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AFH THEALE FAAO =2 AAE Hol +H3s=E FAW
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<®& 5> "= AA AEak Al

RNl HE s T O AEE
Ford 7,863 8.4 8.4
Chevrolet 6,871 7.4 15.8
Toyota 5,266 5.7 215
Nissan 5,258 5.6 27.1
Mercedes 5211 5.6 32.7
Honda 4,781 5.1 37.8
Dodge 4,069 44 42.2
Chrysler 3,597 39 46.1
BMW 3,409 3.7 49.7
Hyundai 3,292 3.5 583
Volkswagen 2,966 3.2 56.4
Mitsubishi 2,952 3.2 59.6
Pontiac 2,351 2.5 62.1
Volvo 2,341 2.5 64.6
Lexus 2,288 2.5 67.1
GMC 2,233 2.4 69.5
Subaru 2,089 2.2 71.7
Kia 2,019 2.2 73.9
Jeep 1,967 2.1 76.0
Mazda 1,825 2.0 78.0
Mercury 1,759 19 79.9
Buick 1,705 1.8 81.7
Audi 1,691 1.8 83.5
Cadillac 1,689 1.8 85.3
Infiniti 1,635 1.8 87.1
Suzuki 1,518 1.6 88.7
Acura 1,484 1.6 90.3
Saturn 1,483 1.6 91.9
Jaguar 1,380 15 93.4
Lincoln 1,145 1.2 94.6
Saab 994 1.1 95.7
Scion 831 0.9 96.6
Porsche 821 0.9 97.5
Land Rover 815 0.9 98.4
Mini 719 0.8 99.1
Isuzu 534 0.6 99.7
Hummer 263 0.3 100.0
& A 93,164 100.0
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17.2
31.3
44.6
57.7
69.8
80.0
88.0
94.8
100.0

17.2
14.1
13.2
13.2
12.1
10.2
7.9

6.8

52

100.0
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49 o7 AES) HA ol g
Rl= HAE FAHAE

Ford 1,459 23.8 23.8
Chevrolet 1,016 16.6 40.4
Dodge 761 124 52.8
Honda 730 11.9 64.7
Toyota 723 11.8 76.5
Nissan 480 7.8 84.3
Mercedes 397 6.5 90.8
Chrysler 292 4.8 95.6
BMW 272 4.4 100.0

% A 6,130 100.0

$9) 9N FES Tl el En &
H = HAE FAHAE

Toyota 1,420 23.2 23.2
Ford 1,132 185 41.6
Chevrolet 861 14.0 55.7
Honda 721 11.8 67.4
Dodge 498 8.1 75.6
Nissan 479 7.8 834
BMW 473 7.7 91.1
Mercedes 303 4.9 96.0
Chrysler 243 4.0 100.0

& A 6,130 100.0
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A vEd FEAANER] F AFE ARAA =59 FAAY BE
& e gy,
<E 10> HEADC BB FA AS(E)
ARG E
BMW Chevrolet | Chrysler | Dodge Ford Honda MB Nissan | Toyota
BMW 0
Chevrolet 0.400 0
Chrysler 0.728 0.397 0
Dodge 0.127 0.848 1.673 0
Ford 0.265 0.998 0.722 0.879 0
Honda 0.821 0.329 0.481 0.228 0.292 0
Mercedes | 3.653 0.083 0.405 0.099 | 0.197 0.133 0
Nissan 0.242 0.396 0.549 0.326 0.311 0.786 0.393 0
Toyota 0.535 0.412 0.445 0.325 0.511 1.159 0.418 1.235 0
DHYETE ASlE FEADTN FUD PHoR WERE 7oL, F
A%e Agste] fA44 BAL =FAYAT
<E 11> nEgdEdd e NEx
Tl Al 2HEE
Total
BMW Chevrolet | Chrysler | Dodge Ford Honda Mercedes | Nissan | Toyota
BMW 35 11 6 0 14 18 198 18 17 317
Chevrolet 14 163 18 120 249 35 4 42 96 741
Chrysler 19 51 54 70 67 51 12 32 63 419
Dodge 3 142 46 67 211 35 4 36 82 626
Ford 14 220 30 103 213 66 7 49 160 862
Honda 5 49 21 27 62 89 3 83 473 812
Mercedes 346 20 10 1 10 10 61 14 15 487
Nissan 22 119 42 72 172 133 8 82 407 1,057
Toyota 15 86 16 38 134 284 6 123 107 809
& Al 473 861 243 498 1,132 721 303 479 1,420 6,130
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<FE 12> nEdEded wE fFA AFE)
Tl Al 2HEE

BMW Chevrolet | Chrysler | Dodge Ford Honda Mercedes | Nissan | Toyota
BMW 0
Chevrolet 0.245 0
Chrysler 0.588 0.867 0
Dodge 0.062 1.615 1.854 0
Ford 0.210 1.817 0.878 1.471 0
Honda 0.080 0.430 0.652 0.409 | 0.413 0
Mercedes 9.208 0.292 0.518 0.025 | 0.111 0.175 0
Nissan 0.270 0.802 1.002 0.838 0.881 1.070 0.153 0
Toyota 0.240 0.757 0.499 0.578 0.897 2.985 0.150 1.946 0

3) AR AFAH

g2k A AASAS Hel dxdSy uydRT T ool Ao ¢

S A A Lolr ] fste] @Y 434 S (cophenetic correlation) &

N

|2 &2 o] 838t (Rao and Sabavala, 1981). ZZ Ul AAAFE A=
A THEAANA Fo] AMEEE AFEA, TS FAs7] Ao A
A AREE dE AR et e o8 ALtE A Abel 9] 4l 3 (linear)

FHBAE g, w2y 22Uy FaAles A2 FAsa =

N

FAHE AESC AAR FAA BAPES UAR(aw data)E @
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1.BMW 2.Chevrolet 3.Chrysler 4.Dodge 5.Ford
6.Honda 7.Mercedes 8Nissan 9. Toyota

A 23 BMWEe Mercedes7t 7Hd WA & ol F3loem 1 HE

u}2} Honda$ Toyota, Chevrolet®} Ford, Chrysler®} Dodge’}t 3 ©]

F= Aoz Yeiyt. 22 #3022 +E Honda, Toyota, 22 3l Nissan©]
THE oFE Aow eyt T m AF# 2 Chevrolet®} Ford,

=
Chrysler®} Dodge’} %S o]F+ Aoz Yetyt, oS Aelstd o

&3 2,
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<E 14> "AA AT EEAC

e
=
Y
ot

BMW -Mercedes
Honda-Toyota

1= 3
Chevrolet-Ford
Chrysler-Dodge
BMW -Mercedes

22 3 Honda-Toyota-Nissan
Chevrolet-Ford-Chrysler-Dodge
BMW -Mercedes

3z 3

Honda-Toyota-Nissan—-Chevrolet-Ford-Chrysler-Dodge

4z T3 BMW -Mercedes-Honda-Toyota-Nissan-Chevrolet-Ford-Chrysler-Dodge

gAd AFTEEY A%, FEE Aeld oW gt EFE dehhs

FHVAE 23 FhelM AFA AxTo] AT A wel EHo] g

velykth =, ol 9% BMW<F Mercedes”?t kit e]

AN

web A EAA A AL ZEA Ao oSt m] = A&H] A}
AFE(country of origin)ol]l whebA fAleltta A ZtelE A dko]l 9 Ao w

Yepsk e,

il
flo
)
offl
2
jl(_),
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Al AR o] B2 T

o]
A AR NFTEE A SRRk el Uk EF A AF
o] o}

AA AFAFEE FHEe7] Hste] 7EEE 1#@ TS S8 FHi(type) ¢
T YHl B (cost)& Asa A& A nHst= F8 HA o= AAGAH. A
2 del= = A Sedan, SUV(Sport Utility Vehicle), Pickup, Mini Van,
Full-size Van T2 "t 74 AFT3x ¢4 A A 71 =
Vs AT BReiA e Ao doernm E AFodAs FeiHle

£ 7I£ 22 Sedan, SUV, Pickup & Al 7H4 dHj=2 d7dds T4

.

<® 15> A5A FHjol e BF

RS A E AN AE
Sedan 56,868 61.0 61.0
Minivan 3,721 4.0 65.0
SUvV 22,985 24.7 89.7
Pickup 8,878 9.5 99.2
Full-size Van 712 0.8 100.0
& A 93,164 100.0
A5 AAL A Y A 289 N§S JFoE BAtger, 1
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<E 16> AEA TY S e BF

T T 4 H 8 ()
% 7t (Mean) 33,194
% % %k (Median) 28,800
91 3k (Mode) 25,000

TYR Eol =2 AGG $28,800)3 v FHeH(<= $28,800) 0= kil
thedh o] R Au s 50% A ulE st

<E 17> AeA Fgu gl wE 253 43

W HAE 24 HAE
Low Cost 33.909 36.4 50.0
($28,800 ©]3t) T ' ’
High Cost 33.906 36.4 100.0
($28,800 %=3) ’ ’ )
& 7 67,815 72.8
AZ3 25349 272
x @ 93,164 100.0

AR Gejsh PN GS vgoz 2A F A A AFTE 5
Hol 7bsaith A WAL gu-g AR

Pickup 5 257 el FolA @ 74XE AE@ ¥ wlgo] wFo] A%
2 Agste Fxolth F WMAZ WE-FH AFFENE SH T

4= ayste] AEA ddss YT F o T HEE FEHE 7HI
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Pickup
Dodge Dakota
($25,835)
($34,698)

Chevrolet Silverado

SUV

Ford Escape
($28,021)
Volvo XC90
($44,522)

Fow, 1 e

©

Sedan

Honda Accord
($25,198)
($61,835)

Mercedes E Class
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<Y 6> A ARTE

CEEERE

< e

I I [

Honda Mercedes Ford Volvo Dodge Chevrolet
Accord E Class Escape XC90 Dakota Silverado

H 3 e A G 7

oo D

Honda Ford Dodge Mercedes Volvo Chevrolet
Accord Escape Dakota E Class XC90 Silverado
H pZzod AT =
Honda Mercedes Ford Volvo Dodge Chevrolet
Accord E Class Escape XC90 Dakota Silverado
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U,=V.+V,+V,+e t+e,
o] uf DHE RS AT A AEAR 7Y A F S
Ud CH S-S AFTFERAAY AT FY Al F S
V. deol s dsojxe 2449 a8
V.Gl o3 dsojxes 2449 a8
V,, : A9t dele shgjoie vl gol oa) AmEojxi A4 A
Vo 24oer vga stidior gejol s Agsolx= A4 H
g Feo & AYEA e FEYH a8 (LA
g, v & o AYEA G T a8 (LA
&+ FEHI-n &l o) AWEA e FAHH T8(AF)
eyt HIE-HEol o) AWHA e FAHH T8(AF)
H - xstd Al G2 ofele] 2ol xdd 4 th
U=V+e
ow, U: 453 79 A F &%
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MNLE 2 NLEDS o] &sto] AF7+2E w7 s, avlas 4
A YA ANESS Fu dRE Ad"gdus A stell P Egel

FFe AL £48 Ak B SHAAL A vF AT A%

auAEe] AREol A AF FasA Azes 2 Basgen o

Ane den o

<E 19> AFA FY A FL HA

79 Al F9 &4 Q= HAE FHIHAE

A Well Made Vehicle 3,944 4.2 12.1
Price Or Deal Offered 2,870 3.1 20.9
Fun To Drive 2,641 2.8 29.0
Reliability 2,229 2.4 35.9
Previous Experience With Mfg 1,828 2.0 41.5
Exterior Styling 1,722 1.8 46.8
Value For The Money 1,494 1.6 51.3
Safety Features 1,390 1.5 55.6
Fuel Economy 1,210 1.3 59.3
Manufacturer’s Reputation 804 0.9 61.8
Passenger Seating Capacity 770 0.8 64.2
Vehicle’'s Image 741 0.8 66.4
Riding Comfort 724 0.8 68.7
Warranty Coverage 707 0.8 70.8
Availability AWD 691 0.7 72.9
Alternative To A Family Car 688 0.7 75.1
Power & Pickup 640 0.7 77.0
American Made 604 0.6 78.9
Dealer Service 496 0.5 80.4
Prestige 488 0.5 81.9
Interior Roominess 483 0.5 83.4
Interest Rate, Credit Terms 446 0.5 84.7
Towing Capability 439 0.5 86.1
Large Trunk Or Cargo Space 430 0.5 87.4
Leasing Terms 418 0.4 88.7
Handling in Inclement Weather 407 0.4 89.9
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Durability 404 0.4 91.2
Availability 4WD 403 0.4 924
Technical Innovations 306 0.3 93.4
Ease Of Handling 251 0.3 94.1
Size/ Weight 250 0.3 94.9
Advice Of Friends/Relatives 232 0.2 95.6
Future Trade-In Or Resale Value 220 0.2 96.3
Environmental Impact 184 0.2 96.9
Good Running Engine 155 0.2 97.3
Quietness 153 0.2 97.8
Convenient Dealer Location 147 0.2 98.2
Magazine/ Newspaper/ T.V Reviews 122 0.1 98.6
Off-Road Capability 108 0.1 99.0
Exterior Color 103 0.1 99.3
Interior Styling 94 0.1 99.6
Costs Of Service & Repairs 55 0.1 99.7
Ease Of Customizing 46 0.0 99.9
Availability Of Rear Wheel Drive 43 0.0 100.0
Total 32,580 35.0

A5 BA 54 A A 24
714, &7 rs
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ZARAS Fo A AAHT A JHA PEH A AERE BT A=
<i 21> Zn
<E 21> g RATAG UAgERAEA Ay}
o NFTE I NRTE 2 ARTE 3
* (Fe $4) (4 $A) (vl 7z 3)
Log Likelihood ~324.79490 -327.59616 -328.22843
A Ay A JHE AAS 1 gs vl fol] 2o Fujste vt
AR AFFx 1o AAFFx 2 B} ¢ Y2 HFE(goodness-of-fit) & X
ofFAch 2 AFTE 1o F MY vE AFTFxR, 53 v Fxd
AR A2 379 AR Aol7t SAIHOR FostA] o AEA
o2 wa AFa AL FxIHA ZUva KB FHo] ElE T Aot
el AR 13 g2 AFFRERY] H4TgE AolE HFERoen
A= <3F 22>¢ Zr)
<HE 22> ANATER 1Y g2 AT $x=H SAE Aol A5 A
o =l BAY A = DERS
NZAFTZ 2 5.602 1 0.018
NFTZE 3 6.867 1 0.008
A A AT ER 12 g2 AT SAHoE 9% Aol 9
= Aow Yelyon AnzRom zEa AAe v txstE A o] ofy
g g JEHE WA A T ¥ES nHEHA FEE AAS= x5
HAFdS & 5 du
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ABSTRACT

A Study on Market Structure Analysis
of Durable Goods Industry

-Focusing on automobile market in US.A

Choi, In Hye
Dept. of Business Administration
Graduate School of

Sungshin Women'’s University

Market structure analysis 1s a very useful tool to analyze the
competition boundary of the brand or the company. But most of the
studies in market structure analysis, the concern lies in nondurable
goods such as candies, soft drink and etc. because of the their
availability of the data. In the field of durable goods, the limitation of
the data availability and the repurchase time period constrain the
study. In the analysis of the automobile market, those of views might
be more persuasive.

The purpose of this study is to analyze the structure of automobile
market based on some idea suggested by prior studies. Usually the

buyers of the automobile tend to buy upper tier when they buy in the
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next time. That kind of behavior make it impossible to analyze the
structure of automobile market under the level of automobile model.
For that reason I tried to analyze the market structure in the brand
or company level.

There are two types of data which can be used for the analysis,
according to the prior studies. They are brand switching data and
consideration data. Thus, I checked which data is more suitable for
analysis firstly. The result showed that consideration set data is a
little more suitable judging from the cophenetic correlation index.

For that reason, consideration data was used for market structure
analysis. I tried two types of market structure analysis to infer the
insight of automobile market. One 1is exploratory market structure
analysis and the other one is confirmatory market structure analysis.
The result of the exploratory market structure analysis showed that
consumers of the USA tend to categorize the automobiles based on
the country of origin.

In the confirmatory market structure analysis, we can find that the
automobile market of USA is hierarchically structured in the form of
"automobile type - purchasing cost’.

This study has some limitations in the analysis level and wvariable
selection. For obtaining the better practical meaning, brand level
analysis should be conducted when we consider the actual competition
which occurred in the real market. Furthermore, the variable selection

for building nested logit model was very limited to some avaliable
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data. In spite of those limitations, the importance of this study lies in

the trial of market structure analysis of durable good.

Key words: market structure analysis, durable goods, hierarchical
clustering analysis, multinomial logit model, nested logit model,
brand switching, consideration set, consumer choice

behavior model
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