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A Study on a website heuristic evaluation through AHP matrix.
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Abstract

In general, as various factors affect user experience of a website and the importance of these factors varies by the purpose of
user experience, different levels of weight should be given to these factors for assessment. This study suggests a more
objective and reasonable web site assessment model, by developing multi-criteria possible to define overall user experience
effectively at design and development stages of a website, setting such criteria as assessment items of a heuristic guideline and
producing detailed assessment criteria of each item, and calculating weight through pairwise comparison between layers and
1tems.

Keyword: Website User Experience, Heuristic Evaluation, AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process)
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HAATES HdE#ARE Sofl CHYsh 2 HEE 3ot =

UL Olefgt JIE2 ot HE S0 AE &AOIE A H O 2. 52|AE EOt2t AHPE E
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OOl 0188 MZItol 28t oIXIAE & (Cognitive  &&HTILD HE36H Hob a0l &= EAI0IES
walkthrough)g! 0| Lt &2 & EDJt(Heuristic Evaluation)g S2 AMNELZE SN Ot MSIOES0l AHP 282 Sol
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FHEESS UZot=d O™ ZAE HES2UHS 352 FAMIENNY FelAE EHOMHHOIgt dEo MR2IE=
MXJl o0 CIXolHLE JHEXF So Alztozot TAE EIEH0 EMOIENAMS LB ALSAE A0
HolEl= =0l 2ol &M MEXI bil=e 2HESU= 2ot EOF A0l El= B AIOIES Ul(User Interface)dt
XHOIDJH & == ULCH O 2R RPeEote 3EE HOtotd 2MEESE 2AN Ue
CEE YBROZ ALERIE Lle 28F IEEI AFZE Dt LHS 0120 LA Eolet) RELC 0l EotEH2 2 Z0l
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HEH  OSIIE(Multi-Criteria)S  Otgistl]  FelAE HEHol= A0l It £2 LYOIKL ddA7 S22 He
JlolEetelel =202 MdFsin 2 =22, Hs2 & 23SE S QU2 #Eot6E SEGHCH &, Bt
JlEg=se 2FUHM S22 HE =59 HUA UL LT E2 IIZ2E st AIZE0H o2 AL 20t
= R & (Relative Importance)S A O H| W (Pairwise 20l Il E0olior 8 lt= H0IH 018 &0 8EItS0l
Comparison)dt 04 ==38C=z HE2H g=2S2to 2 SAHECS2 YN HItet = OAl 20 A2 29
IFE X (Weight) £ = & &=<l(Priority)E S 00t EItot= LHAFS OIOIISH=E ofioF &0l HHME 22450
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