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This paper studied the effect of livestock support policies applied in Turkey by a emprical study. 

The study was carried out based on the analysis of the data collected through surveys with a total 

of 478 livestock enterprises in the TR83 region (including Amasya, Çorum, Samsun and Tokat 

provinces). The enterprises included in the survey study were grouped into three categories by the 

number of their animals. Binary Logistic Regression Model was applied in order to define the 

policy-based support payment utilization probabilities of the enterprises and the factors affecting 

them. It was determined that approximately 45% of the enterprises cannot utilize livestock supports. 

The most utilized support items by the enterprises were determined as calf support, support per 

animal, forage plant support and raw milk support. A total of 65% of the enterprise owners think 

that the support amount per animal is insufficient, but regard the mentioned support item as the 

most important factor for improving animal presence. The utilization rates vary in terms of 

enterprise scales on the other hand. The support utilization likelihood of medium-scale enterprises 

is 3.1 times higher than small-scale enterprises, and this likelihood is 1.7 times higher for big-scale 

enterprises when compared with medium-scale enterprises. The study recommends that some 

regulations are needed in support of policies to enable a better improvement in animal presence and 

a homogenous distribution of support payments. 
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Introduction 

More than half, 60% of the livestock enterprises in 

Turkey hold 1 to 4 cattle; and the percentage of enterprises 

which perform only animal production accounts for 0.5% 

of the total agricultural enterprises is 0.5% (TURKSTAT, 

2016). In the circumstances, it is accurate to disclose that 

an important amount of livestock enterprises in Turkey are 

small family enterprises, far from being a business firm. It 

can be said that the main reason for the deficiency of 

enterprises which perform only animal production and for 

enterprises being small in terms of animal presence may be 

the lack of extensive and consistent support policies before 

2000. The share of livestock support payments in total 

agricultural support payments was 1.5% in 2002, which 

was the last year before the increase; and this percentage 

was recorded even less in the years before 2000. The 

mentioned percentage, which is inevitably seen as 

insufficient for development and sustainability in livestock 

breeding, changed in the forthcoming years, reaching 20% 

in 2010 and 30% in 2015 (Ministry of Finance, 2016), and 

more systematic and increasing rates were seen in the 

support payments. An increase in animal presence has also 

been seen in accordance with the increases in livestock 

support payments. An increase of 35.4% in large ruminant 

(cattle and buffalo) and 11.5% in small ruminant (sheep 

and goat) presence was recorded between 2000 and 2015, 

whereas there had been a decrease in cattle presence by 

10.4% and by 32.5% in small ruminant presence between 

1991 and 2000 (TURKSTAT, 2015). The animal presence 

has evolved into fertile races by the requirement for the 

support payment per animal, which has been paid since 

2009 to be applied for exotic breed and crossbred animals. 

It is undeniable that the present livestock support policies 

have recorded an increase in total animal presence in 

Turkey. However, the only purpose of these policies is not 

only to increase animal presence; but also, the policies are 

important for the purposes of specializing enterprises, 
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increasing fertility, animal health and welfare, increasing 

forage manufacturing, modernizing enterprises and 

providing hygiene. On the other hand, existing enterprises 

have to satisfy numerous requirements to utilize the 

support payments completely, creating a correlative 

causality. In other words, support payments are made to 

enterprises satisfying requirements and appropriate 

enterprises can get the support payments. However, in 

terms of animal races and enterprise development, there is 

a homogenous dispersion among regions in Turkey which 

is a factor causing the effectiveness of the support 

payments to be arguable. TR83 Region (Samsun, Tokat, 

Çorum, Amasya provinces) ranked third in terms of 

crossbred cattle presence, and fourth in terms of native race 

cattle presence whereas it is tenth in terms of exotic breed 

cattle presence among Level 2 regions. The highest 

increase in animal presence in the region is seen in goat 

presence between 2005 and 2015 (TURKSTAT, 2015).  

Erdal et al. (2016) estimates that the highest increase in 

animal presence is expected to be in water buffalo by 

128.43% by the year from 2015 to 2022. On the other hand, 

exotic breed cattle presence of the area has increased from 

2005 as 1.8 times, and it is expected to increase by 0.9 

times from 2015 to 2022. However, the alternation in the 

native cattle presence in the region from 43.9% decrease 

between 2005-2015 to the expectation of a 35.91% 

increase, which is contrary to the countrywide situation, 

can be interpreted as that the region conserves or it will 

conserve its traditional structure in native livestock 

breeding. This can be interpreted as the region conserves 

or it will conserve its traditional structure in native 

livestock breeding. This outcome points to the required 

discussion of the regional efficiency of policies.  

In this sense, it is highly important in terms of creating 

more appropriate and efficient policies to determine the 

efficiency and contribution of the livestock breeding 

supports to the sector and the perception of the 

requirements for the support applications by the enterprises 

and the problems and hinders on the field. 

 

Literature Review 

 

Literatures show that the number of the studies 

concerning the impacts of agricultural support policies 

have increased in recently.  

These studies are mainly field studies which have been 

carried out focusing on a selected agricultural support 

instrument and production, income, and farmer behaviors 

(Wise, 2004; Bournaris and Manos, 2012; Riasat et al., 

2014; Saghir et al., 2016; Czyz˙ewski and Poczta-Wajda, 

2017; Guth et al.,2020). 

A number of studies highlighted that the changes of 

supports decreased production due to the reduction of cattle 

number (Benin et al., 2003; Shrestha et al., 2007; Acs et 

al., 2010; Morgan-Davies et al., 2012). Breen et al. (2005) 

stated that some of the producers terminated production 

activity. Among these studies, Benin et al. (2003) stated 

that as the result of the study carried out in 98 villages in 

Ethiopia, it is determined that livestock breeding has 

gradually decreased although the adaptation of animal 

feeding developments and animal health care services has 

been increased.  

Some research results indicated that the agricultural 

supports had an increasing impact on production and 

income of the farms (Sckokai and Moro 2006; Majewski et 

al., 2011; Viaggi 2011; El Benni et al., 2012; Bartolini and 

Viaggi 2013; Severini and Tantari 2013). 

Daugbjerget et al (2005) investigated the perception of 

a total of 4500 enterprise owners in England, Germany and 

Portugal, concerning the supports given by the Common 

Agricultural Policy and the effects of them. It was 

concluded in the study that the enterprise owners perceived 

the supports without having complete knowledge about 

them.  

Some literatures highlighted that agricultural supports 

had neither an increasing nor decreasing impact on 

production and income (Douarin et al., 2007; Genius et al., 

2008; Lobley and Butler 2010; Weber and Key 2012; 

Giannoccaro and Berbel 2013; Latruffe et al., 2013). Thus, 

66% of the producers in the study of Latruffe et al (2013) 

and 62% of the producers in the study of Lobley and Butler 

(2010) did not change the amount of production in case of 

no support scenario. 

There are studies concerning the impact of supports on 

the livestock sector in Turkey. Of all, the impacts of 

supports were examined at the levels of provincial, 

regional or countrywide using secondary data or primary 

survey data.  

In the paper that studied the effects of livestock 

supports on forage plant growing, Demir and Yavuz (2007) 

suggested the increase of the supports in eastern regions 

and the continuation of the policies supported by educative 

practices. In a comparative study which was carried out 

with a sampling of 540 livestock breeding enterprises in 

West Marmara and Northeast Anatolia regions, Demir 

(2009) said that the education level of the enterprise 

owners is important for their better utilization of the 

supports, especially young enterprise owners should be 

included in educative practices about support policies and 

specialized enterprises should be encouraged. Saygı and 

Alarslan (2012) indicated that the effects of the forage 

plant growing supports on milk yielding enterprises in 

Yozgat are positive but still insufficient in meeting the 

forage necessity of the animal presence in the region. In 

addition, producers are needed to be organized for the 

development of dairy cattle breeding and the government 

should adopt and follow a continuous and persistent policy 

in terms of forage plant support and dairy incentive pays. 

Çelik (2013) stated that the variance in support amounts is 

almost parallel especially with the variance in the 

cultivation areas of annual forage plants. It is seen that the 

ratio of supported vetch and forage corn areas to the total 

cultivation areas was decreased between 2000 and 2013. 

Ata and Yılmaz (2015) stated that the support utilization of 

developed enterprises is higher than traditional enterprises. 

Eroglu et al (2020), indicated that the impact of livestock 

supports on production and income of the beef cattle farms 

in Samsun. Livestock support has a statistically significant 

effect on the amount of beef meat produced whereas it has 

no statistically significant effect on the gross profits of the 

farms.  

In this study, unlike the literature, livestock support 

policies were examined generally, not a specific policy 

tool.  
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The study was conducted in the TR 83 Region 

(Amasya, Çorum, Samsun, Tokat), and the large cattle 

breeders were taken into account as the target audience. 

The reason for this is because there is a very different and 

wide application for cattle breeding supports in Turkey. 

For this reason, the level of benefiting from support 

payments for cattle breeders in TR 83 Region was 

examined, and the perception and use of the support 

payments by livestock breeders were determined. 

Especially the difference in the distribution or use of 

support payments was demonstrated in statistical terms on 

a business scale and at the provincial level. It is considered 

that the findings obtained as a result of the study will reveal 

the defective aspects of the functioning of the existing 

major livestock policies, and cast light on the creation of 

alternative policies. 

 

Materials and Methods 

 

The data used in the study were obtained from official 

statistical resources such as the Turkish Statistical Institute 

(TURKSTAT), the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry of 

Turkey (MAF), provincial and county organizations and 

Veterinary Information System. MAF and Official Gazette 

resources were used for acquiring information related to 

supports and incentives in the livestock breeding sector in 

Turkey. The data, which were used for stating the 

utilization rates of the breeders from support payments and 

for the analysis of the effects of the supports in terms of 

enterprises, were obtained from a face-to-face survey work 

carried out in TR83 region with the livestock breeding 

enterprises and their owners. The questionnaires were 

carried out between September and November 2015. 

 

Determination of the Research Area 

According to the Nomenclature of Territorial Units for 

Statistics (NUTS), the TR83 sub-region is in TR8 West 

Black Sea Region Level 1 unit; and it includes TR831 

Samsun, TR832 Tokat, TR833 Çorum and TR834 Amasya 

provinces. The survey field consists of 4 provinces and a 

total of 48 counties of those provinces. A total of 24 of 

these counties, which represent agro-ecological sub-zones 

and where livestock breeding is intensively executed, were 

selected (MAF, 2014). Accordingly, Central district, 

Göynücek, Merzifon and Taşova counties in Amasya 

province; Central district, Alaca, İskilip, Mecitözü, 

Osmancık, Sungurlu and Uğurludağ counties in Çorum 

province; Alaçam, Ayvacık, Bafra, Çarşamba, Kavak, 

Terme and Vezirköprü counties in Samsun province; 

Central district, Niksar, Reşadiye, Turhal, Yeşilyurt and 

Zile counties in Tokat province were included in the 

sampling.  

In the second step of the sampling, animal presence for 

all the villages of the counties included in the sampling 

were gathered from the Veterinary Information System for 

2015; and villages, where livestock breeding was widely 

executed, were determined. A total of 100 villages were 

specified, no fewer than 3 and no more than 6 for each 

county. It was determined that there were 7137 livestock 

enterprises in those 100 villages included in the sampling. 

Enterprises which owned 5 or more cattle were taken into 

consideration within the scope of the supports given by the 

Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock of Turkey. 

Stratified random sampling method was decided to be used 

as the computed coefficient of variation, which is 

calculated with the average animal presence of enterprises 

and standard deviation, and was found to be 124.7% (Çiçek 

and Erkan 1996). Sampling size confidence interval was 

95% and the deviation from average was 5% in the study.  

The data from a total of 478 surveys were used in the 

study. Among the enterprises, those owning 5 to 14 

animals were identified as small-scale (small) enterprises 

(231 surveys), enterprises which owned 15 to 29 animals 

were identified as medium-scale (medium) enterprises 

(128 surveys), and those owning 30 or more animals were 

identified as large-scale (large) enterprises (119 surveys). 

Weighted averages of each group were calculated in the 

general assessment of the enterprises and presented under 

the “Overall” title. 

 

Analyzing Survey Data 

Logit regression model, which is one of the limited 

dependent variables models, was used in the study to 

determine the utilization likelihood of the livestock 

enterprises executing livestock breeding in TR83 region of 

the support payments and the factors affecting these 

probabilities.  

Logistic regression is the appropriate regression 

analysis to conduct when the dependent variable is binary. 

In other words, the Logit Regression Model is a model that 

is designed for at least two variables, and is non-linear, but 

can be linearized with proper conversions (Stok and 

Watson 2007). Like all regression analyses, logistic 

regression is a predictive analysis. Logistic regression is 

used to describe data and to explain the relationship 

between one dependent binary variable and one or more 

nominal, ordinal, interval or ratio-level independent 

variables (Hosmer and Lemeshow 2001). 

In this study, the dependent variable was considered in 

the binary (zero and one) category in the logit regression 

model. The dependent (explained) variables of the model 

that were expressed as binary logit regression were; 0 = 

enterprises not benefiting from policy-oriented support 

payments; 1 = enterprises benefiting from policy-oriented 

support payments; 1 denoting the occurrence of the event, 

0 denoting not occurrence of the event.  

In this study, the SPSS Program was used in the 

estimation of Logit Regression estimation. The basic Logit 

Regression Model is shown below (Green 2000). 

 

Pi= E (Yi=
1

Xi
) = β

1
+β

2
Xi  

 

Pi= E(Yi=1/Xi) = 
1

1+e-(β1+β2Xi)
   (1) 

 

To facilitate notation, if Z=β
1
+β

2
Xi in Equation (1); the 

following is obtained: 

 

Pi = (
1

1+ e-Zi
)     (2) 

 

In this function, Zi -∞ and +∞ and Pi are within 0 and 1 

range.  
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Since Pi in the model shows the probability of an event 
to occur, the probability of the event not to occur becomes 
1-Pi . 

 

1 - Pi = (
1

1+ e-Zi
)    (3) 

 
When the probability of occurrence and not occurrence 

is rated; 
 

Pi

1- Pi
 = (

1+eZi

1+ e-Zi
)     (4) 

 
When the logarithm of both sides is taken in the 

equation, the following is obtained; 
 

𝐿𝑖 = 𝐿𝑛 (
𝑃𝑖

1 − 𝑃𝑖
) =  𝑍𝑖  𝑙𝑛 𝑒    (5) 

 

In Equation 5, when Ln e =1 and Zi= β
1
+β

2
Xi are 

placed, the following is obtained; 
 

Li= β
1
+β

2
Xi      (6) 

 
In this way, the Non-linear Logit Regression Model is 

linearized according to the parameters and the variables.  

In Equation 1 and Equation 6, β2 coefficient represents 

slope, and 𝑋𝑖 represents independent variables.  
In the Logit Model, the odds ratios are the proportion 

of the number of the event to occur to the event not to 
occur. In this way, Equation 4 is the Odds ratio. On the 
other hand, the inclination coefficients in the Logit Model 
measures the change in the Logit for one unit change in the 
independent variable (Erdal and Esengün 2008). 

Findings and Discussion  

 

Socio-Economic and Demographic Characteristics of 

Enterprise Owners and Enterprise Features 

The socio-economic and demographic features of the 

enterprises according to farm size are given in Table 1.  

The age average of enterprise owners is 50. The 

average number of individual in enterprises is 6. Most of 

the enterprise owners (64.83%) are primary school 

graduates. the percentage predominantly covers the small-

scale enterprises. It is observed that as the scale of the 

enterprise increases. the education level increases as well. 

as it is expected.  

It is identified that 11.03% of the enterprises have no 

state guarantee. It can be said that these enterprises are 

mostly found in small and medium-scale enterprise groups. 

A total of 71.28% of the enterprise owners are insurance 

holders. which is an expected situation as 90% of the big 

scale enterprise owners are insurance holders as well. A 

total of 83.25% of the enterprises do not execute any other 

activity other than agriculture.  

The average land property of the studied enterprises has 

been calculated as 64.65 decares. The average land usage 

for growing forage plants is 21.01 decares and this area 

expands as the enterprise-scale increases. The average 

animal production income of the enterprises has been 

calculated as 14 474 TRY and this amount increases 

depending upon the enterprise scales. The ratio of the 

enterprise incomes from livestock supports and incentives 

to the total animal production income is approximately 4%. 

 

 

 

Table 1. General Information and Socio-Economic and Demographical Features of the Enterprises  

 Small Medium Large Overall 

Mean age (years) 50.29 49.22 49.76 49.96 

Mean individual Count (pcs) 5.58 6.10 5.96 5.75 

Educational level (%) 

Illiterate 2.60 0.78 0.00 1.89 

Primary School 69.26 56.25 57.98 64.83 

Secondary School 15.15 25.00 21.85 18.33 

High School 12.12 16.41 18.49 13.83 

High School and Faculty 0.86 1.56 1.68 1.12 

State security (%) 

No state security 11.69 10.94 6.72 11.03 

Insured  67.10 75.00 89.92 71.28 

Retired 15.58 9.38 3.36 12.83 

Green Card Holder 5.63 4.69 0.00 4.86 

Agricultural activity status (%) 
Always agricultural activity  83.55 82.81 82.35 83.25 

Non-agricultural Activity 16.45 17.19 17.65 16.75 

Working status in different jops (%) 

Public Sector Employee 10.53 0.00 9.52 7.71 

Civil Servant 0.00 4.55 0.00 1.18 

Private Sector 15.79 13.64 28.57 16.42 

Self-employed 21.05 40.91 28.57 26.90 

Construction Employee 18.42 22.73 0.00 17.82 

Other 34.21 18.18 33.33 26.97 

Membership in any producer union (%) 
Member 47.62 82.03 71.43 58.77 

Not Member 52.38 17.97 28.57 41.23 

Farmland size (da) 42.99 92.74 136.87 64.65 

Forage crops land (%) 18.56 25.78 45.69 21.02 

Livestock income (TRY) 10 149 17 543 35 952 14 474 

Support income (TRY) 337 775 1 637 572 
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Cattle presence has been stated as 15.91 animals for the 

enterprises in the study area. This average presence 

consists of 7.77 cows. 3.27 calves (0-6 months old). 1.65 

calves (older than 6 months). 1.65 livestock and bull. 1.41 

heifer and 0.16 water buffalo. There are differences in 

animal presence and dispersion in terms of enterprise-scale 

groups. The average animal presence for small-scale 

enterprises is 9.64 animals and 5.13 of it is a cow. The 

average animal presence for medium-scale enterprises is 

21.82 and 10.55 of it is a cow. The average animal presence 

for large-scale enterprises is 42.52 and 18.30 of it is cow 

and 7.94 of it is bull.  

In the study. 84% of the enterprises have been 

executing their businesses for 16 years or more in terms of 

operation periods. The most given reason for choosing 

livestock breeding as a field of operation is that “it is a 

widespread activity among the people in their village or 

neighboring villages”. On the other hand, the reason for 

predominantly larger enterprises to choose livestock 

keeping as a field of operation has been stated as 

“appealing supportive payments for livestock breeding”. 

Among the enterprises in the study. 13% of them stated that 

they carry out livestock breeding to supply their daily 

household needs. It can be seen that small and medium-

scale enterprises are centered upon dairy farming whereas 

large enterprises focus on livestock breeding. The average 

daily milked animal count in dairy farming enterprises is 

calculated as 5.66. This amount is 14.01 in large-scale 

enterprises. The calculated average milk production 

amount per animal to be higher in large-scale enterprises 

(20.58 liters per day). It is detected that enterprises mostly 

(66.93%) graze their animals in the shared pasture of the 

village. Forage needs are covered by themselves in 57.53% 

of the enterprises. Wide usage of (88.01%) artificial feed 

has been detected among the enterprises. The usage of 

artificial feed increases as the enterprise-scale expands. In 

the study. 92.83% of the enterprises stated the expenses for 

feed as the priority expenses in livestock. A total of 60.86% 

of the enterprises stated that the expenses for drugs were 

the expenses with second priority. 57.86% stated that 

transportation expenses. 52.48% the expenses for shelter 

and maintenance-repairs. 49.14% stated that the veterinary 

expenses were the most important expenses.  

It is found out in the study that 58.77% of the breeders 

are not members of any breeder/producer association. The 

most common association that breeders join is milk 

producers’ union (57.60%). which is followed by cattle 

breeders’ association (47.63%).  

 

Utilization Status of the Enterprises from Livestock 

Supports 

According to the survey results stated utilization rates 

are given in Table 2 below. 

Enterprises that cannot utilize livestock support put 

forward their reasons as their insufficient animal presence. 

This percentage is 30.58% and 8.33% in small and 

medium-scale enterprises. respectively. There is no large-

scale enterprise that cannot utilize livestock supports for 

the reason of not having sufficient animal presence. Per 

animal support payment is available for exotic breed and 

crossbred animals and is paid for at least 5 animals. Native 

breed animal percentage of the enterprises covered in the 

study 18% and this situation causes especially small-scale 

enterprises not to be able to utilize this item of support 

payments. In brief, as especially small-scale enterprises 

cannot fulfill the animal presence requirements (Official 

Gazette 2015) and the percentage of their native breed 

animal is high (22.61%), they are not able to utilize the 

supports efficiently.  

The overall average support and incentive revenue of 

the enterprises in the study is TRY 572. This value is TRY 

337 and TRY 1637 for small- and large-scale enterprises, 

respectively. The maximum utilizable support and 

incentive revenue for the enterprises has been calculated as 

TRY 2249. The ratio of the received support and incentive 

revenues to the maximum utilizable support and incentive 

revenue is 25.43%, which is not a significant variable rate 

in regard to the enterprise-scale groups (Table 2). Other 

reasons for the enterprises not being able to utilize the 

supports can be stated such as red-tapism (20.72%) and not 

being a member of producer unions (19.34%).  

The most utilized support items by the 55.19% of the 

enterprises, which are utilizing livestock support 

payments, are calf support (84.14%), support per animal 

(83.34%), forage plant support (68.42%) and raw milk 

production support (46.68%) items. Enterprises are able to 

utilize more than one support item at once (MAF 2016).  

 

Knowledge Levels of the Enterprise Owners about 

Livestock Supports 

The satisfaction levels of the enterprises from support 

payments and their knowledge about applied terms for 

payments were investigated in terms of some support 

items. The knowledge levels of enterprise owners about 

support per animal payments were the first investigated 

item and is summarized in Table 3. 

A total of 85% of enterprise owners (Official Gazette 

2015) are informed about the requirement of being a 

member of a breeder/producer union to utilize livestock 

supports. However, the percentage of member enterprises 

to a union is 59% for the general enterprise scale. This rate 

is above 70% for medium and large-scale enterprise groups 

(Table 1). The ground of the enterprises for not being a 

member of a union is mainly having an insufficient number 

of animals. especially in small-scale enterprises group. In 

fact, there is not any minimum animal amount requirement 

for being a member of a union. however, the requirement 

of having at least five exotic breed and crossbred brood 

cattle (Official Gazette 2015) to utilize brood cattle support 

affects especially small-scale enterprises in terms of being 

a member to a union. they find it ineffective to be a member 

of a union as they cannot fulfill this requirement and utilize 

brood cattle support. On the other hand, 24% of the non-

member enterprises think that membership and 

subscription fees of unions are too high. and 14% of them 

think that unions are ineffective. This situation reveals the 

fact that actions should be taken to eliminate the prejudices 

of enterprise owners against unions to provide better 

effectiveness of the breeder/producer unions in the region. 

The increase of subscription fees of unions to 2-3% after 

2016 should also be re-evaluated (Official Gazette 2016).  

On the other hand, approximately 22% of the breeders 

utilizing livestock support payments have no information 

about the requirements of payment per animal. 65% of the 

enterprises think that the support per animal payment is 

insufficient yet it is the most important item among others 
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to increase animal presence. However, support per animal 

payments for brood catles and water buffalos. which is 

assumed as a fundamental support item by most of the 

enterprises. was repealed by the year 2016 according to the 

council of ministers’ decision (Official Gazette 2016). It is 

determined that enterprises widely have information about 

the requirements (Official Gazette 2015) for calf support 

payments (Table 4). 

A total of 86.16% of the enterprise owners stated that 

they are well informed about the requirement “calves must 

be born of artificial insemination” which is significantly 

important among others. The grounds of enterprise owners 

who do not prefer artificial insemination (16.00%) are that 

it is usually unsuccessful. and they find it expensive 

besides its religious aspects.  

A total of 66.73% of the enterprise owners who had 

their animals inseminated artificially are satisfied with the 

artificial insemination. On the other hand, 65.93% of them 

find it difficult for their animals to impregnate by artificial 

insemination and their grounds are that animals are not 

well cared (68.10%). planning of insemination periods are 

imprecise (68.70%) and second and third inseminations are 

not followed. Thus, the requirement “calves must be born 

of artificial insemination” for calf support payments was 

repealed by the year 2016 according to the council of 

ministers’ decision (Official Gazette 2016). 

 

 

Table 2. Utilization Status of the Enterprises from Livestock Supports (%) 

 Small Medium Large Overall 

Yes (%) 47.62 71.88 61.34 55.19 

No (%) 52.38 28.13 38.66 44.81 

Support. incentive revenue (TRY) 337 775 1 637 572 

Max. Utilizable Support. incentive revenue (TRY) 1.350 3.055 6.250 2.249 

Percentage of utilized support. incentive revenue (%) 24.96 25.37 26.19 25.43 

 

 

Table 3. Knowledge Levels of Enterprise Owners about Support per Animal Payments (%) 

 Small Medium Large Overall 

It is required to have at least five exotic breed and crossbred brood cattle needed to be recorded in the database  

of Turkvet or E-Breeding to receive support per animal payment 

Yes 75.32 80.47 79.83 77.08 

No 6.06 3.91 1.68 5.09 

She/he has no knowledge about  18.61 15.63 18.49 17.83 

No quantity requirement in the condition of being under the record of Turkvet database 

Yes 54.55 71.09 53.78 58.77 

No 13.85 12.50 18.49 13.93 

She/he has no knowledge about 31.60 16.41 27.73 27.30 

It is required to be a member of a breeder/producer union to utilize support per animal payments 

Yes 81.39 91.41 89.92 84.78 

No 18.61 8.59 10.08 15.22 

Support per animal payment cannot be paid to a breeder who utilizes Enterprise Purged from Diseases Support 

Yes 12.55 15.63 24.37 14.45 

No 18.18 7.03 15.13 15.00 

She/he has no knowledge about 69.26 77.34 60.50 70.55 

 

 

Table 4. Knowledge Levels of Enterprise Owners about Calf Support Payments (%) 

 Small Mid Large Overall 

Calves must be born of artificial insemination 

Yes 84.85 91.41 80.67 86.16 

No 3.46 0.78 2.52 2.68 

She/he has no knowledge about 11.69 7.81 16.81 11.16 

Did you get your animal inseminated artificially? 

Yes 83.98 92.19 61.35 84.00 

No 16.02 7.81 38.65 16.00 

Calves must be born on the date of application for the support and be recorded in Turkvet Database 

Yes 80.95 91.41 80.67 83.64 

No 4.33 1.56 2.52 3.44 

She/he has no knowledge about 14.72 7.03 16.81 12.92 

Female calves must be vaccinated against brucella 

Yes 81.39 89.06 75.63 82.84 

No 4.76 2.34 7.56 4.40 

She/he has no knowledge about 13.85 8.59 16.81 12.76 
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Table 5. Definitions of the Variables Used in the Model 

Code Definition 

Dependent Variable 

Support Utilization of support (yes 1, no 0) 

Independent Variables 

Scale Enterprise scale (animal number) 

Education 
Educational status of the enterprise owner (primary 1, secondary 2, high school 3, 

college and faculty 4) 

Age Age of the enterprise owner (number) 

Assurance State guarantee of the enterprise owner (yes 1, no 0) 

Distance The distance of the enterprise to the directorate of agriculture (number) 

Territory Territorial difference of the enterprise (Tokat 1, Çorum 2, Amasya 3, Samsun 4) 

Membership If the enterprise a member of a union (yes 1, no 0) 

Non-Agricultural Non-agricultural activities of the enterprise owner (present 1, not 0) 

Year Livestock breeding experience of the enterprise owner (number) 

Broodcatte 

If the enterprise owner has knowledge about the requirement of having at least five 

exotic breed and crossbred brood cattle to utilize support per animal (informed 1, not 

informed 0) 

Insemination If the enterprise owner gets his animal inseminated artificially (yes 1, no 0)  

Knowledge on membership 
If the enterprise owner has knowledge about the requirement of being a member of a 

union to utilize supports (informed 1, not informed 0) 

 

After the repeal of brood animal supports by the year 

2016. calf support has become the fundamental support 

item among other supports and payment amounts have 

been increased five times compared to before (Official 

Gazette, 2016). This change might be seen positive by 

breeders, however, allowing cross-breeding and repealing 

artificial insemination requirement brings forward the 

concerns about the deterioration in the outcomes of taken 

rehabilitative actions which have been carried out for years 

with a certain amount of investment and in exotic breed 

that have been created ever since.  

Among the surveyed enterprises, 75.68% of them grow 

forage plants. Enterprise owners are substantially informed 

about the requirement of their field being recorded in 

farmer’s register system (86.11%) and that support 

payment is only paid for annual forage plants (84.41%). 

However, the rate of the enterprise owners who think that 

forage supports increase forage plant growth is 22.73%. 

Most of the enterprise owners (75.27%) declared that they 

grow forage plants whether they are getting support 

payments or not. 60% of the enterprises find the forage 

plant support payment amounts insufficient while 77% of 

them indicate that they also utilize fuel and fertilizer 

support as well. A total of 87.20% of the surveyed 

enterprises declared that they have faced no significant 

disease in their herds.  

A total of 70.35% of the business owners said their 

most important problem was high feed prices. 45.16% 

insufficient capital. 20.82% inadequate labor, and 20.56% 

rough feed problems. These findings show that the 

business owners in the area have problems, particularly 

about the high feed prices. When feed is considered as the 

most important cost element in livestock. it seems 

inevitable that the support that will be provided for feed 

plants will directly contribute to feeding production as well 

as animal presence indirectly. In a study conducted on this 

subject in the literature. it was determined that the support 

provided for feed plant production had significant effects 

on the continuation of production. and in case the support 

for businesses in the region continues. clover and trefoil 

production will increase (Altıntaş et al., 2017).  

Approximately 20 % of the enterprises stated that they 

used credits either from state or private banks and they used 

these credits for buying animals (51%) and financing their 

feed expenses (26%). Enterprises make a willingness to use 

bigger credits in appropriate conditions however they 

fulfill the required conditions (title deed registry, rental 

agreement, etc.) on the other hand. enterprise owners stated 

that they had to sell their animals they bought as they have 

difficulty in paying back their credit debts. In fact, grant 

supports of 50%-70% are given for current projectized or 

newly-established livestock enterprises in the region. 

which is in the scope of rural development and support. 

Besides. Small and Medium Enterprises Development 

Organization gives grant credits and state-funded zero 

interest livestock credit for entrepreneurs who want to 

practice livestock breeding to be used to build facilities, 

arrange product packaging and preparation or buy modern 

livestock machinery such as milking machine. However, as 

the enterprise owners have no knowledge about these 

supports, they also have no competence in making the 

application. This situation brings the requirement of unions 

and the Ministry of Food Agriculture and Livestock to take 

action against it.  

 

Binary Logit Regression Model 

The variables. that are planned to create the Binary 

Logit Regression Model to be used to determine the 

utilization possibilities of the enterprise owners who 

practice livestock breeding in TR83 area from support 

payments and the factors affecting these possibilities. are 

defined in Table 5. Single models were tested for each of 

these variables and statistically significant variables are 

included in the multiple models.  

Ten variables have been found statistically significant 

after the single variable model tests of each 14 independent 

variables. These variables are “scale, education, age, 

assurance territory, member, brood cattle, insemination 

and membership”. All statistically significant variables 
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were tested by multiple model tests and only five of them 

have been found statistically significant (scale, education, 

age, territory and brood cattle) as the result of the influence 

of variables on each other. The likelihood ratio of the 

multiple models (Loglikelihood 593.5) and the goodness of 

fit index R2 values (Cox and Snell R2 11%. Nagelkerke R2 

15%) are also sufficient. The model results are given in 

Table 6. According to the obtained results. enterprise-scale 

is affecting the utilization of the supports as it is expected 

(P<0.001). The utilization likelihood of medium scale 

enterprises is found 3.1 times higher compared to others 

and the same likelihood is found as 1.7 times higher for 

large scale enterprises compared to others. 

The educational status of the enterprise owner also 

affects the likelihood of utilization. Especially the 

likelihood of utilization of a high school graduate 

enterprise owner is 2.1 times higher than others.  

In a study conducted by Demir and Yavuz (2010). the 

educational status of the farmers in the Western Marmara 

Region was found to be higher than the farmers living in 

the North-western Anatolia Region. It was reported that 

this facilitated the acceptance of the farmers in the region 

of innovations more easily. and the general educational 

status of the farmers was an important parameter for 

modern livestock breeding. In terms of the supports. it was 

determined that the farmers in the Western Marmara 

Region benefited more from supports provided in the fields 

of artificial insemination, calf, feed crops, and milk.  

Again. in another study. the status of livestock breeding 

projects of the Ministry of Agriculture in Tokat Province 

before the application in 2005 and after the application in 

2009 was examined. It was determined in the study that 

Breeding Cattle and Dairy Farming Projects positively 

affected cooperative organizations. and had significant 

effects especially on the increase of exotic breed animal 

presence (Şanlı 2011).  

The age variable was also found statistically significant 

(P; 0.054). Age is a factor that brings experience. The 

likelihood of utilization increases 1 time as the age 

increases one unit. according to the model.  

Having knowledge about the requirement of having at 

least five five exotic breed and crossbred brood cattle to 

utilize support per animal decreases the likelihood of 

utilization of the payments by 0.5 times compared to the 

enterprise owners who have no knowledge about the 

requirement.  

The territorial difference among the provinces in the 

TR83 area also affects the utilization rate. It is determined 

that enterprises in Amasya province utilize livestock 

support payments 1.8 times more compared to the 

enterprises in Tokat province. This information can be 

evaluated as enterprises and their owners in Amasya 

province are better in fulfilling the requirements of the 

support payments. their education level is mostly high. and 

they are consciously managed (Table 6).  

 

Table 6. Binary Logit Regression Model  

Variables Coefficient Std. Error Wald SD Sig. Odds rate 

Scale (medium) 1.14 0,24 22.43 1 <0001 3.14 

Scale (large) 0.51 0,24 4.65 1 0.03 1.67 

Education2   6.83 3 0.07  

Education (second) 0.08 0,26 0.09 1 0.77 1.08 

Education (high) 0.76 0,31 5.98 1 0.01 2.13 

Education (higher) -0.47 0,84 0.31 1 0.58 0.62 

Age 0.01 0,01 3.71 1 0.05 1.01 

Broodcow -0.66 0,21 9.61 1 0.00 0.52 

Territory3   9.15 3 0.03  

Territory (Çorum) 0.02 0,28 0.00 1 0.95 1.02 

Territory (Amasya) 0.60 0,29 5.03 1 0.02 1.83 

Territory (Samsun) -0.19 0,28 0.45 1 0.50 0.83 

C (fixed) 1.82 0,58 9.80 1 0.00 6.17 

Loglikelihood 593.47, CoxandSnellR2 .115, NagelkerkeR2 .154 
Note: 1.2.3 reference categories respectively: small. elementary school. Tokat. 

 

With the in-function analysis of the coefficients 

obtained from the Binary Logit Model and given in Table 

5. the utilization likelihood of an enterprise owner of 

support payments was calculated. According to the 

calculation results. the livestock supports utilization 

likelihood of an enterprise owner. who is in Amasya 

province and a high school graduate. has a medium scale 

enterpris aged around 50 and has knowledge about the 

requirements of brood cattle support is found 99%.  

The main feature that distinguishes Amasya province 

from other provinces in the region. which stood out in the 

analyses. might be considered as making significant 

progress in cultural race livestock breeding. In a previous 

study, a 32.29% increase was expected in the total number 

of cattle in 2020, and this increase would heavily be 

realized in the cultural race (74%). It was also reported that 

the presence of cultural breed cattle in the province was the 

largest increase between 2004 and 2014 as the animal type 

(Erdal et al., 2016). With the increase in the cultural race 

in Amasya province. it is an undeniable fact that 

differences will appear between other provinces in terms of 

meat and milk efficiency. The meat and milk yield of the 

cultural breed animals advantage also brings the necessity 

of the regional farmer to specialize in animal breeding. For 

this reason this specialization also raises awareness about 

achieving livestock supports, affecting the possibility of 

use positively. While the effectiveness of the native and 

crossbred cattle, buffalo, and small cattle is dominated by 

other provinces like Çorum, Samsun and Tokat. it was 

determined that there was progress towards productive 

races because of the influence of livestock support (Erdal 

et al., 2016).  
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Conclusion 

As a result, it has become clear that there is a need for 

a high level of education, experience and consciousness 

behind the fact that a livestock enterprise can almost fully 

benefit from the livestock support payments. On the other 

hand, it is also an undeniable fact that the regional 

differences that come to the forefront in the degree of 

benefit from supports are still highly dependent on the level 

of education and consciousness. In this sense. the business 

owners engaged in major livestock activities need to be 

aware that they can fully perceive and realize the 

conditions that are needed to benefit from the supports. It 

is especially very important to program the working 

systems of the breeders and producer organizations to 

promote the concept of modern livestock enterprises in the 

region and to ensure their qualifications. In this sense. the 

operation of the milk producers and cattle breeder unions 

in the area and investigating the working principles to 

benefit more from the supports are important. and the 

works in this respect must be run in a planned manner. On 

the other hand, sustaining the livestock support policies is 

important for it to be a driving force in modern business 

formation. which plays an important role in the 

development of livestock and the provision of animal 

production. Special support items must be created at the 

regional level, considering the geographical conditions and 

economic development levels of each region in the 

country. Payments must be categorized according to 

specific conditions. and it must be made sure that modern 

production is implemented in a friendly manner to nature 

and environment. 
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