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Abstract : A random study of 574 dairy farms in Gyeongnam area was designed to
determine 1) management factors that may be associated with the occurrence of drug residues; 2)
the dairy farmer's attitudes and knowledge about residues; 3) how these variables influence the
occurrence of residues in dairy cattle. Management factors perceived as having the greatest
influence on drug residues in milk were insufficient knowledge about withdrawal periods, errors
due to hired help, insufficient identification and record of animals treated for mastitis, dry cow
treatment for mastitis, and metritis treatment, Seventy-one percent of farms with residues problem
used mixed own feeds compared with twenty-nine percent of farms with premedicated feeds.
Factors significantly associated with the occurrence of residues were herd size, increased number
of hired persons, increased frequency of use of mixed-own feeds, category of medicated feed,
and producer's attitude toward the public health significance of residues.

Our findings suggest that residue occurrence was mainly associated with errors due to hired
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help, insufficient knowledge about withdrawal periods, poor animal identification and records of

treatment animals and use of medicated feeds. Any residue avodiance educational program needs

to stress how to deal with these factors. This educational program should be directed to dairy

farmers and employees, especially temporary employees. In addition, Dairy farmer's attitudes and

knowledge about drug residues need to be improved. More evidence on the public healths

significance of residues should be available to them. Because belife in importance of public

healths concerns was related to successful residue avidance and because 81.3% of the dairy

farmers with residue problem thought public healths concerns were less important than economic

ones, it would be helpful to provide educational programs specifically directed to this issue. it

may be useful to provide programs not only for the dairy farmers but also change of their

concerns about on the public healths.

Key word : antibiotics, residues, milk.
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Table 1. Description of factors used in the statistical analysis

Factor

How the factor was described in the

X? value'

questionaire df P
Herd size 1-20, 21-40, 41-60, 60-100, ) 100 87.62 8 0.0002
Persons employed on farm 0, 1, 2-3, 45, »5 84.53 16 0.0001
Frequency of used of medicated feed always, usually, seldem, never 16.72 12 0.1603
Category of medicated feed gﬁi?zcg:) Imei: gd, both premix and I 7.87 8 04467
Whether adhering to withdrawal period was very  very important, slightly important, not 17.60 8 0.0243
important in reducing residue occurrence important
Test for antibiotics must test, seldem test, not test 14.95 8 0.0601
Whether residues pose a public health problem Major, average, slight, no public health 16.66 12 01629
problem
Source of drugs ﬁcgm;::rlér’nz) t;rgnal drug store, 3318 12 0.0009
Discase record record, record but not remember, not 430 12 09774

record

lUs«:d to determine whether the factor influenced the occurrence of residues in herds.

2 37, o] BUUE BEL 40 $U3I|E

S 574 5718 HRLE 2ASYT

XNEFE : o] 574 5717 gAY BE SeErt (216%), TAIA 3
HEY £ e Z2HE Yed 5 7] g sri(Table 2).

1ES AHEAT @

Ho| FEFEW(EHFEA M8k : convenience sampling).2.

2 o7 e EAIQ Ho|(ES : bias)E A A3 YA

574 £7}2 EE2Z B9/} $ABIEE 2(stratum) 0.2 (meanSE)

UL 3 (taum)el X GEdYA #2E F5 No of Occurrance No occurrance

= 28dY ZEFEYS ARG Ad AR total farm

AFAE Ede] NEAE WEET ThA] HES 4 (422) 21.6%+1.65(91) 78.4%+3.27(331)
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Table 2. Farm percentage of occurrance of residues problem
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Table 3. Percentage of farmers that used each type of the

feed(mean+SE)
Feed type Residue hc;ds(n = 361)
Premedicated 299190
Mixed own 62.9+20.05
Premixed and own mixing 7201821
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Table 4. Percentage of farmers concering about public health im-

portant
No of Important Not important
total farm
(91) 18.7%+0.25(17) 81.3%+0.15(74)
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Table 5. Farmer's ranking of the drug source

Drug source Rank Percentage
Animal drug store 1 50.6+1.2
Animal hospital 2 4731404
Drug store 3 14202
Other 4 0.7+0.1
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%3t A ek TH(Table 6).

Table 6. Management factors mentioned by farmers as the lead-
ing causes of drug residues in milk(mean+ SE)

H 58 A% dEh A TH(Table 8).

Table 8. Farmers ranking of the usefulness of the information
obtained from different person or sources(mean +SE)

Farmers with residue

Management factors problem
rank %

Insufficient knowledge about
withdrawal periods L 1534038
Error due to hired help 2 1474093
Own treatment 3 14.31+1.52
Insufficient identification and record of
treated animals, particulary for mastits 4 1412040
Dry cow treatment for mastitis 5 14.0+0.40
Meritis treatment 6 13.9£0.65
Unable to determine the cause 7 13.840.76

BREATL ARE A3 o] EAE A 99

A AY bR gedte dFE ARIAY Aosde
S0 17.4%, A7} 17.3%, BAZA TE Ao 16.
5%, o] %730 164%, T7HrH 71 B0 163%, BE TR
7} 16% 2 e £ 2ol 1 tH(Table 7).

Table 7. Farmer's ranking of the person or source they
would contact first concerning antibiotical residues
in livestock{mean . SE})

Person/source Rank Percentage(%)
Feed supplier 1 17.4+4.70
Veterinarian 2 17.3+5.08
Book or magazine 3 16.5+6.72
Neighbor 4 164£527
County extension personnel 5 16.3+5.64
University extension 6 16.0+4.84

FAZ AFEAN i FYF ARE e XL T
AL BAZA Y Ho} 17.6%2 TUsHA YER T A
B3 A7}F 16.9%, 4B7) B0 16.6%, o] L% 30| 16.4%,
BAGAI} 149%2 FAA FFEA o= 4 2349

Person/source Rank Percentage(%)
Veterinarian 1 17.6+6.83
Book, magazine 1 17.6+5.57
Feed supplier 2 16.9+6.80
County extension personnel 3 16.6+6.09
Neighbor 4 16.4+8.14
University extension 5 149+4.08
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= A Zskti(Table 9).

Table 9. Farmer's ranking of areas where they need more
information(meanz+ SE)

Areas Rank  Percentage(%)

Consequences of antibiotics

occurring in livestock products 1 20.8:£5.31
ke e 2 azea
e o ey 3 202x8a
Disposal of surplus farm chemical 4 1944482

(pesticides, herbicides, etc)

Withholding for specific chemicals 5 19.3+7.16

&
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