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A NEW RATIONAL IPA AND APPLICATION TO CRUISE TOURISM

At least two versions of Importance-performance analysis (IPA), namely the simple IPA and the
asymmetric IPA, are available in tourism literature (Albayrak and Caber, 2015; Pritchard and Havitz,
2006). The simple IPA involves asking customers their perceptions relating to importance of various
performance criteria and how the firm has performed in terms of these criteria (Baker and Crompton,
2000; Pyo, 2012; Ryan and Huyton, 2002). The simple IPA assumes a symmetric relationship between
performance in terms of various criteria and customer satisfaction. The asymmetric IPA or AIPA
(Albayrak and Caber, 2013; Caber et al., 2013) recognizes that these relationships could be asymmetric
and uses the three-factor theory of customer satisfaction (Matzler and Sauerwein, 2002) to argue for the
existence of basic, excitement or performance criteria. While AIPA is an improvement over IPA, AIPA
calculations take into account only the magnitude of regression coefficients but not their level of
significance. Further, figure 3 of Albayrak and Caber (2015) uses performance in X-axis but impact
asymmetry, not importance, in Y-axis. It is not clear why impact asymmetry should be considered
synonymous to importance.

In this research note, we propose a variation of AIPA and call it Rational IPA (RIPA). RIPA
involves the following steps.

Step 1. Collect relevant data.

Step 2. Run two sets of regressions with overall customer satisfaction as the dependent variable,
and performance in terms of various service criteria as independent variables. The first set
of regressions is called low performance regressions where only ratings below median
levels for each criterion are considered. In contrast, the second set of regressions is called
high performance regressions. As highlighted in previous studies (Hartline et al., 2003;
Ramanathan and Ramanathan, 2011; Silverman and Grover, 1995), the criteria are
classified based on the results of the two sets of regressions.

a. A critical criterion remains significant in all regressions (except for low performance
in terms of the criterion).

b. A desirable criterion is significant both for high performance and low performance in
terms of the criterion.

c. A satisfier criterion is significant for high performance regression in terms of the
criterion but not significant for low performance.

d. A dissatisfier criterion is not significant for high performance regression but
significant for low performance in terms of the criterion.

e. All other criteria are neutral criteria.
Step 3. Prepare IPA matrix.

Step 4. Conduct IPA based on the criterion classification (importance) and achievement
(performance).

We demonstrate RIPA in the following steps using publicly available online cruise data.

Step 1

Our data has been obtained from www.cruisecritic.co.uk covering the period Aug 2010- Aug 2012
for Hawaii. Ratings are elicited for nine different performance criteria (listed in Tables 1 and 2) and also
for overall customer satisfaction (1 for very bad performance and 5 for very good performance).



http://www.cruisecritic.co.uk/

Step 2

Low and high performance regressions are shown in Tables 1 and 2 respectively. Each of the nine
rows in these tables report result of a single regression. All assumptions of regressions have been satisfied
but we do not elaborate them here due to lack of space.

Table 1: Results of regressions for low performance (below median)

- Public . Entertainm | Spa& Shore Embarka - Value
Dining Cabins : . - Service for
Rooms ent Fitness | Excursions tion Money
Dining 0.161* 0.125** -0.008 0.132* 0.054 0.1%* -0.048 0.155* 0.465*
Public Rooms 0.054 0.037 0.013 0.12 0.003 0.113 -0.009 0.163** 0.593*
Cabins 0.131%* 0.101*** | 0.075 0.148** 0.035 0.214* 0.009 0.208* 0.314*
Entertainment 0.226* 0.149* -0.024 0.125** | 0.113** | 0.078*** | -0.034 0.144** 0.392*
Spa & Fitness 0.181* 0.136** -0.004 0.208* -0.034 0.096** -0.056 0.186* 0.361*
g‘(ﬁsions 0.185* 016** | -0.002 0.047 0.017 0.06 -0.025 | 0.129%*%* | 0525%
Embarkation 0.219* 0.139* 0.074 0.11%* 0.001 0.087* | 0.079** | 0.207* 0.304*
Service 0.103** 0.112** -0.006 0.042 -0.007 0.116* -0.004 0.221* 0.507*
m#z;m 0.228* 0.114%* 0 0.102%** | 0.029 0136* | -0061 | 0177* | 0.393*
*p<0.01,** p<0.05 ***p<0.10
Table 2: Results of regressions for high performance (median and above median)
Dinin Public Cabins Entertain | Spa & Shore Embarkati Service Value for
g Rooms ment Fitness Excursions on Money
Dining 0.039 0.185* 0.007 0.063 0.019 0.207* 0.008 0.145** 0.347*
Public Rooms 0.199* 0.017 -0.005 | 0.109** | 0.044 0.134* -0.009 0.181* 0.430*
Cabins 0.178* 0.128* 0.017 | 0.115** | 0.028 0.041 -0.041 0.152* 0.475*
Entertainment | 0.118*** | 0.112** | -0.077 | 0.073 -0.069 0.182* 0.001 0.138** 0.514*
Spa & Fitness 0.156* 0.099** | -0.014 | 0.073 0.013 0.103** 0.010 0.186* 0.451*
Shore
Excursions 0.194* 0.205* | -0.090 | 0.147* | 0.018 0.102** 0.042 0.209* 0.327*
Embarkation 0.124* 0.101*** | -0.044 | 0.118** | 0.035 0.114** 0.015 0.144* 0.510*
Service 0.248* 0.149* 0.009 | 0.173* 0.064 0.136** -0.056 0.101** 0.305*
Value for
Money 0.115%** 0.200* 0.000 | 0.51** | 0.060 0.124** 0.050 0.148** 0.237*

*p<0.0L, ** p<0.05,**p<0.10

First row of Table 1 (Dining) shows results of the regression with low performance in terms of
this criterion. We first sorted the whole data using ratings in terms of this criterion, and calculated the
median score. We only considered those cruises that registered a rating of less than this median score in
terms of dining in the regression. Other rows in Tables 1 and 2 should be interpreted in a similar way.
Criteria are classified using the results in Tables 1 and 2.

a.

The criteria “Service” and “Value for money” in Tables 1 and 2 are critical as they remain
significant in all regressions (see corresponding columns).

These two criteria are also desirable criteria. Thus, a critical criterion is also a desirable
criterion but the reverse is not true.

The criterion “shore excursions” is significant for high performance regression in terms of the
criterion but not significant for low performance. Hence it is a satisfier.

Dining, Entertainment and Embarkation are dissatisfiers.
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e. Other four criteria are neutral criteria.

Step 3

In RIPA, the level of importance of the criteria are straightforward: critical criteria are the most
important, neutral criteria are the least important while the other three sets of criteria (satisfier, dissatisfier
and desirable) come in between (Figurel).
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Figure 1: Rational Importance-performance analysis
Step 4

Thus it is clear that the selected cruise-lines are investing the appropriate resources in the right
place by performing well in terms of the more important (critical and desirable) criteria. However, they
seem to be doing badly in terms of dissatisfier (embarkation) but doing well in terms of neutral criteria.

RIPA helps to obtain more intuitive results. In response to the comment by Lai and Hitchcock
(2015) that IPA lacks statistical analysis, the RIPA is grounded in statistics. It involves running a series of
regressions. Criteria are classified by looking at levels of significance in the regressions.

Our study has some limitations. For example, we focused only on Hawaii particular to cruise
sector. More locations and sectors should be included in future studies. Additional data sources can help in
deriving broader insights. This would help in adding more criteria. Also future studies can help validate
RIPA in different contexts.
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