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ABSTRACT : Recently, a growing number of local governments are seeking to invigorate the local
economy through smart tourism, a high value—added industry. Thus, while many researchers discuss the
economic value of smart tourism, there are few studies that present specific data. Therefore, the purpose
of this study is to provide empirical basis for the economic value of smart tourism by predicting changes

in the number of tourists through smart tourism. Furthermore, it aims to present specific and objective
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data to local governments that seek to revitalize the local economy through smart tourism. To achieve

this research objective, this study utilized demand forecasting techniques that take into account visit

intention and feasibility rates, and collected data through online surveys. Specifically, the study sampled

the residents of metroplitan area through quota sampling and examined their respective willingness to

visit Jeonju, Gyeongju, and Gangneung when they were traditional tourist cities and smart tourist cities.

The analysis shows that the average number of tourists in smart tourist cities is expected to increase

twice as much. In addition, as a result of analyzing the differences in the willingness to visit between

existing cities and smart tourism cities, women showed higher willingness to visit than men, and 60s

showed the highest willingness to visit. These analysis results were not only empirical grounds for the

economic value of smart tourism, which had been discussed only conceptually, but the study also

presented basic data to local governments seeking to vitalize the local economy through smart tourism.

Keywords : Smart tourism city, Regional economic revitalization, Demand forecasting, Willing to visit,
Feasibility rate, Gruber index, Self-confidence index
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(Table 1) Distribution of survey samples for general adults in the metropolitan area

Sample data for quota sampling, n(%)

City Seoul Gyeonggi Incheon
20~29 77(20) 94(19) 21(19)
30~39 82(22) 109(22) 24(21)
Age 40~49 84(22) 125(25) 27(23)
50~59 81(21) 112(22) 27(23)
over 60 58(15) 64(13) 15(14)
Sum 381(38) 504(50) 115(11)

Total 1,000

Data collection using quota-sampling method, n(%)

City Seoul Gyeonggi Incheon
20~29 79(18) 102(18) 21(17)
30~39 94(22) 124(22) 26(20)
Age 40~49 92(21) 141(25) 32(25)
50~59 95(22) 124(22) 30(24)
over 60 68(16) 72(13) 18(14)
Sum 428(38) 563(50) 127(11)

Total 1,118

(Table 2> 2018 Metropolitan area demographics redistributed according to research purpose

City
Seoul Gyeonggi Incheon

20~29 1,969,968 547,339 2,390,541
30~39 2,097,538 614,223 2,781,755
Age 40~49 2,139,148 683,715 3,188,716
50~59 2,062,401 684,803 2,869,649
over 60 1,472,815 395,887 1,643,235
Total population by cities 9,741,871 2,925,967 12,873,895

Total population in the metropolitan area 25,541,733
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(Table 3) Scenario for forecasting the demand for tourists in the metropolitan area by
tourist cities

Cities Image Contents

Jeonju

Jeonju is a culture-centered tourist city where you can experience Korean traditional
culture. In particular, Jeonju Hanok Village offers not only things to enjoy such as
hanbok experience, but also various cultural experiences such as food and
attractions that stand out from Korean culture. In addition, through guesthouses
located throughout Jeonju, the city supports staying tourism, such as ‘live in Jeonju
for a month,” where you can participate in the lives of local residents.

Existing
tourism
city

Jeonju is a culture-centered tourist city where you can experience Korean traditional
culture. The recent introduction of smart tourism technology provides tourists with
a richer cultural tourism experience. For example, a realistic media tourism content
service that allows you to virtually experience the old appearance of Jeonju, and an
integrated platform service that enables various transportation infrastructure
information and payments that can move from Jeonju Hanok Village to the suburbs
in an optimal way. In addition, it enables you to enjoy a richer and more enjoyable
travel experience through smart tourism technology such as big data-based tourism
information service in a faster internet environment where you can receive
personalized Jeonju tourism information anytime, anywhere.

Smart
tourism
city

Gyeongju

Gyeongju is a tourist city with high historical value, possessing world cultural
o heritages such as Yangdong Folk Village and Seokguram. In particular, the Gyeongju
Existing Historic Area is a place where Buddhist relics and life relics from the Silla period,
tourism 3 including pagodas, royal tombs, and fortresses, are concentrated, providing an
city RSN Siﬂ PSS cducational tourism experience. In addition, Anapji Temple with beautiful night
views and Bomun Complex with beautiful cherry blossoms are popular spots for
couples.

Gyeongju is a historical tourism city where you can experience historical and
educational experiences. The recent introduction of smart tourism technology
provides tourists with a richer cultural tourism experience. For example, this city is
a realistic media tourism content service that allows you to virtually experience the

Smart Silla era in the historical district of Gyeongju, and an integrated platform service
tourism that enables various transportation infrastructure information and payments that
city can move through the historical places of Gyeongju in an optimal way. In addition,
it enables you to enjoy a richer and more enjoyable travel experience through smart
tourism technology such as big data-based tourism information service in a faster
internet environment where you can receive your own customized Gyeongju tourism
information anytime, anywhere.
Gangneung
Gangneung is a tourism city centered on nature with beautiful natural scenery.
Existing Gangneung, which has an unusual landscape of mountains and sea, offers
. nature-friendly tourism experiences such as leisure sports such as surfing and hiking
tourism o ) : : . ) ) .
: trails where you can climb while looking at the sea. In recent years, you can enjoy
city not only lyrical places like Gangneung Cafe Street, but also exotic experiences like
surfing.
Gangneung is a natural tourism city with beautiful natural scenery. The recent
introduction of smart tourism technology provides tourists with a richer nature
tourism experience. For example, a realistic media tourism content service that
allows you to experience a mountain trail with a view of the sea indoors, and an
Smart integrated platform service that enables various transportation infrastructure
tourism information and payments that can move through places boasting magnificent
city scenery throughout Gangneung in an optimal way. In addition, it enables you to

enjoy a richer and more enjoyable travel experience through smart tourism
technology such as big data-based tourism information service in a faster internet
environment where you can receive your own customized Gangneung tourism
information anytime, anywhere.
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(Table 4) Smart tourism demand forecast questionnaire considering visit intention and
self-confidence index

1. Have you recently been to Jeonju/Gyeongju/Gangneung for tourism?

@ Yes ( ) year @ No

2. Are you willing to visit Jeonju/Gyeongju/Gangneung within the next year for tourism purposes if
additional smart tourism services are provided (expressed only in the smart tourism city scenario)
in the existing tourism cities such as Jeonju/Gyeongju/Gangneung?

@ Will never visit @ Won't visit @ Don’t know @ Will visit ~ ® Will definitely visit

3.(For @, ® respondents in #2) Please write down the degree of confidence that you are visiting in
0~100%.

( ) %

4. (For @, ® respondents in #2) If you visit "Jeonju/Gyeongju/Gangneung’ for tourism, how many
days would you be staying?

( ) nights ( ) days

+0)*D). (Table 5)& 7+ Aol g
d BB FRodF g BoFa it
lof] & HFo Fxd B
2 =3l A3} 712G TAY
735l tigt 8052 183 A7} 6,564,925

1}

1‘
>

*
o

2319 21 ((Appendix 1)>3}F {(Appendix 2) %
Z), HEPPE ot duse '@ BEd
ojtt e} © RI=A] WHEE Aolttof gt &
o] MHEoJAbEo] A e A& UL

=
A
=

1 el nejst A O AN, SPREREEAE s
e P 2=gof 9,856,558% o & VEh} 2 } HFEA L v,
3,291,633%°] t F7lehe Zlo& oS|It

WO ALE TS 123 BAEAE e # 735l A% 71EWF =AY W, 7,985,716
FA FooEe UM AF3 AP o], o] A o Ve, AnEFRIEAIY u 11,369,301
TFER g ARulE FAATF(A) ] e o2 Yeht AntedsEAY u) 3,383,585
Ro|th(B) &} WrEA] WEE Zo|th(C)oll $F ol § J7leke Ao& dEHAr) wirete s
o Ak H&E g9 S Fota, vREe Aol ABS, 71EWE =AY 9 8,924,723
& G AALFE Fotd dSA7F =2 W, 2 ERFEAIY ) 11,383,128W o2

el 2,458,4057 0] S7kshe AL R o SH 3

(Table b) Forecasting of change in the number of tourists in the metropolitan area of
smart tourism cities compared to existing tourism cities

Cities Existing tourism cities Smart tourism cities Forecasted value difference”

Jeonju 6,564,925 9,856,558 3,291,633
Gyeongju 7,985,716 11,369,301 3,383,585
Gangneung 8,924,723 11,383,128 2,458,405

* The degree to which it is forecasted to increase when it is a smart tourism city compared to an existing tourism city
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(Table 6) Forecasting of change in the number of tourists in the metropolitan area of smart
tourism cities compared to existing tourism cities

Cities Existing tourism cities Smart tourism cities Forecasted value difference®

Jeonju 2,466,567 6,735,568 4,269,001
Gyeongju 2,964,743 7,602,494 4,637,751
Gangneung 3,337,066 7,680,531 4,343,397

* The degree to which it is forecasted to increase when it is a smart tourism city compared to an existing tourism city

(Table 7> Comparison of visit intention smart tourism cities by gender

Mean Standard deviation
Male Female Male Femae t-value p-value
(n=563) (n=555) (n=563) (n=555)
Jeonju 4.30 4.40 1.01 0.93 -1.71 .087
Gyeongju 4.31 4.56 1.01 0.79 -4.56 .000
Gangneung 4.44 4.66 0.92 0.67 -4.53 .000
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(Table 8> Comparison of visit intention smart tourism cities by age

Cities Age n Mean S.D. F-value p-value

20-29 202 4.17 1.06
30-39 244 4.37 0.95

Jeonju 40-49 265 4.29 1.03 4.04 .003
50-59 249 4.43 0.93
60-69 158 4.54 0.84
20-29 202 4.34 0.95
30-39 244 4.45 0.89

Gyeongju 40-49 265 4.35 0.98 3.71 .005
50-59 249 4.47 0.92
60-69 158 4.66 0.70
20-29 202 4.50 0.82
30-39 244 4.52 0.81

Gangneung 40-49 265 4.48 0.88 2.69 .030
50-59 249 4.61 0.77
60-69 158 4.71 0.74

(Table 9) Comparison of the number of stays and visit intention in each region’s existing

cities and smart tourism cities

The number of stays

. Mean Mean
Cities o . ) . ) . t-value p-value
Existing tourism city Smart tourism city difference
Jeonju 2.41 2.40 -0.01 0.226 0.821
Gyeongju 2.61 2.62 -0.01 -0.632 0.528
Gangneung 2.45 2.47 -0.02 -1.282 0.200
Visit intention
Mean
Cities o ) ) ) ) . Mean t-value p-value
Existing tourism city Smart tourism city difference
Jeonju 3.47 4.35 -0.89 -45.104 0.000
Gyeongju 3.56 4.44 -0.88 -45.635 0.000
Gangneung S8 4.55 -0.82 -45.780 0.000
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(Appendix 1) Distribution of responses to visit intention by region of existing tourism
city visit intention and average number of stays

n(ratio)
Jeonju Gyeongju Gangneung
20-29  30-39 4049 50-59 60-69 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 20-29 30-39 4049 50-59 60-69
@  0(.00) 1(.000 2(.000 1(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00) 0(.000 1(.00) 1(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00)0 1(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00)
@  8(.02) 6(.01) 8(.02) 8(.02) 2(.00) 10(.02) 8(.02) 8(.02) 8(.02) 3(.01) 3(.01 4(.01) 7(02) 7(02) 300D
@ 32(.07) 33(.08) 34(.08) 35(.08) 24(.06) 23(.05) 26(.06) 28(.07) 34(.08) 24(.06) 17(.04) 26(.06) 25(.06) 22(.55) 17(.04)
Seoul @ 35(.08) 45(.11) 43(.10) 47(.11) 41(.10) 39(.09) 51(.12) 47(.11) 47(.11) 38(.09) 45(.11) 57(.13) 51(.12) 59(.14) 41(.10)
©® 4001 902) 501 4(01) 1000) 7(.02) 9(.02) 8(.02) 5(.01) 301 14(.03) 7(02) 8(.02) 7(.02) 7(.02)
Average number of stays
2.46 2.52 2.40 2.37 2.07 2.78 2.63 2.56 2.56 2.24 2.67 2.61 2.53 2.40 2.26
@ 2(.00) 2(.00) 0(.000 1(.00) 0000) 2(.00) 2(.000 0(.00) 1(.00) 0(00) 1(.000 2(.00)0 0(.00) 0.00) 1(.00)
@ 17(.03) 6(.01) 17(.03) 10(.02) 7(01) 7(.01) 5(.01) 14(.02) 13(.02) 3(.01) 5(.01) 2(.000 8(.01) 8(.01) 2(.00)
@ 29(.05) 57(.10) 55(.10) 48(.09) 32(.06) 38(.07) 41(.07) 45(.08) 41(.07) 27(.05) 22(.04) 39(.07) 32(.06) 23(.04) 16(.03)
Gyeong-gi @  48(.09) 52(.09) 60(.11) 59(.10) 32(.06) 49(.09) 64(.11) 72(.13) 65(.12) 37(.07) 63(.11) 69(.12) 91(.16) 84(.15) 44(.08)
® 600D 7001 9(.02) 6(.01) 1000 6(.01) 12(.02) 10(.02) 4(.01) 5001 11(.02) 12(.02) 10.02) 9(.02) 9(.02)
Average number of stays
2.37 2.59 2.23 2.28 2.30 2.73 2.66 2.59 2.41 2.52 2.85 2.53 2.57 2.71 2.42
@ 1(.000  0(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00)0 1(.01) 1(.01) 0000) 0(.000 0(.00) 0.00) 0(00) 0(.00) 0(.00)
@ 20020 3002 5(.04) 2(.02) 1(01) 0000 2(.02) 8(.06) 4(.03) 2(.02) 10D 1(.01) 605 0000) 2(.02)
@ 7006 7006 11(.09) 11(.09) 7(06) 7(.6) 4(.03) 9(.07) 10(.08) 4(.03) 6(.05 7(.06) 12(.09) 7(.06) 2(.02)
Incheon @ 11(.09) 14(.11) 13(.10) 15(.12) 10(.08) 12(.09) 15(.12) 11(.09) 14(.11) 8(.06) 10(.08) 15(.12) 13(.10) 19(.15) 13(.10)
®  000.00) 2(0.02) 3(0.02) 2(0.02) 0(0.00) 2(.02) 4(.03) 3(.02) 2(.02) 4(.03) 4(.03) 3(.02) 1(.01) 4(.03) 1(.01)
Average number of stays
3.09 2.38 2.69 2.41 2.20 2.50 2.63 2.93 3.00 2.58 2.85 2.53 2.57 2.71 2.42

(Appendix 2) Distribution of responses to visit intention by region of smart tourism city

visit intention and average number of stays

n(ratio)
Jeonju Gyeongju Gangneung

20-29  30-39 4049 50-59 60-69 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 20-29 30-39 4049 50-59 60-69

@ 0000) 1(.00) 2(.000 1(.00) 0(00) 0(.00) 0(.000 1(.00) 1(.00) 0000) 0(.00) 0(.000 1(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00)

@  6(.01) 4001 4(.01) 4(.01) 2(00) 7(.02) 5(.01) 4(.01) 3(.01) 1(.00) 2(.000 3(.01) 5(.01) 1(.00) 1(.00)

@ 14(.03) 12(.03) 19(.04) 13(.03) 5(.01) 8(.02) 8(.02) 11(.03) 16(.04) 4(.01) 8(.02) 7(.02) 10(.02) 12(.03) 6(.01)

Seoul @ 17(.04) 14(.03) 15(.04) 16(.04) 8(.02) 17(.04) 18(.04) 19(.04) 10(.02) 11(.03) 12(.03) 21(.05) 20(.05) 12(.03) 5(.01)
©® 420100 63(.15) 52(.12) 61(.14) 53(.12) 47(.11) 63(.15) 57(.13) 65(.15) 52(.12) 57(.13) 63(.15) 56(.13) 70(.16) 56(.13)

Average number of stays

2.57 2.45 2.37 2.29 2.14 2.75 2.65 2.48 2.57 2.26 2.56 2.63 2.37 2.38 2.21

@ 1(.00)  2(.00) 0(.00) 1(.00) 0(.00) 2(.000 2(.000 0(00) 1(.00) 0(.00) 1(.00) 2(.01) 0(.00) 0(.00) 1(.00)

@ 12(.02) 3(.01) 11(.02) 5(.01) 3(.01) 4(01) 3(.01) 5(.01) 5(01) 1(.00) 4(.01) 1(.000 4(.01) 6(.01) 0(.00)

@ 16(.03) 22(.04) 22(.04) 17(.03) 12(.02) 15(.03) 14(.02) 25(.04) 12(.02) 7(.01) 8(.01) 15(.03) 12(.02) 9(.02) 5(.01)
Gyeong-gi @  19(.03) 23(.04) 14(.02) 18(.03) 7(.01) 22(.04) 24(.04) 15(.03) 17(.03) 9(.02) 26(.05) 18(.03) 17(.03) 12(.02) 4(.01)
©®  54(.10) 74(.13) 94(.17) 83(.15) 50(.09) 59(.10) 81(.14) 96(.17) 89(.16) 55(.10) 63(.11) 88(.16) 108(.19) 97(.17) 62(.11)

Average number of stays

2.36 2.58 2.26 2.25 2.20 2,74 2.81 2.61 2.38 2.60 2.53 2.56 2.38 2.25 2.38

@ 1(.01)  0(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00) 0(.00)0 0(.00) 1(.01) 0000) 0(.000 0(.00) 000) 0000) 0(.00) 0(.00)

@ 0000) 1001 4(.03) 1(.01) 1(.01) 0000) 2(.02) 5(.04) 2(.02) 1(01) 101 0(.000 3(.02) 0000) 2(.02)

@ 3(.02) 4(.03) 4(.03) 4(.03) 1(.01) 1001 3(.02) 6(.05 4(.03) 1(.01) 00000 4(.03) 605 2(.02) 1(.01)

Incheon @  4(.03) 4(.03) 5(.04) 3(.02) 3(.02) 6005 3(.02) 504 3(.02) 1(01) 7006 5(.04) 6(.05 6005 00.00)
® 130100 17(.13) 19(.15) 22(.17) 13(.10) 14(.11) 18(.14) 15(.12) 21(17) 15(.12) 13(.10) 17(.13) 17(.13) 22(.17) 15(.12)

Average number of stays
3.00 2.47 2.80 2.47 2.09 280 2.83 3.00 2.75 2.57 2.57 2.33 2.57 2.57 2.43




