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MYTH-BUSTER AMMUNITION TO FIGHT BACK

Despite a lack
of any credible
scientific evidence

nothing to address antibiotic
resistance to human drugs.

m The US House of Representatives
approved as an amendment to the
2002 Farm Bill a stalled bill that
would give $3 million to fund Food
and Drug Administration efforts

to monitor antibiotic resistance,
including methods to limit use

in agriculture.

The Center for Science in the
Public Interest, the activist group
that has also attacked other health
threats like naturally-occurring

Subtherapeutic antibiotic over-use...really?

anning subtherapeutic antibiotic use in animals to reduce human

resistance may be swatting at the gnat while swallowing the camel:
The Animal Health Institute surveyed U.S. drug manufacturers and found
that of the 50 million pounds
of antibiotics produced annu-
ally, only about one third is
used in animals at all. Of that
percent, the majority is used
not for growth promotion, but
for prevention and treatment
of disease.

Source: Based on survey of 1999 sales by
Animal Health Institute member companies.

Used only to treat
or prevent disease

38.6%

that antibiotic use

in animals threatens
human health, the
myths abound.
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MYTH-BUSTER AMMUNITION TO FIGHT BACK in scientific terms. It explained
the ability of the process to
remove pathogens from food
and help prevent the 9,000
annual cases of U.S. food-
borne illnesses. After reading,
the majority of participants
said they would pay extra
to buy irradiated foods.

In a second trial, the

0 studies exist that tie antibiotic use in livestock to antibiotic
Nresistance in the general public nearby. However, such proof
may now exist regarding the role human doctors play. Researchers
from Wales have shown that antibiotic prescribing within geographic
communities is associated with localized antibiotic resistance. The
authors suggest their two-year study offers “. . .evidence that doctors
may have to face the broader consequences of their antibiotic
prescribing among their own patients.”
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description came, instead,
from an anti-irradiation group
that overstated irradiation’s
dangers. As expected,
consumers responded
negatively to the process.

The bad news: When a
third group was shown both
descriptions, they disregarded
the scientific description and
reacted negatively.




ECONOMICS OF ANTIBIOTIC USE IN LIVESTOCK

What'’s at stake in abandoning antibiotic use?

ew management practices

have proven their value over
the years as thoroughly as antibi-
otic feeding. They not only control
and treat disease in intensive
management situations, they help
reduce animal pain and suffering,
and economic loss due to death
and disease. Thus, advocates who
pressure the public to discard the
practice are asking you to shoulder
several significant costs:

m USDA released a thorough
report last year summarizing several
scientific studies on the value of

antibiotics to producers. The studies
predict that ending the use of
antimicrobials in intensive livestock
production—specifically hogs—would
likely decrease feed efficiency, raise
feed costs, reduce production and
raise prices to consumers.

Although the study authors
note that they did not include any
costs that may be caused by human
health problems, they summarized
studies showing a ban against using
drugs in livestock production almost
always comes with some cost.
Results vary, but they show higher
costs to producers and generally

price increases for consumers as
a result of partial or total bans.

m Critics often overlook the fact that
preventing disease by using livestock
drugs often avoids having to treat dis-
ease with drugs important in human
medicine. Bacitracin, for instance,
helps promote animal performance
in part by controlling enteric disease.
That preventive use of a drug used
only topically in human medicine
helps avoid the need to treat clinical
outbreaks with therapeutic antibiotics
such as amoxycillin, a product widely
relied upon in human medicine.

Results from previous studies of full and partial bans against using antibiotic feed additives in livestock production

Aggregate costs per year
Study Jeastiywes Aggregate costs per | rogyjts agjusted to 1998
published year (million dollars) dollars: million dollars)

Allen and Burbee; and Gilliam et al’ 1972,1973 5,660 12,707
Dworkin (Beef and pork only)' 1976 2,140 4,804
Mann and Paulsen’ 1976 580 1,302
Headley'

| (ban penicillin and tetracycline) 1978 1,440 3,233

li(ban nitrofuran and sulfa compounds) 1978 4,680 10,507
USDA Il (moderate efficiency, penicillin, tetracyclines, sulfa drugs,
and nitrofurans banned)’ 1978 1,240 2,784
Wade and Barkley (4% decrease in Supply; Supply elasticity of
0.40; 5% increase in Demand; Demand elasticity of -2.50)

Swine (loss in consumer surplus, 1987 dollars) 1992 11.74 16.85

Swine (loss in producer surplus, 1987 dollars) 1992 12.59 18.07
National Research Council/Institute of Medicine

Partial ban 1998 1,261 1,281

Total ban 1998 2,527 2,566
Hayes et al.

Losses to producers 1999 160.3 160.3

Losses to consumers 1999 748 748

"Data from table 45 of the 1981 CAST report (Council for Agricultural Science and Technology, Antibiotics in Animal Feeds, Report No. 88): 5-year totals divided by 5 years.

MEDIA RELATIONS THAT GET YOUR STORY OUT

Why can’t the media get it right?

Oops. When USDA released its
report last year detailing the
potential cost of banning antibiotics
in livestock, the Associated Press
headlined its story “Use of Growth
Promoting Drugs on Farms Loses
Money, Study Says.”

Out of an 11-page
report summarizing studies that
showed average losses anywhere
from $17 million to $5.6 hillion
annually from banning antibiotics,
AP Farm Writer Philip Brasher had
extracted a single-page “thought
experiment” showing hog prices
were slightly reduced for the
industry as a whole because
antibiotics increased pork supplies
by keeping more hogs alive and

gaining. The study authors noted
that any industry-wide losses are
compensated for on individual
farms by improved productivity
from antibiotics.

How could a college-educated,
professional reporter so colossally
miss the point?

Julian L. Simon, former
University of Maryland Professor of
Business Administration and up until
his death a critic of junk science,
offered one explanation:

Today’s journalism professors
tend to be schooled in the old
method of reportorial interview
and adversarial fact collection.
That is: Find observer A, get his
take, get observer B to give his,

then reproduce their opinions as
fairly as possible in your story.

While that method served
well to cover fires and politicians,
Simon concluded, it ill prepared
professors—nor their students—
to report today’s complex
scientific issues.

Modern journalists don’t
understand the tools of scientific
investigation necessary to
distinguish scientific correlation
from causation. That leaves them
vulnerable to their Rolodex of
“celebrity experts” or, worse et,
their own vulnerable observation
and inference, shaped by the need
for an “angle” that sensationalizes
even the most mundane story.

For the record

Losing antibiotic
feeding would

cost in animal
performance plus
lead to more use of
therapies important
for humans

For the record

Few of today’s
journalists are
equipped with
the tools to report
complex science
in context



Coming
in the next

issue of For
the Record:

e The truth
about co-use
between animals
and humans

e Who's really
causing resistance:
You or your doctor?

e Who’s Who of

the anti-antibiotics
movement; What are
they selling? What
real agendas are they
hiding behind their
message? The
widening of the
Nanny Culture

SPEAK UP YOUR ROLE IN THE ISSUE

Why we sponsor For the Record

ince late 1998, we at ALPHARMA

have been fighting to protect the
European producer’s ability to use
four common
livestock
antibiotics,
including
bacitracin
zinc, the
active
ingredient
in ALBAC®
medicated
feeds. We have witnessed a string
of almost purely political decisions,
necessitated by the European Union’s
virtually overnight decision to force
the laws of a single country—Sweden,
which banned the use of all antibiotic
growth-promotants in 1986—down
the throats of all its member countries.
Time and again, we have watched
the EU ignore its own legal proce-
dures that demand scientific risk
assessments and economic impact
studies, bowing instead to the alarm-
ism of today’s food-scare industry.

[t's a trend we're trying to
guard against in this country.

Today, it seems, just about
anyone—with and without creden-
tials—can fire out a fax broadcast
calling a press conference, proclaim
some new form of gloom and doom,
and expect to see their name show
up in the news as a bona-fide
scientific source. Legislators and
regulators, whiffing traces of public
panic amplified by this new “nanny
culture” and its enablers in the
media, then rush through hasty
changes in the law that leapfrog
the normal scientific checks and
balances. The media, in turn,
widely report such regulatory
changes, which succeeds in feeding
an incestuous cycle of self-justifying
junk science.

The professional hand-wringers
over antibiotic use in livestock claim
we—that’s both you and me—are
playing with a “ticking time bomb”
that endangers human health. But
those of us with a nickel’s worth
of common sense left about how
livestock production really works
know that the only clock ticking is

Karen DeQuasie,
ALPHARMA Inc.

the one counting down how long
it will be until our industry is no
longer able to provide abundant
animal protein to a hungry world.

Using scientifically-
sound production tools like
subtherapeutic antibiotics is not
a luxury. It's a necessity if we're
to keep a healthy supply of meat,
milk, poultry and eggs within the
budget of consumers. That ability
is being jeopardized by a consumer
press, advocacy industry and
weak-kneed regulatory system
more interested in capitalizing
on sensationalism and fear than
communicating facts.

We believe the time has arrived
to fight back. When government
and media begin to ignore the
time-honored process of logical
and patient scientific deliberation,
our industry is left with no choice
but to weigh in. It's time we left
the false security of our defensive

ramparts. We must instead get
aggressive about how we
communicate, to fight fire with fire.
We must clearly communicate the
real-world implications of not having
antibiotics for use in animals, giving
the nanny culture a taste of their
own medicine by being clear about
motives and consequences.
Imagine these headlines:
¢ \World’s Children Face Shortage
of Crucial Protein
e Cost of Meat, Milk, Eggs Surge
beyond Working Families’ Reach
e Unchecked Sickness Bringing
Suffering to America’s Animals,
Losses to Family Farmers.

[ urge all of us who care about
animal agriculture to aggressively
change the way we communicate.
The time has come to set the
record straight.

Karen DeQuasie
Director Public Relations & Communications,
ALPHARMA Inc. Animal Pharmaceuticals

WORKING TOGETHER WE CAN SET THE RECORD STRAIGHT

How your suppliers

end, we plan to:

valuable tools.

with sound science.

can help protect use of antibiotics

Many animal health companies have responded to the
public-panic industry predictably. They have either sold off
their livestock drug business to concentrate on the more lucrative
companion animal market, or they have exited animal health all
together, to focus on their human pharmaceuticals.

ALPHARMA, maker of such recognized brands as BMD,
Aureomycin and ChlorMax, plans to stay with this industry. To that

e Stay in the business. At Alpharma, we believe these changes
present us with an excellent opportunity to significantly grow and
strengthen one of our core competencies—medicated feed additives.

e Commit to research and development. The use of antibiotics,
anticoccidials and antibacterials in feed are integral health
management tools for livestock and poultry producers. They are
absolutely necessary to meet the world’s growing demand for
affordable protein. We will continue to innovate and develop these

e Commit to promoting prudent use. Our products fill a critical need
in protecting the safety and abundance of our food supply. We are
committed to their continued, prudent use, and will increase our
educational efforts to ensure careful, accepted practices are followed.
e Commit to fighting the panic industry. We will use our leadership in
the industry to help protect availability by countering junk science




