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Abstract Although there have been many Web site evaluation models with an explosive growth of
Intemnet, they seem to be not fully considering various aspects of Web sites resulting from their
changing roles. This paper proposes a method for evaluating Internet Web sites based on an integrated
view. The method consists of 4 views including user-judgement view, user-performance view,
expert-judgement view, and expert-performance view. Working procedures of the method along with

tools and techniques and its implications are presented.
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Y TEHT e SR €= goj= Y8 s
o7 3 PAPIE gAdAE Ates O 8
o] RAF Hew woAm glrKMisic and
Jhonson, 1999). £ =FolAls wixjoly) & M
Faked M 71% WXvk(functional
benchmarking) HZ%(Cox and Thompson, 1998)
< HEFP ol AAALY] YAIEF o=
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g diidel oigh Mg glo] 715 A FHelA 1B
o HjETE 9 AE 7R 239 YAlOJEE il
2 fixvlE sk FJIHelth ol AL
AANLTE o 43 & A &3l =
Zo] B F& g} BF Ul WAlolEe A A}
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7} Aol W} =y A AA2EY o

Waight of
Subeategory

Categocy

Unweighted Score of Subcategory
Subeategory (Avernge of Factor Score)
LV )

| | g Weighted Score of
5] Subesiegory

Score of Factor

i n
N 5 i
T 10 49] Total Score of

ay :
Lo oo~ PO % Cuepory

s{g](E/m) )

where
S, = Total score of category i, i=1,2,3,4
5, = Score of factor k given category i
and subcategory j, j= 1,....m k=1, _,m
W, = Weight of subcategory j given category 7
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U B2 AEo| Hrhd fAlelEel HEshETt
g i = Qo 3lE F, HEA £ Hojx
Bol ol8¥ BEHog Bo] FAH oy o
ARERN F2AY F=E 37l #4471 A
o= Hol AHH E s ckMurray, 1997). oheb
A B dAFfoMe o dgtezA HA AU E(ink
popularity}& HIA AR HZ=2A Arlstmzt
g}, o] HhHE T2 YAO|ERRE Be YAE
23 JupE HEAd ARR =& Aolge 714 8
o drih} BE& YAIIEEC] Bt Aol el
Hag Za U7t sk A F2AH A=E
gtk B A7l FirstPlace Softwareoll A
Az L o]8¥dY <FirstPlace Software,
2002>.

»

de ! AlA

2 a7dMe Wlels Brish Bag o A
#YE FNoR e FPHY WHeIM Dol
E YPEES AAsE ANY PEES AHE
) B9 9% 4w By zgozre
39 4+ JE wEE Y A E R M E

a1

B d7e o 22 AAE Feth 3,
A AZeA Aol ES HoM £ e Zd
A4 E AAFHTE ol &9 YAlolE Hrh =
Al Blg Hx 2 7)Fe] HEHAD dn o
G AR & Zte HAlolEQ Hrlel gloiA
e H2 o] € Aotk S, AAHA At
olE HrPTYES At B HrE A
& 29 YAlEE thE 239 AlelEst A7)
oz v@atuzt s fAtolE A A 3]
Ae 2R, E 2 7Y 5ol WA AAEe W
HEol o] @ Aotk A, HAlolE FE, A
o B4, "HE A% A 2 AL A 5 A4
el Brk AL st HEE 5 Aok olHE
AL F &olEA YAlE Hre &+ 8l
 83& A YAl Bt g3 9 BA
3 Z3 7192 & A Aol

¥y, & d7E e 22 @A %n At

- 80—



3, BYAHQY BHAA Aol HrPPHES A
At l7lEe AR Algste BERE AAS
I YAE Rtk ol we FH(AH wH)IFH A
o FE(FA BH)o| ¥ n=er 0 A
o2 AZtsloinh. 4, HrHdFe] BE rhol=z}
& AANEA Ratn ok BAEH =EdE ol
g 7o AE £ AE Jlol=lE A
o2 FANSRe o) Hasteist AzEn Ty
HAANE 2AZ YARlE e AR Thol=zt
Ql AA ke #fEhe Aol B e #¥E ¥
F a7 A9 stz nHd £ g Aotk

Mo
ra

i)

ot

[1] Abels, Eileen G., White, Marilyn Domas
and Hahn, Karla, "Identifying User-Based
Criteria for Web Pages,” Internet
Research, Vol.7, No.4, 1997, pp.262-262.

[2] AGENCY.COM, "Immersibility Index,”
Internal Document, 2002.

{3] Bauer, Christian and Scharl, Arno,
"Quantitative evaluation of Web site
content and structure,” Internet Research,
Vol.10, No.1, 2000, pp.31-43.

[4] Budhwar, Pawan, "The Use of Visual Card
Sorting Technique to Study Manager's
Belief Structure — An International
Comparative Study,” Journal of
Managerial Psychology, Vol.15, No.5, 2000,
Pp.440-459.

[5] Camp, R. C., Benchmarking: The Search
for Industry Best Practices that Lead to
Superior Performance, ASQC Quality
Press, Milwaukee, WI., 1989.

[6] Canter, D., Brown, J. and Groat, L., "A
Multiple Sorting Procedure for Studying
Conceptual Systems,” in Brenner, M.,
Brown, J. and Canter, D. (Ed.), The
Research Interview: Uses and Approaches,
Academic Press, London, 1985, pp.634-723.

[7] Cox, A. and Thompson, 1., "On the
Appropriateness of Benchmarking,”
Journal of General Management, Vol.23,
1998, pp.1-20.

[8] Daniel, K., Chernatony, L. and Johnson,

G., "Validating a Method for Mapping
Managers’ Mental Models of Competitive
Industry Structures,” Human Relations,
Vol.48, No.9, 1995, pp.975-991.

[9] Elmuti, D., "The Perceived Impact of the
Benchmarking Process on Organizational
Effectiveness,” Production & Inventory
Management Journal, Vol.39, 1998,
pp.6-11.

[10]} Evans, ]J. and King, V.,
"Business—to-Business Marketing and the
World Wide Web: Planning, Managing
and Assessing Web Sites,” Industrial
Marketing Management, Vol.28, 1999,
pp.343-358.

[11] FirstPlace Software,
www.marketposition.com, 2002.

[12] Gammack, ].G., "Modeling Expert
Knowledge using Cognitively Compatable
Structures,” Proceedings of Third
International Expert Systems Conference,
London, 2-4 June, 1987, pp.191-200.

[13] Kim, J. and Moon, ].Y., "Designing
towards Emotional Usability in Customer
Interfaces - Trustworthiness of
Cyber-banking System Interfaces,”
Interacting with Computers, Vol.10, No.1,
1998, pp.1-29.

[14] Mateos, Maria Buenadicha, Mera,
Antonio Chamorro, Gonzalez, Francisco
Javier Miranda and Lopez, Oscar Rodrigo
Gonzalez, "A New Web Assessment
Index: Spanish Universities Analysis,”
Research, Vol.11, No.3, 2001, pp.226-234.

{15] McMillan, S. J., "The Microscope and the
Moving Target: the Challenge of
Applying a Stable Research Technique to
a Dynamic Communication Environment,”
Paper presented at the 49th Annual
Conference of the International
Communication Association, San
Francisco, USA., 1999.

[16] Misic, Mark M. and Johnson, Kelsey L.
"Benchmarking: a Tool for Web Site
Evaluation and Improvement,” Internet
Research, Vol.9, No.5, 1999, pp.383-392.

—81-



[17] Murray, M., "Evaluating Web Impact —
the Death of the Highway Metaphor,”
Direct Marketing, Vol.59, 1997, pp.36-39.

[18] Nielsen, J., Usability Engineering,
Morgan Kaufmann, San Francisco, CA,
1994.

[19] Nielsen, J. and Norman, D. A., "Usability
on the Web isn’t a Luxury,” January
2000, obtained on the Internet October 21
2002:
www.informationweek .conmy/'773/web htm.

[20] Olsina, L., Godoy, D., Lafuente, G. J. and
Rossi, G., “Specifying Quality
Characteristics and Attributes for Web
Sites,” Paper presented at the First ICSE
Workshop on Web Engineering, Los
Angeles, CA, USA, 1999.

{211 Porter, E. Michael, "Strategy and the
Intermet,” Harvard Business Review,
March 2001, pp.62-78.

{22} Roy, Marie Christine, Dewit, Oliver and
Aubert, Benoit A., "The Impact of
Interface Usability on Trust in Web
Retailers,”, Internet Research, Vol.11,
No.5, 2001, pp.388-398.

(23] Selz, D. and Schubert, P., "Web
Assessment: a Model for the Evaluation
and Assessment of Successful Electronic
Commerce Applications”, International
Journal of Electronic Markets, Vol.7,
No.3, 1997, pp.46-48.

[24] Siegel, David, Secrets of Successful Web
Sites, Pearson Education, USA, 1997.

{25] SurveySite Market Research,
www.surveysite.com, October 2002.

[26) Webby Awards, "Webby Judging,” obtained
on the Intemet October 2002,
http://www.webbyawards.com/main/webby_
awards/judging html

[27} Withrow, Jason, "Do Your Links Stink?
Techniques for Good Web Information
Scent,” American Society for Information
Science, June/July 2002, pp.7-9.

% 71 9 (Kwahk, Kee-Young)
1988'd 29 A&zt 3gsta
439D

19904 2€ =3ty |edd
95ty 2A(F P78 Hap
1999 24 =8y |ed
B R [ R L )]
1990 3€¥ ~ 20002 8¥ A4 SDS

20000 99 T 2002\ 8¢ ool Ak @Elo}
20023 9¥¢ ~ A AMdsty HAGIE

(FH4] 8ok : System Dynamics, e-Business,
Strategic Use of IT & Telecommumication)

— 82 —



