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Measuring on Attractiveness of the Red Tourism Scenic Area
Based on the Theory of Fuzzy-AHP

—Case Study of Nanjing Rain Flower Terrace Scenic Area

Wang Li' Liu Jiaxue®
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Abstract: Red Tourism had gotten notable achievements during “11th Five — year Plan”period. But there are great differ—
ence between peak season and slack season as regard to Red Tourism Scenic Area. Slacking attractiveness has been the
popular problem among Red Tourism Scenic Area. This paper takes Nanjing Rain Flower Terrace as an example to ana—
lyze the four aspects of the attractiveness with the method of Fuzzy analytic hierarchy process( AHP) they are: re—
source service environment and accessibility. Later it analyzes the measurement results and puts forward several im—
provement strategies.
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Table 1 Attractiveness evaluation index and weight of Nanjing rain flower terrace scenic area

/%

/% /% /% /%

(0. 1546) 0.4 3.2 23.0 38.9 34.6
(0.0782) 1.1 12.0 43.1 33.6 10.2
(0.1224) 1.1 2.5 31.8 45.6 19.1
(0.081 6) 1.4 5.3 38.5 42.0 12.7
(0.0599) 1.8 9.2 33.6 43.5 12.0
(0.094 8) 0.8 1.4 16.3 37.1 44.5
N (0.096 2) 6.0 26.5 31.4 29.3 6.7
(0. 080 6) 1.1 6.4 25.8 42.8 24.0
(0.5861) (0.0356) 13.4 40. 6 32.2 11.0 2.8
(0.0470) 15.2 37.8 31.8 12.4 2.8
(0.0260) 6.4 22.3 41.7 21.6 8.1
(0.060 1) 1.4 3.2 17.3 38.9 39.2
(0.0254) 0.7 4.6 26.5 49.1 19.1
(0.0378) 2.1 9.5 37.8 37.5 13.1
(0.2439) 0.7 3.2 65.0 27.6 3.5
(0.309 6) 0 4.6 60. 4 31.8 3.2
(0.3253) 0.4 4.2 60. 8 31.1 3.5
(0.1792) (0.1212) 0.4 4.9 60. 8 30.0 3.9
(0.3040) 0.4 2.8 30.0 53.0 13.8
(0.1653) 4.9 13.8 47.0 27.2 7.1
(0.2124) 0.4 1.8 28.3 57.6 12.1
(0.1414) (0.13806) 0 4.9 47.7 42.8 4.6
(0.104 6) 1.1 22.3 53.7 21.6 1.4
(0.0750) 0 5.3 40. 6 48.8 5.3
(0.75) 0.4 3.2 29.7 56.5 10.2
(0.093 3) (0.25) 0.4 3.2 24. 4 64.0 8.1
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CR

0. 006

={0.027 854 0.103 906 0.294 85 0.365 797 0.208 154}

={0.003 493 0.041 648 0.617 005 0.303 298 0. 034 556}
={0.011316 0.069 239 0.381 733 0.446 938 0.091 204}
={0.004 0.032 0.28375 0.58375 0.096 75}

={0.018924 0.081 138 0.363 83 0.386405 0.150 115}.
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