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ANOVA( )
o ANOVA
(D) (
ANOVA );(2)
1. ° 2 ,
2 ANOVA 3
Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square | F Sig. N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
8.711 1 8.711 5.976| 0.015 0 87 5.37 1.163 0.125
325.049 223 1.458 1 138 4.96 1.235 0.105
333.760 224 225 5.12 1.221 0.081
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2. o , N N N
3. 0 4 )
4 ANOVA 5
Sum of Squares  df  Mean Square Sig. N Mean | Std. Deviation Std. Error
7.077 1 7.077 4.134  0.043 0 174 | 525 1.309 0.099
381.785 223 1.712 1 51 4.82 1.307 0.183
388.862 224 225 | 5.15 1.318 0.088
4- o 6 ’ ’
o 2
2 o
6 ANOVA 7
Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig. N Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error
4.265 1 4.265 2.887 | 0.091 0 214 | 5.09 1.228 0.084
329.495 223 1.478 11 5.73 0.905 0.273
333.760 224 225 | 5.12 1.221 0.081
5.592 1 5.592 3.369 | 0.068 0 214 | 536 1.302 0.089
370.203 223 1.660 1 11 6.09 0.944 0.285
375.796 224 225 | 540 1.295 0.086
1. - o 8 . —
— s —
— —
- (o}
8 ANOVA 9
Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig. N Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error
6.161 1 6.161 3.717 | 0.055 0 201 5.45 1.257 0.089
369.634 223 1.658 1 24 4.92 1.530 0.312
375.796 224 225 | 540 1.295 0.086
2. - i o Py N N
— — — —
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10 ANOVA 11
Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig. N Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error
6.021 1 6.021 3.507 | 0.062 0 85 4.94 1.491 0.162
382.842 223 1.717 1 140 = 5.28 1.188 0.100
388.862 224 225 | 515 1.318 0.088
1. o , >
2. o 12 , ) N N
12 ANOVA 13
Sum of Mean y . ) Std.
Squares df Square F Sig. N Mean Deviation Std. Frror
3.900 1 3.900| 2.778 | 0.097 93 4.84 1.076 0.112
313.096 | 223 1.404 132 5.11 1.256 0.109
316.996 | 224 225 5.00 1.190 0.079
18.348 1 18.348 | 9.178 | 0.003 93 4.47 1.434 0.149
445812 | 223 1.999 132 5.05 1.400 0.122
464.160 | 224 225 4.81 1.439 0.096
7.176 1 7.176 | 4341 | 0.038 93 5.18 1.179 0.122
368.620 | 223 1.653 132 5.55 1.356 0.118
375.796 | 224 225 5.40 1.295 0.086
4.810 1 4810 2.829 | 0.094 93 5.23 1.269 0.132
379.190| 223 1.700 132 5.52 1.328 0.116
384.000 224 225 5.40 1.309 0.087
3. o , . N
4. o 14
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14 ANOVA 15
Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig. N Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error
14.002 1 14.002 6.937 | 0.009 93 4.52 1.457 0.151
450.158 223 2.019 132 | 5.02 1.395 0.121
464.160 224 225 | 481 1.439 0.096
9.517 1 9.517 5.794 | 0.017 93 5.15 1.310 0.136
366.279 223 1.643 132 | 557 1.261 0.110
375.796 224 225 | 540 1.295 0.086
6.757 1 6.757 3.994 | 0.047 93 5.19 1.353 0.140
377.243 223 1.692 132 | 5.55 1.262 0.110
384.000 224 225 540 1.309 0.087
1. o , N N N
2. o ) N N N
o
3. o 16 ,
o ’ b
o
16 ANOVA 17
Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig. N Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error
11.884 1 11.884 | 7.030 | 0.009 161 5.01 1.311 0.103
376.978 223 1.690 64 5.52 1.272 0.159
388.862 224 225 | 515 1.318 0.088
4' o ’ A N N
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18 ANOVA 19
Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square | F | Sig. N | Mean = Std. Deviation | Std. Error
10.671 1 10.671 7.768 | 0.006 117 4.79 1.143 0.106
306.325 223 1.374 108 | 522 1.202 0.116
316.996 224 225 | 5.00 1.190 0.079
13.643 1 13.643  |8.108 | 0.005 117 | 491 1.336 0.124
375.219 223 1.683 108 | 541 1.253 0.121
388.862 224 25 | 515 1.318 0.088
18.416 1 18416 |9.214| 0.003 117 | 4.54 1.368 0.126
445.744 223 1.999 108 | 5.11 1.462 0.141
464.160 224 225 4.81 1.439 0.096
10.497 1 10497  |6.408 | 0.012 117 | 5.19 1.189 0.110
365.298 223 1.638 108 | 5.62 1.372 0.132
375.796 224 225 | 5.40 1.295 0.086
6.293 1 6293|3716/ 0.055 117 | 524 1222 0.113
377.707 223 1.694 108 | 5.57 1.382 0.133
384.000 224 225 5.40 1.309 0.087
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On the Impact of Logistics Model on Retailers’ Competitive Advantage
LI Fei
Scholl of Economics and Management, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China

Abstract: Abstract: Based on the informed research results about retailing, this paper suggests that logistics models in retailing industry
can be classified by distribution entities, distribution process, communication mode and delivery mode. Retailers* competitive advantages are
usually reflected in product, price, location, communication, service and experience. An empirical test to the impact of logistics model on
retailers’ competitive advantage is conducted in this paper, and the results show: supplier—dominated logistics models may reduce retailers ’
advantage in product; logistics models with a process of “supplier to customer” may reduce retailers’ advantage in service; logistics models
with telephone as the main communication means may increase retailers’ advantage in price, communication, service and experience;
logistics models with timing and fixed amount may increase retailers’ advantage in convenience.

Key words: retailer; logistics model; competitive advantage



