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& 479 B3 B5 HAAE0] 289 AFL SHUAY 208 B Wolsta e AF Alelae] of Aol 4
A7 3he] ZHEA R ge] AARER M2 gEA], a8la B dadd ogA dexd 33 wiled g, ©lg 9
3, vl A7k 2149 dfF fHob AAE F ] Dominick's2HE F3E 2904 dolgjuo| 2o ¥3te x|
TEH AFFHE 2 E BHIG. Lohd AR 9] AHAARREE SRl A8 VAR 236l 712 Granger
Qa7 Aol sy FEd, 1 A3 FH=A O WIS F A 48R At At A ER e 2,
aujdo] 7HAFFAYC] HHAT. ¥, YA T AAAERFEE b€ 23E0] 2EHUe, HFARAT} EA
3R e AR ok, o et At 7HAAEAY] AXE A Rt W2 Lol /HFAEA 3
+= 2AEUY. £ 7€ ol @ BHEAE B £HF #EA2THUE o ST /HFAREg] AuApEE
Bolihe AMS W & Ji%en, BojEAel i iAo ¥ AEEE 2t 1F HISE Adske ARk
ool sl 7HAAEAe] AXE Feln Qe W, 334 X e 7HEAAEAY dAE A R s
< B8 o 4T FAE wEez ATAEH BIAENA ANk A E] o=t

FA: HAAE, F84274Y, AYIlBRFAT, Granger ABA H%

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

g3lct, ARt AN R} ofd A, Ak
of o3 A=A HFAge] AN Ag=2
488 Zojgde EF] glemz AFY 7HFE
53 FEAoln FEHoE ANRFLE FE
ol2]g vt ofel Al Wsle] A3 o
$5p717} o2l = 7l W&ol

A9 W7t goida ARsigel wet ge A
s AN A3 &

A2 Hmanufacturer) 52 AES

AL Al defal7 ke SYHAY Lo (retailer)

< 3 aHASdA #ojstn g 294 &
228 A W2 A4 E2Ho e g
g2 RS EgFeE AFS W &
g, olAE P9 fETEE GFE LM A
¥ Flelngeziy 2AsoAEd, o 1 "34
At a3l 8 HAAEA e AHE X

A A A b T EAYol ~"'.i_-

A5F oz AFS A /Mdsta Aiste BAt
A7 FERLE AMAZRY AFS FU8 wRR
(margin) € ©l3] Av|AolA Hejste Ll
i3l ddd o2 o & ¥4 (bargaining power)
< 73 Aen, bA 7HEZAR Al AL
AA Tol7td S A F Avido] AitAle o
AR oj7tAE iz Pol HojulA (retail
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margin) < 23# 2N Avj7tFo] FHATH(F,
ARA7} 73 EA (price leader)o|x, Avjd
& 7}43%A price follower)o]th) i A Zt=] o] A
gt} a3y AgHes Fisol gld AddE
9 AF3 ¢ d¥ys}, £ 280 BAco 4%
T2 B AdAd AT Lvjde] Aol &
3 ZUHA gt} TN HAde drlg
A AL FEAZTAHALES AvsgAE F
Zde ovlE §9 d¥ AvFES FHE &
359 £% H97t 43 FdEUG. FHE
FAES /IR 203 A g8 B ©
)71 e] @3] BeleiRl S dake W9 534
A 7HF4ZA A Hoju Bt A5H 02 Au|ze
T8 Wsle AFHoz dggIuN F5YLS 3
Al Avitga dejeld g ARl E 9d
o] A2 Wal-marts} 22 45 oiF &vf
AL AL 99 Fdizle] 98¢ TelstA S
ANAENA 7837l o235t ol 4w
o o]} A dig 7}AFFAIL ofet 714
Axzte] A& A7) AF S ol
ojg} o] M2 BFHe FAS Fdte At
At avfd zie] AAZ AW FHHH ARl
ZAsteA€ oY Bold] AFAEE v E3 o
TFASNAE v¢ Fvj2 g AR\ vHH B
of] AFAEL ol FH FEHTE U Y4+
At Avf 2k 7FAM = (price leadership)el
B 0|24 AT 2 4FA ATE FPdsi
dg 71& AYPATFAEL AYel8d 2AT =
PE7E B F5TE= W FHLE Aol EAl
3 7HARdge] 4 7199 714, 9, 3F
o viARAZETH v|X e FFo T 43
Aoh(elE E°], Choi 1991: Lee and Staelin
1997). o8& APo|2dFEL A Ee 4
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SR R T

oj o] Apde] 7AAZAA Al kel A wkg-(best
response) | 3 522 (foresight) S 7 3l
A qid g HFAER Ee 7HEFFAY 0]
A== Stackelberg leadership °]&9] 71%
& AU BRI S THToEN FESZ TN
o =, ol o]gH AFEdA =28 2
o 2AF 454 AFEE o|Fo 3, Sudhir
(2001)% new empirical industrial organization
(NEIO) 974 < B3 L72E9 33 A
FtelaE] i AR Anjide) 74738 8%E &
Agoes T 7lgne 2S2RE “manufacturer
Stackelberg’ case(B4A7t 7t R 0|2, A&
i) ge] 7H4FFAR 347 EATS 2HHAL
vk Cotterill and Putsis (2001)€ A ¥
HE B 944 AF FHElny W AL

WAE BHAed, ¥4 23 “manufacturer
Stackelberg’ case®% ohzl “vertical Nash’
case(AAtA} Avf i} Zho] ZFRM=AL EA)
A e ANE EATGE AHE HHHAG.
NEIO 947 & o] 43 0|8 AYPATEL UA
A¥ Stackelberg leadership °]&d| 71%%
Agdelerd S AFHos HAFTFoIN ZES
&3 e, o w AYolernye HA dAod
A F83FY AAAE zte] A A A
7H8e] 875 At} & £, Cotterill and
Putsis (2001)€ A¥+8%¥5(linear demand
function)E 7Fgs9on, AAAE 7+ AR
i3]l Bertrand Nash AYE 7M. 131‘-}
71E AYdTEd 93 A= oy MFE
AAZ @4 SM EAsteA] dRe ’;‘i%’—“—‘]?_i
grE Aol & Aol

BHA o] @ Mo QAT A ¥A ggow
A 7I4E el EAste HEARARE BAY
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FEYRTYUE U

F e Yoz AAYE Aol neEEd 2
4 9ltH(Putsis and Dhar 1999). Kuiper and
Meulenberg (2004)& AAYE d+¥ES S
4 Eok(agriculture production industry)
dMe At 2HA £88 12AE 7HF2Y S
3 Raja, il Aujdel o3 B =eitd e
BAH oz wolgole 7% (retailer dominance’
case)7} EAFG= AME AFHoE HAFY
t}. Roy et al. (2006)2 AAAE o &A%}
E /AR 242 98 AAE a7
NEIO 9d7¥4< BF AHdlq 1 2348 Hx
9. ¥4 29, F /A g2 a4 93
29 237} dAF o2 YAtk AM S A4
gozM 719 7 HEARREE 2ARP] 9%
A7HE o2 NEIO dHiRd ofyzt AjAY
ATE FHAQ dPges neiHod
ALS BAFUG.

add, o) 71 AYPATEL el ol
A Avj gzt Az 7k M AR o] kA
2 M2 gd&x, a2a 9 7HFAxSEe] it
Ade gdagd ogA dE&Ad A B
g€ AT Fstn o HHLE e A
Z FH2E Welle A2 g BASE Yasle
3t o) g AataAlso| EAsH, o] w Lnjdte)
M AERe] 2t YAAERE gE 7 o 4
£9], 7l ze] YA ddFez F83 A E
AA s dE AR Yde 234 ZE¢ A
Aol g AvjaS A2 2o 2 34 7
Az Y Aoy ZYHoZ ALvjyel dig 714
AR SloM felF JAE AN 7HsAo] 2
v AR YAREL Aujiel diE feld HA

Tag it dF

& AABA FsAY AR o] Avfjdo] 259 i
uo 423 943E Tz 9 7FsAol sl

o g 33| EA 7ML vHY AYelBR
AT oA vl$ F83 v & et 3
A FEAZTAYE Y /HEZBABAE XFs)
E FAE UE AYo|2RFdT 28 A¥E
W, g2 APdFEL vy AF 7 g
U B AR Alold 59 /HEAESES
Vg3t k(<€ E9°], McGuire and Staelin
1983: Kim and Staelin 1999: Yoo and Lee
2010). dE S0, AYIERY AHA A F A
AR 13 AR 2)80] EAstn, 1 At
Ao AFES SHHQA LvdS T3 Hojd
I 7Hgske S, Ui 71EATEL At 1
3 v, aela QAL 29 Avfde] @A g
598 7134 =338 (manufacturer Stackelberg
T& vertical Nash)< 78t} 4Ao] 3§ B
A= AAatel Hlang BA= YA A5 2
o] HljA AAES ¥Fst= TEIME BH
Aoz FUY /HFAEA ] M HAAH, 18
g 714 delM REAZTHLE T 7147 A
g 250 =28, 2y 9 A ZojA
ARG ol ARG EAFTE o]
g 71& o|2ATENN =2E ZE5Y 784
ol AFAY & AL Ao, ufatd, ol 7t
AAEZgo] HEEHAE A M2 dE AHS}
=29 4 3] gog.”

£ A7 AAE d7Ee AHE 290y o
olgle] EAS T3 FXNFZY AlFsHeH e W
ARAET Aojd Alolo] EAste HEARSR
S ZAGoEN 9o AR U FiE Alxst

1) olell thig Bt zpAg do] 21T Aol AT AF Tl ohe N ABHAU.
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3 g-doe

. B4 23, FAEXE AFFHEn W &
FRAZTHYE Aol EAe 7/HEARZH
AR Aojsithe AMdo] BEzen, dufj%
Ao 3l FulHoz ¥ JELE Z= IF B

EE AAste AdAe L dsl 7HFAE
A9 A& FYx e v, 23] 2 P&
Ae 7HEAEAY] YAE AAFA Rt ol
S A

ol A% T £ AT FARG Aol
ERYATAENA F2F AL AN 3l
o ¢4 AdFHURC], B5F AAAER L
VA73A g3 23 sstd EAE A5, AYol
ERYPATAEL +3F REAETHYE T 7t
AN dFd Fg ogd] 71x3d M
FHdL 2¥S ENFoN ARSI o
d4Aolq 9n| Qe AFAHE AFE F 39
of & Ao},

£, £ dFe 2l dis 1A EA e A9
€ ¥ e AAEY AFSe| HEAEAY
A€ TR QA Reke AMAES AFE
3 ZdA s HojZRle) g JEET} Yo AL
AL HaFoaH Addd ds sHEA=AYL 8
o224 JHAZANA F2AF JAE ARAWIE &
e AAAE F83 AAE AlASa Al

2 a7 F4& 29, 34 A 234N = A
O|ERY AFAENA UM FIH FF5TAHY
E Alele] AA EAshs HEARER dd 3
g3 ol3)7t F87 o7t AWEHAL, A 3%
Ae & FFdA AHSE deolHe 4FH A%
¥l VAR(Vector Autoregressive) RZEAS 5
g Granger AFTAEA] LA=AH, A 4
ZoMe 24 s 2 237 ANHAx, A 5
FMe & d79 Al A= n, AA
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3 ¥ A7 U A= =AU

Il 5N FETHRE 2 IEMTAE0
Cist Hatst ofslel £

o] ZoAe AT AYo|ERIATY dE F
3 F22 FETALE T /AR g
Fold 7 E0] AZ g B4ZFHE JHUE
AHdE Yo 2R AFAEAA N £34 &
FTHLE Aloldl EAlske 71AA=8%d g
A& o3l 842 A3tz Ut

2.1 Aglolzzge] of

5 S0l A7 pEstd AEES 5
A oS T8 A0 A 3 20 delA
o AAEe v g2 9L 27 A
NA73AE EY Aolt. ¥k o} AAe] 9|
< Sisistel e AAAs 2y el 7HA%BA
of EAE Zoltt. o2 FRIN AAAEY F
A9 =oj7tAZRR Lvjde] A9 HujeixZ
Aol @ A€ s3] A3 F47 shie AF
< Adske F AMAESH sHeng A5
SU3tE 93 AgAoZ AFSS WojnpR S 2
Ate shte] Aoz FAE AYol2dTR
< o3} Zo] AAsd.

(Aol 2AT2Y)

ATEYole AFS] A3k product differentiation)
€ Wdste A¥FagsA o] AHEEAEd 1 4
< e 2.
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g =a—bp+w, 4j=12, j#i (1)

¢t 1 AFY 7H4°] poln ZAAEY j AF
9 7170] p,d W | AFY £8& vepdd). o)
¢ AFre e oy 7189 AYdFEdM A
5 (Jeuland and Shugan 1983 McGuire
and Staelin 1983: Choi 1991), 71& A%
T vRIZAZ 0a>03} b>9>0 o] 7HEt
of #8%olM b 79 ol (b-7)% F BA
AFE T WA F=(degree of product
substitutability)= ul# @A) e, bt
79 ZAol7t &S F AFY Ao Faln
webA AF bl o 2 ZAAo] EAFES Ued
™ (Choi 1991).

A9 o3 71xst] 23 std A3AM)
¢ 204(R)Y #9847 g3 24,

Iy =(w;—c;)g, i=12 (2)

2
Iy, :E".ﬂi: where 1, =p; —w; (3)

i=1

pe i AEY 273 S Yehl, wie i AF
o Toj7}A S Jehlin, rE j AFo A ao)
A9 fvjepd g Jehddg, 123 e i AEY
Ao 8- depddh, o] o, Aakrie} Aujike 9
9 A (2)% (3)olM EHE ZAl9 $o& i3}
371 Sj8) =uj7tA s} defeldl S zk AR g}

2.2 2EENZD}

¢ AN d9E d7RFE FA =uisHEd

FEYZTYHE U9 7RHUT Yo Bt o7

P s

et T

W 23 s Bofeile] i 23 A€ =39
71 AN E F S Aold EAske 7147
8% B opye} 4 YiAsh Lol 2] EA
ke 7HAZ 8% W 7ol dasit. & o
A odd FE5THLE A /AR
Wl F 74 Bol@ HEES e BHE F
1 Z2%E vl

7H8 1) F ALAE Aeldl= Bertrand-Nash
AYE 7938k, Manufacturer Stackelberg 7l
49 AR 13 403, 22z AR 29 L)
22 FA sl FLsHA I, ol 7
oMe 4 AMAE g A AR HAw
S (best response)ol] Wd FZ(foresight)<
7R QA ot Ao HAwkg dd F
S 72 o e 7 AR ZAAF
o #2d Toj7}d S 2@ s Anjae F
Ak did FFHS /A2 A9 #9E F
f3tste Tul7tdS 23 Aon, 1 g3 4nf
AL o] Tuj7lAES ad2 ol A FlE
g AA 5 Soisisie Aviekde 23 Ao
TH(Choi 1991). °] % F A¥A 2F Ay
of dial 7HEAEA R, WA Anfde 7HEFF
A7 A4 ol2@ £AH AYE deez E9
Soj7tA 2 Hofopzlo] didt subgame perfect T
g d4E 78 5 Ao

gt T AARte] Ak go] M2 Zda 7H3
FAA(F, ¢, =cy=c) 2 7H8 3 E3He
Eei7k4, Hofjepd, L) 7bE (=Befebd + Zof 7}
4), AE529 78 d& 47 gL 2g.?

2) Choi (1991)4X % FIT B EHo] o] o] ZloH, LT A3t =25
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Y #-doe

a+bc

w == o (4)
___ bla=c(d—9))

T2 (—) )
__ a(3b—2y) +be(b—) ©6)

PP = 26— ) (b—7)
T b(ﬂ-—C(b_‘)‘)) (7)

hTRT T 0p—0)

73 2) F AAE Aloldle Bertrand-Nash
ALE 7Hgstn, Azt 13 cvjde] #A o
& Manufacturer Stackelberg A¥< 73t
vhd | AAkzL 29F v ike] @A dial vertical
Nash AY< 7M. olgd 714 slxe A
AR 1L A 29 HARgd A FEES
ZA R Avjde] HAge did FEYL
7R Qe vhE, AR 2& A4 1 B of
Yzt Aujate] HAE] digh F3HS 2 3
A Zaich, wd Azt 12 A4AEY B354
Eu7tA S 2702 o Ao A o
g 53YL /A2 A 942 s &
7tAE 23 E Ao, A 2€ A9 AF
of g Avjdel Hujeida APANES] d52
Avi7bA & 2o st A9 =viziiE 2
g Zojtt, a2 28 Toj7tdEE ol
Ftelae] AAFE Fdstete #rjopdS 2%
& Aot o] 4%, A WA 7HTe 98] A
A 12 Avfidel dia HEAxRe|n AvjdE
A 19 b3l 7HAFFAQ 9, Qi 29
Ao e IAAEA Ee HEFFA} &
AsA et M8 204 % 7H 13 mpEvlA|
2 ¢ =c¢,=c °] 7HEHAL. & 713 A
=29 TuizbE, #vjezl, LvjzbE, AErL9
73 e =3 24,

192

_ be(3b+2y) +a(3b+7)

= ﬁbg—'f (8)
e, be(4b+7) +a(2b+7)

Wy = sz_“ﬁ (9)
_ b(3b+2v)(a—c(b—7))

T T -6 =) 10}
_ b4b+7)(a—clb—1)) (11)

" 2 (o) (6 =)
_ a(9? —2by—297) +be(36% — by —2+°) (

3 2(b—) (652 — ) =
e
o = A 149
. b(2b+'rﬁ)b(;_—;(b—’r)) (15)

7H 19X e g F ARAE Alold] FY
g /1AMt sHgEen, od L
71E Aeo|2ATE0 o8 BHUAHLE A4
A g olsk g, 714 20M e AR A
4 7te) HAARAge] AAAEE g e
A8, 7H8 19 Azs 71 29 ARE )
23 B, M2 92 738 7t =2HUS ¢
& 9l ol ARIL g2 RE US| FY
g ol AR} Aufd 2] RN =R
3 i d2 g2 e FEES 499
32 e ZA$2RH g 23y} =29y, o
A g2 AAEESC] AYASAA AXE 3
& 9uigdt}. o8 9, 4 (4% (8)9 HaE
53 71BAZFL(a)7) FEE] 2 RN &0
Aol sl ZHFAEAQ AR 19 FY =
o] AA AN (AR 2)7} Avjide] tis M
A=A Z$0HF Dl H8) /M4 Aza7t opd
A0 2)d BdAor doe AMS 2AE

HASAT da0A M1Z 20114 28



T Aok, AR 271 Aol dig 7HAH =A7}
ofd Afole /A=A B 3] diiHe
2 92 =7t S aofdolA AASHA =9, 2
HHo2 1 AFY &vjztAe] ¥ AFE Aol
. o9 d$37] A3 A 1= A9 xej7}
A2 WA AeA He Ao,

o9 o] & 1Y dolM ol AoEol =
Zdde AL ZYPo|8AFAEINA ¥ FL
g 9ug Zed. T4 7 270 A "AdA
EAshs 7HAAEdRoI ¥F iR Bg
IS VAZABAE LHte AYoleRy
ATE e ATAEL 718 AHSEA
7M1 B2 ojgt 71 2% F71H2E nst
o EAsioF & Zolth. 284 Fo2A Aol E
RYPATFAEL AYAENA Bk @4Hon
43 d72AE AT & AT Ao, wAA
2 d7e 71 29 2o £33 £54274Y
g 79 ARG AdAEs e B4t
AAZ EAdteA AFE AFHz ZARL
o, 2 434 47 % 248 °8 F A
2R =93,

Il 458 ST

3.1 Hijolgf

B d79 42 YalA University of Chicago
ol AFd Dominick’s HolEju|o] 27}t ALE-H
At Dominick'sE o3 A7k Agd] $jA&
g2 FEepE AJE F e, F 96749
A€ 7M1 . o] dHelguolAe A AF

AASAT m40A M2 20114 28

FEAZTYUE Vo] 7ML Pt A7

Ftelzelo] 24 Wi UPC(Universal Product
Code)S°] W@ BujARE FFatn ded, &
UPCHZ F7t @i, 2vi7H4, sufeid, o)
ZZ (promotion)d] #3 FEE AF3txn Ut
2E golHe A (store) @2 AF=H o] A,
2 479 EHo| e 4uj}(F, Domick’s
w9 Q)T YRAE Atejo] EAste 7HE
A=3Es ENsted glong AT AT
g dolHe AJAIAE FH(aggregated) =
¥A5olAd. Dominick’s ¥ 7H #e] A
W AAEd AR L& AFW 2 FAHGES
AHgeigleBg, FA M3 (aggregation bias)2
2 A% EAYE AFAY Aol (Hoch et al.
1995: Pauwels and Srinivasan 2004).

Dominick’s Blo|Ele] §4& Avjie] Hvjn}
Ao #F BRI AFHA e AU, a0
7tA oA ek g Ao A AFS] =zt
o] AdHod 4 Ut} ol Zo] £2E v
7}A& Dominick’s ¥ vHl #de] A& 7
UPCY #3597} average acquisition cost)
e, ole AA A7 FHste ooj7HE 3 &
o7} 92 4 itt. 28y Dominick’s 73 7Hl
AL HHe Anuz & LA A2, ol
Ao Au#ele Az} Ax YA =eirtF e
wEs AQH ZA(trade promotion) Tl F
S97td FA] wdd Zo|th(Chevalier et al.
2003: Besanko et al. 2005). °]g@ o|fZ
As, 7129 o8 HYPAVFEE Dominick’s Hl
ogoA AN BAHSAE A =
j7td ez AHSAtHdE So], Kadiyali et
al. 2000; Besanko et al. 2005).

2 dFdMe AAEZFBAF e W &
Adte oAl BR=E(Starkist, Bumble Bee,
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3 @-do%

Chicken of Sea, 3-Diamond, Geisha)®] ¥
53, $4€ Jeagd dd 7eFAF
(descriptive statistics)©] (& 1) Ael=]e] U}
Dominick’s glo|E#o]AE 1989d5H 1996
7AA Td B £3E%ed, € AP A2
A 24 59 Mol e 19919%H 1992¢
7AA o 2dzte] 7)7HE A9digi. BA=d 7}
AL vilc ) Zzte] UPCE #vjFE 7H5dd
AN 7HEEzidoln, BEFAse 4 Bl
S Yl UPCE ¥ #ER85S 2+ UPCY ¥
g2 ANEed 7 5ds ¥ #oj2A8F
7% (intensity) & YeRdT

(% 1) m=2d", Starkist, Bumble Bee,
Chicken of Sea7l Aoz £ 7174 e
1 e 27 BRA=EoH, 2F9A Chicken of
Sea7t 2 F HA=Td| H3 Aoz ¥
71A0] @ujsn gith, =&, Dominick’s 7737}
A AU 949 A BEA=SET AR 7139
3-Diamond®} Geisha® Wvjdtzn gt} Hoj&
A9 ZAxE A¥EA, Chicken of Sea7t &
T AFHI=E Hjg] diiHes ¥ HujEFA
of g JEEE Holn 9len, Geishat 7}
22 WolA SojEzel i JERI} MY &

BI=YE ¢ & ok ¥, Starkiste #eEA
o i o&=r} JFg oz ¢or 3-Diamond
£ 450 71 B¢ BEAEFo] AN
Aoz vepyith F7F Bl glojre, Chicken
of Sea’t 1F HASE FoMe BdFez @
& ABEFEE E2Astn 3, FHElme] WelA
3-Diamond7} 7F} ¥ #ojFe Zm e W
A, Geishad] BojFe] 713 &4

3.2 g7y

B Ad7e ARG &6 29 /M43
BNE 93] Granger 1##A AA (Granger
causality test)S &35t 7HAFFA< 7H
Axae] 714440 whgslof e, 714334
9 A3L W} NAANEAS 71A2A olFd #
Z 9 Zo|t}(Putsis and Dhar 1998). °o|&{@
B, HAARAY RN AAFFA HH L
2 Granger AFTA7} E2E Ao}, whpda
o2RHE 9AHA &E Aojg. meA & A7
£ Granger 9334 A3 53 AAA 714
AR Avjde 7HAZA Aeld] AHAAE ZA
gogX olu Fo| JIFMAEANA EE /HEFF

(B 1) 7|=EAH2

204743 e Jiel 72 #h%
(8/02) (8/02) (02)
Starkist 0.283 (0.01) 0.219 (0.012) 0.071 (0.164) 18,202(4,899)
Bumble Bee 0.276 (0.01) 0.209 (0.011) 0.212 (0.307) 25,557(12,872)
Chicken of Sea 0.27(0.035) 0.196 (0.021) 0.269 (0.365) 15,092(6,845)
3-Diamond 0.249(0.013) 0.163(0.018) & 13.131(6.411)
Geisha 0.229(0.009) 0.175(0.008) 0.322(0.379) 38.655(10,855)
* (e BERAL
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FEYZTYUHE 7o 7Moo 2et A

ARIAE 8 F AU

2 ¥+ VAR(Vector Autoregressive)23
o 7123 Granger J#8A AR L FI4%L
o, £ AN £ME VAREH LS o33 2,

B = i+ Y6 R+ 320 W ++PRO,
i=1 j=1
+6%Seas, + & (16)
W =ul+ 2 0R,_,+ Yl W,_+2"PRO,
i=1 i=1

+6%Seas, +¢/ (17

Re= t AA9 Avjae] A7ty

We= t A9 A9 zoj7t4

PRO:= t A9 #vjZA

Seas;= AR ¥Fo| t§ 7Pi%(seasonal dummy
variable), PIZAIZOA FAFxHY F8
t 7153 A7E F 34 AEE(Lent)
713 B¢t FFdhe Aoz giA g,

A9 23N F AL T8 ofdg 7MEY
A< FIFoEN AR ATt ES
(lagged wholesale price)E°] t A9 Anj7}
ARAF (R 9% vlAeA £ 2] AA
&7} 4 (lagged retail price)E°] ¢ A<
SRR (W) ol 8% PASA A5FE Bd
T U

Iﬁiaiq:ag:---:a;?:[) (18)
H: A 23 g af7hoo] ohch
Hy: B =8 =-=B=0 -
HY: 3299617 00 bt

o]} 22 Granger AFAA dFt FAIAT

HASAT mdoA M1z 20114 28

e L T 2 P e e T e e T A T L i

e T R

A% € AT FEAETALE T EAske
NMEAAERES FEIAY. dE €9, UY H)
7b AgsEey H7F Y] giokd gkt
o Toj7tAd A Lufjde] Avj7kH 22 Granger
AAJA} EAshY 2vj7tANA Zoj7td ez s
Granger 1#AZE EAFA RS2 9ng
& AT o% 2L Z2FE AN HEAER
oln AWAe HEFAU ZA+E AYA
v, gl B27F AgEed Hie AYEA 4
R} &jido] ZHFAEA | HdAE 7HEF
FAYA A2 dAeen], F d@rsHdel BF
A GAY =x 25 Adedd gakais}
&g Atole] FHFAEAT} EASA e TR
A stdch,

V. 45ENZN ¥ ER

4.1 &2 AE(Unit root test)Za}

VAREH A&Z YallHe FFH A} ste
8% 7Hg°] sled, ov 4" A= AAY
Ag7}t H34 (stationary)olojok @k 744 ]
0. ol & ATdAM EAHAE EE 7HHH
80| FgHelolo S 9uidd. A, 1¥
< 53 EE MRS ES AdFeE ANE 2
3} A7t & FA(trend)7} TASHA FU.
Starkist H#HE=9| Auj7}As Zej7tZo] (1Y
el Jehdt .

3, 2 dFE Augmented Dickey-Fuller
(ADF) A%< B3 249 AAZ As7t AHA

195



H og-doe

e T N PR AT R TR T T
Scatterplot of spr, spw vs WEEK
0.30 Variable
-1 —@— spr
—— spw
0.28 -
0.26 1
8
8 0.24-
- Fl
0.22 ‘.F: r JlT| ! n ;
.22 [
- - ! I
- | ™ 53
0.20 1 " \y U"
%
SN0 40 60 80 100 120
WEEK
* spr: Starkist®] 4vi7}8, spw: Starkiste] =vj714
(a8l 1) 2071240} Tof7P (Starkist Hals)
(& 2) o2 ZE(Unit Root Test)Zn}
ADF 3%
Starkist Retail price . -4.969
Wholesale price -3.698 ***
Bumble Bee Retail price -5.254
Wholesale price -3.097 **
Retail pri -4.507 **
Chicken of Sea i b - il
Wholesale price -3.779 ***
Retail pri -4, ik
3-Diamond il price 3 L
Wholesale price -2.731"
; Retail price -5.062 ***
Geisha
Wholesale price -2.574 *

D% i PG LL P05 MNP 0]
2) A%< 918 MacKinnon®¥§oll 2l F3ld3 P-value7} AHR-H,

IXE AAsEG. (& 2y veht e ADF 4.2 F A% Znie} siy

A42%e € 4794 48 RE /T

FgAoln|, w2t VAR 239 A go] Asint VAREHS 42 §3 R5227AHLE Al
€ A B Fa gl of EAshes HAARRRS A daMe ¢
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FELZTHUE 2o JR Mgl st A7

A4 (167 (179 VARER Wl 49| A5 p (5,
ARer7t A s Aatiejztadse] Ag) 7t
A% s olof gt} & A+ Akaike information
criterion(AIC)e] o8 HA< A (p)E 2R
Aok, oAl 23, AIC#e] FHAslEE A4(p)7)
AHEEA (E 3)2 A} #k(p)ell B AIC #2
BaFD gtk 7 A4 d2 AHSE VAR(p)E
g2 o3 2o Starkist® Dominick’s: VAR
(4), Bumble Bee$ Dominick’s: VAR(9),
Chicken of Sea®} Dominick’s: VAR(2), 3-
Diamond$} Dominick’s: VAR(10), Geisha%}
Dominick’s: VAR(1).

AR E VARZES AFF3Z37} (E )9 (F
5yl Aol AUtk (F 4)d 9JshA, Starkist
9 =oj7k3e& AlRH4)9A Dominick’s #<e)
a7t A3 10% FEANM TAZLE f9
3 4%28E 2oy Dominick’s MU Avjs}
AL Starkistd =vizHdel sl 93E v|HA
%32 9lth. Bumble Bee 44¥29 Dominick’s

AAe] #A glejME Bumble Bee Eri7H4
o] AlzH(4), AIxH6), AIRHT), ARHB)eNA vl
7t b3 FAALE fF YL vA1
Qe W, Auj7tE e ARH4) oM =of7HH |
d8l FgHS PAx gl (R 5)d <A, 3-
Diamond =ri7}32 AlRH2), (5), (6), (8). (9),
(10)914 &uj7tAo] dis] G Az glon}
Dominick’s #1¢] Auj7}AL =oj7tAq] o3
FHFYE A Zata i

¥ Chicken of Sea ="§7}4® Dominick’s
A A7t A2 4FE nXA Edx 3l
3, Geisha A4HAr}t Dominick’s #212e] #A)
o oM Geishad Erui7t4& Znj7HAd dig)
olFd Y S ZA Rah}, ¥HHZ Dominick’s
A9 2uj7tA& ARH(1)A Geisha w7+
of tiasl & vlx Sich. HujEA w9 A
FEL 29 ¥ 3 (negative sign)E 22 U 9
& FAACE g Zoz ez, Ho
ZR8%9 A7t 2HAFE 7o) RolAlE A

(X 3) VARZE2| A} ZHE 28t AIC(Akaike Information Criterion) &

AIC &
P Starkist Bumble Bee | Chicken of Sea 3-Diamond Geisha
1 -14.335 -14.871 -11.573 -13.632 -15.289
2 -14.336 -14.892 -11.629 -13.587 -15.208
3 -14.415 -14.877 -11.613 -13.585 -15.158
4 -14.459 -14.814 -11.577 -13.795 -15.108
5 -14.411 -14.771 -11.487 -13.814 -15.093
6 -14.355 -14.929 -11.419 -13.876 -15.036
7 -14.268 -14.863 -11.362 -13.908 -15.012
8 -14.214 -14.873 -11.294 -13.915 -15.092
9 -14.155 -15.172 -11.255 -13.970 -15.107
10 -14.118 -15.101 -11.195 -13.972 -15.049
ZUSAHT M40 M1 20114 28 197



3 g-dole

(% 4) VARRE A+-F8Zn

Starkist®} Dominick’s Bumble Bee®} Dominick’s

7 FEus Faus

i A07H4 (Ry) o744 (W) 201744 (Ry) Sol7H2 (W)
AH 0.188(0.020)*** 0.060(0.026)** 0.204(0.032)*** 0.059(0.027)**
Rin 0.487(0.089)*** 0.035(0.115) 0.543(0.115)*** 0.008(0.095)
Ri-2 -0.051(0.103) -0.142(0.133) -0.093(0.123) 0.004(0.102)
Ri-3 -0.035(0.100) -0.039(0.130) 0.110(0.124) 0.156(0.103)
Ri-4 -0.210(0.087)** 0.129(0.113) -0.184(0.119) -0.231(0.098)**
Ris = - 0.039(0.120) 0.138(0.099)
Ris = = 0.122(0.124) -0.039(0.102)
Rir = = 0.107(0.129) 0.069(0.107)
Ri-s = = 0.189(0.131) -0.094(0.108)
Rio = . -0.206(0.108)* -0.082(0.089)
Wi 0.011(0.088) 0.908(0.115)*** -0.062(0.142) 0.781(0.118)***
Wi -0.014(0.122) -0.216(0.158) 0.182(0.169) -0.001(0.140)
Wi-a 0.037(0.116) 0.178(0.151) -0.097(0.167) -0.163(0.138)
Wi 0.157(0.085)* -0.118(0.111) 0.413(0.167)** 0.367(0.138)**
Wis = - 0.058(0.171), -0.288(0.142)**
Wi-s = - -0.427(0.178)** 0.118(0.147)
Wit = = 0.345(0.186)* 0.198(0.154)
Wi-s - - -0.400(0.185)** -0.156(0.153)
Wio = = 0.165(0.145) 0.191(0.120)
PRO, -0.027(0.004)*** -0.014(0.005)*** -0.016(0.002)*** -0.008(0.002)***
Seas 0.002(0.001) 0.003(0.002) 0.000(0.002) -0.002(0.002)

Adj. R 0.7425 0.7207 0.7504 0.7772

1)* :P<.1,*":P<.05 **:P<.01

2) ()& 2593

o] FAzitt ¥, AR ¥UFo ud s
ATEL QFE FAZLE fofsiA gttt

2 A7 349 VAREF 712319 714 (18)
% (19)e] A F A%8E AAF2E Granger
AA#AAE A&, 1 AH7} (F 6) B
o] gtk (E 6)9M 2 2 K], Starkist®
et AR Dominick’s # el #1219
A g 24ZAFANNE YA Zo)71F )
A auide anzbde] BEgez 5% FEIAM
SAACE f9% Granger AAFA7} EAshe
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Ao Jeigtoy, wiEel Ao o
7HAe] Bgoge FARCE 9@ Granger
Q#FA7 EAA e Aoz YeEyT. oy
g A= Starkist 44427} Dominick’s ¥ o}
A A g3 AR PAE AAS e
¥ Dominick’s A9 Starkist A4kAlo] i)
A=A AXE A R¥Th=(F, Dominick’s
Aol 7HAFFAY) AHS gujgd. =, o
& TFEHAE=2] Bumble BeeS AAtste A4kA}
¢ Dominick’s A #A 9 3loX = Starkist
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i e i

Chicken of Sea®t Dominick’s 3-Diamond$ Dominick’s
_— RN e
v 7 5 o
2o 744 (Ry) Sof7HE (W) 207+ (Ry) ol 7k (W)
A4 0.099(0.024)*** 0.074(0.016)*** Y 0.090(0.033)*** 0.037(0.042)
R 0.436(0.182)** 0.007(0.124) R 0.788(0.116)*** -0.113(0.149)
Rz | -0.348(0.181)* -0.184(0.124) R 0.173(0.134) 0.043(0.172)
Wit 0.408(0.287) 0.569(0.196)*** | Rus -0.219(0.131)* -0.036(0.168)
Wi-2 0.382(0.299) 0.314(0.205) Ri-4 0.154(0.120) -0.005(0.154)
PRO. | -0.033(0.006)*** | -0.017(0.004)*** Ris -0.383(0.110)*** 0.062(0.142)
Seast 0.002(0.007) 0.002(0.005) Ris 0.223(0.104)** -0.051(0.133)
ad | 06505 0.5683 R | -0.051(0.107) 0.023(0.138)
, - Res | -0.028(0.107) 0.016(0.138)
Geisha$t Dominick’s R 0.165(0.107) -0.021(0.137)
A4 0.135(0.015)*** 0.010(0.011) Ri-10 -0.175(0.083)** 0.053(0.106)
Ri1 0.433(0.064)*** 0.106(0.048)** Wi -0.086(0.093) 1.074(0.120)***
Wit | -0.009(0.072) 0.804(0.054)*** | Wy 0.409(0.134)*** -0.355(0.172)**
PRO: | -0.013(0.001)*** | -0.001(0.001) Wi-s -0.059(0.144) 0.383(0.185)**
Seasy 0.001(0.001) -0.001(0.001) Wi -0.048(0.149) -0.110(0.192)
Wi-s -0.397(0.152)** -0.091(0.196)
Wis 0.319(0.161)* 0.126(0.206)
Wi -0.198(0.168) -0.155(0.216)
Wi-s -0.360(0.169)** -0.078(0.218)
Wi-g 0.652(0.172)*** 0.179(0.221)
Wi-10 -0.247(0.132)* 0.156(0.170)
Seast -0.001(0.003) 0.004(0.004)
Adj. R? 0.6903 0.7574 0.6844 0.7788 0.8325

1) 2P, 2np4 05, BX 0]

2) (e £EY9%

AR 749 n AR Tzt oM Avfrt
Zog 7% Granger AFBAZ} EAshL, &nf
713X ezt 2E Granger UBBAL &
At Fe A2 Uegen, o= Bumble
Bee A4HA7F Dominick’s # el tiste] 7pAA
=4S ou|gid,

Chicken of Sea AJ4tA%} Dominick’s #1134
9] #7Ald FaAME (F 6)olH Bof A Ko|, Evf
74Ao| 2vj7tAd taf 5% FelFFolA Granger

AYET maoA M1Z 20114 28

AR AAS ZA ¥on, Aw/HEE TeriAd
fa 4 uAA g Aoz Yehdd, @A,
Toj7tA e Azt s 10% FelFEA 4
FHE 2 oz ygsoy, (& 59 Chicken
of Sea A4ta9} Dominick’'s A¢lel Hg VAR
23 ENANE AuRY, ojud AXzejstAd
4 (lagged wholesale price)= F&HFA Lnf
7He a3 FAHCE §9F %S "AA &
+5 ¢ + gt #eN £ dFE VARRFY
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 p-dele

WS S

e T

(% 6) F 24 24

HY= A=A F §A%
. W=R 2.78  (P-value=0.03)
Starkist
R=>W 0.71  (P-value=0.58)
W=R 2.47  (P-value=0.01)
Bumble Bee
R=W 1.17  (P-value=0.33)
= e =
Olitdkes, of Gea W=R 2.7  (P-value=0.07)
R=W 1.23  (P-value=0.29)
, W=R 6.60 (P-value0.01)
3-Diamond
R=W 0.19 (P-value=0.99)
_ W=R 0.02  (P-value=0.90)
Geisha
R=W 4.73 (P-value=0.03)

1) W: =oj744, R: &of7H4.

47239 F A% Z2e 2A%9 Chicken of
Sea A2} Dominick’s A1 Ateld] 7HAA =
A7t EASA getha FE2304.

3-Diamond A4HAH9} Dominick’s #213}e] &
AdMe ZeiztZe] AujztFel] dig] 1% &l
M BAHCE {9 Granger AJTAE Z:
Aoz Yepgoy, avfj7td e Tujstgd 482
oA e AR Yeyt. 2 dFe ot
Z7E Starkist 4219} Bumble Bee A4tAHe]
BT PRI R BaA7L M e 1, A
o] 7HFFAR B5-2 4.

bR o2 Geisha A4HAF Dominick’s 47
Hopll #Aze] Ao YA E (F 6)oA 2
o %], Geisha =w7}4-& Dominick’s A<
o &vj7HAe] 8l Granger AFHAAES 24 &
ou, w2 A7t e 5% fosFEdN v
7t i8] Granger JHVAE Zed. oe
Dominick's ¥}l #2lo] Geisha A4z}
el 7FAdEAol 1 Geisha 4t abes 7H4 FFat

200

4< uig

29 2R 2450l & oA AAAE F A
A AH21E (Starkist, Bumble Bee, 3-Diamond)
2 2ujde dig A=A Aoz ddHn
ol AFAHLZ JldsoA e A ¥, v
A F AMAERRHE g2 ZFESe] 2AHY
t. Chicken of Sea A4tAt%} Dominick’s #|91<]
AdME ok FT& 7HHAEAL opd Aoz
e, ogdF /HH4Ax48e Dominick’s
A <o) Chicken of Sea AAkate] =uj7}2 ¥ o
g3l FE5HA dselA ol B HFHc|m
BARALE AT gk 423 da
go< uidd. & BNz AFHURC], (&
19 712%A%E %3 Chicken of Sea’} 4t
o2 & 7149 1FBA=E F /13 B2 /b
Zo| #ojen gler TAl BASE F Geisha
geo2 & BuZzle) g &g 2 B
A=Y ¢ 4 U

E 3hte] o2 Aol Geisha AAtaiel

ALt ma0A M1Z 20114 28



FEI2THUE 219 TR M| B A7

Dominick’s # Aelojd FAHAEH, ol
Dominick’s #2lo] Geisha XAzl di3f 7}4
AxAe] A& AAstn dde Hold. 712%
AZe £42 53 ¢ & A%°] Geisha EAE=
E ¥ HjFE 2toy Dominick’s ¥ e
A Bojde FAFZHBA=E F P *E 7L
Ao Fela gon, 713 & AoiFAEFe o
3 EEE BdFa Yo, FUFoE e )
M43 B2 s tid & 9EXE Geisha
BASy g BIASEY v g3 BA= 59
(brand power)E %1 glen, weby 1 Ykt
£ 92 A4AE Hl8 Dominick’s Al o
3 AdAHos o @ﬂ'@q(bargaining power)
< AYx UL 7FsAel F2 9nigd. a3y
Dominick’s #|¢1e] 1o1A Geisha BRAEE 5
o) & (loss leader)22A Etivjitze] 7AYol
U Al ae] A £23ES Ad F8¢ 2
=Y 7FsAo] 38, Geisha BAEY ¥ vl
2 oYY F5L FAe}. 2H 22 Dominick’s
A9 #HAM & wf Geisha BH=d] disf =
3ES 482 $3IA77] A8 28 Aty
£ AR A g 59 Sdss
A% vl s FREIIHHA Geisha BA=
AFY =oj7tdZ2Ad 4%S A nA s 7
(incentive)©] w}$ & Zoln, 7 A3} Dominick’s
AQle] FiA oz g F4HS Ad Geisha A
ALl digl ZHAAEA] A& Feln Y, v
A Geisha AMAe 7HFFAEAN ARHZA
(trade promotion)9] #|F 52 ¥3 Dominick’s
AQle] Avj7tAAEd whe-3tn e Aol

(E 5% (X 6)9 235 B3 At 7134
=91 7$-(Starkist, Bumble Bee, 3-Diamond
Aol e VARERS 45 (p)7h 4914 1022

AYSAHTL H40H H1% 20114 28

A7} 743 =A7} obd 734-(Chicken of Sea,
Geisha AAHAZHE ojzl VAREHY A4
(p)ol Hl3 ¥ AL & F At o Aol
A t AAY 7HE¥Sd 9L vA e FARL
2 Fo AATAESY] FelA ZdsEd, A
Azte HAARFIN Avjde HEZARFN
v Zoe AKE 2208 o 39 Ao £
F A& Ao,

V. Z3E

g A7 7y U AR Loy T
ZAHe 7HAARg #F ZAE A
Az} A} Zdol EAdhe HAATAAS ] @
¢ 434 d7e 7189 AgdFEd g3 73
HolA skou, 7 Aakatet Anjirel #A7F =1
Aoz EAEo 7IAMRAZ] ZAHoAE
TE A9 oFoAA It wetM & dFfe
VARE#HS] 30 712¢ Granger AAAALA
< 58 & A Aofd 2] HAARRES
EYdoz AFAcke HoA 43 9nlE Ad
g ¥ $ g Ao,

Dominick’s Blo|ElHo]2o]A AFH e FAF
z23 AFHg e W AAAEHR Dominick’s
wu e AQ Alelo] EAste M AREHo|
Granger Q%84 73S B3l 74 A4ApEz £
AEold Az, BAHA dA AAE F Al
AIAEZRE AL HFARR 0|1, Lujd
o] HAFFAEgE At =2HUeH, UHA
F AEERHE g8 23E0] =&H%e,
HAXA=A7E EA8tA %+ 797t Chicken of
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Y g g9

Sea AAkzt9} Dominick’s A AAZHH
BAHAL, o Yot Lujide] HFARAA A
7} Geisha 429} Dominick’s A12e] #
AZRE 2AHAG. ojgd 2L B € A
TE REAZTHYE Al EAshks 7HE4dx
3o AAAER olditte AMdS ¥E 4 A
Ao, #ejEAle g oEEs} ¥e nFEA
T AAAE0] Avfidd da HFA Y] HXE
¥z de ¥, 234 X AL Ly
of 3 7H4dxAe AAE 24 AU 714
FEAYE 1T + itk

2 479 Zde AdolerIdTASAA F
23 AAEE AAsa st Al 2BAE =9
Haxel, FF adia B JAAEY 1473
ARAE THete AYo|engATEL YA
2o AAA TG di& 2o d4AQA 4
S A$n a9 BE 2EE =28 £ glojok ¥
Aotk a23A FozH AYo|ERIATAEL
ARAENA B0 dAdAHoln {4 d7ARE
ATE F I Ao

T, £ 979 e SPAHY 20dS 53

F< Wofjan Qe AMAAAE F87 A
< AN gtk MEAAN AFHUSRo| izt
BHANN #8E AFHoE FEHAY 89 W
s W2A dgr] A% HEASE S
AN 2@ g% 484717 H3A &
ool dis] 7HAMERe 94X E e A9

¢ 28 & ded, & d79 dge YA
7} B AR} & nFEA=Y AE 52
53 Bdc #9E FPAn BejEAd g
YEEE RFo2ZN Avjdd Y FAYS F
AN F 9 Aoy ARA oz JFHAERS A
A5 AN FE2 Y F 2 BdF2 S
ojg} & Fn2E ANASAE EFdx, B
% 9] gle AFHEL =F] HaME g2
Ze FAPS0 FEHgAE & Aojdh. $4,
g A7 NHEARAY gAE AAFHA Ropn
e AIAEY] AFS0] FEHLE 7HF0 ¥a
HojZ o] dig &= o9 1 A 189
BJc 997t don g4s8n, 283 AFE
< Qs QNS Al dis %P ¥
g% 2 3, B AR 9AE 2A
Rdhe A2 FEd%G. 23U Aoz J}
Zo| g diftR 2H|AFE Adsl Agd
BA=Q A4 uE A7t AFAT FEHE 2
AZo] $EE 53 ¥4 ¥ Bdc g9 E /M2
4 9lo Geisha BA=7) 233 49 a|dd
FE St g2 73 BejEAed dig 9E
=, HAE g9, 49 o 3AFA 2 a3
AE AE 72 ¥2 Bo P88 gEle Aol
2 479 F2E F3Lgo] € F Y Aol
A, & 479 FEHo| AAEE ol g 7+
Axdel EARE dilcd Sz, = ¢
A (stationary)Ql AAGAE Bxe ojged =

3) AIAYE AErt A HolA] £F Aol VAREY o4l Vector Error Correction(VEC) 28-S $§ £40] o]20]d 4 gt} o
21U Kuiper and Meulenberg (2004)= VECEY Wl F2 ¥ ¥ (cointegrating vector) & FH#Fo2M AR} Anjat 2o
sk 7R Y7 QoA Avjido] ToitAR AvislAS 747 AP o|F $A13Hdouble marginalization)7} LA
e AR, Ee, i) A6)a £2.8 n2isk] ToislAAAE §A) Rala, gl Aojd] o8] AR =ostd S A
o2 Wolso|e Z4(retailer dominance” case, ©] A¥ ©|ZVAEIL LAk FethAAE Weln gt ole & 7oA
aEolRE A 7 JIRAEARE F 95 AR} AN A Ao AAkAe} Aot Alold] FlAA T} EASA] e
737t VECEEY 24 53 TREHE 4 glon, wahy VECEHY #4o] £ 7o 2o A B2 gt 9
Ustd, £ d7eA malshe A 71 JIAARAS 257) olF8As} Bashe A $o]7] HRo|t}.
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o o]f=2 A8 ¥ AFoIM+= Dominick’s o]
ElHo] 2o ¥E%le A AF FHHRYE T
9 FAFZEAE FHE 27t AYso] B4
g9t 22 ¥ o AFstelneld g ¥
HE Bl FEAZTALE T 7HEARAS] A
FteneEE ojm @ Ao|H S BoleAE A
e A% 9u e FF A7 FA7L € + U
o},
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Price Leadership in a Distribution Channel

Hwan Chung* - Inwoo Nam**

Abstract

One of common conventional beliefs about the relationship between a manufacturer and a
retailer in a marketing field is that a manufacturer is a price leader over a retailer. That is,
once the manufacturer sets a wholesale price, given the wholesale price the retailer determines
a retail price. Being a price leader may be strategically important for the manufacturer
because otherwise, there is no guarantee that the manufacturer’s pricing strategies are fully
realized in a market. For the market prices to be consistent with the manufacturer’s best
interest, the manufacturer may want to be the price leader over the retailer.

However, many people observe the growing power of retailers and, consequently the conventional
belief may be questionable these days. Therefore, understanding price leadership situations
in a distribution channel must be an important issue not only in academic area but also in
industry.

In recent years, many marketing scholars have investigated various issues related to the
channel price leadership theoretically as well as empirically. However, far less prior research
explores if and how the price leadership situation between vertical channel members varies
across competing national brand manufacturers in a given product category.

In this study, we directly address this deficiency in the literature and explore empirically
the relationship between the manufacturer and the retailer in terms of the price leadership.
By analyzing a multi-store retail database from a grocery chain (Dominick's), we examine
channel price leadership situations in the canned tuna category. The time series approach
employing the vector autoregressive model with exogenous variables and the Granger
causality test is used to investigate the channel price leadership. This approach is based on

* Assistant Professor, College of Business Administration, Chung-Ang University
** Associate Professor, College of Business Administration, Chung-Ang University

AT HaoA M1 20114 28 205



Y g-del?

the idea that the price follower reacts to the leader's pricing action and, thus, the follower's
reaction will be observed after the leader's action. This time series approach allows us to
identify a price leader and a follower for each pair of vertical channel members, respectively,
in a straightforward fashion.

The analysis results reveal that the price leadership situation between vertical channel
members varies across competing national brand manufacturers in the canned tuna category.
Among five brands (Starkist, Bumble Bee, Chicken of Sea, 3-Diamond, and Geisha) in the
category, three brands show that the brand manufacturers are the price leaders over the
retailer. In contrast, different price leadership situations are found in the relationships
between two other brand manufacturers and the retailer. The absence of a price leader is
found in the relationship between Chicken of Sea and the retailer (Dominick’s). Chicken of
Sea has the lowest retail price but the highest intensity of promotional activity among three
premium brands, which implies that it is the weakest premium brand having a relatively
weak brand loyalty. The case of the retailer being a price leader is found in the relationship
between Geisha and Dominick's. Geisha has the lowest retail price but the highest intensity
of promotional activity in the category. These results imply that the sf..rong brand manufacturer,
not relying heavily on promotional activities, are more likely to be the price leader over the
retailer.

Key words: Price Leadership, Distribution Channel Members, Game Theory Modeling,
Granger Causality Test
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