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Abstract 

 The purpose of this article is to analyze the coordination between core business 

model and new business model in MarutiSuzuki. There are two theoretical frameworks 

in analyzing. The first theory is a business model theory and the second is a dominant 
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logic theory. There are needs to create new dominant logic for new business model 

according to a dominant logic theory. But there is variance suppression in changing of 

dominant logic. In the result in analyzing, there are mainly two problems in creating 

business model of mid-size automobile in MarutiSuzuki. The first problem is the delay 

in introducing of new business model from variance suppression and second is the 

problem of organizational distance in developing a mid-size automobile in Japan. The 

solution presented is the promotion of new top management, holding new dominant 

logic and delegation of authority to foreign affiliated company. 
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:   

     2004        2005         2006      2007       2008 

A1: Mini      132,706(16,53)    91,865(10,76)      85,401(8,34)    71,102(6,03)      54,875(4,56) 

A2: Compact   469,844(58,52)   552,794(64,78)   693,916(67,78)   842,474(71,50)     864,318(71,95) 

A3: Mid-size   172,153(21,44)   174,555(20,45)   201,615(19,69)   214,444(18,20)    238,709(19,87) 

A4: Executive    22,272(2,77)      27,714(3,24)     36,687(3,58)    42,536(3,61)      35,110(2,92) 

A5: Premium     5,674(0,7)       6,236(0,74)     5,818(0,56)       6,906(0,58)        7,310(0,6) 

A6: Luxury      126(0,01)        159(0,01)         288(0,02)       662(0,05)        856(0,07) 

             802,775           853,323          1,023,725        1,178,124       1,201,178 

 * *Mini Compact Mid-size

Executive Premium Luxury  

: (SIAM)  
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2:  2012  

:  800 A  

     R            687,871(79,58) 

:     

:  SX      176,278(20,46) 

:                         188(0,02) 

                       864,337(100) 

*  

: 2012 Annual Report  
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