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Abstrac.t.. 
----�---

Twenty-· two pig farms in States of ,Selangor and Nef(c,ri Semh·i lun 

were interviewed based on f.l propau·rni ()Uoalionain,. 'l'h() ,,bJnclivoH 
, .

of th1·s t d s u y were to determine the handling, ·storage, 

dispensing ., costs ·and ·the types <if veterinary pharmaceutical 

products used. in these pig farms. The most connnon antimicrobials 

• used· were • chloramphenicol, neomycin, kanemycin··, tetracycline

ampici_llin, sulpho�amides, streptomycin and· tylosin. 55% of the '

farms su_rveyed did ·not any veterinary supervision. Furthermore,

it was . noted that Department of Veterinary Services· seldom

.provi�e its services to these farms. Naturally, pharmaceutical

companies provided· .the most technical services to thes·e pi.g

_farms. The calculated cost index was between $1. 90 , and $2. 20 ..

·Finally·, further• legi�l_ation, more regulatory agencies and more 

consumer educati9n might help check abuses. 

ii 
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0bstra� 

Dua puluh dua buah ladang babi di Neger-negeri Selangor dan 

Negeri Sembilan ditemu- seal. Objektif- objektik penyelidikan ini 

adalah untuk mengenalpasti cara- cara penggunaan, simpanan, 

jenis� Jenis ubat dan kos pembelanjaan dalam penggunaan tJbatan 

veterinar. Antimikrobial- antimikrobial yang paling lazim diguna 

ialah chloramphenicol, neomycin, kanamycin, tetracycline, 

ampicillin. sulphonamides, streptomycin 

peternak- peternak babi merawat babi- babi 

dan tylosin. 55i. 

mereka menggunakan 

pengalaman tanpa pertolongan veterinar. Di samping ini, Jabatan 

Perkidmatan Haiwan kurang memberi perkidmatannya kepada peternak-

peternak tersebut. Lazimnya, syarikat- syarikat ubat veterinar 

yang lebih memberi perkidmatan veterinar mereka. 

dikira ialah di antara $1.90 dengan $2.20. 

Kos indeks yang 

Akhirnya, dengan 

pembentukan undang- undang ' 
lebih agensi penyelarasan dan 

pendidikan konsumer mungkin dapat menolong mencegah 

penyalahgunaan ubat- ubat tersebut. 

iii 
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Introduction. 
----··--· -----

The swine industry i.n Peninau]nr Muluysio js on imporlunl.

component of the livestock.sector; it contributes about 34% of

the total gross value of the livestock produce. 'fhc 

intensification of the veterinary serv1·ces, c • pl d 'th th OU P, Wl e

post- war 
. .

economic boom and the development of feed milling and 

other ancillary industries provided the impetus for the larger 

commerci el farm ( Babjee, 1983) . To support thE, rapid devc�lopmen t 

and performance of the swine industry in this country,a parallel 

development in the herd health programme is much needed.This led 

to the prophylactic and therapeutic use of phanneceutical 

products such as vaccines, chemicals end veterinary drugs. 

However, the extent of these usage has never been ascertained 

much less documented in Malaysia.There are several reasons to the 

lack of information. The fear of the pig farmers revealing their 

secrets especially to Government personnels is real. 

Nevertheless, of recent times, farmers have consented for the 

public servants to collect some basic data. Furthermore, the 

farmers always cherished their so- called trade- secret. Sharing 

whatever techniques to success is taboo according to one farmer. 

Thirdly, the easy access to a broad range of pharmaceutical 

products is of no help at ell. The veterinary drug companies have 

always come up with the latest products to add to the shelves. 

Complicating matters further, most researchers and veterinarians 

resign to the sad fact that today's panacea is tomorrow's 

history. Finally, poor or the lack of proper record keeping hos 

contributed to the leek of r�liable information. This 

1 

survey 
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was carried out with the following objectives: 

1) to determine the vaccines, chemicals and veterinary.

drugs used in the pig farms.

2) to ascertain lhe handling , storuge, dispensing and·· 

veterinary supervision of these products.

3) to detennine cost involvement of these pharmaceutical

products.

2 
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Literature review. 
-------------

A. Background.

Lee, 1986 asserted that the current key issues confronting the 

livestock industry in Malaysia are related to marketing of 

livestock_ produce rather than f�rm management or disease-control. 

�his holds true because Malaysian farmers have reached a stage 

where their production efficiency has improved tremendously. 

However, the mastery of both animal husbandry and disease control 

·had led to such production efficient circumstance.

I.Methods of disease- control.
--------------·----------·· ·----

Within his own and outside resources, farmers have· developed an 

. enthusiatic approach towards prophylactic and therapeutic 

measures for the control and prevention of disease. Their 

measures come in the fonn of pharmaceutical products administered 

to the animals or the environment. Furthermore, farmers have also 

developed animal hygiene measure (Salam,1986). Thirdly, with 

the advancement of animal breeding techniques, new animals bred 

may phenotypically able to withstand onslaught of certain 

diseases (Mayr, 1984). With exception of prophylactic and 

therapeutic measures for disease control, animal hygiene and 

animal breeding procedures are geared towards minimization of 

usage of pharmaceutical products. Unfortunately, minimization of 

pharmaceutical products usage especially antimicrobials ere never 

dictoled by ani.mnl hyf(ionu ancl animnl breeding olone. In 

Malaysia, there are other factors needed to be considered. 

3 
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2. Factors confronting minimization of drugs.
------------·---------------- --··· ··--·----- - -··· · -·--

Lau, 1982 reported in his survey that about· 54, of the total

number of farms in Sungei Buloh wes·small- holders. Consistently,

Kuan, 1984 asserted that 55% of the 5873 farms in the whole of

Peninsular Malaysia was smell- holders. According to Lau,1982 a

farm is considered as smell- holder �f it has a herd size of 5-45

sows. Normally, the smell- holders lack disease- control measures·. ' ·

like quarantine bays (Lau.1982}.foot-baths. personnel

disinfecting facilities, etc. Furthermore, according to a· 

study by Yap et el, (1986) farms in the state of Se�engor_ 

were lacking in proper waste-disposal system. Interesting enough, 

Tan and Muniandy, 1980 reported of antibiotic- resisten� entero� 

bacteriaceae from polluted environmental sources. They also 

claimed of infection of the transfer of diseases to animals. vie 

these organisms. Thus, it can be gathered that zoo- sanitary· 

measure or rather the lack of it holds back minimization of drug • 

usage for control and prevention. Secondly, farmers often have. 

easy access to a broad rang<? of pharmaceutical products such es.:.

antimicrobials. The Poison Ordinance.1952 according to Salem, 

(1986) allows farmers to procure medicents without direct control 

of veterinarians. Consequently, many farmers especially the

small- holders often juggled with veterinary drugs to treat their·

animals without basic knowledg<� on pharmacology. 

3. Consequences of minimization and handling failure.
--------

----------------
---------------

-
-

In the research scene, Joseph et al,(1978)reported of antimicro­

bial resistant salmonella strains towards furazolidone, polymycin

8, colistin end chloramphenicol (all <2%). However. dihydrostrep-

4 
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tomycin and Triple sulfa showed 89.1% and 79.6,· resistant·

respectively. Furthermore, Bahaman et al, 1985 rep·orted • of 

resistant .E.coli. in. tetracycline (84%), streptomycin (.77%)', 
. . 

. 

S'1lfonamides (72�), neomycin (26%) and chlorempheni.'cel •. ( 13%). 
. . 

-However in the �ustralian scene, .Murray_ et al, 1986 reported of· . 
• , 

I • ·resistant salmonella str�ins of �onsider�bly lowe� frequ�ney.·The

organis"18 showed resistance to streptomycin (22%), •• tetracycline

(29'), • ampicillin (3%), 
' 

furazolidone (.2%),. �eomycin {4%), and.

chloramphenicol(l%). • The contrast such be �f. co·ncern to the

Authority because of public health implication. Furthermore,·.

greater p_hanuaceut ical products usage tnHons greater bite into the

operational cost. This· is obvious as farmers need to change

veterinary drugs often due lo tha poss ilJ le loss of t"h�ir·

effects. In short, the direct consequences a.re the develQpment of

antimicrobial-resistant organisms and greater operational cost.·

·' 

4. Suggetions to check abuses of veterinary drugs.

Mayr, 1983 suggested that thou�h legislat_ion' is • -iJnportant, 

nevertheless continuation of research into safer �se of drugs • 

·should be maintained. Furtherm9re, according to Bran.t ,(1986)

government regulatory ag�ncies should continually check on meat

products end antimicrobial resistance trend. Thirdly, co�sumer

education can also play an important role. �rant,1986 maintained

that United States consumers often reject .animal products which

they are not convinced of. Hence, legislation� further reYoerch.
I 

regulatory processes end consumer education can help check

abuses.

r, 
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5. Vaccination.
--------------

Comonly use in Malaysia as inununoprophylactic measure. Webster 

el al., (1985) reportod of vur·ioun vtu:e::lnoa uttod ln Singuporo f'or· 

the various viral diseases. In Malaysian scene, researches on the 

efficacies of pseudorabies vaccine (Lee , .., _ ... , 1979) and B. coli 

bacterins (Joseph et al., 1977; Bradenburg, 1980.) 

6. Veterinary services.

Babjee,1983 asserted of the lack of aclive role of the Dept.of 

• Veterinary Services in providing health and extension services to

the farmers.Consequently, farmers had to turn to others for

advice. However, the farmers are not complaining because the Feed

and Drug companies veterinarians ore able to provide the

necessary technical information.

6 
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Materials and Methods. 

Twenty- two pig farms in the states of Selangor and Negeri 

Sembilan were surveyed. The herd sizes of these farms were small 

(6 farms), moderate (7 farms) and large (9 farms)*. During the 

survey, the farmers were interviewed based on a prepared 

questioneire {Appendix 1). In addition to lhe interview, the 

farms in particular their drug and chemical stores were also 

inspected. Names of pharmaceutical products and vaccines used as· 

well as the way the products were handled and dispensed by the 

farmers were recorded. Availability of veterinary services lo lhe 

farms was also noted. Analysis of pharmaceutical cost in relation 

to operation cost and standing pig population was calculated 

using the following formulae: 

i. Pharmaceutical per centage = I2i�! 2harmaceutical co�t** � !QQ
Operolion cost 

ii. Cost index = T2!�! pharmaceut!c�l £Q!! 
SPP*** 

* Small farms (4- 45 sows), Moderate (50- 150 sows), Large(>l50

sows). Leu, (1982)

** Total pharmaceutical cost- include only swine fever vaccine. 

*** Standing Pig Population 

communication) 

No.of sows ond gilts x 10 (Pcrsonul 

7 



@
COPYRIG

HT U
PM

A broad range of pharmaceutical products were used on these pig 

farms. They are listed as follow: 

a. dihydrostreptomycin
neomycin
spectinomycin
kanamycin
genlamycin
virginiamycin(in-feed)
kitamycin

b. ampicillin
procaine penicillin
penn-streptomycin
bicillin

g� sulfur-based gryg� 

Trivetrin* 
Tribressen* 
Sulfamethazine 

d� oxytetracycline 
chlortetracycline 
chlormnphenicol 
colistin* 
Dynrnnu l .i l in* 
tiotilin* 
tylosin 
furazolidone 
dimetrodiazole 

g� Disinfectants. 

Lindores* 
Lento* 
Li.me 

Mefarol* 
Lysol* 
Antee farm fluid* 
Formalin 40% 
Pacoma* 
Iodophors 
Malathione. 

7 
10 
3 

6 
2 

unknown 
1 

5 
5 
3 
l 

6 

7 
4 

8 

1 

13 
2 

5 
unknown 
n 

2 
2 

Liming farrowing crates were the most conunon practice in the 

farms as it was cheap and easily available. However, it was 

8 
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farms as it was cheap a11d easily available .. : However, it was 

observed that only 5 farms surveyed had foot- baths, 3 farms with 

facilities for disinfecting vehicles and visitors respectivel�. 

Needless to say, only the larger farms had these facilities. 

3.0thers. ---------

Gusannex* 
Negasunt* 
Malalhione 
Hygromycin 

Nilverm* 
Levamisole 
Fenbendazole 

Ferldex* Fcrofax 200* 
Gleptosil* Leucofar* (Iron dextran and tylosin) 

h. Vitamin B complex.

5. Antiprretics.

Bonpyrin* 
Supyrin* 

6. Vaccines.

Table A. Type of vaccin�s used in pig forms. 

Vncc l ru• lyJ><� 

Swine fever 

No.of f'ur·m,a 

20 

Aujezky's disease 9 

2 

a. 

b. 

n. 

b. 

a. 

b. 
c. 

So11n:o 

VHI, Malaysiu 
France 

Frunce 
Holland 

USA 
Holland 
Autogenous 

----------------------------------------------------------------

* denote trade- name.

9 
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!§bl� b Types of veterinary services available to pig ,farmers. 

------------

Service-type No.of farms 
. 

. 

---·-----------------·---------·--·----------------------·---

Government Veterinarian/VA 
Drug Co.Veterinarian 
Feed �o.Veterinarian 
Own Veterinarian 
No veterinary service 
Mixture 

3 

8 

2 

6 

12 

9 
_________________________, _______________________________________ 

Service-
--------- 1!2� [g� 1�-� 

���!! M2�st@l� 1@!:g� 

Govern�cnl Vet/VA 0 2 1 

Drug Co. Vet. ·2 3 3 

Feed Co.Vet 0 1 1 

Own Vet. 1 1 4 

No veterinary 
. 

5 5 2 service 
Mixture 2 4 3 

10 
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The analysis of variance showed that there were no significant 

difference in the pharmaceuticol product■ used in the three types 

faras (Appendix 2). These were tested ao at the confidence 

level of 95� and 99%. On the other hand, it was observed that 

fanu serviced by pharmaceutical companies uaed much 110re 

pharmaceutical products as compared to the other farms not 

serviced by the fona�r companies (Appondix 3). This was so at the 

confidence level of 95,. 

11 
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DiscussiQ!!.!..

Obtaining all the_relevant information on the pharmaceutical

products used in the pig farms may help to provide the veterinary

and public sector n fair idcn on the ext<�nl of their usage in lhu

farms. 

The survey shows a long list of antimicrobials, disinfectants and 

other veterinary drugs used by the pig farmers either for 

prophylaxis or therapy. The most common anliraicrobi als used arc·: 
,· 

chloramphenicol, neomycin, kanamycint • ·ampicillin, sulfonamides

oxytetracycline, tylosin and streptomycin. Among lhe 

antimicrobials 1 isled, chlon1mpht}nicol is the moat frequently 

used. This ia due to the foct that these drugs urc easily 

available and insufficient veterinary supervision. Most of the 

farmers interviewed treated their animals themselves using the 

drugs which they obtained either from sundry shops or drug 

company sales representatives. Once lhe animals recovcr<!d, they 

would consider the drugs as effective. However, they ur-e nol 

hesitant to change to new drugs for the treatment of their-pertly 

because the drugs are easily available. It was observed that 

most of the farmers did not store their veterinary drugs properly 

under locks and keys.

Indiscriminate usage of veterinary drugs especially

antimicrobi.als have led to the emergence of antimicrobial­

resislnnt organisms. Baheman and Limon, (1985) have reported the 

omergtmcu of rosiatont strains of R.!�glJ to muny nntimicr·oblola. 

Joseph�!�! (1978) likewise reported the emergence of salmonella 

12 



@
COPYRIG

HT U
PM

strains which were resistant to many antimicrobials. However, a

survey by Murray et al, (1986) in Australia showed lower 

frequency in resistance. A possible explooation to the difference

could be the indiscriminate usage of these antimicrobials in

Malaysia. Chloremphenicol has been banned in United States for

use in food- animals for fear of development of resistant

organisms. (Epstein�! a! 1986). Bahaman and Liman,1985 reported

that 13� of E.coli surveyed were resistant towards

chloremphenicol. It is known that�� £Q!i organism can transfer 

ts R- factor to salmonella organism (Ansari e.t al. 1984). 

Salmonella strains hove been known to cause gustro- intestinal 

and septicaemic diseases to human. Despite been a public 

health concern, chloramphenicol is still very popular to t.he • 

farmers (List A). In addition to antimicrobials, iron supplement 

is been used by the farmers. This mineral is either injected or 

given orally to the piglets. However, the injectable route is 

more commonly practised by lhc farmers. Oral administration ls 

relotivoly less common in the farms surveyed. Though this form 

saves labour nev�rlhclcsu il could ruise problems such as 

aspiration pneumonia and insufficient absorption of iron. The 

farmers give vitamin supplementation to smeller and weaker animols. 

Moat farms disinfect their farrowing crate. only the larger farms 

have disinfecting facilities for vehicles,personnels and 

visitors. The list of disinfectants is given in List 2. 

Although Mayr (1984) and Tan and Muniandy (1980) advocated animal 

hygiene in order to reduce veterinary drug usage and possible 

nfcclion via improper waste disposal, nevertheless, a comparison 

13 
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of the 3 types of farms showed no significant variation in the 

amount of pharmaceutical. products used. The cost index is between 

$1.90 and $2.20. 

Swine fever vaccination is the most common. According to the 

Burvey, only 2 vaccinated farms came down with the disease. 

This could be due to expired or spoiled vaccines and improper 

vaccination programme. The attenuated vaccine are commonly 

obtained from Veterinary Research Institute, Molaysio ond 

France. The imported vaccine costs twice the locally produced 

one. Some farmers still prefer to pay more due to several reasons 

such as lack of trust in the vaccine produced locally, familarity 

with the imported one and convenient in acquiring the imported 

vaccine fro■ sales representatives. Pseudorabies vaccination is 

given in areas endemic to the disease. However with careful 

hygiene management and control of animal and personnel· movement, 

vaccination may not be necessary. 
g� £Q!i vaccination is seldom

practised in the farms surveyed. 

i� ��1�rin9r� §�rY1££!� 

Most farms especially the snaall and moderate size furlDB do not 

have any veterinary services.(55,) The farmers diagnose, 

prescribe and administer veterinary drugs to the animals. It is 

noted that lhese farmers often read-up on animal husbandry from 

books and magazines. Sometimes, they exchange knowledge through 

discussion with fellow farmors. Consistent to report by 

Babjee,1983 only 14� of the farms consulted the Dept.of 

Veterinary Services. Of the farms, only the large farms have the 

14 
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financial capability to employ own veterinarians. Finally, drug 

c011puniea provide their services to moat of the fanaa.(37,) end 

incidently, the farms serviced by drug company used more 

veterinary pharmaceutical products.(Table B). However the sample 

ize and significant level at P(<0.05) only does not warrant 

further extrapolation. 

�i �b�£� 2!! �i!b!n�!ing of eb�r��£�Y!i£!l 2r2�Y£t1� 

Legislation is important to check on mishandling of 

pharmaceutical products. The lack of the necessary veterinary 

supervision has led to abuses. Moreover, veterinary drugs should 

not be so easily obtained. Furthermore, there is a need of 

regulatory agencies to monitor quality of pork (Brant,1986). 

Consumer education plays a role in educating consumers to d�'lllund 

safe pig products. 

15 
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Appendix 1 

Survey fona no. 

1. Farm size.

--------

No. of boars:

2. Management system.
--------------------

3. Infrastructure.

Farm vehicle
Roofing
Flooring
Farrowing crates
Pens

4. Labour size.

No. of workers 

No. of sows: 

Type. 

Own labour. 

Average cost of labour.(own and employed) 

5. Feed.

Yes 

Connercial feed Own formulation Swill 

if own formulation, under whose recommendation? 
and the type of additive added. 

6. Veterinary pharmaceutical products.

Disinfectant:

Purpose:

a 

No 
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Veterinary drug: 

Total spent per year. 

Vaccines: 

Types. 

Obtained from ....... . 

Vaccination progr8Jllllle. 

Types. 

Total cost on vaccination per year (swin<� fever vacci.nntjon). 

7. Veterinary Services.

Own Veterinarian ....... Drug Co.Vet ....... Feed Co.Vet ..... . 

Government Vet ......... No veterinary services ............. . 

Who advises on the type and amount of veterinary drugs to use? 

8. Health status of farm this current year .... 

9. Average age of porker when sold ..... Weight ..... 

Cost of production .... 

10. Murkel i ng: 

l,ocal ...... . Foreign ..... 

b 
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�21?�ng!� i.!. 

g2!1 ingi£� fQC the various f�D.!!! classified �££Qrging 12 1br��

f!!.:m !i���h. 

Small 

Moderate 

1.8, 3.0, 1.g2, 1.92, 0.84 

3.36, 2.52, 0.96, 1.8 

4 . 2 , 1 . 08, 2 . 64 , 3 . 0 , 1 . 56 , 

1.92, 0.96, 2.22. 

C 
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�PP�!!� j. ?C �.!. 

G<!��� indi_c,,s fQr bb� .f)H:l!.'ts �<!r:yJc���<.1 IJy plmrmn<�Bul.i<:111 ,;�!!l�P•.nJ,i,_�1�

g!:QHE !!!!Q th� other non- �harmuceulicul g!:QYl!!.

Pharmaceutical group* 

Non- pharmaceutical group** 

Cosl indices 

1.92, 1.56, 3.36, 2.52, 

'l.2, 2.64 

1.8, 3.0, 1.92, 0.84, 

0.96, 1.80, 1.08, 3.0, 

0.96; 2.22, 1.92. 

Phormaceul i cal compen i (}S uncJ r,ersonn l <!><p�r i nncP.. 

** Government, feed, own veterinarian and personal expcr·1 cncc.

d 
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