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Abstract

The objective of this study was to propose the priorities among the possible development strategies that
can activate the industry while the market potential of cruise tourism industry has been increasing. To
achieve the research aim, the A'WOT (SWOT-AHP) method was adopted in this study focusing on Jeju
cruise industry. As a result of analysis, the strength factor (0.421) was the most important thing among the
proposed factors. And, opportunity (0.348), weakness (0.135), and threat (0.096) factors were calculated in
turn. Based on the A'WOT analysis, the most urgent thing among the strategy alternatives was 'Installation

of dedicated department for Jeju cruise

industry'. Accordingly,

this result can be utilized as the

fundamental data in order to make an optimal decision following by the environmental changes in Jeju

cruise industry.
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<Table 1> State of Jeju cruise entrance
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Year 04 05 06 07 09 10 11 12 08. 20
Port Entrance | 6 23 24 37 | 49 | 69 80 121
(Frequency)
Tourists
753 | 3,205 | 11,265 | 17,285 | 30,523 | 38,147 | 55,243 | 64,995 | 140,496 | 231,186
(Person)
Ratio of
Chinese - - 2 75 59 73 76 74 89
Tourists(%)
(Source: Jeju Special Self-Governing Province, 2013)
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<Table 2> SWOT analysis of Cruise Industry in Jeju Region

Strength

‘Weakness

1. Geographical location
2. Holding rich tourism resources and infrastructure

3. Sufficient infrastructure expansion in cruise
industry

. Absence of specific tourism products

. Absence of dedicated department for Jeju
cruise industry

. Lack of link with commercial and industrial
areas

Opportunity

Threat

1. Growth in the population of overseas travel
2. Market growth prospects of Asian cruise
3. Active government policy for the cruise

industry development

. Domestic and foreign competition of intensified
cruise hub

. Negative revision of China's tourism law

. Population reduction of cruise tourism owing to

global economic uncertainties and stagnation
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<Table 3> Relative priorities among SWOT factors

SWOT factors Importance Rank
Strength 0.421 1
Weakness 0.135 3
Opportunity 0.348 2
Threat 0.096 4
CR=0.01

045 0421
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0.348
0.35

0.3

M Strength

0.25 W Weakness

0.2 Opportunity

0.15 0.135 W Threat

0.096
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0

[Fig. 1] Relative priorities among SWOT factors
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<Table 4> Relative priorities among strength

factors
Strength factors Importance Rank
Geographical 0.339 2
Tourism 0310 3
resources
Infrastructure 0.351 1
CR=0.00
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[Fig. 2] Relative priorities among strength factors

o Q2 FoMe AF= FH AGT|H
404592 71 A YGEFRTH<Table 5> %
[Fig. 3] &x).

<Table 5> Relative priorites among weakness

factors
Weakness factors Importance Rank
Tourism products 0.364 2
Dedicated 0.459 |
department
C.omme.rmal and 0213 3
industrial areas
CR=0.00
05 0459
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industrial areas
[Fig. 3] Relative priorites among weakness
factors
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<Table 6> Relative priorites among opportunity

factors
rtunit
Opportunity Importance Rank
factors
Oversea travel 0.241 3
Market growth 0.423 1
Government policy 0.335 2
CR=0.00
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[Fig. 4] Relative priorites among opportunity
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<Table 7> Relative priorities among threat factors

Opportunity Importance Rank
factors
Competition 0.322 3
Tourism law 0.343 1
Econo.ml.c 0.335 2
uncertainties
CR=0.00
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[Fig. 5] Relative priorities among threat factors
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<Table 8> Relative priorities and rank among all
detailed factors

Detailed factors Importance Rank
Geographical 0.143 3
Tourism resources 0.131 4
Infrastructure 0.148 1
Tourism 0.049 3
products
Dedicated 0.062 7
department
Commercial & 0.029 12
industrial areas
Overseas travel 0.084 6
Market 0.147 2
growth
Goverr.lment 0117 5
policy
Competition 0.031 11
Tourism law 0.033 9
Economic 0.032 10
uncertainties

Economic uncertainties
Tourism law
Competition

Government policy
Market growth
Overseas travel

0.147
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Dedicated department

Tourism products
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Tourism resources 131

Geographical 0.143
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[Fig. 6] Relative priorities among overall factors
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