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Abstract : This paper proposes an evaluation model to assessment of development and operation for maritime leisure in Mokpo
Port. The proposed model is combination of SWOT{Strength, Wedkness, Opportunity, Threat) and AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process) to
evaluate development and operation for maritime leisure. The evaluation hierarchicadl structure is structured by ISMinterpretive
structural modeling) and composed of five level At the third level, It combine SWOT into the assessment system Strength and
Wedkness are internal factors. Opportunities and threats are external factors. There are economic and muaritime leisure development in
the model. There are three development and operation investment as Third-Sector, company, local organization According to the
results, the participants perceive prefer to strength and opportunity and found that the priority for the development and operation for
maritime leisure of Third-Sector.

Key words : maritime leisure, Third-Sector, ISM(interpretive structural modeling), SWOT(Strength, Weakness, Opportunity,
Threat), AHP(analytic hierarchy processing)
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Fig.1 Evaluation model of development and operation for

maritime leisure
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Table 2. SWOT Factors influencing Mokpo port
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Table 3 Factor priority scores in economic

1. Weight of each group

IJHAR=E S W 0 T 5%
S 1.00 8.21 4,21 7.84 0.626
w 0.12 1.00 0.34 3.83 0.109
0 0.24 2.97 1.00 5.25 0.216
T 0.13 0.26 0.19 1.00 0.049
Amax=4.252, C1.=0.084, C.R.=0.094
2. Strength factor in economic
23 S1 52 S3 EQS
S1 1.00 3.50 5.40 0.662
S2 0.29 1.00 2.80 0.235
S3 0.19 0.36 1.00 0.103
Amax=3.040, C.1.=0.020, C.R.=0.034
3. Weakness factor in economic
o X w1 w2 w3 EQT
Wi 1.00 4.34 6.80 0.700
w2 0.23 1.00 3.50 0.218
W3 0.15 0.29 1.00 0.082
Amax=3.073, C.1.=0.037, C.R.=0.063
4, Opportunity factor in economic
J13l 01 02 03 QT
01 1.00 2.80 6.30 0.647
02 0.36 1.00 3.20 0.261
03 0.16 0.31 1.00 0.092
Amax=3.014, C.1.=0.007, C.R.=0.012
5. Threat factor in economic
A8 T1 T2 T3 2%
T 1.00 0.32 4.25 0.264
T2 3.13 1.00 7.13 0.659
T3 0.24 0.14 1.00 0.077
Amax=3.044, C.1.=0.022, C.R.=0.038
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Fig. 2 Economic view of preferences towards maritime leasure
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Table 4 Factor priority scores in maritime leasure

1. Weight of each group

OHY i 843 S w 0 T QT
S 1.00 1 794 | 530 | 835 | 0.643
w 0.13}1.00 | 0.35 | 3.23 | 0.098
O 0.19 | 2.83 1.00 6.41 | 0.213
T 0.12 | 0.31 0.16 1.00 | 0.046
Amax=4.247, C.1.=0.082, C.R.=0.001
2. Strength factor in maritime leasure
23 S1 S2 3 =EQT
S1 1.00 0.26 0.14 0.079
S2 3.80 1.00 0.31 0.251
S3 7.20 3.23 1.00 0.670
Amax=3.040, C.1.=0.020, C.R.=0.034
3. Weakness factor in maritime leasure
oty Wi w2 W3 ER%T
Wi 1.00 0.36 0.16 0.093
w2 2.78 1.00 0.23 0.207
W3 6.24 4.30 1.00 0.700
Amax=3.073, C.1.=0.037, C.R.=0.063
4. Opportunity factor in economic
18 o1 02 03 QT
o1 1.00 0.29 0.18 0.096
02 3.45 1.00 0.32 0.262
03 5.48 3.12 1.00 0.642
Amax=3.014, C.1.=0.007, C.R.=0.012
5. Threat factor in economic
A8 T1 T2 T3 ER2c
T1 1.00 0.20 0.23 0.097
T2 4.32 1.00 0.36 0.300
T3 4.93 2.78 1.00 0.603

Amax=3.044, C.1.=0.022, C.R.=0.038
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Fig 3 leiswre view of preferences towards naritime leisure
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Table 5 Pairwise comparison matrix and weight of

evaluation factor
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Table 6 Weight of internal factor

WA H3MH g2t XAHA SRE
M3HEH 1.00 2.70 4.20 0.590
by 0.37 1.00 3.80 0.302
XA 0.24 0.26 1.00 0.109

Amax=3.090, C.1=0.045, C.R.=0.078
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Table 7 Weight of external factor
ALHR K34 E] o2t PARADs| =2%
1113@1'8 1.00 3.80 5.42 0.618
Q12+ 0.26 1.00 3.54 0.265
X XEX 0.18 0.28 1.00 0.117

Amax=3.0%4, CI1=0.047, CR.=0.081
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Table 8 Overall evaluation weights and ranking
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