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ABSTRACT 

 

An important topic in marketing channel research is channel design decision. Early 

studies on this topic have assumed that a firm chooses either the direct channel or the indirect 

channel systems. But, as the third type of channel system, recent studies start considering the 

dual channel system, which can be defined as a simultaneous use of both direct and indirect 

channels of distribution for the same product line. 

When examining the reason that a firm use the dual channel system rather than either the 

direct or indirect channel systems, previous studies have relied upon transaction cost theory. 

However, there is a limitation in these studies. These studies have focused only on cost 

savings. They have neglected the fact that firms consider not only cost savings, but also value 

creation when making decisions about channel design. If firms choose the dual channel 

system, they can utilize distributors’ resources through indirect channels and, at the same time, 

leverage its own resources through direct channels. 

Thus, in this study, resource-based theory is employed to emphasize on the value creation 

of the dual channel system. Moreover, we extend the theory by including not only vertical 

resource heterogeneity, but also horizontal resource heterogeneity in its framework. In other 

words, this study constructs a framework describing that channel design decisions are made 

based on two kinds of resource heterogeneity, i.e., vertical heterogeneity (heterogeneity 

between the focal manufacturer and distributors) and horizontal heterogeneity (heterogeneity 

between the manufacturer and its rival manufacturers). Based on the extended framework, 

hypotheses are proposed regarding the interaction effects between vertical and horizontal 

heterogeneity.  

Primary data is collected through a mail survey of Japanese B2B manufacturers and used 

to test the hypotheses. The results show that given that there are competent distributors, a 

manufacturer chooses the dual channel system if it has a strong information resource or if it 

has a weak reputation.  

This study makes an important advance by suggesting that manufacturers use the dual 

channel systems to utilize other firms’ resources and, at the same time, leverage their own 

resources. In addition, this study contributes to resource-based theory by extending its 

framework and applying it to channel design decisions. 
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INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVES 

 

Channels of distribution are becoming increasingly complex. In business-to-consumer 

settings, manufacturers typically use not only traditional merchandisers but also 

manufacturer-owned stores to sell products (Moriarty and Moran, 1990; Cespedes and Corey, 

1990). Similarly, in business-to-business settings, many manufacturers deal directly with end 

users while also using traditional wholesale distributors to sell products (Sa Vinhas and 

Anderson, 2005). In this way, manufacturers in the various industries often rely on the 

simultaneous use of both integrated and independent channels of distribution for the same 

product line. Such systems are referred to as dual channel systems. 

As adopting dual channel systems becomes more common, marketing channel 

researchers have become increasingly interested in why manufacturers use these systems. 

Previous studies of the antecedents of dual channels have relied upon transaction cost theory 

(e.g., Dutta, Bergen, Heide, and John, 1995; Kabadayi, 2011). In one instance, researchers 

argued that manufacturers choose dual channel systems when asset specificity is high. Using 

dual channel systems, manufacturers can make it clear to independent distributors that they 

(the manufacturers) are able to replace the independent distributors if necessary. Such a signal 

prevents opportunistic behavior on the part of distributors. Thus, manufacturers can reduce 

transaction costs associated with distributors’ opportunistic behavior by choosing dual 

channels instead of only independent channels. 

Although previous studies have contributed greatly to the understanding of dual 

channel systems, they have been limited in at least one important respect: they have focused 

only on the aspect of cost savings when evaluating the impetus for choosing dual channel 

systems. However, manufacturers often also consider value creation when making decisions 

about channel design (e.g., Barney, 1999; Rosenbloom, 2012). More specifically, 

manufacturers may choose a dual channel system because it allows them to utilize 

distributors’ resources through independent channels while also leveraging their own 

resources through integrated channels. To improve our understanding of dual channel systems, 

it is important to examine their antecedents from different points of view (Mols, 2000). Doing 

so from the perspective of value creation is important for advancing research on channel 

management. 

To overcome the limitations of previous studies, this study adopts resource-based 

theory (Argyres, 1996; Barney, 1999). Compared with transaction cost theory, the most 

distinctive feature of resource-based theory is that the emphasis is not on cost savings but, 

rather, on the creation of value through holding and leveraging resources. Thus, unlike 

previous approaches, resource-based theory provides an appropriate framework for examining 

the drivers of the use of dual channel systems while taking into account value creation. 

Therefore, this study theoretically and empirically examines the antecedents of dual 

channels, relying on resource-based theory. In addition, this study extends the framework of 
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resource-based theory by including not only vertical resource heterogeneity but also 

horizontal resource heterogeneity. In other words, this study argues that channel design 

decisions are made based on resource heterogeneity between the focal manufacturer and 

distributors (i.e., vertical heterogeneity), and between the manufacturer and its rival 

manufacturers (i.e., horizontal heterogeneity). Thus, this study will contribute not only to 

research on marketing channels but also to research on resource-based theory. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The channel design decision is an important topic in marketing channel research. Early 

studies on this topic have assumed that a firm chooses either integrated or independent 

channels (e.g., Aspinwall, 1962; Bucklin,1966; Anderson, 1985). Although these studies on 

single channel choices have provided interesting findings, not many manufacturers use only 

integrated or independent channels. In the real world, many manufacturers rely on both 

integrated and independent channels, which means they have dual channels of distribution. 

According to Sa Vinhas and Anderson (2005), more than half of the sample firms use dual 

channels. In fact, the use of dual channel strategies has now become the rule rather than the 

exception (Frazier, 1999). 

Several studies on marketing channels have identified the antecedents of dual channel 

use (e.g., Dutta, et al., 1995; Mols, 2000; Kabadayi, 2011). Most of these studies have 

employed transaction cost theory (Coase, 1937; Williamson, 1975), and thus focused on cost 

savings. A set of empirical studies have found that asset specificity, behavioral uncertainty, 

and environmental uncertainty have positive impacts on the use of dual channels (e.g., Dutta, 

et al., 1995; Kabadayi, 2008; 2011). For example, Kabadayi (2011) showed that when asset 

specificity and/or uncertainty were high, manufacturers could minimize transaction costs 

using not only independent channels but also integrated channels. This finding implies that 

adding integrated channels to an independent channel system provides a safeguard against 

distributors’ opportunistic behavior. 

While the transaction cost analysis has improved the understanding of the choice of 

dual channels in terms of cost savings, it has neglected the fact that firms consider not only 

cost savings but also value creation when making decisions about channel design (e.g., 

Barney, 1999; Rosenbloom, 2012). Several researchers regard resource-based theory as a 

suitable perspective for emphasizing value creation (e.g., Gulbrandsen, Sandvik, and 

Haugland, 2009). Resource-based theory (Argyres, 1996; Barney, 1999) focuses on 

organizational resources and capabilities as the determinants of the make-or-buy decision. It 

underscores value creation that results from holding and leveraging strategic 

resources/capabilities (Barney, 1991). According to Kozlenkova, Samaha, and Palmatier 

(2014), more and more marketing scholars have evaluated resource-based theory as an 

important framework for describing firm boundary and performance. 
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In the area of marketing channels, some recent studies on export channel selection have 

employed resource-based theory (Li, He, Sousa, 2017). For example, Fernández-Olmos and 

Díez-Vial (2015) showed that human resources and firm size influence the use of either direct 

or indirect exporting, i.e., integrated or independent channels. In addition, He, Brouthers, and 

Filatotchev (2013) investigated the impacts of market orientation capability on the use of 

export channel selection. However, these studies restricted the sample to firms that used only 

a single channel. Although these studies found that some firms used dual channels, they 

excluded these firms in their observations.  

In summary, there is a gap in the channel literature. On one hand, dual channel research 

has overlooked value creation by employing transaction cost theory. On the other hand, 

marketing channel studies using resource-based theory have focused on single channel 

choices. To address this gap in the channel literature, this study develops hypotheses 

regarding the antecedents of dual channel use based on resource-based theory. 

 

HYPOTHESES 

 

According to resource-based theory, firms use integrated channels if they have stronger 

resources than potential distributors and independent channels if they have weaker resources 

(e.g., Argyres, 1996; Barney, 1999). Therefore, marketing channel scholars have argued that 

channel design decisions are made by considering resource differences between a 

manufacturer and its distributors (i.e., vertical heterogeneity). However, firms may also 

consider resource differences between themselves as manufacturers and rival manufacturers 

(i.e., horizontal heterogeneity) when making channel design decisions. Thus, when 

developing hypotheses, this study takes into account both types of heterogeneity. 

Resource-based theory posits that, in cases where potential distributors perform 

distribution activities better than the manufacturer, the manufacturer outsources these 

activities to distributors. This is because firms with high competence can perform activities 

more successfully, or at a lower cost (Argyres, 1996).  

However, in this case, a manufacturer with stronger information resources than its rival 

manufacturers uses not only independent distributors but also their own channels. Information 

resources include useful information about customers and competitors (e.g., Morgan, Vorhies, 

and Schlegelmilch, 2006). When obtaining information, firms with greater existing 

information have higher absorptive capacities, and can acquire new information efficiently 

and effectively (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). Thus, for manufacturers with stronger 

information resources than rival manufacturers, using integrated channels and obtaining 

information directly is an effective strategy. On the other hand, for manufacturers with weaker 

information resources than rival manufacturers, using integrated channels is not an effective 

strategy because they do not have the ability to acquire information successfully. Therefore, 

the following hypothesis is proposed: 



6 
 

H1: In cases where distributor competence is high, if a manufacturer’s information resources 

are stronger than those of rival manufacturers, the manufacturer chooses a dual channel 

system. 

 

In cases such as the above, where a manufacturer outsources distribution activities to 

distributors, a manufacturer with a better reputation than rival manufacturers should use not 

only independent distributors but also its own channels. Reputation refers to favorable 

perceptions that customers and channel members have for a firm (Srivastava, Shervani, and 

Fahey, 1998). For manufacturers with strong reputations, using integrated channels that 

leverage their reputation is an effective strategy. On the other hand, for manufacturers with 

weak reputations, using integrated channels is not an effective strategy because they do not 

have the ability to acquire information successfully. Therefore, the following hypothesis is 

proposed: 

 

H2: In cases where distributor competence is high, if a manufacturer’s reputation is stronger 

than that of its rivals, the manufacturer chooses a dual channel system. 

 

METHOD 

 

Data collection 

In order to test these hypotheses, primary data were collected through a mail survey of 

industrial manufacturing firms in Japan. These firms belong to the chemical, machine, 

electronics, or metal industries. The sample of potential respondents was drawn from a Tokyo 

Stock Exchange list. Then, 1,000 participants were each mailed a survey questionnaire, along 

with a cover letter and a return envelope. Two weeks after the initial mailing, reminder post 

cards were mailed to all participants who had not returned the questionnaire. Respondents 

were asked to provide information about their firm’s major product line and the distribution 

channels for the product line. A total of 273 questionnaires were returned. The return rate of 

27.3% was relatively high compared with similar studies on marketing channels (e.g., Wuyts 

and Geysken, 2005; Kabadayi, 2011). Of the 273 questionnaires, 34 were excluded from the 

final sample because (1) they were returned as refusal of responses, (2) they did not meet the 

criteria of key informant check, or (3) they had missing data. Therefore, there were a total of 

239 usable questionnaires (usable response rate was 23.9%).  

This study examined the possibility of nonresponse bias following Armstrong and 

Overton’s (1977) procedure. Study variables were compared between early and late 

respondent groups. Respondents who returned the questionnaires in the first two weeks were 

considered to be early respondents (N = 169) and those who returned later to be late 

respondents (N = 70). A MANOVA analysis showed no significant differences between the 

two groups. Thus, nonresponse bias is unlikely to affect the results of this study. 
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Key informant checks 

     This study focused on decisions about marketing channel strategies. Thus, experienced 

managers were selected as key informants of this study. In addition, this study performed post 

hoc checks on the informants’ knowledge about and experience with the company and its 

channels of distribution (Campbell, 1955). The results indicated that the key informants had 

been working for their firms for an average of 23.4 years (SD = 9.8), and had occupied their 

current positions for an average of 13.5 years (SD = 10.2). Furthermore, when asked to 

evaluate their level of knowledge about their companies’ channel strategies, the respondents 

on average gave scores of 6.0 (SD = 1.1) and 5.9 (SD = 1.3) out of seven points, respectively. 

The level of knowledge and experience was sufficiently high, compared with previous studies 

(e.g., Kabadayi, Eyuboglu, and Thomas, 2007; Fürst, Leimbach, and Prigge, 2017). Most 

informants held senior positions such as Chief Executive Officer, Executive Officer, General 

Manager, or Section Manager. Overall, these checks confirmed the knowledge and experience 

of the key informants used in this study. 

 

Common method bias 

     This study collected data from a single source at a specific point in time. Therefore, it is 

always possible that common method bias affects the findings. To determine whether 

common method bias was a serious issue, we performed two analyses. First, we conducted 

Harman’s one-factor analysis. If common method bias is a serious problem, a single factor 

would emerge from factor analysis or one general factor would account for most of the 

variance. Factor analysis results showed that five factors had eigenvalues greater than one, 

and the first factor accounted for 20.4% of the total variance. Second, we employed Lindell 

and Whitney’s (2001) marker variable analysis. The second-smallest correlation was used 

among the study variables to calculate the common method bias-adjusted correlation matrix. 

A comparison between original and the common method bias-adjusted correlations showed 

that the pattern of significant and nonsignificant correlations remained the same after 

adjustment. In sum, the results of these analyses revealed no indication of serious common 

method bias. 

 

Measures 

Measures of all constructs were developed based on the existing literature and 

pre-interviews. To measure the dependent variable, that is channel type, informants were 

asked to report the percentage of sales through integrated channels. Then, three categories 

were created based on the percentage. If the percentage was more than 95%, the manufacturer 

was considered to use integrated channels and coded “2”. If the percentage was less than 5%, 

the manufacturer was considered to use independent channels and coded “0”. If the 

percentage was between 5% and 95%, the manufacturer was considered to use a dual channel 

system and coded “1”. 
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Most items for independent variables were scored using a seven-point scale. The 

two-item measure for information resource captures the degree to which manufactures had 

information about the demands of end users and the behavior of rival firms. This measure was 

based on Morgan, et al. (2006). The two-item measure for reputation reflects the degree to 

which manufactures or their products were highly evaluated by end users; this measure was 

based on Weiss, et al. (1999). The three items for distributor competence capture the degree 

to which there are competent distributors for performing distribution activities; this measure 

was adopted from Takata (2013).  

This study controlled for three other variables thought to have a possible influence on 

the results. In particular, firm size, market heterogeneity, and product standardization were 

included in the model. Firm size was measured based on the annual reports of each firm and 

operationalized as annual sales (e.g., Dutta, et al., 1995). This factor was controlled for 

because previous studies have implied that large firms tend to use dual channels. Market 

heterogeneity and product standardization were adopted from Sa Vinhas and Anderson 

(2005). They suggested that market heterogeneity has positive impacts and that product 

standardization has negative impacts on the use of dual channels. 

This study assessed the measurement reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant 

validity and conducted a confirmatory factor analysis. The results indicated good model fit (χ2 

= 34.91 [d.f. = 29, p > 0.10], χ2 / d.f. = 1.20, GFI = 0.97, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.03, TLI = 

0.99). To check the measurement reliability, composite reliability (CR) and Cronbach’s alpha 

were calculated (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). Both reliability assessments indicated good 

reliability, with values ranging from 0.66 to 0.79 for CR and from 0.64 to 0.90 for Cronbach’s 

alpha. In addition, the results of the confirmatory factor analysis showed that all the 

observable items loaded significantly on their intended factors. This implies convergent 

validity among the items of each scale. Furthermore, the average variances explained (AVE) 

was calculated to confirm the discriminant validity. Each AVE for all constructs was greater 

than its respective squared inter-construct correlation (Fornell and Lacker, 1981). The results 

of these analyses supported measurement reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant 

validity. 

 

RESULTS 

 

Table 1 shows the results of multinomial logistic regression. The results showed that, 

on the one hand, distributor competence influences whether a manufacturer uses integrated 

channels or dual channels (β1 = 0.78, p < 0.01). On the other hand, the interaction terms 

(DCM × INF, DCM × REP) influence whether a manufacturer uses independent channels or 

dual channels. Thus, this suggest that channel design decisions are made based on a decision 

tree. In other words, manufacturers initially consider vertical resource heterogeneity in 
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deciding whether to adopt only integrated channels or a dual channel system, but also take 

into account horizontal resource heterogeneity. 

The results showed that the coefficient of the interaction term between distributor 

competence and information resources was positive and significant (β4 = 0.37, p < 0.10). Thus, 

H1 was supported. In other words, when the distributor competence is high, manufacturers’ 

information resources have a positive influence on the use of dual channels. Therefore, when 

there are competent distributors, manufacturers with strong information resources should 

choose dual channel systems because they can access distributors’ capabilities while also 

leveraging their own resources. 

 

Insert Table 1 around here 

 

The coefficient of the interaction term between distributor competence and reputation 

was negative and significant (β5 = – 0.74, p < 0.05). Thus, H2 was not supported. This 

implied that when distributor competence is high, a manufacturer’s reputation has a negative 

influence on the use of dual channels. In other words, this suggests that manufacturers with 

“weak” reputations should use integrated channels to “build” their reputations. 

     To gain a better understanding of the interaction effects, a simple slope analysis was 

conducted. Figure 1 on the left side shows a simple slope of information resource on the use 

of dual channels for high and low distributor competence. This figure shows that when 

distributor competence is high, manufacturers with high information resources are likely to 

choose dual channel systems. Figure 1 on the right side shows a simple slope of reputation on 

the use of dual channels for high and low distributor competence. This figure shows that when 

distributor competence is high, manufacturers with high reputation are not likely to choose 

dual channel systems; however, manufacturers with low reputations are likely to choose dual 

channels. The additional analysis of the interactions facilitated a clearer hypothesis testing. 

 

Insert Figure 1 around here 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Previous studies have relied on transaction cost theory and focused on cost savings 

when examining antecedents of the use of dual channels. However, manufacturers often make 

decisions about channel design to achieve superior value creation. Thus, this study focused on 

the aspect of value creation and identified new antecedents for the use of dual channels. 

Specifically, the author adopted resource-based theory and found that manufacturers in the 

various industries used dual channel systems to access other firms’ distribution competence 

while also leveraging their own information resources. 
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In contrast, when distributor competence was high, a manufacturer’s reputation had a 

negative influence on the use of dual channels. This finding implies that manufacturers with 

weak reputations should use integrated channels. Such a decision may be explained from an 

entrepreneurship perspective, not from a resource-based perspective. It would be an important 

attempt to identify which resources have positive or negative impacts on the use of dual 

channels. 

In addition, previous studies have assumed that manufactures make channel design 

decisions considering only vertical resource heterogeneity. However, it has been suggested 

that manufacturers use their marketing channels to gain an advantage over their rival 

manufacturers. Thus, this study incorporates not only vertical resource heterogeneity but also 

horizontal resource heterogeneity into the framework of resource-based theory. By 

considering these two types of resource heterogeneity, this study extends resource-based 

theory and applies the extended theory to marketing channel management. 

 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

     This study has several limitations that offer directions for future research. First, the 

transaction cost factors, such as asset specificity or uncertainty, were not considered. To our 

knowledge, this study is the first attempt to investigate the antecedents of using dual channels 

while relying on resource-based theory. Therefore, the authors focused on only 

resource-based factors. However, future research can provide additional implications by 

evaluating both factors. 

     Second, this study focused only on specific resources or capabilities, and particularly on 

information resources, reputation, and distributor competence. However, there are other 

important resources/capabilities such as knowledge sharing and trust. Thus, future research 

should examine the effects of other resources or capabilities. 

     Third, this study did not provide performance implications. Most previous studies 

assumed implicitly that the fit between channel type and important variables results in higher 

firm performance. Several studies have empirically tested this assumption. Therefore, future 

research should include performance variables in the model. 

 



11 
 

REFERENCES 

 

Anderson, Erin (1985), “The Salesperson as Outside Agent or Employee: A Transaction Cost 

Analysis,” Marketing Science, 4 (August), 234−54. 

Argyres, Nicholas (1996), “Evidence on the Role of Firm Capabilities in Vertical Integration 

Decisions,” Strategic Management Journal, 17 (February), 129−50. 

Armstrong, J. Scott and Terry S. Overton (1977), “Estimating Nonresponse Bias in Mail 

Surveys,” Journal of Marketing Research, 14 (August), 396−402. 

Aspinwall, Leo V. (1962), “The Characteristics of Goods Theory,” in Managerial Marketing: 

Perspectives and Viewpoints, William Lazer and Eugene J. Kelley, eds. Homewood, 

IL: Richard D. Irwin, pp. 633−43. 

Bagozzi, Richard P. and Youjae Yi (1988), “On the Evaluation of Structural Equation 

Models,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 16 (March), 74−94. 

Barney, Jay B. (1991), “Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage,” Journal of 

Management, 17 (March), 99−120. 

― (1999), “How a Firm’s Capabilities Affect Boundary Decisions,” Sloan Management 

Review, 40 (April), 137−45. 

Bucklin, Louis P. (1966), A Theory of Distribution Channel Structure, Berkeley, CA: 

University of California, Institute of Business and Economic Research. 

Campbell, Donald T. (1955), “The Informant in Quantitative Research,” American Journal of 

Sociology, 60 (January), 339−42. 

Cespedes, Frank V. and E. Raymond Corey (1990), “Managing Multiple Channels,” Business 

Horizons, 33 (July), 67−77. 

Cohen, Wesley M. and Daniel A. Levinthal (1990), “Absorptive Capacity: A New Perspective 

on Learning and Innovation,” Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 35 (March), 

128−52. 

Coase, Ronald H. (1937), “The Nature of the Firm,” Economica, 4 (November), 386−405. 

Dutta, Shantanu, Mark Bergen, Jan B. Heide, and George John (1995), “Understanding Dual 

Distribution: The Case of Reps and House Accounts,” Journal of Law, Economics, 

and Organization, 11 (April), 189−204. 

Fernández-Olmos, Marta and Isabel Díez-Vial (2015), “Intangible Resources, Export Channel 

and Performance: Is There Any Fit?” Journal of Business Economics and 

Management, 16 (October), 1013−33. 

Fornell, Claes and David F. Larcker (1981), “Structural Equation Models with Unobservable  

Variables and Measurement Error: Algebra and Statistics,” Journal of Marketing 

Research, 18 (August), 382−88. 

Frazier, Gary L. (1999), “Organizing and Managing Channels of Distribution,” Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing Science, 27 (April), 226−40. 



12 
 

Fürst, Andreas, Martin Leimbach, and Jana-Kristin Prigge (2017), “Organizational 

Multichannel Differentiation: An Analysis of Its Impact on Channel Relationships and 

Company Sales Success,” Journal of Marketing, 81 (January), 59−82. 

Gulbrandsen, Boge, Kåre Sandvik, and Sven A. Haugland (2009), “Antecedents of Vertical 

Integration: Transaction Cost Economics and Resource-Based Explanations,” Journal 

of Purchasing and Supply Management, 15 (June), 89−102. 

He, Xinming, Keith D. Brouthers, and Igor Filatotchev (2013), “Resource-Based and 

Institutional Perspectives on Export Channel Selection and Export Performance,” 

Journal of Management, 39 (May), 27−47. 

Kabadayi, Sertan (2008), “Adding Direct or Independent Channels to Multiple Channel Mix,” 

Direct Marketing: An International Journal, 2 (2), 66−80. 

――― (2011), “Choosing the Right Multiple System to Minimize Transaction Costs,” 

Industrial Marketing Management, 40 (July), 763−773. 

―――, Nermin Eyuboglu, and Gloria P. Thomas (2007), “The Performance Implications of 

Designing Multiple Channels to Fit with Strategy and Environment,” Journal of 

Marketing, 71 (October), 195−211. 

Kozlenkova, Irina V., Stephen A. Samaha, and Robert W. Palmatier (2014), “Resource-Based 

Theory in Marketing,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 42 (January), 

1-21. 

Li, Min, Xinming He, Carlos M. P. Sousa (2017), “A Review of the Empirical Research on 

Export Channel Selection between 1979 and 2015,” International Business Review, 26 

(April), 303−23. 

Lindell, Michael K. and David J. Whitney (2001), “Accounting for Common Method 

Variance in Cross-Sectional Research Designs,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 86 

(February), 114−21. 

Mols, Niels P. (2000), “Dual Channels of Distribution: A Transaction Cost Analysis and 

Propositions,” International Review of Retail, Distribution and Consumer Research, 

10 (April), 227−46. 

Morgan, Neil A., Douglas W. Vorhies, and Bodo B. Schlegelmilch (2006), 

“Resource-Performance Relationships in Industrial Export Ventures: The Role of 

Resource Inimitability and Substitutability,” Industrial Marketing Management, 35 

(July), 621−33. 

Moriarty, Rowland T. and Ursula Moran (1990), “Managing Hybrid Marketing Systems,” 

Harvard Business Review, 68 (November), 146−55. 

Rosenbloom, Bert (2012), Marketing Channels: A Management View (8th edition), Mason, 

OH: South-Westin. 

Srivastava, Rajendra K., Tasadduq A. Shervani, and Liam Fahey (1998), “Market-Based 

Assets and Shareholder Value: A Framework for Analysis,” Journal of Marketing, 62 

(January), 2−18. 



13 
 

Takata, Hidesuke (2013), “The Influences of Transaction Cost Factors and Capabilities 

Factors on the Degree of Channel Integration,” Journal of Marketing and Distribution, 

15 (1), 15−38 

Williamson, Oliver E. (1975), Markets and Hierarchies: Analysis and Antitrust Implications, 

New York, NY: Free Press. 

Weiss, Allen M., Erin Anderson, and Deborah J. MacInnis (1999), “Reputation Management 

as A Motivation for Sales Structure Decisions,” Journal of Marketing, 63 (October), 

74−89. 

Wuyts, Stefan and Inge Geyskens (2005), “The Formation of Buyer-Supplier Relationships: 

Detailed Contract Drafting and Close Partner Selection,” Journal of Marketing, 69 

(October), 103−17. 

 

 

 

 



14 
 

 

Table 1. Multinomial Logistic Regression Results 

Independent variable 
Dual channels vs. 

integrated channels 

Dual channels vs. 

independent channels 

β1 : Distributor competence (DCM) 0.78***(0.17) – 0.23***(0.19) 

β2 : Information resource (INF) 0.05***(0.32) 0.22***(0.37) 

β3 : Reputation (REP) 0.38***(0.41) – 0.07***(0.48) 

β4 : DCM × INF    [H1 (+)] 0.22***(0.22) 0.37***(0.26) 

β5 : DCM × REP    [H2 (+)] – 0.08***(0.29) – 0.74***(0.35) 

β6 : Firm size (log) – 0.29***(0.11) 0.37***(0.15) 

β7 : Market heterogeneity 0.68***(0.17) 0.12***(0.18) 

β8 : Product standardization 0.19***(0.22) 0.12***(0.25) 

β0 : Constant 3.75***(2.23) – 4.62***(2.62) 

Nagelkerke R2 0.40 

N 239 
Note: Unstandardized coefficients are shown (standard errors in parentheses);  
***p < 1%, **p < 5%, *p < 10% (one-tailed tests for hypotheses; two-tailed tests for controls) 

 

Figure 1. Simple Slope Analysis 

 

 

 

 

P
r
o
b

a
b

il
it

y
 o

f 
u

si
n

g
 d

u
a
l 

c
h

a
n

n
e
ls

 

      High DCM          Low DCM 

β = 0.74 
(p < 0.10) 

β = –0.30 
(p > 0.10) 

β = 0.97 
(p > 0.10) 

β = –1.10 
(p < 0.10) 


