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Abstract — The objectives of the study were to assess farm welfare conditions and the observance of welfare by cattle farmers in
Ghana. The study applied field approaches to gather and analyze data. Data was collected from farms in the Northern, North East
and Savanna regions. A total of three hundred and eighteen (318) cattle farmers were interviewed using semi-structured
questionnaire. Observations and focus group discussions were also used to obtain data or verify some of the responses from the
cattle farmers. Data collected was classified and summarized based on the information provided. The study found evidence that
most farmers were concerned about their animal’s welfare but did not place equal weight on the five freedoms of animal welfare.
Farmers placed the most premium on freedom from hunger, malnutrition, and thirst (95%), and freedom from pain, injury and
disease (90%). Farmers placed less premium on their animals’ freedoms from fear and distress (50%), and freedom from physical
and thermal discomfort (50%). The freedom to express normal patterns of behaviour (0%) was not considered by the farmers.
Observance of animal welfare by cattle farmers was relatively below acceptable standards and government interventions are
needed to improve animal welfare in Ghana.
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INTRODUCTION

Animal welfare refers to how an animal is coping
with the conditions in which it lives (Broom, 2011).
According to the World Organization for Animal Health
(OIE) Terrestrial Code: “animal welfare means the physical
and mental state of an animal in relation to the conditions in
which it lives and dies” (OIE, 2019). An animal is in a good
state of welfare if it is healthy, comfortable, well nourished,
safe, and able to express its innate behavior (Veasey, 2017).
Additionally, it should not be suffering from unpleasant
states such as pain, fear and distress. Good animal welfare
requires disease prevention and veterinary treatment,
appropriate shelter, management and nutrition, humane
handling and humane slaughter or killing (Broom, 1991;
Hewson, 2003).

The OIE guiding principles on animal welfare also
mentioned the universally recognized “Five Freedoms”,
published in 1965 to describe the right to welfare of animals
under human control (OIE, 2017). According to this
concept, an animal’s primary welfare needs are when it
experiences freedom from: hunger, malnutrition, and thirst;
fear and distress; physical and thermal discomfort; pain,
injury and disease; and freedom to express normal patterns
of behavior.

According to Meat and Milk for Africa (2020), the
livestock sector accounts for about 40% of agricultural GDP
in Africa, ranging from 30 to 80% in individual countries.
Also in Africa, close to 300 million people depend on
livestock for their income and livelihood (Dessie and Mwai,
2019). In Ghana, the economic contribution from the
livestock subsector has increased steadily with a recorded

5.7% growth in this sector in 2018 (Dessie and Mwai, 2019).
Livestock play an important role to many people on the
continent. However, little or no provision for animal welfare
is made in the laws and regulations of most developing
countries (Moss, 1994).

Studies on animal welfare are extremely important
for a developing country like Ghana. When farmers give
attention to the welfare of their animals, they obtain vast
benefits. Animals raised in a good environment are less
susceptible to diseases, reach their genetic potential faster
and are more productive. This translates to a lower cost of
production for the farmer, which eventually affects his profit
margins positively.

In recent years, animal welfare has become an issue
of increasing concern in several countries worldwide,
including countries in Africa. Compliance with animal
welfare standards is now becoming more often included in
trade agreements. Animal welfare issues from farm to
slaughter are very important and this requires disease
prevention and veterinary treatment, appropriate shelter,
management, nutrition, humane handling and slaughter.
The objective of the study was to evaluate farm conditions
from the standpoint of welfare and the observance of welfare
by cattle farmers.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

A. Location

Ghana is situated on the west coast of Africa with a total
area of 238,540 Km? (Claude, 2009). Ghana is found
approximately between Latitude and Longitude 8o 00’ and
20 00’ (Kumi-Boateng and Ziggah, 2020). The country is
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divided into 16 administrative regions and has a population
of 3.8 million (GSS, 2021).
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Figure 1: Map of Ghana showing the study

The study was carried out in eleven (11) district
assemblies, municipalities and/or metropolis in the
Northeast, Northern and Savanna regions of Ghana. The
eleven (11) district assemblies, municipalities and/or
metropolis were: Saboba, Kumbungu, Tolon, Mion, Nanton
and Central Gonja districts; the West Mamprusi, Yendi,
Sanarigu, Savelugu municipalities and the Tamale
metropolis were also chosen.

B. Sampling Procedure

A total of three hundred and eighteen (318) farmers
in the Northern zone were selected purposively and
interviewed using semi-structured questionnaires according
to their availability during the study. Observations were also
made to further assess farm conditions from a welfare
standpoint. The data collected was analyzed using
descriptive statistics and the results presented in the form of
percentages in tables. The northern zone was chosen to
sample farmers for the ensuing reasons: 1) This zone has a
higher density of cattle farmers and is the main cattle rearing
zone in Ghana (Nuvey et al., 2020) and 2) The zone gave the
researchers access to rural, peri-urban and urban cattle
farmers. This gave a better picture of the complete state of
cattle farming in Ghana.

C. Parameters for Welfare Assessment

To assess welfare standards critical observation of
animal behaviour, farmer's stockmanship, and farm
structures were conducted. Detailed questions were asked to
understand the history of the farms, farmers' technical
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knowledge, and their perceptions of welfare. Observations
and questions were structured around the five guiding
principles of freedom from: hunger, malnutrition, and thirst;
fear and distress; physical and thermal discomfort; pain,
injury, and disease; and freedom to express normal patterns
of behaviour.

D. Data Analysis

Data collected from respondents were classified and
summarized on the basis of the information provided by the
respondents. Responses were summarized into frequencies
and percentages; Cramer’s V was used to test the null
hypothesis that there is no association between years of
experience and each of the variables under: The Cramer’s V
analysis was done using the Cross-tab sub command under
the descriptive statistics in Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS, 2013)

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

RESULTS

Farm Observation

The demographic details of the cattle farmers are shown in
Table 1 and results of farm welfare assessment are presented
in Table 2. Table 3 shows Cramer’s V analysis as selected
variables were used to assess the five guiding freedoms of
animal welfare.

Table 1. Demographic details of farmers
Demographic

Indicator Farmers
Age (%)
Below 18 3.8
18-40 57.2
41-60 37.7
61-Above 1.3
100
Education (%)
None 51
Primary 21.4
Secondary 15.7
Tertiary 11.9
100
Years of Experience (%)
0-5 23.3
6--10 27
11--15 21.4
15- Above 28.3
100
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Table 2. Farm assessment by observation

Animal handling Yes No Chi Square
Number of farms % Number of farms % Stat P Value

Housing 82 25.8 236 742 746 <0.001

Alternative housing for 60 18.9 258 81.1 118.2 <0.001

rainy season

Exposure of animals to 279 87.7 39 123 1823 <0.001
harsh weather conditions

Separate quarters for 44 13.8 272 86.2 166.4 <0.001
different animals (age
and/sex)

Demarcation of farm 122 384 196 616 17.2 <0.001
Animals protected from 180 56.6 138 434 55 0.019
theft
Adequate feeding 100 31.4 218 68.6 42.6 <0.001
troughs
Adequate drinking 191 60.1 127 39.9 130 <0.001
troughs
Presence of prophylactic 122 38.4 196 61.6 18.3 <0.001
medication
Isolation Area 42 13.2 276 86.8 1722 <0.001
Presence of record books 60 18.9 258 81.1 1216 <0.001
Animals seem stressed 10 3.1 308 96.9 277.3 <0.001

Overcrowding 88 21.7 230 723 679 <0.001
Was farmer calm around 296 93 22 7 284.2 <0.001
animals
Presence of farm 100 31.4 218 68.6 44.9 <0.001
equipment
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Table 3. Evaluation of association of years of experience of
farmers with five freedom parameters

Freedoms Variable Stat P Value

Hunger malnutrition and thirst Farming system 0.15 0.285
Feeding practices 0.18 0.016
Use of mineral supplements 0.24 0.005
Threat of herd to wild animals 0.45 <0.001

Fear and distress Ability of farmers to detect stress in  0.21 0.027
animals
Knowledge of the sources of stress in  0.40 <0.001
their herds

Physical and thermal Housing provided 0.24 <0.001

discomfort Housing practices in the rainy season  0.26 <0.001

Pain, injury and disease Persons who treat sick animals 0.29 <0.001

Their understanding of signs of disease  0.18 0.043
How often animals are inspected for 0.38 <0.001
disease conditions

Express normal patterns of Knowledge of behaviour of animals’ 0.49 <0.001

behaviour exhibit
Animals’ response to commands 0.34 <0.001
Their ability to notice change in 0.14 0.361
behaviour

Table 4. Comparing feeding methods in the rainy and dry seasons

Rainy Season Dry Season
Feeding Number of Percent (%) Feeding Number of Percent (%)
farms farms
Grazing 262 82.4 Grazing 240 75.5
Cutgrass 28 8.8 Cutgrass 20 6.3
Cut tree branches 4 1.3 Grinding mill waste 30 9.4
Grinding mill waste 10 3.1 Formulated feed 16 5.0
Formulated feed 14 4.4 Grazing and grinding 2 .6
mill waste.
Grazing and cassava 2 .6
peels
Grazing and cutgrass 2 .6
Kitchen waste 6 1.9
Total 318 100.0 Total 318 100.0
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The maximum and minimum herd size was 120 and 2
respectively, the average herd size was 25 animals.

Farm evaluation of freedom from hunger, malnutrition
and thirst

With regards to feeding, 38% of the farmers fed animals ad
libitum, 1% fed once a day with 61% feeding their animals
twice a day. Farmers fed animals in the morning and evening
with 90.6% grazing their animals on free range.

As shown in Table 4, in the rainy/wet season the main
method of feeding is to allow animals to graze grass
(82.4%). In the dry season although animals were still
grazed, supplementary feeds were provided. In both the dry
and rainy seasons, farmers allowed animals to graze freely
for 10-12 hours during the day.

Farm evaluation of freedom from fear and distress

To determine farmers’ appreciation of fear and
distress within their herds farmers were asked the common
sources of fear within the herd (Table 5). A quarter (25 %)
attributed fear to the presence of reptiles (snakes), 23%
believed fear in the herd was caused by paranormal sources.

Table 1. Causes of fear/ distress in herd

Triggers of fear Number Per
of (%)
farmers

Loud noise 18 6

Paranormal 73 23

People throw projectiles (e.g. 36 11

stones)

Reptiles (Snakes) 79 25

Intruders 34 11

Nothing 56 18

Dogs/Wild animals 14 4

Insects (Bees, Tsetse flies) 8 3

Total 318 100

Farmers identified signs of fear and distress in their animals
by raised tails, bellowing, huddling, agitated movement,
refusal to move, running and jumping, lying down and
change in normal routine. A few (4.4%) of farmers stated
that they could not identify signs of fear in their animals.
Farmers adopted the following means to calm an agitated
herd of cattle; 32.9% used vocal commands and movement,
32.9% removed the source of distress, 28.9% would allow
animals to rest, 2.6% beat animals with sticks in an attempt
to stop the agitation and 2.6% did nothing at all.

Farm evaluation of freedom from pain, injury and
disease

The signs farmers observed for disease were loss of
appetite (57.2%), physical dullness (39%) and physical
changes of the skin, hooves and orifices (3.8%). Sick
animals were treated by veterinary officers (57.2%), self-
treatment (27.7%) and by other farmers (15.1%). Cattle were
inspected for diseases daily by almost half (48.8%) of the
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farmers, weekly by 18.7% of the farmers, monthly by 20.6%
of farmers, 9.4% only when animals looked sick and 2.5%
at random. Majority of the farmers (69.2%) had no treatment
plan, while 30.8% had rudimentary treatment plans.
Treatments were carried out at regular intervals by 42.7% of
farmers, 18.7% carried out treatment at the beginning of the
rainy season only, 1.3% carried out treatment on new
animals to be introduced into their farms and 37.3% treated
animals only when signs of sickness were identified.
Farmers generally had poor methods of storing their animal
medication.

Farmers carried out various veterinary activities on their
farms, some (32.7%) of the farmers assisted their cows in
calving, 23.3% carried out castration, 30.8% did dehorning,
70.4% carried out parasite control, and 24.1% trimmed
overgrown hooves.

Farm evaluation of freedom to express normal patterns
of behaviour

Farmers generally found their animals to be calm and
playful (89.4%) and a minority (10.6%) reported aggressive
animals. Nearly all farmers (99.4%) were able to detect
changes in behaviour of their animals. Majority (93%) of
the animals responded to vocal commands and hand
gestures. Most farmers (82.4%) admitted they had emotional
attachment to their animals and were not always keen on
selling them. However, 17.6% considered their farming a
commercial venture and had no emotional attachment to
their animals.

Farm evaluation of freedom from physical and thermal
discomfort

Out of all the farms visited, 78% of farms had animals
in an open space, 14% had a kraal and 8% had stalls/sheds.
There was no change in housing system during the rainy
season. In the hot season animals are left in the heat and
could be seen congregating under trees where available. In
the rainy season animals were left in the rain in most
occasions. Only 13.2% of farms had housing/ demarcated
area for sick animals. All farms kraaled animals together
with no separation according to age or sex. On the average
farms were cleaned twice in a month. Most (63.5%) farmers
transported their animals to markets for sale on motor
tricycles, 20.1% sold their animals at the farm gate, while
16.4% wused trucks when sending cattle to the
markets/congregation points.

From focus group discussions, farmers placed the
most premium on freedom from hunger, malnutrition and
thirst (95%), and freedom from pain, injury and disease
(90%). Farmers took less proactive steps to guard their
animals from freedoms of fear and distress (50%), and
freedom from physical and thermal discomfort (50%). The
freedom to express normal patterns of behavior (0%) was
not one that they actively considered or proactively took
steps to safeguard.

Discussion

The objective of this study was to evaluate farm
welfare conditions and observance of welfare by cattle
farmers in Ghana. The farms in this study can be classified
as small herd sizes, as the range of herd size falls within that



PISSN: 2338-1345 eISSN 2808-8948 — Vol. 9 (2) 1-9

reported for sub-Saharan Africa by Otte and Chilonda
(2002). Most farmers were middle aged with no education.
This agrees with findings by Nuvey et al. (2020) who found
the mean age of cattle farmers to be 46.9+ 11.7 years and
almost all the respondents were male (93%) and had some
basic education (46%). In this study none of the respondents
were female. The low level of participation of women in the
cattle industry has also been widely reported by Hovorka
(2012), Quisumbing et al. (2015) and Zakaria et al. (2015).
Majority (75%) of farms visited had no form of housing, and
animals were exposed to the weather all year round. Since
there was no change in housing system during the rainy
season, this exposed cattle of all ages to thermal discomfort.
Shade seeking behaviour observed in this study suggests that
cattle were exposed to extreme heat which could lead to
thermal discomfort. According to Van Laer et al. (2015), in
tropical regions, heat stress (behavioural and physiological
effects of hot ambient conditions) has been thoroughly
documented to negatively impact the health, welfare and
productivity of unsheltered cattle.

None of the farmers listed thermal discomfort as a
welfare challenge to their herds, it can be inferred that even
though these animals are exposed to high thermal stresses
their inherent genetic adaptation to heat stress has mitigated
the dire effects of the heat conditions they are exposed to as
stated by Hammond et al. (1996), Katiyatiya et al., (2014),
Kim et al. (2017) and Li et al. (2020).

The farming systems identified were peri-urban
livestock-production systems and non-nomadic pastoralism
or extensive system. These results corroborate with the
findings of Smith et al. (1998), Scholtz et al. (2011) and
Roessler et al. (2016). The non-nomadic pastoralism system
of farming requires few inputs from farmers (mainly labour),
and the constant movement of cattle for grazing exposes the
cattle to many stressors and potential injuries through insect
and reptile bites. Furthermore, cattle activities can have a
detrimental effect on the environment through over grazing
which can cause erosion and soil degradation. Even though
the peri-urban farmers encountered did graze their animals,
there was a greater emphasis on supplementary feeding. The
absence of feeding troughs on most farms indicated that
supplementary feeds were poured onto the ground as
observed in many farms. It also indicates the high reliance
of farmers on grazing. About 40% of animals on the farm
only had access to drinking water when they trekked to open
water bodies such as dams. The competition for water
between humans and livestock observed in both rural and
urban farms is similar to that of Naiga et al. (2015) who
stated that animal farming contributes to contamination and
water scarcity, as both humans and animals compete for the
same water source. On the same observation, Water
Resources and Livestock (2021) stated that humans, animals
and plants compete for water, and it is by far the most
important limiting factor in livestock production.

This reliance on grazing and limitations of water,
challenges the animal’s freedom from hunger, malnutrition
and thirst, since the availability of food and water is
seriously hampered by seasonal rainfall. This can cause wide
fluctuations in the body conditions of cattle. It was observed
in the rainy season that cattle were in better physical
condition as compared to the dry season for the non-nomadic
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pastoral farmers. The cattle of peri-urban farmers had
smaller fluctuations in their conditions between seasons.
The challenge of hunger, malnutrition and thirst is a
situation imposed on the farmers and not generated out of
neglect or intentional harm to the animals as suggested by
Woods (2012) and Taylor and Fraser (2019).

The absence of a treatment unit or area and
prophylactic drugs on most farms indicate that most farmers
did not have a commercial farming approach to their farming
module. Farmers were found to use medicinal plants to treat
some cattle health conditions which is in agreement with
observations made by Sher and Alyemeni (2011), Parthiban
et al. (2016) and Mushtag et al. (2018).

Nearly all animals encountered on the farms were in
a calm state and were not crowded. Farmers were also calm
around their animals which shows good stockmanship in
their handling. Farmers showed a great degree of astute
stockmanship, while some farmers named their animals and
spoke directly to the animals while engaging them. Good
stockmanship is known to have many benefits to the farmer
and the animals as well. Rushen and Passillé (2017) stated
that skilled stockmanship will promote animal welfare and
animal productivity. Dairy cows and other animals which
are afraid of humans gain less weight, produce less milk, and
have decreased reproductive performance. It is possible that
farms with animals that are willing to approach people will
be more productive (Rushen and Passille, 2017). A very
important component of farming that affects both animal
welfare and animal productivity is the people who care for
the animals. Rushen and Passillé (2017) stated that, the
knowledge or technical competence of the stockperson can
play a major role if it leads to improper choice of housing,
poor feeding methods or lack of appropriate treatment of
iliness, and the quality and diligence with which routine
tasks are done can be also be important. Zulkifli (2013) has
shown that the way that animals are handled by people can
have a major effect on their welfare.

Farmers were generally conversant with the sources
of distress within the herd. These sources of distress are also
reported by Allen (2014), Denning et al. (2014) and Wallach
et al. (2017). Sources of stress such as cold, heat, handling,
transporting, temperament, introduction to a new flock,
diseases and parasites reported by Gebregeziabhear and
Ameha (2015) and Chebel et al. (2016) were not considered
by farmers in this study to be major causes of stress. This
implies that farmers appreciation of stressors to animals is
limited and had implications for the animal welfare on their
farms. The belief in paranormal triggers is an indicator that
cattle farming in some areas is still very traditional and
steeped in elements of mysticism. These results are similar
to that of Parkes (1987), Misra and Kumar (2004), Wanzala
et al. (2005) and Komwihangilo et al. (2007) who identified
the belief in the supernatural as part of the animal rearing
traditions.

Farmers used behavioural signs such as raised tails,
bellowing, huddling, agitated movement, refusal to move,
running and jumping, lying down and change in normal
routine to identify signs of fear and distress in their animals.
These signs of fear are widely accepted as reported by
Forkman et al. (2007), Grandin and Shivley (2015) and
Lindahl et al. (2016).
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With regards to freedom from pain, injury and
disease, farmers regularly inspected their animals for
diseases, and had rudimentary treatment plans. Most of the
farmers kept medication in locations that could affect the
efficacy of the drugs since the drugs were exposed to heat
and direct sunlight. Farmers carried out various activities on
their farms such as assisting cows in calving, castrations,
dehorning, parasite control, and trimming of overgrown
hooves which can promote the health of animals.

The limited access of farmers to veterinary and
extension services has resulted in some farmers carrying out
self-treatment or depending on other farmers to treat their
animals. This was also reported by Mockshell et al. (2014),
who stated that access to high-quality animal health services
is still a major issue for Ghana's livestock-dependent
communities. Farmers in places where there are few or no
government para-vets have resorted to self-treatment or
selling sick animals for consumption, both of which have
negative health consequences. Traoré et al. (2020) also
documented the use of indigenous knowledge of medicinal
plants for the treatment of cattle diseases such as foot and
mouth disease and trypanosomiasis by Fulani and Lobi
farmers instead of the use of veterinary services.

Farmers (82.4%) admitted they had emotional
attachment to their animals and were not always keen on
selling them. Ghanaian farmers emotional attachment to
their cattle was also reported by Nuvey et al. (2020). From
Table 3, results showed that years of experience was
significantly associated with nearly all parameters with
regards to the five freedoms. Only two indicators namely
“farming systems” and “ability to notice changes in
behaviour” were not significantly associated (P>0.05) with
years of experience of farmers. This indicates that the year
of experience of farmers played an important role in their
understanding and adoption of welfare issues or methods.
Farmer’s years of experience among other factors have been
reported to affect their attention to animal welfare issues
(Coleman et al., 2003; Dockes and Kling-Eveillard, 2006;
Kauppinen et al., 2012).

CONCLUSIONS

The findings show that farmers were aware of their
animal’s welfare needs and attempted to address them.
Ghanaian cattle farmers were concerned about their
animal’s welfare but did not place equal weight on the five
freedoms of animal welfare.
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