SHRX|SEEAAEE S| =2X] HoA ®M3ZE 20039 128 (pp.137~153)

e-MarketplaceOllA2] Bl EZ0f| o)t

s 2

O|ZH+ O|R{&
2T e HacFgosty (ANSH KA HA A P M E
{jklee @kgsm kaist.ac.kr) (jwlee @iis.kaist.ac.kr)

H e e—Marketplace«] g & 9 viAx o 9 4L dEE Fad g AW
Ae Ba1e] £5L FA3} uioln], FFHA 7 Fu whe] 2 LKA € ¢ AR AF
AR =& 7)1¥e ‘3'—9.‘ %01%51 Ak w2bA Bl Pel AR B3 g EoldA Wiz YRME i
2 A 23 WY WellM B3 =29 A4S JHsske WY 9 A2 dig 77 Besith & d79A
T HAEAS ol8F vlwdn WHE AL 1 Ay WPoz HujAe] bned A 2dg AR
e-Marketplace7|%t ®luwpuf ARiZLS] Hlw@i Al2¥E HASn 7T vazd AY 24 AP
(Competitor), A4 AlF(Product) 28] AF 2] Al%K(Specification)l] i +2E T FH L 2830, ¢ Al9)
AFE A 48539 7154 AGE FH FAR Y dojA AFol AL AFA AL FARAE A%
(Similar but Superior) #E¢] 3 v TEZQE FAYEL EFo g ) vusd A A2de Hn
7Y 8] A} HH3gle] DA o|HATE F8 57l PCARALY Hl2ag AFARE AHESl TR EE]] S 75
sRen, g vlagn Py duig A5 BrHE $B83ch £ e-Marketplace7 % Bl ARQIARe] HIRE
ol g vuFn FA WHE A3 ATh

EEHsY 20034 74 Ax=dy - 20034 9¥ WAXX : O XY
1. N2 g9 4t HuTdE FA  P4Ex

[Forrester, 2001], Az B2C ®&9] 10%AHx7}
Z‘iZ}*c}ﬂi‘Hﬂ o]H A= e-Marketplace® Hl3L H@ 7] oo]HE o) JFS wE Aegw

Tl )5S oL B 299 AF ARE A3HI AcHAboutcom, 2002)
F3 7o) gAMYL HEE AAsE 7o A AW ey w7 Huage) 2 £9

B ZH 2 AT AH2E FozH Fo Azt H]-&, AFAR ot A F(Information Overflow),
H &S 20l1 HAHYA 7 P &S W Ba £4F 5o FAFES Rojx Yt
Folz itk 20023 A 2249 Fuhapo) 529 Bl &9 9 g RS A= AHY
Ae7t iaTE F8 71502 973 10%3 F3e] YAXNT AzE 2098 o] AF A%
T AF A8 lew[About.com, o] dAH L= JATHIMM, Internet.com, 2001],
Bizrate.com, JMM, 2002], 2006\d9]= 22+ o AsHA 43 359 F3 =Z(Impression,
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Click)& EA3l= 2 33 =& HEE4
FARES B9 F1 H71A ZEelU YA
7]9ke) 333 W (Flat Rate) R.ohs A5} 7)49h v
£ 3} (Pay for Performance), ‘& #l4¥ (Pay
Listing) &9 Sl FZFA 7¥ F1 ¥y
(Cost Per Action)o] uislslo] 7la ith
[ClickZ.com, 2002].

AHlAtoA 2 €A AFE EFHHe &
} 3te oA SeA B vlaTe) ¢
5 AF FR =59 7|3 e US £
Aol wekA HlmTuf AFAH]
Fo|HA Wiz AFAXE HA
e HY WolA 21 k&) 584S
HAg s Wy 2 Al&gel oig 977 g
=

£ 479 BFHe giArt FuAES 5
A AF ARE AAA AF) EHHo=
HAHEE cAse AAE AFFo=2H B
Ao Hlmgn FEELQ 7A4E AXFPYS &
Hog Fr}

geia E d7dAe AF Ay oy
AH)At i AR =F 737} £S5 A
AEFS FUHLE =& 7137 B2 ZFAALY
5% AF vz A ¥uFy HES
3= 99 ¥l = A (Comparison Challenge)
2dS Agstn 1 Ay wiozs Hujzt
Pl dvluxd AY EP(Comparison
Challenge Planning Model; CCPM)& A3l
e-Marketplace7] 9t Bl 7o) AMYA}e) vlwmFn
Alz"E AR TET VEH R
A=HL AE o AF(Product to Product)®]
HluE 7|gke 2 3, AFL viue T AF
TR e ASE AN @Y RfAHE Bdd
ZAZ o FARAT S vl AEE Y

3
Y

o rif

od it o
=
i

to

ROK
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P
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el HlaE7k)(Comparison Value)s 438
A gtk vaEd AY 2de HEHY vz
A E o83t vinFx AYS] HH3 A
< A3t A2dojth

B =29 74L& AW 33 E vluFad
AEY A7 FHES ZAR D vlupuly §

FAAE AHED vasd AY A28 v
wL7HA A4 dAS HH3 @AY F gAR o
FojAn, AFEHAF BlE AP Hlu=d A
#4 & AR EAth ¥u7tAE ol & A
TR FYS uwARez Huxd A,
=X 58, 293 vla 2 = BA ALEe
Eate AA vaxd ALY FHEE A
At

N
[0
rat

A

2.1 91

m

P

A F3 A7 SHL AUl E4S
ad2 wkgste] AU AR 1Yl F
k3o 3k A} A7 [GVU survey, 1998; IAB
study, 1997; Schlosser et al, 1999]2 %€ 7213}
d F3[JW. Kim et al, 2001], &% 33
[Gallagher & Parsons, 1997, Bhatnagar &
Papatla, 2001] 59 wWyog Fxu =28 3
e F3 AAS YPE dFE°] EATH o
RE A7E°] £HAY ZE 3Y[Gallagher &
Parsons, 1997]°|\} 7 4jo]¥(Bhatnagar &
Papatla, 2001] & ¥ &g 75 AHDemo-



e~MarketplaceollA{e] u|mEXol| oEt BTHE =Y

graphics)®d AU X3ZE 59 AEAsE
(Psychographics)d AEE @43 T 3
A9 33 AAE AL gloH, =% A5y
AO]HEE o]&3l= B3 AAH[Yagar, 1997;
Siew & Yi, 2000}& 9% Ajstz k.

AT £ AFE BujAe} BAA AFol 2
=AY ERL e 3 AEEY P g
F3 EAXRYE Aoz stk AFE EANY
Ag AAlS @3 AF[Dologite et al, 1993]7}
Aoy 1A Fu B E7 g 7F 3
29 Hg AAZ FFFHY I HYE 7
Atk

22 Huzo

u}A 8 Aol A9] Bl 2B 31 (Comparative Ad;
CA)e 1 A& BY 33 BHA=9 ZAX7L
o] FZ}Fo1AY F53Q vl PHES 9|3}
™[Grewal et al, 1997), YT AF/AHlE &7
AN B AFoit &30 tigh vlm PH o]
Ak 1970dd 2 uj= A3
(Federal Trade Commission)7} W4 &3 o}
oM BAL 3 AN AT A3} Eoz
AFEte dAlole 9=, T2, SF[FHAY
A48, 2001, 9= & THE A F7HE
A @HH oz g43tEo] FLH1 e 4ol
THHwang et al, 2000).

HuBFIE 2 AAMNA FAMIE AR
bakis

3-8 7zshe 8% (Differentiation Ad)¢)
el 2 o] A8 [Pechmann et al, 1991], 32
HA Ao webr Fa g FAAte} vim
AtE Fol EAHE A4 vlaFii(Direct CA),
BAAL BRobe IR AMRS ARshe T Hlm

Z(Indirect CA) 22|32 ¥l ZAYES] FA|
7} gl FulxF(Non CA)Q g2 Jdd
[Grewal et al, 1997). 53] 159 ANZHFE
o g vlagn FAe JIFIEY A7 g2
@3 ARFFEY FaFvt AH vndx
2 WPy o Fex 59 Fuaw
AdAM 71 £ AAE BYHGrewal et al,
1997, Pechmann et al, 1991; Donthu, 1992].

€ A7E AF o AFY vage FdAA 3
A vlagy S A oy, Hlal§ A
HAX e FARRFA T LAY e i Hla
FLE o s oz Aol AESE B
T a3stn Yok

3. HREH 29

H e oH AFAEF gA4)E o= v
WAz ) 2 RE Folg RAAA) ] AL F
AL AYsle 7152 v ¥ = (shopping
portal), HlxTu] oo)HE(shopping agent,
shopbot) 522 ZHHAT Frj 7o) th-3-3iA
AHIAE AN A8 Alo]E9] o AFE
e AR E FR8t BN, 43 A
& AFTL #uRE Zolre 9T FPske
Rolth{e]A ¢, 2002, J K. Lee et al, 2001].

W T AL 71& vy MulAaEoe] Zte
FAAES RA3IHA Y47 5848 33
Al Ay vEBFLE o] gste HluTE =
dojtt.

AEEAE <aY 1D>F go] /AR AW
oA AF AAGe] Aoy LA eA FH =
Z 7137} AL BRI AEL HAAY AE
I AMFS AR HadA A fFAREA T
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A AFEE Tl AR 2Tt 52 3
AL AF A =2 H=E vlugns 44
I BN Hlag Zdojt.

HEsd AY 2de HaEAS TA e
FHElH BoiAY A AT B HinE
A =4 BEs Ao W o7 AFozi
B AF o AFY vlnE 58 uluPy LEE

P2E HHsteto] TP

A3 Cralimge Sektmg
[/ Fran My productte Campetitar's product
08 -
H
| No Competh ! Price Competing Area
| Area < y . LAt
faias A .
g N
e S
g \ "y
H Performance Challenging Area
® Competing 2
=] Area o
&
& p
1) P __H|
.wv:w?'l{@%“,k.“’i!?’v — w'ﬁ}’“""Wﬁﬁ‘wﬁjﬁ@wﬁmﬁ g ,,yg’fﬁ&w» ol P9

<3dg 1> HeEd td0H-4s )

3.1 Hw =M CHAMAE

Hoat AEo] it viwEd gy AFELS
the9o] =A A2 S(Challenge Propositions)$
1 dAgdh
Fal 1. 7HAu AN 7HAALelE AP = BAA

Y 718 - A} HE e R Ao,
7}AAke] AP7F B BA AFLTFE
vinEd diidelt.

Hel 2 AeuladA Aeateld ‘A0 = At
A5 - BARAEFS 3502 Fo3i,
Aol A7 FL A AFYFE
A didolch

Ha| 3 7tFxto] APS AsAte] AQTL B
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BN AFLFE vluz A dott

He| 4 7} o] AP0 Asate] AQiK0YU
AAA AFL vuxd diige] E F
k.

He| 5 (Nujz3 A2, Dominance Proposition):
AF AMFEAK dist Aujuln =3
9 7% £4% olE ‘AD* = A} AL
Fak - BRAAEY AR ez FaH
W, AD/<0Q AAA AFL HnEd
t/de] 8 4= gl

ole] FEEEHH HuEdH s AR

B 21eM S} Zo] A} AlFel vlws] 7hA s}

e 2ol AuFez Y A AFS0] &

& ‘Challenging Area'd|X A} AE3} FAME

AR AFE] 78 A3}

32 HuTd pg 88

Hlp o] Mul2e) i ERE FPFoIH
vnEd 2de tig BF A7t 7bssitie]
A4, 2002). Berryman®} JK. Lee® ®l=2UX
2d BF Mg Zo] Hlayn $9AE
aA 39 sEl F44, B, Feiz gy
ol B & gy, djale /1408 28
QA Weighe o e AxdvAe} KB5S
22 Y 4§ ok

vl &gzt 9o wimERA, AF A
FAmad 53, 200218 2 o wimTe)
2L <F 1> Zo] & YA TREE AE
F71 psde 4 2l ggHE vlusd
2dE A + Utk 4 vlnEd 2de v
AEAAS 1 o] HE 2ASAE F714
o2 AR + Yok 2d EFoN TojRE
SYAZ 3= vm) Zde Fujat AN



e-Marketplacedil A2} BiRTXol| 2|8 ZDAR 24

vl 715 A

A g=th

AE

5 BlEEA Ty xYs

ol AEH RUEe HAER AL 3T
Z oAy, AAA U A3 ¢ vaxzd A
Y g, T vusd 52
& 4 %GR o3 vim ¢
(Display) @Al o]t}

EHasd AY 2d A7 <E DY wn

:LaJ. Lk

LFne FA

A 249 FoA e-MarketplaceZ ] o= 3
£ “CompareMe” ¥I2EA 2B uF E3,

20021 g A F AAs 2 AP o t@-9- »

Hazd A s 38 deE o

33 Hlnk=d A& 2Y

HREA AY 2de <ay 2> o] Hlm

<F 1> HIDEN Y 23
vl o 2EXt | 7of 2e BIEH 249 i EMX}
o AR
3ilg| — CompareMe -
—| H Ilg
= e-Market place MCDMH| B 2 & =Hol| X}
dofjujmzg Compare-Auction
—_ & EHol X} FESToRAL 718t sine @ Compare-Store & T X}
mhoj X
H| = Ttolf X} Hxgofx} 7|8t g n 2 Compare-Them H| z= Eto X}
ol Xt Toj X} FOHRF AL 2
-Dominance
-Weight
_Stategic Weight

) Comparison Value Generation

<38 2> djncH™

=1 Result

c)unengd

Ag =d
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A

b1
¢

& 33 AYAS 8TFARY 712t H
€ HEEd F3 8FARE BolEola A3
3o FEZEQ FAES BEoE HluEd
AY AAFez FAED

331 =™ M3

w3 A3 (Challenge Policy)& =d A¥
A QA AL AEEH] FAHAL AFETY
HZERS A 8FARY BE RS o
th =4 Ao 8L AAAL 7)¥HCompetitor
Driven), BAAE 7 Z(Product Emphasis), 7
AL 7} Z(Specification Emphasis)9] 371A] 4
38 34 I & JgHez 23 FE5o o
2},

<E 2>9 Zo] £d AYL 7|12 HA(Base
Policy)® %7} A3 (Additional Policy)d] & ¥
F2 UHAT ZAA 7 A BAASE
Zx 2RRAL 718 A &3 53] 3R
Ab 7k Ao Hm =F aFAEre §HES
A "5 (Default) Aot £ ZAAF 2

ARe A3 AMgol A5 37 Ao

Z 28 =H AYELS FHHA AR BH
oz FHHY AP 7N ARZH F PIH

= AME o] WE¥ F gle(Mutually
Exclusive) A& o]t} o] AR =dFPHo] <1
Y 2> A9} 2ol nlm=d AY A2H9 8T
At dEAga HAst 2y A A 9%
=3

HN

KX
=

332 MM} HHg Al0|9] A

SRR A3 2F Aol FA FAE
<23 3>3 o] AND/OR IHZE o] &34
FEE 4 Atk =AY FE9 HH3 2
(IP Model) & Atolol 54 /8.4 (Specific
Element) &< R8sl 34F o] 7IF
a=g

53 74 2482 7 =AY AXRH
Fdo|n A3 wyo] BAHGL AGA S F
At FAHA 8TFAME o)

<E 2> EHFH
A_§H =
HyEs e e ul D
Market r o1 x4 = -
P gl Ei‘_:‘ae I MM 2y A
Competitor Driven T——
So ox X . -
P2 S|t = Strategic Weight
ARk
7 N1 . .
P3 %tz EFE 714 Dominance, Weighting
Spec Emphasis
P4 S5 Atk 1A & M elEr Ak Dominance,
2= ™ Weighting
ps | DUiXel SH RAHIE 2@ Hota] 74
HE218 =™
eI <L Product Emphasis =
pg | S2Ael S8 WAL HBBY Mot 7Y
HEI =A™ < = -
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e-MarketplaceoliA|e| B|REMof 2|8t LAY 24

ARAY 7 =ARASL AHg vy T
o) QoM 2 FAAL Wsh Aol thgk A}
83} B¥0) Y& £ <E 3>& =AFAY

IP Model
Layer

333 TEMHN 9F @4 Al0|2] HEEAH

H23) T40) WL WF 2 A4S Aol9] 9

FBAE URHEBA, Use I3 I(HFBA,
Influence)®] F7FA] #A EA2 R¥E Zolh
ol WARHS T Fe AHI 23

<E 3> =¥YH A& (nfluence Map)

Challenge Policy Terms
Variable Constant
Xe V Ti | vi G | | i | fei | lei | Jloi | Iey | 16 | lei | g
P1 | Market share U U I U U U U
P2 | Strategic weight U U | U U U U
p3 Price dominance |
Price weighting [
pa Spec dominance |
Spec weighting |
My Product budget limitation U U U
b5 My Product exposure limitation U U
Specific exposure assignment U U
Specific challenge assignment u U U
- Competitor s budget limitation U U U
Competitor s challenge assignment| U U U
R SHEAI A S| =R

[meriey

x| Hod M35 20034 129 143
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LTSS PSEE JAT £ Yo 1Y)

#d s

Xit A2F AE 7Y BAAL AFE jol g3 (vl
=H AAg)uiuFasEe EA(Display)
3]

Ti={01): ZAL AF 7} BAAL AIF joll dig vl

=R 4R of

#a 35

cit AR AF i7F BAAL AF joll s vingx
¥ A(Display)®= 33 8§

vit AL AF 7Y BAAL AF joll ois) =g
2HE 3 vlurtA

Ib: Limit of Budget, a4t 3=

le; Limit of Exposure, AHA} A EE0] ZARJAL #)
E jo g8 BRI =E25E 4 23

lci: Limit of Challenge, AHAF AlF 7} AL Al
FE9 vuzd 4A4H: g=

4. HSH A2 A2H

Basd AY Azde =4 Azl a7
AogReE AF U AFELY uwimrtH
(Comparison Value Matrix)& AAsh= @79}
HE7XE o] 83 EATR it 2 =3 F
o A 24 §o8 FAHE HYAY =Y
74 2 43 @A2 FAED

<E 49 22 AFS AFE BHE B,

<E 4> HAIEPCl AP AttZL ofA|

Attributes Units Value examples Comments

Price Amount $ 1,499
crL Type N/A i&r:gﬁr_nrjPCeloron Athlon-XP

Speed Ghz 2420191613
RAM Type N/A SDRAM DDR-SDRAM RDRAM

Size mMB 1024 512 256 128
HDD Size GB 120 80 40 20

Speed RPM 7200 5400 Revolution per minute
CD/DVD N/A CDROM48x CDRW32x10x40 Type-Write-Rewrite-Read (Max

DVDROM16x COMBO16x transfer speed vs. 150 KB/sec)
. Type N/A LCD, CRT(standard) display

Monitor - - - =

Size In 157 17 18.1 19

) Type N/A Integrated GeForce AT!

Video-Output

VRAM MB 16 32 64 128 256
Audio-Output N/A integrated SoundBlaster
Network/Modem N/A Integrated 56k-modem 10/101NIC
Sw N/A MS-Worksuits Office Money
(01 N/A WindowsXP Windows2000 Linux Home-Edition SME
Warranty Year 3105025 6-months 3~-months
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e~Marketplacedli M2} B EHoll 2igt Z0AE 2H

AA F8 AFH AZX 57/HAKDell, Gateway,
Compaq, HP, IBM)9] 87/} vl23¥ PCAES
ez 20029 59 5Y9%E 20¥87A #38
A5E AHEIen, vartx 449 H3Hs)
#3L tg7 2k

4.1 HImEx] YHEH

vl 7R 9] AL 19 2049 o] AF 4
H) 2 (Pair Wise Comparison), A4 #e3} A
Aol 9 AY¥x ALHRelevance Matrix) 1]
I 8lw7}x] AAHComparison Value Matrix)9)
JHA o2 FA4ET

4.1.1 RIE 4w
AE Bulae 4 AFgol i ARFarel dis)
A 2 7153 Ag }oj(Functional Distance)E
G o g X3 Quantified Value)dtd AAF A

E3 BAA AEL vudt 4 A%y
Agt= 07 1Abe]2 A 7F8H(Normalize) 3}, A}
gk Apole) ¥FH FAse O =AY Y
F38t2HKnowledge Engineer)] 7}& A4ld] 7}
B o] R

<1¥ = AA AF(Gateway #1,GD3 7
AL AFDell #1,D1el] tht Buln HE-& o
Al gty

4.12 Mgty me 9 HAH

AETY vin A{Y wod HJz AL
2 Nearest Neighbor €318]&{Kolodner, 1393]
< 7lwto 2 3tk Nearest Neighbor WHo g
Vg 23 AFES 2 ASwY Aols 7
Mg dig HEAE 2y FAEE S8
o, FAFFA T AR} A Fo] BA AFA A
7 =(Superiority) & S .2 M vl T A
A) A (Screening)#A-& ARt}

AN E= My Product Competitor's Product
Product Number G1 D1
Manufacturer Gateway Dell
Price 599 999
CPU Cel 1.3 P4 1.8
RAM 128M SDRAM 128MB PC800 RDRAM g
HDD 20 UATA100 20UATA100
CD-DVD Drive 48x CDROM 48x CDROM
Monitor 15 17
Video Adapter integrated 64MB NVIDIA GeForce2 MX
Audio Adapter integrated Integrated SB Pro16 compatible
Network Adapter 56k PCI, Integrated 56k Telephony modem
Software work suite 2002, word, encarta MS worksuig(e)ogooz money
Operating System windows XP HE windows XP HE
Warranty(year) 1 1

<3 4> HE @ ofA

SHAX| SHEAIARIEHS| =2 X| ®oH F3& 20034 128 145
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<¥ 5> Nearest Neighbor 22| &0l 2|8t
AR

Sim(a’, a") for all product  j
Sim: Similarity fn for primitives

E'::{S:{ilgn a* k™ Spec value of my product
Function as the input requirement

a* K" Spec value of competitor's
product as the retrieved requirement

Weighted

Score T (wx ~ Sim(a®, 8"/ X wi

A A 713 AT 71E o] ALY
2 FHHE A% gz B uesy,
the-¢] STEP1~STEP48 FAHTh 1Y 49
AE WS Z STEPY HE3to dAstn, b
A=A Q7AH) Qg g 7HERIg HExe]
M-S <Y 559 E-S A4

o o Pty Competitors
Compa
Markm ShacefP) ., [6285 . Jorzs o [oioo . [3074 o057

]
|
|
]

Swategic weighting{P2) e

Welghting your challenge preference
Spemification Policy

e o Fegx
Factors

0.5

=
cPu r

Mermory(RAly r (=T
Hard Disk Driva(HOD) r 0065
Momitor r v
COVD ROM Drive T oo
Video Adspter r ps . e
Sound Adaphir © IU.UI []
Netwiork Adepter - 0T 7 —
Bundisd Sefware r [
Gparsting Symem i pos
Limited Warranly snd Seppeit. T ID.272

Mo e

<1 5> THYY 2TAY Y s

STEP 1: AAAMAIE i(GDS AAA AF (DT
ARFgke] Aolg =A@

daip = ac® - apt®, -1 < daim < 1

JtARte] = ARAE HF - A AR =
0.333-0.199667=0.133

146 =X STHEA| A SIS =2X| H9AH #3E 2003 1289

Aol = (w.CPU = (RRAKCPU - AAAE
CPU) +w_RAM * (AARAM - ZAAF
RAM)+ w_HDD * (XA} HDD - 7 A A FHDD)
+ w_CDDVD * (RACDDVD - ZAAE
CDDVD) + w_Monitor * (ZFAFMonitor-734) A
F Monitor) + w_Video * (AFAFVideo - A A
FVideo) + w_Audio * (RAtAudio - ZAAAF
Audio) + w_Network * (AANetwork - 732 A|
ENetwork) + w_SW * (AASW - ZAAE
SW)+w_OS*(AAHOS- 73 A A E0S)+w_Warrant
y * (RAAWarranty -7AAFWarranty))/
Weight_Sum

={0.168 * (055 - 0.81) + 0.059 = (0.12 -0.125)
+ 0069 * (0.125 -0125) + 0202 * (0.2 -02) +
0.046 * (04 -06) + 0.048 * (0.2 -0.6)+ 0.014 *
(02 -02)+ 0004 * (0.8 -06) + 0.064 * (06 -
0.4+ 0054 * (1 -1+ 0272 = (033 -033)} /1
= -0.05878

STEP 2: “Auiz =44 "E A3 2
AEFS ARFE vl el A AR

No Dominance factor, 7}Zz}0]>0, 4%-x}0]<0,
So, 7kA Arget 13 4% ALY Al
STEP 3: AAAE it BAAL AF jT+ 24 A
o] A S o] &3 AYJEE AN
Price_Relevance = raipi’ = Simlaci®, api®) = 1 -
doiy, 0 <rgm <1

7V A¥x= 1- 0.133= 0.877

% A¥x= None

STEP 4: ARAHAE i} AAAL AFE jit 715 4
I g A

Relevance(rgipi)= Price_Preference * Price_
Relevance (I'Gl_DlP) + Performance_Preference *
Performance_Relevance (rcipi®)

HYE = 05 * 0877 = 0.439
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4.13 Hj@IIX HA

Bl 7pR] 9 A AAAFE % AAA AF
jZte) A=) tig WA A Plolv P2e] A&
SRS B8 olHAY. whef AF AR 54
o W2 ARAIEY BHE B3 4 AAAE
of tigt A FA Ago] SRR gedd
vl 7RXe AR} FY3tHvymry). AT,
ZAYOH Z AT AxAPE BlH= 53
(b)E A-L8Hvy= 1y * by).

A FE&E HE{Gartner 2002]8l= P1 A&
£ <2y 5>9 Competitor Policy$} o] 34
FHH bE  (ber=l, beomee=051, bup=041,
bgateway=0.30, bism=0.23)9} 2t} @A 877) FA}
g digk Blark] A4k § Azbe 87x87¢)
Comparison Value Matrix(v;j)2 gt}

42 Hin=™ HFz} H

Basd AY Azde duixt YA 2}
AL AFES o= AR AF vn=d & AY7
g 2Rsn =3 2 vasd A3 o vl
B9 &3 AL A4 § 4 A =4
&3 Hl@stAE st HHgse A2
o HA3e A¥AY =Y F, 23 gF
(Objective  Function)$} A ¢F4)(Constraints) 2]
74L& 53 o)FAh

42.1 B8 g

Husd A8 842 AF i AF vladA
Hlu33 =232 A st Y] Sdisl

Atk Wby B e 03t Po) FeWh

Max ii vy Xy

i=1 j=1

422 HIoH|

Aoka o] AL 33 A 2R ule} o)
vl =AY Q&2 2% #AE e Al
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Abstract

Ad Planning Model by Comparison Challenge
Approach in the e-Marketplace

Jae-Kyu Lee* - Jae-Won Lee**

Comparison shopping is the most popular functionality in the e-Marketplace. Most of their revenue
has been generated from the Internet advertisement, but the ad earning was declined as the ad costing per
action method widespread. Seller less familiar to the customer shrinks from chances for advertising and
exposing their products. So, we need an efficient methodology subject to the seller's ad budget and other
constraints, and it also has to increase comparison broker’s earning in the e-Marketplace.

Our research proposed and developed an ad planning methodology using comparison challenge
approach which can be applied by 3™ party comparison brokers. Comparison challenge planning is
organized with challenge policy of competitor level, product level and specification level. With that policies
and basic challenge propositions, we measure the quantified value of functional distance between the
specifications of my product and competitor's product. My product challenges the comparison using the
comparative ad format to the similar but inferior competitor’s product based on quantified valuation.
Comparison challenge planning system has two phases of comparative value generation and optimization.

We developed a prototype system and applied it to the desktop PC market of five major
manufacturers. Our performance was emphasized by comparing to other comparative ad methods such as
random display method and minimum distance method.

Key words : Comparison Challenge, Comparison Shopping, Internet Advertising, Comparative Ad, Ad
Planning, Optimization

* Graduate School of Management, Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology
** International Center for Electronic Commerce
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