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e AFH =S £ 22 AFHEYUE FEAE 71GRTH adol Rl Zmugt
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LA &

TAAEGN ] d@ozr AFe @EAHE(local adaption)? FE2YE HF5}H(global
standardization) 9] 2l Dol thg =7t &id] driEH foh(Buzzell 1968;
Levitt 1983; Kotler 1986; Jain 1989; Walters and Toyne 1989; Kashani 1989). 3t =
AAEFL Y #ddE 45 A7E Bol FPHA ot dRE ols ATES FLTE
Qs At t=xarIde] FAMFZ A 27E& gEArk(Still and Hill 1985:
Sorenson and Wiechmann 1975; Boddewyn, Soehl and Picard 1986; Rau and Preble

flo

1987; Szymanski, Bharadwaj and Varadarajan 1993). AFd 7192] =413} wAlo wlgt &
T = FA nA g A o] AolstAl dElE 4= & Z o]t Douglas and Craig 1989). =4 8}
SAZE & gFE7IYe F2E7IddE 28 2RAH] ZA 8 A it & 5 e
F272719Y B A& de RE AHYAFEY FEHE Fohdo] A7lel 3o A
EF4HE st Aol Wie 228 EEshES AR izl o aAler 2
4= ook olul Ak et Wl A, & " W& AFALE, A 2 47
B2 Fo] 11 F8 olfd Aolth wetM & FAE GAl o] b= e IRY
712l A9t 2 RFEHE Ao 4 i Reg 4 H oo (Huszagh, Fox
& Day 1985; Douglas and Craig 1989). S2¥7|doldt BZAIZLE HAAAA R 22
2FEa A=Y apol Rtk FAA 7zt HAAAG 82 ¢ e T &
FaAers Fgste 71golat & 4 Uk (Huszagh, Fox & Day 1985; Shanks 1985:
ASole Bl MES TUZ AN AEAT=

B2 A F ok (ethnocentrism) o] v AX|AI 9] Ao 3= #-3-% = (adaption strat-

nQL )

o

) olol thet U AMT AHE B w=E RAS GAY TANARAR B FE
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1

Kothari 1984; Cavusigil, Zou and Naidu 1993), °o]& IFEL &7 AFH Sy
(product adaption behavior), & APRH o2 AFHGHEE H3l=A ol H oE 5 glo]
BlaprA o g2 dshex], a2ga ol#d AE3urt 71ge] AFHE FEFH FEAT ofw
& A2 n A1 AEAE ZYAIEIL Urh FEVIYES AEHoR AFHSTHHS 9ot

o HAEH o R gsy|x ste Ao gy Mo Kacker 1972, 1975; Hill and Still
1984). 23] 27199 AFH Yo wet AFA-&FEo] et otk wHA 2
& "3le FE7IYY vALH R AFH S-S Hete &7
Qo] AEH LS olg BABL, Yolrta F 2FT FE7IQER 7IdTH 54

B FE AT o] oW Apolst EREtEAE EA S LAl P

-
=
2
rr
2
(3
)
lo
b
)
o
A
olo

IL o] &% vi73

2.1 BHMEMH: XS 22Y #F5

ZAAZAN o2 X A2 H2%(local adaption strategy) 22 FF 83 2 (global
standardization strategy) 2l Zeol] tigt =oe A R T ASHAL 2 ok @
nltjg AxH Ao AEHAL 7H5e 3 A& Y 2 AR B R e
Aeko|m, Y FFPHSo| WEstn e BE AR dste] FFHE Fohho
} AsE|ubrke Hekolth Buzzell(1968)2 YX 71 o
Z271¢gQl A% AEEFHAAL S v E 2 uAPEE) e ZIE AT
s oloha AMekstw A, del Alkad(F3HA o), WEA A §)oz J3f AFEENE
Mo| s Be olfgo] WES AAEKT} Levitt(1983) = HA A thrE o] &ulE
o uE AZo] FEje} 7)%o]l NS 7o 2F $A] Bt videl F2 FH AF
- AEE Ao I wolle dulER] PoEr1E 1Y FolER #EsE AFe Y
x5 audae] Algo] rhssitt wa ZAnAE T2 st o 7IdELS A

Ry
N
2

g,

.
b
AN
o
g}
2
o
ol
4&4_2
tio
=
NE

tlo

tlo
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nAY Z2ade]l FEw EFEdbdekd it AEA HEo] Alxgo] g, Sorenson
and Weichmann(1975)2 o= fdolA &%F3sl= 2770 vl=3 §8 =3 71E e
-

T 2A 2 A3, 63% agEts 7ol niAlE
=)

QL
ki
o)
e
to
e
)
p‘L
it
o
2
of

=

4=
)

Ast7] wlEol AT AAE AAAANGE R
Bz s sl dole EA7F 9tk Aydin and Terpstra(1981) & E17)(Turkey)oll 21
e o=ErdEe] vhAlg T2y Hdeg B3 A9 2AATIEE] 6% AFEE
A& At S-S T EAT

gy 28 Ao BIAEN e danitt AL, 3}, A5FE, HETE, 2HF
71% So| golstuz BEEste FRYAHY Algo] FHHoR oyt v FAHIAH
Aed o] BriuAde F43) Kotler(1986) & Z=r9] &ulxt 549 ztolg wgd +3
AEo AFo] 5L FAHAE »Asr) WEd AFH A FoAE FR3A ol
22 F#o] a4 Douglas and Wind(1985) = wizrtAlojtt. 258 228 REsdH
o] Ao ale ZA €H A Aok external constraints)¥ WA A <F(internal constrai-
nts) o2 FEstm, AFA Aofeoze O A ¢ FoA @ ¥ 7129 Aol B
upA Y TR o] @ AT Aol & AUAFH F52E4Y (interdependence
with resource markets) &, 18] WF3 Aekacleo g @ A5} Arhel Fold 44
@ R AG el ol F7)9 e 58 3 3lch Boddewyn, Soehl and Picard(1986)
T §EA AN nAESEE Hola e 7070 vl O AIFES AN A3}, MR
7159 8] xpo], B2, Ax= 2 At 7Ido a2 e AYRE, A AR A,
A7 AA, AT R Aol VEH o, TFF, Aol B3 AR Fol RFEA
Foj oo g5 S EsAT
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&, Hill and Still(1984) 2 6170 vl 3k =i 371452 AR 2354} oA HFES B3
Aot AEEgsel NEAZ 17470 AES F 90% ©)7430] FAAFo] @A A= ojH
wAaskAeh & Still and Hill(1985)2 3178 vl 28713 1749 4= J2H719L o
Fo2 olgo] 471 A9 (South America, Southeast Asia, Central America, Africa)olA]
ASEP(EA=, ¥ER3, ¥Fvs, 2499, AENE, AF2Y, AR, Ay,
EEA) N AR Aebtrg HEATIL AeRAE AT AFEAT o] YAzt A=
g Wt oflet AFEALY HEFF YoIME 2ol7h vha glgo] sl H )

.
53 £gvieh, ABYE, AERY, TRFA) YoIE AF FJolst Qe Aow e

pes}

NN
=

oo

Y oM AXE BE AFES #eedd B AFAE T AN AFL HAH

dE& s & otk webA o5 AT ARE 3

ol AFS A A e F24E7199 492 g3 sk A Tl &l
o

2.2 =H|3t B 2t SHOAIEE 2

Abd 719 FA s Dol mel A FA s nslE ] gEtd £ Ak 719 dwt
A Y2 [(HE71d0527900T 271002 (22E T £37) 7149 34
2 9o 27193 dF5F7Idely 2381 He £ 8 AP d=H Yoy =Y
712 ot ARALE Fol HAA A AFS ALY, Bk Wt FENYL
Fa BaoA AFES YA oot g dcte Holth BE MYy A 9AN ¥
obd 5 AR AU AE o goldrh FAs An $E4 ol2Rvn B 4 e
RGO vt E AAAGAANE shte] dAA o 2R AR 2D, d3pE, A
A, A 7o AGde] ZE 8%8 B 2AH i FEEgee & + o
(Shank 1985 Hout 1982).

b 71ji el =A st gA] wet Al 8 FEHAR (FEY), dE A" (G
=H74), 2RHnHAR(SRYY|Y)oE FE AT Perlmutter(1969) &= =A1714 2 29

V.&L

it

1*)4

o)
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dea o] BAGAE EZ54F 9 (ethnocentrism), 8223413 9](polycentrism), A
S+l (regiocentrism), F2¥ %47 (geocentrism) 2] 4] ez FEAACE Cha-
kravarthy and Perlmutter(1985) & o] U] Hefo] @daluwtAlol ule}l A Es) eyl b el o)~
A% 924 vebd Rold, vorir HF3te Z2Y AEASge 2R gy
sl Myt 7hsstthal ®okth o) g melo] wEW A5} 9A7) Hold S Bz
TN F2EFAFAZ TAE AU g o] ZA| 8 550] B FE7YR b= 2a)
3} 0] =2 dEFTIdelY SREGGAAN FEY FFsbdee] sl shsAo)
Y g3 B 59

Douglas and Craig(1989) = =AvlAlE el HAGAE 34 (1) 22 ADA (initial en-
try) (2) @A gD (local market expansion) (3) F=9 §el el (global
rationalization) 2 T8, HEIAYDANMNE A&/ 2 A4 AA T v A
Al719 AEEA ] Ao, AR FFAAME viA g £ 2L Bz
s 5ol a2l HF 22 FEFdoAd e 27 g Ado] A upAE Dae] =
o ob&el vHA”, 22 3 Ao o] 4 HAgte s RETiT Bekth o =g
nEE JiHer 2A 8 GAVE $e £V v gAY $£o ¥ #4S Bolw =
Azt o] B2 A 7Idold SRE7IYPE =7 2 Aol AR viAY i) By g
FEahdge] o AHE By Aotk AR A AdH AP L kA1 Y A9 (A
57k 2 AR ) M AL e FA5FEVIY A EFGASS gard ¥
dHeE o3, v 2 EFHS AdsiiEis AA A2l AES sl
7] o 2 gt AA 2 ¥l AA) 7 d2H gl F8
g wA UEA & Aot

Eake 2ol Bl le AFS TR A AEANE e
H OAHolAM #Estd g dsto g s, ol BRFAFodekolx] A5 Fa

: 8

M
o
N
3
)
_{
w0
T
=
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9
]
g

22N AT ARG Fo] sl 7hEE T BE A

A Aot WA B Aol Aol FAaFEVIGOIRR ol5e] AFEH A 2
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III. A77HA

Kacker(1972, 1975)= 27149 AMEFASHE 7 24 + F, & (1) AF FHolvt
H7go] glolx &) 7hadd 71de] ¥ %2 FEAAE 7Idistn dA48 a1 715 Bt
AL AELo 4 2 HAL 718t ZALd3E #H-2-(voluntary or self-imposed adaption) 3}
(2) 9rd o571 aldl o S FFHol At 71%do] AFH && ¢S E ¢ H
23 = 819 H (793 ) &2 (mandatory or externally-imposed adaption) &.2 ‘ield
< YA olgr Jid Held uwEw Ay AFHLES AFAEH (market-
oriented), B2pEH AFH-EL AFA A (product-oriented) /Hd3} AW FeItt & +
9Jth(Douglas and Wind,1986).

Hill and Still(1984) = ¥xp2d AFA S FAT F ge @AAF 954 &89
(M A, AAH, AXFH, 715 5)ol LF7] Al o]—a glo] 71do] Aot gt ZA2 B
ket @9, A AEH S Y] BAYYH, 2¥A 718, 22 el fF Al 2E
Rggro 2 XA o] 2L AF 2] FAA 942 (competitive position) & F31A 7]+
b 7 223 717 e Aoz Bott) 8L 6 ulF A gE g2 BEAR
o A e AAZAZoR olHE 1747 FE2] AEHL AHE EM3I = dl, 22.8%71 9

9 golo] ofg ulAEe) Hgel Aom e, 69.4%7F ALH M3 Re= ek

=

4

AgHos WAL (AYA) Aee YA A7t Qv wate] Ay AFHL vl

S Q1 ohdel WXl B gEIe} @) LH] 2

zoh &7E 7k 71gie) Apd de Aue @ & Aok ol EHW AAl sociAFl 2

Wa ~2EE £ESUA 0= Agte] £EuE B AXoy yEe 1r%e B,
o w

W Fop e Yol 24X Y 2¥AES |
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3. 1. M EXHE X (Degree of Product Adaption)

®7ch 289 (1) o)g
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Kacker(1975)
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Hill and Still(1984) & AE 132 Fxpol 4o} 19SS $4 AA2 el 82 0 24

3 gl A 23 A7),
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v ARG A AEFHSolE ALY AFAHLolE 25 dATY vIdRy #3208, 7)

4 87, /1%, b F)ol e Aong, e VAL ol AFAS WS TE
e 7GRy 21 RAShEske Yolth o BHW VYR, +54, AEY 5

O\

o] 71U 29lo) ofa) AEH L

AEA Aol AT vl AYNE 291e AZHoR BAG AT ohy 7 g
o e GHIDCIARY AEH Aol te AFHS Fo] 92 & Aok =elv)
esttid, AR 470 GES PIAE QWA 2lo] AEN LAl Fee )
Acke Mgl FEE 753 Aotk 714 MPURA 20l r1de] FASE A1
9 AED BAY 20 Yepa

Fei7h webd 5 Qnk she Aolo,

o
%
lO
o

A alez (1) AFSS4E(ER), AFe £33 A, AFFA (A, 284 5) 59
AEFHRAEAY (2) 7 Z TR T 19 (entry
scope) ¢} THE 7IYEAS Ut §9, Jain(1989) & TEd T &S 59 ZAnAH
AW AAo) AL nAE NGRS 808 A /A, & (1) AEFH, AZTEAH
d(product positioning) 52 AMEEAAY (2) IAAFAHA (R, AR, AAAGS
5), 2Abeh A3Are] BA|, A Fol 2AA EAE £tk Samiee and Roth(1992)
/AFEE 29102 AZFFH, AW 71eds,
= 71 Q8 FEHe 2000 F5E
2 Aol AR A3 HuPFg e A EST 2AER 7199 AEH S T
& nAS FAsAT S, 2 H 7R A ol AAASAE EgoA BlE 1 3l
& poll A Abg-Eh=rt ob® # Ao A A Aaaivi=
kol whel Aoldt AEHLE=E BY A, Hill and Kwon(1992)2 ol213t &= 213 A}e]
AF Y2 Yol FaE vAE Fo 7IdlFaclez Ae, ddds, AR (Ax

=
o
Hl
2
oM,
0
4
e
e
=2
i
i
)

!

f
Al
2
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el

&L
2L
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FolAE AFHSRA] FFL AL AYRH 2
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A A F 4F, F (1) IGFE, PWERAE A, 339, $2AY, £227, 9
SARZALE A8 AR, AnAGAe FAG &0, FEUN(FRFE O 5D,
AAPFESEVE, AL (A rhasiel 508 S 871954, () FEAEY
0, #2AF 29 (HA2PY, FL4YE) 5 FEABSHCR ¥R, e gol

7Hd& dAstach?

3. 3 M3} (Performance)

o,

Kacker(1975) & 12l A4 tigt AEHL ) 334 BHe a4 Aoy dx 2ol
ol 878 AU VENA Fo2H $24NE Y8t A7) A i o Jrkn 4 ar),
37

Douglas and Wind(1986) = A &3 -$4 32 A4Hz P53 vhg A, 123

7128 u}#A € A (markeinting orientation)o] © 7}7he whd FEd AEFEFI ML
A % A &(product-driven) o] ©f 7hgtha B o=, Kotler(1986) = = A2 54 2o
g dtgste AFFHSAEE Bt ¥ w2 AMAHAE o) E F Aok AxTo

Cooper and Kleinschmidt(1985) & 7ol +&3t1 e vl 14270 7FAGAIE A
RN

o AR AR, o AEHSE A e 7Ige] 28R B PERT ¥ &
FE2A3AeY) FEHIE(FEY /FNEH)E ol S-S ATt 7874 viE F&7]
4L Yo =3 Cavusigil and Zou(1993) 9 Aol JAME AFH =t &4 2Tl

ol&) 7holl Rrolsk Aol At S0l vekstth wEbA (7hd DelM 3

® vholgo] ApRA AFAS A WARA AFHSA F9uct O xS ABH GRS

i
rok
©:

oX
o
o
i)
o

Zio] vhgaht AlEA-esdene] A adlel 4E VIEAv} vl
= ‘g 3olel @l AzaA AFDSA He 1A
Qo] AA ojw P Aol BAsEXE FHET) AP FAAJA ALE o 2 R o7t UE el
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2ctn 7 E |,Y g3t 2 sHd el 4ol s E Aol

(714 3) 22 A AEASY A5 vARE AFHSA ASnch

d 2 FE24%E 29 Aotk

4. 1. BEICH H&8 ¥ X2 &F

2 el mATe BT A% Ade) AN 8847 4R TAYASAN, BRTeiYs
HTARA A B2 [93/94 BT AH FAYAFR] T B9 F4) vehy 9
o AzAAZ) AEHPY ATl HPA Brkn BRYY) BRo] Fel FArstn
A& 1067 A FEFAE GFo) AR AE 627 AAE DTUANA AT
webA 71670 QA7 & AT AE ZARRAOE Wk

AEFAE A FES SERA pE e FAsE PERAE BTG £EAA6) 1

<]

g1 SAZRAIE AEAY FEHAE oz AAEAnt. B AEAE $£523817] Al 1994
W 109 gAY 1192704 a8l 2AHPilot study) & $£3stgon, ol & EUZ 32 A

A8 A5l 119 15458 128 1547k 170€e 2A & 2A e} SABZRAE A8
At WEZRAE Wy 2o SHRAE 138 npRA Q). EAHA
59 olF2 11574 Ale A 4= Uk webd B e F 8

z8g

3) ol9tzro] 71H1E HAE &AM 7PE3E Ase R JMEAA A EAAeE XHE 4 Q) v sdle)
stz AEA-gAme] ME HopHE =8 M3y 38 IF2) g AEH 7o) viabgE A '3—57
ARt AEH o) ol ] HFAL H Aolng AEHITY FE2AAE 248 A dqe Nz A

g 7HH3e A E =e A aXE e
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EEAS} $HzANE AYA ) HEo|AY FEAT A BRAE Wy AAHAE
dl, ol 3l 77] 26770 UEAY T4 HEAT} He A, HEZAAR S SHEAGE

Qo) fl @ Aol EAIshe 718 A5 et7] A3 Two sample t-tests® Ak, o] Az
PR AlolelE Fol7h fgol WAL et FEEARNEY $HRAAE 2FE 2
Ao BA o R gk,

4,

o

HT-E2F
AFHEHH, AFHSE, 7IdlFA 2Fad 2 FE49= gy & Yy
A AT A, AFHSHH FGA Aol vholoivt FEFA T AAAH M 27
AAA 2 BEH 2 71 a7 ML FEAF FEY WA S Thske A9
43 AEFH BN (MPADAP) 2 7EAUch wrd, wholo] 5 #A Amfiel 87 FR)A)
el MEH R 7led a7oe] 782 B8 o|HT 277 glolx dxAEe B4 (4R}
718, £55F, £3H4 Aol F)ol HE utFr] g Awxoz A 3 € WAL 7}
dte B¢ APEE AEFH LY (VPADAP) 2 A Ych
=4, AFHE=E AFH4E(INGR), tARI(DESI), Alo]=(SIZE), X3 (PACK), 24l
(LABL), #4HCOLO) & oA 7HA AFEA ZA A=A SAgYez 73
Likert-scale(v-¢- 224, R2H, ot vkoy, e, At 24
AHR-E AT
AR, 712 2l F4d o] #2ZF(EXPE)S &8 A& dF, 7dw=
THL, 12l Agu A=A A sHCOUN) ¢ F= 1tz sH(PRDT)
T I SAAUTE. 22 AFFHATEM) = L8192
A FEANL, FEAFad AGPA (&R, $29, H999%) +7(DEPT), 3713
FEAY(FEERE 9 IE2AF A8, FE2uAE A=) Y 2 49 o7 (PLAN), ARl <
FNEF MY A7 K5 (RNDP), oAl Z2ALE 1§ o4t A% A2 (BUGT) & “of”
‘olez ZHsiit. A, FEREAE] ¥HFEA HARYH(PCOM) # FA B4
(QCOM) el thg Aot A st e Hn73 G2 22 (COMM) & vl-¢ @A RE o



BRESE TR REER 2 AR B HRE 39

EeHA ) 74 Likertscale S35k, 244 (CHAL) & 52443 44
Zuralo 2RAY0Y B9, 4RSS F(BRNP) L HHEZ 25890,

A, FEATE AREA SEUFE[(F2 o FHE 18) EXPT], #2089 43
$(GROW), 429|194 (PROF)o] AH&E e, o5 25 347 A@Az 235 oA
o,

(o]
-+
A Sw
T

4. 3. MUY

(7 D3+ (71 3), & AE3 AFAS FE27193 v7EH AFHE FE27140 A
FH 329 &7 3o oAu g Afo|rt EAlEETHE ASE] fs E4EA (ANOVA)

=4
I} i R EAHE A (MANOVA) o] AREH oI, §Hd, (ZFE2) o Bdste ojw g 7]+
2 go] 2HA AFHE FE7IGH AR AFHE FEVLE FRAedH 8% o
28 atertE AEsH] S8 EAHEA (ANOVA) 2 7ro] 24 o] F(Chisquare test) 3
W5 A (discriminant analysis) o] AF&-5 o] &t}

V. A4

5 LHENSE 4

W)

A AFH G v 2R (el F) AMEHFLHE Hola 3l 7] AFHEEY

olg ®AF Avh= (E Dol Ueht ek

i3

D RFEES TN e AFNRL B 429 490D AUFEE WA ENFFYRL o HE EE A}
A4 B ARG WS B £EF Aotk B ATel e 84 E A PSS S $99T e B A4
sune AEsD Ak J9eE FRsA. b B dreld AEsloln £EMAe 1P4EE A8

AdE 71 AHSES AHEET A e Ifes 2T BE Flol ¥ F st
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CE 1) HEHEL A0] &4

A BRI
A F 5 4 AFHE NEHE F &A% i
(n=169) {n==158) (n==327)
A E-4% (INGR) 4.888 4.538 6.26 4.719
t}x}<1 (DESI) 5.018 4.589 8.80™ 4.810
Aol Z(SIZE) 4,941 4.797 1.63 4.872
X3 (PACK) 4.905 4.589 6.04* 4.752
g4 (LABL) 4.852 4.494 7.2T™ 4.679
22+ COLO) 5.278 4.684 16.57" 4.991
Multivariate statitics: Wilks=.938, F(6,320)=3.51 p < .00

FDAFHEEE WS FS5E A 237HA) 78 Likert-scale® F4 335
2)HTE AEH H3 v 2t g 7Y s vebd
3) F2l4F: *0.01 *0.05

X AEH S BE AFHLE 2JolF W A A EFAE7Y(VPADAP)
o] ¥l A AFHS71Y(MPADAP) 2tk A F A B (INGR), t]z:I(DESI), Apo]=
(SIZE), £ A (PACK), 28 (LABL), M4H(COLO) 2% 24 ¢ & ALEE Kol
iz oz vehgtcl w3 EAEA(ANOVA)) wad 11 Aol Alo]Ank A £]3ti w9
F93(0.01%) 8 Aoz Jebdth thE AEFE A Bls] Ate]zol glo] & zlo]7t LA &
X & Hill and Still(1984) ©] Fx]| % upejzro] Alo] 27} vizpd A A F2 82 F o] 5
Aoz Eoldt TF RE AFEAHS FA EMF thEFEIEN
(MANOVA)d JoME F1F 7193t AFGGE] 2fol7t vf-¢ oMl ez vet
et ol9 e A7 AR A AFHGVIGe] AL AFHEIYRT Y
H2r s ny Rolzte 7M1 A4F S 23 s e ol §, AF 54 2A 4
£ G AZEH S o] M E AHE, WA glof 7HF & Apolrt vrehibal, gl
oyl e, 24, A& ol

vebdch & HiFoze e glel 7HE 2 HSEE Holi e R UERTh

N

A

, AF Abolzel 9o} 7HE we Zolg Hola fle AR
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5. 2. 71U ™ ol M

ALH AFASTYH v AR AFH At QU RA a6l HA Ape)rp EAs)

=7te 3@ Ave (E 26 ekt ol

(E 2) 719Uiss 22 24

1A 2Q #Fe4+&(p)
7199l #2739 (EXPE) .483
7149} 7+ = (EMPL) .078
&8¢ $%%714(COUN) .012
AEANZ F54(PRDT) .440
Ha7gg=re] =43t 212 (COMM) .015
ZHAFF3EH] 5 (BRNP) .029
7+4 7348 (PCOM) .240
F27344(QCOM) .002
FEAEFe #9ITEM) .232
FEYFHE AgR A §7(DEPT) .013
3714 #2498 4 #5(PLAN) .000
71& R ER-A &7 (RNDP) .037
TEEE ¥ 677
A g zAL o2 HAY {FF(BUGT) .002

# :1) EXPE, EMPL, COUN, PRDT, COMM, BRNP, PCOM,
QCOM & ANOVA Zi}o]i1, ITEM, DEPT, PLAN, RNDP,
CHAL, BUGT% Chisquare test Z¥}9],

2) A% H5-(n=172); vl xEHH {8 (n=162)

M2, A AFH L 79 (VPADAP) 3 v 2pd 3 A F4 8714 (MPADAP) & 7%
Ae F23 7IdlEA 8dezE A& #7715 (COUN), E4788 dgd7A &
F(DEPT), #7178 #&A85y A5 (PLAN), 7l&/4drA 2 213 {5 (RNDP), #1173
% Zke] #4322 (COMM), #FAPd#EB]% (BRNP), s 2]A1d2AL G874 £5(BUGT),
F47444(QCOM) 59 Aoz yebyirh

o
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the olE AHIEA QRlEe] drhv $EEE ZEXE golEy] {s HEEA
(discriminant analysis)& Al=8) Btk WILKS H#Ho] A3 29 #E3te s
(& 33} gup®

C(E 3) HEgs 24

Fisher 4138 2] A Z g 2
LI LR I I g g#3 | vEzs
& A %

W& £&57H7(COUN) .0509 .0270 .3235 .0288
FEYFHY A £ (DEPT) 1.5036 1.5892 .0675 .1379
FEA G +Y A7 (PLAN) -.7030 -.1603 .4058 .8734
717054 §-5-(RNDP) -.6577 -.5698 .0696 1415
Hu G #ke] %A 3} 2|1 (COMM) 2.6625 2.6916 .0588 .0469
2pAHd 3 o184 (BRND) ' .0096 .0132 .2368 .0058
TEAF] FH47499(QCOM) 3.1232 3.3829 .4651 .4180
A FZA o A F R (BUGT) -2.2310 -1.9649 .2069 .4283
s -14.8435 -17.0930 -3.6337

Z : Eigen Value: . 0970 Canonical Corr. : . 2973 Wilks’ Lambda: . 9116 Chisquare: 28. 406 Sig-
nificant: . 0004

A g Ao A] Wilks’ Lambdadl] A% & 118 8l 7}o] 29 o] (Chisquare) Zte.2 &4k
ato] g Ao 93 Adzte] AHHSF o], F TEETY BEY W FALE HFTE
F ded, 47 SEYL Fomrh 00042 e FAHoR i) W fegs B

f‘

s}<

&

5) Fisher 213 284 (Linear discrminant function)& zt ehd 43S A9 $E g5 epdd, k4, 3

Z 824 (Canonical discriminant function)e] A #2519 (standardized) #E A& 2159 Y HFgg FHF=0,
ZAAE 18 BFEIst ALL 8 4o A48 bl ol B 53514 (unstandardized) #¥ 42 A 25
& aE glsle BEASE 78 £ de A8 Ve

0 v
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B
i

S & F e, A1 FE7I A H-S P AR AP g B
b Slo] 7 dEg ol & vige FEAFY FAEAH(QCOM)Y Ao vebgth 1o

HE Fe FEAYFYRT-(PLAN), &3 7H(COUN), #&A4 &9 AAdxol &
¥] 5 (BRND), si|A1Z=AL o 2G5 (BUGT), 7I€/E5A 4% (RNDP), #5474
d AdyA {3 (DEPT), Hngd#ke] 13 211 (COMM) 53 Aoz vepdrh

e s A=Ee A da AAEES FHFE (hold-in sample) 230719}
fr5 E 4 (hold-out sample) 8370& o], FAREC A3 BEFrE 22T F o|E
Al SR T2 9t Blg4d AZ(cross validation test) & AAstE T 7 A3 Az o
24 3k (hit-ratio) 7} 68% 2 H-$-<A715(53%) ot vl A 712(50%) o Hl&) of £,
A gw o} $A7IET Apolol] e FoH-E et tgkol 2471 5%} 1%9] o+
Hol 2 Aye] I BEHL o Fx BYe Ao vk’

3k #9, FFsE FEWEyA Y Aegel 2712 Y Hees JE
=

>
rir

£
4)-

o

5. 3. TEYUEN

vpREto 2 2pabA A EF AT dH Bl AR AEHSTIALe] FEAT Aol £4En
= (& O vt Ut

6) Al HE47h 2 ool HESE $HRE BR4 AR b vES ek 28, viAsdnE
2P+ (1=P) 2 3H2 o) F9 4 sledl ool4 Pr oln ¢ Ausl HEAE FURe BEE PAZ 4
w ules Jebdnh 181 2P 8wt 9Ar|Eae] Aold W f94 HBES I tg2(HP)E P(1-P)

/me) /T 2 el 3E & e, «714 HE hitratiog, P $97188, 1



4 BEBEEHWR

(E 4y 2N RHO| B

ApdkE H} 2}t
40 A EH S AEFHS F A% P
FEHAYE(EXPT) 61.145 55.007 110 58.076
(152) (141) (293)
F2444(GROW) 24.310 22.127 .420 23.219
(145) (126) (271)
+%019)&(PROF) 13.689 13.375 .037 13.352
(135) (128) (263)
Multivariate statistics: Wilks=.987 F(3,245)=1.059
F:1) () FESFE Yepd
2)FEAYEE FE2Y /S gy,
3) FEIYE, FEAAE, TEo1982 3AN o R %E Vep,
dAFAANE FEHI=(EXPT), #243&(GROW), 7%]9&(PROF) =5 24

A AEH STl WAL AFALIIPud o B 43S voln g ROZ v}
g, a2 EAHCRE folFeln Fai /hH3e] Yol AAF Aoz el ol
o Ave RE ATESE BAO] $AS thasE 424 (MANOVA)®| ol 1= bt

2ot} B A9E F FAFor Arud, LA AFHG7IG N v AR AEH 87
dol FEHAEE 717] 61%9 55%, 181 FEARES 77 24%% 2% o= Bx 2
A8 Aol § woli o, FEo|AELE A7) 13% AEE Boli Slol ¥ Ao} gl A
o2 vttt olglgo] &0l gl o 2ol7t gle AL AFH S Bae Y} v

£ 9] Ak 7 7} (tradeoffs effect) & Aoz Fol®Hh
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VI 898l ZE

2 AT AFH Yol BE AFASES} £24% 20 AFHS YHE TR
e A1QuRA 26l te) Auugch AvAs, AEE AFHIPAE voln Ut )
Qol MAEA AFH S/ Guh AFHE, T, Aol =, £, 2hi, 44 5ol 2A O &
& HEEE Rolm UNOH, I Hol AlolZR ASjsn FAHNCE ol FH RO
2 Uehdtth ®@7 AGAe) a7 @5 4EA - 718 870 FRAT AFe 3
2 WL sleke HAEE AFH /YR B AdA AP @xTe) B8, 7E
£ ol @ 7= gl AANYY BH (207 715, 2547, B

=
32 Aol 5)ol AUl BE7] A AF) #H 2 WAL sbste AL AFH 37

O se AZHLEE Holk AL A Ade ¥ 5 9
E % EARCRE foHolA RekAW o B AFHSEE Holn Y& Apry AR

Hg71do] HAEE AFHENPRTE FEA%E, FEYYE, FEOIA8 ol o B

N3hg wolL Alrke ¥ A7e] Aoe AGSA AAshe wk Atk s olgpe o

g A3A0z 25t AR FasAW A4 FAA A

A Zol B 228 AME Fot ol 8HH AANYEAS

2pe) AeA e AFHSE ofvel G4 sl FEE YA sk olel g Aol
90 ApRA AZA A N4 AFH SRS FEAE QAT 29,

sTRd APRA, FEALSY, N1SNERA B A, AuFGae] TAR A, A}
_/;:

0|

NEFEVF, EAZAEY, AAANZRAL A 5 A)GSA A2 HTlgel =)
A% AAZAL AAN Fo AT

2 oo e ATEEe 2Ad % 4 21 3]
o A, 21 o2 wR REME AFRRe] 1YY FAS A (FE7IYAN OF
A719e AH FEUslgezel A we A e FABIGASE gekol v
g, zeim ZASke oln wA 223 ok FEe] AL (AN FThEste} Apeirizt
st +2)ol 4 AAAEAST 22U REHUG F o= AHS Fste] ALgshe Rl 71
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SoA B} /83 AAE VY Fu) gl Holth old] ik A A v A5 X3
k= ZIFEA £ vt g Aolr) o9} Hsle] AXH M FEY FFEHdEe
gelgt AGdS 7 EE A FA 883 o]9) A Al(financial cost-benefit framework) 2]

E4E 53 AFsl 28E Weioltt @b Buzzell(1968) 3 Keegan(1969) &) x1#4-& ko

rt{."
2
e
2
!
2
X
rir
Ml
2
i)
)

u
oX,
_34:‘4
ofN
2
>
2,
i
oX
_Pé
=2
P
2l
o
o)
o
e
rir
2,
12

(o3
u
s
o

Mg A7) GE s R wagl, & 24, $%, 71d FARclEE SY8 ¥art e
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A Study on Export Firms’ Product Adaption Behavior :
Internal Determinants and Performance

Yung-Chul Kwon*

ABSTRACT

It has been noted that there are two types of product adaption behavior of
exporting companies:(1) Voluntary or self-imposed product adaption behavior
(VPADAP) Vs, Mandatory or externally-imposed adaption behavior(MPADAP). This
study focuses on the analysis of the degee of product adaption, internal determinants
and export performance with respect to the product adaption behavior.

The research results show that there are significant differences with respect to the
degree of product adaption(ingredient, design, package, label, color) but not signifi-
cant differences with respect to the export performance(export intensity, export
growth, export profit), It was also found that the export firms’ internal determinants
which play important roles in discriminating the product adaption behavior are the
existence of export department, research department and foreign market research
budget, implementation of long-range export planning, status of export market diver-
sification, top manager’s commitment to internationalization, degree of companies’
own brand exporting and product quality competitiveness.

The findings of this study provide additional insights into the export firms’ inter-
national product policy. It would be useful to extend this study to other areas of mar-

keting mix such as price, advertising, and distribution in fucture research.

* Associate Professor Dept. of International Trade Yeoungnam University






