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Destination Management Strategy Based on the
Importance-Performance Analysis’
-A Case Study in Kangwon-do Province, Korea-

Jeong-Min Kim?
2 o
B AZE B339 U543 S i F2E-HHEEM (Importance - Performance Analysis:
[PA)E B8 B34 Q42 7Iwe 2 3te Boh £83Q 7Y &34 A HtE AASGuA ¢3HE00 4§
ZAbe 9 xe] EAHQ #BA 2N BEAL AU e A=y Y, 2¥Y 2 e aea 9
FA ZHEFINBBAE EHRZ A BAAE AFe g $H9A A7 QA 08 o|FolFon £ 399n S

FEREC R sigich S AR, AL, BB, ALER 210 £AE dis) TEAE]
c7le 859 dAe] 24 AU E griste AHEE 33T 3 A $HAAM FaTd vig] JHEE FF
oz A H7HEAT. 7 WFAE AA S i FEE FARY AHAERE FE - WA AGe] s v
% FAFNFFA ] B4e BF ol £58 HAth SPER APAAG 218 A3 254 de)x
ol Fag £ 670 (RAAL Y] Bel, F4 o SuAde] de, #Fd A=, HeAe] A E, #HFA <t
AEA) 2 vepon] 94 A sojobd 40 47H(SA E B e, #3A) BIMFEE, RFAY o] &
#HoQ), A FAAZ TH(ARE B AJHAME R 58, TRhAIE Y e, #3249 E34E, e 434
=9 9, AP, SAAY HAY R A=), Y=Y A F S0l S/ (FAES AL, K713 Alge o
&, ol 87 FF, AL, AGFe] i) 2 BAHUT. B AT ANE Ade SHET, 2A
A3 ZAMZ1Y] Agez g A7 FAPAE B ZLE a4 B3A o] @9 deld=e] £ 3l
F4 712 ATE Az ZigEn

FR0| : BTRBA, BN, BaISY,

1 4 99 31¥ Received on Sep. 31, 2003
2 A et 734ohst #3384 Division of Tourism, Sangji Univ.. Wonju (220-702), Korea
a B d7e 20024 AA g ;AP A o8 £3E A7,



FRE-HFT ENE 22 @ %R 211

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to develop effective destination management strategies for three
typical tourist destinations in Kangwon province based on the importance-performance analy-
sis. The results show that overall performance levels of 21 management attributes in three des-
tinations is relatively low, compared to the importance levels of the attributes. 6 attributes
place in Concentrate Here, 4 attributes in Possible Overkill, 6 attributes in Keep Up Good
Work, and 5 attributes in Low Priority. There is no significant difference in the importance
level among three destinations, while performance levels are the lowest at Naksan & Kyungpo
beaches, and highest at Ganhyun area. Findings of the survey expect to be used as fundamen-
tals in management policy making process for each destinations.

KEY WORDS : DESTINATION MANAGEMENT, MANAGEMENT ATTRIBUTES, TOURIST AWARENESS
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Source: Martilla and James, 1977

Figure 1. Importance-Performance Matrix
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Table 1. Demographic Profile of the Respondents
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Item Categories and frequencies(%)

Gender male(58.4), female(41.6)

Age age of 18 ~29(51.9), age of 30~39(28.1), age of 40~49(15.5), age of 50 ~59(3.3), over 60(1.3)

under middle school(1.8), high school graduate(29.5), undergraduate(23.9), college graduate(25.7),

agriculture, forestry & fishery(0.5), self-employed(16.4), office worker(9.1), professional(17.6), public

under 990,000(14.7), 1,000,000 ~1,490,000(15.7), 1,500,000 ~1,990,000(15.0), 2,000,000~ 2,490,000(15.2),

2,500,000 ~2,990,000(9.7), 3,000,000 ~ 3,990,000(14.2), 4,000,000 ~4,990,000(7.9), more than

Education above graduate school (4.8), no response(0.3)
Occupation service(3.8), student(22.7), home maker(8.6), the others(7.1)
Income(won)
5,000,000(7.6)
Residence

Seoul(31.4), Busan(0.3), Daegu(0.8), Woolsan(0.8), Incheon(6.2), Daejeon(1.5), Gwangju(0.5),

Gyonggido(35.3), Chungcheongdo(1.6), Gyongsangdo(2.5), Chullado(0.5), Kangwondo(18.6)
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Table 2. The importance and performance level

Attributes Importance level Performance level Differences
(D Natural resource 436 3.35 -1.01
(2 Historical & cultural resource 3.89 3.02 -0.87
(3 Recreation opportunity 397 313 -0.84
@ Crowdedness 3.84 2.84 -1.00
(® Sanitation facilities 435 296 -1.39
(8 Convenience facilities 418 2.96 -1.22
(D Rest area 4.19 3.09 -1.10
Accommodations 422 3.09 -1.13
(® Environmental pollution 447 303 -144
Behavior of other visitors 3.96 299 097
(D Restriction on visitor use 3.77 3.07 -0.70
({2 Touting 3.77 2.89 -0.88
(3 Price level 413 2.53 ~1.60
Manager s Kindness 417 3.04 -1.13
(9 Fees and charges 4.02 2.81 -1.21
Food and beverage service 383 272 -1.11
({9 Shopping service 3.58 2.58 ~-1.00
Information service 403 299 -1.04
Accessibility by transportation 419 296 -1.23
@0 Hospitality of the residents 3.74 3.12 <0.62
@ Safety of the area 4.33 329 -1.04
Mean 4.05 297 -
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Figure 2. IPA action grid
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Table 3. The importance and performance level
. Seolak Kyungpo/Naksan Ganhyun
ttribut.
Attributes I P I P I P
(@ Natural resource 444 347 427 297 437 3.58
(@ Historical & cultural resource 414 3.16 3.80 298 3.66 2.88
® Recreation opportunity 397 3.12 4.07 301 3.87 327
@ Crowdedness 3.80 275 381 272 394 3.09
(® Sanitation facilities 434 296 443 273 4.29 3.19
(8 Convenience facilities 411 2.96 443 2.80 413 3.14
@ Rest area 415 3.07 432 296 4.09 3.24
Accommodations 413 3.30 442 2.80 413 3.09
(© Environmental pollution 451 3.17 441 2.53 4.46 337
Behavior of other visitors 402 2.99 3.88 2.78 397 3.20
(@D Restriction on visitor use 391 3.01 372 3.00 3.65 3.20
(2 Touting 381 2.60 3.72 2.67 3.76 351
@3 Price level 408 2.46 431 229 401 2.85
Manager s Kindness 417 293 424 2.89 4.09 332
(9 Fees and charges 398 2.64 423 2.74 3.87 3.09
Food and beverage service 392 281 384 271 3.69 261
(@ Shopping service 3.65 2.58 3.59 2.59 348 2.59
Information service 412 3.02 396 282 3.99 311
Accessibility by transportation 422 294 428 307 4.06 287
(0 Hospitality of the residents 3.85 313 3.68 3.02 3.66 323
@D Safety of the area 432 3.15 438 3.13 . 4.30 3.64
Mean 4.08 2.96 4.09 2.82 397 3.15
A4 % WAL g, BBA BIHEE, 25 2) X =4
4018 WY S4EL FAEE BA AAUGAD  AFIAAA 2479 A (PR UTY, AE -
HAERANE AelHes Re HIAE wol 24
Adslelobd 502 B,
concentrate here keep up good work
(3) A +8E9 £4
V2 D NLER 27, BRGYAL B, ol & o
BgAe exaE, ve ABAEY A9, a4Y9, ®
SAAA G 2 2Ae 67 $4S ForEd A @ o2 ?
A7 BE 2A Wil ve 454 he A o ®
of 4 YA Fol Bel xAL Aok Qo wiF g o
2% o2 Bog), T.c* ® ® [P0
: ® @ @
DEDSEDES 3 o
GAHEst A, F9718 Az FA, o] &4l s
FE, QWAL AGFRY S FEL Fard g; '
Hlel]l 47} vl £ S5 5 2dE = low priority possible over kill
ol 2e g Beld SelolA AU g FRahe
Ao x| oFxlojo} & Aoz wuET) Performance(mean=2.96)

Figure 3. IPA action grid for Seolaksan National
park



282 Eab il e A ezl Al 15(2) 2001
concentrate here keep up good work concentrate here keep up good work
®
® @
® ® @
® @ ® @ ®
@) (kY
B, 00 ® ©0e
) ®
~ B @
P [
3 ® & ® ©
E ) ?5 ® o @
o @
g ® E’ ® ®
@ @
4 £
o o
a @ @ g
] = low priority possible over kill
low priority possible over kill

Performance (mean=2.82)

Figure 4. IPA action grid for Kyungpo/Naksan
beach areas
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Table 4. Major management points for each destinations

Study

Sites ™ Seolaksan National Park Kyungpo/Naksan Ganhyun
Action Grid
(@ natural resource (D natural resource
@ historical & cultural resource (1) natural resource (® sanitation facilities
® convenience facilities (3 recreation opportunity (® convenience facilities
Keepupgood (D restarea (@ rest area @ rest area
work accomodations manager s kindness ® environmental pollution
® environmental pollution accessibility by transportation ‘1 manager s kindness
information service @ safety of the area ({9 information service
@ safety of the area @) safety of the area
(8 sanitation facilities
(® sanitation facilities ® converuence facilities accomodations
Concentrate . accomodations .
@ price level . . (@ price level
here accessibility by transportation © environmental poltution accessibility by transportation
@ pricelevel
() fees & charges
(® crowdedness
behavior of other visitors @ crowdedness @ historical & cultural resource
(@2 touting behavior of other visitors @ crowdedness
Low priority manager s kindness @ touting (@ fees & charges
(@ fees & charges food & beverage service food & beverage service
food & beverage service @ shopping service @ shopping service
(@ shopping service
C (3 recreation opportuni
®) recreation opportunity ® hlStO.I'lC'al & culFLfral resource behavior of ther visitt}:)rs
L . (D restriction on visitor use .
Possible overkill Drestriction on visitor use information service D@ touting

@0 hospitality of the residents

@D hospitality of the residents

(@ restriction on visitor use
@ hospitality of the residents
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