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An Effectiveness Measurement Framework of Comparison Shopping and
the Role of Comparison Challenge
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Abstract A A 9 AaeR JHEA [4,5], 18]a v
2 AT vae] and SHE Hs WAL 7EY TEA H‘jL 2 I
YA AE AAsHL olE F3 vl ulgtuf o [3,10,13,14] ¢ th4st FFg=clA FAH
Ay gHgds A fi Tk fujzl Fi Atk SFAIRE vlugu] Q] zApA|eF TRl A H]
Y HlaEdoe]l o g& % 1 vt A H o 2 7l Ee e ad5A HECY =gF
AE WHAS TH }‘:‘r “HX}«] T U A A A g AAE AFTE o] HAA &S
S+ HAujrre] AFAAE HAHP)LF oAt i, AA7A Y vluge g ae] ek A=
o] AEAR A FFE WHE (B Aszgo olt} A5 Fz AR FAM(Information
2 QY & Jon, Fujzte] AFAHE AA Search) WHES o] &3t FP=A7] W&
Fo2 AF ARENS B3 AF3] vy of Hlmujel g FA (Effectiveness
vl tw] F Al S A Measurement)3} ©|& o]&3 /|A AF7} F

HE 29 s,
pEwe] WERo R 4% Ald Agolth mebq, ¥ e waTu) &

3, wnlel e Wnaus A% 7 Ao 49 A5 BANE Ao maAq

dAe] AFEAR JAFES WHATE o] =aAYa A B8 ARFAARA
ohouTh EEA P sk wasd  wpee] ous dwetn s FRAQl Wi
o FRaL FolA vlu astgel 2 A A AR AFPWE ANFLE A7) HHom @
FEol sEHoR WadES st ward o

golr), dAAde Fal waTizt 9.32%, mae) 7)) avpgel BE B A

Hlu =0l 19.11%9 &34 235 walow, Al vz w4 AA, iz w3 AA,
EEd vaEd Ao adpde o FY aga A d3e] AAR v d¥E

= o T ok vlaFulry FERAH R An|Rpe]

“HX]?JQ HXHo2 317 vl oy #AH F

Z1¥9=: A, a3, SHZYIYA, 1 M= Fwjxl #H(Buyer's Perspective)©]

S| 7 FAA Bl Hr) o]yl e}

of vl &84 AHAA FulAtY FuivtSE

1. A& (Buyer's Satisfaction of Purchase): ZH|=}

o FujgPHE HAYst= MY T3Sk Ay H

H] v (Comparison Shopping)—t‘ A =2} & Aoltl, durxow HFEHLS AH|x}Y

d AAHE g A =25 FolA & 371 o= HAE YA A dAGehe gL

HZFEol Al 7Fd dibAola &3k AjH] 20 2 Ao, o NI EAFF IL}E}

t}. Enuri, Bestbuyer, Omi, Shopbinder < =+ AFSI AL, A i} , 7143, 2l RSl #

W "t AH|~E H]EgE Pricescan, A B F & E] A A Y] g

Mysimon, Shopper, BizRate, PriceGrabber AGA A wEEE AREAY wE7EA] A 7E

o e Anj2 Afo]EEo] tEA Q] v u o] A&AAS nyE AdE 4 Qo =3 T}

njo] dAet & 4 vt Bluu) 75 A A, AH|2F 233 AFEA 5o B did
F4A, 7tAAA ) gz A T Ay A ] wel g 4 Au[12,1].

GA BAHS FHoE S oy A G QTEI *c}ﬂiﬂ‘)ﬂ’ﬂ/] H w709

Aoddt Fefzket 719 Freiabe] Fejabg s o) wRo] S5A4% AlFA Y dsi FelA
AQeeh, e By A3Ee] dHUAAA  H(Point of Purchase)dl] A|&HE Muj2 7
A 2 A [13,10,6], JAEH vl= Solth. wEkA F Ayt gujAke] rnks
Uz wal 47 9 2 S8 [1697), BA  woh wwiame] AF AAud wudn
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(Seller’s Competitiveness)S €43 o3t
< Agtst 27l AEFS FUPE A5 &
AEttar Agojstt), kAR AF2A 0 A
A= AYA A4 (Geographic Proximity)
o wAFHoR QaA, 2 AU A
&l o= AR (Information
Overload) ¢ wAlHo= A3|A An|A7}
Ful oA FulRpe] AE AARHe| #IH A
el ARE WHskR Eake AV EA6)
ot =, ¥ A Fujrte] AFAHEE oY
shAl gpeter 4= oi , wEbA Agek Sz
of A3t A% “Hé}x] KXot Al Hla
€4 (Market Inefficiency)O] ksl A Ho] 2
HHoz Fujd o3k FujHEE AR I3}
A Hh

ol A wEEAgel ejavhs #HoR
BE B A3l Fujxte FulvrEsE g}
of AEEAYH AEe} ko] AEAE Q1A

% (Buyer’s Informed Level) AFol¢] %2l
7 (Functional Relation)® “ge]star, F-vlj =}
o @zt AlF gk AFHR AAFE
w2 AR A}H(Information Gap)E A% v &

F9& SAsE 71EAR AER ARES] W]
wywe]l s 54 e aE N

mngﬂ

et vt dd 5SS Jfdse HE
2o A5F HEZ2Y2 J_Ea% 1]}\]6‘]—1:]- Boo
/\
e}

.

it

l

= vl ags A= O ZH
H] 1L %= (Comparison Cha enge) OP % A oF
kil TV o AARRE o] &3 AHS F3)s)o]
O AyEAN =Ed =d dgy ouE 24
=

2. FUiREE THJYPA

2 A= FujRte] FelEEdSs AR
TS 2YdYaE F+AgskE 37HA
x7)eta Aweit. 71E vAE 4
7ﬂu]—ZI:L~ /\u];(]. O17<]—oﬂ/ﬂ xﬂ
Y ARt EHVIES 294 o =7)= v
o] Aol AFe AHA7E vlFel wAA R
sfo] =t @S Arg waku[15], ot
B WMEL | JE3 ole@ JEeniy
AAE Aol Pz FF} [1,12]. ¥
FANE P FrREEe Z4sn w2
o Ay B AN, FRIES Y
Gl 5 Apeet ofe AE AT J
CRZHE £ o AFS FHgoRs By
Hi Py Zg 0w Aelg,

TogE JFoR Tl AU (Pre
Purchasing Phase)oll A ujxle] Jrujrtse
L RoHol AEAAY AR WHE) Y A

wo| WE Fujabe] ol E
4ol AAR AHoHAY, B Ao A
Fd((Formalism)e] @32 g $AzFHo=
Hl ol F= 7l AH(Comparison Broker)”7} $l+
3 wiAl(Disintermediation) “gE]e] “gA
o v 7HA7E At sFAske] 57139
o},

2.1. AIF ZAAY 9 (P)

A4 AH H & (Product ' S
Competitiveness Vector)x= Fujz}e] Ao
zbk= AAAAG e AEE v, i Al
Fol A= Ao AFTL ng VIFLR
xdsith, weba P W= Al oA F
A= FruEely thFo] ndA T Fol] 7
AFE Fadolar g3t (Normalize)® 4
B2 A
P e

=1 A& Fd9 e

P=(p.p2ps.... Pn), sz:l,ogp,-sl

i=1

AGAFEo]l pol tEARA oA &
att. AA AFE AAIGS] TVAES] VW
fr& A57F PHEY oA Ayges ASE
ATH11]. 2001 TVAIE 7helargle] A
&S AFEste]l 10709 AEFHS 2
7kA1 o] PHIE 9] oA AlVHLES T
Fo] A3
o ITEAM TV: [0.194, 0.194, 0.187,

0141, 0.1, 0.062, 0.04, 0.035, 0.034,

0.011]

e PDP/H{Wad TV: [0.348, 0.23, 0.155,
0.141, 0.101, 0.08, 0.08, 0.04, 0.02,
0.02]

o AP Al

% 4 3

w

m\l

[1/n, 1/n, 1/n, 1/n, 1/n,

919] 37}4 PHE 9 oA AUEeE5S B
a thedt e P AU BAT & vk

=10.348 0.023 0.155 0.141 0.101 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.02

-|p
P, 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

3

r} {0.194 0.194 0.187 0.141 0.1
P

2.2. Tujze] AR AAF=F ¥H (B)

Tzt AR JIAFFE HEHBuyer s
Informed Level Vector)= Fujz}l7} wjj =)o
AE AAY ARE AASL e T
level of awareness)S vttt BYIEH & 7+

AQ Feiae] gl SlEHolvl, mekd A
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B YE] = [s+n Fuj3}o] Y o157 HE
B=(bLb2bs.....ba), D bi=n,0<bh<1.

i=l
7 oA 4wk 1 BUEE o

W, Zb ez AFe] g IAFEe
sl Api= 2% v 3PS (Comparison)dl 2]
3l Ak ok RS =] 7} (Grand
Proposition)3te]  Zgel9as  AAsA.

=, 2 A7 TRy AR JIAFES v
9 Aol Al A Oé"i’ﬂ 294 AR
AEZE M WA H7E Fol 3 vl 9] $-9 7‘43
Froz skl HIeklth Bakosel 7
de #Fx 7bsd 7HAAERSG = %7%@&
AFGEZ ol Fskdnr (2], vlaege
Aol AR QA FEE Hlue oS e
g wEx] ofysiH, o]l vl [ Fof AE
Aw x5zl Aot A% wEEAel A7
d 4ug guat oee ATEHe 9
2 7] B3 A S BHYH Ay s dAsel
=3
e pio =4
O, O, ...... ]
o ¢ FIA FuxH(Full indifference):
[1/n, 1/n, 1/n, 1/n, 1/n, - ]
o Aukd iz} [0.9, 0.7, 0.5, 0, 0, 0.3,
0, 0, 0.1, 0]
0gdt gol BAER WHsel BT &
Aygle Exog= BAs

SATAR 11,0, 0,0, 0,

B, 09 07 05 0 0 03 0 0 01 O
B=/B,|=f1 0 0 O O O O O 0 O
B 0.1 01 01 01 01 01 01 0.1 0.1 0.1

3

2.3. 7Y FHIRSE (S)

T A} 2] FulttE%= (Buyer s
satisfaction of purchase)= PHE{9} BHIH
Abole] #EJ 4 (Inner Product) Zl2kel ¢]%
272 Adger FAEY. Z PuixteE =2
F0< S< 19 ARge zton, §= 1% )

A7y 2k AEEY] AAYS %‘rd?_ X]’“ZO
2 4 e WE Yrlsid, S = 02 Ak
7V 2 AFE AAY g ARE A A s

A 23 A4S ojvlg,
Sl = f(P,B) =

n) - (b1,b2,bs,....,

=(p1, p2, P3yeeees P bn):Zpi-b,-
i=1

olakol FuintH: ZYUYPAE FAGE
38 AEESY U 22 27HA A9 S
=g 5 dn

Proposition 1: %+ef 6& TR RE AEE
S e ¢a 9l TufRbe] A Fugk
ZE=0)= &4 1 ]E} f b;=1 for all 7 Then,

as ipiZI, S,-:Zn:b,-:l
=1 i1

Proposition 2: A5 3 ,, 3 o tishA, Tkef
AEZAZ A7k p, > py ol AR A
B 91520l b, > bebH(S, P} @
AFY] AHEE & AFET ¢a dod),
F4 S, > Spoltt.

-Sub proposition 2-1: if p, =

then S;>S;

—-Sub proposition 2-2: if b, = by and p, > py
(3 AFol v AFEHT Bl Arkd),

then S, > Sy,

pyr and b >by,

3. B34 (Comparison matrix)

TFujzte] AR AAFEB) L oA
=9]% HH(Grand Proposition)¢} #o] 22 A
FETY AREAN o vugw #AGE F
ARk wistd 4 glth. vl g E(Comparison
matrix, C)< UHX]'/] HH olx| 4 st

stapgo] Fujrtoll Al AlFE o] BHHE W
ShAIZITE =, vl gtef(A] a e FRb o] o
2 oyl HluwgHS FASIa[6], AFHE
& Hastazl sk SRt Al Alsek, A
NHo=m Fujzte] AFAHHE JAAFTTES W)
A7 98s g
Hlu gy Col 484
kAtol o] vl al7l5 A (Comparability)2] A=
BAIEY, Ha7bsAd S vl 9ot o] § A
AFEZE noll & ot} AEFFTZ ne &
d AFa 52 5A vlaAu] Afo]E QoA
Xqi A& 5 = Zﬂw«] LA EA T HAE F
Al Fru Aol ofsiA HA 9l MeElw o]zt

o= A ik Al

o rlr H‘Lln-lkl

i Cp Gy e Cin
Cy Cyp  Cpy e Cyp
C=|c; ¢ €5 cs,
.................. Chp v

| Cii Cup Cuz oo Con |
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web Ceo T4 e e Ee
E4S 2=t o = —% T AlFARe] 9] B L
7hsAdol e §les BAISHAL, ¢ = 12 F
Aol A= 3] Hlaxo] H WA K AF o]
sl obd wlavbsA AlTdElE o r] g

C=[cyl for j=1,-,n,and k=1, n

0< C/kS 1, Cix = Cijy Cj = 1

Hwdd JRE AFste=
AN A= E 7HA] Ak AlEES EA g
MAZE 57 A} Al Foll A A2 e
A 8T, AFE =AF7R] ok vlal 24
H o] 3A A # of Comparison), L83l A=
u]jf_ H,] z7].; o] 3} /\JHH %:E_ﬂ'g] 3
A# of Attributes) -‘4 Ak EAHE ]
EAolt, wheF W AG7E vlwAFe] AR
S oA, 7 LTEO}H] I1H3E 7 Ae

=
£l
e
oy

2 10 off o ofN

Warbsd del A wwe Teel g
Zrol AE-&7+ noll Hlﬁﬁlﬁﬁfﬂ ARH =S =
w o] o,
(1 Un Un .. 1/n]
I/n 1 1/n ... 1/n
C=|l/n 1/n 1 ... 1/n
.................. | R
|1/n 1/n 1/n ... 1]

3.1B¥H W3

2 HME  9dA 7|3 Grand
proposition®] WA BluFuje] deks a1y
ato] 7]sekar Aw gt
Grand Proposition: 2 7 7x}e] FJH Q1=
= (b)= 28 AFERY] JHEUE Ff

A B3 E o

olgA mmALe Bd BuEe] Wk
A3 wAsA v FAe e
’ zll%

i

4 mdow vey, tes g

ld — - -
b = b 3 o] WA & Y3, T
Z

Bnew — g(c’ Bold)

3.2 v ¥ &g g(C, B)

Al S ko] BHE S WekAIIT
el 29 vadgdo] aejy BHEe] W
SRS Hola drh olH gk HE Ak €]

g MEAAE S AZE bMo] ArtE

elelels

Cp Cp  woene Co __

whebA] u) 5 7k
EEERBEREFAE:!
gon, WA gt g
g}4e 54ES el

BHE 2 CH|

A5 o=

=2 A Fv}
o waulol o3 W

O0<b;<1foralli

Ab; > o for all 1

b < max(b;®? for all i.

If Ci,b,"* = g(C,B) > Cyb”* = b
(Because ¢y = Sl G = 1) for all i,
then b™" = C;,b,”

5. Ifx bf"d =0 for all i, £ b"™" =0 for all

N

=45e Fude TuUREE B
T 2, 9o o
o BA5 AR sulA 54 UsAY, w
oF AE WG AT 27
btk F7bA9 An QlxsEe] wWahs
wobsai Muse AESite] dsE f
e vaTr 4 548 nelg v
dare dudown goy go 4o 4
o)
AR

b"" = Max(Ci-b*,Ca- 02" ,Ci3-b3°"..... Cin-bn""")

3.3 Hlun &34
ke Fuxie] A b
Rk o S WXl FgE vk

H| 3 - 1f] 9
Effectiveness)2.2 AHold 4 Qv =, A=
FUREE SVE AEEe] vlagel

AvpERA tes go wawt,

rr

Ho

§""i= f(P,B"") = /(P,g(C,B")) = P-g(C,B™)

ot o] Fujxzte] FujutE=o] W3}
o] Bl TH] 7]%5e) o FHdoR A
2o Al bV Tl Ak i9] w] el e
UH EC S SVE HugdY e FuurEs
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3.4 HluFu] FARY 9%

o|A|7kA] o] ol A9} Zro] mlnlTtu] A
H 2 (ZF2 FAhe] 93t 17 13 o] H]
wPFS P FujRtol Al AFsta A
Hog Fujzte] AW QA FFES WHIEAIA F
WS EE FFA7)E Aot

No comparison broker case

Buyer’s Seller
yB Product’s

Si=P-B=(pi-bi+ p2-b2+ p3-bs+....+ pn-bn

N Seller
Product’s

*Add comparability

Comparison broker case

SZ Solving the information gap

=P-g(C.B)
*Maximize decision quality
EEREREEY

a9 1. 4]
4. vl E=A

ghek gket Hlaedd el A|Fo] 7 st
WORE W PR A ¢ = 10Tk AR 1)
WA|FES] =AH# of Comparison)’} Z7pek<
2 ARE A7re AA5H sARE Qg H
W7bsAd e A7k LXHO]‘7] o o, £ F

Hla g o] Agolyt &8 &7k sttt wet

A agye] G A l e g
Aol WpHe nmaEel FTAHLA FolA] v
afAdol & AA AEZTESE W H/ﬂ NIl P

AFol TEAOE HUHES OVC H| L =7
(Comparison Challenge)®¥olt}. HIE=HA
W Folo] e AlEEe] A¥AoR niuw
HES 111 HadA S sHAY =& 1M
o vjuA HAL Fo=H A% vl
|55 &3l TR vl A AEs A
ASFAY Bla Q7 DA oo AlE &4
T AREo] AAME HUHEE HE
(Comparison Table) o ] e v
(Comparison Advertisement) 2o =& L3
AAFE AR AF WHolg [7,8].
= WHe a3y 29 22 dAE 3
AE SalA dAaE= A9 vad A o st
H WA S FallA] o4&l vluFtuj7t 7hs
StE5 shi= ZIWoltk vl kel AH# of
Challenge)+= H] A Z 2] FAH# of
Comparison)7t S7+&45 #AA|= vl 7bsA
of A 3 O R AEEta ok A v A
BATH 99 J”X“* S87= QAsA, v

N

Tl S AR A9 vasds A P

T |tk

' __---- challenge

GG ! 3
%SMWI,,(.N =[o5 04 0.1]- g[@ QO} {oﬂ [0 504 0. 1] {1/2}
1||o 0

Comparison

0

i 1 @ 73) 1
Setatiense2™” =[0.5 0.4 0.1]- T =[05 04 01] 1/3 §
: 0 |

1
0

1

=[05 04 0.11{1;3}

\.__/oo.—

1/3
113 13
Swoter™ =05 04 0.1]-g[|1/3 1 1/3),

/3 1/3 1

a7 2. vjaEd o] g o Al

g 29 HluEH JAAAS AT HA,
oA 2 e peiE ok BHE e sidah= 1L
=M P = [05 04 0.1], B=[1 0 0]
Atk AL 4744
e M% wolw givk A dlAt u
e ?HH THE I SO A
dod, £Adz AdA o
, A Bla s Ao ofgh ujvt
S SVl AL S Holar v W vt
Agrow ARE Hlagtul FHARe] Bl H (#
of Comparison=3%1 7)ol 2]3sk S"Veo] A2t
IS Hola Stk o] dARAHS FEA 2
A Hlu=de] adAdSs Hlaele] g
AL =A3E Td3 vy ozm AT £ 9

Do
rol
2

x

=|
% &
b o=}
2
Lo
_\_4

Rl g
i)
op
_(:;L
)
i
of
_0|L
ki

© - = T M
I, A og FEjmtEis Iy 33
ol mluAlEe] AL S7hgel weh F7hst
of HuHelAd stz WAL 13 2049

A Al A5E o] &gk HluEHS] gaRgdE 54
st A¥g B, vlugue] gy R & o
*o = 83 (Gain by Comparison
hallenge)”} oAZ 22 0.7-0.667=0.003%}

[ele) A~
2ee & U

Gain by comparison challenge

0 Zero Challenge  Comparison N

Comparison Model Broker (# of comparison)

o9 3. vawede] &
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5. 4% H7F € 4

2 doMe B A 284 AAE B
HE et PHE AU S ARESto] Blulgtu)
oF vlaxde] aygde] ek A ARE
Brpstar A%t V|Edow AFeA =
2.24¢] BHE 37HA4 AluE]e Bi(dwh
w2, Bo(S5ARAE =94 FAE A,
Bs(¢hd F4 FuizhE ARRSlon, 19 2
o] A AN Kl 471X FufE S5H
1:‘OPHEI] SO/d; Sbrokernew’ Schallengenew 1‘:’/] al
Shroker & ARESITE 1 A 45= ST -
S% ol galA s rulel M aE e F A
& oA ZHaen,

Aol @ dAA PEEAN TV
A et PoHlE (PDP/H™ sE TVAIE) Alv
geol thEk By(EAAEd =94 47
A HE Aveles dgd A9ARE ® 1
3 8 49k go] Wl 4 gk, ARAew
AT AE 37kA19 PHIH Y Alue] 99 3
kAol BHEIE O] AU s AREste]  F
9(=3«3)7kA1¢] AtelE HFs FPsRA oM,
ols ZA¥E FTFHow B 9/ 434
de]  Hargel A7 $7=0.2124,
ASbroker=O-Ol98, ASchauenge=O.O40691r %O] ]/]’
ﬂ’}d"j’ é, ASchallenge - ASbroker:O-OZO8 5-7]?—]-—
= v gk F7hAQl g3E Bl
o] A¥E mlaywf A3 F, Zeja Bla=d

= - = °
Hg5e walgow Aesha et 2ok
o HuTwe a3 =9.32%
o Hw=AH FIA =19.11%
e vjalrufol thH]FE MjaEd o] 71
E=dadt =9.79%
B, (Extreme loyalty)
Seld Sbroker™” | AShroker Schattenge™" ASchalienge
P, (Projection TV) 0.194 0.275 0.081 0325 0.131
P, (Plasma Display) 0.348 0.413 0.065 0.479 0131
# of comparison=4,4
# of Challenge #of #of 21 challenge
(# of comparison) | comparison=0 g mparisanst i:)): Z::::::::
51 challenge

E 1 vwAge] A dnea

{P1,B1 }case {P2,B1 }case

o 03 <05
5 S //’_'_—’\O*H__.
g% go04 e

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 38 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

# of comparison # of comparison

o

a9 4 uwAdge] =44%

5.1 H|=A AT =&

¥ ATt SRS Age ARz o
g EAANt dE SARY AnE =
Fahgiom olF ol gd A¥AQ HmEd 4
S5 A ThsH wel

EAEAY 10 Py EGEAE A Arol=
Hl gt o vl d e g3tk glek (AS=0).
ERARY 2 Bygd Fual Fula)ue ) 7
Goll= Hlagjel HlnEde] mavh o
(AS=0).

E=REA 3 By I By o st AlFel o)
/\‘]% 60]’}\01— ASC/zallengeO] ASbrokery—q— iq—
EREA 4 AR JAFE]l ¥ w2 AlE
Ha=dshs 497 P =s o adbA
o2 F7MAZIT S, AS o Ab;

EAEAN 5 ¢ BAY A= AFe] AR QA
Fol ¥ F2 AFel =dees 4 o 2y
Aot} =, AS o Ab; then AS o /pi/

o|Ate] =AHEA AE uydle] F34
=

= AFE 47 A EBLB, + Py P
Zobxlm],  AgAze] Hafgke] 77t
S%=0.381, ASproker=0.0495, AS hanenge=0.1015
% E_?j\:ﬂ_ ASchallenge - ASbroker:O-O52?—l—% H]E
LA 93 A AyE Bvh webAd,
g dep & aEla vy 489
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= o] o]
HETh At ad A3E e
234 =12.99%
HaEHe] a3 = 26.64%
v gk Bla o] 714
EdEad = 13.65%

5.2 HAEA B4
olde] AFAde g =HEA I B
AREZHEH, B A= Ay vaERd
7HE gt gE3asls EAdsielth Ak
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