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Abstract: Aiming at the uncertainty of online public opinion early
warning and evaluation for food safety, a new online public opin-
ion early warning and evaluation method for food safety was pro-
posed. Firstly, a multi-level evaluation index system of public o-
pinion early warning in the food safety network was established,
and the warning grade and interval number grade of public
opinion in the food safety network was put forward. The interval
number weight of public opinion early warning evaluation index in
the food safety network was determined by interval analytic hier-
archy process. Then, combining with the interval number
theory, an early warning and evaluation model of food safety net-
work public opinion based on the interval analytic hierarchy
process (IAHP) was constructed. Finally, the network public o-
pinion early warning level of a food safety incident was evaluated

with an evaluation example, which verified the rationality and ef-
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fectiveness of the comprehensive evaluation model.
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Figure 1 Food safety network public opinion evaluation

index system structure
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Judgment matrix of interval number for

primary evaluation index

—HARbR B EMIERE EEZA EEER
e [1.1] [2/3,1]  [3/4,1]  [2/5,1]
EAFHERE  [1,3/2] [1.1] [1.4/3]  [3/5.1]
BT Z AR [1.4/3]  [3/4.1] [1.1] [1/2.1]
B 15 7R [1.5/2]  [1,5/3] [1.2] [1.1]
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Table 2 Secondary evaluation indicators of

interval weights

e X [ A T e X [ AT e X [ AR T
5 5 ]

wn  [0.71,0.75] | w2 [0.14,0.16] | ws [0.11,0.13]
w2 [0.24,0.28] || wn  [0.37,0.39]|| ws [0.16,0.19]
wan  [0.19,0.23] | ws  [0.24,0.26] | wu [0.15,0.18]
ws  [0.24,0.27] | ws  [0.34,0.37] | w5 [0.21,0.23]
ws  [0.36,0.39] | wn  [0.09,0.11] | wss [0.19,0.22]
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Table 3 Public opinion early warning index data

Bl R A B[] 9 g JSTERNY STRRNY TR P I B I3 Iz Iss  In Tz Iy Iy Iys Ly
1 201447 H20~21H 12 270 492 28251 7240 8996 44 979 0.04 0.87 40 250 445 27 242 6 712 6.21
3 201447 H 24~25H 13 210 705 3520 2890 1035 8150 0.06 0.87 40 90 266 1025 964 2.82
5 201447 H 28~29H 10 70 373 2125 1629 1653 5780 0.09 0.87 40 80 187 937 477 3.55
7 201448 H1~2H 6 40 73 134 144 151 502 0.03 0.87 10 10 29 129 135 3.49
9 201448 H5~6H 4 18 100 3103 987 657 7847 0.10 0.87 10 9 43 155 147 4.91
11 201448 H9~10H 1 60 31 21 8 3 63 0.06 0.86 20 49 12 2 4 7.88
13 201448 H 13~14 H 4 10 44 80 65 47 236 0.07 0.87 40 9 25 12 12 3.63
15 201448 H17~18 H 3 9 19 40 17 29 85 0.16 0.87 10 10 10 19 17 5.00
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Table 4 Public opinion early warning secondary evaluation index normalization data

=t Iy I, I I, I I, Is I;, I 14 I I oy I I
1 0.923 1.039 0.983 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.091 0.998 0.600 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.527
3 1.000 0.804 1.000 0.704 0.722 0.517 0.814 0.231 0.999 0.600 0.897 0.661 0.341 0.479 0.103
5 0.769  0.255 0.735 0.424 0.407 0.826 0.577 0.399 0.998 0.600 0.794 0.461 0.311 0.235 0.194
7 0.462 0.137 0.110 0.026 0.035 0.074 0.047 0.000 0.988 0.000 0.072 0.061 0.041 0.063 0.186
9 0.308 0.051 0.167 0.620 0.246 0.327 0.483 0.500 0.991 0.000 0.062 0.096 0.050 0.069 0.364
11 0.077 0.216 0.023 0.003 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.246 0.926 0.200 0.474 0.018 0.000 0.000 0.734
13 0.308 0.020 0.050 0.015 0.015 0.022 0.021 0.273 0.980 0.600 0.062 0.051 0.002 0.001 0.204
15 0.231 0.016 0.000 0.003 0.003 0.013 0.006 0.914 0.952 0.000 0.072 0.013 0.005 0.004 0.375
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Table 3 The testing result of film performance
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