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The importance-performance grid is a marketing instrument used to make decisions regarding 

the growth of the consumers’ satisfaction, by optimizing the attributes of products. This grid is a 

useful instrument, as it is shown in the paper, to the extent to which the importance and 

performance of the attributes are correctly recorded. Another idea underlined in the paper is that 

regarding the difficulty to directly determine the importance of attributes or in the same stage 

with the determination of the service performance, according to these attributes.   

The objectives of this paper are to analyze the importance-performance grid (suggested by 

Martilla and amended by Abalo),through an empirical study in the field of tourist services used 

and to test the conditions to carry out this grid taking into account the hypothetical case of 

indirectly determining the importance of the quality attributes.   

The literature in the field regarding the importance-performance analysis is analysed and the 

subsequent amendments to the previous grid suggested by Martilla and James in 1977. 

The present paper is a continuation of several studies on the same subject, in which the following 

research methods were used: direct survey by questionnaire, the Spearman correlation 

coefficient, and the entropy calculus. A comparative analysis of the importance-performance grid 

if directly recording the importance of attributes (through survey by questionnaire) and of the 

indirect determination of the importance of the attributes (through the Spearman coefficient and 

entropy calculus) is being suggested. The results indicate possible uses of methods, yet it raises a 

series of collateral problems regarding their application.  

The contribution of this paper is given by the suggestion of two methods to indirectly determine 

the importance of attributes, which take into account the data measurement scale used and the 

collinearity among attributes and which lead to pertinent results when we use the IPA grid 

amended by Abalo as a decision instrument.   
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1. Introduction  

Two major instruments have been developed in time in order to analyze the concept of consumer 

satisfaction and they are: Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA) and SERVQUAL. 

The roots of current measurement methods of consumer satisfaction are to be found in the first 

efforts to investigate the consumer’s decision making process (Churchman and Ackoff 1954:172-

187). Other efforts were concentrated in constructing models to determine the consumer’s 

attitude (Fishbein 1963: 233-9; Rosenberg, 1956:367-72), followed by complex models of 

consumer’s satisfaction (Oliver 1996; Tse and Wilton, 1988). Among these, is situated the use of 

the conjoint analysis (Green and Rao 1971:355-63; Luce and Tuckey, 1964). 

Approaches regarding the perception of the  quality of services and the identification of the 

evaluation attributes is to be found in many studies and empirical researches (1994; Parasuraman 

et. al. 1988: 12-37; 1993: 1-12). Kano (1984:38-48) developed a model which distinguishes 

different types of quality attributes. Kano’s model divides the quality attributes of products and 



 

475 

services into five distinct categories (attractive, one-dimensional, must-be, indifference and 

reverse) each influencing differently the consumer’s satisfaction. Other studies regarding the 

consumer’s satisfaction suggests that the quality attributes can be perceived by using three 

categories: basic factors, performance factors, stimulation factors.  Levitt suggests two categories 

of attributes: core attributes and facilitator attributes (Levitt 1983). We can see the 

correspondences among the three models. The basic factors are indispensable, their below 

average level creating dissatisfaction, yet their presence at an average level does not create 

satisfaction.  

Starting with the previous researches regarding consumer satisfaction, Martilla and James opened 

up a new research direction by creating the Importance-Performance Analysis grid - IPA: 

1. In 1977, J.A. Martilla and J.C. James launched the Importance-Performance Analysis grid 

(IPA)(Figure 1); According to the method suggested for the chosen product, service, or 

destination the attributes considered important by the target audience are established through the 

focus-group method. Regarding the sources used to determine the attributes considered 

important, the literature mentions the proposals of the managers in the field. The attributes 

identified are placed on a Likert scale and the respondents are asked to establish and evaluate the 

performance for a given product, service, or destination. According to the initial variant, any 

attribute placed in the grid with a higher score than the performance is a candidate for 

improvement efforts. The higher the discrepancy between importance and performance, the more 

improvement efforts are required because a high discrepancy means high satisfaction. IPA was 

applied in different fields, such as: health services (Cunningham and Gaeth 1989: 584-586), 

education and banking services (Ennew, Reed, and Binks 1993: 59-70), industry, quality of 

services and tourism (Bush and Ortinau 1986: 281-85; Lin et al.2005: 84-87). In the field of 

tourism, IPA was applied in order to determine the selection factors of a hotel in order to 

establish the critical attributes of the tourism guide performance to identify the competitivity 

factors of destinations or to draw up different strategies (Deng 2007: 1274-1284). After the 

applications, several problems have been identified and the improvement variants have targeted 

changes regarding the way in which the importance and performance are measured.  
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     Figure 1 Importance-Performance                            Figure 2 Importance-Performance                
      grid by Martilla & James                                       grid obtained through direct research       
        (Martilla & James, 1977, p. 78) 

 
 

2. IPA alternatives were created suggesting improvements, examples, (Abalo et. al 2006:115-

121; Bacon 2003:55-71; Oh 2001: 617-627). The most interesting are those emphasising the 

difference between importance and performance by drawing a diagonal given by the equality 

points between importance and performance. In the IPA grid, suggested by Abalo, the left 

superior part is enlarged and it includes quadrant II, ½ of quadrant I and ½ of quadrant III and the 

attributes in this area are candidates for improvement. The part under the diagonal in the graph 
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maintains the interpretation of Martilla and James’ IPA. The difference is that everything with a 

higher score for importance than for performance, situated on the left superior part is regarded as 

a candidate for improvement.  

Constructing the importance-performance grid has as a critical point the accurate determination 

of the importance and performance of the attributes of the researched product/service.  

 

2. The literature on the determination of the importance of attributes for the construction 

of IPA  

The measurement of the importance of the attributes in the IPA importance-performance grid can 

be done:  

- directly, through Likert or metric scale;  The disadvantages are: it hinders data gathering, it 

increases the duration of answer recording, the scores have a very low inter-item variation, the 

answers being uniformly high, therefore useless ( Bacon, 2003: 55-71), many times the answers 

are not honest. A possible cause of problems could be that fact that in the method suggested by 

Martilla and James, before the application of the questionnaire, the most important attributes are 

already selected through the focus-group. Thus, using Likert scale there is a natural tendency to 

confer high values to each attribute. The most serious problem is that the absolute measurement 

is used not the relative, competitive one. Yet, there is still the best method due to the problems 

raised by indirect methods. (Abalo, Varela and Manzano  2007_115-121) 

- indirectly, by measuring the importance of the attributes through a composite average of median 

scores and of Pearson correlation coefficient (O'Leary and Adams 1982) or by using the 

Spearman coefficient (Crompton and Duray 1985: 69-80). 

- indirectly, through regression coefficients and the multivariate regression (Dolinsky and 

Caputo, 1991:61-79); By using these methods, the global satisfaction is correlated with the 

performance given to each attribute in order to find out the importance given to each attribute. 

This method’s major disadvantages are: the collinearity among attributes (Bacon 2003:55-71) 

which leads to very poor results, inconsideration of a non-linear relation between the global 

performance and that of each attribute. There are studies showing that the negative effect of a 

product’s low performance in the total evaluation of satisfaction is higher than the positive effect 

of an above the average performance (Abalo, Varela and Manzano 2007: 115-121). Yet, the 

Spearman coefficient has the advantage, that is can be used for non-parametric data.  

- by conjoint analysis; This very useful method becomes unfeasible when it implies more than 

several attributes, a situation often encountered.    

There were other measurement methods, yet they contradict one another and give different results 

for the same case. (Crompton and Duray 1985:69-80; Oh, 2001: 617-27)   

 

3. Methodology  

 The research took place in three stages:   

· In the first stage, we carried out a survey through questionnaire which recorded the 
importance given by the respondents to quality attributes and which evaluated the 
performance of tourist services from the perspective of quality attributes.  

· In the second stage, we tested the extent to which the indirect determination of the 
importance of quality attributes leads to acceptable results (by comparing them with 
the results obtained directly).   

· In the third stage, which makes the object of current paper, we constructed the three 
grides afferent to the information obtained in these three ways and we compared the 
three grides according to the marketing decisions.  

Work hypothesis: using Abalo’s IPA grid, the results obtained by direct investigation of the 

attributes are comparable to those obtained indirectly, in order to make marketing decisions. The 

market research ad implicitly the construction of the IPA Grid can be simplified by eliminating 
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the questions related to the importance of attributes and the determination of the importance of 

attributes through mathematical methods.  

During March-April, 2010 a survey was conducted among the population of Oradea, Romania 

(Ban and Popa 2010: 378-384). The sample was composed of a total of 1,060 people, sampling 

method chosen was the stratification method (margin of error of 3%). The segmentation criterion 

used was age. The respondents were persons who received accommodation services in Romania 

at least once since 2007 till 2010. 

The research goal was to investigate the level of Oradea inhabitants’ satisfaction, with the quality 

of tourism services and the performance of service staff. The research instrument was a 

questionnaire with 21 questions, plus some questions related to socio-demographic aspects. 

There were 19 attributes chosen for tourism staff, in correspondence with SERVQUAL, for 

which it was done the analysis of the importance given by respondents and the analysis of the 

perceived performance of the staff from Romania. A scale with five steps was used in this 

research, from "unimportant" to "very important".   

The results obtained indicated a hierarchy of the attributes from the point of view of the 

importance and a hierarchy of the attributes from the point of view of the perceived performance 

with regard to the tourism staff in Romania. (Table 1, column 1 and column 4) 

Excluding the direct responses referring to the attributes’ importance, we have tried by two 

mathematical methods to indirectly determine this, by checking the correlation between the 

perceived performance and the global satisfaction.  

Mathematical methods used in correspondence with the type of scale used in the survey applied, 

that is multivariate ordinal scales and these are: the calculus of entropy and the calculus of the 

Spearman coefficient (through SPSS). (Tabel 1  Ban, 2012: 348-354.) 
 
Table 1 

Attributes according to their 

importance in the survey  

Attributes 

according to the 

importance 

inferred through 

the Spearman 

coefficient  

(x10-2) 

Attributes 

according to their 

importance 

determined 

through entropy 

calculus (x10-2) 

Attributes 

according to 

their 

performance in 

the survey  

Q8.16 Kindness 4.62 0.134 5.3768 3.2 

Q8.17 Responsibility 4.58 0.133 5.2493 3.14 

Q8.8 Communication 4.53 0.141 4.8369 3.25 

Q.8.3 Promptitude 4.53 0.098 5.1144 3.12 

Q8.10 Responsiveness to 
problems 

4.5 0.121 5.6693 3.06 

Q8.11 Conscientiously 4.46 0.127 5.3018 3.09 

Q8.7 Ability to solve 
problems 

4.46 0.098 4.6869 3.17 

Q8.2 Attention 4.46 0.069 4.6119 3.16 

Q8.5 Availability 4.45 0.113 4.7394 3.2 

Q8.9 Oral Expression 4.45 0.137 5.1144 3.18 

Q8.6 Physical Appearance 4.43 0.131 3.982 3.38 

Q8.18 Sociability 4.42 0.133 5.1969 3.19 

Q8.14 Skills 4.41 0.096 4.5444 3.23 

Q8.19 Self-control 4.4 0.128 5.2943 3.16 

Q8.4 Professional 
knowledge 

4.38 0.117 4.8519 3.09 
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Q8.13 Flexibility 4.26 0.089 5.6393 3.05 

Q8.15 Elegance 4.25 0.108 5.2193 3.13 

Q8.12 Enthusiasm 4.17 0.133 9.0814 2.95 

Q8.1 Anticipate desires 3.82 0.111  5.4893 2.96 

Medium 4.3989 0.1166 5.263 2.9868 

 

Based on the information obtained directly, we constructed the importance-performance grid 

(Figure 2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 Importance-Performance grid            Figure 4  Importance-Performance grid 

obtained by determining the  importance              obtained by determining the importance 

of attributes through the Spearman coefficient     of attributes through the entropy calculus  

 

If we take into consideration the IPA grid amended by Abalo, in the exterior of the diagonal there 

are two attributes left (Q6 and Q14) at keep up the good work, the rest requiring improvements, 

meaning the concentration of efforts.  

Based on the indirect determination of the importance of attributes, through the Spearman 

coefficient, in the exterior of the diagonal there are two attributes left at  keep up the good work 

(Q5 and Q6) and two attributes at low priority (Q7 and Q2) and one attribute at possible overkill 

(Q14).(Figure 3) 

Based on the indirect determination of the importance of attributes through the entropy calculus, 

under Abalo’s diagonal, there are four attributes suggested for keep up the good work (Q9, Q5, 

Q8 and Q14) and one attribute proposed for elimination (Q6). (Figure 4) 

 

4. Results, limits and conclusions 

Results:          

- the IP grid constructed from the attributes evaluated directly as importance and performance, 

shows a concentration of 17 attributes (out of 19 attributes) in quadrant II and only two attributes 

in quadrant I  (Q6 and Q14) which actually means the continuation of the efforts and their 

concentration on all the attributes analysed;  

- the analysis of the IP grid constructed from the direct evaluation of the performance of services 

from the perspective of attributes and of the importance of attributes indirectly determined 

through the Spearman coefficient, shows a concentration of 14 attributes in quadrant  II, of two 

attributes in quadrant I (Q6 and Q5)  and two attributes in quadrant III (Q7 and Q2) and one 

attribute in quadrant IV (Q14); 

- the analysis of the IP grid constructed from the direct evaluation of the performance of services 

from the perspective of attributes and of the importance of attributes indirectly determined 
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through the entropy calculus shows a concentration of 14 attributes in quadrant II, four in 

quadrant  I  (Q9, Q5, Q8 and Q14) and one attribute in quadrant  IV (Q6);   

- the comparative analysis of the three grides presented above, each grid analysed in accordance 

to the grid constructed from direct research, shows a similar positioning for 15 out of the 19 

attributes analysed, which maintains the utility of the Spearman coefficient and of the entropy 

calculus in order to indirectly determine the importance of attributes; 

 

Limits: 

-for Q14 (skills), the verdict is elimination when the Spearman coefficient is used while for other 

two situations, it is a completely reverse verdict, that of effort continuation;   

-for Q6 (Physical Appearance), the verdict is elimination when the entropy calculus is used while 

for the other two situations, it is a completely reverse verdict, that of effort continuation;  

-it is possible that these results are valid only in the case of the proposed empirical study and they 

might not test for other concrete situations; 

-we didn't take in consideration different category of quality attributes, like Kano's category or 

Levitt's category that sustain the asymmetrical relation between attributes and global satistaction.  

 

Conclusions: 

The hypothesis has been confirmed with the above mentioned reserves.  

The discussions regarding the improvement of the usefulness of the importance-performance grid 

are being carried out in relation to the asymmetrical connection between attributes and global 

satisfaction (Slevitch and Oh 2010: 559-569), which supports the classification of attributes into 

categories according to their impact on global satisfaction.  

We have to make another survey on the same population with attributes category distribution and 

indirect importance determination of attributes. 
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