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Evaluation Method of H5 Advertising Satisfaction Based on Analytic Network Process

YANG Mei, WANG Jing, ZHANG Yuan-kun
(Shandong University of Science& Technology, Qingdao 266590, China)

ABSTRACT: With the popularity of 4G network and WiFi, mobile phones, tablets and other mobile devices have become
an indispensable part of people's modern life. The fast network environment and more perfect hardware equipment pro-
vide favorable conditions for the spread of H5 advertising. The work aims to propose an evaluation method of experience
satisfaction of H5 advertising with Analytic Network Process (ANP) as the theoretical basis from the perspective of cus-
tomers' satisfaction, so as to establish the evaluation system of H5 advertising experience through "importance-satisfaction”
guadrant diagram model. Network diagram of H5 advertising was constructed with the analytic hierarchy process theory
calculating model. With the results of user survey, H5 advertising judgment matrix for essential indexes importance was
generated, and the global weight of each index was calculated by Super Decision, which was the core of the whole
evaluation system. Finally, three cases were used to verify the effectiveness. The comprehensive evaluation value and
satisfaction degree of cases obtained according to the expert evaluation result and the global weights are consistent with
the user experience survey, proving that the evaluation system is effective and feasible.

KEY WORDS: Analytic Network Process (ANP); consumer-satisfaction degree model; H5 advertisement; user satisfac-
tion; super decision
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Tab.1 H5 advertising user satisfaction evaluation index system
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Tab.2 Importance of user satisfaction evaluation index
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Fig.2 ANP structure model of H5 advertising user satisfaction eval uation index
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Tab.3 Judgment matrix of control layer Tab.4 Judgment matrix and weight of
relative to target layer perceived quality layer
U, U, Us Uy Us Ui Uiz U1z U Uis Uz Uar U1 ALEE
U, 1 3 5 7 9 U1y 1 3 5 3 4 3 2 1 0.2646
U, 1/3 1 5 5 7 up, U3 1 3 3 2 2 1 1 0.1572
Us 1/5 1/5 1 3 5 u;z 15 1/3 4 1 2 1 1 0.1168
U, 17 1/5 1/3 1 3 ug U3 13 14 1 3 1 1 1 0.0911
Us 1/9 17 1/5 1/3 1 ws 14 12 1 13 1 3 1 1 0.0902
we U3 2 12 1 U3 1 1 1 0.0704
:C'c‘mp:“fo ;Tf”ﬁ - x w7, U2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.0974
Graphic| Verbal| Matrix| Questionnaire U1g 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 01123
1 505 & is strongly more important than u3 A&
e CEEEAEE ®5 EERERNNE
3. v ENEE >=05 9|87 6 EIA 3|2 2|2|a|s|s|7|8|2|>=95[Nocomp.|us /= immE Tab5 Waght Of Coverage degree Iayer
4 v EMET ::ssl—sslrls 5|4I:|2| JZIZ'A!E'G'YIE'E'J!S&|Mol:omp.| us SR
o ewwnx | 525]5]5]5(5] - =R EE]R(E]E]5]E]E e = e 21 U2 U23 U24 PR
e s m|s|sal|s = 1|5 5][3]5]a] ]| 2|5 ]5] 555 i s mrie U 1 4 2 0.5842
7. wEANNE :ssslsls 7 EISIAIJIZI ]2’:'5!5'5'7'5'9' wsﬁluownp.l us W FR
8. uIATESR ’!SSISIBIYISISI' 3 2’ ]2I3|4|5|slrlslsl>:95|uneump.|u4nﬁsi! u23 1/4 0'1840
9. wATER >=85|9|s|7|e|s 2 le IZ zla 5|s|7|a 9| >=9.5 [No comp | us WHFmR u24 1/2 03764
10. vt A Z R >=85|8|8|7 s]ﬁln 3 12 ZIA 5|E|7|8 9| >=9.5 | No comp.| us WEHFR
N = s &b el =R
3 BT AI T 4 ®O HENATRONE
Fig.3 Interface of two-two judgment matrix Tab.6 Weight of ability layer
scoring for evaluation index Uz Uz Uz Uz W
i Priorities - 0O X Upg 1 6 4 0.7096
Sehibia i s w ke ke U3 1/6 0.1356
ul mm 0.498819 24 14 0.1550
3 e x7 cHRETEHERNNE
il . Tab.7 Weight of produced products layer
0.032295
U3 Uz1 U2 U4 &
Okay Uz 1 5 4 0.6870
. 1/5 1 2 0.1865
4 bR R R — B ST 122
Fig.4 Consistency experiment of index judgment matrix 24 14 12 1 0.1265
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Tab.8 Weight of emotion layer
U4 U1 Uz Uz3 AL
Uz 1 5 6 0.7091
Uz 1/5 1 4 0.2118
Upz 1/6 1/4 1 0.0791
*9 BERE
Tab.9 Super matrix
BE wy wp wiz we uis Uie Uiy Mig Upy Uy Upz  Upy Uz  Usp  Uss  Us  Usp  Usz  Usy  Usp
0.27 0.16 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.10 0.11 0.60 0.21 0.08 0.11 0.69 0.19 0.13 0.79 0.13 0.09 0.89 0.13
Uy 0 031 028 031 0.30 0.3 0.31 0.33
up, 023 0 016 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.18
u;3 017 015 O 0.10 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.13
u4 013 0.12 0212 0 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.10
u;s 013 0.11 0.11 009 O 0.08 0.10 0.09
ug 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0 0.07 0.07
u;; 013 0211 011 011 011 011 O 011
ug 013 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.13 013 O
Uy 0 0.71 0.69 0.71
U 058 0 0.19 021
Us3 0.18 0214 0 0.08
Uy 0.23 0.16 013 O
Uzy 0 0 0.83
Uz 0.67 0.2 0.17
Usz 033 0 0
Uy 0 0.88 0.89
Uy 067 0 011
Uy3 033 013 O
Usy 0 1
Usp 1 0
F 10 hEREBIERE
Tab.10 Extreme super matrix
U  Uyp U3 U4 Uis Uze U7 Ug  Upy  Upp  Upz  Upq U3zl Uzp U3z Ul Ugp  Ugz Usy  Usp
u;; 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23
u;, 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
u;z 012 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12
us 010 010 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
u;s 010 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
ue 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08
u;7 010 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
ug 011 011 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 011
Upy 0.41 041 041 041
U 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30
Uz 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13
Uy 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16
Uz 0.45 0.45 0.45
Uz 0.34 0.34 0.34
U3z 0.22 0.22 0.22
Ugy 0.47 0.47 0.47
Ugp 0.33 0.33 0.33
Uyz 0.20 0.20 0.20
Usy 0.50 0.50

Usp

0.50 0.50
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Tab.11 Relative weight of technology index
uq; between advertisers

BRIEAN, FHEEL WA Hs  EAK T wm A B C_HXRE
oA &R bR A A, PSRBT 20 A 1 3 13 0.13%
AT . 3 HLA e R K P48 hR 2 1 L, AR B 3 1 2 0.5278
NI HE S AR AR, ILFE 11, Hifh g € 3 2 1 0.3325
12 ZHiEtRmNE
Tab.12 Weight of secondary index
i W& IR A B c - %%?E -
Ug 0.4988 0.2342 0.1396 0.5278 0.3325 0.0163 0.0617 0.0388
U1 0.4988 0.1569 0.2583 0.6370 0.1047 0.0202 0.0499 0.0082
U3 0.4988 0.1212 0.2599 0.4126 0.3275 0.0157 0.0249 0.0198
U1 0.4988 0.0976 0.4600 0.3189 0.2211 0.0224 0.0155 0.0108
Us 0.4988 0.0953 0.2211 0.3189 0.4600 0.0105 0.0152 0.0219
Ui 0.4988 0.0775 0.1786 0.7088 0.1125 0.0069 0.0274 0.0043
Uyy 0.4988 0.1029 0.5278 0.1396 0.3325 0.0271 0.0072 0.0171
Urg 0.4988 0.1144 0.0810 0.1884 0.7306 0.0046 0.0108 0.0417
Usq 0.2926 0.4133 0.7306 0.0810 0.1884 0.0884 0.0098 0.0228
U 0.2926 0.2991 0.6267 0.0936 0.2797 0.0548 0.0082 0.0245
Us3 0.2926 0.1291 0.6491 0.0719 0.2790 0.0245 0.0027 0.0105
Uy 0.2926 0.1586 0.4286 0.1429 0.4285 0.0199 0.0066 0.0199
Uz 0.1154 0.4485 0.1396 0.5278 0.3325 0.0072 0.0273 0.0172
Uzp 0.1154 0.3351 0.7310 0.0809 0.1881 0.0283 0.0031 0.0073
U3z 0.1154 0.2165 0.6000 0.2000 0.2000 0.0150 0.0050 0.0050
U 0.0609 0.4681 0.2211 0.3189 0.4600 0.0063 0.0091 0.0131
Uso 0.0609 0.3341 0.6370 0.1047 0.2583 0.0130 0.0021 0.0053
Us3 0.0609 0.1978 0.4286 0.1429 0.4285 0.0052 0.0017 0.0052
Usy 0.0323 0.5000 0.4126 0.2599 0.3275 0.0067 0.0042 0.0053
Uso 0.0323 0.5000 0.4806 0.1140 0.4054 0.0078 0.0018 0.0065
® 13 EHERREITOE
Tab.13 Scor e of evaluation index
—dEhE T YdsR A B [ —9ERE CRAS IR A B C
Uiy 0.88 0.82 0.90 Uz 0.91 0.84 0.90
Uy 0.91 0.90 0.92 Us Uz 0.85 0.83 0.91
U3 0.90 0.88 0.91 U3z 0.89 0.87 0.92
U Ura 0.81 0.78 0.82 Us 0.85 0.79 0.81
Us 0.90 0.90 0.91 U, Ug 0.83 0.85 0.90
U 0.86 0.81 0.90 Us3 0.90 0.89 0.91
Uq7 0.88 0.83 0.91 Us Usy 0.86 0.77 0.79
Urg 0.71 0.84 0.90 Usp 0.81 0.76 0.78
U 0.85 0.79 0.83
U, Upp 0.9 0.87 0.92
U3 0.84 0.75 0.82
Uy 0.86 0.85 0.88
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Tab.14 Index weights foreach layer of

companiesA, Band C

REREHE , MR EH R R A 2 {2 i 45 W Y
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Tab.15 Satisfaction of companiesA, B and C

—%%  BE YRR ARGE  BRE  CHE

A 0.20 u1q 0.1621 0.1740 0.1088

B 0.21 U 0.2845 0.1179 0.1661

co0.21 U3 0.1233 0.1685  0.2966

U, U4 0.0403 0.0270  0.0358

U1s 0.1800 0.1318 0.0731

Ug 0.0869 0.0618  0.0868

u17 0.0683 0.2646  0.1548

U1g 0.0545 0.0543  0.0780

A 0.20 U 0.2472  0.2174 0.0481

U, B 0.20 U 0.1761 03178  0.2895

C0.20 Up3 0.0939 0.0826  0.0988

Upg 0.4827 0.3821  0.5635

A0.21 Uz 0.7089  0.4868  0.1265

Us B 0.21 U3y 0.1786  0.4354  0.6870

co.21 U3z 0.1125 0.0778  0.1865

A 0.20 Uy 0.1140 0.2583 0.1786

U, B 0.20 Uz 0.4806 0.1047  0.1125

C0.20 Ugz 0.4054 0.6370  0.7089

A 0.19 Usy 0.7500 0.1667  0.8333

Us B 0.19 Us 0.2500 0.8333  0.1667
C0.18
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Fig.5 Importance-satisfaction quadrant map
of companiesA, B and C
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