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A Study on Determinants of Category Diversification of Internet
Portals in Korea*

Kyung Min Park**

m Abstract =

The study suggests an answer to the question of what determines category diversification of Internet portals in
Korea. First, as external factors, competition intensity and market growth are hypothesized to have influence on the
degree of category diversification. Second, an internal factor, user loyalty to portals, is hypothesized to influence neg-
atively category diversification. The study performed empirical analysis based on weekly portal-specific panel data
of eighteen Internet portals in Korea during the period between 2001 and 2004. The result shows that category diversifi-
cation increases as competition intensity increases, and that category diversification decreases as user loyalty
increases. There was no effect of market-level growth rate on category diversification.

Keyword : Category Diversification, Competition Intensity, Market Growth Rate, User Loyalty,
Internet Portals
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FosFo A BaA foe e T, = Frokct. &, THAFA Fhelay oAE g }
—01175, t=-396, p<000D). TR =Z 7} 3 = A9 @& NEeR 254 vEste] 1A
2 y}eae) Aol bate], t7H Fhe| el thzsk W
t-2a= 01 = -’F" S AZEA AR 27 AWz 2718 ‘lagged dependent model
s o *}%6}64 43 E"M o] mele] FHA s
NZOHLQJ}.,] Wa7beA 2 kAN S oy 7 2d A5 A9sta A4 Ade A F 4@
T2 Ay WA, Fe e g2 "y A g Byt 2d |, 29 2 :Lm w4 39 A
AZE AE Al FHEH gAY A RS FoE 5%, 1%NA 25 71 717 57 54
AHEA 71202 AE P ols SHEAE A et 2 49 OTOHL 37 k= (p-value =
AU F A48 TEd FAREA AZHtotal time 0577, A4 E(p-value = 0932), AHEAFAE
spent, ©|3F TTS)E 7|EoR AbEsiA AFEA (p-value = 018N FAAFT & EF fFoss
& TYsHA Ak 1 A3 FHo dy 5%l A f-o]etA] stk

i “”"

_V_, fo mo m SN

ru rr

m{n

f‘

=

£

gold B PHAFINE FUW A%E 9% £ oo, A=y oz ws gald s
AT AF Fol, B 49 A% THW WE g9 FF olgse B4% wre A8dnsk
ABY S rBhE within B7F 02594 0192 @ ok of 4% F&Ws7} MsE okl e
Ao, F2 W hF FAAFY FA9L  olel FlolRo] s AYHR L)L

CE 3 278 112H0/EF £AM(Unbalanced Panel Data Analysis)(Z &8 4= : Category Diversification)?

WHog 241 29 2 243 54 4
Log(Size) 0.0898™ 0.1125™ 0.1308™ 0.1064™
(0.0062)° (0.0063) (0.0079) (0.0065)
Competition Intensity(B;) 35165™ 3.7623"
(H1:8; > 0) (0.3746) (0.3717)
Market Growth Rate(B,) ~0.0041 0.0453
(H2: B, < O (0.0391) (0.0412)
User Loyalty(B3) -0.1175" -0.1131"
(H3: 85 < 0) (0.0297) (0.0232)
Internet Portal Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Autocorrelation coefficient 0.71 0.81 0.77 0.68
Fraction of variance due to fixed effects 0.78 0.78 0.80 0.83
R¥(within) 0.1822 0.1311 0.1274 02511
Number of observations 2246 2144 2246 2144
Number of groups 18 18 18 18

)2 p< 10, Tp< 05 Tp< 0lFE AZ) Feuy BAWs As 2 ¥ duiASs 24 @
BuE kg

P)gke] e FAAY BEA
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(negative binomial regression analysis)e A48}
of ARG 1 Ade 7t dE & A7
A9} Ao WA FoFN 2F I
th 2oz B =5 7igste d5dgE, 3
o AFnde) e me 3A WA P
HgAQ Asleln & 4 g Aol

5. 24 &

2 =5 T2 Wes M9uy w4t
x99 sz ttste] nA= Jde HEsg
o FAYo2E ARAE, AFATE, 2Fa A}
24 F4%7} FHE2E tZdste)] wx= Gt
e FHEES 27 % Ak 2ok o2 niga)
o FEHL olE MMAES HF3) 98
187 ez e QIEHY 25 E Jtes AT
£ Adgict 1870 el EE e 20013 9¥oA
20043 1287179 17659 ARE wgo g F7+
E79 ddA 5 (weekly unbalanced panel data)&
T34 AsE 4T 47 7M1 71 3%
AR Aoz e

B =19 o]24< 79, AAo| v 9H
Uxge sleze] dztslel] o Exjo) tha), 9
ez 2du thgst A e 718 Ay
SOl EE IY/IERAA e B FEHgE
Ao a9t Qs AFATE 5l HAF)
te Aol &, AeUEE Jle e o A
TE f8iAE, Aokl WlsA dFEo
g A7 2 EHinter-industry  diversification)
Age g, A9y ohZbsiwithin-industry di-
versification)®] #WgellA XpEH o2 HIdoF g
S $AEtz Yot F, AdHE o)y Agrut
ojEX g FAUNE AAo| Xd9 sz thzt
3t HYE F2AA HES Fo2 Boprl= Ao
ob 5, 6], ANt = BAo] N EEFE XFEEL
FHelag) thztalel MY E gt Aot o
213 7 g ozs Fe] =AE 2 A e
YAE o) = UX7t olFd] tig AT =

Z& F AtH2, 10).

ER2E, ez a7 B F &
Ul AR AR Zol7t JEUEE FhE g
tztsl wWsje] 49 dAYS HZHETE B
Bwilozy ud T AHEA BAo] 7149 WY
o} BEE Ao nxe G g3 Moo= ¥
£H 02 ANFHTE Holth AAZAE i
ATE nAFAEYG NA4FH}e] BAC x5S
L3o] S W VY9 W4, 53] AU vl=YA
Mo Aea FAES T FHE e gzt
o] BA E A7E B AU Agolgn &
F ek

B d7e A7 #HdAM b5
< 23 gtk AA, x99 sheluy d4stE 9
Zo gaoz Egd ¥do YA YN 4
Aol &9 Bart J5S g5 B 5 Aok
T3 ARgAFAE) 22 ¥HY B JlHzE
02s 3E7t 2ol B o, 719 149 T4
To ¢k A9 719 WEet gAE 2Ast
7] oJ@the A& AR AT BE A9 AAH
< x99 Jleae gzt 249 A4 @
Aol Frelstthes Aot &4, £8 43
A BAAREI 2o AL ARAEY AFEGE
o] Erh= AL udth AAH HFARE} =4
U AR AR 2e o, JEUEEL FlE
2gd g3 AEE FAda dTAHRERE 4
38 ¢ Itk AA= duaes & I ZAY
2490 20019 5H 20049 LR 72 XHof o3
Al YAz AR FAETE W FEAY
o dsxE JhelnE gAsE AlEstd ue E
0zsl 27184 Hgth w2 A7) F
B IEAgA A5 HAd Yz AHA F
7t w9 AR AS Fte e
tztslgo] 238 YolAle FAE Hola Ut
% 5R Jenge ASRAEY olde] FFde
BEE Bojx k. F B dT7dA =28 FaW
F AARZARE MR AT FHS B3
Zt x99 &% JlHug 043 AeE A5 5

& A

oz 4t o



Qe EH | sle|ze] o3t Ao i A 1

d ZEtHE Y] EHQEo] 2t AT AA A &
A= AlUA &7 58 askR] Eait) kA
g EA g EARlE Foll gEEL dg e
o] 1 Z]dA A 7 & HlFE AX sk Aujx
ojtk, =vldl Y #49 FHL | Alo|ET} 7
ZFHSE AA A2 B TuQle] vl A] Y
g a2 E&3ty Mgt Hojuh e

2 E e 2 99 #48 Be =udA
Aol #E 433 AHE ATt Yok EH,
MR FAEE ARY AR Q) s =
AelA| RBotal £iEA i A FAIeR A3

At ‘%‘%’:31—?, 2 HJ%% T AR TR A

23E Xﬂ’\]ﬂ T AN 49—§ ckasl=g

FF AT b BFoRE AR XAy
NG A, & =9l Geivre B AMA 4
= A% g Bgdsle Ugoz A7) 19
T A& Aotk ??} Y AR} Tl S
Qo= AREAFY] QAT-EHA TR, ALERLS] A
e 5 o8 7kx] E4o] AT Aoz AzHET)
9 Aujs YoM 53] EEANT, ARVE B
< B AR A3 A8 (within-category inter—
action)?] A= T ¥E Fbelaald ARzt
F el ae)zt 243 2F-8-(interaction across categories)
T2 XY vt yHeE AAsked 4 o
&S wAHeI ZgiEch AR 54 o

23t 293 AHUELS) QAzte) DA oo
F2A77 A% Ao Jgun, VA A7
4BEE AEUEYS vdAT Sl BE A4}
A2 Az 3 4 e sl
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