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ȱ

Abstract. This paper aims to examine the factors affecting the choice of marketing channel by sheep 
and goat farmers in the Region of East Macedonia and Thrace (EMTh) in Greece relative to the 
distribution of their livestock and milk produce. The survey was conducted in the spring of 2002 
whereby the  sample consisted of 343 sheep and goat farmers in the Region of EMTh in Greece. The 
effective response rate was 92%. A chi-square analysis was employed to assess the association 
between farm/farmer characteristics and the selection of a marketing channel. The Kruskal-Wallis 
non-parametric test was used to identify the relationship between each of the factors affecting the 
choice of marketing channel and the selection of a particular channel. Four categories of milk 
marketing channels and four categories of livestock marketing channels were identified. Many 
factors were found to be associated with the selection of milk marketing channel, including milk 
price, loyalty, speed of payment, degree of isolation, farm area, size of flock, volume of production, 
farmer�s age and debt level. Factors such as livestock price, loyalty, capability of buyer to purchase 
large quantities of livestock/meat, speed of payment, personal relationships, size of flock and 
number of slaughtered lambs are associated with selection of a livestock marketing channel.  

Keywords: Livestock Marketing Channels, Milk Marketing Channels,  

ȱ

1. Introduction 

Itȱ wasȱ arguedȱ thatȱ manyȱ agriculturalȱ economistsȱ haveȱ traditionallyȱ takenȱ theȱ viewȱ thatȱ
marketingȱ isȱaȱprocessȱ thatȱoccursȱ afterȱproductsȱ leaveȱ theȱ farmȱgateȱ [1].ȱFarmȱmanagementȱ
specialistsȱoftenȱviewȱproductionȱasȱtheȱmainȱfunctionȱofȱfarmȱmanagementȱwhileȱtheyȱconsiderȱ
theȱ recordȱ keeping,ȱ financialȱ analysisȱ andȱ planningȱ asȱ supportingȱ functions.ȱ Marketingȱ
decisionsȱareȱexcludedȱfromȱtheȱprocess,ȱasȱisȱaȱmechanismȱtoȱfacilitateȱanȱinteractiveȱstrategicȱ
approachȱtoȱmanagingȱaȱfarmȱbusinessȱ[1,ȱ2,ȱ3].ȱ

Inȱ theȱ businessȱ literatureȱ thereȱ areȱ manyȱ studiesȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ businessȱ typologiesȱ andȱ
taxonomies.ȱ Theȱ twoȱmostȱwidelyȱ referencedȱ typologiesȱ areȱMilesȱ andȱ Snow�sȱ [4]ȱ strategicȱ
typologyȱandȱPorter�sȱgenericȱ strategiesȱ [5].ȱMilesȱandȱSnow[4]ȱ categorisedȱ theȱorganisationsȱ
intoȱ threeȱbasicȱ typesȱaccordingȱ toȱ theȱwayȱ theyȱbehaveȱstrategically.ȱTheȱ threeȱcategoriesȱareȱ
defender,ȱ prospectorȱ andȱ analyser.ȱ Thisȱ typologyȱ mostlyȱ characterisesȱ theȱ organisationalȱ
cultureȱofȱaȱfirmȱandȱtheȱwayȱeachȱtypeȱinfluencesȱtheȱdecisionȱmakingȱofȱaȱbusinessȱstrategy.ȱ
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Theȱkeyȱdimensionȱofȱthisȱtypologyȱisȱtheȱdifferentiationȱofȱanȱorganisationȱthroughȱtheȱdegreeȱ
ofȱinnovationȱinȱproductȱorȱmarketȱdevelopment.ȱ

Twoȱyearsȱlater,ȱPorterȱ[5]ȱidentifiedȱthreeȱinternallyȱconsistentȱgenericȱstrategiesȱforȱcreatingȱaȱ
defendableȱpositionȱ forȱ theȱ longȱ runȱ competitorsȱ inȱanȱ industry.ȱTheȱ threeȱgenericȱ strategiesȱ
thatȱaȱfirmȱmayȱadoptȱare:ȱ(a)ȱoverallȱcostȱleadership,ȱ(b)ȱdifferentiationȱandȱ(c)ȱfocus.ȱ

Theȱ typologiesȱ ofȱ businessȱ strategiesȱmentionedȱ aboveȱ cannotȱ adequatelyȱ describeȱ theȱwayȱ
agribusinessesȱbehaveȱstrategicallyȱdueȱtoȱtheȱvaryingȱnatureȱofȱfarmsȱandȱtheȱenvironmentȱinȱ
whichȱ theyȱoperate.ȱ Itȱ isȱveryȱdifficultȱ forȱ exampleȱ forȱ farmersȱ toȱdifferentiateȱ theirȱproduceȱ
whileȱtheȱmajorityȱofȱsmallȱfarmȱbusinessesȱimpedeȱtheȱcreationȱofȱeconomyȱofȱscalesȱrequiredȱ
forȱcostȱleadership.ȱ

Onȱ theȱotherȱhand,ȱ farmingȱbusinessesȱhaveȱ toȱmakeȱdecisionsȱ relativeȱ toȱ theȱ typeȱofȱ stock,ȱ
methodȱandȱtimingȱofȱsales,ȱprice,ȱpaymentȱandȱdistributionȱchannelsȱinȱorderȱtoȱachieveȱtheirȱ
objectives.ȱȱ

Littleȱ isȱknownȱaboutȱtheȱstrategicȱmanagementȱprocessȱofȱfarmersȱandȱparticularlyȱaboutȱtheȱ
factorsȱ andȱ theȱ characteristicsȱofȱ theȱ farm/farmersȱ thatȱ influenceȱ themȱ toȱ chooseȱ aȱparticularȱ
strategicȱalternative.ȱSomeȱstudiesȱhaveȱattemptedȱtoȱidentifyȱtheȱcharacteristicsȱofȱfarmersȱthatȱ
useȱ particularȱ channelsȱ andȱ theȱ factorsȱ thatȱ influenceȱ themȱ toȱ adoptȱ aȱ particularȱmarketingȱ
strategy.ȱForȱexample,ȱdistributionȱriskȱisȱoneȱfactorȱthatȱinfluencesȱmarketingȱdecisionȱmakingȱ
inȱtheȱagribusinessȱsector.ȱRisksȱthatȱagriculturalȱproducersȱfaceȱhaveȱtoȱdoȱwithȱdecisionsȱaboutȱ
theȱprices,ȱquantity,ȱquality,ȱandȱ theȱ timingȱofȱdeliveryȱ [2].ȱTransactionȱcostȱwasȱ identifiedȱasȱ
anotherȱfactor,ȱwhichȱhasȱaȱsignificantȱinfluenceȱinȱmarketingȱdecisionȬmaking[6].ȱTheȱfaceȱȬȱtoȱȬȱ
faceȱcontactȱbetweenȱsellersȱandȱbuyersȱasȱwellȱasȱtheȱoptionȱofȱtheȱfarmersȱtoȱwithdrawȱtheirȱ
animalsȱifȱtheyȱareȱnotȱsatisfiedȱwithȱtheȱprices,ȱareȱsomeȱofȱtheȱfactorsȱaccordingȱtoȱJonesȱandȱ
Steel[7]ȱ thatȱ affectȱ farmersȱ inȱ choosingȱ toȱ marketȱ theirȱ livestockȱ throughȱ theȱ liveȱ auctionȱ
markets.ȱKohlsȱandȱUhl[8]ȱreportedȱthatȱmanyȱfarmersȱinȱtheȱU.S.ȱpreferredȱdirectȱsalesȱbecauseȱ
thisȱ kindȱ ofȱ marketȱ usuallyȱ requiresȱ fewerȱ marketingȱ services,ȱ whichȱ meansȱ decreasedȱ
marketingȱexpenses.ȱGregaȱandȱRay[9]ȱdiscoveredȱthatȱtheȱinterestȱforȱelectronicȱmarketingȱwasȱ
derivedȱ fromȱ theȱ followingȱ twoȱ reasons.ȱ Firstlyȱmultipleȱ retailersȱwereȱ reluctantȱ toȱ useȱ liveȱ
auctions,ȱbecauseȱofȱ theȱvariableȱqualityȱandȱ theȱdifficultyȱofȱ tracingȱstockȱbackȱ toȱ itsȱsource.ȱ
Secondly,ȱsomeȱfarmersȱwereȱseekingȱaȱcheaperȱandȱlessȱstressfulȱalternativeȱtoȱtransportȱtheirȱ
stockȱtoȱliveȱauctionȱmarkets.ȱAge,ȱeducationȱandȱfarmȱprofitȱareȱalso,ȱaccordingȱtoȱHobbs,ȱ[10]ȱ
someȱ factorsȱ thatȱ influenceȱ farmersȱ usingȱ aȱ liveȱ auctionȱmarket.ȱ Theȱ typeȱ ofȱ cattle,ȱ quickȱ
paymentȱandȱtheȱpriceȱreceivedȱwereȱtheȱmostȱimportantȱreasonsȱforȱsellingȱcattleȱliveȬweight.ȱ
Onȱtheȱotherȱhand,ȱconvenienceȱandȱpaymentȱbeingȱdirectlyȱbasedȱonȱcarcassȱvalue,ȱwereȱtheȱ
mostȱ popularȱ reasonsȱ forȱ sellingȱ deadȱ �ȱweightȱ asȱwellȱ asȱ theȱ priceȱ andȱ theȱ longȬstandingȱ
relationshipȱwithȱtheȱbuyer.ȱ

Someȱ otherȱ studiesȱ haveȱ soughtȱ toȱ clusterȱ farmersȱ accordingȱ toȱ theirȱ strategicȱ behaviour.ȱ
Mitchellȱ[11]ȱexaminedȱtheȱextentȱtoȱwhichȱfarmersȱwereȱinfluencedȱinȱtheirȱlivestockȱmarketingȱ
decisionsȱ byȱ publiclyȱ availableȱ informationȱ onȱ pricesȱ andȱ supplies.ȱ Heȱ arguedȱ thatȱ theȱ
acquisitionȱofȱ informationȱ isȱanȱessentialȱpartȱofȱ theȱdecisionȱmakingȱprocess.ȱHeȱalsoȱarguedȱ
thatȱtheȱproblemȱproducersȱfaceȱinȱjudgementȱofȱlivestockȱisȱwhetherȱtoȱsellȱinȱliveȬweightȱorȱinȱ
deadȬweight,ȱandȱifȱtheȱdecisionȱisȱtoȱsellȱinȱliveȬweight,ȱwhetherȱtoȱsellȱbyȱauctionȱorȱprivately.ȱ
Heȱ foundȱ thatȱ deadȬweightȱ sellingȱ tendedȱ toȱ beȱ attractiveȱ toȱ productȬorientatedȱ farmersȱwhoȱ
wereȱ attemptingȱ toȱ establishȱ aȱproductȱ reputation.ȱHence,ȱ theȱdirectnessȱ ofȱ contactȱ betweenȱ
sellerȱandȱbuyerȱgaveȱeasyȱopportunitiesȱforȱanȱexchangeȱofȱinformationȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱtypeȱofȱ
productȱpreferredȱbyȱtheȱbuyerȱandȱtheȱpossibilityȱofȱobtainingȱaȱpremiumȱpaymentȱforȱit.ȱOnȱ
theȱotherȱhand,ȱ theȱsellingȱorientatedȱ farmerȱbelievesȱthatȱ theȱ timeȱwasȱwellȱspentȱ inȱattendingȱ



309 

auctionsȱ inȱ thatȱ itȱbroughtȱanȱadditionalȱreturnȱ [11,ȱ12].ȱThisȱ typeȱofȱproducerȱ thinksȱ thatȱ theȱ
advantageȱ liesȱ mainlyȱ inȱ theȱ information,ȱ whichȱ wasȱ acquiredȱ asȱ aȱ resultȱ ofȱ theȱ frequentȱ
attendanceȱatȱauctions,ȱparticularlyȱwithȱtheȱintentȱofȱacquiringȱinformationȱaboutȱprices.ȱSomeȱ
sellingȱ�ȱorientatedȱfarmersȱwereȱalsoȱmarketȱ�ȱorientatedȱinȱtheȱsenseȱthatȱtheyȱwereȱconsciousȱofȱ
theȱneedȱtoȱadjustȱtheirȱproductȱtoȱtheȱdemandsȱofȱtheȱmarket.ȱForȱtheseȱagriculturalȱproducers,ȱ
attendanceȱatȱauctionsȱhadȱanȱadditionalȱ importanceȱasȱ itȱgaveȱ themȱ theȱopportunityȱ toȱgainȱ
informationȱaboutȱmarketȱpreferences.ȱMcLayȱetȱal,ȱ[1]ȱidentifiedȱfiveȱstrategicȱgroupsȱaccordingȱ
theȱstrategyȱcropȱ farmersȱuseȱ inȱNewȱZealand.ȱFeka,ȱXourisȱandȱTsiotrasȱ [13]ȱclusteredȱdairyȱ
processorsȱ inȱnineȱstrategicȱgroupsȱaccordingȱtoȱtheirȱsizeȱandȱdegreeȱofȱdiversification,ȱwhileȱ
Ohlmer,ȱOlsonȱandȱBrehmerȱ[14]ȱclusteredȱSwedishȱfarmersȱinȱrelationȱtoȱtheirȱdecisionȱmaking.ȱ

Hence,ȱ factorsȱ suchȱ asȱ farmȱ size,ȱdebtȱ requirements,ȱ typeȱ ofȱ farmer�sȱ occupation,ȱ sourcesȱ ofȱ
information,ȱfarmer�sȱ focusȱonȱproductionȱ flexibility,ȱachievementȱofȱ lowȱproductionȱcostȱandȱ
farmer�sȱ marketȱ knowledge,ȱ mightȱ influenceȱ theȱ decisionȱ makingȱ relativeȱ toȱ marketingȱ
strategiesȱ inȱ theȱagribusinessȱsector.ȱFactorsȱsuchȱasȱ theȱdistributionȱrisk,ȱ transactionȱcostȱandȱ
otherȱforcesȱrelativeȱtoȱtheȱexternalȱenvironmentȱe.g.ȱlegislativeȱrestrictions,ȱeconomicȱpressuresȱ
andȱtechnologicalȱadvantagesȱetc.ȱalsoȱhaveȱaȱsignificantȱimpactȱonȱmarketingȱdecisionȬmaking.ȱ
However,ȱ littleȱ isȱknownȱaboutȱ theȱstrategicȱmanagementȱprocessȱofȱ farmersȱandȱparticularlyȱ
aboutȱ theȱ factorsȱ andȱ theȱ farmers�ȱ characteristicsȱ thatȱ influenceȱ themȱ toȱ chooseȱ aȱ particularȱ
strategicȱ alternative.ȱ Thisȱ paperȱ investigatesȱ theȱwayȱ thatȱ farmȱ andȱ farmer�sȱ characteristicsȱ
affectȱ theȱ selectionȱ ofȱ aȱmarketingȱ strategyȱ andȱmoreȱ specifically,ȱ theȱ choiceȱ ofȱ aȱ particularȱ
distributionȱpattern.ȱ

2. Methodology 

Dueȱtoȱtheȱlimitedȱunderstandingȱofȱtheȱfactorsȱandȱfarmȱ/ȱfarmer�sȱcharacteristicsȱthatȱinfluenceȱ
agriculturalȱ enterprisesȱ toȱ chooseȱ aȱparticularȱmarketingȱ channelȱ forȱ theȱdistributionȱofȱ theirȱ
produce,ȱ theȱ presentȱ studyȱwasȱ empiricalȱ ratherȱ thanȱ conceptual.ȱ Toȱ conductȱ anȱ empiricalȱ
analysisȱ itȱwasȱ necessaryȱ toȱ collectȱ primaryȱ dataȱ thatȱ describedȱ theȱ attitudesȱ ofȱ individualȱ
farmersȱtowardsȱmarketingȱvariables.ȱ

Aȱsurveyȱofȱsampleȱfarmsȱwasȱconductedȱtoȱgatherȱtheȱnecessaryȱdataȱforȱtheȱidentificationȱofȱ
theȱmarketingȱchannelsȱthatȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱfarmersȱuseȱ inȱtheȱRegionȱofȱEastȱMacedoniaȱandȱ
Thraceȱ(EMTh)ȱregardingȱmilkȱandȱmeatȱ(livestock)ȱmarketing.ȱAnotherȱpurposeȱforȱthisȱsurveyȱ
wasȱ toȱ exploreȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱvariousȱvariablesȱ andȱ theȱmarketingȱ orientationsȱofȱ
farmȱbusinesses.ȱ

Fieldȱinterviewsȱwereȱusedȱforȱdataȱcollection,ȱasȱthisȱmethodȱwasȱconsideredȱmoreȱappropriateȱ
whereȱtheȱrespondentȱisȱunfamiliarȱwithȱtheȱresearchȱsubject,ȱhasȱpoorȱliteracy,ȱfacesȱlanguageȱ
difficultiesȱorȱisȱquiteȱoldȱorȱveryȱyoungȱ[15,ȱ16,ȱ17,ȱ18].ȱInȱthisȱstudyȱwhereȱmostȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱ
farmersȱinȱtheȱRegionȱofȱEastȱMacedoniaȱhadȱpoorȱliteracyȱandȱwereȱnotȱfamiliarȱwithȱthisȱkindȱ
ofȱresearch,ȱfieldȱinterviewsȱprovidedȱtheȱinterviewerȱwithȱtheȱopportunityȱtoȱexplainȱtheȱutilityȱ
ofȱtheȱprojectȱandȱitsȱaimsȱandȱobjectives.ȱTheȱlengthȱofȱtheȱquestionnaire,ȱtheȱsizeȱofȱtheȱsampleȱ
andȱtheȱdispersionȱofȱtheȱfarmsȱwereȱsomeȱofȱtheȱfactorsȱworkedȱtowardsȱtheȱadoptionȱofȱtheȱ
interviewȱmethod.ȱȱ

Aȱ numberȱ ofȱdifferentȱ typesȱ ofȱ variablesȱwereȱ identified.ȱ Someȱ ofȱ themȱwereȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ
identificationȱofȱlivestockȱandȱmilkȱmarketingȱchannels.ȱOthersȱwereȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱfactorsȱandȱ
theȱ farm/farmerȱ characteristicsȱ influencingȱ theȱmarketingȱ channelȱ selectionȱandȱwereȱusedȱ toȱ
developȱtheȱprofilesȱofȱeachȱmarketingȱchannel.ȱ
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Theȱquestionnaireȱalsoȱincludedȱquestionsȱthatȱconcernedȱtheȱuseȱofȱmarketingȱchannels,ȱchoiceȱ
criteria,ȱ agriculturalȱ cooperativeȱ membershipȱ andȱ salesȱ priceȱ regardingȱ livestockȱ andȱ milkȱ
marketing.ȱMoreȱspecifically,ȱtheseȱquestionsȱwereȱusedȱtoȱdetermineȱtheȱchannelȱutilization,ȱtoȱ
identifyȱtheȱrelationȱbetweenȱvariousȱfactorsȱandȱtoȱselectȱaȱparticularȱmarketingȱstrategyȱafterȱ
bivariateȱstatisticalȱanalysis.ȱ

Questionsȱwereȱconstructedȱtoȱ identifyȱfarmȱandȱfarmerȱcharacteristicsȱsuchȱasȱfarmȱandȱnonȬ
farmȱpreviousȱworkingȱexperience,ȱincome,ȱdebtȱlevel,ȱageȱandȱeducation.ȱThisȱpartȱwasȱalsoȱofȱ
particularȱrelevanceȱwithȱregardȱtoȱtheȱprofilingȱofȱeachȱmarketingȱchannel.ȱ

Aȱ sampleȱ frameȱ includingȱ informationȱonȱ6,826ȱ farmersȱwhoȱoperateȱ inȱ theȱRegionȱofȱEMThȱ
wasȱobtainedȱ fromȱ theȱLocalȱAuthoritiesȱ inȱ theȱRegionȱofȱEMTh.ȱAȱ randomȱ selectionȱofȱ 343ȱ
sheepȱandȱgoatȱfarmersȱwasȱchosenȱtoȱformȱtheȱsample.ȱTheȱrandomȱsampleȱwasȱattributedȱtoȱ
theȱfactȱthatȱtheȱauthorȱwishedȱtoȱbeȱableȱtoȱgeneralizeȱhisȱfindingsȱbeyondȱtheȱsampleȱofȱfarmsȱ
questionedȱinȱthisȱsurvey.ȱAsȱErringtonȱ[19]ȱhasȱarguedȱtheȱonlyȱwayȱtoȱachieveȱthisȱisȱtoȱensureȱ
thatȱ theȱ unitsȱ forȱ theȱ surveyȱ areȱ selectedȱ atȱ randomȱ fromȱ aȱ largeȱ populationȱ fromȱ whichȱ
generalizationsȱareȱtoȱbeȱmade.ȱȱ

TheȱsurveyȱwhichȱwasȱpreȬtestedȱandȱpilotedȱwasȱconductedȱ inȱ theȱspringȱofȱ2002ȱandȱhadȱaȱ
productiveȱresponseȱrateȱofȱ92%.ȱȱ

Inȱ thisȱstudyȱ theȱKruskal�WallisȱnonȬparametricȱ testȱwasȱusedȱ inȱorderȱ toȱ identifyȱ theȱ factorsȱ
thatȱ areȱ relatedȱ toȱ theȱ farmers�ȱ selectionȱ ofȱ aȱ particularȱmarketingȱ channelȱ becauseȱ allȱ theȱ
examinedȱ variablesȱwereȱ ordinalȱ [20].ȱ Sinceȱ someȱ ofȱ theȱ variablesȱwereȱ qualitative,ȱ theȱ chiȬ
squareȱ testȱ ofȱ independenceȱ wasȱ alsoȱ employedȱ toȱ exploreȱ theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ theȱ
farm/farmerȱcharacteristicsȱandȱtheȱparticularȱlivestockȱandȱmilkȱmarketingȱchannelȱwasȱchosenȱ
byȱtheȱfarmer.ȱ

3. The util ization of l ivestock marketing channels by sheep and goat farmers 
in Greece (Region of EMTh) 

3.1 Description of sheep and goat l ivestock marketing channels in Greece  
(Region of EMTh) 

Tenȱmarketingȱchannelsȱwereȱidentifiedȱfromȱtheȱsurvey.ȱFiveȱofȱthemȱareȱdirectȱchannelsȱandȱ
fiveȱareȱmultipleȱchannelsȱofȱtwoȱorȱmoreȱdirectȱchannelsȱasȱdetailedȱinȱTableȱ1.ȱ

Initialȱ chiȬsquareȱ testsȱ ofȱ associationsȱ betweenȱ channelȱ selectionȱ andȱ associatedȱ variablesȱ
provedȱ toȱ beȱ invalidȱ becauseȱ ofȱ lowȱ expectedȱ valuesȱ [21,ȱ 20].ȱ Itȱwasȱ thereforeȱ necessaryȱ toȱ
mergeȱ channelsȱ toȱ achieveȱ validȱ results.ȱHenceȱ theȱ followingȱ fourȱ categoriesȱ ofȱmarketingȱ
channelsȱwereȱidentifiedȱasȱillustratedȱinȱFigureȱ1.ȱ

3.2 Factors affecting the selection of l ivestock marketing channel by sheep and goat 
farmers in Greece (Region of EMTh) 

Theȱ Kruskal�Wallisȱ nonȬparametricȱ testȱ indicatedȱ thatȱ thereȱ wasȱ aȱ highlyȱ significantȱ
relationshipȱ (P<0.001)ȱ betweenȱ salesȱpriceȱ ofȱ livestock,ȱ capabilityȱ ofȱ buyerȱ toȱpurchaseȱ largeȱ
quantitiesȱofȱlivestock,ȱloyalty,ȱspeedȱofȱpayment,ȱpersonalȱrelationships,ȱquantityȱofȱlambs,ȱandȱ
theȱselectionȱofȱaȱparticularȱmarketingȱchannel.ȱTheȱ relationshipȱbetweenȱeachȱ factorȱandȱ theȱ
selectionȱofȱ aȱparticularȱmarketingȱ channelȱ isȱ illustratedȱ inȱ figureȱ 2.ȱTheȱQȱ testȱwhichȱ isȱ theȱ
equivalentȱnonȱparametricȱTukeyȱ testȱwasȱconductedȱ toȱdetermineȱ theȱdetailȱofȱ theȱdifferenceȱ
betweenȱtheȱmarketingȱchannelsȱ[22].ȱTheȱresultsȱofȱtheȱtestȱareȱpresentedȱinȱtableȱ2.ȱȱ



311 

 Market channel selection and utilization for sheep and goat producers  
regarding livestock marketing. 

Direct Channel Selection   

1 Direct sales to Retailers 68 (21.7%) 6,122 (12.0%) 

2 Direct sales to wholesalers 177 (56.7%) 38,978 (76.2%) 

3 Direct sales to consumers (in live weight) 17 (5.4%) 1197 (2.3%) 

4 Self consumption 19 (6.1%) 331 (0.7%) 

5 Direct sales to other farmers in livestock 
(for breeding) 

3 (1.0%) 104 (0.2%) 

Multi-channel selection   

6 Direct sales to Retailers + Direct sales to 
Wholesalers 

18 (5.7%) 3,473 (6.8%) 

7 Direct sales Retailers + Direct sales to 
Consumers (livestock) 

8 (2.6%) 738 (1.4%) 

8 Direct sales to Wholesalers + Direct sales 
to Consumers (livestock) 

1 (0.3%) 36 (0.1%) 

9 Direct sales to Consumers (livestock) + 
Self consumption 

2 (0.6%) 30 (0.1%) 

10 Direct sales to Retailers +Direct sales to 
Wholesalers + Direct sales to Consumers 
(livestock) 

1 (0.3%) 131 (0.3%) 

 

ȱ
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Factors affecting the selection of a particular livestock marketing channel. 

Hence,ȱ factorsȱsuchȱasȱsalesȱpriceȱandȱcapabilityȱofȱ theȱ farmerȱ toȱpurchaseȱ largeȱquantitiesȱofȱ
livestockȱmostlyȱ influencedȱ theȱ sheepȱ andȱgoatȱ farmersȱ inȱ theȱRegionȱofȱEMThȱ inȱGreeceȱ toȱ
marketȱ theirȱ livestockȱ toȱmoreȱ thanȱ oneȱmarketingȱ channelȱ asȱwellȱ asȱ toȱwholesalersȱwhileȱ
loyaltyȱaffectedȱtheseȱfarmersȱinȱdistributingȱtheirȱproduceȱtoȱmoreȱthanȱoneȱmarketingȱchannelȱ
orȱ directlyȱ toȱwholesalersȱ orȱ retailers.ȱ Finally,ȱ personalȱ relationshipsȱmostlyȱ influencedȱ theȱ
sheepȱandȱgoatȱ farmersȱ toȱplaceȱ theirȱproduceȱdirectlyȱ toȱretailersȱwhileȱ theȱsmallȱquantityȱofȱ
lambsȱaffectedȱthemȱtoȱmakeȱprivateȱuseȱofȱtheirȱlivestock.ȱ

Throughȱ theȱ chiȬsquareȱ testȱ ofȱ independenceȱ itȱwasȱ foundȱ thatȱ thereȱ isȱ aȱ highlyȱ significantȱ
relationshipȱ (P<0.001)ȱbetweenȱ theȱselectionȱofȱaȱparticularȱmarketingȱchannelȱandȱ theȱsizeȱofȱ
theȱflock,ȱtheȱnumberȱofȱslaughteredȱanimals,ȱtheȱvolumeȱofȱmilkȱproductionȱandȱtheȱfinancialȱ
performance.ȱ Theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ sizeȱ ofȱ cultivatedȱ landȱ allocatedȱ toȱ sheepȱ andȱ goatȱ
enterpriseȱandȱtheȱselectionȱofȱaȱmarketingȱchannelȱwasȱalsoȱsignificantȱatȱP=0.013.ȱ

Theȱstrengthȱofȱ theȱassociationȱbetweenȱeachȱ farm/farmersȱcharacteristicsȱandȱeachȱmarketingȱ
channelȱ canȱ beȱ examinedȱ byȱ theȱ standardizedȱ residualsȱ inȱ eachȱ cellȱ inȱ theȱ crossȱ tabulationȱ
matrixȱ [22].ȱ Theȱ tableȱ belowȱ illustratesȱ theȱ profileȱ ofȱ theȱ farmersȱ whoȱ adoptȱ aȱ particularȱ
livestockȱ marketingȱ channelȱ takingȱ intoȱ considerationȱ theȱ highestȱ positiveȱ standardisedȱ
residualsȱinȱeachȱcharacteristic.ȱ

Thus,ȱtheȱfarmersȱwhoȱpreferredȱtoȱmarketȱtheirȱlivestockȱdirectlyȱtoȱretailersȱhadȱmediumȱsizeȱ
flocks,ȱwereȱ smallȱ scaleȱ livestockȱ andȱmediumȱ scaleȱmilkȱproducers;ȱ theyȱ allocatedȱ betweenȱ
31%Ȭ60%ȱofȱ theirȱ landȱ toȱ theirȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱenterpriseȱandȱ theirȱ financialȱperformanceȱwasȱ
belowȱaverage.ȱFarmersȱwhoȱpreferredȱtheȱdirectȱsalesȱtoȱwholesalersȱhadȱbigȱflock,ȱwereȱlargeȱ
scaleȱ livestockȱ andȱmilkȱ producers,ȱ allocatedȱmoreȱ thanȱ 61%ȱ ofȱ theirȱ landȱ toȱ theirȱ livestockȱ
enterpriseȱandȱearnedȱanȱaboveȱaverageȱ financialȱ income.ȱSheepȱandȱgoatȱ farmersȱwithȱsmallȱ
flocks,ȱlowȱvolumeȱofȱlivestockȱandȱmilkȱproduction,ȱwithȱlowȱallocationȱofȱlandȱtoȱtheirȱsheepȱ
andȱgoatȱenterpriseȱasȱwellȱasȱwithȱlowȱfinancialȱperformance,ȱpreferredȱtheȱprivateȱuseȱofȱtheirȱ
livestock.ȱ Finally,ȱ farmersȱ withȱ smallȱ flocksȱ butȱ withȱ largeȱ volumeȱ ofȱ livestockȱ andȱ milkȱ
productionȱhaveȱchosenȱtoȱmarketȱtheirȱlivestockȱproduceȱtoȱmoreȱthanȱoneȱmarketingȱchannel.ȱ
Theseȱ farmersȱ wereȱ alsoȱ allocatedȱ moreȱ thanȱ 61%ȱ ofȱ theirȱ landȱ toȱ theirȱ sheepȱ andȱ goatȱ
enterpriseȱandȱtheirȱfinancialȱperformanceȱwasȱaboveȱaverage.ȱ



313 

 The results of the Q statistic test for the determination of the association between the 
livestock marketing channels regarding each factor. 

Direct Sales to Retailers Direct Sales to Wholesalers 7.876 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Private Use of Livestock 24.342 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -3.458 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Private Use of Livestock -26.264 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -1.653 2.639 >0.05 

Sales Price 

Private Use of Livestock Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -19.470 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Direct Sales to Wholesalers -64.079 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Private Use of Livestock 16.309 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -18.012 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Private Use of Livestock -62.715 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel 2.224 2.639 >0.05 

Capability of Buyer 
to purchase large 
quantities of 
livestock 

Private Use of Livestock Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -25.830 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Direct Sales to Wholesalers -0.981 2.639 >0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Private Use of Livestock 35.220 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -2.135 2.639 >0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Private Use of Livestock -46.051 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -0.418 2.639 >0.05 

Loyalty 

Private Use of Livestock Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -25.834 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Direct Sales to Wholesalers -1.948 2.639 >0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Private Use of Livestock 18.755 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -10.295 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Private Use of Livestock -25.450 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -2.304 2.639 >0.05 

Speed of Payment 

Private Use of Livestock Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -21.217 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Direct Sales to Wholesalers 49.837 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Private Use of Livestock 33.060 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel 6.122 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Private Use of Livestock -10.208 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -3.648 2.639 <0.05 

Personal 
Relationships 

Private Use of Livestock Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -17.631 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Direct Sales to Wholesalers 8.604 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Private Use of Livestock -23.232 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Retailers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -1.169 2.639 >0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Private Use of Livestock 35.553 2.639 <0.05 

Direct Sales to Wholesalers Sales to more than one marketing 
channel -1.172 2.639 >0.05 

Small quantity of 
lambs 

Private Use of Livestock Sales to more than one marketing 
channel 14.942 2.639 <0.05 

 

 



314 

 Farmer profiles - The characteristics of farmers adopting different livestock  
marketing channels 

Size of flock:51-150 
heads ** 

Size of flock:151+ 
heads *** 

Size of flock: <50 heads 
*** 

Size of flock: 
<50heads* 

Volume of slaughtered 
sheep and goats (all 
ages): <50 heads *** 

Volume of slaughtered 
sheep and goats (all 
ages): 151+ heads *** 

Volume of slaughtered 
sheep and goats (all 
ages): <50 heads *** 

Volume of slaughtered 
sheep and goats (all 
ages): 151+ * 

Milk produce: 2.001-
10.000 kg * 

Milk produce: 10.001+ 
kg ** 

Milk produce: <2000 kg 
*** 

Milk produce: 10001+ 
kg * 

Percentage of land 
allocated to sheep and 
goat enterprise: 31%-
60% * 

Percentage of land 
allocated to sheep and 
goat enterprise: 61%+ * 

Percentage of land 
allocated to sheep and 
goat enterprise: <30% 
*** 

Percentage of land 
allocated to sheep and 
goat enterprise: 61%+* 

Financial Performance: 
Bellow average** 

Financial Performance: 
Above average*** 

Financial Performance: 
Bellow average*** 

Financial Performance: 
Above average* 

* Standardized residuals: 0-1.5 (low positive association); ** Standardized residuals : >1.5 and <1.9 (medium positive 
association); *** Standardized residuals: >1.9 (strong positive association) 

4. The util ization of milk marketing channels by sheep and goat farmers in 
Greece (Region of EMTh) 

4.1 Description of sheep and goat milk marketing channels in Greece  
(Region of EMTh) 

Sevenȱmilkȱmarketingȱ channelsȱwereȱ identifiedȱ fromȱ theȱ surveyȱ andȱ allȱ ofȱ themȱ areȱ directȱ
marketingȱchannelsȱasȱdetailedȱinȱtableȱ4.ȱȱ

 Market channel selection and utilisation for sheep and goat producers regarding  
milk marketing 

1 Sales to local private milk processing 
plant 

104 (33.1%) 1,046,630 (36.3%) 

2 Sales to cooperative milk processing 
plant 

41 (13.1%) 466,400 (16.2%) 

3 Sales to big national and regional dairy 
companies 

78 (24.8%) 1,167,305 (40.5%) 

4 Feed to lambs or yearlings 70 (22.3%) n/a 

5 Self-consumption 12 (3.8%) 151,311 (5.3%) 

6 Reward to person who tends the flock 4 (1.3%) 1,700 (0.1%) 

7 Processing and sale of the milk 5 (1.6%) 50,00 (1.7%) 

 TOTAL 314 (100%) 2,883,346 (100%) 

 

Initialȱ chiȬsquareȱ testsȱ ofȱ associationsȱ betweenȱ channelȱ selectionȱ andȱ associatedȱ variablesȱ
provedȱ toȱ beȱ invalidȱ becauseȱ ofȱ lowȱ expectedȱ valuesȱ [20,ȱ 21].ȱ Itȱwasȱ thereforeȱ necessaryȱ toȱ
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mergeȱchannelsȱtoȱachieveȱvalidȱresults.ȱHenceȱtheȱfollowingȱfourȱcategoriesȱofȱmilkȱmarketingȱ
channelsȱwereȱidentifiedȱasȱtheȱfigureȱ3ȱrepresents.ȱ
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 Categorization of sheep and goat milk marketing channels. 

4.2 Factors affecting the selection of milk marketing channel by sheep and goat 
farmers in Greece (Region of EMTh) 

TheȱuseȱofȱKruskal�WallisȱnonȱparametricȱANOVAȱprovedȱthatȱthereȱwasȱaȱhighlyȱsignificantȱ
relationshipȱ(P<0.001)ȱbetweenȱtheȱsalesȱpriceȱofȱmilk,ȱ loyalty,ȱpersonalȱrelationships,ȱquantityȱ
ofȱmilk,ȱspeedȱofȱpayment,ȱmonopolisticȱphenomena,ȱisolationȱofȱtheȱfarmȱandȱtheȱselectionȱofȱaȱ
particularȱ marketingȱ channel.ȱ Aȱ significantȱ relationshipȱ (P=0.030)ȱ wasȱ identifiedȱ betweenȱ
�experimentingȱwithȱdifferentȱmarketingȱchannels�ȱandȱtheȱselectionȱofȱaȱparticularȱmarketingȱ
channel.ȱ Theȱ relationshipȱ betweenȱ eachȱ factorȱ andȱ theȱ selectionȱ ofȱ aȱ particularȱ marketingȱ
channelȱ isȱ illustratedȱ inȱ Figureȱ 4.ȱ TheȱQȱ testȱwasȱ conductedȱ toȱ determineȱ theȱ detailȱ ofȱ theȱ
differenceȱbetweenȱtheȱmarketingȱchannels.ȱTheȱresultsȱofȱtheȱtestȱareȱpresentedȱinȱTableȱ5.ȱȱ
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 Factors affecting the selection of a particular milk marketing channel. 
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 The results of the Q statistic test for the determination of the association between the milk 
marketing channels in relation to each factor. 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to cooperative milk 
processing plant -5.451 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms -4.783 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Own use of milk 80.963 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms -2.097 

2.639 >0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Own use of milk 9.854 2.639 <0.05 

Sales Price 

Sales to big regional or national dairy firms Own use of milk 74.571 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to cooperative milk 
processing plant 3.285 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms -4.672 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Own use of milk -41.029 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms 5.819 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Own use of milk -5.088 2.639 <0.05 

Milk Quantity 

Sales to big regional or national dairy firms Own use of milk -31.104 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to cooperative milk 
processing plant 0.102 

2.639 >0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms -11.427 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Own use of milk 84.001 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms 6.983 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Own use of milk 9.183 2.639 <0.05 

Loyalty 

Sales to big regional or national dairy firms Own use of milk 83.461 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to cooperative milk 
processing plant 2.494 

2.639 >0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms -3.142 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Own use of milk 79.866 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms 4.174 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Own use of milk 8.298 2.639 <0.05 

Speed of 
Payment 

Sales to big regional or national dairy firms Own use of milk 72.076 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to cooperative milk 
processing plant 3.563 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms 33.040 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Own use of milk 54.688 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms -16.665 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Own use of milk 5.346 2.639 <0.05 

Personal 
Relationships 

Sales to big regional or national dairy firms Own use of milk 16.192 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to cooperative milk 
processing plant -0.194 

2.639 >0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms 7.266 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Own use of milk 20.795 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms -4.559 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Own use of milk 2.313 2.639 >0.05 

Monopolistic 
Phenomena 

Sales to big regional or national dairy firms Own use of milk 11.149 2.639 <0.05 
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 Continued 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to cooperative milk 
processing plant 0.000 

2.639 >0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms -2.946 

2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Own use of milk 0.909 2.639 >0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms 1.776 

2.639 >0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Own use of milk 0.100 2.639 >0.05 

Experimenting 
with different 
marketing 
channels 

Sales to big regional or national dairy firms Own use of milk 3.562 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to cooperative milk 
processing plant 0.000 

2.639 >0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms 0.000 

2.639 >0.05 

Sales to local private milk processing plant Own use of milk -7.377 2.639 <0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Sales to big regional or 
national dairy firms 0.000 

2.639 >0.05 

Sales to cooperative milk processing plant Own use of milk -0.808 2.639 >0.05 

Isolation of 
the farm 

Sales to big regional or national dairy firms Own use of milk -6.384 2.639 >0.05 

 

Hence,ȱsalesȱpriceȱ influencedȱ theȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱ farmersȱ inȱ theȱRegionȱofȱEMThȱ inȱGreeceȱ toȱ
marketȱtheirȱmilkȱproduceȱtoȱaȱcooperativeȱmilkȱprocessingȱplantȱasȱwellȱasȱtoȱbigȱnationalȱandȱ
regionalȱdairyȱfirms.ȱTheȱquantityȱofȱmilkȱinfluencedȱtheseȱfarmersȱtoȱdetermineȱtheirȱownȱuseȱ
forȱtheȱmilk,ȱwhileȱloyaltyȱandȱspeedȱofȱpaymentȱwereȱtwoȱfactorsȱthatȱstimulatedȱthemȱtoȱsellȱ
theirȱmilkȱtoȱbigȱnationalȱandȱregionalȱdairyȱfirms.ȱPersonalȱrelationshipsȱinfluencedȱtheȱsheepȱ
andȱgoatȱ farmersȱ toȱmarketȱ theirȱmilkȱ toȱ theȱ localȱmilkȱprocessingȱplant.ȱOnȱ theȱotherȱhand,ȱ
someȱfarmersȱpreferredȱtoȱdistributeȱtheirȱmilkȱtoȱcooperativeȱorȱlocalȱprivateȱmilkȱprocessingȱ
plantsȱ orȱ toȱmakeȱpersonalȱuseȱ ofȱ theirȱmilkȱdueȱ toȱmonopolisticȱphenomena.ȱFarmersȱwhoȱ
wantedȱ toȱ experimentȱwithȱ differentȱmarketingȱ channelȱ preferredȱ toȱ sellȱ theirȱmilkȱ toȱ bigȱ
regionalȱdairyȱfirmsȱorȱtoȱcooperativeȱmilkȱprocessingȱplants.ȱFinallyȱtheȱisolationȱofȱtheȱfarmȱisȱ
aȱfactorȱthatȱaffectedȱtheseȱfarmersȱtoȱmakeȱownȱuseȱofȱtheirȱmilkȱorȱmarketȱitȱtoȱcooperativesȱ
milkȱprocessingȱplantsȱthatȱcouldȱaffordȱtheȱcostȱinȱorderȱtoȱcollectȱmilkȱforȱsomeȱisolatedȱplace.ȱȱ

Theȱ chiȬsquareȱ analysisȱ identifiedȱ aȱ highlyȱ significantȱ relationshipȱ (P<0.001)ȱ betweenȱ theȱ
selectionȱofȱaȱparticularȱmarketingȱchannelȱandȱ theȱ sizeȱofȱ flock,ȱvolumeȱofȱmilkȱproduction,ȱ
levelȱofȱdebt,ȱ sizeȱofȱ cultivatedȱ landȱallocatedȱ toȱ theȱ sheepȱandȱgoatȱ enterpriseȱandȱ financialȱ
performance.ȱTheȱrelationshipȱbetweenȱtheȱsizeȱofȱfarmȱandȱtheȱselectionȱofȱaȱmarketingȱchannelȱ
wasȱ significantȱatȱP=0.032ȱwhileȱ theȱ relationshipȱbetweenȱ farmers�ȱageȱandȱ theȱ selectionȱofȱaȱ
marketingȱchannelȱwasȱsignificantȱatȱP=0.028.ȱ

Tableȱ6ȱ illustratesȱ theȱprofileȱofȱ farmersȱadoptingȱaȱparticularȱmarketingȱchannel,ȱ takingȱ intoȱ
considerationȱtheȱhighestȱpositiveȱstandardisedȱresidualsȱinȱeachȱcharacteristic.ȱ

Farmersȱwhoȱpreferredȱ toȱmarketȱ theirȱmilkȱ toȱ localȱprivateȱmilkȱprocessingȱplantsȱcultivatedȱ
lessȱthanȱ4.9ȱha,ȱwereȱmediumȱsizeȱ livestockȱfarmersȱwithȱaȱmediumȱvolumeȱofȱ livestockȱandȱ
milkȱproduction.ȱTheyȱwereȱmiddleȱagedȱ(51Ȭ60ȱyearsȱold),ȱmediumȱindebtedȱ(10Ȭ29%ȱofȱtheirȱ
income),ȱwithȱaverageȱfinancialȱperformanceȱandȱallocatedȱmoreȱthanȱ61%ȱofȱtheirȱlandȱtoȱtheirȱ
sheepȱ andȱ goatȱ enterprise.ȱ Theȱ sheepȱ andȱ goatȱ farmersȱ thatȱ soldȱ theirȱmilkȱ toȱ cooperativeȱ
processingȱplantsȱcultivatedȱlessȱthanȱ4.9ȱha,ȱwereȱmediumȱscaleȱlivestockȱandȱmilkȱproducersȱ
andȱ wereȱ lessȱ thanȱ 40ȱ yearsȱ old.ȱ Theyȱ wereȱ highlyȱ indebtedȱ withȱ anȱ averageȱ financialȱ
performanceȱandȱwithȱmediumȱallocationȱofȱ theirȱ landȱ toȱ theirȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱenterprise.ȱOnȱ
theȱotherȱhand,ȱ farmersȱwhoȱmarketedȱ theirȱmilkȱ toȱbigȱnationalȱ /ȱ regionalȱdairyȱ firmsȱwereȱ
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largeȱ scaleȱ farmersȱ inȱ termsȱ ofȱ cultivatedȱ land,ȱ sizeȱ ofȱ flock,ȱ volumeȱ ofȱ livestockȱ andȱmilkȱ
production.ȱ Theyȱ wereȱ betweenȱ 41Ȭ50ȱ yearsȱ old,ȱ highlyȱ indebted,ȱ withȱ anȱ aboveȱ averageȱ
financialȱperformanceȱandȱlowȱallocationȱofȱtheirȱlandȱtoȱtheirȱlivestockȱenterprise.ȱFinally,ȱtheȱ
farmersȱwhoȱselfȱ Ȭȱconsumedȱ theirȱmilk,ȱwereȱsmallȱscaleȱ farmersȱ inȱ termsȱofȱcultivatedȱ land,ȱ
sizeȱofȱflock,ȱvolumeȱofȱlivestockȱandȱmilkȱproduction.ȱTheyȱwereȱquiteȱold,ȱnotȱhighlyȱinȱdebt,ȱ
withȱaȱbelowȱaverageȱfinancialȱperformanceȱandȱtheyȱdidȱnotȱallocateȱanyȱ landȱtoȱtheirȱsheepȱ
andȱgoatȱenterprise.ȱȱ

 Farmer profiles - The characteristics of farmers adopting the different milk  
marketing channels 

Size of cultivated land:  
<4.9 ha * 

Size of cultivated land: 
<4.9 ha * 

Size of cultivated land: 
10+ha *** 

Size of cultivated 
land: <4.9 ha * 

Size of flock:  
51-150 heads ** 

Size of flock: 
151+ heads ** 

Size of flock:  
151+ heads ** 

Size of 
flock:<50heads *** 

Livestock production:  
51-150 heads * 

Livestock production: 
51 - 150 heads * 

Livestock production: 
151+ heads *** 

Livestock production: 
<50 heads*** 

Milk produce:  
2.001-10.000 kg *** 

Milk produce: 
2.001+10.000 kg * 

Milk produce:  
10.001+ kg *** 

Milk produce: 
<2.000 kg *** 

Age: 51-60 years * Age: < 40 years * Age: 41-50 years * Age: 61+ years*** 

Debt: 10-29%* Debt: 30%+ * Debt: 30%+ * Debt: 0-9%*** 

Percentage of land allocated 
to sheep and goat enterprise: 
61%+* 

Percentage of land 
allocated to sheep and 
goat enterprise:  
31-60%* 

Percentage of land 
allocated to sheep and 
goat enterprise:  
<30% *** 

Percentage of land 
allocated to sheep 
and goat enterprise: 
Do not farm any 
land.*** 

Financial Performance: 
Average***  

Financial Performance: 
Average*  

Financial Performance: 
Above Average***  

Financial 
Performance:  
Bellow Average***  

* Standardized residuals: 0-1.5 (low positive association); ** Standardized residuals : >1.5 and <1.9 (medium positive 
association); *** Standardized residuals: >1.9 (strong positive association) 

5. Conclusion 

Manyȱfactorsȱandȱfarm/farmerȱcharacteristicsȱwereȱfoundȱtoȱbeȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱselectionȱofȱaȱ
particularȱlivestockȱandȱmilkȱmarketingȱchannel.ȱȱ

Factorsȱ suchȱ asȱ price,ȱ loyalty,ȱ speedȱ ofȱ payment,ȱ personalȱ relationshipsȱ andȱ volumeȱ ofȱ
production,ȱwereȱ foundȱ toȱ influenceȱ theȱ sheepȱ andȱ goatȱ farmersȱ inȱ theȱRegionȱ ofȱ EMThȱ inȱ
Greeceȱtoȱselectȱaȱlivestockȱandȱmilkȱmarketingȱchannel.ȱTheȱcapabilityȱofȱaȱbuyerȱtoȱpurchaseȱ
largeȱ quantitiesȱ ofȱ livestock,ȱ influencedȱ theseȱ farmersȱ toȱ chooseȱ onlyȱ aȱ livestockȱmarketingȱ
channel.ȱOnȱ theȱ otherȱ hand,ȱ theȱ experimentationȱwithȱdifferentȱmarketingȱ channelsȱ andȱ theȱ
isolationȱofȱtheȱfarmȱaffectedȱfarmersȱonlyȱinȱtheirȱselectionȱofȱaȱmilkȱmarketingȱchannel.ȱȱ

Theȱrelationshipȱbetweenȱtheȱselectionȱofȱaȱparticularȱlivestockȱorȱmilkȱmarketingȱchannelȱandȱ
factorsȱ suchȱasȱ theȱ factȱ that:ȱ (i)ȱ farmersȱwereȱnotȱ interestedȱ inȱ sellingȱ theirȱ livestockȱorȱmilkȱ
produce,ȱ (ii)ȱ theyȱ usedȱ theȱ sameȱ marketingȱ channelȱ forȱ manyȱ yearsȱ andȱ (iii)ȱ theȱ localȱ
communityȱ usedȱ theȱ sameȱ marketingȱ outlet,ȱ wereȱ notȱ significantȱ (P>0.05).ȱ Noȱ significantȱ
associationȱ betweenȱ factorsȱ suchȱ asȱ theȱ preferenceȱ ofȱ theȱ farmerȱ toȱ sellȱ inȱ liveȬweight,ȱ localȱ
demand,ȱlackȱofȱspaceȱforȱhousingȱofȱtheȱlambs,ȱtheȱinvoiceȱissuedȱbyȱtheȱwholesalersȱandȱtheȱ
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selectionȱofȱaȱparticularȱlivestockȱmarketingȱchannelȱwasȱidentified.ȱTheȱassociationȱbetweenȱtheȱ
selectionȱofȱaȱmilkȱmarketingȱchannelȱandȱfactorsȱsuchȱasȱtheȱ lackȱofȱmilkȱbuyerȱ inȱtheȱfarm�sȱ
region,ȱ theȱwillingnessȱ ofȱ theȱ farmerȱ toȱ addȱ valueȱ toȱ hisȱ product,ȱ theȱ easyȱ deliveryȱ ofȱ theȱ
producedȱmilkȱtoȱtheȱmilkȱbuyerȱandȱtheȱpreferenceȱofȱtheȱfarmerȱtoȱuseȱtheȱsameȱbuyerȱforȱhisȱ
sheep/goatȱandȱcowȱmilkȱisȱnotȱsignificantȱeitherȱ(P>0.05).ȱ

Farmȱandȱ farmer�sȱ characteristicsȱ suchȱasȱ theȱ sizeȱofȱ theȱ flock,ȱvolumeȱofȱ livestockȱandȱmilkȱ
production,ȱsizeȱofȱcultivatedȱlandȱwhichȱisȱallocatedȱtoȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱenterpriseȱandȱfinancialȱ
performance,ȱwereȱ associatedȱwithȱ theȱ selectionȱ ofȱ aȱ livestockȱ andȱmilkȱmarketingȱ channel.ȱ
Characteristicsȱ suchȱasȱ theȱ sizeȱofȱ theȱ farm,ȱandȱ farmer�sȱageȱandȱdebt,ȱwereȱonlyȱassociatedȱ
withȱtheȱselectionȱofȱaȱmilkȱmarketingȱchannel.ȱ

Noȱ significantȱ associationȱ (P>0.05)ȱwasȱ foundȱ betweenȱ theȱ farmȱ andȱ farmer�sȱ characteristicsȱ
suchȱ asȱ livestockȱ experience,ȱ experienceȱ inȱ decisionȱ making,ȱ membershipȱ ofȱ agriculturalȱ
cooperative,ȱfarmȱincomeȱrelatedȱtoȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱenterprise,ȱoffȱfarmȱactivities,ȱpreviousȱnonȱ
farmȱexperienceȱandȱtheȱselectionȱofȱaȱparticularȱmilkȱorȱlivestockȱmarketingȱchannel.ȱȱ

Examiningȱ theȱprofileȱofȱ eachȱ livestockȱmarketingȱ channel,ȱ itȱ canȱbeȱ concludedȱ thatȱ farmersȱ
whoȱpreferredȱ theȱdirectȱ salesȱ toȱ retailersȱwereȱ smallȱ scaleȱ livestockȱ andȱmediumȱ scaleȱmilkȱ
producers,ȱ theirȱflockȱwasȱmedium,ȱallocatedȱbetweenȱ31Ȭ60%ȱofȱ theirȱcultivatedȱ landȱ toȱ theirȱ
sheepȱ andȱgoatȱ enterpriseȱ andȱ theirȱ financialȱperformanceȱwasȱbelowȱ average.ȱFarmersȱwhoȱ
preferredȱ theȱdirectȱ salesȱ toȱwholesalersȱwereȱ largeȱ scaleȱ livestockȱ andȱmilkȱproducers,ȱ theirȱ
flockȱwasȱbig,ȱallocateȱmoreȱthanȱ61%ȱofȱtheirȱcultivatedȱlandȱtoȱtheirȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱenterpriseȱ
andȱtheirȱfinancialȱperformanceȱwasȱaboveȱaverage.ȱOnȱtheȱotherȱhand,ȱfarmersȱwhoȱpreferredȱ
privateȱ useȱ ofȱ theirȱ produceȱwereȱ smallȱ scaleȱ livestockȱ andȱmilkȱ producers,ȱ theirȱ flockȱwasȱ
small,ȱ theyȱallocatedȱ lessȱ thanȱ30%ȱofȱ theirȱcultivatedȱ landȱ toȱ theirȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱenterpriseȱ
andȱ theirȱ financialȱperformanceȱwasȱ low.ȱFinally,ȱ thoseȱwhoȱpreferredȱ theȱsalesȱ toȱmoreȱ thanȱ
oneȱmarketingȱchannelȱ(multiȱ�channel)ȱwereȱlargeȱscaleȱmilkȱproducers,ȱtheirȱflockȱwasȱsmall,ȱȱ
theyȱallocatedȱmoreȱthanȱ61%ȱofȱtheirȱcultivatedȱlandȱtoȱtheirȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱenterpriseȱandȱtheȱ
financialȱperformanceȱofȱtheirȱfarmȱwasȱaboveȱaverage.ȱ

Regardingȱtheȱprofileȱofȱeachȱmilkȱmarketingȱchannel,ȱitȱwasȱfoundȱthatȱfarmersȱwhoȱpreferȱtoȱ
sellȱ toȱ localȱprocessingȱplantsȱwereȱmediumȱscaleȱ livestockȱandȱmilkȱproducers,ȱmiddleȱagedȱ
farmers,ȱhadȱmediumȱsizeȱflock,ȱallocatedȱmoreȱthanȱ61%ȱofȱtheirȱlandȱtoȱtheirȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱ
enterprise,ȱhadȱ incurredȱaȱdebtȱbetweenȱ10Ȭ29%ȱofȱ theirȱ incomeȱandȱearnedȱaverageȱ financialȱ
rewards.ȱȱFarmersȱwhoȱusedȱtheȱcooperativeȱprocessingȱplantsȱasȱanȱoutletȱwereȱmediumȱscaleȱ
livestockȱ andȱmilkȱproducers,ȱyoungȱ farmers,ȱhadȱ aȱ largeȱ flock,ȱ allocatedȱmoreȱ thanȱ 61%ȱofȱ
theirȱ landȱ toȱ theirȱ sheepȱ andȱ goatȱ enterpriseȱ andȱ hadȱ incurredȱ substantialȱdebtȱwhilstȱ theirȱ
financialȱperformanceȱwasȱaverage.ȱOnȱ theȱotherȱhand,ȱ farmersȱ thatȱpreferredȱ toȱmarketȱ theirȱ
milkȱproduceȱtoȱbigȱdairiesȱwereȱlargeȱscaleȱmilkȱandȱlivestockȱproducers,ȱmiddleȱagedȱfarmers,ȱ
hadȱaȱ largeȱ flock,ȱallocatedȱ lessȱ thanȱ30%ȱofȱ theirȱ landȱ toȱ theirȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱenterpriseȱandȱ
hadȱaȱhighȱdebtȱandȱaboveȬaverageȱfinancialȱperformance.ȱFinally,ȱfarmersȱwhoȱselfȬconsumedȱ
theirȱmilkȱproduceȱwereȱsmallȱscaleȱmilkȱandȱlivestockȱproducers,ȱwereȱoldȱinȱage,ȱhadȱaȱsmallȱ
flock,ȱallocatedȱnoneȱofȱȱtheirȱlandȱtoȱtheȱsheepȱandȱgoatȱenterpriseȱandȱhadȱaȱdebtȱofȱȱlessȱthanȱ
10%ȱofȱtheirȱincome.ȱ
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