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A Case Study of the Korean Home-appliance's US Market Entrance

based on the Disruptive Innovation Theory

Taek-June Kim”, Ki-Woong Kim", Taek-Cheon Kim"

ABSTRACT

As a export-oriented Korean company, entering into an advanced and big market is a very strategic issue. In this study,
We analyzed the new entrants, korean home-appliances companies, how they defeated the leading companies based on the
Christensen's disruptive innovation theory. Korean washing machine gained 25% of market share in total washer market,
and closed to 50% of market share in premium drum washer segment in US, competing with GE, Whirlpool who are No.l,
2 company, in 6 years. We present some insights for successful launching in US or other advanced market. Which
including, industry information, Market share, distribution channel, competition status and many empirical data and
information. Until many papers, studied about the technological acquisition strategy and related theory rather than marketing
approach view. But in this study how differentiate, and how leading the market in view of new-market disruptive innovation
products and winning marketing factors.

Key Words : catch-up, disruptive innovation, Sustaining Innovation, Buying hierarchy, Washing maching

* gharakg )| 8tal 7 <4 8o ik1234@hanmail net)
Rl Rl A S

- M1 M RHFirst Author) :
-HEL(20104 6 142

FHA

=

CZEE - WAMXRKCorrespondent Author) @ ZE
), 04 7€ 15Y)

sHA(IXF: 20104 7€ 13Y), AMEHEL (20



RO B @ 0GE Al 58 Al 43 20109 84
.M 2 Mongomery('98)= A27]4 9] o]f o2 1)71e4
o] 9] 2)F-=¢k A 9] 414 3) BrandW 4 ol W2
3} 71a7190] PAAES B ngolhn @4 WA (Switching cost) & kT 2 2
S wIA e A dste] Local HE7194 BN (Follower)®] oo 1)FUSAa A} (Free rider
AEA o2 XA ottt AT Ao Bkt effects: R&D, T7iA} 15, AFY 718 -5 H]R) 2)A]
ARAQ TG A5 GlE BRAGeRAE A, 71E9 B4 AR 371E B FRFAE
A2 AR QoA o3t Ak ol Ao A A =22 713]E AF (Technology discontinuities that
QOIS B Aoljle] ATEE 22 7| SEBA provides ‘gate-way’ for new entry) 4413 7] <] €}

AT7F Bekth webA o] d A7Ee 2 7
A8l gl A 7]eE5e o9 B F58k=
o BRlA Y] A7 Bekth CRTE 2He-3ol A
LCD TV, CDMAREE, w| 2] jIEA] 59 Abe &
TAA AR 7l §5, 9gSR, FH3 A7, A5
9 50| A77F 2Rt e ATl A el 43
HA)71g A=529 vHAE 24 7hv|ete] F4
g 34 A 9 AlFE] At

2 AT tE =dAE719] B H4A4
golA e 7)& el &
Emerging 714, Xﬂﬁ‘oﬂ JJrZ: afaL "Jéfﬂ

3te] o] A& WwhS F73 71E 7|9
o3 ot

o] 3

=2 of
m“i
oo

P

%A

E

A4e = wa &2

(Disruptive Innovation) ©]&
s

= Agks vHAlE B3l

_u.4 OHTI
fr ol
rot,
J—U
N
>
[
N
s
1o

21 ME7Iin S8l

A% 7] 4 (First mover, Leading company)< A%
of WA Adste] gagk AAE Ak = 7S
2, 3W79e =A AT e FARNE AT
o dRrg o2 A A 7)9S 7|9l Hlel
< odE 7 4 3k Lieberman and

J(Incumbent inertia; 574 A2kl lock-inol &J3F 41
713)289] A, 71& AEF2 Combination T-4
22 ARA S 7\]1—10}1 Ak

2.2 mju|A Al JH4
1979 SEolEM, 2jsElee eI
d# vHThe Innovator’s Dilemma); 1A 2+
BFAF e 7S FEshe AS B8 o] 8o
: O]h 71EAFAA ZFole H
| (Sustalmng Innovation) 2} ¥ &= 7l
84 (D15ruphve-lnnovat10n) 2 Y=F
'FIL/\]XO]'% FEIAY 71E NS A e

2
o
r>~

Y

B

_I

Je ¥0 fit I S
4:_1‘

> o
tlo &

ne e

ot
A

N
ro
A

I
4
20T

AP
H_&g
o

>

i}

El

idl

il

o

>

P> d

rx
o,
rir

o
fd
N
>
o
(o
fftl
1o

=

=
2o ol
o, S
-
(NG
o
1o
=)
b
K

k1

ox
10
ral'
_u

=
vy
i
o
v
oft
iy
Ip
2
ok
>,
rlo

PR

g5, 5 71 A9

gH A a0 2 HE Al Ik 5
S S A7 9GS FEFATE Aol o4
WA S 7 Al S A (Buying Hierarchy)2kal gk



A48 olgd] 97 @AM A19el MRAE AT A A7

olglgh 377 7l&o] EdEHE Al7lde d4AY

¢ 2L &9 MEo] HAsHE A%} Beker] Ao 9B

N Over Spec. 9] SONYE FET 4 JH Ax o] Bigoz &
Sl e 8l

- ey old g B3 7)eo] 7] dAldAE F

37 HA 7Y Al B AL IARER] Zobe o] f= w A 71w o] Al

A 2 TFEZFUF A2, A9e E5EYs) FAEd /X & =

231 N #A REE 72 5 Q7] mjEolth. AL 7HAE =T S A7)}

Fig 1. Disruptive Innovation Model ZEa1 e AFoly 22 A2 IR 2 gt &)

7] W2 ol 3432 oA 7F LA 7] 2ol o
HEEE JM HAe A A /RS AT T
4 9lth. 299 997 84 (Low-end Disruption) 2.2.2 710 AZ%= (Buying hierarchy)

g AFA Xb] 7% iJri'V# &2l (New-market A2 e 1S 1) FYSpec. FH I %
Disruption) &.Z Uro] & 4= 9]t} k< 379(Over shot consumer), Low-end A &2.
g 594 )= —°r°i]E R R RN R S et 2 olFo] 7ksst 17 2) of® AFT AHIEHA A
NS 7THARRE ' NS TEste As 2 U S 3 87 of| ARt A H] 8l 317 (Non-consumer),
o (2) 71& YA 217]E FAL 71E 7ES Hold ATt AgelA 9122 E A AlFe] gk 17 3) vt
= AF, 7H8 HAE TV7F obd 21 CRT TV(E 2k Ao g, ELEHF ] oM A&H 02 FHES
HE EYX Ao 2ol AHRN AFLE AIFS Hol= I ( under-shot consumer), 5 A2 A&
o7 g A -5-olth 21 ZjMdRte g A717] FE 4o E i
4ol

oA AlFS] ol APS AFe ol 382 )%

/3 (Functionality) -> A%/ (Reliability) -> #]/3
1A £&2 2(Sustaining Innovation) A o plEF= Z=o] Th

%; o 8 ABe A8 (Convemence) -> 7} (Price) & WHEshe &9 AR
A A = Al AA7F dojupal AZ e A BtaatE A
ai Ry 7\, ol Sg#0T A9sha Yok 27 A4RANA S5
A 5 | () 391478 A Lov-end disruptive Tnmovat = = =

4 T TS B8 RIS ] ool 7o) 2
e T T ZHE QS T YW s BAIE A1 AT A

. /\7L

/3 vlaLe] o] 27 ©r}. A= wpA 2 @A o] o] 24| &

- W RE AFo] 129 o8 eiage] He J8F
(2) ig—f:}g ‘73;52 (New-market disruptive Innovation) 5 ( Commoditization) Atk Aol
7 2. JtA e of AAIEe] T 34l
Fig 2. Price destruction & New-market
disruptive innovation

_71_



W BRI R

ulﬁi nL Zﬂ 5:"[’] Z'" 4§ 2010]/:] 89&]

0L

olr

8 3 7 2Fols ABE

Fig 3. Buying hierarchy

E 1 7o) 28 g2 Fees

= Toa

Table 1. Key factors on purchasing decision
3 F8 Abg

71554 L 71RARl 2 AT wE 5 Y

A L AFE AFE FE BUE 7HA
(Branding) ©] $&. ex) Intel inside

CAFES FadEde] Aed Awsd
A% -5 (Speed to Market)

AA A1 WkS-2] (Speed of responsiveness)
a7 AH] 22 (Ability of costomization)
ex) Dell®] £ HA

712 . 7FA9-9lol 93 A% A4 (Commodity)

A — = =
223 7|=0td|A HAIAT|Q =T

37 P71 YRAE

ALl Me-To A= 2.

o

2 AR Low-end A4S dl’d 0.2 143t ©
REt 7R A=E ‘9_‘25*1 ]75}% %354%‘3}

AZ7F WA A ﬂ
719 71&

A
2 AT [1], @54 A9 &8 42, @

DN 1% 45 AR} AR ol
AR woke 71900 b0 ol s B

A AR A7 72 o] F0) ke 2 & 91k

\ﬂg—ﬂqﬂ-ﬂﬂma\

g iz

| phi=e, 2

O8 4 AF ige &
Fig 4. Concept model of study

£ Q7E 27s0e o2 Hgow A4
AYAAE FH0Z AN B ZATA AF
& 8291 87, ) Z1e A4 Bl A7 4
$o Y3 g2 veko 2 ATse,

N, Al o132

20009 A3 LG7 B8 FIa 8] Belale

AHE B%E BT SR AR B
W 47%0] ek, o) @371900] 115 =R A
A% QAN 2 5 9ok B AT AE o] A}
Fajo] $4719j0] A% 719

= 5
AL A Yl AE 3 AL E AR

31 AR 38

20023 v A E7] A1 - 775 gl FHER o]
% A (Top-loading, Agitator Type) MIE7]7}
9% 2AA e AFAQ A Al 1
AU LG7H2003, 443 0] 200513 A7 A= 2 A&
3t F A7)l AR A T YA FA A3 E
A Front loading W49 =3 AE7)7} §43] &

7}t AT

72 -



3284 o2 o8 B 719 WRAE 4T Al AT

¥ 2 AT £ HI(EHR: i %, EX AHAM)
Table 2.. Market demand changes(Million units, %,
Source AHAM)

Year | ‘02| ‘03| ‘04 | ‘05| ‘06| ‘07| ‘08 | ‘09
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Table 4. % of Net profits (Source: Company's profile)

‘05 ‘06 ‘07 ‘08 | ‘09%4+7]
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Table 6. Washing Maching Market share(Sales amount,

Source: NPD)

2006 | 2007 2008 2009

W/pool(%) 19.9 20.9 17.9 19.3
=271 4(%) 9.0 16.4 21.1 25.0
LG(%) 7.9 14.0 16.3 15.4

A (%) 1.1 2.4 4.8 9.6
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