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This study investigated the socio-economic characteristics of cattle farms in the Selim district of Kars
province. A face-to-face survey was conducted with 350 cattle farm owners selected by random
sampling method. Frequency analysis was used to interpret the data obtained. The majority of the
farmers in the district were above 40 years of age, while the share of farmers younger than 40 years
was only 19.7%. The share of the farmers with primary school (34.4%) or secondary school (33.5%)
education was considerably high. A large majority of the farmers in the district had over (68.5%) 20
years of cattle farming experience while only 6.0% had less than 10 years of experience. It was found
that 76.8% of the enterprises in the district had 5 or more people in the family. Crossbreds of
European and indigenous cattle breeds were quite common (72.3%) in the district. Simmental was
determined to be the most commonly raised European breed (44.8%). The 30.9% of enterprises had

cattle between 20-30. The majority (50.6%) of the enterprises had 10-20 lactating cows. It was found
that 50.9% of the farmers engage in both meat and milk production in their enterprises, while 48.0%
engage solely in milk production. It was determined that 52.0% of the enterprise owners in the district
were members of associations and cattle breeders' association was the most preferred (90%) among
the farmers. High feed prices (98.3%) and diseases (33.1%) were indicated as the major problems by
the farmers. In addition, credit support (88.3%), supply of quality breeding stock animals (34%),
veterinary services (39.4%) and support in marketing of the products obtained (25.1%) were the main
expectations of the farmer from the government.
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1. Introduction

The livestock sector, which has a strategic position in
Tirkiye, is the main source of livelihood in developing regions
and contributes to meeting the demand for protein of animal
origin. The sector also provides raw materials for many
industries, especially dairy, meat, leather, textiles,
pharmaceuticals and cosmetics, and contributes to national
income, employment as well as exports (Ergiin & Bayram,
2021). Cattle farming is one of the most important sub-sectors
of the livestock sector in Tiirkiye. According to current

® Correspondence
E-mail address: bbayram@atauni.edu.tr

statistics, approximately 92.9% of total raw milk and 70.1% of
the total red meat production in Tiirkiye is obtained from cattle
(TURKSTAT, 2024). The Eastern Anatolian region in
particular plays an important role in Tiirkiye’s livestock sector.
About 37.53% of the country pastures and meadow area is
located in this region (Okcu, 2020). This region is home to over
19 per cent of the total cattle population of the country.
According to actual data, the cattle population of the eastern
Anatolia region is 3073955 (TURKSTAT, 2024). Kars
province ranks 2" in the region and 4" in the country with
615279 cattle population as compared to other provinces of
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Tiirkiye. Kars is a highland province with an altitude of 1750
meters, and livestock farming plays an important role in the
economy of the province. The abundance of grasslands,
meadows, pastures and plateaus, which are of great importance
for cattle farming, has made cattle farming one of the main
economic activities of the province from the past to the present.
The province has a total of 8 districts, and after the central

district, Selim district has the highest cattle population. The
number of cattle in the district is 107140 and increasing every
year (Figure 1). Cattle farming has a very special place in the
economy of the district, providing a livelihood for the majority
of the population. The district is home to 17 per cent of the
province's cattle population (TURKSTAT, 2024).
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Figure 1. Changes in the number of cattle in Selim district over the years (TURKSTAT, 2024).

Despite the increase in the number of cattle, the population
of the district has decreased from 24204 in 2015 to 21178 in
2023. Cattle production in the district faces several problems
and challenges. The decline in the district's population and the
increase in the average age of livestock farmers are among the
most significant. Majority of the cattle enterprises in the district
is small or medium scale. In order to ensure the development
and sustainability of the farming sector, economic and social
status in these enterprises should be taken into consideration
(Diler et al., 2022). Improving the economic and social
conditions of farmers will help them adapt to future challenges
and maintain their operations over the long term. In order to
achieve this, it is very important to reveal the problems of
farmers in the region. This study aimed to determine the farm
management and socio-economic structure of cattle enterprises
in the Selim district of Kars province, identify the existing
problems, and provide solutions to achieve a sustainable cattle
farming.

2. Materials and Methods

The study has been approved by Atatiirk University,
Agricultural Faculty Ethics Committee Chairmanship in 2024
(Decision no: 2024/1).

The research involved administering questionnaires to 350
cattle enterprise owners, randomly selected from 3925 cattle
enterprises in the Selim district of Kars province. Face-to-face
surveys were conducted with these 350 enterprise owners.

The data obtained were transferred to Microsoft Office
Excel. Numerical and proportional values were obtained by
frequency analysis in descriptive statistics in the statistical
program SPSS 20.0v. The numerical and proportional values
were used to create graphs and interpret the results. In
determining the sample size, the following method was utilized
(Arikan, 2007).

_ N.t?pgq
n= 2,42
(N-1).D%2+t%.p.q

@)
n = minimum number of necessary samples

N = population size

D = acceptable or desired sampling error (5%)

t = table value

p = the rate to be calculated (0.5)

q=1-p

n 3925.(1.96)2.0.5.(1-0.5)
T (3925-1).0.052+(1.96)2.0.5.(1-0.5)

= 350

3. Results and Discussion

The distribution of enterprise owners by age is shown in
Figure 2. It was found that 3.7% of the farmers were less than
30 years old, 16.0% were between 31-40 years old, 42.0% were
between 41-50 years old, 28.9% were between 51-60 years old
and 9.4% were 61 years old and above. The average age of the
cattle farmers in Selim district is predominantly falls between
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41-50 years old. Our results indicate that the interest of the
younger population (<30 age group) in animal farming is not at
the desired level. Similar results have been reported in other
studies conducted in other parts of Tiirkiye. For instance, Diler
et al. (2022) reported that the average age of cattle farmers in
Ispir district of Erzurum was 55.2 years. In Eyyiibiye district of
Sanliurfa Province, 41.5% of enterprise owners were
determined to be between 46-55 years of age (Doganay &
Yanar, 2023). Additionally, the average age of the cattle
farmers was reported to be 47.6 years in Hatay province and
44.0 years in Aksaray province (Paksoy & Bulut, 2020; Tapki

et al., 2018). These results suggest that the average age of the
cattle farmers in Tiirkiye is increasing and younger generations
don’t find cattle farming attractive. This trend is not unique for
Tiirkiye. Mzingula (2019) found that the majority (43.3%) of
the cattle farmers in Tanzania were between 40-59 years of age.
The average age of the cattle breeders was reported to be 47
years in Finland (Sahlstrom et al., 2014) and 48 years in Nigeria
(Saleh, 2018). Together, these results indicate a global trend of
ageing cattle farmers, with younger generations less interested
in the profession.
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= 41-50

3.7%

16.0%
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Figure 2. Age of enterprise owners (years).

It was found that 1.4% of the enterprise owners in the
district were illiterate, 34.4% were primary school graduates,
33.5% were secondary school graduates, 28.9% were high
school graduates and 1.7% were university graduates (Figure
3). The majority of the farm owners in Selim district were
primary school graduates, and the rates of primary and
secondary school graduates (34.4% and 33.5%, respectively)
were noticeably high while the share of university graduates
was considerably low. Studies conducted in the eastern regions
of Tiirkiye revealed that the education level of farmers is lower
and is not in desired level. For instance, the share of primary
school graduates was 51.7% and university graduates was 0.8%
among farmers in Catak, Ozalp and Ercis districts of Van
province (Terin & Ates, 2010). Similarly, the percentage of
cattle farmers who are primary school graduates was reported

as 55.6% in Kars province (Tilki et al., 2013). Majority of the
cattle farmers (54.2%) in Giresun province was primary school
graduates (Tugay & Bakir, 2009). Additionally, in Diyarbakir
Province 43% of the dairy cattle farmers were primary school
graduates and 13% were illiterate, while only 5% were
university graduate (Tutkun et al., 2017). On the other hand, in
Tekirdag province, the share of high school and university
graduates was reported to be 15% and 14% respectively (Soyak
et al., 2007). Education level of the farmers is highly important
in terms of economic efficiency of cattle enterprises. It was
observed that the majority of the farmers in Selim district of
Kars province had low level of education. Higher education
levels among farmers correlate with increased profitability of
their enterprises (Tilki et al., 2013).
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Figure 3. Education status of the farmers.

In Selim district of Kars province 6.0% of the farm owners
had less than 10 years of experience, while 25.4% had 10-20
years, 37.1% had 21-30 years, 27.1% had 31-40 years, and
4.3% had more than 40 years of cattle farming experience.
Majority of the farmers in the district had over (68.5%) 20 years
of cattle raising experience while only 6.0% had less than 10
years of experience. Similarly, Bakan and Aydin (2016)
reported that the average cattle farming experience of farmers
were 24.3 years in Agr1 province. While 82.5% of the cattle
farmers has over 20 years of cattle farming experience in
Tekkekoy district of Samsun province (Kaygisiz & Ozkan,
2021). Similarly, in Kars province the average cattle farming
experience of farmers were found to be 30.2 years (Tilki et al.,

2013). Additionally, Duguma et al. (2012) found that 50% of
the cattle farmers in Ethiopia had 15 years of experience.
However, in Nigeria 62% of farmers were reported to have less
than 10 years of cattle breeding experience (Saleh, 2018).
While in South Africa 41.4% of the farmers had over 21 years
of farming experience (Grobler et al., 2008). The experience
among cattle farmers in Selim district was determined to be
higher compared to similar studies. However, despite this
apparently advantageous situation, the high proportion of older
farmers with low levels of education in the district is a
disadvantage and a serious threat to the sustainability of cattle
farming in the district.
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Figure 4. Farming experience (years).
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In the current study we also instigated the family
populations of the enterprises in the district. It was determined
that the majority (76.8%) of the farms had 5 or more individuals
in the family. Only 23.2% of the farms had less than 5
individuals in the family. 63.1% of the farms had 5-7 people in
the family (Figure 5). Similarly, Giiler et al. (2016) found that
the average family population in Hinis district of Erzurum was
5.2 in the cattle enterprises. While majority of the enterprises in
Kahramanmarag province had 3-5 people in the family
(Kaygisiz et al., 2010). In Ispir district of Erzurum over 70% of
the farmers had 3-5 people in the family (Diler et al., 2022).
Similarly, majority of the enterprises in Karagoban district of

Erzurum was determined to have 4 (15.2%), 5 (23.5%) and 6
(20.6%) individuals in their families (Yanar et al., 2024). In the
studies conducted in Western Kenya and Uganda number of
individuals in the farmer’s families were reported to be 8 and
8.7 respectively (Ahikiriza et al., 2021; Amimo et al., 2011).
The family population of the enterprises is important for the
sustainability and production capacity of the enterprises. Based
on the findings, it was observed that the average number of
family members in enterprises in the district is sufficient when
compared to other regions, which is promising for the
continuity of the enterprises.
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Figure 5. Number of family members.

Majority of the enterprises had crossbreds in their
enterprises (72.3%). Simmental was the most preferred (44.8%)
European cattle breed by the farmers. The proportions of Brown
Swiss and indigenous cattle breeds were 22.6% and 38.0%,
respectively. Holstein Friesian was the least preferred (2.6%)
cattle breed among the cattle farmers in the district (Figure 6).
Similarly, in Eyyiibiye district of Sanlurfa province Simmental
was the most widely raised European cattle breed (59.3%).
However, indigenous breeds were raised only in 5.2% of the
enterprises (Doganay & Yanar, 2023). Moreover, in Giresun
province the majority of the cattle raised in the farms were
crosshreds (71.1%), and 23.6% of the cattle were indigenous
breeds (Tugay & Bakir, 2006). Seker et al. (2012) reported that
46.9%, 37.2% and 15.9% of the farmers reared indigenous,
crossbreds and European breeds respectively in cattle farms
located in Mus province. On the other hand, 71% of the cattle
farmers in Eastern Mediterranean raised European dairy cattle
breeds in their farms while the share of crossbreds was 19%
(Boz, 2013).

In the questionnaire the farmers were also asked about the
reasons why they had chosen these breeds. The majority of

farmers (65.4%) stated that they had chosen these breeds
because they were adapted to the conditions of the region and
38.6% of farmers cited being more resistant to diseases as the
reason. On the other hand, 35.7% of them (farmers keeping
European breeds or their crossbreds) stated that their reason for
choosing these breeds was their high yield (Figure 6). In a
similar study carried out in Eyyiibiye district of Sanlurfa
province, where the proportion of indigenous breeds is much
lower, the majority of farmers (55.6%) stated that they chose
their breeds because of their high yield (Doganay & Yanar,
2023). In comparison with the other regions, the preference for
indigenous breeds or their crossbreds with European breeds is
higher in the region. The main reason for this result is the harsh
climatic and geographical conditions of the region. The
adaptation of European breeds in this region is very difficult.
The second reason is that cattle farming in the district is largely
based on traditional methods. The stables and rearing
conditions are more suitable for indigenous cattle breeds.
Therefore, most of the breeders prefer to cross these breeds with
indigenous breeds, which are highly adapted to the conditions
of the region.
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Figure 6. Cattle breeds raised in the enterprises and the reason for preferring these breeds.

The distribution of cattle, cows and heifers (female cattle
that have not yet given their first birth) on the enterprises is
shown in Figure 7. In Selim district, 6.0% of the enterprises had
between 1-10 cattle, 26.3% had between 10-20, 30.9% had
between 20-30, 19.1% had between 30-40, 10.3% had between
40-50, 7.4% had 51 or more cattle (Figure 7). The majority of
enterprises had between 20 and 30 cattle (30.9%). The majority
of farms (50.6%) also had between 10 and 20 lactating cows in
the barn. While 89% of the farms had less than 10 heifers, only
11% of them had 10 or more heifers. In a similar study
conducted in the Gonen district of Balikesir province,
researchers found that the average number of lactating cows
was 7.14 (Y. Ozdemir et al., 2021). Average number of cattle

in the cattle enterprises in Igdir province was reported as 20.9
head (Yilmaz et al., 2020). In addition, the average number of
cattle in Cankirt province was reported to be 30 and 220 in
traditional and modern farms, respectively (Kaba & Canakci,
2020). In Kahramanmaras province, the number of cattle in the
enterprises was between 1-5 in 52% of the enterprises and 6-10
in 26% of the enterprises (Kaygisiz et al., 2010). Additionally,
the average number of lactating cows in the enterprises in Torul
district of Giimiishane province was reported as 9.2 by C. Y.
Ozdemir et al. (2023). In Selim district, majority of the
enterprises are determined to be middle sized with 21-30 cattle
and 10-20 lactating cows.
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Figure 7. Distribution of cattle, lactating cows, and heifers by number in the district.
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It was found that 50.9% of the farmers engage in both meat
and milk production in their enterprises, while 48.0% prefers
milk production and sell their male calves at early ages. Only
1.1% of the farmers engage solely in meat production (Table
1). In a similar study conducted in Hims district of Erzurum
province Giiler et al. (2016) reported that 94.0% of the farmers
engaged in both meat and milk production. Similarly, in Mus
province 79.2% of the cattle farmers were determined to focus
on combined rearing system (meat and milk production) in their
enterprises (Seker et al., 2012). In a similar study conducted in
Southern Nigeria, Ahaotu et al. (2013) found that 77.5% of the
farmers engaged solely in milk production. In Tiirkiye, meat
production farms are not common. Thus, meat production is
based mostly on the males of dairy cattle or multipurpose cattle
breeds. As in the country, the preference of multipurpose cattle
is widespread in Selim district of Kars province.

It was determined that 12% of the enterprises in the district
had 1, 52.3% had 2, 24.9% had 3, 7.4% had 4 and 3.4% had 5

working person. Majority of the farms had 2 or 3 employees.
Similarly, Diler et al. (2022) reported that 43.7% and 33.5% of
the farms had 2 and 3 employees respectively in the farms in
Ispir district of Erzurum. Additionally, in Hiis district of
Erzurum Giiler et al. (2016) found that majority of the farms
had 2 or 3 employees. On the other hand, Das et al. (2014)
indicated that majority of the farms in Bing6l province had 3-5
people. Since the big share of the farms in the district is small
or middle scale, only family members were working in the
farms. It was found that in 92.7% of the farms, only family
members were working. Only 3.2% of the enterprises had
external employees, while in 4.1% of the farms both workers
and family members engaged in the care of animals (Table 1).
Similarly, Unalan et al. (2013) found that 92% of the cattle
enterprises relied solely in family labor in Nigde province.
Additionally, the share of farms using solely family members
in the cattle enterprises was 96.6% in Ispir district of Erzurum
(Diler et al., 2022).

Table 1. Distribution of farm types, number of employees, and labor source.

Type of Cattle Farming Frequency Percentage (%0)
Meat Production 4 1.1%
Milk Production 168 48.0%
Meat and Milk Production 178 50.9%
Total 350 100.0%
Number of employees working in the cattle farm

1 42 12.0%
2 183 52.3%
3 87 24.9%
4 26 7.4%
5+ 12 3.4%
Total 350 100.0%
Labor Source

Only family labor 292 92.7%
Worker 10 3.2%
Family labor and worker 13 4.1%
Total 315 100.0%

It was determined that 52.0% of the enterprise owners in the
district were members of associations and 48.0% were not
(Figure 8). In a similar study conducted in Tekkekoy district of
Samsun revealed that 62.5% of the cattle farmers were member
of milk producer’s union (Kaygisiz & Ozkan, 2021).
Furthermore, 75% of the farmers were members of any unions
or cooperatives in Tokat province (Calli, 2016), while only
30.0% of the enterprise owners were members of any
agricultural cooperative in eastern Mediterranean region (Boz,
2013). In ispir province of Erzurum, only 27.9% of the cattle
farmers had membership to agriculture related associations
(Diler et al., 2022). Among the farmers who were members of
an association, 90% were members of a cattle breeders'

association, 7.2% were members of a village cooperative, and
2.8% were members of other associations. In a similar study,
Ozyiirek et al. (2014) found that in Cayirh district of Erzincan
province 55.0% of the farmers were not members of any
organization, while 13% were members of cattle breeders'
association and 32.0% were members of other agricultural
cooperatives. Such organizations play a crucial role in
providing services to farmers and producers, including
facilitating access to markets and enabling small enterprises to
create network. In the district, the reason for the membership to
unions or cooperatives was either to meet agricultural input
needs or to benefit from agricultural supports.
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Figure 8. Association membership status in the district.

Respondents were also asked whether or not they were
satisfied with cattle farming. The majority of the farmers
(66.5%) indicated that they found cattle farming fulfilling.
While 33.5% were not satisfied with this activity. Cattle
farming was the only economic activity of the 84.3% of the
enterprise owners. Only a small proportion of the enterprises
(15.7%) had other occupation in addition to cattle farming
(Table 2). Cattle farming was reported by 91.1% of enterprise
owners as the main source of income. In a similar study
conducted in Ispir district of Erzurum, 41.6% of the farmers
were found to have other occupations in addition to cattle
farming (Diler et al., 2022). In Mus and Sivas provinces the
share of enterprise owners having additional occupations to
cattle farming were reported to be 48% and 37%, respectively
(Hozman & Akgay, 2016; Seker et al., 2012). Similarly, in
Hinis district of Erzurum only 17% of the cattle farmers were
reported to have additional occupation by Kogyigit et al.
(2016).

Based on the respondents' answers, high feed prices stand
out as the biggest problem facing farmers in the district. Almost
all farmers (98.3%) reported that feed is expensive. Diseases
were also cited as a major problem by 33.1% of farmers. In
addition, 22.6%, 20.6% and 17.4% of the farmers, respectively,
indicated that difficulty in accessing feed, lack of market and
difficulty in handling cattle were among the problems faced in
this activity. Only 9.7% of farmers replied that cattle farming

was not profitable (Table 2). High feed prices have been
identified as the main problem in many studies conducted in
different parts of Tiirkiye. In Giresun province 93.7% (Tugay
& Bakir, 2009), and in Odemis district of Izmir 78.3%
(Koyubenbe, 2005) of the farmers indicated high feed prices as
the main problem. Similarly, Akbay et al. (2023) reported that
high feed prices were among the main problems faced by dairy
cattle enterprises in Tiirkiye.

Participants were also asked about their expectations from
the governments. A vast majority of the farmers (88.3%)
indicated that credit support was their main expectation from
the government. Veterinary services (39.4%), supply of quality
breeding stock (34%) and marketing support (25.1%) were also
among the main expectations of farmers in the district (Table
2). Only 10% of the farmers replied that they expected
educational programs from the government. Similarly, Seker et
al. (2012) found that the major expectations of the farmers were
credit support with reasonable conditions (42.7%), veterinary
services (29.1%) and support in marketing the products
(19.1%) in Mus province. On the other hand, only 2.7% of
farmers stated that they expected technical educational
programs. In addition, credit support (67.6%) and supply of
quality breeding stock (53.1%) were reported as the main
expectations of farmers in Giresun province (Tugay & Bakir,
2009).
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Table 2. Information about the cattle farming practices, satisfaction, and challenges.

Do you find cattle farming satisfying? Frequency Percentage (%0)
Yes 232 66.5%
No 117 33.5%
Total 349 100.0%
Do you have any other occupation?

Yes 55 15.7%
No 295 84.3%
Total 350 100.0%
Why do you engage in cattle farming?

Main source of livelihood 319 91.1%
Habit 14 4.0%
Contribution to family income 118 33.7%
Just to meet my families need for animal products 14 4.0%
What are the main problems you face in cattle farming

Feed is expensive 344 98.3%
Feed is hard to obtain 79 22.6%
Diseases 116 33.1%
Cattle are difficult to care for 61 17.4%
Market insufficiency 72 20.6%
It is not profitable 34 9.7%
What are your expectations from the government?

Credit support 309 88.3%
Supply of quality breeding stock animals 119 34.0%
Educational programs 35 10.0%
Marketing support 88 25.1%
Veterinary services 138 39.4%

4. Conclusion

This study investigated the socio-economic characteristics
of cattle farms in the Selim district of Kars province. The
majority of the farmers in the district were above 40 years of
age, while the share of farmers younger than 40 years was only
19.7%. Younger generation’s interest in cattle farming in the
district is determined to be insufficient. This situation seems to
be a significant threat for the future of cattle farming in the
district. The enterprises in the district were mostly small and
medium scale family type. The level of education of the farmers
in the district was considerably low. The majority of the farmers
were primary school (34.4%) or secondary school graduate
(33.5%). On the other hand, the experience level of the farmers
was significantly higher. However, this is also a major problem
for the district since a large number of farmers are elderly and
have limited education. This situation poses a significant
challenge to the sustainability of livestock production in the
district, as it may limit the ability to adapt to new practices and
technologies that are essential for long-term viability. For this
reason, the active participation of young and educated
entrepreneurs in agricultural activities is crucial both for the
future and sustainability of cattle farming in the district. The

family population of the enterprises is important for the
sustainability and production capacity of the enterprises. It was
found that 76.8% of the enterprises in the district had 5 or more
people in the family which is sufficient when compared to other
regions. This situation seems promising for the continuity of
cattle farming in the district. It was found that 48% of the farms
in the district are not members of any agricultural organization.
In addition, a number of challenges such as high feed prices,
diseases and market shortages are threatening livestock
production in the district as stated by the farmers. Increasing
the activities of agricultural unions and associations to
overcome these problems would increase farmers' interest in
such organizations. The majority of farmers indicated that their
main expectations from the government were credit support,
veterinary services, marketing support and the supply of quality
breeding stock. The government can play a more active role to
address the challenges faced by farmers and meet their
expectations by improving market and veterinary services,
providing loans or feed incentives as well as supplying high
quality breeding stock cattle in the region. However,
prioritizing the activities and initiatives of cattle breeders'
associations and other agricultural unions over reliance on
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government support alone could also help to solve the problems
of the cattle farmers. These associations can offer educational
programs, technical assistance, and shared resources such as
group purchasing, access to shared equipment, or cooperative
marketing strategies to improve production efficiency,
providing targeted and specialized support according to the
needs of breeders.
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