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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The purpose of the study is to select reactivity indicators in the occurrence of ship accidents
and change the evaluation index for people who are interested in ship accidents. Method: In order to
make the selector's benchability index valid, we conducted an emotional survey of experts, compiled a
feasibility assessment using the Likert scale, and performed AHP analysis to work on the relative results.
Result: As a result of using the Likert scale for all evaluation indicators, the validity was confirmed by
scoring more than 3.5 points on a 5-point scale, and as a result of AHP analysis, priority was given to
9 evaluation indicators. Conclusion: The results of this study developed an evaluation index by establi-
shing a detailed basis for the evaluation index while operating in an aircraft.

Keywords: Ship accident, vulnerability assessment table, vulnerability assessment index, vulnerability
index, AHP
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Table 3. Validity survey of vulnerability assessment indicators
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