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She udy provides the 2” cteristics of beef cattle in Malaysia which aims to

d Mbeef cattle strategy development. Figure 1.1 is an outline of the direction or

mary of Chapter 1, consisting of introduction, background of the study, statement
che problem, research question, objective of the study, the significance of the study,

scope of the study, operational definitions, structure of the study and conclusion. The



study prefers to highlight the situation of livestock in Malaysia, one of which is beef
cattle. Beef cattle are those breeds of cattle that are primarily used to produwut
(Alemneh & Getabalew, 2019). In 2023, the global beef and veal p@ﬂs\m is
expected to reach 59.15 million metric tonnes (Shahbandeh, 2023).

T
Universally, beef cattle production is located throughout the world, as America

is declared the largest producer of beef and buffalo. The US pr:jkucetd 11-12 million
metric tonnes of beef cattle in 2014, followed by Brazil, Ehina, Arge'ntina, Australia,
and India (Ritchie & Roser, 2020). An increased b rod ct‘fb&\idhe US is
supported by the increase in domestic demand, he carcass wei tst s}@%icam
cuts, and expansion of market share in Japan, rea and Tai I@Z 2019).
Livestock of beef cattle also exists in Southeast A3|a aIthough e‘ach country has
(LY o .

different meat preferences (Munir et al., 2020) which known from seen its level of
o/

consumption and production. Me ductlon\\c ns ‘ﬁon that dominates in

Vietnam and the Phlllpplnes k, pﬁultry and &@ The consumption and
production of meat in Indo ala Sie, nmar@hd Thailand are dominated by
poultry, pork, and bee her and ho‘se~®t dominate meat production and

consumption in L &ed Ca\:} %ﬁeﬁ and poultry.
In countrigs w th of thtjthree products is the same, the actual per

capita pro Eg%wd c sum or{ Ieé? for total and specific commodities — vary

widely e differe ‘; in théfével of economic development (Jabbar, 2009).
\ L
Based on Figure 1.2, the |mmense beef cattle production in Southeast Asia is
\

e3|a followed by Vietnam, Myanmar, the Philippines, Thailand, Cambodia,
\*ﬂ ysia, Laos, Singapore, and Brunei Darussalam. Meanwhile, Malaysia is in the 7th
posmon In Malaysia, there are three main agricultural sub-sectors that are selected as

agricultural indicators: namely crops, livestock, and fisheries.
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Department of Statistics Malaysia or DOSM (2019) announced that the
agricultural sector contributed 7.1 % (RM 101.5 billion) to Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) in 2019 and the main contributor to add value to the agricultural @ri‘sthe
livestock sub-sector with a percentage of 15.3 %. DVS (2021)%0@%1& the
estimated number of cattle recorded in 2017 was 129,524 in Peninsleaysia with

A
the output of cattle products of 48,055 heads. In lieu of this, this study intends to focus

A
on one of the states of peninsular Malaysia, namely Negeri Sembilan. '
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Malaysia also requireé that all beef cattle processing be managed based on halal

Al Iy O

legality, foIIovvving th'e majority of t@ Muslim population in this country. Smith et al.

) 07¢ o
(2018)‘estimate that the consumption of halal beef in 2015-2020 will increase in the

L= L

main meat markets of Southeast Asia, such as Malaysia, Indonesia, and other ASEAN

§mic Community (AEC) member countries. This may be an advantage for

creasing regional incomes, for example: by generating increased beef and dairy

production in Southeast Asia (Lee & Hansen, 2019), including Malaysia.



1.1 Background of the Study

From the perspective of the development process between agncultd?nd
industry, also known as agro-based industry, there exists a reciprocal e\&lshlp
between agriculture and industry as the former provides input to the Iaﬂ&g addition,
industry also plays an important role in processing inputs into m which are
reused by agriculture with the aim of increasing production, S as agro-based
industries. Industries based on agricultural production (ag &CIJS'I‘IES that depend
on agriculture for raw materials, other basic inputs, an ustrial o re used in

agriculture to expand production. Paramasivan and pathi (20 adre&cd}tt the

stabilization and growth of agricultural producti a oa'tl ect o\,?tput and
employment opportunities in agro- mdust th t reat tunltles for
industry growth and integration of vaw omic

The World Bank (2021) rep that I|v ep 40 % of the global
value of agricultural products ed rﬂearly blggx eople's livelihoods and
food security. FAO (2014) at uctio resents an important sector
of animal agriculture % ird m [: pr de at in the world, after pork and
poultry. The Worl k (202} ume hlgher returns, technology, and the
structural secto (%ﬁhllo tock nd more quickly than other agricultural

economies. C tural evel m£1 t, o erty eradication, and the acquisition of food
\ - - -

securlty re,opportuniti rowﬂl& d transformation that continue to be carried out

in tm& ultural sector, suc c%"m animal husbandry, which acts as businesses in a

t aI and economic interface.
: Sinclair et al. (2019) state that those who work in the livestock industry have
ore power over animal welfare because of the interactions that occur between
humans and other animals in livestock production. The World Bank (2021) also agrees
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with the statement above, thus suggesting that the pace of change in this sector must
receive attention, because it is related to sustainability and does not only w
small farmers, but also systemic risks to the environment and human healt(’}
Based on this, it seems that one of the efforts to solve the probldﬂ%eviations
between work and value added is through the collaboration betweengagriculture and

industry, which represents the combined impact of agricu uw)wth and agro-
rZ

industry growth. Nonetheless, there is still a gap in Agri Productivity (APG)
development based on the national income and product acc uweveloping

countries, or on average. This is related to empl

nt and ad ‘{a@the

an% ue i%&'veloping
viatiens wh@xr'le share of

agricultural sector. Even though the majority

countries come from agriculture, there

employment is higher than the added wallin etal.,

1.1.1 Beef Cattle in Malaysia N
f 4 Qc?
orize minagtéand non-ruminant industry.

The livestock industry &Q
Ny -
at has'a c@%x stomach, including: rumen,

The ruminant industry ;’s aw\al t '

reticulum, omasum, and ab asu& ffal ttle, goats, and sheep are included

—

in the ruminant i %(S slu, 2016). B@s a substantial source of protein food

A
and a valuablcade y dfor L?[rie@gsdch as Malaysia (Jamaludin et al., 2014).
Meat cons@m in Malaysia jis :ge\s'n'eat derived from cattle and buffalo (MyCC,

' 4
2019). %ﬂ and Siti 015) st\a?'that other studies have concluded that the visual
siw nd taste of the twohcp?es of meat are less permitted by most consumers.

ainalabidin et al. (2013) mention that the Malaysia's livestock industry as an

onrtant and integral component of the agricultural sector. The agricultural sector

employed around 10.28% of total employment in Malaysia in 2019 and contributed



around 8% of the country's GDP (The World Bank, 2022). This viewpoint is
supported by Malaysia Competition Commission or MyCC (2019), which sta t
the agricultural sector provided employment opportunities to more t@,SOO
people in 2015 and increased from 390,708 in 2010 (refer to TableAQ—(owever,
there will be a decrease in workers in 2021 (there will be 15,064.2 Wnd persons)

only 1,550.0 thousand persons (10.3%) are engaged in the amirl ure sector, still
n

dominated by citizens with 63.6 % while the rest are non- DOFM 2022).
Table 1.1: Number of Persons Engaged in Agric e Su S
The Agriculture CAG
Sub-sectors 2005 2010 2 (2005 2F10ﬂ5 (2013\2015)
Crops 225,030 335,096 N 2%
Livestock 14,227 20,056 5 7% 12%
Fisheries 4,020 11, 508 690,,\‘ 23% X\‘ 6%
Source: Depﬁm of StatisticsMalaysia/DOSM (2019)
The agriculture sector has be med to pI a E\e\g)ole in Malaysia's
economic and rural development wﬂch%sts t &(x)untry transitions to a
high-income status. New typ lleng a ri ral sector have arisen as a

result of changing custom?!eren S a % g focus on the environment,
[

sustainability, and resp Ible sources. "4’\/
(J

\

1111 Beef C su Mal

=

Althou co su rﬁ y5|a is quite diverse, including: beef and
veal, b k, bI_)alnd N . However, meat consumption in Malaysia is
still ma d by poultry, porlt_) beef. Table 1.2 displays consumption of livestock
C ities in Malaysia from 2016 to 2020 based on the Department of Statistics

ysia (2021). These statistics show that people in Malaysia consume more white

Q&at (i.e. poultry, pork) than red meat (i.e. buffalo, cattle, goat) with a total meat con-

sumption per capita in 2020 of 61.5 kg.



Table 1.2: Per Capita Consumption of Livestock Commodities in Malaysia, 2016-

2020

Commodities 2016 2017 2018 2019 E
Beef (kg) 6.6 6.5 6.4 6.1 6.1
Mutton (kg) 1.2 1.3 1.3 14 ) 12
Pork (kg) 6.8 7.4 7.6 ﬂk 74
Poultry Meat (kg) 53.7 50.1 49.1 48.9 46.8
Eggs (pcs) 376.4 392.6 362.5 ?7 360.9
Fresh Milk (L) 1.8 2.0 1.9 0 2.1

Source: Department of Statis alaysia (2021)

Although in the last five years the consumption of mﬂ in Malaysia has
experienced a downward trend, it still maintains a val ove 4 k r, because
the selling price of poultry meat is cheaper than othet meats. This is al 1pr@@3& by
the cheaper cost of poultry production than_oth I|vestdt pr uct.lgi"because
poultry has a lower feed conversion ratl com d‘;\o : wh@eans that a

smaller amount of feed is required to e weight-Qf ouIt@WeStock.

Statista Research Departmen 023) info M t t\oand for poultry meat
: ) A

is still the highest with consum 50.1 kg per person, ‘followed by beef and veal

&
(5.6 kg per person), pork (5. 2 kg per person) and sheep (1.1 kg per person). The

ol
consumption per caplta of poultry meat in Malaysia is estimated at 53.74 kilograms

per capita in 2031 (S%a ese&@%e(&b%)

The measure of consumption or use of goods per person in a given population is
rN . N1 U
referred to as consumption per capita. So, it is calculated by dividing the total

&7 1Y) L
consumption of a co'untry or region\by the total population. Hocquette et al. (2018)
empﬁm consumer purcf@)ﬁ; power is the primary determinant of the level of
\
\gnsumption per capita. Judging from the consumption per person of poultry
&aat in Malaysia, International Trade Administration (2022) argues that the poultry

eat is the dominant protein consumed in the country. The previous statement was

supported by Alemneh & Getabalew (2019) believing that developed or industrialised


https://www.statista.com/aboutus/our-research-commitment
https://www.statista.com/aboutus/our-research-commitment

countries consume much more meat per capita than developing countries. This study
only focuses on the consumption of beef cattle in Malaysia. It can be seen frow
1.3 which shows the ratio of self-sufficiency in livestock products in Malw\shr the

last five years obtained from the Department of Statistics Malaysia ( for 2020

the value is still a provisional estimate. q

Table 1.3: Self-Sufficiency Ratio (%) of Livestock Products 'nMSia, 2016-2020
;19

Type of 2016 2017 2018 ' 2020
Livestock Y A
Beef 23.04 22.17 22.49 22.28 31.72

Mutton 13.00 10.23 095 ¥ | 11 ¢ 40.72

Pork 90.96 92.12 I 92 _91.62

Poultry Meat 103.24 103.68 0 | 10470 104.51

Poultry Eggs 117.93 114.67 .03 ,'_'O_yls WV~ 116.40
2T

63:035/ 62.40
‘t&tistic%@qaysia (2021)

eeded 6@% (104.51% and

1. Z@and also milk has an

Milk 64.86 58.25 1.

Sourcg@ tm
In Table 1.3, the SSR for poul@gs has

116.40%), followed by pork which es exceed M?
N,

SSR of around 60% (62.40%) ‘foé ast five y S, Wt@buffalo, cattle, and goat
ﬁiar{&%’s has had an impact on the

meat have remained below 309 th
lk p duc@ﬂ must be imported to meet

:
demand. It can be seen fro th(‘e :n li imp@éﬂ beef in 2019 of 159,185.1 million

tons. Malaysia a&ach' 50% (in 6@0%“ can only reach 23.69%) in SSR for
!
beef by the ye(%?\ as ta%\ation%DAgrofood Policy 2.0 (Zayadi, 2021).
There it czip e conc d@at local beef production is not in line with the
o W,
increas mand and is only t

g%Le 0 meet around 23.69% of total domestic demand.
\

i] in et al. (2014) indicate that the key pillar of countries in the production of

large number of livestock livest

ir local foods is the issue related to food security. This is also linked to population
0

wth, changes in diet, as well as the need for self-sufficiency, which have caused an

explosion in one of the agricultural industries, namely the beef industry.



Ariff et al. (2015) clarified that effectiveness in animal feed and livestock
raising leads to the independence of Malaysia's poultry, eggs, and swine siwke
1990s, when there has been no balance between the two principal inputs@inant
industry. Zainalabidin et al. (2013) hypothesise that if the industria?‘%lation of

ruminants was predominantly small-scale farming, it would resRin a minimal

industrial growth, meat production, and infrastructure, such as_grasstands.
n; IS

Rozhan (2019) explains that the level of self-su ‘an indicator to

avail bWrdability,

L
and accessibility of food; the existence of competi ss and su na[)il.'\ Ythe
agro food industry; and increasing the incom eders¢r S, an@%?shermen
are common goals in self-sufficiency. \, \ Q\T
The Malaysian government ha %SSL targ r tté‘elected agro-food
products such as rice, fruit, veget@gs Iives@; fi ,@‘ozhan, 2019). As the
results, there is a desire in this %knov@whe fithe \er of beef consumption

determine agricultural performance. Guaranteed consu

-9 9/ <

\N &
in Negeri Sembilan has increased¥or dL sedythis ye?}or in the previous years, the
ea

reason for the increas% ase in ouhtﬂbﬁeat consumption this year or in
4

o
the previous years, M{type ci \aNs mosguxsumed in Negeri Sembilan, whether
beef in Negeri @h‘n co 0 SSt\J%éat in Malaysia, and what percentage of
¢
its contributi G’) N‘?

1112 % tle RF Pn in @aysia

livestock products @t{ced in Malaysia, among others are beef (including:

b \band cattle), eggs, milk, mutton, pork, poultry, raw hides, and skins. This
esearch only focuses on beef cattle production. In 2021, DVS states that the share of
eef (6.40 %,), mutton (0,65 %), pork (17.70 %), poultry meat (50.54 %), eggs (24.17

%), milk (0.48 %), and raw hides & skin (0.08%) of the total ex-farm value of

9



livestock products (RM 24,978.20 million) (Table 1.4). As a result, it is assumed that
beef cattle have decreased, except for pork, poultry meat, and eggs comn?ﬂ'!s

(Table 1.4). (,}

Table 1.4: Malaysia: Ex-Farm Value of Livestock Product (RM Millidgf);'2011-2021F
Commodities Years

2011 2012 2013 20144, 2015 2016
Beef 889.47 103176  1,14157 126413  1411.72  1,486.65
Mutton 77.8 146.12 151.39 148. 714452 165.70
Pork 2,047,04 196886 2,048,838 2 1.8? 2,526.06  2,370.12
Poultry Meat 594950  6.867.61  7,413.53 9,534.28  10,776.05
Eggs 2,614,335 327463  3,872,76 4 752.044  5,190.09
Milk 134.68 144.82 57.62 68.16 W 84.50
Raw Hides & Skins 12.02 12.26 12.36 94 A3 ¢ -18.06

Total 11,724.86  13,446.06  14,698.11 745.46 | 18,465.9 :091.17
Y < Y | =
. ears o~
Commodities 2017 2018 010, 202007 202
Beef 1,538.66 159587 158435  1489.14  1,470.59
Mutton 167.58 173.46 16785 156.20 72
Pork 324316  3,887.71 wga, 966.62
Poultry Meat 10,883.96 11,694 % 4.54 : 44,613.58
Eggs 5,479.54 5.373& '622.49 10 (5,5550.29
Milk 91.53 96.22 01445 4.4 109.49
Raw Hides & Skins 20.41 0 19: ? ;5\ 18.91
Total 21,414.84 22.841.17 ) 22,26¥. 22,855.78_ 22,978.20
Source: Dep f Véterinary Services-Malaysia or DVS (2021)

>

that were not operating o riencing ope atibno.tystrictions due to the COVID-19

4 3
pandemic was the Q& 0 t? Ine in g;rgél commodities. That statement is
described in thé@ of . (Zﬁlwhen Malaysia implemented the first
!
[
lockdown or %men contr o&ier&l@CO) on March 18, 2020 due to the rapid

N
spread D-19#While'the M@aims to secure economies and societies through

v

socmancing, self-isolati@emd travel restrictions, it negatively impacts food

jon and supply chains, which span multiple phases or processes from farm
6 ucer) to consumer (Tan et al., 2023). So during the Pandemic, there was a
isruption in the stability of the agribusiness supply chain due to delays in receiving

inputs, decreased cultivation, damage to fresh produce, lower productivity, which

DVS (2021) informe tm Iacr and fr@cafes, restaurants, and hotels

10



ultimately had an impact on decreasing farmer income (Tan et al., 2023). Ariff et al.
(2015) assume that the commercial poultry production in Malaysia is rel

margins. However, the margins can be enhanced by managing input \n an
organised way and centralised marketing arrangements. MyCC (20197*5 that the
causes of Malaysia's lack of local beef production include mly limited

n\mlstock, a lack of

ly®nutritious feed. The

maintenance, but also a high investment in starting and raisi

suitable land for grazing and breeding, and a lack of
statement is in line with the research of Yujie Liu et al"2023) ttht of beef
L
o | | "
cattle farming is determined from labour resources, “farming flan n[j @crop
planning. At that time, more than 90% of Malaysia' uminant-i try @ﬁlation [
Y.

S

David (2015) clarifies that humamand capital asse ac@‘any constitute the

largest share of production. Davi{@s& hzﬁd p@uction strengths and
%J i 0 Sy C 5&;\/ inventory, workforce,

engaged in small-scale agriculture (Zainalab&di\n; al.

weaknesses in the five functio

failu e:}f a company. MyCC (2019)

and quality) can be interpr. ha ch S

elucidates that a limite itabin the process of mehaining and distributing livestock
4 f &

results in a marke ﬁigis onlf/ \mn rateg[wh a few key players involved on a

dom@’supply of beef (among others: buffalo

!

¢

and cattle) gﬂ)w Malaysia ased Q;]?ype or need of beef, includes live cattle
% NN

importe(f&) Austra }Thai-l%d, the majority of frozen cattle originating in

Indi ell as fresh and pr@n beef and frozen buffalo meat are mainly derived

commercial scale. fulfith

f \Jstralia and New Zealand breeds (MyCC, 2019). In Figure 1.3, there were

G ximately 661,133 cattle populations in 2017, with the number of cattle populati-
n

s decreasing over the years in some states except Sabah, which has experienced an

increase in cattle population every year. This is because there is quite a lot of oil palm

11



plantation in the Sabah which can also function as a gracing area and feed. This is also
supported by the statement of Ariff et al (2015) which stated that the second t
palm oil producer after Indonesia is Malaysia. VVoora et al., (2019) explaifne facts
behind Malaysia as the second largest producer of palm oil beﬂ;gpalm oil

production is still dominated by Indonesia and Malaysia together acgounted for 85—

Q)
el

90% of the total palm oil produced in 2016.

800,000
e e
600,000 — — ~ =~ tﬁ—
400,000
200,000
0
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Sarawak 15,120 15,631 15,860 10,840 11,207 10,111
—— Sabah 55,411 57,167 57,153 59,125 60,255 63,327
—e&— Peninsular Malaysia [ 630,976 635,723 629,203 626,694 | 621,074 | 587,695
7 AV

Dep

ivtﬁ @ary Services Malaysia (2019)

Beef‘€ ttl qpuigt/ n in Malaysia

Ariff et a ,Qi@ 5) detal the sta@that cultivate oil palm in Malaysia,
including: Sa %‘« 5 Hli mha(')QS%) Sarawak (with 1.26 million ha or
23%), and arM Iay |th.éﬁ£ million ha or 49%). It can be concluded that
Sabah i rgest 5‘ I Jlan n state in Malaysia. Ezerie and Khalidah (2019)

rnal also explains n(\fﬁore detail about the palm oil plantation which is not

e main source of income but also the second and fourth largest contributor to
055 national output in 2009 and 2014, contributing over 25.04 billion USD and
22.31 billion USD, respectively. The link between oil palm plantation and beef cattle

livestock is the availability of grazing land and animal feed (Palm Kernel Waste/PKC

12



and Oil Palm Sludge or POME). In the research of Ariff et al. (2015) stated that
around 25% of oil palm plantation area is suitable for integration with beef ca

area with steep slopes, poor soil conditions, close to forest, recently C@d oil
palm, or old oil palm fields), where a beef cattle population of 1.2 eads can
be spread over a quarter of the area of oil palm plantation. So, it can be"concluded that

Sabah has a high potential to integrate beef cattle because it has theMargest area in oil

palm cultivation. '
Table 1.5: Population of Livestock in Malaysia, 20:’6-‘28Qd
X
[ e
Type of 2016 2017 2018 2019
Livestock Y
Buffalo 119,133 114,013 106988  # 101,695 7~ 100,242
Cattle 737,827 703,832 1686 ~. 657,407 "~/ 659,317
Chicken 289,666,002 293,301,558 259,323,292 285,063,636 ' 300,145,315
Duck 9,633,185 9,283,900‘V 80,573 39,376,456 9,628,617
Goat 416,529 385,30 359,200 & 312571 320,203
Sheep 138,479 130, 128,29 123,677 121,173
Swine 1,654,381 1,849,35 1,967,5 1,888,460 1,876,029
Total 302,365,536 305,768,616 272,042,575 | 297521902 312,850,896
Source: Depart 'H'Po’Vet i ervicesMalaysia or DVS (2021)
[} Y &
The livestock populatioﬂ\ laysiasin 2020 is am&mated value according to
statistics collected by th rtmint eteri Services Malaysia which
[

illustrates that the largest'livestock populationsineMalaysia in the last five years is still

inhabited by non@ﬁ:ts (n{ainl : hicken@nd ducks). In the Table 1.5, the five-
year trend sh Mt ch'ck;?a ¢ u@argest livestock population followed by
e

4

ducks, pi ttle, goats, s andéu'ffalo. Meat and dairy production are known

from Wattle,';n oaf pop:ggons while poultry meat production can be seen
fro’\kr and duck populat‘ro%nd eggs can be seen from layer poultry.

Ivestock owners in Malaysia are encouraged to register with the state DVS so

t they are subject to by-laws related to livestock in the state (Zayadi, 2021). The

number of registered farms by state and type of livestock commodity in West

Malaysia for the year 2018 is summarized in Table 1.6 based on statistics by DVS.
13



Beef cattle livestock are more than half of the total number of registered livestock
farms where Kelantan has the highest number of over seven thousand (28.80%);

well as Negeri Sembilan where registered cattle farming is only 4.09%fo total
number of registered cattle farms. Ruminant livestock farming is mosﬂ'Agcticed by
smallholders while non-ruminant livestock is dominated by commegCial enterprises
that meet the needs of large-scale production, being the backgroun t the number of
farms for ruminants is much larger than the total number [Y\:‘o‘ non-ruminants

even when combined. ‘\d
@
Y

Table 1.6: Registered Livestock Farms in t Malaysia 1} )

States Buffal Beef Dair Goat Shee Swi Broiler “Lay, B?'He Laye
cke “ry
n

0 Cattle vy p Chicke r
Cattl H\ {Duck  Duck
€ w X
Johor 122 2230 171 797 88 | 4. 23 1
Kedah 191 2,262 63 2,2 19 10 0 ~N10 2 4
Kelantan 48 7,060 16 782 7 0 200 \.J 0 41 61
Melaka 222 1,276 81  #582 44 N9 Loz, 23 5 2
NSembla 166 1002 101 553 40 4 173 7 o 1
Pahang 332 1,889 2 169 8 <93 9 10 50
Perak 446 1,959 ﬂ& 82 128 4 4/349 22 74 30
Perlis 6 297 5 19 \ 1SS 9 0 6 17
P. Pinang 47 651 51 @5 214" 89 80 9 12
Selangor 37 1,14 6 1,07 124 | _\JD@‘ 210 40 14 11
Terenggan 2
u 237 47 4 190 a!‘{g,v 0 141 0 3 55

1,976 722 2,296 249 187 244
3

Total 1,854
AS

i
Altho \ger Sembi i is %& a centre for beef cattle production in

Malaysh(z%’lﬁ}t is ;at ha@come the area of research study, because the

ourcai%partment of Veterinary Services (2020)

4
researcSr uld like to discoY'_) d understand whether Negeri Sembilan faces the
N

S onstraints as production centres and how breeder in Negeri Sembilan
Q comes these constraints.

14



1.2 Statement of the Problem
The beef industry has experienced a steady growth over the last two
Even so, cattle farmers experience difficulties in meeting the domestic for
beef. The difficulties faced by this industry, include: lack of large pastm';(ga to graze
livestock (Jamaludin et al., 2014), lacking of parent cattle (Rozhan, mhigher cost
of animal feed (Rozhan, 2022), inefficient of beef productio MAdila Abdullah
%o.rk rs, smallholder

et al.,, 2021), the lack of quality breeds, expertise,

productivity is limited by diseases, land scarcity, an resu in‘Q\Qﬂetition for
L

ation regardling @I‘z;test
S <f\Ma ia’s cattle farming
[ Y L@X;at breeding
issues can have an impact on beef cat@ls which affe@%e Malaysia's beef

ep r@from problems such
as the limited supply of qua%eders whi aauszQ |gher import costs and
sometimes imported breed \Dsce;r |seas@hkmg it difficult to adapt to
local conditions. '
4 ¢ &
Meanwhile, | and Eﬁ:é eatsghaded in the distribution of domestic
: C
!

grazing land (Grinnell et al., 2022), insufficient

technologies, and weak networking among th

cattle production potential. Import eds

meat, namely ¢ bu reported that the main exporter to meet

domestic d eat e‘n ta, Australia, and New Zealand. Most of the
N

supply d buffal the ntry is obtained from the two main exporting

v

cou ie (namely, India and A@s&raha) so the sources of imports are limited and

u ified (MyCC, 2019). This makes the market vulnerable to fluctuations in
Q%and prices in the importing countries, including Malaysia. The reason why the
rket is vulnerable is because the market is only concentrated with several key

players involved in the beef business on a commercial scale because the beef market
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has high entry barriers, especially because of the large capital requirements to run
cattle farming and import beef (MyCC, 2019). This issue is related to the level -

sufficiency (SSL) which if it can meet the targeted SSL then it can redu ts of
agro-food products including meat. This can be seen from Rozhan's :ﬂknt (2022)
which states that the beef industry is still experiencing difficultiesq achieving the

SSL specified in the NAP4 (2011-2020) of 32 % (quite lo Wompared to the
CI

y tleached 23.69%.

0 in O%&a&ét‘ed in the

National Agrofood Policy 2.0 (Zayadi, 2021). é | _\C—}
Apart from the beef cattle issues in M ' Mia\%i an adwantage in

developing the industry as stated by Norhﬂé’x‘: NYrs liza (,@g)..stating that

Malaysia has the distinct benefit of '%own as a Halal c@‘é. Malaysia, as a

SSL specified for rice, fruits, and vegetables) in 2020 bee
0,

Again, Malaysia has increased the meat SSL target b

N,

Malaysian Standards, which a%energl Guide 'nezQ Halal Food Production,

Preparation, Handling, and@, kI as MS 15%. 004 that were introduced by
Malaysia (Norhafiza shamliza, 2 19’. s&ording to Rozhan (2019) the
4 ¢ &
development of the®eoncept @ al Aﬁxories and Food Assurance System
(HAFAS) as a% as 'ysteré'!' to ensure that the Halal concept is
¢
unquestior@ has Been lidteddn @ational Agrofood Policy (2011 - 2020).
N
T% pt of hal ques@w is also related to food security whose main

L

objeﬂ&s to obtain good an@élity food and prevent food from contamination and

erous for consumption (Rafidah & Rozhan, 2021). The institution that manages

Muslim country, has comprehen@)standar \OIYH a}(broducts through the

alal issues in Malaysia is Jabatan Kemajuan Islam Malaysia or JAKIM. This has
een emphasized in the statements of Norhafizah and Norshamliza (2019) which state

that the position of religion in JAKIM as an important institution related to the Halal
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certification. Due to strict criteria and strong relationships with major trading
countries and strong government support, this certification is recognized wow'i!e
(Badruldin et al., 2012; Norhafizah & Norshamliza, 2019). 0}
Because JAKIM is known worldwide, the livestock indus(ﬂ%uld take
advantage of this opportunity to grow and promote its products International
markets. This is supported by reports stating that halal foods hat¥a global market
value of around US$1.4 trillion in 2017, increasing by U MO in 2020 and is

expected to reach US$2.6 trillion in 2023 (Rafidah ozh ,Wlt can be

@

concluded that the global halal food market is experi

increase i e|11a.r@

eI% rpor%m (HDC)
which stated that the Malaysian halal in% ark:e\t % IS eé“e‘é;d to reach

RM614.36 billion (US$147.4 billion) @(Raﬁdah zh@ﬂZl). This is also

supported by the statement of Rafli and \aﬂWZO 1)<>vhich stated that this

N
market has a steady growth an%cted?o continue to@/\/ along with the growth
&
ness, of

of the Muslim population, i %g a:l/ H@roducts and services around

the world and also thethi and nat onl frbm@ Muslim population but also by
4 $ &
2s30f the no

the changing minj@awarf (MUslim population worldwide. So that

This is also related to the Halal Indu

Malaysia has a w tive ein t{ﬁ}"rhdustry that should or can be exploited.

Not o halal cer?if' [{Jf)ass by Jakim can be utilized to develop the
beef ca% stry in ia, i&alaysia the National Beef Feeding Center has
aIsoﬂAbuilt. It is known fr@he statement of Ariff et al. (2015) informed that the
e ment of the National Beef Feeding Centre in Gemas (Negeri Sembilan,

ysia) is a business investment that involves the imports of cattle breeding stock
nd slaughtered cattle from Indonesia, Myanmar, China, Cambodia, and Australia. In

addition to the issues in the beef cattle industry and also the benefits that can develop
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the beef cattle industry that have been described above, the researcher wants to find
out whether these problems are also a problem for beef cattle companies invi
Sembilan in terms of production sub-unit and whether the benefits ment@rlier
used in beef cattle companies in Negeri Sembilan in terms of procﬂ% sub-unit
which also have the same objectives as the research questions and resgarch objectives

which will be discussed below. \/

1.3 Research Questions '

Based on the statement of problem in thisgstudy, therg aregthree® rpxgarch
A

questions that must be answered can be seen bel P e

1. What are the advantages and disadvgages NQ catt!ewg%panies in
Negeri Sembilan in terms of th@io &

2. What are the chances and o les-face beef “cattle companies in
Negeri Sembilan in ter f the p oa%s i
%“% oy 05
3. How does the oper& ization e urceﬁﬁ/the production sub-unit of
N
the Negeri mw beef catt 'CO@.CS contribute to competitive
advantage? \o‘ &

O

The resear@ned@n the rence in the use of terms in the first
N
and second r@yque tions Wi }}tnea%dand second objectives of research in this

study. Th e of u n@e r@x/antage is to represent the term strength that is

’ 4
explai Wd on the earﬂ'ng {/Rme two terms. The meaning of the term advantage

*

(nws more favourable c&:ﬁtion or position in a competition, while the meaning

erm strength (noun) is the ability to exert effort to complete a task (Bigelow et

Q 2023). So that the terms advantage and and strength are semantically related in the

topic of strong points and values. Next the reason of the purpose of using the term
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disadvantage is to represent the term weaknesses which is explained based on the
meaning of both terms. The meaning of the term disadvantage (noun)we
characteristics of someone or something that cause difficulties to achi@cess,
while the meaning of the term weakness (noun) is the quality or f lacking
physical strength or vigor (Bigelow et al., 2023). So that the terms?zﬁvantage and
weakness are semantically related in the topics of flaw, rw, scarcity, and
weakness point. '

Then the clarification of the purpose of using the cha ewresent the
L

term opportunity which is explained based on the

ing of bot rrﬂs.@vt;rm
chance means the possibility of something ha in a fav e tir%mhile the
term opportunity is a favourable time orw nt t\es it péggle to do or
achieve something. When compared (@ i sir@ity in which both

terms can get something at a time (%uation \Is\ﬁ ;@‘e (Weber, 2022). The

N
last description about the use Q%m o&tacl osrepresent the term threat, where

these two terms can be viexﬁ_a\'noth 0 tha@lems that must be solved to

achieve business goals% : 20‘1‘

1.4 Objective oflﬁQudyl é./
The objeiﬂ&( th'\@is ovide an overview of the strategic

¢
developmenfw producti snfbw of beef cattle faced by the companies in
I

N
Negeri %  mafe etafls have-&n outlined as below.
X

1. identify the strength@weaknesses possessed by the beef cattle companies

\Negeri Sembilan in terms of the production sub-unit.

0. To identify the opportunities and threats faced by the beef cattle companies in

Negeri Sembilan in terms of the production sub-unit.

3. To understand the competitive advantage of the production sub-unit in the
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Negeri Sembilan’s beef cattle companies.

1.5 The Significance of the Study \i

In this sub-chapter the author would like to explain why this stud &Qificant
or important to government policies implemented to increase beef cattle production in

the National Agrofood Policy 2021-2030 (NAP 2.0) which has been SCussed in sub-

chapter 2.2. In the policy there are two strategies implemTy increasing the
S

production of beef cattle, among others: modernizin 0 ‘ng ricultural

production to ensure sustainable supply and stabilize “the nation’s*foed Qﬁices
. | | &
(especially in the paddy, ruminants, as well hery sub+ se€tors); ahd” make
’ ¥
agriculture a solid, sustainable and profitaleure N urce q@hcome for
farmers, livestock breeders, fishermen, arew agronnt eneurs:

Both policies are related to tmctlves of y to@ achieved by the

researcher, namely, to describe %te%y%pieng{@ﬁ beef cattle faced by
7]
companies in Negeri Sembila\ cific%theﬁmsg.&i's research are to identify
eri bil

the strengths and weakness e Nig i 0 ef cattle company, to identify
[

the opportunities and t”@faced by egeqéembilan beef cattle company, and

to understand the’@&itiv@ ein (t;%ﬁns of internal resources owned by the

companies bycwg the Re rce}s-l%gge}View (RBV) as the underpinning theory
of this stu \(.J
? <

rst and sec o‘jectiv‘es of this study were adopted from the research of

«Q

)
Maha et al. (2021), the sl'u(ﬁ'} aimed to explore the challenges, motivations, and
its of implementing MyGAP (Malaysia Good Agricultural Practices) among

all cattle farmers in Peninsular Malaysia. What distinguishes this study with
research conducted by Mohamad et al. (2021) this can be seen from the focus of their

research related to the presence or absence of MyGAP certification applied in beef
20



cattle farming in Malaysia. The brief description of MyGAP which is the standard

logo for GAHP which is intended for agricultural commodities such as:

livestock, and aquaculture in Malaysia. So that it can be concluded tr@@ IS

related to the production process for beef cattle livestock, where the ult of the

application of GAHP can affect the health quality of the cattle lives and the beef

cattle itself, such as: the condition of the grazing fields; th cMns of the cattle
X

sheds; the adequacy of feed consumption, nutrition, and rder to obtain the

appropriate body weight for cattle; proper managementyof sto |‘B1\@¢S aims to

L
overcome disease germs or bacteria that can ir%ole; conditi fcf &6%; of
animal feed, vaccines, and also medicines for %5 wella y a%‘Welfare of
workers in cattle farming are also consider 'nY: \ Q\T
While in this study focuses more, on the strateg

veloe'rs@nt of beef cattle
production in Negeri Sembilan. \/\@Sthis str

g@ent is related to two
N
things the first is the cattle fammi hicm consist «of: @d shed, feed, labour or

}M T andé@\econd is the production sub

workforce, and the fattenin% .
units which consist of% ) capaci jnfomahbour, and quality. And also, the
_ &

~—

s g

methodology car}gﬁg{in thli is also gf.erent from their study (which can be
seen further in % %

3). NS
p O
he third_o 'ecﬁveej this study in the adoption of Alonso's

!
Mean )
N
researc% whi€ S the&source-based theory of the firm (RBTF) for

v

co engaged in the b@ﬁdustry which is also one of Uruguay's economic

\knts, so this research also explains how the position of the Uruguay beef

d try can be in the high-end beef market. This study presents three different units
f

analysis. First, through the participants' perceptions, this study reviews the SWOT

of the beef industry in Uruguay. Then, the importance of operationalizing resources
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for competitive national advantages and disadvantages for socio-economic
development. Finally, this study assesses the usefulness of the RBTF (the re -
based theory of the firm) by applying VRIN attributes. What distinguish@tudy
from Alonso's research (2019) is that this study only examines mpetitive
advantage in terms of internal resources owned by the comp y applying

Resources-Based View (RBV) as the underpinning theory of im. There are two
h

internal resources seen in this study, namely: cattle farmi f(‘cuses on breed,

shed, feed, labour or workforce, and the fattening perio d pr dlw sub units
Ay
iy). i _\"}

objecti [ this\)‘si’ﬁdy were

(including: process, inventory, capacity, labour, and

More succinctly, the first and second

~EFE g: IE Matrix,

goa@d strategies. The

and SWOT-TOWS Matrix), which a e hasis for s
?Q ironment which aims

following is an explanation of the @sal audi \xgr

to develop a list of limited oppr%s re g}ding t %Q\a company's advantage

and what threats the comp mld vid), Q}Ie external audit or external
%e.br 1 %

environment are divided i oad cat or'e@luding: (1) economic forces; (2)
’ 4 ¢ &
social cultural, &Qraphict \\ aturg.environment forces; (3) political,
governmental, w | forees; 'echr@’lcal forces; and (5) competitive forces.
¢
This can be &Bguid line i anngJ hich external audit or external environment
N

related% fcamaﬁgwganies' egeri Sembilan.
& i

the explanation r@eﬁng the internal audit or the internal environment

analysed using external and internal audit%

D

>

a \not only improve the weaknesses of the company, but also turn them into
trengths-or maybe even into distinctive competencies (strengths of the company that
re not easily matched or imitated by competitors). In this study, the internal audit or

internal environment only tested the production sub units, including: process,
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inventory, capacity, labour, and quality-which is adapted to the situation of the beef
cattle in Negeri Sembilan, cattle farming (which focuses on breed, shed, fee@mr
or workforce, and the fattening period), as well as the application o(% the
MyGAP based on Good Animal Practices (GAHP). A

Which makes this study has potential impact on future reseafch, where this

study seeks to contribute to the existing literature and fill in tms regarding the

strategy development of beef cattle production in Malaysia: re detail, this study
can contribute to the literature on the advantages and“disadva taweef cattle

companies from the production of this sub-unit, as

s the Benefi ahd_@ja'cles

faced by beef cattle companies in terms of

ion of thi b-u@‘g~ The two
literature topics above later became the baw plcw"ng com Sge advantage
of the beef cattle companies in Negeri Bihn, becaus y Ii@ onsideration was

given to the relationship betweec"Sangible %es ,é\'ﬁgible resources, and

N,
standards related to agricultural% catt

ek, o the previous studies on
this subject was the Alons m stuglys
N

preliminary and more % studi“ P
\y NQloy
1.6 Scope of tr@ Q 4«/%

A
This retakhywa only ¢ rlgljctqggi-ﬁ one state in Malaysia, namely Negeri

Sembilan.%ﬂcally, nly th be@ﬁaﬁle companies in the Gemas and Pedas areas
4
H

ﬂ’w;@é’lai, Gemas and Syarikat Perniagaan Haji Budin,

Q}also be used as a vessel for

>

(namely: t Ternak
N M _ -
Pe% geri Sembilan. Data Collection in this study used semi-structured interviews

%terviewees were the manager of Pusat Ternakan Haiwan Jelai, Gemas and

Qner of Syarikat Perniagaan Haji Budin, Pedas) where the interview questions were

related to beef cattle production, including: process, capacity, inventory, workforce,
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and quality (Appendix 4). Then the results of the interviews were transcribed
manually and the data that was transcribed was processed into an IFE Matriw
Matrix, IE Matrix, and a SWOT-TOWS Matrix to answer the first resea@stlon
and is also intended to answer the second research question regar mpetitive

advantage in the company's internal resources by applying the theory of Resources-
1.7 Operational Definitions .'\d
1.7.1 Beef Cattle .
_ . I g}
Beef is a substantial source of protein and a vaI ab com,e~ ity for
countries, such as Malaysia (Jamaludin et al., 2 ) M ptlo alay5|a is

the meat derived from cattle and buffalo @' 201 Q\ («

1.7.2 Competitive Advantage

Based View (RBV).

$~—°

Barney (1991) defines a e |v n S c’% irm is said to have a
<
competitive advantage whe t ing a&@)ue creating strategy not

simultaneously being i sz d by lnyc ‘ t entlal competitor".

_.
1.7.3 SWOT Tog&\ ' §

Hunger n heelen, (2 }lex that SWOT is an abbreviation used to

identify p Stre ths kn , Opportunities, and Threats that are strategic
4 :
eleme rtlcular ms!
\‘3
1. T Resource-based View (RBV)
A%)awd (2015) explains that the resource-based view (RBV) depicts a situation in

Olch organizational performance is primarily influenced by internal resources—the

company's skills and resources. As a result, the company's primary assets (such as:



capabilities, resources, and skills) will provide it with a competitive advantage (Zainal

etal., 2014). ?
1.8 Structure of the Study s J

This study intends to not only explore the competitive adv e of the beef
cattle companies in Negeri Sembilan, but also identify the stren and’'weaknesses of
beef cattle companies in Negeri Sembilan, and to identi mnities and threats
faced by beef cattle companies in Negeri Sembila dy‘insg of three

L

chapters, each of which has been separated into impartant ¢

1.8.1 Chapter 1- Introduction to Research and

The chapter presents the research back&und.

meaning of the research to be done werg i ed SOSXn i

i to Qzarch. As for the

overview to the readers as to What%uthw
¢ S
researcher, it is expected not*onl too v%gye thg%rengths, weaknesses,

opportunities, and threats to ducti ub-unit led out at the beef cattle

, th'{sgc apter gives an

/4

companies in Negeri Sembi tals’ tod e‘m@e competitive advantages seen

from the production sub-uni Wned\ ee'féth;le companies in Negeri Sembilan.

1.8.2 Chapter 2-@0f R@Liter% e
N
This ch@Malu tes the l}ldiricagﬂterature relevant to the study and outline

the conceQﬁnts of jviews, and ry underlying the research based on a wide
4
range w .T{i

ous studi s {/ﬁ@ter comprises of the literature review and at the

enQQ chapter, a conceptﬁc?framework for the study is proposed. This review of
%vant literature is divided into three main themes. The first section surveys the
Qrent literature on resources, while the second section examines the resources-based-

view theory as the underpinning concept. To add value to this study, the final section
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examines the firm's performance as a result of the RBV application.

1.8.3 Chapter 3-Research Methodology T
This chapter provides and justifies the appropriate research @ and
methodology for answering the research questions. This study y uses a

qualitative research strategy, and this chapter explains and describes Q procedure for

data collection and analysis.

1.8.4 Chapter 4-Findings & Discussion z

Chapter 4 presents an explanation of how the Ternak wan Jelal

Gemas and Syarikat Perniagaan Haji Budin, Ped%@ples in thi ct/_@(m fulfil
gths

the requirements as typical samples criteria—to tan% aknesses,

X

opportunities, and threats on the producti wunlt 8‘ the Deef c companies in

unit of the Negeri Sembilan’s Q)attle C (ﬁsubutes to competitive
n E,
advantage. 48\'
X
1.8.5 Chapter 5-Recomm ns Co |on‘%\

the body of knowl urthe‘ 0 pllca for policy and practice that may be

of interest to em| ,'poélgbmakers and practitioners are discussed.
e

d
en S dy and recommendations for future research

The limita a C|at

have b [ ed ’ o
\jr
‘-3

1. Co lusion

thls chapter, it has been informed that the available beef is barely able to meet

Qal needs, where the target of SSL beef in 2020 is expected to reach 32 %, but in

2022 it can only reach 23.69 % in 2022. Meanwhile, in terms of the number and
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distribution of cattle, Malaysia has five states with the largest population of cattle,
namely: Pahang (119.300), Kelantan (97,734), Johor (92,939), Terengganu (9?9),
and Sabah (63,327). Most of the cattle population in these states is still d@d by
traditional small-scale farmers which is also one of the reasons beef pr ions is still
unable to meet local availability. Y'

Previous studies on beef cattle in Malaysia, including: Sinclair et al. (2019),
Abdulla et al. (2016), Sabstu (2016), Ariff et al. (2015), J gmet al. (2014), and

Othman and Yaghoob (2014), are studies that focus scie ifwments on

_ _ _ Y%
cattle. Meanwhile, the study of Norhafizah and amlizal (2019) ﬁn@zhan
(2019) are studies related to the policies imple y he n g@'nment in

X

the development of beef cattle industry. Th% rec

ies on @‘cattle are the
study of Mohamad et al. (2021) air@)lore the Ien@notivations, and

benefits of implementing MyGAF@SIaysia }ﬂ\ ari
N
small cattle farmers in Penin Iaysﬁ andsthe stu@f Zayadi (2021) which

examines the status of the li M in’ yi Ma@ and the steps taken to steer
?ht S

this industry towards s% ility w'i‘t tatistids r@ed to the number of animals and

:
farms, self-sufficie ratio, lrﬁﬁ mpt@ livestock products. So that these

studies can onlyabe a literat iew to s@}%drt this research.
¢ ! C.)
b 4

o,%
J,
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