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Table 1 Brand value evaluation system of
packaging enterprises

RESES e

I
= 36br B LS Hfir Fors
HIEA G, Lt R

G YA C, Lt RSk
B, Fli C, v RS
BB C, ot RS

B G, ot iR

PRI C, G

S bR C, 5 s
8, KWEF C, 5 RS
Mk C, 5 RS

Hik C. 5 s

T TARAEEC, A& LRt
8, EAAES C, W LR

3.2 HAMBHROEE
s CEmamATk sy 2R4551) |, 2B 2020 4F
ZRTEAER PR AR . IR

Mg Rk WA A, it 25 Ko MR EE rY
BCSCPERIATEE N B R IR T R AR ) Chttps://www.
tianyancha.com ) &4 E M. A3 LA 2018—2019
AR BRI TSR UE A A, L AR 2wl A BRI LA
FHRAGE. BRTRIRE, £ 21051H 2018 4E1 4
W s . o TRRNTRT S, FEA A R AR
Befiil 0, T 0.005 At 1

3.3 RENEMHHE

1) IR FUACE, %53 2 a2 )2 10 48
FRRZR, 430l R g A N ) I B, TSR R I —
vk ARSI HIRIE R, S5 — Sk s (i
PR ) o AT AR UNEE 3 PR,

2) WREREWAE, WRIEAX (7) ~ (11) A3t
B 3 AFAT 12 A AN EIE AR AR AR AL, R
AL . THEEE RN 4 s,

3) WRLERE

R 3 ik 4, HAHAK (3) , ArAEH
CRAAEAE, Z5HWE S Fin,

F2 2018 £ AR L& BIFENIEIRIE G R

Table 2 Raw data of brand evaluation indicators for listed packaging companies in 2018

LA B) B B, LA B,
Fihl AR
1 CZ C3 C4 CS CG C7 CS C9 CI 0 Cl 1 Cl 2
DFGF 1.08 7.59 22.81 1.40 59.07 79 3 131 9 174 12 16
HXBZ 4.81 2.85 235 1.17 70.14 1 0.005 49 0.005 11 5 9
HQYW 1.17 8.15 5.59 1.40 9.89 1 0.005 25 1 6 4 11
MYS 2.38 3.92 12.08 1.27 63.70 25 32 275 0.005 23 4 9
XGKJ 0.20 0.48 13.45 0.13 6.94 24 0.005 82 1 55 6 9
YTKJ 3.81 9.79 11.41 3.16 110.70 26 0.005 211 6 79 6 10
e SHGF 1.29 1.14 5.55 0.88 36.10 7 1 39 2 34 10 11
DGGF 1.17 2.58 16.67 0.91 23.13  0.005 0.005 103 5 32 9 62
HBGF 0.51 0.14 1.98 0.24 20.67 1 0.005 82 0.0005 38 6 34
JLSY 0.58 0.005 0.005 0.22 30.09 19 0.005 105 3 5 6 3
YJGF 0.06 1.12 25.83 0.15 10.07 0.005 7 0.005 2 11
STGF 0.77 1.26 6.81 0.20 24.26 0.005 9 0.005 23 3 20
JIGF 1.17 8.15 24.17 1.40 82.04 70 30 267 1 58 5 11
SXJY 0.55 0.24 243 0.25 26.06 3 0.005 17 1 0.005 8 0.005
YAV/® 0.31 0.25 2.10 0.34 31.09 0.005 72 0.005 10 8 22
ZHZF 0.36 0.20 1.25 0.03 24.83 52 0.005 49 0.005 10 9 3
W YXGF 0.99 2.31 9.89 0.66 25.36 41 3 234 0.005 4 9 13
WzZXC 3.10 2.24 6.31 0.90 10.41 22 0.005 25 0.005 12 8
TCLX 0.65 0.91 16.86 0.73 19.87 3 0.005 423 0.005 7 10 11
SXXC 1.12 3.21 8.33 1.22 93.03 42 0.005 103 0.005 19 3 15
ARJ 3.10 2.24 2.74 0.90 134.43 26 2 36 1 87 14 10
BGBZ 1.94 0.44 0.01 0.36 5593 12 0.005 9 1 11 6 12
B RE S HYKG 0.49 0.54 3.90 0.45 23.11 3 0.005 69 21 15 6 19
SXGF 0.69 0.41 1.97 0.07 36.71 36 1 9 2 15 11 12
YLGF 0.27 0.44 5.40 0.18 11.23 3 2 10 1 6 7 5
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Table 3 Subjective weight calculation results of evaluation indicators
N2 —PAE LES YR S
FEIA C, 0.5358 0.299
, HeRliE C, 0.2430 0.136
RS B 0.558 4 N
YRR B Hliig = c, 0.149 6 0.084
WA C, 0.0717 0.040
BV 0.373 3 0.119
BHEHEAH C, 0.253 2 0.081
. HlERE C, 0.180 2 0.011
TR B 0.3196
ARG B, RWER] C, 0.102'5 0.033
WA ZE Cy 0.057 5 0.058
[l 0.0333 0.018
A 5 % C 0.750 0 0.092
it B TR B, 0.1220 %ﬁ?ﬁ@% .
HIAIEE L C, 0.250 0 0.031
x4 EMEREUAREHESER
Table 4 Objective weight calculation results of evaluation indicators
” —
Fiid i 2
G G G G GCs G G G G Cy Cy Ch
HIRDES 0.06 008 005 006 004 0.12 0.06 0.07 0.28 0.08 0.02 0.07
YRS 0.07 007 006 005 006 0.8 0.03 0.04 0.41 0.06 0.01 0.04
E kS 0.08 007 007 006 007 0.08 0.20 0.08 0.13 0.12 0.01 0.02
x5 EMEREANEHESER
Table 5 Comprehensive weight calculation results of evaluation indicators
- PAUZEFT ML T SR
NN ~ ~ P \
FWAE  FWAE LR EWAGE BMAGE  LAAGE BUAGE  FRUAGE  ZEARGE
o} 0.299 0.063 0.157 0.299 0.073 0.163 0.299 0.078 0.166
G 0.136 0.085 0.105 0.136 0.074 0.099 0.136 0.071 0.097
G 0.084 0.055 0.066 0.084 0.059 0.069 0.084 0.067 0.074
C, 0.040 0.059 0.052 0.040 0.051 0.047 0.040 0.062 0.053
Cs 0.119 0.043 0.073 0.119 0.059 0.083 0.119 0.073 0.092
G 0.081 0.116 0.102 0.081 0.081 0.081 0.081 0.083 0.082
G 0.011 0.061 0.041 0.011 0.028 0.021 0.011 0.203 0.126
o 0.033 0.069 0.054 0.033 0.041 0.038 0.033 0.084 0.063
Cy 0.058 0.282 0.192 0.058 0.413 0.271 0.058 0.130 0.101
Cy 0.018 0.084 0.058 0.018 0.064 0.045 0.018 0.116 0.077
Cy 0.092 0.015 0.046 0.092 0.014 0.045 0.092 0.015 0.046
Cp 0.031 0.069 0.054 0.031 0.044 0.039 0.031 0.018 0.023
34 mhEEEREBMNITE BERRA PR LT Al S A Ay A 1)

TERE SRR B AR |, ARSE A (11)~(15),
TR 2018—2019 AF AL Al Y s AL i 1 171 3LAR
fiff . SR EEE RO SN EHES , A5 R AR 6 PR

A AL P R BT 1, Rl i A
M, Al b RESZ I O, F 3R 6 T, 2018 Al
2019 4 25 FRAT%E bl 28 A B b RN (LA A4 K P38 i
PRfi. SRR R BOR T 0.5 94k 2018 HA 4 %,
2019 454 5 Ko S EHEA AT, S

H

X UEMIASC PP R HAT AT DL R PR A5 3
Stk

XFEEE 6 BB FIRL, 3 ATl i it
PR 2SR, 25685, AHER i
ARl R E2E SR IR R EEREEOR T 0.5
AL AL TR B WA AT AR E . L AL
FHERE 200 4 AN T7 1 R B . i i R
BT 0.3 B4R ML R 2270 A 70 e 1] A 78 18 A1 78 19 3
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Table 6 Brand value ranking of listed packaging companies

T s ! i
2018 4F 2019 4F 2018 4 2019 4F 2018 4F 2019 4F 2018 4F 2019 4=
JJGF 0.105 0.095 0.162 0.158 0.607 0.623 1 2
MYS 0.105 0.126 0.157 0.118 0.598 0.484 2 4
YTKJ 0.157 0.078 0.128 0.209 0.451 0.728 3 1
DFGF 0.161 0.154 0.107 0.102 0.401 0.398 4 5
HXBZ 0.181 0.123 0.109 0.183 0.376 0.597 5 3
DGGF 0.193 0.183 0.061 0.065 0.238 0.262 6 6
Yefals HQYW 0.196 0.219 0.058 0.019 0.227 0.079 7 14
SHGF 0.190 0.197 0.046 0.052 0.193 0.210 8 7
YJGF 0.214 0.224 0.035 0.043 0.140 0.161 9 9
XGKJ 0.206 0.225 0.032 0.024 0.136 0.097 10 13
HBGF 0.208 0.217 0.027 0.028 0.114 0.113 11 11
STGF 0.204 0.197 0.025 0.041 0.110 0.171 12 8
JLSY 0.207 0.212 0.024 0.032 0.104 0.131 13 12
SXJY 0.212 0.213 0.018 0.032 0.077 0.131 14 10
YXGF 0.123 0.132 0.282 0.236 0.696 0.641 1 1
WzXC 0.285 0.268 0.143 0.057 0.334 0.174 2 4
W SXXC 0.288 0.250 0.120 0.101 0.295 0.288 3 3
TCLX 0.310 0.226 0.062 0.175 0.168 0.436 4 2
ZHZF 0.319 0.281 0.054 0.047 0.144 0.143 5 5
7J7C 0.32 0.284 0.035 0.036 0.098 0.111 6 6
ARJ 0.126 0.041 0.202 0.236 0.615 0.851 1 1
HYKG 0.187 0.224 0.137 0.080 0.422 0.262 2 4
SR BGBZ 0.202 0.186 0.081 0.081 0.287 0.303 3 2
YLGF 0.230 0.207 0.086 0.081 0.274 0.281 4 3
SXGF 0.207 0.226 0.076 0.065 0.269 0.224 5 5
4 EEW 2) R SRR R AR EO S N 2 S HE 4, S

25 Bk, W45,

1) AR AHP-EWM X4l it R RE A HE bRk
frimfl, IR RIZR ARG, R IE T A AT,
S e 1 Al 2z ()2 A 0 25 ek, AT AN 45
REYIETbR, PR A A

I,

3) 25 A e Al it AN (R B T Y
JLUEIHTAE AR A AN (EHE A SRR Al 5
AU 2 E ML TSt Rl i 44 FRIEAR ) 155
T A% oLl i ot o P2 P 5 ARSIt X A0 %%
Al Bt R EL S e T P P BT X Y5 A IR RE
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Brand Value Evaluation of Chinese Packaging Enterprises Based on
AHP-EWM-TOPSIS Model

LIU Zhenghao, CHEN Nanning, XIE Yong

( College of Packaging and Materials Engineering, Hunan University of Technology, Zhuzhou Hunan 412007, China )

Abstract: Brand value plays a significant role in the brand management as one of the core elements, and it is
also an important sign reflecting the differences among similar competing brands. The purpose of the evaluation of
corporate brand value is to reflect the development of each corporate brand, so as to better allocate resources rationally
and increase brand influence. The brand value AHP-EWM-TOPSIS evaluation model was established for the selection
of the weights of all levels of brand evaluation and the determination of brand strength. AHP-EWM determined the
comprehensive weight to realize the combination of subjective judgment and objective data, while TOPSIS calculated
the size of the brand strength index to achieve a comprehensive ranking of corporate brand value. The relevant data
of 25 listed packaging companies in 2018—2019 were selected for empirical analysis, which verified the validity and
feasibility of the model.

Keywords: packaging company; brand value; brand strength index; evaluation model; comprehensive

ranking
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