into their countries. For this purpose, Thai shrimp processing plants can 
conveniently acquire raw shrimp from either domestic shrimp farms or from other ASEAN 
states’shrimp farms because they will be certified with the same ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard. 
However, without proper measures to control, this convenience can create negative impacts 
to domestic shrimp farmers. Thai Government still need to have proper measure in place to 
make sure that raw shrimp produced by Thai shrimp farms was the first priority that the 
processing plants have to buy. 
 5. Important decision making by the Thai Government concerning the future of 
the ASEAN Shrimp GAP in Thailand, although implied by this study as irrelevant to Thailand 
shrimp production situation at the present, should be supported by more studies. A study 
on opinion of the Thai shrimp farmers on the ASEAN Shrimp GAP will make decision about 
the ASEAN Shrimp GAP in Thailand be more comprehensive. 
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Appendix a 
 

Acknowledgement 

This questionnaire is a part of the research “A Study on Opinions of Marine Shrimp 
Processing Plants towards the ASEAN Shrimp GAP for Marine Shrimp Farming in Thailand” .          
It has the main goal to understand how the ASEAN Shrimp GAP is perceived by Thai shrimp 
processing plants.  This understanding is needed for determining the possibility of and 
providing recommendations for promoting of the ASEAN Shrimp GAP for marine shrimp 
farming in Thailand. It also helps improving the ASEAN Shrimp GAP program in Thailand to be 
more effective and responsible to needs of the parties involved.  

Therefore, the Department of Fisheries would like to ask for cooperation from 
you, as the representative of shrimp processing plant to answer questions in this 
questionnaire candidly according to your opinions.  Your answer in this questionnaire will be 
confidential and will be used solely for the research and will be revealed to outsiders. 
Research results will be published as a research paper of which information is provided in 
forms of numbers and general information and you will be kept as anonymous. 

The Department of Fisheries thanks you for your kind cooperation in this matter.   
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Questionnaire: A Study on Opinions of Marine Shrimp Processing Plants towards the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP for Marine Shrimp Culture in Thailand  

Explanation: Please answer questions as indicated by selecting answers you consider 
as true or direct to your opinion by marking  in the front box  of the answer of 
choice or writing down answers in the space provided. 

Topic Answer 
General Information  

1. Yourself Name..........................Surname.............................. 
- Gender   Female               Male 
Age.............years 
Your position in the office..................................................... 

2. Your Office Company Name........................................................... 
Address………………………………………………………… 
…………………………………………………………………… 

3. Production Type(s)  Frozen                 Processing                 can 
4. Cultured marine shrimp used as raw 
material 

 Whiteleg shrimp      Black tiger prawn      
 Both 

5. Fish(es) used as raw material  Tuna            Whiteleg Shrimp           Squid       
Other marine shrimps       Other fish............................ 

6. Factory size Worker Numbers..................... persons  
Production Capacity........................................tons/year 

7. Percentage of shrimp products 
exported compared to total production 
capacity 

 100 %             <100 - 80%     <80- 60%               
 <60 -  40%      <40 -20%         < 20% 

8. Country of exporting destination for 
your shrimp products 

 USA             EU            Canada    

 Russia          China         ASEAN        
 Africa      Eastern Europe   Other(s)....................... 

9. Quantity of shrimp bought by the 
plant per month  

About..................... kg/month 

10. Procurement of raw shrimp supply 
and percent of each source 

 Contracted farms ........%  
 Brokers..............% 
 Own farm(s)…………% 
 Shrimp farm in general...........% 
 Other (please specify)......................... about.........% 
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10.Problems found in raw shrimp 
procurement (select more than 1 answers 
if need) 

 Uncertain supply quantity 
 Below standard quality 
 Inconsistent quality 
 High price 
 Unstable price  
 Others (Please specify) .............................................. 

11. Shrimp GAP standards used for export 
products 

1................................................................. 
2................................................................. 
3.................................................................. 
4.................................................................. 

12. Main problems concerning exporting 
shrimp GAP standards  
(select more than 1 answers if needed) 

 Shrimp GAP standards required by imported countries 
were difficult and were expensive to implement 
 Shrimp GAP standards required were various 
 Private importers had their own required shrimp GAP 
standards  
 Difficult to find farms that produce shrimp according 
to the required standards 
 Others (Please specify).................................................. 

13. Obstacles concerning shrimp GAP 
standard found in the country you are 
exporting shrimp products to. (select more 
than 1 answers if need)  

 Country .................... Obstacle............................... 
........................................................ ................................... 
 Country .................... Obstacle............................... 
........................................................ ................................... 
 Country .................... Obstacle............................... 
........................................................ ................................... 
 Country .................... Obstacle............................... 
........................................................ ................................... 

14. Whether do you think of other ASEAN 
shrimp exporting countries as your alliance 
or competitor? How is it so? 

 Competitors because they also exported same 
products but were cheaper or received GSP or better 
quality 
 Alliances that could be cooperated or network in the 
matters of marketing and technologies exchange  
 Independent, neither competitor or alliance, that 
each country had its own markets 
 Others (Please specify)...................................................... 

ASEAN Shrimp GAP   
15. Do you know about ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP? 

 No, I don’t know (No more question for you).  
 Yes, but don’t know about the detail.   
 Yes, but know just a little.    
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 Yes, I know and understand very well. 

16 If you know, from which sources you 
heard about the ASEAN Shrimp GAP? 

 Department of Fisheries (including its branch offices)  
 Producer associations     Other entrepreneurs   
 Mass media newspaper, TV)  Internet .......................  
 Shrimp farmers           Others (Please specify).......... 

Opinion  

17. Do you think whether the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP is useful to your business or 
not? How? 
 

 Not useful because .......................................................... 
…………………………………………………….……………………………………. 
 Useful because ..................................................................... 
……………………………………………………………..……………………………. 
 Others (Please specify)...................................................... 
......................................................................................................... 

18. Do you think the ASEAN Shrimp GAP is 
useful to marine shrimp farmers or not? 
How? 

 Not useful because .......................................................... 
…………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 Useful because ..................................................................... 
……………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 Others (Please specify)....................................................... 

19. Does Thailand need to have the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP? Why? 

 Yes because it will facilitate exporting of shrimp 
products from Thailand. Also, the standard will help 
reducing the difficulty of multiple GAP standards 
presently required by importing countries.  
 Neutral with or with out the ASEAN Shrimp GAP, it 
does not have any effect to Thailand.  
 No because it is useless but rather its implementation 
will increase the production cost. 
 Others (Please specify)....................................................... 

20. If the ASEAN Shrimp GAP is fully 
implemented will it affect positively or 
negatively to exporting of your shrimp 
products? How? 

Positively please specify...................................................... 
. ...................................................................................................  
Negatively please specify .................................................... 
............................................................................. ........................... 

21. In your own opinion, will the ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP be accepted by the shrimp 
buyer countries? 

 Possible because................................................................. 
................................................................................................  
 Impossible because................................................................ 
.......................................................................... ...................... 
 Others (Please specify)....................................................... 

22. Can the ASEAN Shrimp GAP create 
partnership among the producers and 

 Can because ASEAN already cooperation among 
countries within the region. 
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exporters within the ASEAN countries? 
Why? 

 Can because the ASEAN Shrimp GAP will help 
increase bargain power with the buying countries. 
 Cannot because each country produce the same 
products and exports to the same market. 
 Others (Please specify)....................................................... 

23. If the Thai Government needs to 
reinforce the implementation of the 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP in Thailand, how do 
you think you, as the private sector, can 
support the Government action? (can 
select more than one answers) 

 Buy raw shrimp from the ASEAN Shrimp GAP certified 
farms more 
 Help promote the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to the oversea 
buying partners to make it more recognized among the 
buyers.  
 Support the farms the company buy shrimp from to 
adopt the ASEAN Shrimp GAP.  
 Let the market mechanism works if there is high 
demand for the ASEAN Shrimp GAP certified shrimp 
products, both processing plants and marine shrimp 
farms will certainly turn to the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
standard. 
 Others (Please specify) ....................................................... 

Suggestions for ASEAN Shrimp GAP improvement 
24. What are you considered as the most 
important obstacles for the ASEAN shrimp 
GAP to become the regional standard for 
ASEAN marine shrimp farming? (Please 
select no more than 3 answers) 

 Distrust among the ASEAN members. 
 Being competitors because of producing similar 
products.  
 Unclear agreement toward the ASEAN Shrimp GAP. 
 Uncertain future benefits gained.  
 Complexity of the standard certified practices. 
 Not yet an accepted shrimp GAP standard among the 
buying countries or companies. 
 Others (Please specify) ......................................................... 

25.How can the ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
become the common shrimp GAP 
standard for the ASEAN?  

 Promote the standard more within the country. 
 Negotiate with the countries and or companies to 
make them accept the ASEAN Shrimp GAP standard. 
 Give information and assist the marine shrimp farmers 
on complying with the ASEAN Shrimp GAP by the DOF. 
 Make the ASEAN Shrimp GAP the compulsory 
standard for marine shrimp farming. 
 Others (Please specify) ......................................................... 
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ค ำอธิบำยส ำหรับแบบสอบถำม 
 

แบบสอบถามฉบับนี้เป็นส่วนหนึ่งของการวิจัยเรื่อง การศึกษาความคิดเห็นของโรงงานแปรรูป
กุ้งทะเลที่มีต่อมาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp GAP ส าหรับการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งทะเลของประเทศไทย มีวัตถุประสงค์
เพ่ือศึกษาความเป็นไปได้และข้อเสนอแนะในการใช้มาตรฐานของกลุ่มประเทศอาเซียนส าหรับการเพาะเลี้ยง
กุ้ง (ASEAN Shrimp GAP) เพ่ือส่งเสริมการส่งออกผลิตภัณฑ์กุ้งทะเลไปยังต่างประเทศ รวมถึงการเพ่ิมมูลค่า
ผลิตภัณฑ์ และอ านาจการต่อรองในการเจรจาซื้อขายของประเทศสมาชิก โดยคาดหวังว่าผลที่ได้จากการวิจัย
จะช่วยให้กรมประมงปรับปรุงแนวทางการส่งเสริมมาตรฐานการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้ง (ASEAN Shrimp GAP) ให้ตรง
กับความต้องการของผู้ที่เกี่ยวข้องและมีประสิทธิภาพมากข้ึน 

ในการนี้กรมประมงจึงขอความร่วมมือจากท่านในฐานะผู้แทนของโรงงานผู้ผลิตและส่งออก
ผลิตภัณฑ์กุ้งทะเล ในการตอบแบบสอบถามตามความเป็นจริง หรือที่ตรงกับความคิดเห็นของท่าน โดย
ค าตอบของท่านที่ปรากฏในแบบสอบถามที่ส่งกลับให้แก่กรมประมงจะถือเป็นความลับ โดยจะไม่มีการน าไป
เปิดเผยต่อผู้อ่ืนนอกเหนือจากการน ามาใช้ในการวิเคราะห์และวิจัยเท่านั้น และผลที่ได้จะถูกเผยแพร่ใน
ลักษณะของเอกสารการวิจัยที่น าเสนอข้อมูลในภาพรวม โดยไม่มีการเปิดเผยชื่อหรือข้อมูลของผู้ให้ข้อมูลแต่
อย่างใด  

กรมประมงและผู้วิจัยขอขอบคุณอย่างยิ่งที่ท่านให้ความร่วมมือในการตอบแบบสอบถามฉบับนี้ 
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แบบสอบถาม โครงการศึกษาความคาดหวังและข้อจ ากัดของโรงงานแปรรูปกุ้งทะเลต่อการขายผล
ผลิตภัณฑ์กุ้งท่ีได้รับการรับรองภายใต้มาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp GAP 

ค าอธิบาย โปรดตอบแบบสอบถาม โดยเขียนค าตอบตามความเป็นจริง หรือตามความคิดเห็นของท่านลงใน
ช่องว่างที่ก าหนดให้ หรือ ท าเครื่องหมาย ลงใน  หน้าข้อความที่ตรงกับค าตอบที่ตรงที่สุด 

หวัข้อ ค ำถำม 
ข้อมูลท่ัวไป  
1. ผู้ตอบค ำถำม ช่ือ...........................นำมสกลุ.............................. 

 เพศ   หญิง               ชำย 
อำย.ุ............ปี 
ต ำแหนง่ในหนว่ยงำน.......................................................... 

2. สถานที่ท างาน ชื่อบริษัท ............................................................................. 
ที่อยู่ ………………………………………………………………………….. 
……………………………………………………………………………..…… 

3. ประเภทของกิจการ แช่เยือกแข็ง                   แปรรูป                 กระป๋อง 
4. พันธุ์กุ้งทะเลจากการเพาะเลี้ยงที่
น ามาใช้เป็นวัตถุดิบ 

 กุ้งขาว             กุ้งกุลาด า       ทั้งสองสายพันธุ์       

5. สัตว์น้ าที่เป็นวัตถุดิบหลักในการผลิต
ที่นอกเหนือจากกุ้งจากการเพาะเลี้ยง 

 ทูน่า            กุ้งทะเลอื่นๆ   ปลาหมึก        
 สัตว์น้ าอื่น (ระบุ)................................................................. 

6. ขนาดของโรงงาน จ านวนพนักงาน..................... คน  
ก าลังการผลิต (กิโลกรัม)................................................................ 

7. ปริมาณการส่งออกของผลิตภัณฑ์กุ้ง  
(คิดเป็นเปอร์เซ็นต์ของการผลิตเฉพาะกุ้ง) 

 100 %              <100 - 80%        <80- 60%               
 <60 -  40%      <40 -20%            < 20% 

8. ประเทศหลักท่ีบริษัทท่านได้ส่งออก
ผลิตภัณฑ์กุ้งไปจ าหน่าย 

 USA              EU              Canada    
 Russia           China         ASEAN        
 Africa             Eastern Europe   
 ประเทศอ่ืน (ระบุ)............................................................ 

9. ปริมาณกุ้งที่โรงงานท่านรับซื้อต่อ
เดือน  

ประมาณ..................... กก./เดือน 

10. การจัดหาวัตถุดิบกุ้งเพ่ือใช้ในการ
ผลิต 

 มีฟาร์มพันธสัญญา (contracted farming)                           
ปริมาณคิดเป็น............% 
 มีนายหน้าจัดหา ปริมาณคิดเป็น................% 
 รับจากฟาร์มของบริษัทเอง ปริมาณคิดเป็น...........% 
 รับจากฟาร์มทั่วไป ปริมาณคิดเป็น...........% 
 แหล่งอื่นๆ(ระบุ)..................................ปริมาณคิดเป็น.........% 

10.ปัญหาในการจัดหาวัตถุดิบ (เลือก
ค าตอบได้มากกว่า 1 ข้อ) 

 ปริมาณที่ได้ไม่สม่ าเสมอ 
 คุณภาพไม่ได้ตามมาตรฐานที่ต้องการ 
 คุณภาพไม่สม่ าเสมอ 
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 ราคาแพง 
 ราคาไม่คงท่ี 
  อ่ืนๆ (อธิบาย) ..................................................................... 
...................................................................................................  

11. มาตรฐานวัตถุดิบกุ้งที่โรงงานท่านใช้
เพ่ือการผลิตส าหรับการส่งออก 

1................................................................. 
2................................................................. 
3.................................................................. 
4................................................................... 

12. ปัญหาหลักด้านมาตรฐานต่อคุณภาพ
วัตถุดิบกุ้งที่จ าเป็นต้องใช้ในการส่งออกท่ี
โรงงานท่านพบ (ที่เป็นอุปสรรคในการ
ส่งออกกุ้ง) (เลือกค าตอบได้มากกว่า 1 
ข้อ) 

 ข้อก าหนดของมาตรฐานของประเทศผู้น าเข้ายากต่อการปฏิบัติ
และจ าเป็นต้องใช้ต้นทุนในการปฏิบัติให้สอดคล้องกับมาตรฐานมากจน
ไม่คุ้มต่อการลงทุน 
 มาตรฐานของประเทศท่ีน าเข้ามีความแตกต่างและหลากหลาย 
 ผู้น าเข้าท่ีเป็นเอกชนรายใหญ่ มีการก าหนดมาตรฐานของตัวเอง
ของสินค้ากุ้งที่ซ้ือ 
 หาแหล่งวัตถุดิบตามมาตรฐานที่ต้องการได้ยากหรือมีน้อย 
 อ่ืนๆ (ระบุ)....................................................................... 
........................................................................................... ...... 

13. อุปสรรคด้านมาตรฐานคุณภาพท่ี
โรงงานท่านพบในการส่งสินค้าออกไปยัง
ประเทศรับซื้อ แยกรายประเทศ 

 ประเทศ .................... อปุสรรคที่พบ................................. 
................................................................................ ................. 
 ประเทศ ..................... อุปสรรคท่ีพบ................................ 
................................................................................... ............... 
 ประเทศ ...................... อปุสรรคที่พบ................................ 
.............................................................................. .................... 
 ประเทศ ........................อุปสรรคที่พบ................................ 
............................................................................. ...................... 

14. ท่านคิดว่าประเทศผู้ส่งออกกุ้งอ่ืนใน
กลุ่มประเทศอาเซียน เป็นพันธมิตร หรือ
คู่แข่งของบริษัทท่าน? อย่างไร? (เลือก
ค าตอบเดียวที่ตรงกับความเห็นท่านที่สุด) 

 เป็นคู่แข่ง เพราะ มีผลิตภัณฑ์เหมือนกัน  แต่ราคาถูกกว่า หรือ
ได้รับสิทธิพิเศษจากประเทศผู้ซื้อ หรือคุณภาพดีกว่า 
 ร่วมมือกันได้ เพราะ ช่วยลดการแข่งขัน สามารถท าให้ราคาขายดี
ขึ้น แลกเปลี่ยนเทคโนโลยีการผลิตกันได้ ร่วมกันเป็นเครือข่ายการผลิต 
การตลาด 
 ต่างคนต่างอยู่ ขายคนละตลาดกัน 
 อ่ืนๆ โปรดระบุ........................................................................ 
............................................................................................... ........ 

ASEAN Shrimp GAP การรับรู้  
15. ท่านรับรู้ เรื่อง ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
หรือไม่ 

 ไม่ทราบ (ไม่ต้องตอบค าถามข้อที่ 16- 25 ต่อ)  
 เคยได้ยิน แต่ไม่รู้รายละเอียด  
 มีความรู้บ้างเล็กน้อย                 รู้และเข้าใจเป็นอย่างดี 

16 ถ้าทราบ ท่าน ทราบจากที่ใด กรมประมง (รวมหน่วยงานใน พท.)  
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 สมาคมผู้ผลิต                      ผู้ประกอบการรายอ่ืน   
 สื่อมวลชน (นสพ. โทรทัศน์)    เว็บไซด์ ............................  
เกษตรกรผู้เลี้ยงกุ้ง                 อ่ืนๆ ................................ 

ความคิดเห็น  
17. ASEAN Shrimp GAP (มาตรฐาน
การเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งทะเลที่ดีของ ASEAN) 
จะก่อให้เกิดประโยชน์ต่อโรงงานของท่าน
หรือไม่ อย่างไร? 

 ไม่มีประโยชน์ โปรดระบุเหตุผล 
....................................................................................................... 
มีประโยชน์ โปรดระบุเหตุผล 
................................................................................... ...................... 

18. ASEAN Shrimp GAP จะก่อให้เกิด
ประโยชน์ ต่อเกษตรกรผู้เลี้ยงกุ้ง หรือไม่ 
อย่างไร? 
 

 ไม่มีประโยชน์ โปรดระบุเหตุผล ............................................... 
……………………………………………………………………………………………. 
มีประโยชน์  โปรดระบุเหตุผล .................................................... 
………………………………………………………………………….…………………. 
อ่ืนๆ (อธิบาย)............................................................................... 
........................................................................ .................................. 

19. ประเทศไทยจ าเป็นต้องมี ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP หรือไม่ 

 ควรมี เพราะ จะท าให้การส่งออกสะดวกมากขึ้นและช่วยลด
มาตรฐานที่ซับซ้อนต่อวัตถุดิบกุ้ง 
 เฉยๆ มีหรือไม่มีก็ได้ เพราะไม่ได้ส่งผลอะไร 
 ไม่ควรมี เพราะไม่เกิดประโยชน์ใดๆ ยุ่งยากในทางปฏิบัติ และเสีย
ค่าใช้จ่ายมากขึ้น 
 อ่ืนๆ .................................................................................. 

20. หากมีการประกาศใช้ ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP ในประเทศไทยจะส่งผลใน
ทางบวก หรือทางลบต่อการส่งออก
ผลิตภัณฑ์กุ้งของบริษัทท่านอย่างไร 

ทางบวก ท าให้ ...................................................................... 
............................................................................................... .. 
ทางลบ ท าให้ .......................................................................... 
................................................................................................  
 

21. ในความเห็นของท่าน มีความเป็นไป
ได้หรือไม่ที่ ASEAN Shrimp GAP จะ
เป็นมาตรฐานของการเพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งใน  
ASEAN ที่เป็นที่ยอมรับของตลาด
ต่างประเทศทุกประเทศ? 

 เป็นไปได้  โปรดระบุเหตุผล..................................................... 
......................................................................................... ............... 
เป็นไปไม่ได้ โปรดระบุเหตุผล..................................................... 
..................................................................................... ................... 
 อ่ืนๆ ...................................................................... ................... 
.......................................................................................... .............. 

22. ASEAN Shrimp GAP จะท าให้เกิด
ความร่วมมือกันระหว่างผู้ผลิตและส่งออก
ผลิตภัณฑ์กุ้งในกลุ่มประเทศ ASEAN 
หรือไม่ อย่างไร? 

 เป็นไปได้ เพราะเป็นกลุ่มประเทศในภูมิภาคเดียวกัน มีความ
ร่วมมือกันอยู่แล้ว 
เป็นไปได้ เพราะจะเป็นการเพิ่มอ านาจต่อรองกับประเทศผู้ซื้อได้ 
 เป็นไปไม่ได้ เพราะเป็นสินค้าชนิดเดียวกัน และมีตลาดเดียวกัน 
 อ่ืนๆ ........................................................................... ............. 

23. ท่านคิดว่าหากภาครัฐ จะมีการ
ผลักดันมาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp GAP 

 จะรับซื้อกุ้งทะเลจากฟาร์มที่ได้รับมาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP เป็นสัดส่วนมากขึ้น 
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ในประเทศไทย ท่านในฐานะภาคเอกชน 
จะสามารถสนับสนุนความพยายามของ
ภาครัฐดังกล่าวหรือไม่ อย่างไร? (สามารถ
เลือกตอบได้มากกว่า 1 ข้อ) 

 ช่วยประชาสัมพันธ์มาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp GAP ให้คู่ค้าใน
ต่างประเทศ เพ่ือให้มาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp GAP ได้รับการยอมรับ
ในกลุ่มผู้ซื้อมากขึ้น 
 สนับสนุนให้ฟาร์มที่บริษัทรับซื้อผลผลิต น ามาตรฐาน มาตรฐาน 
ASEAN Shrimp GAP ไปปฏิบัติ 
 ควรปล่อยให้กลไกตลาดท างาน หากมี  demand ส าหรับกุ้งที่ผ่าน
มาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp GAP ทั้งโรงงาน และฟาร์มผลิตกุ้งทะเล
ย่อมน ามาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp GAP ไปปฏิบัติเอง 
 อ่ืนๆ (ระบุ).......................................................................... 
..................................................................................................  

ข้อเสนอแนะในการปรับปรุง ASEAN Shrimp GAP       
24. ASEAN Shrimp GAP จะสามารถ
เป็นมาตรฐานที่ยอมรับส าหรับการ
เพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งของประเทศไทยได้อย่างไร? 

 ประชาสัมพันธ์โครงการในประเทศให้มากข้ึน 
 เจรจาประเทศ/เอกชนผู้ซื้อให้ยอมรับมาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP 
 กรมประมงต้องให้ค าแนะน า และช่วยเหลือเกษตรกรผู้เลี้ยงกุ้งให้
สามารถปฏิบัติตามมาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
 รัฐบาลต้องออกกฎระเบียบบังคับให้เกษตรกรผู้เลี้ยงกุ้งต้องปฏิบัติ
ตาม มาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp GAP 
 อ่ืนๆ (ระบุ)......................................................................... 
................................................................................................ ... 
 

25. จุดไหนที่ท่านคิดว่าเป็นอุปสรรค
ส าคัญที่สุดในการผลักดันให้ ASEAN 
Shrimp GAP เป็นมาตรฐานร่วมของการ
เพาะเลี้ยงกุ้งในกลุ่มประเทศอาเซียน 
(โปรดเลือกค าตอบที่ส าคัญที่สุดไม่เกิน 3 
ค าตอบ) 

 ความไม่ไว้เนื้อเชื่อใจกันของสมาชิกในกลุ่ม ASEAN 
 ความเป็นคู่แข่งเนื่องจากการที่ผลิตสินค้าชนิดเดียวกัน 
 ความไม่ชัดเจนของข้อตกลง (ASEAN Shrimp GAP) 
 การมองไม่เห็นผลประโยชน์ที่จะได้รับอย่างชัดเจน 
 ความยุ่งยากในทางปฏิบัติของมาตรฐานเมื่อเทียบกับสิ่งที่ก าลัง
โรงงานท่านปฏิบัติอยู่ในปัจจุบัน 
 มาตรฐานร่วมยังไม่เป็นที่ยอมรับของประเทศ/เอกชนผู้รับซื้อสินค้า 
 อ่ืนๆ (ระบุ)....................................................................... .......... 
...........................................................................................................  

 
ข้อคิดเห็นอื่น ๆ เพ่ิมเติมต่อมาตรฐาน ASEAN Shrimp GAP ในกรณีที่ไม่ได้มีการระบุค าถามไว้ข้างต้น  
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
… 

ขอกราบขอบพระคณุเป็นอย่างสงูส าหรับความร่วมมือในการตอบแบบสอบถาม 
นักวิจัย : นางสาวชุติมา โพธิ์ขุน 

นักวิชาการประมงช านาญการ กองประมงต่างประเทศ กรมประมง 
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Appendix b 
 

Guideline for the in-depth interview 
Probe questions 
1. General information concerning their company business, e. g.  what type of processing 
business they are doing?  What are their shrimp products currently produced? What are the 
shrimp products being exported, to which countries and how many? – 
2.  How do they buy shrimp raw material, from whom?  
GAP questions 
1 What types of GAP standards their company required for shrimp bought into the plant? 
Why? 
2 Problems they were having when acquiring shrimp especially shrimp with the required GAP 
standards?  
3 .  How do they communicate with the shrimp farmers? How did they persuade the shrimp 
farmers to produce shrimp with the quality they needed?  
4.  How do they cope with the various shrimp quality demands from the buyers? What were 
the problems they have? 
5.  What are their opinions concerning the possibility of having general shrimp GAP standard 
for all the shrimp buying country? Why so? 
     - Its advantages/disadvantages? 
     - How it should be? 
6.  What roles Thai Government should play for setting the GAP standard for shrimp which is 
used as processing plants’ raw material?  
ASEAN Shrimp GAP questions 
1 What is your opinion concerning the ASEAN Shrimp GAP? (brief explanation of the detail if 
needed)  Do you think it will be of benefits to the processing plants and the shrimp farmers? 
How?  
2.  What are you perception as the problems/ limitations for implementing the ASEAN Shrimp 
GAP in Thailand? What will you suggest helping its advancement?  
3. How the ASEAN Shrimp GAP should proceed so it will be of benefits to your company? 
4.  Do you think is it possible for the ASEAN Shrimp GAP to be accepted by the international 
buying countries? How we should do? 
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Probe Questions 
1 สอบถามลักษณะของธุรกิจว่า - ประกอบกิจการประเภทใด - มีผลิตภัณฑ์จากกุ้งเลี้ยงอะไรบ้าง - มีการ
ส่งออกไหม? ปริมาณเท่าใด? ไปประเทศไหนบ้าง 
2 การรับซื้อกุ้งสดเป็นวัตถุดิบ ในลักษณะไหน (ซื้อผ่านคนกลาง Contracted farms หรือจากนายหน้า) 

GAP 

1 มาตรฐานฟาร์มอะไรที่โรงงานท่านต้องการในการจัดหาวัตถุดิบ? เพราะเหตุใด? 

2 ท่านมีปัญหาในการจัดหาวัตถุดิบด้านใดบ้าง? โดยเฉพาะในด้านมาตรฐานที่ตรงตามความต้องการในการ
ผลิต 

3. ท่านมีการติดต่อ สื่อสารกับเกษตรกรผู้เลี้ยงกุ้ง เพ่ือโน้มน้าว ชักจูงในเรื่องการผลิตกุ้งตามมาตรฐานที่
โรงงานท่านต้องการหรือไม่? อย่างไร? (กับใคร วิธีการใด ในเรื่องใด) 

4. การที่โรงงานท่านจ าเป็นต้องผลิตสินค้าตามมาตรฐานที่เป็นความต้องการของผู้ซื้อที่มีความหลากหลาย มี
ปัญหาอะไรบ้าง? 

5 ในความคิดเห็นของท่าน มาตรฐานฟาร์มที่เป็นมาตรฐานกลางที่ทุกประเทศยอมรับมีความเป็นไปได้หรือไม่ 
เพราะอะไร? 

- ข้อดี/ข้อเสียของมันคืออะไร? 
- มันควรมีลักษณะเช่นใด 

6 รัฐบาลควรมีบทบาทในเรื่องการก าหนดมาตรฐานของวัตถุดิบกุ้งเข้าโรงงานอย่างไร? 

ASEAN Shrimp GAP 

1 แนวคิดของการจัดท า ASEAN Shrimp GAP ที่ (บอกวัตถุประสงค์โดยสรุป) ท่านคิดว่าเป็นประโยชน์ต่อ
โรงงาน ต่อเกษตรกร หรือไม่อย่างไร? 

2 ปัญหา อุปสรรค หรือข้อจ ากัดของ ASEAN Shrimp GAP คืออะไร ที่ท าให้ไม่สามารถเดินหน้าไปได้
เท่าท่ีควร และท่านมีข้อเสนอแนะเช่นใด? 

3 ASEAN Shrimp GAP ควรเดินอย่างไรจึงจะตอบโจทย์ท่านได้ 

4 ท่านคิดว่า ASEAN Shrimp GAP มีโอกาสจะเป็นที่ยอมรับโดยประเทศผู้ซื้อหรือไม่ หากต้องการให้ตลาด
ยอมรับควรท าอย่างไร? 
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